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DECISION MEMORANDUM
TO: Council members
FROM: Council staff

SUBJECT: Innovative project funding recommendations

PROPOSED ACTION: The Fish and Wildlife Committee recommends that the Council
approve for funding in Fiscal Years 2008 and 2009 the five innovative
proposals as presented below.

SIGNIFICANCE: The Council reserved funding in its Fiscal Year 2007-2009 Fish and
Wildlife Project recommendations for Innovative projects. A project
review and selection process for this funding is nearing completion and
F&W Committee recommendation is presented below. A Council
decision is requested at the September Council meeting.

BUDGETARY/ECONOMIC IMPACTS

The funding reserved for Innovative projects is $2,000,000 total for Fiscal Year 2008 and 2009,
per Bonneville’s decision for Fiscal Year 2007-2009. This proposed action recommends funding
for projects that total $2.4 million. The Committee recommends that $2,000,000 of the costs be
funded from the Bonneville innovative placeholder and an additional $421,426 be funded from
the “carry forward” for the Fish and Wildlife Program budget.

BACKGROUND

The Council and Bonneville Power Administration (Bonneville) jointly invited the public to
submit innovative fish and wildlife project proposals to be considered for funding by the
Bonneville during Fiscal Years 2007-009.

This solicitation for innovative project proposals is part of the on-going effort by the Council and
Bonneville to implement the Council’s Columbia River Basin Fish and Wildlife Program under
the Northwest Power Act. The Council, in its project funding recommendations to Bonneville
for Fiscal Years 2007-09, recommended that Bonneville reserve a portion of its available funds
for an innovative project solicitation. The Council did so in large part in response to a
recommendation from the Council’s Independent Scientific Review Panel (ISRP). The purpose
of seeking out innovative projects is to improve knowledge, encourage creative thinking, and
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provide an opportunity for sponsors to submit proposals that focus on testing new methods and
technologies designed to directly benefit fish and wildlife in the Columbia River Basin.
Bonneville has agreed to make available up to $2,000,000 to fund innovative projects during
these fiscal years. The solicitation letter and accompanying materials can be found at
http://www.nwcouncil.org/fw/budget/innovate/Default.asp.

Fifty-nine proposals were submitted for the Fiscal Year 2007-2009 innovative proposal
solicitation, requesting about $16 million. A total of $2 million is available to spend.

The ISRP found that nine proposals substantially met the solicitation criteria; were innovative;
were on-the-ground, described scientifically sound techniques and offered potential benefits to
fish and wildlife. Five of the nine proposals were found by the ISRP to stand out as proposals
that are high priority (Al and A2) and four of the nine (B1-B4) were found to offer potentially
valuable contributions to the Fish and Wildlife Program but did not stand out for their innovation
nor demonstrate as strong a potential to provide significant benefits as those in the first group.
The ISRP report can be found in its entirety at http://www.nwcouncil.org/library/isrp/isrp2007-
9.htm. The Fish and Wildlife Committee considered these nine proposals fundable and used
these nine proposals as the base for consideration of alternatives. The Committee also
considered public comment and environmental planning information from Bonneville to develop
their recommendation. All public comments received can be found at:
http://www.nwcouncil.org/library/isrp/isrp2007-9comments.htm.

The Fish and Wildlife Committee began consideration of the innovative proposals at their
regular August committee meeting, and continued the discussion at a special meeting on August
28, 2007.

ANALYSIS
A number of considerations and budget alternatives (see alternatives section below) were

presented to the Committee. The Committee, after considerable discussion, supports the
following alternative that provides funding to 5 of the 6 top ISRP rated proposals.

Proposal Proposal Title FY 2008-09 Funding
number

2007-521-00 | Improving Fish Habitat Using Innovative Strategies to $185,112
Remediate Contaminated Sediments in the Columbia
River Basin

2007-524-00 | Integrated Non-Lethal Electric Barrier and Sonar System | $1,440,483
to Deter Marine Mammal Predation on Fish in the
Columbia River System: A Demonstration Project

2007-513-00 | Eelgrass enhancement and restoration in the Columbia $252,794
River Estuary through innovative site selection and
planting techniques

2007-516-00 | Enhancing Summer Instream Flow and Reducing $224,766
Temperature in Agricultural Watersheds

2007-53500 | Physical and Biological Field Testing of a Flow Velocity | $318,310
Enhancement System (FVES)




This funding package totals $2,421,465. The committee further recommended that for this
package, $2 million be allocated from the Bonneville innovative placeholder and that the
remaining amount ($421,465) be funded from funds that are likely to be available in FY 2008
and 2009 from under spending in FY 2007 and 2008.

