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Pur pose and construction of this“rolling” briefing document

Thisdocument isintended to serve two purposes. Firgt, it isused to provide the Council and the
public notice of theissuesthat attend the proposalsfor funding in the Blue Mountain and Mountain
Snake Provinces. Whenever possible, the memo seeksto present a consensus central and state staff
recommendation to the Council for each issue. The memo presentsboth general issuesthat apply
throughout the province (budgets, BiOp implementation, etc), and issues that relate to specific
proposals. The second purpose of the document isto record therationale for the funding
recommendations that the Council will make to Bonnevillein such a way that it can help satisfy the
requirements of section 4(h)(10)(D) of the Northwest Power Act.

Fiscal Year 2002 Programmatic | ssuesfor the M ountain Snake and Blue Mountain
Provinces

Issue 1: Assumption of base budget for Council project funding recommendations.

Thisissue explains how the Council is using the $186 million dollar average Bonneville has committed to
as a planning target for developing project recommendations budgets. CBFWA'’s programmatic
recommendations about project funding are outlined. The staff recommendation isthe same asin the
previous Columbia Plateau: use $186 million as the planning target; province allocations are established
using that figure; the general rule of holding ongoing projects to their FY 01 level plus 3.4% is outlined,;
and the addition of new projects at this time should emphasize ESA needs that integrate with local
management priorities. The total province budgets are approximately $12.4 million for the Blue
Mountain and $25.2 for the Mountain Snake. This material isthe same, or nearly so, as that it reviewed
in the Columbia Plateau programmatic issues.

Bonneville' s assumptions for its revenue requirements in Fiscal Y ears 2002 through 2006 include an
average funding target for its directly funded fish and wildlife projects of $186 million, compared to the
average of $127 million in 1996 through 2001.

Throughout the provincial reviews that had been completed though the Spring of 2001, the Council
and its staff had been treating all projects rated as fundable by the Independent Scientific Review Panel
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(ISRP) and also rated by the Columbia Fish and Wildlife Authority as “High Priority” asthe “base” set of
projects that would be considered by the Council for recommendation to Bonneville. However, asthe
provincial review for the Mountain Columbia province progressed, the staff became concerned that the
number of projects that were meeting its definition of the “base” may exhaust the funding that Bonneville
had suggested that it would make available for Fiscal Y ear 2002.

At the Fish and Wildlife Committee meeting in Spokane on May 11, 2001 (the Council was
considering the Mountain Columbia province at that time), the staff asked the Committee for guidance in
defining the “base project list” for the provincia review. The staff presented an alternative for conducting
theinitial round of provincial review funding decisions by defining three distinct “tiers’ of project budgets
that received funding recommendations from both CBFWA and the ISRP. The staff proposal would have
distinguished new projects from ongoing projects and initially assumed deferral of new projects until the
completion of all provincia reviews in 2002.

The Fish and Wildlife Committee chose not to adopt the staff tiering proposal, and maintained the
approach that established a base-funding package composed of the projects that received “fundable”
recommendations from the |SRP and were also designated “high priority” by CBFWA. Part of the reasoning
of the Committee members was that Bonneville' s public commitment at the outset of the provincia review
process was to fund afinal “unified” plan representing agreed-to priorities, including implementation of the
Biological Opinion for the federa hydropower system. The Committee believed that the Council’ s existing
approach to defining its base set of recommendations met those objectives. Further, while Bonneville had
been suggesting that its budget targets expressed in its rate case (average of $186 million) was a guideling, it
had not yet formally declared this to be a hard budget limit. The Council completed the Mountain Columbia
province using the “fundable/high-priority” group of projects as its base set of recommendations.

The Columbia Plateau province followed in the provincial review sequence. In that province, the
Council was presented with $64.6 million in projects that met the “fundable/high-priority” definition of the
base package. At its August meeting in Portland, the Council staff advised the Council that if the full $64.6
million consensus priority project package for the Columbia Plateau were funded, that package along with
placeholders needed for subbasin planning and Bonneville program administration would exhaust the funds
apparently available for Fiscal Year 2002. The presentation by CBFWA at the August meeting made clear
that the managers did not believe that Bonneville or the Council had officially established $186 million or
any other definitive Fiscal Year 2002 budget for it to apply to its Columbia Plateau recommendations.
Nonetheless, in light of comments from Bonneville representatives regarding the Fiscal Y ear 2002 budget,
the Council stated at its August meeting that it did want its staff to treat the $186 million figure as the Fiscal
Y ear 2002 planning figure, and sought a recommendation on how to proceed with the proposed consensus
priority package.

CBFWA reminded the Council that when it originally submitted its Columbia Plateau
recommendations on August 3, 2001, Chairman Rod Sando’s cover letter asked that if the Fiscal Y ear 2002
budget could not accommodate the proposed package, that CBFWA be given an opportunity to review and
possibly modify its recommendations. Chairman Sando’s August 3, 2001 |etter stated:

If there isinsufficient funding to fully support the CBFWA recommendation during Fiscal Y ear
2002-2004, we request the opportunity to modify our recommendation once a specific budget is
identified for each province.
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The Council delayed further action on the Columbia Plateau to allow CBFWA to review its funding
recommendation in light of the clarification from the Council that it believed that the $186 million figure
announced by Bonneville should be used to plan Fiscal Year 2002 spending.

CBFWA then responded by a September 26, 2001 letter to Chairman Cassidy advising us that
CBFWA was unable to do a project-by-project budget review. CBFWA questioned whether or not the $186
million figure announced by Bonneville is the appropriate planning target. First, CBFWA noted that this
figure was derived from arate case that was not completed, and expressed frustration that there seemed to
have been a Bonneville's policy shift on funding. CBFWA noted that for some time the Bonneville fish and
wildlife funding principles stated that it would fund all of its fish and wildlife obligations if captured in a
“unified plan” and that it changed that position to the establishment of a $186 million “cap” for the current
rate period. CBFWA believed that this figure was “arbitrary,” and took the position that the region must first
complete a province review cycle to identify fish and wildlife needs before establishing afinal budget.
Finaly, CBFWA expressed disappointment that the Council had seemingly accepted the $186 million figure
as the final word on the Fiscal Y ear 2002 (and beyond) budget.

As a consequence of uncertainty on both available Bonneville budget and basinwide fish and wildlife
needs, CBFWA recommended that no new projects be funded in the Columbia Plateau (and other provinces
yet to be reviewed), and that existing projects be held to no more than a 3.4 percent increase until:

1. A regional resolution of the available Bonneville budget for Fiscal Y ear 2002 and beyond is
achieved, and;

2. Completion of the first round of provincia reviews establishes the fish and wildlife needs for Fiscal
Y ears 2002 through 2005.

CBFWA noted that this might pose an equity problem, as the Council had approved new projectsin
the first three provinces. CBFWA proposed, and subsequently completed areview of the projects already
approved for the Columbia Gorge, Inter-Mountain, and Mountain Snake province to determine if there were
projects or project elements that can be deferred beyond Fiscal Year 2002, and if there are opportunities for
cost savings, or other actions that would produce savings.

Finally, CBFWA proposed that exceptions to its recommended “freeze” on new projects could be
made on a case-by-case basis where new projects demonstrate that they address ESA or other high priority
needs. If such exceptions were to be made, CBFWA asked that the Council and Bonneville document its
rationale for making exceptions and providing the reasons for such decisionsto CBFWA. CBFWA noted
that the new project freeze might leave funds currently available for Fiscal Year 2002 uncommitted. [t
requested that those funds be carried forward to future years to meet needs identified in the completed
province review cycle.

Council recommendations regar ding budget planning made in its Columbia Plateau decision that
apply to the remaining provinces:

Part 1 --The Council agreed to facilitate aregiona discussion about the appropriate Bonneville funding
commitment for Fiscal Year 2002 and beyond. The Council has conducted one such roundtable discussion.
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Representatives from Bonneville, industry and utilities, and the fish and wildlife managers participated.
While that discussion made evident that there is not agreement among those parties on the appropriate
Bonneville funding level for Fiscal Year 2002, the Council decided that, for now, the $186 million suggested
by Bonneville should be used as a planning target. The Council noted that this may need to be reviewed
when the first complete cycle of the provincial review process concludes in 2002.

Part 2 -- Further, the Council concurred with the CBFWA proposal that it should take a deliberative
approach on starting new projects pending the completion of the first round of provincial reviews (which will
be finished in the Spring of 2002). Further, the Council agreed with CBFWA that ongoing projects that
continue to meet scientific standards would be held to their Fiscal Y ear 2001 budget levels with provision for
a 3.4 percent inflation factor increase. The Council also agreed that some high priority and ESA projects
should be initiated in the remaining provinces in the current review cycle.

Part 3 -- Finaly, the Council proposed that the exceptions to the general new project “freeze” to implement
new high priority and ESA projects must allow for new work not only in the Columbia Plateau Province, but
in those provinces yet to be reviewed in an equitable manner. In order to provide for an equitable alocation
of available Fiscal Y ear 2002 funds, the Council proposed that the Council’s Fiscal Y ear 2001 funding
recommendations for each of these provinces serve as a*“base” (with deductions for one-time or short-term
capital itemsthat in Fiscal Y ear 2001 that inflate the “base’). Next, the pro rata portion of the overall Fisca
Y ear 2001 funding that the “base” figure for each province represents was determined, and that same pro rata
share of remaining Fiscal Year 2002 funds was allocated to the province.

Based on thispro rata allocation, there would be the potential to fund approximately $6.37 million in
new work in the Mountain Snake and $3.14 in the Blue M ountain provincesin Fiscal Year 2002 and
similar levelsin Fiscal Years 2003 and 2004. Note that this*“new work” may come in the form of either
new projects or expanded ongoing projects that meet the criteria discussed below. The total allocations for
the provinces are $12.4 million for the Blue Mountain and $ 25.2 million for the Mountain Snake.

I ssue 2: Proposed criteria for funding Blue Mountain and Mountain Snake projects and projects in the
remaining provinces

Thisissue explains the considerations or criteria that the Council used in the Columbia Plateau province
to guide the prioritization of project to fit within province allocations. Those same considerations are
being used in the Blue Mountain and Mountain Snake provinces. The staff recommendation isthat these
considerations continue to be used. The considerations make continuing ongoing work that remains
important a priority. New and ongoing projects that meet ESA needs and are integrated with local
management prioritiesare also favored. In all cases, the | SRP review is an important consideration. This
material isthe same, or nearly so, as that reviewed by the Council in the Columbia Plateau programmatic
issues.

The Council has adopted the following criteria to establish budgets for the remaining provinces.
Each of these criteria should be treated as a consideration. No single consideration is intended to be singly
dispositive as to whether or not a proposal would be recommended for funding. That is, a decision to use the
criteriawould not mean that any and al projects that meet one or more of the criteriawould be automatically
supported for funding, but rather, that the criteria would be taken into account and inform the Council’s
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recommendations. In all cases, the Council would continue to consider the | SRP recommendations and
CBFWA comments.

The seven criteria fully described in previous versions of the Columbia Plateau decision memos are
attached as Appendix A. The reader should reference that appendix for the full explanation. In summary,
the criteria are:

1. As amatter of first priority, maintain adequate funding for the operation, maintenance, monitoring
and evauation of ongoing projects;

2. As asecond-level priority, provide funding to multi-step or phased ongoing projectsthat are
prepared to take the next anticipated and logical step in their development (examples are projects in the
three-step review process);

3. As a second-level priority (co-equal with 2 above), provide funds to new and ongoing pr oj ects that
protect currently productive, high quality habitat, and/or provide connections to historic habitat;

4, Also as a second-level priority (co-equal with 2 and 3 above) provide funds to those new and
ongoing projects that can be shown to respond to Reasonable and Prudent Alternative action itemsin the
2000 Biologica Opinion on Hydrosystem Operations for which Bonneville has been assigned responsibility;

5. As a second-level priority (co-equa with 2, 3 and 4 above) where there are new projects that have
been developed and coordinated with a broad coalition of local interests including, for example, local
governments, tribes, state agencies, agriculture interests and others, and there is consensus support, fund the
projects,

6. Asathird-level priority, provide funding for proposed new projects that present an opportunity to
protect, mitigate or enhance fish and wildlife that will be lost if delayed until after subbasin plans are
completed (next 1-4 years);

7. Finally, the Council likely will not support funding new or expanded research initiatives.

The Council’ s use of the above criteriain the Columbia Plateau demonstrated that particular attention
should be focused on two of the considerations. The first is that ESA-related new work would be a priority,
and the second is that priority also would be given to proposals that represent consensus priorities of local,
state and tribal resource managers (considerations 4 and 5 above).

Following the pattern established in the Columbia Plateau, the Oregon Council members and the
|daho Office of Species Conservation along with the Idaho Council members are facilitating discussions to
develop priorities in the Blue Mountain and Mountain Snake to evaluate the above considerations, and to
develop a package of proposals that fits within the budget targets for each province. Issue 3 below describes
the steps that precede this province based final prioritization more specifically, as well as the steps that
precede and follow that work.

Issue 3: Current model and process for developing province based budgets and priorities.
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Thisissue explains the current approach that has evolved for developing project recommendations. It
started in the Columbia Plateau, and had been refined and built upon in the Blue Mountain and
Mountain Snake provinces. The staff recommendation isthat as the Council considers additional
changes or the desired end state of its project selection (“ provincial review”) process, that those be
evaluated against this current model. Thisissue presents new material that the Council did not have
beforeit in the Columbia Plateau programmatic issues.

A modified way of developing province based budgets and priorities was initiated the Columbia
Plateau, and has continued to evolve and be refined in the Mountain Snake and Blue Mountain provinces.
This modified approach contains the following steps:

Province budget allocation: Each of the remaining provinces has been allocated a pro rata share of the total
$186 million that Bonneville states will be made available for Fiscal Y ear 2002. The pro rata share was
based on each province's Fiscal Year 2001 start of year budgets. Those province allocations were
determined after deducting the amount that had been recommended in the Columbia Gorge, Inter-Mountain,
and Mountain Columbia provinces, and deducting specific placeholders for subbasin planning ($15 million),
independent science groups ($1.2 million), the Artificial Production Advisory Committee ($1 million), BPA
fish and wildlife division support ($8 million), and the Innovative projects solicitation ($2 million).

Project solicitation:  Bonneville solicited project proposals for the province. The solicitation emphasized
specific ESA needs that Bonneville seeks to meet by identifying Biological Opinion Reasonable and Prudent
Alternative “action items’ by number, and also with reference to its implementation plans. The solicitation
referenced the need to be consistent with the fish and wildlife program. Theideais that those developing
proposals will have some guidance regarding what work, especially ESA work is needed within the province.
The solicitation was broad based in that it invited proposals from any entity that could perform the work.

CBFWA review and recommendations: The fish and wildlife managers, through CBFWA, reviewed
each of the proposals. That review sought to evaluate projects for management priority and technical
considerations. Each of the proposals was rated as “High Priority,” “Recommended Action,” or “Do Not
Fund.” Using the CBFWA process, the National Marine Fisheries Service and U.S Fish and Wildlife Service
provided itsfirst set of evaluations for the applicability of each proposal to an ESA based action or measure.
The CBFWA review did not attempt to limit its recommendations to fit within the province budget
allocations determined by the Council. In the Columbia Plateau, Blue Mountain and Mountain Snake the
proposed budgets for projects rated as “High Priority” exceeded the province allocations established by the
Council.

| SRP review process. The | SRP reviewed each of the proposals submitted. The ISRP then conducted site
visits to the proposal areas, and participated in proposal presentation sessions with the sponsors in a question
and answer session. With that information, the ISRP provided a preliminary report in which it offered
comments, and its preliminary evauations for consistency with the statutory standards of the Act. Those
meeting the standards in whole were rated “fundable’, those partly meeting the standards were rated “fund in
part” and those not meeting the standards were rated as “not fundable.” The ISRP preliminary report was
made widely available for public consideration and comment.

After the preliminary report, sponsors had the opportunity to respond in writing to the comments and
ratings of the ISRP in what has come to be known as the “fix-it-loop.” After reviewing that additional
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information, the ISRP issued its final report, and provided its final recommendations using the same rating
categories asin the preliminary report. The final ISRP report was provided to the Council and made widely
availableto theregion. Again, in the Columbia Plateau, Blue Mountain and Mountain Snake the budgets for
projects rated as “fundable’ or “fundable in part” exceeded the province allocations established by the
Council.

Province based prioritization to fit province budgets: With the CBFWA and ISRP reviews and
ratings in hand, Council members facilitated meetings and discussions with sponsors of projectsin each
province to establish proposal packages that fit within the province allocations. In the Mountain Snake
province, the Idaho Office of Species Conservation took the lead in this effort in coordination with the Idaho
Council office. The Council seeks the input of the fish and wildlife managers with responsibilitiesin the
provinces, and they have participated fully in this step. Other proposal sponsors representing other state
agencies or entities are also welcome and participating. This exercise works towards a package that fits
within the province budget by evaluating proposals relative to the funding considerations adopted by the
Council (see the seven considerations listed in Issue 2 above). Summed up, thisis the step of the process
where the fish and wildlife managers in the province, along with other entities, seek to prioritize the
candidate proposals to develop a package that meets local priorities, addresses immediate ESA needs, and
fits within the available budget.

At this point in the process, the sponsors had the benefit of a second evaluation of each proposal’s
applicability to ESA needs from NMFS. NMFS reviewed each project and indicated if the project directly
corresponded to an RPA, if the project was generally consistent with the overall strategies of the BiOp off-
site mitigation program, or if the project was considered part of the “base” of ongoing work that the off-site
element of the BiOp seeks to augment. NMFS also provided summary comments for many of the projects.

At this step of the process, sponsors had been provided Bonneville' s project specific comments.
Bonneville used afour category rating system (A through D) and also offered narrative comments for most
proposals. (Bonneville's comments are discussed further below in Issue 3 regarding Biological Opinion
implementation). The state Council offices and Idaho Office of Species Conservation and the proposal
sponsors had approximately two weeks to review and consider the Bonneville comments prior to submitting
proposed province packages to the Council for itsinitial review at the March Fish and Wildlife Committee
mesting.

Council Review and Recommendations: The staff proposes to have the committee review the
programmatic recommendations and the project specific recommendations for the Blue Mountain and
Mountain Snake provinces at the March meeting. The goal isto have afinal Council decision on which
projects to recommend funding for at its April meeting in Boise. The Council will review the proposals to
ensure that they are consistent with the Act, the adopted fish and wildlife program, and programmatic policy
decisions that it has previously made. The Council has indicated that while it will not “rubber stamp” any
suite of proposals advanced for a province, it will give packages substantial deference where they were
developed with the input of the appropriate fish and wildlife managers aong with the broader array of
proposal sponsors and interested parties.

