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December 2, 2010 

 
MEMORANDUM 
 
 
TO: Council Members 
 
FROM: Staff 
 
SUBJECT: Considerations for the RM&E/Artificial Production Staff Review 
 
 
At the November Council meeting, Council members asked for a review of what considerations 
will be used by staff to develop potential recommendations for the Council members.  The 
planning and review process has been so long in the making that it’s beneficial to check back in 
on the process for all concerned.   The remainder of the document, with attachments, outlines 
requirements and considerations that will be made in developing recommendations to the full 
Council. 
 
Background 
The NW Power Act 4(h)(10)(D)(vi) directs the Council to fully consider the recommendations of 
the Independent Science Review Panel (ISRP) when making its final recommendations of 
projects to be funded through BPA's annual fish and wildlife budget, and if the Council does not 
incorporate a recommendation of the ISRP, the Council shall explain in writing its reasons for 
not accepting ISRP recommendations. In making its recommendations to BPA, the Council shall 
consider the impact of ocean conditions on fish and wildlife populations and shall determine 
whether the projects employ cost-effective measures to achieve program objectives. The 
Council, after consideration of the recommendations of the ISRP, the public and other 
appropriate entities, shall be responsible for making the final recommendations of projects to be 
funded through BPA's annual fish and wildlife budget.  The ISRP has participated in all project 
reviews. 
 
Early categorical review planning documents describe the process and critical path for reviews. 
For staff review specifically, the April 2009 document entitled: RM&E and Artificial Production 
Categorical Reviews, describes the integrated process for review under Planning Phase and 
Critical Path.  Step G of that document outlines the staff review which was applied to the 
Wildlife review and still holds for the RM&E/Artificial production review: 
 

G. Staff Recommendation  



Taking into account the ISRP final report on each project, the overall budget, and individual 
project recommendations, Council staff will develop a package of summary information about the 
entire set of RM&E and artificial production projects accompanied by funding recommendations 
for the Council to consider. This may include discussion of policy or programmatic issues, 
relationship to other program areas, linkages to the RM&E framework, category budgets, and 
options to fill gaps in the program. 

 
 
R,M&E and AP Categorical Review  
Categorical review, in general, is a review of ongoing projects in the program. The slate of 
RM&E /Artificial production projects includes harvest, predation, enforcement and a handful of 
other basinwide habitat-type projects.  The slate also includes some new projects identified 
through the Skamania process as necessary to meet BiOp requirements. Because of the complex 
nature of this review -- issues and diversity of projects -- staff and Council developed more 
global questions and considerations to take into account for this review beyond the standard 
proposal questions used in the past.  These new questions were developed for both the sponsors 
and the ISRP and are applied at several phases in the project review cycle.  In general, they 
include coordination of work and work products; data collection, storage, analysis and 
availability; duplication of efforts, and consistency with other regional efforts like the 2008 
FCRPS Biological Opinion, and the Hatchery Science Review Group.  The table below lists 
documents that represent the more global considerations for this review process. 
 
Attach Document Note 
1 Targeted questions specific to 

subcategories 
Reviewed by the ISRP and incorporated into the 
proposal form in narrative questions or as structured 
data fields 

2.  June 1 Council letter to sponsors 
including 8 questions to address  

Created by Council members, verified by staff that 
questions were embedded in proposal form 

3. July 15 Council letter to ISRP 
requesting 11 considerations 
during the review  

How and to what extent each project supports and is 
consistent with key Program policies 

4.  Additional questions and guidance 
prepared by BPA to address 
consistency with BiOp RPA 
associations (June 1, and October) 

Developed by BPA and Action Agency workgroups 
to be applied in the review process 

 
 
Staff Analysis and Recommendation 
Staff review relies heavily on the ISRP Final Review to complete its funding recommendation to 
the Council that includes the questions from the guidance documents.  The ISRP’s final review 
will include project-specific recommendations and programmatic considerations (in general and 
in relation to individual projects).  Staff anticipates a productive and useful analysis of similar 
project types within this category.  Most projects in this slate will be scrutinized in the context of 
other projects which may lead to a more efficient and more cohesive program. While a project 
may be deemed “scientifically sound” by the ISRP, the Council (and region) should be looking at 
each project with an eye towards how it fits with the Program, the Council’s draft MERR plan 
and how each tie with High Level Indicators. Staff review, as in the past, will also include 



analysis and consideration of expenditures and funding, past review history, and project 
implementation issues (as noted by both Council and Bonneville staff).   
 
Bonneville staff will be looking at each project with an eye toward meeting BiOp requirements 
also, among other things. Council staff and the Bonneville plan to hold a series of meetings with 
COTRs to assess projects together as we’ve done with both the Wildlife and the Fast Track 
reviews. 
 
Another important element in staff review is to frame recommendations to past Council actions.  
These actions may be based on Step Reviews, BOG recommendations and/or conditions 
previously placed on particular projects by past Council recommendations to Bonneville.  This 
aspect is important during these categorical reviews, because this review is not based on a 
solicitation, but on the review of ongoing projects.  Also the Council has provided numerous 
reviews and recommendation associated with the Columbia Basin Fish Accords.  These recently 
reviewed projects are part of this review, but in a contextual manner.  It is important that these 
reviews and recommendation be confirmed for these projects during the categorical review, and 
if necessary aligned to evolving programmatic issues.  
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