An agreement exists currently between the Council and Bonneville that allows for the amount of
money that is under spent from the average spending target for the Program (currently $143
million) to be applied to the subsequent years’ spending target. This preserves the ability of the
program to spend to an “average” of $143 million. The Program typically under spends the
spending target each year so it is anticipated that the under spent amount in FY 2007 will be
applied to FY2008 and similarly for FY2009. This will provide additional funding that is not
currently budgeted but that can be spent in FY 2008 and 2009. The Committee recommends that
the amount recommended in excess of $2 million ($421,465) be covered under this premise.

One proposal was withdrawn by the sponsor at the August 28, 2007 Fish and Wildlife
Committee meeting. The Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife withdrew proposal 2007-
557-00 - What was old is new again: evaluate traditional gears for selective harvest. Many
concerns were raised during the public comment period regarding this proposal, and the proposal
sponsor met with the members of the commercial fishing community on a couple of occasions
following the public comment period. The sponsor stated that additional coordination needs to
occur prior to initiation of this proposal. They will continue to work on coordination of the
proposal concepts with the public and may submit another proposal in a future project review
and selection process.

Considerable discussion occurred regarding proposal 2007-524-00, Integrated Non-Lethal
Electric Barrier and Sonar System to Deter Marine Mammal Predation on Fish in the Columbia
River System: A Demonstration Project. The proponents of the proposal requested over $1.4
million. The Committee expressed support for the proposal, but also some concern regarding the
amount of funding required. Committee considered reducing the proposal scope and budget and
also considered extending the timeframe past the current performance period (08 and 09) into
2010. After some discussion, the Committee agreed to not do this and instead to recommend
funding the proposal at the full amount with a performance period of FY 2008 - 2009. The
Committee requested that the sponsor report back to the Committee/Council at key project
decision points. There are appropriate decision points for reporting back that will occur upon
completion of tasks 1 and 2, again after task 3 and after task 4. These are conditions of funding
recommended by the Committee.

The other proposals recommended by the Committee received high ranking by the ISRP and
were supported by public comment.

ALTERNATIVES
The Fish and Wildlife considered a number of alternative funding packages that were all built
upon the review of proposals by the ISRP and public comment. The three alternatives presented

in the Committee packet memo dated (attached) are:

Alternative 1) Fund the two highest ranking ISRP proposals, and consider funding a third
proposal from the A2 funding category. Given the broad support for the Electric barrier for



marine mammal proposal, and the concerns about the potential difficulties the proposal could
face in meeting the 18 month performance criteria, consider using the within year funding
process to fund. This could provide better implementation flexibility to address any lingering
technical and permitting timeframe concerns.

Alternative 2: Fund six innovative proposals from the A and B categories, excluding the
proposals that have significant controversy or implementation challenges. Consider funding the
electric barrier for marine mammal proposal in the with-in year request process.

Alternative 3: Fund at least a portion of all proposals in the “A” category. Fund the electric
barrier for mariner mammal proposal at a reduced amount.

The Fish and Wildlife Committee discussed additional alternatives at the August 28, 2007 Fish
and Wildlife Committee meeting. These are:

Alternative 4: Fund all A group proposals (Selective Harvest proposal withdrawn). Fund the
electric barrier proposal at $1,000,000 for FY 2008 and 2009, and allow proposal to extend into
FY 2010 to complete. Fund the FY 2010 from the Program (could be innovative placeholder,
regular program or within year process for 2010).

Alternative 5: Fund all A group proposal at full amount, and fund the top B group proposal for a
total budget of just over $2.4 million. Fund $2 million from Bonneville’s placeholder for the
innovative projects and fund the remaining amount from the funds likely to be available that
result from the Program under spending the annual spending target of $143 million in FY 2007
and FY 2008.