Initial Staff recommendation: The staff recommends that the Council review the model described
above, and endorse its continued use in the provinces yet to be reviewed unless and until Council approved
modifications are made. The staff recommends that if there are some elements of the process that the
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Council wishesto add, further refine, or eliminate, that it specifically identify those and ask staff to review
and report on the ability to make those modifications. For example, there is a document under review among
the Council members (the “Kempton/Bloch” document) that could be reviewed by the staff and compared
with the process described above. The staff could advise the Council of how or if the current version of the
Kempton/Bloch document differs from the process currently being used for the provincial review.

| ssue 3. Biological Opinion Implementation (and comment from NMFS and Bonneville)

Thisissue relates to integrating and delivering the projects that Bonneville needs to fund to meet its ESA
obligations through the Council’s provincial review process. The fact that the Council emphasizes the
goal of meeting ESA needsin the provincial review is stated. A seven-step process that describes how the
federal agencies, primarily NMFS and Bonneville can use the provincial review to define BiOp
requirements is outlined. The comments provided by NMFS and Bonneville for the Blue Mountain and
Mountain Snake provinces are discussed. The staff recommendation is that the Council continue to urge
that Bonneville and the ESA agencies utilize the provincial review process as the primary vehicle to
develop projects that are required by the off-site mitigation element of the BiOp, and that it do that in a
way that those needs are integrated with other local fish and wildlife management priorities. Aside from
the discussion of the NMFS and Bonneville comments for the projects in these provinces, most of the
material provided hereisthe same as presented to the Council in the Columbia Plateau province.

The Council has emphasized integrating the 2000 Biological Opinion (hereinafter BiOp) with Fish
and Wildlife Program implementation as one of its highest priorities. The BiOp contains “Action Items’ that
direct Bonneville, the Corps of Engineers, and the Bureau of Reclamation to contribute to various types of
activities that can be characterized as tributary habitat actions, hatchery actions, harvest actions and
monitoring and evaluation efforts. Thiswork is often collectively referred to as the “ off-site mitigation”
element of the BiOp. The BiOp and All H Paper direct Bonneville and the other action agencies to seek to
accomplish the off-site mitigation element of the BiOp. Section 9.3 of the BiOp recognizes that Bonneville
has authority to implement programs that are outside of the scope of hydrosystem operations to benefit listed
stocks through the Northwest Power Act provisions that permit it to “protect, mitigate, and enhance” fish and
wildlife affected by the hydrosystem. The BiOp recognizes that Bonneville does this work guided by the
Council’s fish and wildlife program and its project selection process.

The Council has made BiOp/Fish and Wildlife Program integration one of its highest policy
priorities. That is, the Council has urged the action agencies, and particularly Bonneville, to use the
Council’ s fish and wildlife program and project selection processes as the vehicle to meet its off-site
obligations established in the BiOp. The Council has dedicated a substantial anount of time, and the time of
its staff, to meeting with NMFS and the action agencies to urge them to use the provincial review to develop,
encourage, and/or identify project proposals in the provincial reviews that meet BiOp Action Item needs.
Using the provincia review process in this way allows Bonneville to develop unified action plans to meet all
of itsfish and wildlife obligations. The Council and its staff have repeatedly assured Bonneville that if for
some reason the provincial reviews did not yield the projects that they require to meet the BiOp action items,
that it would work with them to meet those needs in atimely way in some other process. However, before
resorting to specia “targeted solicitations’ the Council wanted all parties to make a good-faith effort to use
the provincia review process to implement the BiOp.
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Integration of BiOp implementation into the provincial review should be very achievable. The off-
site mitigation element of the BiOp is specific and limited. For example, for off-site habitat work above
Bonneville Dam, there are only seven action items in the BiOp. Each of those action itemsis limited in
terms of geography or project type. In the project solicitation letters that went out to begin the Columbia
Plateau provincial review (and proceeding reviews as well) the Council and Bonneville worked together to
encourage sponsors to devel op project proposals that may respond to the BiOp action items. Project
sponsors have attempted to note how their proposals meet those specific action items.

The Council envisions BiOp integration with the existing provincial review process to require the
following genera steps:

1. NMFS and the action agencies need to participate in the development of subbasin summaries at
whatever level is necessary to ensure that those documents reflect BiOp needs.

2. NMFS and the action agencies should provide guidance in the solicitation that allows potential
project sponsors to know what the BiOp calls for.

3. NMFS and the action agencies should encourage sponsors, in whatever way, to develop proposals
that respond to the specific action items called for in the BiOp.

4, NMFS and the action agencies need to become sufficiently familiar with the proposed projects to
understand which may relate to an action item called for in the BiOp.

5. After the final ISRP report is completed, NMFS should provide the Council written comment for the
public record about which projects appear to respond to the BiOp action items. Thisis more than a statement
of “consistency or inconsistency” of aproject or an entire CBFWA proposed package. The Council (and
action agencies) needs to know which specific projects appear to relate to specific action items. (e.g., do
land acquisition and protection proposals “X”, “Y”, and ”Z” in the John Day subbasin appear to respond to
habitat Action Item 150). It would also be extremely helpful if NMFS could a so indicate how some
proposals that may not quite hit the mark might be modified to respond to a specific action item.

6. Taking into account NMFS' comment, Bonneville should advise the Council in the public record that
it would intend to deem the suite of proposed projects before the Council sufficient for its BiOp
implementation needs in the province under review. The Council wants to avoid recommending projects that
Bonneville would not fund, or to recommend a package short of what Bonneville believes is needed.

7. On the basis of the ISRP reports and public record, the Council would make funding
recommendations to Bonneville that meets its fish and wildlife program and BiOp obligationsin an
integrated package.

As suggested above, the NMFS did provide the Council with additional comment evaluating each
project for Biological Opinion applicability. These comments arrived on February 2" The NMFS
comments were provided significantly earlier than in the Columbia Plateau, and the sponsors have been able
to take them into account as they go through the exercise in the two provinces to trim the list of candidate
projects to meet the province budget allocations.
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On February 11th Bonneville provided written comments to the Council on the proposals submitted
for the Blue Mountain and Mountain Snake provinces. The Bonneville comments spoke to some general
issues, but focused primarily on individual projects, particularly those intended to benefit anadromous fish
and bull trout. Bonneville representatives presented these comments as “ considerations” for the Council, and
assured the Council that these were not final determinations on what it would or would not fund in the
province. Bonneville stated that it intended to rely heavily on the ISRP and CBFWA reviews for scientific
and technical feasibility, and focus on policy and financial issues. Further, Bonneville also emphasized its
Endangered Species Act obligations in its project review, consistent with the Council’ s request and process
outline detailed above.

The Bonneville comments continued to use the four-category ranking system introduced in its
Columbia Plateau comments, assigning proposals arank A through D. Category A was assigned to new
proposals that addressed a specific RPA action item in the NMFS or USFWS BiOp. Category A was also
assigned to ongoing proposals that address a specific NMFS or USFWS BiOp measure, or where a non-ESA
project continues to have clear objectives, and failure to continue funding it would jeopardize past regional
investment.

Bonneville assigned other proposals to a category B or C, and suggested that they be considered only
after a subbasin plan is complete. Reasons for the deferral were that the proposal is believed to involve: @)
significant unresolved policy issues; b) substantial costs; and/or ¢) complexities that should be addressed in a
subbasin planning exercise or aregiona research monitoring and evaluation plan.

The staff appreciates Bonneville' s detailed comments. Again, our impression is that the timeliness
and utility of the comments continue to improve. While we do not anticipate responding to each project
level comment, where Bonneville’'s comments may have been particularly significant to the staff project
level recommendation, we will try to note where and how. Where the Council recommends funding projects
that Bonneville comments would not, or would leave out funding projects that the Bonneville comments
support, explanations and rationale will be provided.

The staff also appreciates Bonneville' s stated desire to rely upon previous reviews for scientific and
technical issues. As noted in the Council’ s decisions for the Columbia Plateau, the staff believed that there
were instances in which Bonneville' s recommendation to defer a project to subbasin planning did not afford
the deference to the ISRP review that may be appropriate. That is, Bonneville' s ranking system would defer
proposals that it believes involve “complexities’ that would be resolved in subbasin planning. To the extent
that these are project specific, technical or scientific complexities, the Council continues to believe that the
I|SRP and the province review process are better situated to assess those. That is, each proposal is reviewed
by the ISRP, and a subbasin summary that the proposal is related to is available to the ISRP.

In order to find the proposal “fundable’ the ISRP had to determine that the proposal: (1) was based
on sound science principles, (2) benefited fish and wildlife, (3) had clearly identified objectives and
outcomes, and (4) had provisions for monitoring and evaluation. Again, under the revamped provincial
review, proposals were not reviewed in isolation, but in the context of subbasin summaries that included
assessment information, identified existing management objectives, catalogued existing fish and wildlife
activities, and documented the near-term fish and wildlife needsin light of all of the proceeding. Thus, the
Council believes that a“fundable” rating from the ISRP is strong evidence that any complexities that may
exist within a proposal as it related to the subbasin have been adequately addressed.
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Asin the Columbia Plateau province, Bonneville s ranking system and project specific commentsin
the Blue Mountain and Mountain Snake suggest that some projects should be deferred where significant
unresolved policy issues exist. Three particular issues are significant in these provinces: (1) an emerging
Bonneville policy position regarding its funding of activities on federally owned lands; (2) wildlife crediting;
and (3) “in lieu” funding. Inits Columbia Plateau decisions, the Council recognized that there likely are
policy issues that need resolution, but that the nature and scope of those sorts of issues must be identified and
publicly discussed if they are to bear on the Council’ s decision-making process. Therefore, in Issues 4
through 6 below, the staff makes the following comments and recommendations to the Council on the major
policy issues identified by Bonneville.

Staff Recommendation:  In order to emphasize meeting ESA needs within the provincia review, the
staff recommends that the Council recommend funding projects that are found to correspond to specific RPA
action items, or projects that are found to be “consistent” with the Biological Opinion. These should be
integrated with existing non-ESA projects that continue to meet scientific standards and represent local
priorities. The staff recommends that the Council continue to emphasize that consistency with action items
and the Biological Opinion, and where they offer a more definite and tractable standard, the action agencies
One or Five-Y ear Implementation Plans. The Council has previoudly stated that it believes that the
flexibility that exists in the BiOp that permits the current federal attempt to draft a more definite
implementation plan should be used to alow local interests and resource managers to develop local priorities
and proposals for meeting the BiOp off-site mitigation needs. That is, the Council should continue to
strongly take the position that Bonneville seek to meet its BiOp needs through the provincial review process,
and that the dual standards of BiOp “consistency” and local management priorities be the driving
considerations behind its ESA off-site mitigation response. The staff has seen evidence in the action agency
One-Y ear implementation plan that the provincia review is the cornerstone of BiOp implementation, and
believes that the Council should continue to push for this result.

| ssue 4. Bonneville' s emerging policy regarding funding projects on federally owned lands.

Thisisan entirely new issue for the Council. It relatesto a draft policy that Bonneville is reviewing that
would limit its funding projects that are implemented on federally owned land. It appears that the policy
under review would provide for Bonneville cost-share opportunities prior to subbasin planning, but
Bonneville funding would likely be entirely removed after subbasin plans are adopted. The staff
recommendation is that the Council provide a forum for public discussion of the draft, and that it direct
staff to further review the legal and policy justifications provided in support of the policy. Staff also
recommends that the Council NOT consider the draft policy asit makes its funding recommendationsin
the Blue Mountain and Mountain Snake. The proposed policy raises significant questions, was not
available when sponsors developed proposals and participated in an extensive review processthat is
nearing completion. The draft policy is only now beginning to be publicly vetted, and there has not been
sufficient dialogue between the Council and Bonneville on thisimportant fish and wildlife program
implementation matter to apply to these recommendations.

On January 28, 2002 Bonneville provided aletter to all current and prospective project sponsors
seeking additional information regarding projects funded by Bonneville that are implemented on federally
owned land. The stated purpose was to determine if those projects “follow our policy of funding only those
projects that are Bonneville s responsibility as outlined in the Basinwide Salmon Recovery Strategy (All-H
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Strategy) and consistent with the Northwest Power Act.” The letter indicated that Bonneville was
developing a policy where it may provide a cost-share for projects on federal land in the interim before
subbasin plans are completed over the next few years. The letter further suggested that after subbasin plans
are completed, Bonneville may no longer provide funding for projects on federal land.

Bonneville s letter created substantial confusion with project sponsors and Council staff, in that it
suggested that a new Bonneville policy had in fact been adopted based on discussions that took place while
federal agencies were developing ESA specific planning documents that much of the region was not party to.
Further, the letter proposed new limits on Bonneville funding under the program. There has never been a
strict cost-share requirement for project funding, and it has not been previously suggested that Bonneville
funding would not be appropriate for projects on federal lands.

Subsequently, on February 4, 2002, Bonneville Director for Fish and Wildlife Sarah McNary sent
Fish and Wildlife Division Director Doug Marker aletter clarifying that Bonnevilleisin the process of
developing a policy regarding funding on federal lands, and that the policy was only proposed pending a
regional review and input from the Council. The letter stated that Bonneville hoped to adopt afinal policy
on the matter by the end of March 2002. Attached to that letter was a detailed background section outlining
legal and policy pointsin support of proposed limits for Bonneville funding projects on federal lands.
Finally, Bonneville presents detailed “background,” “principles,” “eligibility criteria’ and “rating criteria’
for funding projects on federa land.

Initial staff recommendation: The staff needs additional time to evaluate the legal and policy
justification presented by Bonneville for imposing limits to funding projects on federal land. Bonneville
developsits legal reasoning by equating the “in lieu” provisions of the Act with a doctrine dealing with
“augmentation of appropriations’ that applies to funding between federal agencies. While we wish to
explore this parallel further with Bonneville' s legal department, it is not immediately apparent to us that the
specific prohibition on “in lieu” funding under the Power Act has the same dimensions or requirements as
the general doctrines established with regard to how one federal agency may augment the funding of another.

The Act directs the Council to establish a program to protect, mitigate and enhance fish and wildlife,
including related spawning grounds and habitat located on the Columbia River and its tributaries
(4(h)(1)(A). Clearly, Congress was aware that some of these “related spawning grounds and habitat” and
“tributaries” were on federally owned lands. The Act also directs the program to include measures that
“complement” federal activities related to fish and wildlife, and to use the most “ cost-effective’ alternative
to achieve agiven biological objective. Bonnevilleisto make expenditures consistent with that program.

On itsface, it does not appear that the fish and wildlife program can set the federal efforts off in
isolation. Program measures are to complement federal activities, and the program isto seek cost-effective
mitigation without regard to land ownership. We note that Bonneville has not previously argued that thein
lieu provisions are a blanket limitation on funding projects on federal land -- there is a substantial history of
Bonneville funding such projects spanning nearly twenty years. An agency’s failure to interpret statutory
provisions consistently is afactor that has caused courts to question new statutory limitations advanced by
agencies. Again, the legal rationale for this emerging policy requires additional investigation and
consideration.
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The staff also notes that there may be a substantial inconsistency between the legal rationale for the
proposed policy, and Bonneville' s singling out habitat projects as for diminished funding availability. That
is, if the“in lieu” provision of the Act is analogous to a general prohibition on one agency augmenting the
budget of another, the impact goes well beyond habitat mitigation project funding. It would appear that there
are many other fish and wildlife activities within the obligations and authority of other federal agencies that
Bonnevilleis being called upon to fund: Bonneville funding Hatchery and Genetic Management Plans
required by the National Marine Fisheries Service (RPA 169); Bonneville funding of reforms at federa and
federally funded hatcheries (RPA 173); Bonneville funding for a comprehensive fish marking strategy at
Mitchell Act and other federal and federally funded hatcheries (RPA 174); Bonneville funding to assist in the
development of ESA recovery goals (RPA 179); Bonneville funding facilitator at the TMT/IT hydro
operations forum at the request of NMFS; and a host of NMFS, USFWS, Corps or other federal monitoring
and research initiatives now underway or to be proposed. The bottom lineisthat if Bonneville believes that
the Act’s“in lieu” provision is essentially the same as a prohibition on its funding activities that are within
the scope of authority or the obligation of another federal agency, there are many activities other than habitat
projects that cannot be funded by Bonneville. This point needs to be explored further by Bonneville, the
Council, and all parties interested in the implementation of the Biological Opinion and the program.

Aside from the legal issues surrounding the “in lieu” provisions of the Act, Bonneville' s |etters place
agreat amount of emphasis on what it represents as agreements or decisions reached by the federal caucusin
its ESA planning. In anutshell, Bonneville states that the All-H paper represents a commitment on the part
of the federal land managers to deal with ESA issues on federal lands, with Bonneville focusing on private
lands. Thisline of justification runs the risk of appearing to suggest that Bonneville and the other federal
agencies split up the ESA based work in their caucus without regard for Bonneville' s broader authority under
the Act and without regard for non-ESA projects. Again, our initia reaction isthat if the possibility of
funding habitat actions on federal lands to benefit fish and wildlife affected by the hydrosystem (listed or
not) is within the scope of Bonneville' s authority and obligations, Bonneville cannot simply sign away that
possibility in discussions with other federal agencies about how to use its diverse authorities to address the
needs of listed fish affected by all federal activities.

Finally, and for the immediate task at hand of recommending projects for funding in the Blue
Mountain and Mountain Snake provinces, Bonneville' s draft interim policy comestoo late for the sponsors
and Council to apply. It isnot reasonable to change the goa posts at this late date. The All-H paper was
produced in December 2000, yet the draft policy and the rationale underlying it is only now being brought to
the public and the Council, long after the region went to work developing subbasin summaries and project
proposals. Infact, it appears that the draft policy is even too new for Bonneville itself to implement. Our
review of the One-Y ear Implementation Plan adopted by Bonneville shows that it intends to implement nine
separate habitat projectsin Fiscal Year 2002 that would be jeopardized by the immediate application of this
policy. Those are:

Protect and Restore Lolo Creek Watershed (Implementation Plan (IP) # 1198)
Protect and Restore Squaw and Pappoose Cr. Watersheds (1P #1199)

Restore McCommas Meadows (IP # 1201)

NE Oregon Wildlife Project - Helm Tract (1P # 1205)

Restore Anadromous Fish Habitat - Nichols Canyon (1P #1474)

Protecting and Restoring Big Canyon Creek Watershed (IP #1475)

Protect N. Lochsa Face Analysis Area Watershed (1P # 1576)
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Rehabilitate Newsome Creek - S. Fork Clearwater R. (1P # 1577)
Protect and Restore Mill Creek Watershed (1P # 1578)

The staff recommends that all projects proposed for implementation on federal land be evaluated on
their merits and under the criteria discussed above along with all other projects. Meanwhile, the Council and
Bonneville, with comment from the public, should initiate broad based public review and discussion of
Bonneville's new funding policy.

Issue5: Wildlife crediting

Thisissue relates primarily to the ongoing disagreement between the Council and Bonneville on the
appropriate ratio for crediting projects that mitigate for the wildlife losses caused by the construction of
the basin hydro projects. Bonneville has done a preliminary accounting that it believes shows that much
of the required mitigation for the construction losses of wildlife is complete. Council staff and wildlife
manager s have some concerns about the manner in which the accounting was done and presented. The
staff recommendation is that the Council request that Bonneville work with its staff to analyze the
Bonneville crediting accounting. The staff also recommends that the Council maintain its stance that the
2000 fish and wildlife program establishes that the remainder of the wildlife construction losses be
credited on a 2:1 basis, and that any wildlife projects it recommends for funding be credited in that
manner.