The Fish and Wildlife Committee recommends alternative 5 to the Council for consideration.

ATTACHMENTS

August 2, 2007 memo to F&W Committee - Draft innovative project funding recommendations
Excel file of proposals and alternatives

w:\po\major topics, multiple file types\2007 innovative project selection\innovative recommendation council 083007.doc
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DECISION MEMORANDUM
TO: Fish and Wildlife Committee Members
FROM: Council staff

SUBJECT: Draft innovative project funding recommendations

PROPOSED ACTION: Fish and Wildlife Committee recommendation for Fiscal Year 2008
and 2009 funding for innovative projects

SIGNIFICANCE: The Council reserved funding in its Fiscal Year 2007-2009 Fish and
Wildlife Project recommendations for Innovative projects. A project
review and selection process for this funding is nearing completion and
a F&W Committee recommendation is requested at the August
meeting.

BUDGETARY/ECONOMIC IMPACTS
The funding available for this action is $2,000,000 total for Fiscal Year 2008 and 2009, per
Bonneville’s decision for Fiscal Year 2007-2009.

BACKGROUND

The Council and Bonneville Power Administration (Bonneville) jointly invited the public to
submit innovative fish and wildlife project proposals to be considered for funding by the
Bonneville during Fiscal Years 2007-09.

This solicitation for innovative project proposals is part of the on-going effort by the Council and
Bonneville to implement the Council’s Columbia River Basin Fish and Wildlife Program under
the Northwest Power Act. The Council, in its project funding recommendations to Bonneville
for Fiscal Years 2007-09, recommended that Bonneville reserve a portion of its available funds
for an innovative project solicitation. The Council did so in large part in response to a
recommendation from the Council’s Independent Scientific Review Panel (ISRP). The purpose
of seeking out innovative projects is to improve knowledge, encourage creative thinking, and
provide an opportunity for sponsors to submit proposals that focus on testing new methods and
technologies designed to directly benefit fish and wildlife in the Columbia River Basin.
Bonneville has agreed to make available up to $2,000,000 to fund innovative projects during
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these fiscal years. The solicitation letter and accompanying materials can be found at
http://www.nwcouncil.org/fw/budget/innovate/Default.asp.

The Council’s and Bonneville’s Fiscal Year 2007-09 innovative proposal solicitation specified
the following criteria for innovative projects. An innovative project should:

o offer a method or technology designed to directly benefit fish and wildlife, that (1) has
not previously been used in Columbia River Basin fish and wildlife projects or (2) if used
before in other projects, has not been used in the proposed application

e be an innovative on-the-ground “demonstration” or “pilot” project with a focus on testing
or demonstrating new methods or technologies

o if successful, contribute to direct improvements in the survival or productivity of
Columbia River fish or wildlife species such as investigations of basic biological and
physical phenomenon are not targeted with this solicitation

e be consistent with the Council’s Program

e address key management questions or limiting factors identified in the Program’s
subbasin plans or mainstem amendments

o feasibly be complete within 18 months, including one year to implement the work and six
months to complete reports and other deliverables as appropriate

o meet the ISRP’s review criteria in Section 4(h)(10)(D) of the Northwest Power Act

ANALYSIS

Fifty-nine proposals were submitted for the Fiscal Year 2007-2009 innovative proposal
solicitation, requesting about $16 million. A total of $2 million is available to spend. This
section will discuss the nine proposals that the ISRP identified as meeting the innovative criteria
and the other information used by staff to develop alternative funding scenarios. The alternatives
are presented in the section of this memo.