The wildlife crediting issue continues to be a source of dispute and confusion. Bonneville has now
posted on its web site estimates of the degree of completion of its construction and inundation loses
mitigation on a hydro project specific basis. Initial council staff review and questions from the wildlife
managers lead us to believe that there may be substantial disagreement as to how Bonneville has arrived at
and claimed the credit represented in those tables. Staff is also confused by Bonneville project specific
comments that do not appear to be consistent with its web site on crediting. For a handful of wildlife
projects, Bonneville's comments indicate that the project should not be funded because the hydro project has
reached full construction loss mitigation. However, the hydro projects that these projects would be credited
towards show just over 50% mitigation on the Bonneville web site.

The 2000 program carried forward the estimated total habitat unit losses that were caused by the
construction of the federal damsin the Columbia River Basin (See Appendix C, Table 11-4). Thisisan
estimation of habitat lost due to inundation of lands when the reservoirs behind the federal dams were
created. The Act and the program call upon Bonneville to provide mitigation for these wildlife habitat
losses, and that work has been ongoing for over adecade. The primary means of mitigating for these lost
habitat units has been to acquire, protect and enhance lands that offer substitute habitat. Further, the
program has always encouraged “in-kind, in-place” mitigation. That is, project sponsors and Bonneville
have been encouraged to acquire and protect substitute habitat of the same kind as near to the habitat lost as
possible.

The hydrosystem construction/inundation losses have been estimated for each federal dam (See
Appendix C, Table 1). This hasfacilitated the ability to assign “wildlife construction loss mitigation credit”
to a particular federal project whenever substitute habitat has been acquired and protected. This method has
helped to implement the “in-kind, in-place” policy of the Council.
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The “wildlife credit” issues for this provincial review continue to be the same asin the last, and are:

1. Whether or not Bonneville will seek to assign construction/inundation credits for new habitat
acquisition proposals to defined losses in provinces outside the province. Thisis an issue because it
appears that Bonneville may take the position that the losses assigned to the federal projectsin Table
11-4 for the federal projectsin the Columbia Plateau province are at or near full mitigation for the
construction/inundation losses that have been assigned to them.

2. Whether or not Bonneville will follow the 2000 program’ s decision that looses 2:1 crediting ratio
should be applied for new projects designed to address construction/inundation of wildlife habitat
(that for every one habitat unit lost due to construction/inundation, two units must be permanently
protected) (See 2000 program, Section C.7, page 30). The appropriate crediting ratio has been an
unresolved issue within the program for over a decade. Repeated calls by the Council in past
programs for Bonneville and the wildlife managers to reach agreement on a crediting ratio have been
unsuccessful. Therefore, with the managers and Bonneville declaring an impasse during the
amendment process, the Council used the recommendations it had received on the matter, took into
account the history of the issue, and established the crediting for remaining construction/inundation
losses as 2:1 in its 2000 program. Bonneville asserts alegal position that setting the crediting ratio is
beyond the Council’ s statutory authority. The Council disagrees. Thisissue of whether or not the
Council has the legal authority to establish the crediting ratio has been an open and documented
disagreement between Bonneville and the Council for a number of years.

3. Bonnevilleisrequired by BiOp Action Item 150 to protect currently productive, non-federal habitat
utilized by listed salmon that is at risk of degradation. The wildlife managers state that Bonnevilleis
taking the position that it must receive credit against the wildlife habitat construction/inundation loss
statements if it funds the protection of such habitat because of the apparent benefits that will also
accrue to wildlife.

4. The Council has a project funding priority principle for wildlife mitigation projects, in order to
prioritize among the many needs to address fish and wildlife impacts. For wildlife, mitigation should
emphasize addressing areas of the basin with the highest proportion of unmitigated losses.

Staff Recommendation: Support acquisition and protection of existing high quality, productive
fish and wildlife habitat as stated in the funding principles above where the provinces advance them as local
priorities. Adhere to the adopted program language regarding 2:1 crediting for new proposals to mitigate for
wildlife habitat lost due to hydrosystem construction/inundation losses. Accept Bonneville' s assurance
provided at the August 2001 Council meeting that wildlife mitigation will not be credited to hydrosystem
projects out of the area of the proposal without agreement of the wildlife managers.

The staff recommends that the Council enlist the assistance of Bonneville to analyze the crediting
accounting that is on the Bonneville web site. The staff believes that in conjunction with that, there may
need to be Council briefings and discussion of the methodologies that are used in the region (HEP) that are
used to determine wildlife credit.

The Council should urge Bonneville to consider funding habitat acquisitions that are primarily amed
at providing benefits to listed salmon without requiring as a precondition that it also receive credit against the
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construction/inundation loss ledgers in Table 11-4 of Appendix C of the 2000 program. First, the BiOp
Action Item 150 calls upon Bonneville to protect existing high quality non-federal habitat for listed salmon
whether or not it will also get wildlife credit under the Council’s program as a result of meeting this BiOp
requirement. Second, the Council’s 2000 program seeks to move program implementation to an ecosystem
approach, and to wind up the past practice of dividing the program into anadromous fish, resident fish, and
wildlife segments. There remain wildlife losses above and beyond the construction/inundation |osses that
Bonneville must mitigate (e.g. operational losses, indirect losses). Therefore, collateral wildlife benefits that
will be realized from protecting listed salmon habitat can be viewed as addressing these other wildlife habitat
obligations.

| ssue 6: “Inlieu” funding determinations

While there are “in lieu” issues wrapped up in the proposed limits on Bonneville funding on federal
lands, there remains the need to deal with thisissue generally. Bonneville has indicated that it is currently
developing aglobal “in lieu” policy. Because such a policy has the potential to have direct and substantial
ramifications for program implementation, the staff asks the Council to secure Bonneville's agreement to
work with both staff and the Council in the development of that policy.

Issue?. | SRP suggestions for standardized watershed assessment protocols --Proposals for new or
additiona subbasin/watershed assessment and planning.

Thisissue responds to the | SRP’ s recommendation to develop more uniform or standardized protocols for
water shed assessments across the basin in order to justify habitat restoration projects. The staff
recommendation isthat uniform or standardized protocols not be established as conditions of project
funding, but rather, the Council is dealing with thisissue in requiring assessments for subbasin plans.
Those plans will need to demonstrate how their habitat restoration strategies are based on those
assessments. The staff recommends that in the interim before subbasin plans, the Council’s decisions on
habitat restoration projects should take into account the | SRP presented in itsreport on Fiscal Year 1999
projects. The staff also recommends that because the Council has made the decision to proceed to
subbasin planning with the assessment type information currently available to planners, that projects that
propose significant new investment in finer-scale or more detailed assessments not be supported by the
Council. Staff recommends that exceptions may be made where it can be demonstrated that the additional
assessment information is critical to the first round of subbasin planning.

The Council needs to reconcile two competing considerations with regard to the required technical
justification for habitat restoration work that is being proposed at thistime. On the one hand, the ISRP is
now suggesting that more uniform and consistent basinwide protocols be established for watershed
assessment work. This watershed assessment work is the information that illustrates, what, where and how
much habitat restoration work should be implemented in any given watershed or subbasin. This push for
more formal protocolsis just the latest comment from the ISRP on the issue of watershed assessment. Inits
1998 report, the I SRP noted the need for watershed assessment/analysis to justify habitat restoration work.
However, in its 1998 report, the ISRP declined to suggest that explicit or formal protocols be established.
Rather, it identified six questions or considerations that habitat proposals should address. Those were:

1. Distribution of the species of interest, and in relation to the proposed restoration activity. Is
the activity sited correctly relative to the behavior and distribution of the species of interest?
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2. How the proposal relates to other restoration efforts within the watershed.
3. Whether the proposal would promote the restoration of normative ecological processes.

4. Whether the proposal had considered the alternatives of passive restoration vs. active
restoration.

5. Whether any steps were being taken within the watershed to correct the source(s) of the
problem(s).

6. What evidence suggested that the proposed activity would actually correct a significant
limiting factor to natural production.

It would appear that with its Blue Mountain and Mountain Snake reports, the ISRP is now asking for
something more standardized and formal for watershed assessments, over and above these questions it
provided in 1998.

The other consideration for the Council isits decision to move forward with the initial round of
subbasin planning using currently existing assessment information and data. The Council is concerned about
additional investment in subbasin and watershed assessment work before subbasin planning efforts
determine where that new work should be focused in the basin, province, or subbasin. The Council does not
support Bonneville investment in new or finer detail assessment information until it is clear that the
assessment information currently available is inadequate to guide the development of subbasin visions,
objectives, strategies and implementation decisions for subbasin plans, or that subbasin planning under any
particular state’'s approach will require such work. While it is very likely (actually expected) that additional
assessment gathering work will be necessary in many subbasins, it is reasonable to first assess the
information that we have to identify the “gaps’ that should be filled. For example, past EDT work has
devel oped assessment information for each subbasin. Thus, the Council recommendation would preclude
additional assessment work until that existing EDT information is “ground-truthed” to see where information
isweak or absent. Similarly, some of the states may have invested in and committed to certain assessment
activities under their subbasin planning laws or policies. If that isthe case, the proposal will need to clearly
show that it isrelated to the work that the state has committed to, and that it will be relevant to subbasin
planning as described in the Council’ s fish and wildlife program.

Similarly, the Council does not believe that proposals that purport to establish goals, objectives, or
strategies for subbasins or watersheds that will persist for more than ayear or two should be funded before
the first round of subbasin plans are developed. Thisis so because decisions on visions (or goals),
objectives, and strategies should be made in the formal subbasin planning exercise that the Council will
initiate in the next few months.

In summary, on the one hand, the ISRP is recommending that more definitive watershed assessment
protocols be established immediately, while on the other, the Council has stated that it does not want to
recommend new significant expenditures on watershed assessment or planning within the provincial review
process, expecting that these matters should be addressed as part of subbasin planning.
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Initial Staff recommendation: Part 1. Respond to the ISRP' s comments and concerns
about more standard and uniform watershed assessment to the subbasin planning exercise. That is, look to
the subbasin planning initiative to develop a more consistent approach to subbasin assessments. While there
may not be entirely consistent “protocols’ adopted in subbasin planning, a more transparent and analytical
approach to evaluating watershed conditions and relating habitat funding proposals to those analysisis
expected. Prior to subbasin planning and the development of more formal assessments, the Council should
continue to evaluate habitat projects against the questions posed by the ISRP in its 1998 report.

Part 2: (Decision madein the Columbia Plateau, but wasto apply to all remaining
provinces) Do not fund proposals or portions of proposals to do additional or finer-scale assessmentsin
watersheds or subbasins until the existing assessment information is reviewed and “ground-truthed.”
Exceptions to this general rule apply where the assessment proposal is to implement assessment work that a
state subbasin planning process requires, the work is relevant to subbasin planning as described in the
Council’ s fish and wildlife program, and the state, local, and tribal managers have agreed that it is a priority
at thistime.

Additionally, do not fund proposals or portions of proposals that seek to establish subbasin or
watershed goals, objectives, or strategies before subbasin planning isinitiated, or until those leading planning
in asubbasin agree that available Bonneville funding for planning should be dedicated to the proposed
activity.

| ssue 8: Prioritization of bull trout investigations and recovery measures for Bonneville funding.

Thisissue focuses on projects aimed at bull trout. The number of these proposalsisincreasing to deal
with thislisted species. The staff recommends that these projects be considered on their merits as
legitimate projects under the Act and the program while Bonneville and the Fish and Wildlife Service
discuss and clarify Bonneville's ESA obligations for the species.

Thereis a proliferation of projects that address listed bull trout, spanning from species distribution
and habitat assessment type projects to actual implementation projects. These projects are amost
exclusively proposed for tributary streams. While these projects do qualify for Bonneville funding under the
program, to date there has been little discussion of what Bonneville's responsibility for bull trout recovery
should be. Bonneville's comments indicate that it may no longer believe that it should fund bull trout
projectsin tributaries, but no additional rationale is provided. The comments state that Bonneville and the
Fish and Wildlife Service may not be in agreement on this funding constraint, but no other information about
those discussions is provided.

A collection of proposals was submitted for the Mountain Snake and Blue Mountain Provinces that
address bull trout. The ISRP determined that three clearly focus on general life-history studies in different
parts of the basin (199405402, 28022, 28002). Two focus primarily on population dynamics of bull trout
(27017, 28014). Other projects include brook trout control to help prevent them from interbreeding with bull
trout (28007), development of a monitoring program for native species in the Salmon River basin (28030),
and modeling invasion by exotics (28007).

Initial staff recommendation: It appears that the Service will rely upon the ongoing federal
Implementation Planning process to further articulate an ESA-based obligation of Bonneville for bull trout
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recovery. Thereisevidencein Bonneville's comments that it may take the position that funding bull trout
projects in tributaries should not be its responsibility, and that discussions are underway with the Fish and
Wildlife Service on thispoint. It iscritical for the Council and sponsors to be made aware of and party to
those discussions. For the time being, and for purposes of the Council’ s funding recommendations, the staff
recommendation is to treat proposals dealing with bull trout as any other legitimate fish and wildlife program
proposal that does not have an ESA connection. Thus, the funding criteria discussed above would guide the
Council’ s consideration of these projects.

Issue 9: ESA-based artificial production initiatives for at-risk populations -- BiOp “ Safety-net
artificial production program -- “SNAPP”

Thisisan entirely new issue for the Council. The BiOp includes RPA’s that direct Bonneville to fund a
four-step process for using artificial production interventions for at-risk populations. The | SRP was very
critical of the projects submitted to address those RPA’s and questioned if the BiOp SNAPP program was
well-conceived and scientifically justified. The staff recommendation recognizes that Bonnevilleislikely
to see funding these projects as non-discretionary. However, the staff has already submitted the umbrella
SNAPP proposal to the | SRP for additional review. The staff further recommends that Bonneville and
the sponsors explain the protocols and strategies for these interventionsin a manner consistent with past
Council requirements for captive rearing projects funded by Bonneville.

The 2000 hydrosystem biological opinion notes that there are particular populations in the Snake
river basin and in the upper-Columbiathat are at extremely depressed levels at risk of extinction. RPA’s 175
-178 direct Bonneville to work with NMFS, USFWS, and the state and tribal co-managers to begin afour-
step planning process for three specific population aggregates, and to identify additional candidates for
safety-net artificial production interventions. The BiOp states that interventions should be initiated with the
2002 brood year. RPA 175 states that artificial production safety-net interventions should not be permanent
projects, and that they are not to substitute for addressing the factors that led to the decline of the candidate
populations. The RPA’s suggest that this may be an expanding initiative, with more populations being added
over the next few years.

Although the safety-net program under BiOp is a new initiative, the Council and program has seen
expedited artificial production programs launched in the past. The first of these is a suite of projects that
deal with endangered Sockeye in the Snake River. In 1996, another set of “High Priority Supplementation
Projects’ was developed to deal with populations determined to be at risk. Those have been implemented
with to avarying degree. Further, on amore ad hoc basis in recent years, the Council received what
appeared to be an increasing number of project proposals for the start of captive brood programs. The
growing number of these intensive, population specific artificial production initiatives (primarily the captive
propagation technique), and their high cost, prompted the Council in the past to develop some policies for
Bonneville funding of such initiatives. The staff suggests that the Council remind the region of these policy
issues, and that it frame its funding recommendations for the current BiOp “ Safety-net” program in light of
those concerns. While the BiOp safety-net program may not rely specifically on the captive propagation
technique, the reasons for the justification for that initiative is the same as those encountered previously --
ESA and specific population risk.
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I nitial staff recommendation:

First, the staff agrees with the statements in the BiOp that these sorts of programs are not a long-term
solution for the target populations. Rather, the factors that caused their decline must be addressed if these
populations are to attain long-term sustainability. Therefore, before Bonneville funds these initiatives, the
staff recommends that the sponsors identify the factors for decline and indicate the how those factors are
being addressed. Step two of the process outlined in the BiOp is the development of intervention options and
strategies. The staff suggests that those strategies explicitly identify the limiting factors impacting the
candidate population and also detail how those factors will be addressed immediately and in the longer-term.

Second, any safety-net initiatives should fully develop benchmarks that permit an evaluation of the
program and provide the “exit strategy.” As has been the Council’ s urging with the captive brood projects
proposed and/or implemented in the past, there must be a clearly established and time-limited application of
thisinterim intervention. How many brood years will the intervention cover? What are the “triggers’ that
evidence success sufficient to continue, and which evidence failure and the need to redirect investment and
energy? The staff suggests that the SNAPP sponsors provide a*“ decision-tree” that outlines the basic
benchmarks and timelines that will guide the evaluations and decisions to continue or discontinue
intervention.

Third, the safety-net initiative needs to incorporate the conclusions and direction of the Artificial
Production Review completed by the Council in 2000, and must demonstrate how it is consistent with the
policies adopted. The implementation of the APR is underway with the Artificial Review Advisory
Committee, and these initiatives need to demonstrate how they can be coordinated with those efforts. The
sponsors should work with Council staff to develop awritten description of how this SNAPP proposal
implementation is consistent with APR implementation, and provide that documentation to the Council.

Finally, the ISRP reviewed each of the individual safety net proposals and the rationale for the
initiative asawhole. The ISRP was extremely critical of the initiative -- each received a“do not fund”
rating. The ISRP concluded that:

[T]he 4-step processis not ready to go forward, and may even be aflawed strategy. Its technical
credibility depends on objective selection of populations for safety net consideration, on the
availability of information to permit development of strategies that will do more good than harm, and
on standards for management of artificial production. In addition, the process does not seem to be
coordinated with the subbasin planning effort. None of these elements are in place. (ISRP Final

Report, page 36).

The sponsors and Bonneville should demonstrate how the many criticisms and inadequacies detailed
in the ISRP report have been in addressed in the consolidated SNAPP proposal before commitments are
made to these projects. A report to the Council addressing the ISRP' s concerns point-by-point should be
provided to the Council. The Council may choose to have this response considered by the ISRP.
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I ssue 10: “ Supplementation as an experiment”

The ISRP is concerned that sponsors are not being diligent in following through with what it understands
to be supplementation “ experiments.” The staff recommendation is that supplementation projects that
have been funded principally on the justification that they are experiments should be required to adhere
as much as possible to an experimental design to provide information about the supplementation strategy.
The projects should address | SRP concerns as identified. However, where the Council participated in
approving modifications to an “ experiment” as appears to be the case in Johnson Creek, deviating from
original study design should not be the basis for not recommending the project for Bonneville funding.

At the conclusion of the Blue Mountain and Mountain Snake provincia reviews, the ISRP has an
increasing concern that the Columbia Basin's suite of large-scale supplementation projects (Hood River,
Y akima, NEOH [Northeast Oregon], NPTH [Nez Perce Tribal Hatchery], ISS [Idaho Supplementation
Studies], LSRCP [Lower Snake River Compensation Program], and others) do not add up to a coherent
complete test of the major hypotheses associated with supplementation as a rebuilding and recovery tool.