The ISRP found that nine proposals substantially met the solicitation criteria; were innovative;
were on-the-ground, described scientifically sound techniques and offered potential benefits to
fish and wildlife. Five of the nine proposals were found by the ISRP to stand out as proposals
that are high priority (Al and A2) and four of the nine (B1-B4) were found to offer potentially
valuable contributions to the Fish and Wildlife Program but did not stand out for their innovation
nor demonstrate as strong a potential to provide significant benefits as those in the first group.
The ISRP report can be found in its entirety at http://www.nwcouncil.org/library/isrp/isrp2007-
9.htm. Staff considered these nine proposals fundable and used these as our base for
consideration of alternatives. The staff also considered public comment and environmental
planning information from Bonneville to develop the alternatives. Staff asked Bonneville to give
a preliminary indication of what environmental planning work would be necessary for the nine
projects and for a rough approximation of the timeline required to perform that work. Innovative
projects in particular, have had problems meeting performance schedules in the past. Often,
problems with environmental planning and permitting have been a factor in this lack of ability to
meet performance schedules, which is why the solicitation letter included the following
language:

A project sponsor must also demonstrate that it is feasible to complete the proposed
project within 18 months, including one year to implement the work and six months



to complete reports and other deliverables as appropriate. Project sponsors should
communicate their readiness to begin work (for example, are necessary permits in
place?) as well as their capacity to complete work on schedule. No innovative project
will be considered complete until the project sponsor submits to Bonneville a final
report that includes results, findings, and conclusions.

ISRP rank, public comment, and preliminary environmental planning information is summarized
for the nine project proposals below. The Bonneville Power Administration provided generally
supportive comments on all proposals in the top two groups of proposals as prioritized by the
ISRP and indicated a willingness to fund proposals that meet the “on-the-ground” criteria.
Bonneville also provided a preliminary in lieu analysis for the three highest ranked categories of
proposals. Bonneville noted that the in lieu ratings represent an early “flag” of potential
concerns that may need to be addressed in the future should the project sponsor subsequently
submit the proposal in a future Council solicitation review process for full implementation in
with regular Bonneville funding.

The US Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) commented on a number of proposals using a
ranking system of “Urgent, high priority, recommended action and do not fund”. All proposals
for which the USFWS provided comments received either a high priority or recommended action
rank. All other comments focused on specific project proposals, and these are summarized
below.

Public comments were received for proposals that fell outside the ISRP top two categories of
proposals. Those comments are not addressed here. All public comments received can be found
at: http://www.nwcouncil.org/library/isrp/isrp2007-9comments.htm.

Project 200752100, Improving Fish Habitat Using Innovative Strategies to Remediate
Contaminated Sediments in the Columbia River Basin. The ISRP ranked this project as one of
the two highest ranking projects (Al). The sponsor commented that they were pleased with the
results of the ISRP review. The USFWS noted that while the project is worthwhile and unique in
addressing an important issue, the direct benefits to bull trout are somewhat unclear. But the
USFWS stated that the funding request is reasonable and the project should be considered for
funding, ranking it as a “recommended action.” Preliminary information from Bonneville
regarding environmental planning indicated that because bull trout are present in the St. Joe
River, a section 7 consultation would be needed, but it would probably be a fairly short process,
taking about 2-3 months to complete.

Project 200752400, Integrated Non-Lethal Barrier and Sonar System to Deter Marine Mammal
Predation on Fish in the Columbia River System: A Demonstration Project: This is the other
top-ranked proposal by the ISRP (A1). Many public comments were received for this proposal.
Comments of support were sent by Washington Representatives Jim Moeller and Bill Fromhold,
Carol Clark of the NW Steelheader’s, Tony Meyer of the Lower Columbia Fish Enhancement
Group, and the sponsor Smith-Root Inc. The sponsor sent a packet of information that included
additional technical information from Jim Cave of the Pacific Salmon Commission, and letters of
support from Brian Baird (Member of Congress, Washington), Washington State Representative
Deb Wallace, Deb Marriot of the Lower Columbia River Estuary Partnership, Norman Richie
and Mads Ledet of the Northwest Steelheaders, John DiVittorio of Fish First, Dr. Keith Jefferts
of Northwest Marine Technology, Inc., Richard Kennon of the Native Fish Society, Don




MacDonald of the Sustainable Fisheries Foundation, Brent Grening of the Port of Ridgefield,
Dennis Ward of the Clark-Skamania Flyfishers. These comments were in support of the
proposal and highlighted concerns about the recent marine mammal predation issues at
Bonneville Dam and the belief that the work proposed for this project could be effective. Chris
Beggs, with Fisheries and Oceans -Canada commented that they worked with Smith Root on a
study in the Courtenay River to test a similar system on wild seals. The comments noted
promise in excluding seals for established predation areas and expressed support for this
proposal.

The USFWS ranked the proposal as a “recommended action,” noting that the proposal is very
expensive and would consume the bulk of the available funding, and that the project needs to
evaluate the potential effects to lamprey behavior. A letter from the Columbia River Inter-tribal
Fisheries Commission did not support the proposal. The Commission agreed that finding
innovative solutions to sea lion predation is worthy of Council and Bonneville support, but
criticized the proposal as very expensive and presenting unacceptable risks to Pacific lamprey
and other non-target species. The Commission suggested that more investigation should be done
on these concerns prior to field tests. The comments noted that controlled tests have been
performed on seals, but not on California sea lions, yet sea lions are the least responsive to
conventional hazing. The limited testing with harbors seals by the sponsor is insufficient to
demonstrate a general response by pinnipeds. The comments further noted that sea lions are
known to be very motivated and tenacious predators. The Commission comments that controlled
tests should be performed to investigate the reaction of California sea lions to the electrical field
when reward/food are presented. Bonneville commented that if successful, this project would
directly benefit returning adult salmon of all upriver ESU’s and non-listed fish. But Bonneville
also noted that the proposal needs to be evaluated for acoustic discrimination capability; the
possibility of deleterious effects on lamprey, salmon and sturgeon; and the feasibility of creating
an impervious barrier in a river with changing flows and debris. Bonneville further noted that
coordination with the Corps of Engineers and NOAA Fisheries is essential and that the best
benefit may be achieved if the project is implemented further downriver, close to Astoria.
Preliminary environmental planning information from Bonneville indicates that implementation
of this project could be complicated. Implementation will require a section 7 consultation for
potential impacts to listed fish and permission under the Marine Mammal Protection Act for
potential impacts to sea lions. This planning work would likely take a minimum of 6 months and
potentially longer.

Project 2007-513-00, Eelgrass Enhancement and Restoration in the Columbia River Estuary
through innovative site selection and planting technigues. The ISRP ranked this project in the
top five proposals (A2). The USFWS ranked the proposal as a high priority, noting that the
proposal could benefit a wide variety of fish and wildlife in a relatively inexpensive manner.
According to preliminary environmental planning information from Bonneville, eelgrass habitat
is critical habitat under ESA for some species and is “essential” habitat under the Magnuson-
Stevens Act. The planning work for this project would probably require section 7 consultation
and would probably require 4-6 months to complete.

Project 2007-516-00, Enhancing summer instream flow and reducing temperature in Agricultural
watersheds. This proposal was also ranked in the top five projects by the ISRP (A2). The
USFWS ranked this proposal as a high priority and called for its funding, noting that it could
prove useful in the management of instream flow, directly benefiting numerous listed species.




According to preliminary environmental planning information from Bonneville, little
environmental planning would be necessary, so no additional time is likely needed for this step.

2007-557-00, What is old is new again: evaluate traditional gears for selective harvest. The
ISRP ranked this proposal in the top five projects (A2). Two comments suggested this proposal
is flawed. One, from river historian Irene Martin, stated that the proposal author used Irene’s
name inappropriately in support of the project and commented that the proposal contains errors
of fact, a lack of comprehension of river conditions that will affect performance of the gear, and
a lack of analysis of serious social issues associated with the proposal. She asked that her name
be removed from the proposal. Salmon For All commented that the proposal is seriously flawed
due to technical errors and due to erroneous claims of coordination with a local fishery group.
The USFWS noted that although the proposal could provide useful information, the overall cost
of the project does not fit with the projected benefits. The USFWS also noted that the funding
could be used instead to benefit more on-the-ground restoration activities. Contrarily, the
Hatchery Scientific Review Group supported moving forward with this type of work and urged
the Council and Bonneville to support funding this proposal. The proposal sponsor, Washington
Department of Fish and Wildlife (WDFW) also commented and noted that they are aware of
concerns expressed by fishery representatives. They stand by the importance of the proposal in
advancing the selective fishing concept, and remain interested in implementing the proposal.
However WDFW also agreed on the need to more closely coordinate with the industry and
fishery managers, stating an intent to meet with fishery managers and the Columbia Commercial
Advisory Group beginning this fall. According to preliminary environmental planning
information from Bonneville, testing new gear would be a direct take of listed species; however
using commercial fishermen to test the gear within a commercial fishery would avoid the need
for Bonneville to seek special permits, as the fishery managers regulating the fishery itself seek
the necessary permits.