Initial Staff recommendation: The ISRP clearly continues to believe that * supplementation” should be
deemed an experimental strategy. However, the Council’s 2000 program indicates that supplementation is
more than purely an experiment. Rather, it views it as a companion strategy with habitat restoration. The
2000 program envisions the decision about using supplementation as one that is made and justified through a
subbasin plan (See pp. 19-20, 2000 program). Therefore, while the ISRP and Council (through its program)
may bein abit of adifferent position regarding the issue of whether or not supplementation is purely an
“experiment” at this point, because the Council puts the decision on the appropriateness of supplementation
as an implementation strategy to local planners, this difference may be academic pending the adoption of
subbasin plans. The more interesting and real issue about the use of supplementation will come when a
subbasin plan proposes it in amanner consistent with the 2000 program, and the |SRP eval uates that plan.

Until subbasin plans are adopted however, those supplementation projects that have been initiated and
justified on the basis of an “experiment” should maintain the integrity of their experimental design unless
there is an overriding reason to modify that design. There are several supplementation projects in these
provinces that this recommendation applies to:

|daho Supplementation Studies and Associated Proposals
#198909800, Idaho Supplementation Sudies (IDFG, Salmon Subbasin).

#198909801, Evaluate Supplementation Studies in Idaho Rivers (USFWS, Clearwater
Subbasin).

#198909802, Evaluate Salmon Supplementation Studies in Idaho Rivers (NPT, Salmon
Subbasin).

#198909803, Salmon Supplementation Sudies in Idaho (SBT, Salmon Subbasin)

#199005500, Seelhead Supplementation Sudiesin Idaho Rivers (IDFG/I0OSC, Clearwater
Subbasin)
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#199604300, Johnson Creek Artificial Propagation Enhancement Project (NPT, Salmon
Subbasin).

The ISRP provided a* not fundable until the ISRP concerns are adequately addressed”
recommendation. Their comments indicate that the experimental design has not been adhered to and future
commitment to treatment durations, particularly to the Phase 111 portion of the study design, where
supplementation ceases, so that treatment effects can be analyzed (i.e. monitoring the effects of
supplementation). Specify timelines for termination of the treatments for each treatment stream on a stream-
by-stream basis is needed in table form. In the past, sponsors have not stuck with agreed upon control
streams. How confounded are the treatment and control streams? This points to the need for submittal of a
certified statistical design. The I|SRP request that the following elements be adequately addressed prior to a
favorable recommendation.

1. A written protocol for complete statistical analysis, certified by an independent statistician
team should be presented to Council during the contracting period. The ISRP is not
comfortable with the implications that “problems’ with the study design can be “fixed” during
the statistical analysis stage. Considerable thought and effort should be placed in planning the
statistical analyses of these potentially controversial data before final decisions are made on
criteriafor stopping supplementation and before data are available.

2. The protocol for statistical analysis must indicate how straying of hatchery fish into
“control streams’ and “partial treatments’ will be analyzed. For example, the response to the
ISRP preliminary review indicated that the straying rate of hatchery fish into the Secesh River
from 1996-2001 varied from 0.83% to 14.71%. Thisisin fact, de facto supplementation. Itis
unclear to the ISRP how partia treatment and de facto supplementation of control streams
will be addressed in the statistical analysis of the ISS.

3. Development of a specific stream-by-stream protocol and timetable for implementation of
Phase I11 of the ISS. Included in thisis the immediate cessation of supplementation activities
in Johnson Creek (see comments below on proposal 199604300) and inclusion of Johnson
Creek once again as a control stream in the I SS experimental design.

Initial Staff Recommendation: The staff recommends that the sponsors for al projects listed above,
provide the material as suggested by the ISRP in points 1 through 3. above. The exceptions are that the
sponsors need not use an “independent statistician team;” and that the recommendation to halt
supplementation activities in Johnson Creek and returning it to “control” stream status in not absolutely
required. The staff recommends that the JCAPE cooperators (Nez Perce, IDFG; USFWS, Shoshone
Bannock) need to specifically detail how they agreed to move Johnson Creek from a control stream in the

| SS study to one that is supplemented. This confirmation must include: (1) the understanding of the
cooperators in 1996 regarding the use of this stream in the ISS study design; and (2) any agreements reached
at that time regarding the magnitude of the Johnson Creek supplementation program, and any current
agreement about the magnitude of the program currently underway. This information needs to be provided
to the Council prior to the step two submittal.
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The staff recommends that the Nez Perce and other ISS project sponsors investigate the possibility of
managing the ISS study design and/or the Johnson Creek supplementation activities to maximize the quality
of information that the ISS study can derive from Johnson Creek. Additional discussion and qualificationsto
the funding of the Johnson Creek proposal are included in the project specific comments of this
memorandum for the Mountain Snake province (see Salmon Issues 7, 8 and Clearwater 15).

Issue 11: HGMP funding

Thisissue relates to the BiOp requirement that Bonneville fund the development of Hatchery and
Genetics Management Plans (HGMP)for artificial production programs. The staff recommendation is
that the Council support Bonneville funding for thiswork contingent on successful integration of the
HGMP process with the Council’s Artificial Production/Review and Evaluation (APRE) and subbasin
planning efforts. Further clarification on the appropriate amount and source of funding to finalize
HGMPs must also be explicitly defined. The staff believes that the ongoing discussions about integrating
APRE and HGMP tasks may lead to an agreement between the Council, NMFS, and Bonneville that will
improve consistency, coordination and cost-effectiveness of both processes.

The staff sees an important need to coordinate the HGM P development process being advocated by
NMFS with the existing, Bonneville funded ($869,000 currently approved), APRE. The APRE process will
produce both an individual program and consolidated review of artificial production in the Columbia Basin
and as well as a progress report to decision makers on the status of Columbia Basin artificial production
reform. The APRE will provide valuable information on artificial production to planners developing or
completing sub-basin plans. HGMPs" will also provide extensive information on individual hatcheries and
be a vehicle by which NMFS will determine whether an artificial production program is in compliance with
ESA requirements.

The APRE and HGMP processes will both need to gather similar information on anadromous artificial
production programsin the Basin. The Council staff, NMFS and Bonneville are working on an agreement
where APRE process will collect the necessary artificial production data that will serve the needs of both the
APRE and the HGMP. Such an arrangement will improve the consistency, coordination and cost-
effectiveness of both reviews. Completion of APRE tasks and written draft HGMPs for all anadromous
Columbia Basin artificial production programs should result from this approach. Although it will be
necessary to obtain additional funding to acquire additional information and to write draft HGMPs, this
approach lessens duplication and is cost-effective.

Future HGMP funding requests should not include the costs associated with the development of draft
HGMPs. However, completing the HGMP process may require additional funding. Finalization of HGMPs
will be a collaborative and iterative process between NMFS and hatchery operators and take place after the
draft HGMPs are completed. The process will specifically outline what actions must be taken by artificial
production programs in order to satisfy ESA requirements.

Another issue that must be fully clarified is the source of funding for finalizing HGMPs. There are other
sources of funding that may be available which are more appropriate to fund the finalization of HGMPs. For

! The review will provide key information for prioritizing funding and development for existing processes. The region’s progress
in reducing the adverse impacts of poor hatchery programs on ESA-listed stocksis key to the results/crediting needed for the
FCRPS BiOp
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example, funding to complete HGMPs for some U.S. Fish and Wildlife (USFWS) programs should not come
from BPA'’ s integrated fish and wildlife program budget but rather from the BPA/USFWS Direct Funding
MOA for funding agreement with Bonneville or other sources.

Finally, before additional funding is approved for HGMPs, it must be clearly articulated how the HGMP
process will coordinate with regional subbasin planning. The completion date for all anadromous HGMPs is
September 2003. This date is before the date when many subbasin plans will be complete. Subbasin plans
and final HGMPs must be consistent with each other and therefore coordination between the two processesis
critical.

The ISRP did not review the only proposal solely addressing the completing of HGM Ps (Project
#28026). However, in other comments in the report, the ISRP states that HGM Ps may not provide adequate
guidance on how to protect ESA listed stocks. See general comments on 4-step SNAPP process.

Initial Staff Recommendation: The staff recommends that the Council support Bonneville funding for the
completion of HGM Ps contingent on successful integration of the HGM P process with the Council’s APRE
and subbasin planning efforts. Further clarification on the appropriate amount and source of funding to
finalize HGMPs must also be explicitly defined.

| ssue 12: Preservation /Conservation Purpose Artificial Production Proposals (AP)

Thisissue relates to concerns raised by the | SRP about specific captive propagation projects, aswell as
the captive propagation strategy overall. In addition, thisissue relates to concerns expressed by the
Council in past funding decisions about the cost, duration, and soundness of captive propagation
actions generally. The staff recommendation is to hold captive propagation projects to existing funding
levels while project specific issues are resolved, and programmatic reviews are conducted. The staff
recommends a placeholder for these projects until conditions are met.

The ISRP raised substantial questions about the soundness of what seems to be a fundamental premise
of the captive broodstock artificial production strategies -- the need to alter the performance traits of the
captive brood to make them similar to fish in nature. The ISRP indicated that this may be a*“flawed
strategy” and questioned if these projects would ever be complete. The I SRP recommended that all projects
underway to preclude extinction of Stanley Basin sockeye salmon should be subjected to review by “outside
experts.” The ISRP noted that an oversight committee exists, “but they are viewing the program as a series
of funded projects that need to be forged into arecovery strategy.”

The Council has had general, programmatic concerns about the captive propagation strategy in recent
years. Inits Annual Implementation Work Plan for FY 1998, the Council called for a careful review of the
feasibility of captive breeding as aregional restoration strategy, prior to any further significant investments
in either on-going or new initiatives of thistype. The call for this review followed the concerns expressed by
the Independent Scientific Review Panel that “...the use of captive brood technology may grow to
widespread implementation without adequate policy guidance.” Thus, the rapid expansion of captive
propagation initiatives without appropriate policy guidance, and the need to make immediate funding
recommendations on certain programs called for a thorough review of captive propagation programs at this
time. In addition broad level issues concerning the conceptual application of captive propagation for the
recovery of stocks at risk of extinction existed.
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In 1998 the Council called for NMFS to provide interim standards for the use of captive propagation
technology by August 1, 1998. The Council asked for interim standards that would establish protocols for
determination of the circumstances under which captive propagation will be used to preserve listed fish
populations and the circumstances under which the intervention event will be phased out as a component of a
recovery program for a specific population and specifically address the following items:

A protocol to evaluate the risk of extinction vs. the risks of intervention;

Demonstrate an explicit linkage between releases from individual captive propagation programs and the
availability of suitable habitat and/or habitat restoration activities within the geographic scope of planned
releases,

A protocol to decide the type of intervention appropriate to different populations;

Rationale for the initiation and duration of each intervention;
Mechanism to prioritize intervention efforts;

Prioritized list of likely target populations and intervention programs that can form the basis for
programmatic and budgetary planning;

The Interim Standards for the use of Captive Propagation Technology in Recovery of Anadromous
Salmonids Listed under the Endangered Species Act was provided by NMFS in February 1999. However, in
December 1999, the Council expressed concern that a prioritization of likely target populations and
intervention programs to form abasis for programmatic and budget planning had not been provided as
requested. Without the prioritization held captive propagation projects at their existing funding levels. The
Council also wanted these projects reviewed for consistency with the Council’s APR.

The following conditions were imposed by the Council for its Fiscal Year 2000 recommendations:

Funding should be held at levels required to fund these existing programs pending the prioritization that
the Council has previously requested from NMFS, and expansion of existing programs should not be
permitted. To date, the Council has not received a prioritization of likely target populations and
intervention programs to form a basis for programmatic and budget planning.

The Council should not consider any new funding for this technique until adequate review has been
completed, and, if possible, subbasin plans are in place.

A review of these captive brood programs for consistency with APR report policies and standards should
be conducted before additional funds are allocated to these programs or new programs.

The following projects are affected by the ISRP's comments:

#199700100, Captive Rearing Project for Salmon River Chinook Salmon
#199107200, Redfish Lake Sockeye Salmon Captive Broodstock Program
#199204000, Redfish Lake Sockeye Salmon Captive Broodstock Rearing and Research

#199107100, Shake River Sockeye Salmon Habitat and Limnological Research



Issue summary for the Northwest Power Planning Council’s Mountain Snake and Blue Mountain provincia review Page 26
Council packet version

#199801001, Grande Ronde Basin Soring Chinook Captive Broodstock Program

#199800703, Facility O& M and Program M&E for Grande Ronde Spring Chinook Salmon and Summer
Seelhead

Initial Staff Recommendation: Captive propagation programs must be regarded as a temporary
preservation/conservation measure that should be placed in the context of an overall recovery plan, which
addresses all factors causing population decline. Whether such a program should be extended beyond a
single generation (asingle life-cycle is discussed in the NMFS interim standards) will depend on the
performance of the fish in captivity and the wild, the viability of the natural component being supplemented,
and the success of measures taken to address other factors of decline. Therefore, the sponsors need to
collectively address the following.

the conditions placed on the ongoing projects as addressed as part of the FY 2000 recommendations
(the three bullets immediately above),

address the issues raised by the ISRP in ISRP 2001-12A for each of the particular projects,

address the elements of the Interim Standards for the use of Captive Propagation Technology in
Recovery of Anadromous Salmonids Listed under the Endangered Species Act was (NMFS 1999),
that outline the steps that managers should proceed through when sponsoring a captive propagation

In the interim placeholder budgets will be established for the projects until the conditions set forth above
have been satisfied. Release of funds should be contingent on meeting the conditions above.

Issue 13: Prioritization of habitat restoration and strategies

Thisissue relates to comments made by the | SRP that suggest that habitat restoration needs to be better
prioritized in relation to both area and strategy. The staff recommendation isto enlist the assistance of
the | SAB to advise on a scientific foundation to guide habitat restoration efforts. The | SAB isasked to
review the effectiveness of various habitat strategies.

| SRP recommends that administrators and scientists participating in the Council’ s Fish and Wildlife
Program focus attention on identifying, as soon as possible, the overall spatial array of watersheds and
habitat units needed to protect important populations. While not characterizing the current work as such, the
I SRP stated that its confidence in the piecemeal improvement in the appearance of habitat (“gardening
approach”) as an effective strategy is low.

The ISRP believes that the best long term strategies for protecting fish and wildlife habitat and restoring
viable populations are to purchase lands, conservation easements, and water rights for instream flow. The
greatest scientific confidence for protecting the needs of populations resides in protecting as many areas
maintained by natural processes as possible, at least until specific needs are better understood.
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In September 2001, the ISRP reviewed the Confederated Salish and Kootenal Tribes Habitat Acquisition
and Restoration Plan (19910600) to determine whether it provided scientifically sound criteria and protocol
to prioritize habitat acquisitions. The |SRP found that document described a good plan for habitat acquisition
and restoration of wildlife habitat in mitigation for lost aquatic and riparian habitat due to the Kerr Project
No. 5 located on the Flathead River and could serve as a useful model to other habitat and restoration
proposals with some minor revision of the monitoring and evaluation (M& E) component of the plan.

The ISRP aso spoke to certain restoration and protection strategies, such as acquisitions and
conservation easements, no-till seeding agriculture, and others.

Initial Staff Recommendation: Respond to these issues by enlisting the assistance of the ISAB.
Council staff is considering using the ISAB to look further at habitat restoration efforts. That potentid
assignment is framed as follows:

Tributary Habitat Restoration Srategies. The Council’ s fish and wildlife program and the NMFS
recovery strategies both place an emphasis on restoration and management of tributary habitats.
Subbasin planning will especially focus on tributary habitats and will certainly include large
numbers of projects designed to restore and improve tributary habitats for fish and wildlife. The

| SAB has noted that these actions take place without a sound scientific foundation-tributary
restoration projects are often developed piece-mile and without an under standing of the underlying
geological and hydrological factors that create and maintain aquatic and riparian habitats.
Subbasin plans could contain a number of well intentioned but perhaps ill-conceived projects to
restore or “ fix’ tributary habitats. The effectiveness of subbasin planning and habitat restoration
will be increased by proceeding from a sound scientific foundation.

Saff proposes asking the | SAB to develop a scientific foundation to guide habitat restoration in the
Columbia basin. The board should review and synthesi ze the scientific knowledge regarding
tributary habitat formation and maintenance and how human actions shape and constrain these
habitats. The board should also review the techniques (e.g. models and analysis) for diagnosing
habitat change and for identifying and prioritizing restoration opportunities. The review should
characterize the types of habitat change that occur in the Columbia Basin at the scale of the
Council’s ecological provinces. The review should also evaluate (on the basis of the scientific
literature) techniques for habitat restoration and their application of different techniques to these
problems at the province scale.

Proposed time frame and resour ces. Pending consultation with the ISAB executive committee, staff
proposes a six to eight month time frame for the review commencing as soon as possible so that the review
can benefit subbasin and recovery planning. Staff envisions concentrated effort on this review by four board
members over this period with discussion and review by the entire board.

I ssue 14: Planning, budgeting, and funding lar ge capital expenditures

The Council, Bonneville, and fish and wildlife managers need to work together to develop a capital
plan that outlines anticipated large capital costs, when those costs will be realized, and how those costs can
be positioned over time. As interested parties worked through these provinces, and particularly the issues
related to the recommendations for the proposed Northeast Oregon Hatchery spring chinook facilities, the
need for such a capital plan and funding strategy was made evident.
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Large capital needs may not always be able to be satisfied out of a particular province allocation.
That is, substantial construction in one year may subsume the entire budget available to a province, leaving
no resources for even ongoing work. A capital plan is needed that anticipates these costs in advance and
allows additional funds to be directed to those provinces or projects to meet the “ spikes’ in costs that come
from these sorts of projects.

The staff recommendation is to work with the region to develop a plan that identifies possible large
capital expenditures. Much of thiswork has been completed. The next step is to sequence those projects so
that those funding “ spikes’ to do not coincide in such away that funding isinsufficient. Further, the staff
believes that the both province allocations and the general unallocated placeholder, combined, should be
called upon to meet these capital needs as they occur. The staff recommends this over the less flexible
aternative of carving out a specific capital placeholder and managing it strictly for capital expenditures. The
approach suggested by the staff will require considerable discipline on the part of the fish and wildlife
managers, Council and Bonneville, in approving within-year reallocations. That is, knowing that the
unallocated placeholder is a maor source for meeting capital needs should force a consideration of those
needs against the many special or emergency requests that come are submitted to the Council that seek
funding from that unallocated placeholder.

Blue Mountain Province Project Specific | ssues
Asotin Subbasin

Asotin issue 1: Continued Coordination and Implementation of Asotin Creek Water shed
Proj ects (Project 199401805)

Initial staff recommendation: The only project currently funded under the direct funding portion of the
fish and wildlife program in Asotin Creek, Project 199401805 coordinates, protects and restores fish habitat
through cost-share programs. Asotin County Conservation District requested additional funding from the
FY 01 base to prevent the loss of significant benefits gained through past project implementation and to
maintain their ability to obtain matching funds. The County has obtained significant cost share from the
Salmon Recovery Funding Board that could be at jeopardy if the budget maintained FY 01 plus 3.4 percent
level.

The project emphasizes passive restoration techniques and includes new money for CREP/CRP
funding (RPA 153). The project has some active restoration components. Staff believes the increased
funding will alow the County to continue the passive restoration emphasis of the project and recommends
the CREP/CRP funding component. The staff recommended budget for this project exceeds the general rule
of funding at the Fiscal Year 2001 level plus 3.4%. The increases are directed towards those activities that
may respond to RPA 153. Staff would tend to de-emphasize some of the more intensive active restoration
techniques (Construction and Implementation budget tasks 1d and 3b), in light of some of the questions
raised by the |SRP about engineered work and in an effort to correspond to ESA needs, but believes some
less intensive active restoration (Construction and Implementation budget tasks 2a-c) should continue.
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Bonneville's comments supported funding the project as responsive to severa RPAs and consistent with
subbasin planning.