2007-535-00, Physical and biological field testing of a flow velocity enhancement system
(FVES). This ISRP ranked this proposal first in the second group of prioritized proposals (B1).
All comments on this proposal were in support of funding, including comments from the
Kootenai Tribe of Idaho, the Montana Department of Fish, Wildlife and Parks, and Montana
Trout Unlimited and Tacoma Power. The USFWS ranked the proposal as a recommended
action, noting that it may provide opportunity to decrease smolt residence time in reservoirs.
The USFWS also noted that the proposal could be strengthened by a more comprehensive
assessment of physical habitat conditions especially relative to profiles of variables when the
FVES system is operating and when it is not. Preliminary environmental planning information
from Bonneville indicated a need for a section 7 consultation, as the device will be tested on
smolts. The planning could take 4-6 months, probably less if it is determined that the action is
not likely to adversely affect listed species.

2007-526-00, Lake oxygenation pilot study: Improving redband trout habitat quality in Twin
Lakes, Wa. This ISRP ranked this proposal second in the second set of prioritized proposals
(B2). Comments were received from the Confederated Tribes of the Colville Reservation
(Colville Tribe) and from the sponsor, Washington State University. Both comments supported
the proposal. The Colville Tribes offered strong support and encouragement for funding.
WDFW commented to address a few ISRP project-specific comments. Preliminary
environmental planning information from Bonneville indicates that there are no listed fish in the




project vicinity, but cultural resource work may be required at the site of construction of a
storage facility. This work could take 3-6 months to perform.

2007-518-00, Evaluation of artificial upwelling to enhance lower Columbia River Gorge chum
salmon spawning. This ISRP ranked this proposal third in the second set of prioritized
proposals. The USFWS commented that the proposal could provide opportunities to increase
availability of spawning habitat, and that the proposal could be strengthened by further
evaluation of infrastructure reliability to provide water consistently to upwelling areas. The
USFWS ranked this proposal as a recommended action. Bonneville’s preliminary environmental
planning information indicated that a section 7 consultation would likely be required, and that
the possibility of adverse impacts could make the planning process longer. In addition, cultural
resource work would be needed for piping and other tasks. The planning is work would take
about 6 months to perform. Note: the project sponsor acknowledged in the proposal the need to
perform these planning tasks, and factored time for this into the proposal performance schedule.

2007-542-00, Shad for Nutrient enhancement -- Demonstration of fishery supply, disease
evaluation, product type and potential use. The ISRP ranked this proposal fourth in the second
set of prioritized proposals, although the ISRP’s review comments stated that “no proposed
location or experimental design is given so it was difficult to classify as on-the-ground.” The
ISRP report also indicated a need for more details about this proposal before it could be funded.
The proposal does not report where the sponsor will obtain the shad, where they will place the
shad nor does it describe the experimental design. WDFW, the project sponsor, commented to
these ISRP concerns and indicated that this information would be developed after being given an
indication that the Council will fund the proposal. The USFWS ranked the proposal as a high
priority, noting that shad would be an abundant source of nutrients and an innovative way to
address nutrient problems. The USFWS also noted that implementation and effectiveness
monitoring would be an important part of the project, to identify short term problems and assess
results. Bonneville noted that this work is a shared responsibility with other partners and that it
is similar in scope to previous innovative nutrient enhancement projects, although using shad as
the nutrient source is different. According to Bonneville’s preliminary environmental planning
information, this proposal does not have any environmental planning requirements as the sponsor
does not propose to actually out-plant the shad nutrients into a stream environment.

ALTERNATIVES
Staff used the results of the ISRP review as an initial basis to consider projects to fund.