For Fiscal Year 2002, staff would recommend increasing the budget by $28,010 over the Fiscal Y ear 2001
plus 3.4% base budget for the project.

Asotin Issue 2: Asotin County Riparian Buffer and Couse and Tenmile Creeks Protection (Project
27001)

Initial Staff Recommendation: Prioritized under the new project funding part of the decision tree, staff
believes the emphasis the project places on passive restoration through the use of the CREP/CRP program
warrants funding to implement RPA 153. As noted in the programmatic considerations, new work that
emphasizes ESA needsis emphasized. Staff would not recommend funding the active restoration component
of the project (Construction and Implementation budget tasks 1c and d, task 2a and task 3b), prior to the
development of an Asotin subbasin plan, as these e ements do not correspond to ESA needs or fall within

any of the other general considerations that would support new work. Bonneville commented that the project
implemented RPA 153 and recommended funding the project.

Asotin Issue 3: Assess Salmonidsin Asotin Creek Water shed (Project 27002)

Initial Staff Recommendation: The Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife proposed this new
project to conduct a stock assessment of all anadromous and resident salmonids in Asotin Creek. Bonneville
commented that the “ project appears to have high potential and should be reviewed after the regional RM& E
plan is completed,” but did not recommend funding. | SRP recommended funding the project as ahigh
priority, but expressed some concern about methodology and recommended close coordination with the
monitoring program in the John Day basin (Project 199801600).

Council staff encourages a more regionalized approach to monitoring and evaluation. Staff, however,
believes Project 27002 is essential in a subbasin where little is known of the status of most salmonid stocks.
Staff suggests an exception to the general funding consideration that does not support additional assessment
work because it appears that, for this particular subbasin, such an assessment would provide valuable
information in the development of a subbasin plan. ISRP has supported the development of stock
assessments and has given strong support to this project. The NMFS comments identify this project as
corresponding to RPA 180, which isimportant in that the general funding considerations support new work
that addresses Bonneville' s ESA needs.

Asotin Issue 4: Protect and Restore Asotin Creek Water shed (Project 27014)

Initial Staff Recommendation: The Nez Perce Tribe proposed Project 27014 to obliterate roads on Forest
Service lands to reduce sediment loads in Asotin Creek. Asotin County commented that the project was a
priority for them. Bonneville noted the project should await subbasin planning and the adoption of its policy
for funding habitat projects on federal lands. The NMFS stated the project would help implement RPA 154.

Council staff believes the project provides significant benefits to listed stocks within the subbasin to
warrant proceeding with the project prior to the development of a subbasin plan. Asdiscussed in the
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programmatic issues, the Council intends to rely substantially upon the ISRP s thorough provincia review to
determine if there is sufficient coordination, information and context to permit new projects to proceed prior
to having a subbasin plan completed. The ISRP did find this new project fundable even without a subbasin
plan. Additionally, the staff believes holding the project in abeyance prior to the adoption of afederal lands
funding policy is not compelling for the reasons discussed in the programmeatic issues. Staff does note,
however, that this project is responsive to the two maor themes that we see in the draft interim Bonneville
policy: (1) cost-sharing and (2) relationships to other Bonneville investment. The sponsors indicate that the
project incorporates afederal cost share of $70,000 (compared with the $121,000 requested of Bonneville),
which is approximately a 37% federal cost share. In addition, this proposed work is linked to past
Bonneville investment. This project is downstream and builds upon over a million dollars of Bonneville past
investments in the watershed through project 1994018905 discussed above (it is noteworthy that there has
also been nearly $600,000 in non-Bonneville investment in the watershed as well). The staff believe that
these factors demonstrate that this project is already incorporating the fundamental elements of Bonneville's
draft policy, and had done so long before the draft interim policy was released. Staff would also recommend
that Bonneville emphasize the need for project sponsors to pay strong attention to monitoring results of the
obliteration projects post-implementation, in light of the comments of the ISRP. The project sponsors should
be on notice that a demonstration of effectiveness, through this monitoring, will be an important
consideration for the Council asit considers these or similar projects in the next provincial review cycle.

Grande Ronde Subbasin
Grande Rondeissue 1. Grande Ronde Fish Habitat Enhancement (Project 198402500)

Initial staff recommendation: The Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife ongoing project would protect
and enhance streams on private lands in the Grande Ronde basin. New work proposed in the project
included the enhancement of the monitoring and eval uation component of the project, stressed as a need by
the ISRP, and new stream enhancement activities, both passive and active, on severa creeks within the
basin. Bonneville rated the project as fundable for implementation of RPAs 152, 153 and 154.

Council staff supports the additional funding beyond the general 3.4% increase to address the
I|SRP s recommendation to boost the monitoring capacity for this longstanding project within the fish
and wildlife program. Staff also supports the additional stream enhancement work as a priority for
ODFW, with some exceptions. In keeping with Council policy to support new work that responds to
the general funding considerations outlined in programmatic issue 2 above, staff would recommend
not funding Planning and Design budget tasks 3g and h, and Construction and I|mplementation budget
Objectives 2 and 3 prior to subbasin planning, as that new work is does not respond to any of the
funding considerations approved by the Council.

Staff would recommend increasing the budget by $67,467 over the FY 01 plus 3.4 percent base budget.
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Grande Ronde Issue 2: Northeast Oregon Hatchery Master Plan (Project 198805301)

Initial Staff Recommendation: The Nez Perce Tribe, Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife and BPA
initiated the Northeast Oregon Hatchery project in 1988. Initially designed to address spring chinook,
steelhead, coho, sockeye and fall Chinook, NEOH has evolved over time. The master planning development
refocused on phasing in rebuilding goals. The Master Plan has focused on addressing current levels of
production under the Lower Snake River Compensation Program using new and improved techniques for
artificial production. The reason for this refocus on current production levels was driven primarily by ESA
requirements and constraints for hatchery production, and facility limitations that were compromising the
ability to achieve the production that had already been agreed to by the managers and permitted by NMFS.
On September 20, 2000 the Council provided a conditional approval of the Step One submittal (the Spring
Chinook Master Plan). The Council aso established its expectations for the Step Two submittal. .

On September 4, 2001 the NPT submitted the Step Two documents. When the Nez Perce made that
submission it was believed that NEPA requirements would be satisfied with a ssimpler Environmental
Assessment (EA) document. It was anticipated that this EA would be completed by the time Council made
decisions on the Mountain Snake and Blue Mountain Provinces. Council staff wanted to align the review of
the Step Two documents by the I SRP to the provincia review for efficiency purposes. However, soon after
the step two submittal was received, BPA made a determination that that afull Environmental Impact
Statement (EIS) document would be needed instead of the previously anticipated, and much simpler,
Environmental Assessment. This new decision by BPA about its NEPA requirements prevents the Council
from making a Step Two decision in this current provincial review. It is anticipated that the draft EIS will be
completed thisfall. In light of this more extensive environmental review process, the comments made by the
ISRP in their preliminary review of the Step Two documents (ISRP document 2001- 12C) and the need to
complete important elements of the step two submittal (e.g. monitoring plan, MOU and etc.) the completed
step two submittal needs to be rescheduled to alater date’so that it tracks with the EIS development. The
staff is advised that the draft EIS will be completed in late summer or early fall. This should allow for a
step-two submittal to be provided to the Council in the fall of this year (2002). The proposed FY 2002
budget has been realigned to reflect the altered schedule and a more realistic timing for out-year phases and
costs. Asaways, final details and Council approval of out-year costs (such as construction) will depend on
Council decisions made in its Step Two and Three reviews and decisions. At thistime it is anticipated that
construction, if approved by the Council, would occur in FY *03.

| SRP supported all projects associated with the NEOH planning effort (e.g. ODFW). NFMS
considers the project as a BASE project for Biological Opinion implementation and Bonneville rated the
projects as fundable.

A remaining issue overhanging NEOH, and perhaps other large capital projects currently being
planned and contemplated, is how to ensure the necessary funds are available to project sponsors for large
capital projects when those projects successfully compl ete step reviews and move into a build-out phase. If
these funding needs must come from exclusively within the province funding allocations established by the
Council, they could potentially consume the bulk of the provincial budget. For example, in the case of

2 In addition, this would be the appropriate place to address the needs as expressed in projects #199801006 (Grande Ronde I ssue
9), #199701501 (Imnaha lssue 1) and #27021 (Imnaha Issue 3). Though they need to be grounded in appropriate phased work
and/or master plans.
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NEOH, if its funding is limited to the provincia budget of $12.4 million, the entire provincia budget by
FY 04 would be consumed for the construction of that project.

Looking at the Blue Mountain funding allocations in this fashion, the regional discussion of Blue
Mountain priorities left an unallocated reserve of $5.541 million, with much of the allocation coming out of
some Nez Perce monitoring and evaluation projects (see Imnaha lssues 1 and 3). To ensure NEOH with
some capital reserve from the provincial budget, staff would recommend that these reserve funds be
dedicated to the design and construction of NEOH. Dedicating these funds as a reserve would still leave the
capital needs of NEOH about $13 million short of proposed requirements in the three-year budget period as
currently defined.

Discussions have taken place to try to resolve the capital allocations provinces in which the Council
has already made funding decisions and to forecast in an effort to determine potential capital needsin
provinces scheduled for FY 03 decisions. The unallocated placeholder at Bonneville would then be used to
pay for the balance of the NEOH design and construction funds if that project continues to secure Council
approvalsin the three-step review process. Council staff continue to work on defining the anticipated large
capital needs for the program, and will work with the Council, fish and wildlife managers, and Bonneville to
further define how we need to be strategic in the use unallocated placeholder funds as well as capital
component within each province allocation to meet large capital needs.

Grande Ronde Issue 3: Implement Grande Ronde Model Water shed Program (199202601)

Initial Staff Recommendation: The Model Watershed has been an integral part of the Council program
since the early 1990s and sponsors numerous habitat restoration projects throughout the Grande Ronde basin.
The Model Watershed requests funding in Fiscal Y ears 2003 and 2004 to replace lost funding for
engineering support work for water quantity enhancement activities that had previously come from the
Bureau of Reclamation. Under the FCRPS Biological Opinion, the Grande Ronde was not designated a
priority subbasin for the Bureau, so the Bureau apparently is reprogramming funding to its “priority” basins.
Bonneville recommended funding the Model Watershed program as consistent with the development of
subbasin planning and implementation of numerous RPAS.

Staff finds the loss of Bureau of Reclamation funding distressing, but recommends the funding
requests for FY 03 and FY 04 to replace the lost Bureau funds as necessary to implement the Model
Watershed' s programs and projects. The Bureau should consult with the and conduct further budget
discussions with the federal agencies to help ensure that the priority areas receive enhanced funding to
comply with their Biological Opinion requirements. The staff recommends that the Council request notice,
and an opportunity to discuss those situations, such as in the Grande Ronde, where funds previously
committed are considered for reallocation to Biological Opinion “priority” basins.

Under the staff recommendation, the project would not increase its base budget until Fiscal Years
2003 and 2004. In Fiscal Year 2003, staff would recommend a $304,685 increase over the base budget.



Issue summary for the Northwest Power Planning Council’s Mountain Snake and Blue Mountain provincia review Page 33
Council packet version

Grande Ronde Issue 4: Investigatethe Life History of Spring Chinook Salmon and Summer Steelhead
(Project 199202604)

Initial Staff Recommendation: A long ongoing ODFW monitoring program for abundance, migration
patterns and survival of chinook and steelhead, project sponsors requested new funding above the FY 01 plus
3.4 percent cap to conduct additional monitoring activities (Oregon Plan EMAP) and an over-wintering
survival study. Both activities were put as a priority by ODFW in the regiona discussions on Blue Mountain
priorities.

The ISRP gave the project a Fund in Part designation supporting all aspects of the project except the
EMAP activities. |SRP reasoned that though EMAP held great promise and could be amodel for Tier 2
monitoring programs throughout the basin, they wanted to see a demonstration of results of the approach in
the John Day before committing to the task in the Blue Mountains. NMFS observed that the project was an
“absolutely necessary monitoring program for juvenile and adult salmonids in the Grande Ronde.”
Bonneville supported funding the project with the exception of the EMAP tasks. Inregional discussions, the
EMAP tasks were never taken into consideration, since they failed to gain the endorsement of the ISRP and
would not be a part of any staff recommendation.

Staff concurs with the Bonneville recommendation to fund the project and the new over-wintering
study component as an important component of Biological Opinion implementation. Thus, staff recommends
increasing the base budget by $138,000 in Fiscal Y ear 2002.

Grande Ronde Issue 5: Characterizethe Migratory Patterns, Population Structure and Abundance of
Bull Trout (Project 199405400)

Initial Staff Recommendation: ODFW’s bull trout monitoring and assessment project has been proposed
under the same project number in several provinces (Columbia Plateau, Blue Mountain and Middle Snake).
Only work in both the Plateau and Blue Mountain provinces could be considered as ongoing for FY01. The
Council made a funding recommendation for the project in the Columbia Plateau. Bonneville still has the
project under review before making a final funding determination in the Plateau.

Most of the work proposed in the Blue Mountain province was considered new work in the regional
priorities discussions. ODFW prioritized the new work, including radio telemetry studies and EMAP
monitoring for bull trout. 1SRP supported the project, including the EMAP work associated with the project,
but cautioned about the pilot project nature of EMAP as approved in the Columbia Plateau and suggested
coordination with Project 27017 (see Imnaha issue 2). The Fish and Wildlife Service commented in a letter
to the Council that the project “will help implement reasonable and prudent measure 10.A.3.1 and terms and
conditions 11.1 and 11.A.3.1.af in the FCRPS BO.” Those aspects of the Biological Opinion relate to the
use of the Lower Snake reservoirs by bull trout and the counting and determining presence and size of
populations of bull trout in the four Lower Snake reservoirs. They also suggested the project would serve as
a compliment to Project 27017.

Bonneville noted that most work in the project should be considered as new work (it was) and rated
the proposal as not fundable at this time, stating the actions proposed did not relate to a specific RPM in the
USFWS Biological Opinion on Bull Trout and that “Most, if not all of thiswork, isin the tributaries and not
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the mainstem.” As discussed in the general issue on bull trout projects, staff recognizes the apparent dispute
between the Service and Bonneville on the implementation of the Biological Opinion on bull trout.

Staff would prioritize the new work proposed in this ongoing project as an element of the fish and
wildlife program responsibilities, leaving for the discussions between the Service, Bonneville, the Council
and other interested parties the ultimate implementation of the bull trout Biological Opinion. Staff notes that
the Council adopted a programmatic direction in the Columbia Plateau province that recognized that bull
trout work in the tributaries is a legitimate endeavor and expenditure by Bonneville pursuant to the
Northwest Power Act. We do, however, find that the need to conduct the EMARP activity in the project as not
essential to its successful implementation and agree with the ISRP on the pilot nature of EMAP in the
Columbia Plateau. Though ISRP endorsed the use of EMAP in this project, staff would not recommend
funding that component at this time and would await results of the EMAP portion of 199405400 as proposed
and approved in the Columbia Plateau before expanding that aspect to the Blue Mountains.

The staff recommends a budget increase of $241,371 for Fiscal Year 2002.

Grande Ronde Issue 6: NE Oregon Wildlife Mitigation - “Precious Lands’ (Project 199608000);
“Precious Lands’ Habitat Expansion (Project 27023); Securing Wildlife Mitigation Sites- Ladd
Marsh (Project 200002100)

Initial Staff Recommendation: The three projects are grouped together because they present essentialy the
same set of issues. Project 199608000 represents The Nez Perce Tribe' s ongoing operations and
maintenance and a new monitoring and evaluation component for the Precious Lands wildlife mitigation
project. Project 27023 is a new project seeking to expand the Precious Lands wildlife mitigation by 5000
acres. The Nez Perce Tribe has voluntarily downsized project 27023 from its original scope of a 16,500-acre
acquisition. ODFW proposed Project 20002100 as both ongoing operations and maintenance of the existing
Ladd Marsh mitigation area and an expansion of that area.

| SRP recommended Fund in Part to complete a management plan on both ongoing projects. Without
a management plan and monitoring and evaluation plan, ISRP believed long-term funding could not be
justified and the projects were not amenable to scientific review. |SRP supported the Precious Lands
expansion and commented favorably on the Ladd Marsh expansion as justified. Bonneville echoed the ISRP
comments on the development of a management plan as part of their conditional funding recommendation on
the ongoing aspects of Precious Lands and Ladd Marsh. Bonneville, however, could not support the
expansion of either property citing “future funding of wildlife mitigation in this area will be contingent upon
resolution of wildlife crediting issues. It appears that there are no further construction/inundation credits
available to be applied against this proposed project.”

Staff supports funding these ongoing projects. ODFW has indicated they are in the process of
devel oping a management plan for the Ladd Marsh area and that the management plan will justify the
request for additional dollars above the FY 01 base budget for operations and maintenance and monitoring
and evaluation. Similarly, the Nez Perce Tribe have not completed their management plan, but are in the
stages of developing that plan. They have requested new money to enhance the monitoring and evaluation
component of 199608000, which should help address |SRP concerns about the overall M& E aspects of the
project. Staff would recommend these management plans should be completed within the first year of the
funding cycle and should receive ISRP review, but activities in FY 02 should go forward on these projects
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prior to completion of the management plan. Requiring a management plan prior to securing the habitat is at
odds with past Council practice in implementing these types of projects. Rather, the Council expects a
project sponsor to articulate why a particular piece of property if immediately protected, and eventually
enhanced, would contribute to meeting program goals. If that showing is made, the Council has supported
the project, and left the development and review of a management plan to the sponsor and Bonneville as a
contracting condition.

| SRP emphasized numerous contracting issues in which it questioned specific cost elements of the
proposed work in project 199608000. Specific questions of ISRP and some staff relate to the fencing costs
associated with the project, justification for afull time manager, and expenditures on NPT offices as an
element of indirect cost. Both ISRP and staff would recommend that the sponsor and Bonneville address
these elements through contracting.

Expansion of both properties appears justified. Bonneville' s website lists the Lower Snake projects,
where wildlife credits would be applied for these projects, standing at 52 percent mitigated. Discussions
with Bonneville staff indicate that not all projects credited to the Lower Snake projects have received an
accounting.  The projects Bonneville notes as still outstanding would not appear to account for 48 percent
of the mitigation for the Lower Snake projects. Both Precious Lands and Ladd Marsh would represent high
quality habitat that would enhance the value wildlife mitigation credited against the Lower Snake projects
and we believe available under the Council’ s fish and wildlife program. The areas to be acquired are
modest, and almost certainly within the remaining crediting that is available.

Grande Ronde Issue 7: CTUIR Grande Ronde Subbasin Restoration (199608300)

Initial Staff Recommendation: The Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Indian Reservation propose this
ongoing project to restore habitat in McCoy Creek, Meadow Creek and Longley Meadows in the Grande
Ronde. The Umatillas requested additional money above the base to substitute for money usually received
from the Grande Ronde Model Watershed for some construction/implementation activities. The Umatilla
request would represent an increase in Fiscal Year 2002 of $65,580 over the Fiscal Y ear 2001 plus 3.4
percent base budget.

| SRP supported the project as a strong proposal that emphasized passive restoration techniques.
Bonneville supported the project as implementation of RPA 153. NMFS characterized 199608300 as a
BASE project.

Staff agrees that the increased funding for the project should help implement Biological Opinion
responsibilities, which isimportant under the Council’ s general funding considerations.

Grande Ronde Issue 8: Grande Ronde Supplementation: Lostine River O&M and M & E (Project
199800702)

Initial Staff Recommendation: Project 199800702 operates adult trapping and juvenile acclimation
facilities and conducts monitoring and evaluation in the Lostine River to implement the L ostine component
of the Grande Ronde Basin Endemic Spring Chinook Supplementation Program (GRESP). The Nez Perce
requested additional funds above the base of FY 01 approval plus 3.4% to enhance the monitoring and
evaluation component by collecting and analyzing additional juvenile performance data (through marking
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and tagging), gathering additional adult data (through weir counts and spawning ground surveys) and
performing additional analysis of on increased natural production of 2001 brood year fish. Those additional
funding needs were forecast for the out-years.

Both NMFS and Bonneville consider the project part of the BASE for Biological Opinion
implementation. Staff supports the request for additional funds and recommends increasing the Fiscal Y ear
2002 budget by $50,108 over the base budget.

Grande Ronde Issue 9: Captive Broodstock Artificial Propagation (Project 199801006)

Initial Staff Recommendation: The Nez Perce project implements and eval uates the captive broodstock
program through the collection of juvenile salmon from the wild and maintaining them in captivity and
releasing the subsequent generation in the wild. The project sponsors sought additional funds above the

FY 01 base to provide additional staffing for the captive spawning and evaluation of increasingly larger data
sets.

| SRP supported the project but made the following observation: “The comparison of natural,
conventional, and captive brood production will obviously be based on the extensive use of PIT tags in many
of the proposals reviewed. Have the co-managers considered the adequacy of marking rates to compare these
three types of spring chinook production, and if so, what level of difference in performance may be
detectable?” Bonneville echoed these comments, but supported the project as fundable. NMFS considered
the project as BASE for Biological Opinion implementation.

This project, is subject to programmatic issue 12. The Council has provided guidance and conditions
for funding these types of projects for severa years. The Council established general conditions on its
funding recommendations for these types of projectsin its Fiscal Y ear 2000 recommendations that remain
applicable. The above project, and others (Salmon issue 1) that may be developed: (1) should be funded
only to maintain the scope and intensity of existing, previously Council recommended, activities until a
basinwide prioritization of target populations and programs is developed (no expansion or new starts); (2)
must demonstrate how they are consistent with the policies and standards in the Artificial Production Review
report of 2000; (3) must address the project specific issues raised by the ISRP Mountain Snake Province
Review Recommendations (2001 12-A); document how the projects address the elements of Captive
Propagation Technology in Recovery of Anadromous Salmonids Listed Under the Endangered Species Act
(NMFS 1999), outlining steps that sponsors should proceed through when sponsoring a captive propagation
initiative.

Staff supports the request for the additional funding. Because the additional funds are for tasks and
objectives that are within the existing scope, the staff is able to recommend them under the programmatic
issue conditions. The staff recommends increasing the budget for Fiscal Y ear 2002 by $14,330 over the base
budget. The staff believes that the sponsor should address the | SRP project-specific question on marking
rates, as well as the programmatic issues related to consistency the APR and the NMFS Captive propagation
document (NMFS 1999) in its the submission of the M& E phase for the Northeast Oregon Hatchery as part
of its three-step review (see Grande Ronde Issue 2).
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Grande Ronde I'ssue 10: Oregon Plan Fish Screening/Fish Passage (Project 27018)

Initial Staff Recommendation: The new ODFW project would screen six diversions that are not in
compliance with NMFS standards. 1SRP supported the project, but thought it stopped short by screening
only six diversions. Both Bonneville and NMFS supported the project, though NMFS pointed out that the
Grande Ronde is not a priority subbasin, so the project does not directly implement RPA 149. Staff and
Bonneville also note the cost share features of the project. Staff recommends funding the project.

Grande Ronde Issue 11: Wallowa County Culvert Inventory (Project 27022)

Initial Staff Recommendation: Project 27022 sponsors would conduct culvert surveys on federal, state and
private lands to prioritize culverts that would need repair or replacement to address fish passage in the
Grande Ronde. Bonneville commented that the project should await subbasin planning and that it implicated
Bonneville' s funding policy on federal lands.

Council staff believes the project provides useful information in the development of subbasin
assessments by inventorying passage problems in the subbasin. If dealing with passage impedimentsis one
of the strategies that will be included in a subbasin plan, and it isfair to believe that it will be, this work will
prove valuable for both assessment and implementation sections of the plan

Staff further believes holding the project in abeyance prior to the adoption of afederal lands funding
policy is not compelling as discussed in the programmatic issues above

Imnaha Subbasin

Imnahaissue 1: Imnaha Smolt Survival and Smolt to Adult Return Rate Quantification (Project
199701501)

Initial staff recommendation: The ongoing project will quantify the juvenile emigrant abundance and
determine smolt survival of Chinook from the Imnahato Lower Granite and McNary dams. The Nez Perce
recommended prioritizing the new work associated with this ongoing monitoring project, planning and
constructing a permanent emigrant trap on the Imnaha for year-round sampling of Chinook emigrants.
NMFS noted the benefits were indirect, but called the project a*“good proposal that generates necessary data
to assess the overall population behavior in the basin.” Bonneville supported funding the ongoing project at
its current level and assessing new objects following the development of aregiona RM&E plan.

Although the project presents a compelling case for the new work proposed to develop a permanent
monitoring facility on the Imnaha, staff believes the proposal is a bit premature at thistime. The Nez Perce
are currently developing a Monitoring and Evaluation Master Plan as part of the Northeast Oregon Hatchery
Master Plan. Staff feels the submission of that M& E Master Plan would constitute the proper time to address
the monitoring and evaluation needs of projects that have a close association with NEOH. The staff
recommendation to hold this project at its current scope and review it following the completion and
submission of the NEOH step reviews (Grande Ronde Issue 2) is generally consistent with Bonneville's
comments.
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Imnaha Issue 2: Bull Trout Population Assessment and Life History Characterigics (Project 27017)

Initial Staff Recommendation: The US Fish and Wildlife Service project proposes new work to assess bull
trout population density, abundance and life history characteristicsin the Imnaha. The ISRP viewed the
work as largely experimental in nature to test and develop methods of stock assessments never tried on bull
trout populations. The nature of these new methods warranted a pilot study approach according to ISRP and
they gave the project a Fundable In Part recommendation to proceed testing methodol ogies on one tributary
rather than the four tributaries proposed in the project.

Bonneville rated the proposal as not fundable at this time, stating the actions proposed did not relate
to aspecific RPM in the USFWS Biological Opinion on Bull Trout and that “Mogt, if not all of thiswork, is
in the tributaries and not the mainstem.” The Fish and Wildlife Service commented in aletter to the Council
that the project “will help implement reasonable and prudent measure 10.A.3.1 and terms and conditions
11.1 and 11.A.3.1.af inthe FCRPS BO.” Those aspects of the Biological Opinion relate to the use of the
Lower Snake reservoirs by bull trout and the counting and determining presence and size of populations of
bull trout in the four Lower Snake reservoirs.

As discussed in the general issue on bull trout projects, staff recognizes the apparent dispute between
the Service and Bonneville on the implementation of the Biological Opinion on bull trout. We would
prioritize the work proposed in this new project as an element of the fish and wildlife program
responsibilities, leaving for the discussions between the Service, Bonneville, the Council and other interested
parties the ultimate implementation of the bull trout Biological Opinion. The staff agrees with the ISRP that
the project should be limited to a pilot study to determine the effectiveness of its assessment methodologies
and approaches. Thus, as presented in the budget tables, we significantly reduce the proposed budget to a
pilot study scale.

Keeping in line with Council policy to disfavor additiona substantial assessment work prior to
subbasin planning, staff would recommend not funding Construction/Implementation task 2.1 and
Monitoring and Evaluation task 2.1. Staff would recommend funding the other proposed tasks, but keeping
the scale of the study confined to one creek, rather than the four proposed by the project sponsors.

Imnaha Issue 3: Adult Steelhead Status M onitoring (Project 27021)

Initial Staff Recommendation: The Nez Perce proposed this new project to conduct a steelhead stock
assessment on all tributaries in the Imnaha to quantify adult abundance, population growth rate and genetic
stock structure. Although ISRP found the project Fundable, they expressed concern over the potential
weliring of all streamsin the Imnahato conduct the assessment and cautioned that random sampling may be
preferential to weiring.

NMFS felt the project offered indirect benefits to the Biological Opinion, but noted that the project
represented an “important pilot project for steelhead monitoring.” Bonneville rated the project as a
conditional fund, recommending funding only objective 2, the development of aresistivity counter on
Lightening Creek at this time and waiting for the development of aregional RM&E plan for potential
funding of the remainder of the project.
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Council staff agrees with the Bonneville comments on funding only Objective 2 of the proposal. The
monitoring and evaluation proposed in the project closely align with the development of the NEOH
Monitoring and Evaluation Master Plan. Similar to the reasons discussed in Project 199701501, much of the
work proposed in Project 27021 is premature and should await the development and approval of the M&E
Master Plan for NEOH. Objective 2 will provide important information for Biological Opinion needs and
should precede the Master Plan. The balance of the tasks proposed in Project 27021 should be reviewed and
evaluated following the approval of the NEOH step reviews (Grande Ronde Issue 2).

Snake Hells Canyon Subbasin

Snake Hells Canyon issue 1: Monitor and Evaluate Yearling Snake River Fall Chinook (Project
199801004)

Initial staff recommendation: |SRP rated this ongoing Nez Perce monitoring project as Not Fundable. The
| SRP noted: “The I SRP clearly recognizes the need to continue these types of assessments, but on the basis
of this proposal, the ISRP cannot conclude a sound scientific program isin place...Nevertheless, this
monitoring needs to continue, so further clarification isrequested.” The scientists then posed four specific
areas they wished the project sponsors to address and clarify. Bonneville recommended funding the project
conditioned on the receipt of a*“detailed and comprehensive research plan to be submitted for independent
scientific review. Project review will consider the necessity of all proposed objectives/tasks.” NMFS rated
the project as “agood proposal.”

Staff believes there are compelling policy reasons to fund the project and agrees with ISRP and
Bonneville that the project needsto continue. Staff understands the Nez Perce have submitted a response to
the ISRP s questions and concerns outlined in the ISRP Final Review. We recommend conditioning the
funding on the I SRP’ s satisfaction that the project sponsors have addressed | SRP concerns, and recommend
that the ISRP be directed to proceed with its review of the Nez Perce response. The project would be held to
the FY 01 plus 3.4 percent level.

Mountain Snake Province Project Specific | ssues

Clearwater Subbasin
Clearwater issuel: NPTH and related M& E project (NPT # 198335000; 198335003)

Initial staff recommendation: The Nez Perce Tribal Fish Hatchery (NPTH) has been in the Council's
program since 1982. The NPTH was originally conceived to produce juvenile spring chinook and juvenile
fall chinook for supplementation of existing populationsin the Clearwater River Subbasin. The facilities
associated with this project includes a central incubation/rearing/acclimation facility at Allotment 1705, a
rearing and adult holding facility at Sweetwater Springs, five satellite acclimation facilities in the Clearwater
River Subbasin (Cedar Flats, Luke's Gulch, Newsome Creek, Y oosa/Camp Creek, and North Lapwal
Valley).
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At the May 17, 2000, meeting in Helena, the Council approved the step-three (Final Design)
review for the Nez Perce Tribal Hatchery. While it approved the final designs and recommended that
Bonneville fund the construction of the facilities associated with this project, it conditioned the approval
based on the following.

Construction of the facilities associated with this project is not to exceed $16 million.

The Council’ s recommendation for funding of this project is conditioned upon the design and the
scope of the project as outlined in the April 28, 2000, decision document. Any significant changesin
the design and scope of this project, including changes to the facilities or production will require
additional review by the Council before they are recommended for funding.

The Council asks Bonneville to establish specific cost reporting requirements for the project
contractor. These reports should document the progress of construction against the approved project
budget and scope. The Council asks that Bonneville project management staff review reports from the
project contractor with Council staff at least quarterly.

To meet the $16 million construction cap, modifications to the design of the facilities were made to
several of the sites. Thisincluded the following.

Lower production numbers ;

Luke' Gulch, Cedar Flat and Sweetwater Springs will be temporary facilities;
No permanent weir at Meadow Creek;

Allotment 1705 reduced size of office space and materials substitution.

The Council was very specific during its deliberation and approval of the step three review of the NPTH.
In addition, it qualified any future expansion of the facilities or production to future reviews and approvals.
Therefore, the proposed budgets and phases for this project for Fiscal Y ears 2002 through 2004 were aligned
to the Council decision as reviewed and confirmed by the Council on November 1, 2000. The staff’s
recommended alignment is consistent with the |SRP recommendation to fund only Phase 1 activities at this
time. The NMFS and Bonneville comments agree with the |SRP recommendations for these two projects,
and support only the production levels that were approved by the Council as part of the step three review.

Clearwater issue 2: Dworshak Dam Impacts Assessment and Fisheries|nvestigations (IDFG #
198709900)

Initial staff recommendation: This ongoing project evaluates the impacts of draw-downs and routine
dam operations on resident fish populations and determines ways to minimize entrainment losses of fish into
Dworshak Dam.

The ISRP provided a“fundable in part” recommendation. It recommended that new objectives
associated with bull trout entrainment and lake fertilization (Section 4, objective 2, task b & ¢ and Section 7,
objective 2, task b & ¢) be removed and that the project be moved to its concluding phase. BPA provided a
rank “A, conditional,” proposing to fund only the next phase of ongoing strobe light study (objective 1).

Based on the above reviews and comments, the staff recommends that the project be funded to
compl ete the evaluation component of this project. Staff recommends funding for Fiscal Y ear 2002 through
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Fiscal Year 2004 as presented in Table 1, to cover completion of the strobe light evaluations under actual
operations (objective 1). The staff recommends conditioning this with a requirement that out-year funding
for full implementation of a strobe light array at the dam await completion of the evaluation phase.

Evaluation of the strobe lights under actual operating conditions will commence during FY02. It is
anticipated that two additional years (FY ’03 and ' 04) of evaluation would occur under different dam-
operations scenarios and light arrays, dependent on water-year conditions. The staff recommends that the
sponsor be advised that the study is to be completed at this time and is not likely to be extended. Upon
completion of the evaluation, a recommendation would be made regarding implementation (whether or not to
implement and to what degree) of the strobe light strategy, depending on study results. Future funds would
be dependent on the review and approval of thisfina evaluation report. The staff believes that limited
funding in this stepwise manner best protects past investments in this work.

Clearwater issue3: Red River watershed (IDSWCD # 199303501)

Initial staff recommendation: This ongoing project returns artificialy ditched portions of the stream
to former meanders, restores riparian vegetation, and excludes livestock from riparian areas. The | SRP notes
that these are “generally obvious and well understood” strategies in the salmon habitat restoration field. The
staff recommendation is to fund the project at less than the requested amount to focus on operation and
maintenance of past work, basic monitoring and evaluation, and limited construction and implementation
focused on passive habitat restoration actions and acquisition of key long-term easements. See Table 1 for
funding levels. These are the activities that the Bonneville comments support inits“A” conditional rating as
well. The staff does not recommend funding additional new watershed assessment related activities (EWAS
or other) at thistime. Although the | SRP supported new assessment work, the staff believes that this
recommendation was provided in light of the substantial new habitat restoration proposed the “active” or
intervention-based nature of some of that work. With the reduced scale recommended by the staff, and the
emphasis on passive habitat strategies that the |SRP itself noted are obvious and well-understood, staff does
not and believe additional assessment work is needed at thistime. Additionally, the Council has made a
general policy decision to not fund substantial new assessment work in most cases prior to having subbasin
planning further developed. NMFS and Bonneville comments suggest that this project may address RPA’s
150 and 153.

Clearwater issue4: Nez Perce Tribe Resident Fish Substitution (NPT # 199501300)

Initial staff recommendation: This ongoing project provides fish harvest opportunitiesto partialy
mitigate for anadromous fisheries losses resulting from Dworshak Dam on the North Fork Clearwater River.

The ISRP provided a “fundable in part” recommendation to maintain the fish stocking and identify
sites that could produce better results than the present ponds. The ISRP had specific comments regarding this
project and requested that the project be funded only after submission of a response that fully addresses ISRP
preliminary-review (2001-9) and final review (2001-12A). The staff notes that the ISRP' s suggestion that
additional site investigation continue is not consistent with the Council’ s most recent decision regarding this
project. During the Council’s review of the Fiscal Year 2000 proposal it was determined that the project
had changed scope and intent based on the availability of suitable sites. Therefore, initslast review, the
Fiscal Year 2000 decision cycle, the Council concurred with the | SRP's recommendation that this project not
be funded for expansion or investigations for expansion, and that it be focused on the O& M of the three
existing ponds.
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Based on the specific nature of the past Council decisions, the funding for this project is based on the
alignment to the existing contracted amount (applied 3.4% rule) to maintain the O& M phase of this project.
The sponsor has not provided any compelling new information as to why the Council should revisit the
decisions it made when it thoroughly reviewed this project for its Fiscal Y ear 2000 decision. This funding
recommendation is conditioned on the sponsor addressing the ISRP comments and questionsin ISRP
documents 2001-9 and 2001-12A. Re-initiating the continued search for available sites is not an appropriate
task for funding under this recommendation.

Clearwater issue5: Ongoing Nez Perce Tribe Clearwater River habitat projectsimplemented on
federally owned land (NPT 199607702; 199607703; 19960705; 200003400; 200003500; 200003600)

Initial staff recommendation: The Bonneville comments on each of these ongoing Nez Perce tribe
habitat projects did not support funding until they are reviewed in light of Bonneville' s draft proposed
interim policy for funding projects on federally owned land. If thisreview is not done right away, given that
each of these projects are ongoing projects, the Bonneville comment could amount to a defunding
recommendation. Defunding these ongoing projects that were rated as “fundable” by the ISRP and which
also remain a priority of the local fish and wildlife managers and interested parties is contrary to two of the
general Council approved funding principles (protect the past investment of ongoing projects that have | SRP
support; support projects that are supported and coordinated locally). These projects are also responding to
the ESA needs outlined in the Action Agency 2002 Implementation Plan, and are a priority under the
Council general funding considerations. The staff does not believe that the Bonneville comments should be
understood as defunding recommendations. Rather, given the timing of its release, and the lack of notice to
project sponsors of the substance of this draft proposed interim policy, the staff believes that these projects
should be supported by Bonneville if they demonstrate responsiveness to its primary principles.