The comments and information described above factor into the following funding alternatives.
The alternatives provided here are illustrative of the trade-offs present in this funding category.
Options include funding only a few of the highest ranking proposals, in that one of the highest
ranking proposals has a relatively high cost and if funded would not allow for most of the other
highly ranked proposals to be funded. Conversely, if the one highly ranked yet very costly
proposal were not funded, most of the remaining highly ranked proposals could be funded.

Alternative 1: Fund proposals ranked in the highest category by the ISRP:

Proposal Proposal Title FY 2008-09
number Funding

2007-521-00 | Improving Fish Habitat Using Innovative Strategies to $185,112




Remediate Contaminated Sediments in the Columbia River
Basin

2007-524-00 | Integrated Non-Lethal Electric Barrier and Sonar System to $1,440,483
Deter Marine Mammal Predation on Fish in the Columbia
River System: A Demonstration Project

This alternative totals $1,625,595 of the available $2,000,000. $374,405 remains and could be
used to fund another project within the A and B category. Funding proposal 200752400 (Non-
Lethal Electric Barrier and Sonar System to Deter Marine Mammal Predation) carries a risk that
if the project is unable to obtain the necessary permits in a timely fashion, it may not be able to
meet the criteria of completing all deliverables within 18 months.

The Council may want to consider an alternative route for this proposal, through the within-year
process as a new project to be funded from the regular Fish and Wildlife Program budget.
Implementation through the regular program does not carry the 18 month implementation criteria
and could provide better implementation flexibility to address technical concerns about non-
target species, effectiveness of the array to deter California sea lions and permitting. Funding
this project through the regular Fish and Wildlife Program budget could also allow funding for
several other innovative proposals that ranked well with the ISRP, but which would not
otherwise be funded given the budget constraints (see alternative 2).

Alternative 2: Fund six innovative proposals from the A and B categories, excluding the
proposals that have significant controversy or implementation challenges.

Proposal Proposal Title FY 2008-09
number Funding
2007-521-00 Improving Fish Habitat Using Innovative Strategies to $185,112
Remediate Contaminated Sediments in the Columbia River
Basin

2007-513-00 Eelgrass enhancement and restoration in the Columbia River | $252,794
Estuary through innovative site selection and planting
techniques

2007-516-00 Enhancing Summer Instream Flow and Reducing $224,766
Temperature in Agricultural Watersheds

2007-53500 Physical and Biological Field Testing of a Flow Velocity | $318,310
Enhancement System (FVES)

2007-526-00 Lake oxygenation pilot study: Improving Redband Trout | $271,634
habitat quality in Twin Lakes, WA

2007-518-00 Evaluation of artificial upwelling to enhance lower $173,590
Columbia River Gorge chum salmon spawning

This alternative recognizes that there are technical concerns about impacts to non-target species
and implementation timeframes for proposal 200752400 (Non-Lethal Electric Barrier and Sonar
System to Deter Marine Mammal Predation) and concerns about proposal 200755700 (Evaluate
traditional gears for selective harvest). These concerns are summarized above. This alternative
prioritizes funding for six remaining proposals in the A and B group for a total of $1,426,206.
This leaves a remaining amount of $573,794 that could be used to fund either a portion of the




electric barrier to deter marine mammal predation proposal (phase-in or seek cost share for
remainder) or to fund the selective harvest proposal if the Council is inclined. If the former,
work would need to occur with the sponsor to determine a viable work plan for the reduced
amount of funding. It may be of interest to the Council and Bonneville to approach the Corps
and NOAA about funding a portion of the proposal, since the Proposed Action indicated that
addressing marine mammal predation at the mainstem dams is primarily a Corps responsibility.
Or, it may be of interest to the Council to consider funding the selective harvest proposal and
provide the sponsor an opportunity to revise the proposal to address the concerns received during
the public comment period. This could result in some budget reduction for the proposal.

This alternative does not fund proposal 200754200 (Shad for Nutrient Enhancement). Staff
believes that this proposal did not demonstrate that it meets the intent of the “on-the-ground”
criteria associated with the solicitation. The ISRP noted that the proposal has trouble meeting
the on-the-ground criteria as the proposal does not propose to use the shad nutrient in streams,
just to research the possible techniques and test for pathology problems.

Alternative 3: This Alternative funds at least a portion of all proposals in the “A” category.

Proposal Proposal Title FY 2008-09 Funding
number
2007-521-00 Improving Fish Habitat Using Innovative Strategies | $185,112

to Remediate Contaminated Sediments in the
Columbia River Basin

2007-524-00 Integrated Non-Lethal Electric Barrier and Sonar To Be Determined
System to Deter Marine Mammal Predation on Fish | ($892,357 available)
in the Columbia River System: A Demonstration
Project

2007-513-00 Eelgrass enhancement and restoration in the $252,794
Columbia River Estuary through innovative site
selection and planting techniques

2007-516-00 Enhancing Summer Instream Flow and Reducing $224,766
Temperature in Agricultural Watersheds

2007-557-00 What was old is new again: evaluate traditional gears | $444,971
for selective harvest

This alternative focuses on funding at least a portion of all “A” group proposals. In order to do
s0, the funding level for one proposal, the funding for Electric Barrier and Sonar System to Deter
Marine Mammal Predation is reduced from a total of $1.4 million to $892,357. Work would
need to occur with the sponsor to determine a viable work plan for the reduced amount of
funding.

ATTACHMENTS

Excel file of proposals and alternatives




Innovative Project Alternative, Aug 30, 2007

Proposal# Title ISRP Sponsor Total Funding| FY08 request | FY09 request|Alternative Alternative [Alternative |Alternative [Alternative |Comment
Priority Request 1 2 3 4 5
200752100 Improving Fish Habitat Using Innovative Al Washington State $185,112 $55,534.00 $129,578.00) $185,112 $185,112 $185,112 $185,112 $185,112
Strategies to Remediate Contaminated University
Sediments in the Columbia River Basin
200752400 Integrated Non-Lethal Electric Barrier and Al Smith-Root, Inc $1,440,483 $615,690.64 $824,791.98] $1,440,483 ? $1,000,000  $1,440,483 Alternative 3 funds at
Sonar System to Deter Marine Mammal less than proposed
Predation on Fish in the Columbia River (around 890,000).
System: A Demonstration Project Alternative 4 funds
additional $440,483 out
of 2010. Alternative 5
funds $421,465 from
outside of BPA
Innovative placeholder.
200751300 Eelgrass enhancement and restoration in A2 Pacific Northwest $252,794 $180,394.00 $72,400.00] $252,794 $252,794 $252,794 $252,794
the Columbia River Estuary through National Laboratory
innovative site selection and planting
techniques
200751600 Enhancing Summer Instream Flow and A2 Washington State $224,766 $151,264.00 $73,502.00] $224,766 $224,766 $224,766 $224,766
Reducing Temperature in Agricultural University
Watersheds
200755700 What was old is new again: evaluate A2 Washington $444,971 $333,728.30 $111,242.70) $444,971 $0 $0
traditional gears for selective harvest Department of Fish
and Wildlife
Total A $2,548,126
200753500 Physical and Biological Field Testing of a B1 Natural Solutions $318,310 $318,310.00 $0.00 $318,310 $318,310 $318,310
Flow Velocity Enhancement System (FVES)
200752600 Lake oxygention pilot study: Improving B2 Washington State $271,634 $217,990.00 $53,644.00) $271,634
Redband Trout habitat quality in Twin University
Lakes, WA
200751800 Evaluation of artificial upwelling to enhance B3 Pacific Northwest $173,590 $109,369.00 $64,221.00] $173,590
lower Columbia River Gorge chum salmon National Laboratory
spawning
200754200 Shad for Nutrient Enhancement -- B4 Washington $163,400 $96,526.00 $66,874.00]
Demonstration of Fishery Supply, Disease Department of Fish
Evaluation, Product Type and Potential Use and Wildlife
Total A and B $3,475,060 $1,625,595  $1,426,206 $1,107,643  $1,980,982 $2,421,465
Dollars remaining to $2,000,000 $374,405 $573,794 $892,357 $19,018 ($421,465)