For the reasons discussed in the programmatic policy issue regarding draft Bonneville policy, the
staff does not recommend that the Council accept and use Bonneville s draft policy, as written, in making its
recommendations on these projects. However, the staff does believe that it is enlightening to do a project-
by-project review of the projects on two points. (1) cost-sharing; and (2) connections or relatedness of the
habitat work to other Bonneville investments. The staff believes that this would be informative because
notwithstanding the rather cumbersome and complex multiple sets of criteriain the proposed Bonneville
policy, the issues of cost-share and relationship to other Bonneville investments seem to be the key points.
The staff believes that eval uating these projects relative to those two main pointsis responsive to
Bonneville's comments and, depending on the results, should be sufficient to allow these projects to proceed
as the Council, Bonneville, and public further discuss the draft interim policy.

a 199607702 - Protect and Restore Lolo Creek Watershed:  The project is on 50% private and
50% federal land. The sponsor reports a proposed federal cost-share for FY 02 of $370,000
matched with an FY 02 request of $221,013 in Bonneville funds. This amounts to an
approximate non-Bonneville cost-share of 62%.

The sponsor has presented detailed information that shows significant past Bonneville
investment in the project area, including habitat work, research, and Nez Perce Tribal
Hatchery components. The watershed has also received out-plantings from the Lower Snake
River Compensation Program (BPA funded). The Action Agency 2002 Implementation Plan
identifies this project as one of the habitat projects that will be implemented in Fiscal Year
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2002 to address habitat elements of the off-site mitigation component of the Biological
Opinion.

b. 199607703 - Protect and Restore Waw’ aatamnima Creek to ‘Imnaamatoon Creek Watersheds
Analysis Area. The sponsor reports a proposed federal cost-share for FY 02 of $365,000
matched with an FY 02 request of $413,000 in Bonneville funds. This amounts to an
approximate non-Bonneville cost-share of 47%.

The sponsor has provided detailed information that demonstrates that Bonneville has invested
over $15 million in the project area for actions that include habitat restoration, passage work,
research, and artificial production that this proposed work builds upon. The Action Agency
2002 Implementation Plan identifies this project as one of the habitat projects that will be
implemented in Fiscal Y ear 2002 to address habitat elements of the off-site mitigation
component of the Biological Opinion.

C. 199607705 - Restore McComas Meadows. The sponsor reports a proposed federal cost-
share for FY 02 of $722,000 matched with an FY 02 request of $332,000 in Bonneville funds.
This amounts to an approximate non-Bonneville cost-share of 70%.

The sponsor has provided detailed information showing that the proposed work builds upon
substantial past Bonneville investments including habitat restoration, research, and artificial
production actions. The stream is used for varied supplementation initiatives of the Nez Perce
tribe, such as out-planting Lower Snake River Compensation Program fish (BPA-funded).
The Action Agency 2002 Implementation Plan identifies this project as one of the habitat
projects that will be implemented in Fiscal Y ear 2002 to address habitat elements of the off-
site mitigation component of the Biological Opinion.

d. 200003400 - Protect and Restore North Lochsa Face Analysis Area Watersheds: The
sponsor reports a proposed federal cost-share for FY 02 of $219,000 matched with an FY 02
request of $182,507 in Bonneville funds.  This amounts to an approximate non-Bonneville
cost-share of 55%.

The sponsor has provided detailed information showing how the proposed work builds upon
substantial past Bonneville investments in the project area for habitat work, passage, and
research. The Action Agency 2002 Implementation Plan identifies this project as one of the
habitat projects that will be implemented in Fiscal Y ear 2002 to address habitat elements of
the off-site mitigation component of the Biological Opinion.

e 200003500 - Rehabilitate Newsome Creek Watershed (S.F. Clearwater R.): The
sponsor reports a proposed federal cost-share for FY 02 of $ 136,000 matched with an FY 02
request of $287,732 in Bonnevillefunds.  This amounts to an approximate non-Bonneville
cost-share of 32%.

The sponsor has provided detailed information showing how the proposed work builds on past
Bonneville investments in the project area for habitat restoration, research, and out-planting
for Bonneville funded Lower Snake River Compensation Program (BPA funded) fish. The
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Action Agency 2002 Implementation Plan identifies this project as one of the habitat projects
that will be implemented in Fiscal Y ear 2002 to address habitat elements of the off-site
mitigation component of the Biological Opinion.

f. 200003600 - Protect and Restore Mill Creek: The sponsor reports a proposed federal
cost-share for FY 02 of $ 45,000 matched with an FY 02 request of $ 74,915 in Bonneville
funds. Thisamounts to an approximate non-Bonneville cost-share of 38 %.

The sponsor has provided detailed information showing how the propose work relates to and
builds upon past Bonneville investments. Bonneville has funded habitat restoration and
monitoring work, and the watershed isinvolved in Nez Perce Tribe and Lower Snake River
Compensation Program production initiatives (both BPA funded). The Action Agency 2002
Implementation Plan identifies this project as one of the habitat projects that will be
implemented in Fiscal Year 2002 to address habitat elements of the off-site mitigation
component of the Biological Opinion.

Four of the projects budgets are held to the general rule of a 3.4% increase to the Council’ s Fiscal
Y ear 2001 recommended budgets. Project 199607705 is recommended to receive a substantial increase.
The watershed scale assessment has been completed for this project, and the additional funding is
recommended to move to the next logical and planned step, which is to implement the restoration strategies
in light of the assessment. Project 200003500 has a substantial budget decrease from the Fiscal Y ear 2001
approved amount, and the staff recommends that lower amount. See Table 1 for all of the budget impact
specifics. The staff recommends that the sponsor and Bonneville document, as a condition of contracting,
how the sponsors will monitor and report on the effectiveness of these activities.

Clearwater Issue6: Protect and Restore Big Canyon Creek Watershed (NPT # 199901600; Nez Perce
SWCD # 199901500)

Initial staff recommendation: The | SRP rated these ongoing projects as not fundable. Much of its
critical comment was directed at the watershed assessment approach that the sponsors indicate was modeled
after the state of Oregon Watershed Assessment Manual (OWAM). The I SRP takes issue with the utility of
the OWAM as an assessment tool, at least as applied here. The staff finds these comments difficult to
evaluate, as the ISRP seemed to find the OWAM assessment beneficia inits review of Hood River subbasin
work in the Columbia Gorge Province. In regional prioritization discussions the sponsor also questioned the
| SRP comments about absence of linkages to anadromous or resident fish. The sponsors state that Big
Canyon creek is the top producer of listed A-run steelhead (listed under ESA) in the lower Clearwater
subbasin, and that the assessment information and presentations during the provincial review addressed this.
The ISRP' s concerns about monitoring and evaluation are the same as those for nearly all of the habitat
projects in the Mountain Snake and Blue Mountain province. Asawhole, the staff is has a difficult time
shaping recommendations that respond to the ISRP’'s comments that seem to focus on general watershed
assessment methodology issues, rather than deficiencies with the projects themselves.

Bonneville comment focuses on a desire to have the Nez Perce project evaluated relative to its draft
proposed interim policy for funding projects on federaly owned lands. This project is not on federally
owned land. The sponsor reports that 96% of the watershed is on private land, and 4% on BLM land. No
activities are proposed on the BLM land. Bonneville's only other comment is that the work should be
“deferred” until after subbasin planning without further explanation why or how subbasin planning will
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change the way that the sponsors or local groups who support this work will likely change. The staff notes
that deferring an ongoing project is tantamount to a defunding recommendation. The staff also notes that the
Action Agency 2002 Implementation Plan identifies this project as one of the habitat projects that will be
implemented in FY 2002 to address the off-site mitigation component of the Biological Opinion.

These are ongoing proposals focused on implementation of habitat restoration based on a completed
assessment. They have an ESA connection to the 2002 Implementation Plan. The work continuesto be a
priority of the province prioritization group. The watershed is associated with a nearby acclimation facility
that is being funded by Bonneville (#199801005). The staff recommends that these ongoing projects
continue to be funded in the amounts set out in Table 1. The staff also recommends that as a condition of
this approval that the sponsor submit additional information to the ISRP that: (1) demonstrates the linkage of
the activities proposed in these projects to anadromous and/or resident fish; (2) provides information
regarding the potential of the treatment streams to produce steelhead; (3) explains how or why the
dewatering of a portion of the stream will or will not act as a factor that severely limits the potential for
success of the proposed activities; (4) how monitoring and evaluation will be conducted to measure the
effectiveness of improving habitat conditions that result in fisheries benefits. The staff recommends that the
ISRP review this information and report to the Council and sponsor on these specific issues. Because these
are ongoing field-based projects, the staff recommends that the I SRP review occur concurrently with the
implementation of the proposals FY 02 activities.

Clearwater issue7: Nez Perce Tribe Clearwater focus water shed program (NPT # 199706000)

Initial staff recommendation: Thisis primarily a coordination project that guides the Nez Perce
habitat protection and restoration implementation related efforts in the Clearwater and also coordinates those
with related state efforts. Thisisan ongoing project rated as fundable and it continues to be a priority within
the province group. The staff expects that the functions performed through this contract will be very
valuable in the upcoming subbasin planning exercise (the same is true for the state companion project). All
of these factors support funding the proposal at the general Fiscal Y ear 2001 plus 3.4% level.

The sole issue to be addressed comes from Bonneville's comments that note that watershed
assessment activities should perhaps not be funded at thistime. The staff does not concur with the
Bonneville comment to eliminate watershed assessment funding in this particular instance. Thisis not a new
assessment effort. The funding and actions proposed are to complete an assessment that was previously
approved by a specific Council action with Bonneville concurrence. (There were implementation task funds
in several projects reprogrammed to complete this assessment). The staff believes that the assessment tasks
proposed should be completed to maximize past investment, position for subbasin planning, and respond to
RPAs 152 and 154 (the last point based on NMFS and Bonneville comments). The staff recommends that the
sponsor consider the ISRP's comments about coordinating the monitoring and evaluation elements of the projects
that are coordinated under this project, and the suggestion about enlisting the expertise of a biometrician in doing
0.

Clearwater issue8: Protect and Restore Lapwai Creek watershed (NPT # 199901700)

Initial staff recommendation: Staff recommends funding this proposal at the full amount ($436,000 in
FY 02) requested rather than holding it to a 3.4% increase. The project has a completed watershed
assessment, is linked to Bonneville funded artificial production initiatives, and the ISRP said this may be the
highest priority project in the entire Lower Clearwater River. The ISRP agrees with the sponsors of the
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importance of the work saying that the “Lapwai Creek system has a great potential for increasing
anadromous smolt production if habitat is restored.” Bonneville provided an “A” rating.

Clearwater issue 9: New habitat projectsin the Clearwater subbasin (28047, 28048, 28059.)

Initial staff recommendation: These are three (of the six total) new anadromous fish focused habitat
restoration and protection proposals that the staff recommends for funding in the Clearwater basin in this
cycle. Each of them was rated as fully “fundable” by the ISRP and high priority by CBFWA. The regiona
prioritization group for the Mountain Snake province recommends them as priorities. NMFS has noted that
all three correspond to RPA 154 in the Biological Opinion (the sponsors suggest that additional RPAS -- 149
and 152 -- are addressed as well). Given the | SRP support, correspondence to a BiOp RPA, and priority
given by the local managers and interests, the Council’ s general funding principles support this new work.
The staff recognizes that portions of these projects are for additional watershed assessment type activities,
which, as agenera rule, the Council is not expanding prior to subbasin planning (the amount dedicated to
such work varies for each of the three projects). However, this assessment work builds upon substantial
prior assessment work that has been completed within the Clearwater subbasin, and it targets areas that have
been deemed priorities for additional assessment in those past subbasin-wide efforts. This prioritization of
additional assessment work is precisely what is anticipated to occur in most areas of the Columbia basin
during subbasin planning. Since this prioritization has already been largely accomplished in the Clearwater
prior to subbasin planning, the staff does not believe that these focused assessment activities within these
projects need to wait for subbasin planning.

The primary issue comes from Bonneville's comments. Bonneville' s comments note that the two
Nez Perce projects should be evaluated relative to the draft proposed interim policy for funding habitat
activities on federally owned land. As noted in the programmatic issues, the staff does not believe that the
draft interim policy, as currently written, should be determinative of the Council recommendation in this
funding cycle. However, the staff understands the major themes of the draft interim policy to focus on
federal cost-share and the relationship to other Bonneville investments, and these two projects address those
elements.

For project 28047 (Red River) the sponsor reports a proposed FY 02 cost-share of $365,000 to match
with its FY 02 request for $95,000 of Bonneville funds. This amounts to an approximate cost-share of 79%
for this project in FY 02. The sponsors have provided detailed information of past Bonneville investmentsin
this project area extensive, showing that those investments have spanned several years, varied strategies
(including habitat restoration and protection, research, and artificial production initiatives), and total in the
millions of dollars.

For project 28048 (Crooked Fork Creek to Colt Killed Aread) the sponsor reports a proposed FY 02
cost-share of $95,000 to match with its FY 02 request for $174,482 of Bonneville funds. This amounts to an
approximate cost-share of 35% in FY 02. The sponsors have provided detailed information of past
Bonneville investmentsin this project area extensive, showing that those investments have spanned several
years, varied strategies (including both habitat restoration and protection and artificial production initiatives),
and total in the millions of dollars.

For project 28059 (Lapwai Creek Watershed) the sponsor reports a proposed FY 02 cost-share of
$165,000 to match with its FY 02 request for $ 372,060 of Bonneville funds. This amountsto an
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approximate cost-share of 31%. It should aso be noted that Lapwai Creek is one of the rearing and
acclimation sites for NPTH.

Clearwater issue 10: Evaluating Stream Habitat using NPT Watershed Monitoring and Evaluation
Plan (NPT # 28045)

Initial staff recommendation: The staff is recommending funding for this new project as one of the
few that NMFS states responds to RPA 183 pertaining to monitoring and evaluation. The funding levels are
less than requested, and set forth in Table 1.

Although the ISRP had substantial comment on this proposal, none of it was particularly critical in
nature. Rather, the ISRP seemed impressed with the proposal’ s concepts, and spent much time suggesting
that the work be coordinated in some way with other similar work taking place in the basin. In addition, this
sort of project, which attempts to measure responses to varied habitat restoration strategiesis investigated,
could be important in advancing the thinking in the province and region on developing tiered monitoring and
evaluation, and the ability and desirability of using “index” areas for monitoring and evaluation as opposed
to full blown M&E effort for each project. Thisisan areathat the |SRP has encouraged the region to further
explore in past programmatic recommendations.

The staff recommends funding this new ESA related work. The sponsor has agreed to work with the
| SRP to develop a more detailed statistical design and to address the | SRP' s questions and comments about
the choice of “physical habitat parameters’ (“category aand b” issues noted) on page 94 of the final ISRP
report. The staff recommends that funding proceed to allow the sponsor to proceed with the
additional design work and response to the | SRP about the choice of habitat parameters, and that additional
implementation activities proceed after the | SRP reports that these issues have been sufficiently resolved.

Clearwater issue 11: Potlatch River Watershed Restoration (Latah SWCD # 28025)

Initial staff recommendation: The staff is recommending that this project be funded to finish a
watershed assessment that is partly completed. Again, thisis one of those situations that we encounter in the
Clearwater subbasin where assessment work is completed or underway, and the staff is recommending
support to conclude that work with the expectation that it will expedite successful subbasin planning. The

| SRP supported this element of the proposal. NMFS comments provide that this project relates to RPAs 152
and 154 and that the Potlatch River is a priority watershed for steelhead in the Clearwater River. Out-year
funding for implementation activities will need to be reviewed, and perhaps adjusted, in light of the
assessment and/or subbasin plan.

Clearwater issue 12: Dworshak Integrated Rule Curves (NPT #198740700)

Initial staff recommendation: The staff is recommending that this project be funded for $95,000 in
Fiscal Year 2002 to complete the rule curves and final report (with conditions stated below). Thisis
consistent with Bonneville's comments. The staff notes that the Council conditioned its funding
recommendation for this project in Fiscal Y ear 2000 on the development of areport and rule curves and
providing those products to the Council. It appears that Fiscal Y ear 2001 funding was provided
notwithstanding those conditions not being fully met. The ISRP recommended that the project not be
funded. The staff has taken the ISRP' s comments into account, but is largely deferring to Bonneville's
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comments that additional funding is necessary to wrap up work previously funded, and to deliver products.
In light of the Council’ s past record and the funding history, the staff recommends that the Council ask
Bonneville to confirm that it desires to fund this project for $95,000 in Fiscal Year 2002. Further, if
Bonneville provides that confirmation, the staff recommends that payment on the contract be withheld until
all final reports and the rule curves are provided. The staff aso recommends that during contracting for
Fiscal Year 2002 the sponsor be required to explain in writing what Fiscal Y ear 2000 and 2001 Bonneville
funds were used for.

Clearwater issue 13: Lower Clearwater Habitat Enhancement Project (NPT #28021)

Initial staff recommendation: The staff recommends funding this project at levels dramatically less
than originally proposed (see Table 1). This new work is one of the few wildlife habitat proposals presented
in this province. The ISRP comments indicate that some of the likely acquisition lands are currently
productive habitat. The Council’s funding considerations favor funding new proposals that protect currently
productive habitat. While coming from the wildlife division of NPT, this proposal does have linkages to
anadromous fish, and would protect habitat in areas important for anadromous fish. The NMFS comments
suggest that this project could respond to RPA 153 if implemented to achieve long- term protection in accord
with NRCS standards.

Bonneville' s comments state that the project is focused on wildlife habitat, and should not be funded
because no construction/inundation credits remain for the lower Snake River projects that it would be
credited to. The staff notes that there are discrepancies between this written comment, and Bonneville' s web
site that indicates there are substantial construction credits remaining for those projects. The staff notes that
at the dramatically reduced scale that is recommended, it is quite likely that some credits remain available to
deal with this project.

The staff recommends that the sponsor target habitat in those areas that have a completed watershed
assessment that provides information on fisheries resources, as is suggested by the ISRP, and that thisis
made a condition of contracting.

Clearwater issue 14: Nez Perce Tribe Harvest Monitoring (NPT # 28020)

Initial staff recommendation: The project describes the Nez Perce Tribe's efforts to monitor the
fisheries currently ongoing. Sampling strategies are designed to provide greater data precision in catch
reports, age distribution, and exploitation rates during Nez Perce fishery seasons. Harvest management is
intertwined with al Columbia Basin artificial production programs and affects the status of naturally
produced stocks as well. The Council’ s program calls for subbasin plans to deal explicitly with harvest
management plans. The staff recommends funding this new project. It is responsive the program’s goals of
bringing harvest management considerations into subbasin planning. The ISRP rates it as fundable and calls
thisinformation “essential” to stock assessment and management.

Clearwater issue 15: 1daho Supplementation Studies (Clearwater # 199005500)

Initial staff recommendation: Initial staff recommendation: The staff recommends funding for
these projects after the ISRP concerns detailed in programmatic issue 10 are addressed. The sponsors are
requested to document their responses, and provide them to the Council for ISRP review. If the ISRP
concerns are addressed, only previously approved and ongoing objectives should be funded. NMFS
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comments provide that these projects address RPAs 182 and 184. Bonneville's“A conditiona” rating and
comments are consistent with the staff recommendation. These proposals are held to funding levels
approved by the Council in Fiscal Year 2001 plus 3.4%. The staff also notes that the sponsors need to
consider how Johnson Creek will continue to be used in the I SS study as part of its response (see Salmon
Issues7 and 8 below, and Programmatic Issue 10 above).

Salmon Subbasin

Salmon issue 1: Sockeye and chinook conservation/preservation projects (SBT # 199107100;
IDFG/IOSC # 199107200; NM FS # 199204000; | DFG/IOSC # 199700100)

Initial staff recommendation: Artificial production related actions with a conservation or preservation
purpose are discussed in programmatic issue 12. The projects listed above are those in the Mountain Snake
province that fall within this category. As discussed fully in the programmatic issue discussion, the Council
has provided guidance and conditions for funding these types of projects for several years. The Council
established general conditions on its funding recommendations for these types of projectsin its Fiscal Y ear
2000 recommendations that remain applicable. The above projects, and others that may be developed: (1)
should be funded only to maintain the scope and intensity of existing, previously Council recommended,
activities until a basinwide prioritization of target populations and programs is developed (no expansion or
new starts); (2) must demonstrate how they are consistent with the policies and standards in the Artificial
Production Review report of 2000; (3) must address the project specific issues raised by the ISRP Mountain
Snake Province Review Recommendations (2001 12-A); document how the projects address the elements of
Captive Propagation Technology in Recovery of Anadromous Salmonids Listed Under the Endangered
Species Act (NMFS 1999), outlining steps that sponsors should proceed through when sponsoring a captive
propagation initiative. Subject to the conditions above, the staff is recommending that these projects be
funded at the levelsin Table 1.

The land acquisition for project 199204000 is budgeted for Fiscal Year 2004, and should not be
consummated prior to addressing the above conditions and getting approval in the Council’ s 3-step review
process.

Salmon issue 2: Safety-Net Artificial Propagation Program (SNAPP) (CRITFC #28061) - this
proposal was submitted between the preliminary and final reviews by the ISRP, after the deadline. It
iscurrently being reviewed by the ISRP at the special request of Council staff.

The above project (#28061) is an integrated version of the following projects that were reviewed as part
of the provincial solicitation and review.

28012, Four-Step Planning to Identify Safety-Net Projects for Idaho Steelhead (IDFG/10OSC)
28015, Benefit/Risk Analysisto Promote Long-Term Persistence of Chinook Salmon in the Middle
Fork Salmon River (NPT)

28055, Four-Step Safety-Net Plan for Upper Lochsa River B-Run Steelhead (CRITFC)
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28056, Four-Step Safety-Net Plan for South Fork Salmon River B-Run Steelhead (CRITFC)
28057, Four-Step Safety-Net Plan for Lower Salmon River A-Run Steelhead (CRITFC)

Initial staff recommendation: The ISRP provided a*do not fund” recommendation for projects
#28012, #28015, #28055, #28056, and #28057. The | SRP stated that these new artificial production actions
need to be well coordinated , scientifically sound, and consistent with NMFS's effort post-Hogan and the
Council’ s subbasin planning effort. The I SRP stated that the above proposals were not described adequately,
lacked standard approaches, and reached no agreement regarding viability analysis. The ISRP, as
emphasized that “intervention” should include a wide spectrum of management activities including harvest
management, habitat restoration, as well as artificial production.

The ISRPis currently reviewing the integrated SNAPP proposal (#28061). Programmatic Issue 9
relates specifically to ESA-based artificial production initiatives for at-risk populations and the Biological
Opinion “safety-net artificial production program” -- (SNAPP). As described in the programmatic
recommendation, this project, and others that may be developed, need to: (1) explicitly identify the factors
causing the decline and currently limiting the population and what actions are being taken to address those;
(2) develop adecision-tree that allows for a transparent evaluation of the interventions and includes an “exit
strategy” for successful and unsuccessful evaluations; (3) explicitly demonstrate how the initiatives are
consistent with the Artificial Production Report of 2000, and will participate in the Artificial Production
Review and Evaluation currently underway.

The staff understands that Bonneville views this proposal as critical to meeting its BiOp
requirements. That being the case, Bonneville is likely to fund the proposal even if the ISRP
recommendations continue to be critical of the program. The staff recommends that Bonneville funding be
guided by the conditions outlined above and in programmatic issue 9, as well as the recommendations that
are made in the ISRP’ s forthcoming recommendations for the project. The staff recommends that Bonneville
contracting actions document how those conditions are addressed.

Salmon issue 3: Upper Salmon basin water shed project (ISCC/IOSC #199202603; 28036; 28037,
28038; 28039; 28040)

Initial staff recommendation: The ISRP reviewed project 199202603 and the five proposals with new
project numbers as a package (these are not new projects, they represent ongoing activities that had been
restructured with new project numbers -- thisis discussed further below). The ISRP found the administrative
and implementation support objectives of project 199202603 fundable. The objective of this project isto
maintain, enhance, and restore anadromous and resident fish habitat while achieving and maintaining a

bal ance between resource protection and resource use on a holistic watershed management basis. This
project serves as the coordinating entity for fish habitat maintenance and enhancement priorities established
in the Upper Salmon model watershed plan. The project is coordinated through the Idaho Soil Conservation
Commission with the Custer and Lemhi Soil and Water Conservation Districts. The program utilizes a local
advisory committee representing private, state, and local land managers and other interests, with a technical
advisory team assisting with prioritizing on-the-ground projects.

The five “sub-projects’ within this package received a “not fundable” recommendation. This
collection of proposals contemplated a significant expansion of scope, intensity, and type of activities
beyond what had been ongoing in past years. The proposed program would have expanded to over $12
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million dollars for Fiscal Y ear 2002 alone. The ISRP's comments clearly show that it was not comfortable
with the significant expansion contemplated for the Upper Salmon River subbasin SWCD program. The

| SRP comments reveal that such a substantial expansion could not be scientifically justified without further
assessment and planning.

Council staff met with the sponsors, Bonneville staff, and other interests associated with the
proposals to evaluate the |SRP comments as well as the Council’s general funding considerations. During
those discussions the group noted that the ISRP' s preliminary report was actually quite supportive of the
scope, intensity level, and type of work that had been conducted in the Upper Salmon in past years. The
ISRP s preliminary report stated:

The fencing projects, screening projects, and some additional actions in the watershed appear
warranted and will likely benefit fish. The past actions on fencing the creeks and letting the streams
restore themselves without planting or channel modification are justified for those sites. However, the
set of proposals goes beyond “flat-tire” fixes. Consequently, the program needs a well-defined
watershed assessment and project prioritization effort with a protocol for sampling projects for
effectiveness monitoring.

The sponsors suggested that its Upper Salmon habitat program be scaled back to its previous scope,
and to focus on the passive habitat restoration activities that the | SRP determined to be warranted and a
benefit to fish. The Council staff agreed that this would be advisable in light of the |SRP recommendations,
and staff supports the projects that have been reconfigured in that light. Thiswork continues to be an
extremely high priority for the state, managers, and interested parties in the subbasin, and within the province
asawhole.

Bonneville comments provided an “A” rating for the administrative project and for each of the five
sub-proposals. Bonneville's“A” ranking for the five sub-proposals was conditioned on limiting the scope
and nature of the activities to essentially those supported by the ISRP's Preliminary Report
recommendations, including riparian easements, riparian exclusion fencing, irrigation diversion
consolidation or elimination, and fish passage barrier removal.

In previous funding cycles the Custer and Lemhi Soil and Water Conservation Districts implemented
thelr habitat restoration projects under the following four projects (Administrative #199202603, Habitat
#199401700, Passage #199306200, Upper Salmon #199600700). In response to Bonneville staff
suggestions, as part of the Mountain Snake project proposa solicitation, the sponsor realigned these projects
into one ongoing project (Administrative 199202603) and divided the implementation related work into five
separate proposals with new project numbers (Lemhi 28037, Middle Salmon - Panther 28039, Pahsimeroi
28036, East Fork 28038, Upper Salmon 28040). One of the main reasons for this reconfiguration was to
better accommodate the proposed substantial expansion in the scope, intensity, and nature of the work. After
discussions with the sponsor and scaling back the scope of work in light of ISRP and Bonneville comments,
it was agreed that the ongoing work would be better managed with two contracts.

The staff recommends that this work be accomplished through two contracts. The first is ongoing
administrative contract #199202603. It should be used to administer funds for the Watershed office. The
previously existing habitat project contract #199401700 should be used to administer funds between the
Custer and Lemhi Soil and Water Conservation Districts for the on-the-ground project implementation
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elements that are described in projects # 28036, #28037, #28038, #28039, , and #28040. That contract
funding level for 199401700 is the total of the funding recommendations for each of the sub-projects as
presented in Table 1. The apportionment of the funds to the various watershed areas can aso be determined
from the Table 1. funding summary.

Salmon Issue 4. Twelvemile Reach habitat restoration (Custer SWCD/IOSC # 199901900)

Initial staff recommendation: The ISRP provided a*“fundable in part” recommendation for the study
of the importance of temperature as the potential limiting factor in the proposed study reach and to pursue
passive activities such as purchase of priority easements and fencing projects. The staff recommends
funding this ongoing work at the levels presented in Table 1, which is substantially reduced from the
Sponsor’ s request.

The sponsor has responded to the Council’s general funding level guidance and adjusted its budget to
reflect Fiscal Year 2001 level, plus 3.4%. Though this project is located in the Upper Salmon, it is dependent
on a 65% cost share from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. Tracking the cost share funding would be
extremely difficult if funds were intermingled with the Upper Salmon Basin Watershed Project budget (see
above), so the staff recommends that it be dealt with separately. Although the Upper Salmon Basin
Watershed Project office has provided some level of support through various members of the Watershed
Technical Team and most recently time dedicated from an USBWP Planner, administrative support and
project management has been provided through the Custer Soil and Water Conservation District Office. This
Project Budget cannot be merged with the other Upper Salmon Basin Watershed Project Budgets.

Bonneville provided a “ A conditiona” for this project, supporting the same sort of passive habitat
restoration activities that it supported for the other Upper Salmon River SWCD proposals. The staff
recommendation is consistent with Bonneville's comments.

Salmon issue 5: Chinook salmon adult abundance monitoring (NPT # 199703000)

Initial staff recommendation: This Nez Perce tribe project proposed a suite of state-of-the-art sdlmon
guantification technologies for testing in various streams in various streams in the Salmon River and Minam
River (Blue Mountain province). The goa isto test various technologies under various conditions to
determine if they are viable options for more accurate and more precise quantification tools that could be
used to augment traditional redd count indexes or other tools.

The ISRP reviewed this project along with two new proposals for experimenting with enumeration
technologies (27019 and 28052) as a unit. The ISRP recommended that the already existing monitoring
work conducted through project 199703000 should continue, but that experimentation with additional
enumeration technology should be limited to one area. Thiswas the basis for its “fund in part”
recommendation.

NMFS notes that the project addresses RPA 180 and RPA 193 of the Biological Opinion. The
Bonneville comments would hold this project to current levels, and recommends limited testing of new
technologies under new project 27021 in the Blue Mountain province.
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The staff recommends that this project be funded to test enumeration technologies in the Secesh
River only, through the ongoing project 199703000, and not through either of the new start proposals.
This new work is being supported because of its correlation to RPA monitoring and evaluation action
items. Projects that respond to these particular action items are not abundant. The Council’ s funding
general considerations prioritize new work that responds to Biological Opinion needs. The staff
understands that the Bonneville comments recommend directing this work through the new proposal
27021 in the Imnaha basin in the Blue Mountain province. However, the staff recommendation for
that proposal 27021 is dramatically scaled back, and the opportunity to link this enumeration
experiment within that reduced scope is not available.

The staff recommended funding level is presented in Table 1, and those figures represent funding the
Objectives and tasks for the Secesh River related work only. (The recommendation does not include the
proposed NEPA funding or Marsh Creek elements).

Salmon issue 6: Analyze Persistence and Spatial Dynamics of Chinook (RM RS # 199902000)

Initial staff recommendation: The staff recommendation relies heavily on the NMFS comments that
call this project “an important contribution to the design of a comprehensive monitoring program in the
Snake River basin. NMFS stated that the project is “ particularly important” in that it continues a key data set
and associating redd survey data with explanatory environmental characteristics. NMFS states that the
project responds to RPA 180. Bonneville supports only limited elements of the proposal. The ISRP would
like to see the results from past year’s efforts analyzed and reported and recommended partia funding to
accomplish those tasks. The sponsor notes that this project has been funded at a 50% or less level the last
two years, leaving inadequate resources to do the sort of reporting desired by the ISRP.

The staff recommends partially funding this project (see Table 1 for totals) for what appears to be
important and unique Biological Opinion responsiveness. The staff does not recommend that the project be
limited to aerial surveys and reporting as recommended by Bonneville and the ISRP. There are limited
projects that correspond to the monitoring and evaluation RPASs of the Biological Opinion presented in this
province, and very few that come with the sound endorsement that is provided here by NMFS. The
Council’s general funding considerations put a premium on addressing Biological Opinion needs, and this
project appears to be important in advancing that objective. Further, should NMFS determine that additional
monitoring and evaluation work needs to be completed in this area of the basin to respond to the Biological
Opinion’s monitoring and evaluation provisions, the staff recommends that they investigate working with
and through this project to accomplish at least some of those needs. As a condition of this funding
recommendation, the staff recommends that Bonneville require the sponsor to provide to at least a
preliminary analysis and report of its research and data collection since its efforts were initiated in 1995 as
recommended by the beginning of Fiscal Year 2003, and that this be a condition of contracting for Fiscal
Year 2003. The report should be provided to Bonneville and the Council, and made available to Streamnet.

Salmon issue 7: | daho Supplementation Studies (IDFG/IOSC # 198909800; USFW S # 198909801;
NPT # 19899802 and 199604300; SBT # 19899803)

Initial staff recommendation: The staff recommends funding for these projects after the ISRP
concerns detailed in programmatic issue 10 are addressed. The sponsors are requested to document their
responses, and provide them to the Council for ISRP review. If the ISRP concerns are addressed, only
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previously approved and ongoing objectives should be funded. NMFS comments provide that these projects
address RPAs 182 and 184. Bonneville's“A conditional” rating and comments are consistent with the staff
recommendation. All of these proposals are held to funding levels approved by the Council in Fiscal Y ear
2001 plus 3.4%. The staff also notes that the sponsors need to consider how Johnson Creek will continue to
be used in the ISS study as part of its response (this relates to the ISRP' s third question on page 45 of itsfinal
report and Salmon Issue 8 below).

Salmon issue 8: Johnson Creek Artificial Propagation Enhancement Project (JCAPE #
199604300)
Initial staff recommendation: The ISRP provided this project a“ Do not fund” recommendation

(except for the monitoring and evaluation portion needed to tie in with Idaho Supplementation Studies
(1SS)). The ISRP comments focus on the role of the Johnson Creek within the ISS study. Specifically, the

| SRP notes that Johnson Creek was originally a control stream within the supplementation study, and that the
past and proposed supplementation activities in this proposal are not consistent with the original ISS study
design. The ISRP would have Johnson Creek supplementation activities halted so that the stream may
continue to be used as a control stream within the larger 1SS study.

Bonneville rated the projects as fundable (A, conditional). BPA recommends funding only HGMP
development, base level M& E program, and other planning actions called for under the Council's approved
three-step review process for artificial production facilities. However, BPA notes that Johnson Creek isnot a
control stream within the ISS. Reference is made to the emergency action to address declining adult salmon
returns to Johnson Creek and that 1SS cooperators (USFWS, NPT, SBT, IDFG) agreed to change Johnson
Creek from a control stream to a treatment stream following the determination to begin an emergency
supplementation action in Johnson Creek.

The Council’s own past funding decisions endorsed the managers changed strategy for Johnson
Creek from a control stream to a supplemented stream. In 1996, the Council approved 15 high priority
supplementation projects under Program Measure 7.3B. This was one of those projects. On June 30, 1998
the Council recommended funding, as an emergency measure, the Johnson Creek Artificial Propagation
Enhancement Project to collect summer chinook salmon adults and rear juveniles. The most recent Council
action on the JCAPE was its FY 2001 funding recommendations. The Council considered and approved
detailed project elements and associated budgets for the artificial production activities.

NFMS considers the project as a BASE project for Biological Opinion implementation and
recognizes that this project was supported as a high priority supplementation project in 1996, but notes that
the project has evolved into amoderately large and fairly expensive production program. NMFS
recommends that an HGM P needs to be completed, and a specia use permit for the permanent weir, holding
ponds and acclimation pond needs to be received from USFS.

The staff is recommending that this project be funded at levels consistent with past Council decisions
in Fiscal Year 1998 and Fiscal Year 2001. The ISRP s recommendation not to fund the project because of
impacts to the original study design of the Idaho Supplementation Studies cannot be strictly accepted without
further information gathering, as the project cooperators, NMFS, and the Council have consciously decided
to take a different course with regard to supplementation within Johnson Creek than was originally
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conceived in the Idaho Supplementation Study. This staff recommendation to fund this project is subject to
four conditions:

Condition One: The staff recommends that the sponsor be required to address how Johnson Creek will
be used in the continuing Idaho Supplementation Studies as discussed in Salmon Issue 7 above. While past
and current management and policy decisions to supplement Johnson Creek populations may have impacted
the original study design, the sponsors should explore and provide explanations and alternatives that show
how Johnson Creek can continue to be a part of the larger supplementation experiment. The sponsor should
address the three questions in the ISRP final report on page 45. As part of that response, the sponsor should
clearly identify how the past and proposed supplementation activities may diminish the quality or quantity of
information that would be gathered in the larger ISS project. The staff recommends that this information be
provided to the ISRP for review and a report back to the Council and sponsor before funding is committed.

Condition Two: The staff recommends that the JCAPE cooperators (Nez Perce, IDFG; USFWS,
Shoshone Bannock) need to specifically detail how they agreed to move Johnson Creek from a control
stream in the | SS study to one that is supplemented. This confirmation must include: (1) the understanding
of the cooperators in 1996 regarding the use of this stream in the ISS study design; and (2) any agreements
reached at that time regarding the magnitude of the Johnson Creek supplementation program, and any
current agreement about the magnitude of the program currently underway. This information needsto be
provided to the Council prior to the step two submittal.

Condition Three: The Council was very specific during its deliberation and approval of the Johnson
Creek project in its Fiscal Year 2001 work plan. Those specifics were provided to ensure that the project
maintained its approved scope and intent. Council staff has aligned the proposed budgetsin this
recommendation to reflect previous Council decisions and future step reviews. The staff wants to make clear
that future budgets depend upon favorable Council decisions at each of those future reviews. The staff also
strongly recommends that the sponsors be put on notice that the future step submittals must addresses the
conditions placed on this project since the emergency action taken by the Council in 1998 and FY 2001 as
outlined in amemo to BPA and sponsors on March 27, 2001. Thisincludes the following conditions.
Conditions, as outlined, were placed on the project as part of the partial step two review approved by
the Council on June 30, 1998.2

relationship of this project to the Councils polices on artificial/natural production,
final design of the project consistent with any master plan and preliminary design,

has the project or its purpose changed in such a way to raise new scientific concerns,
has the underlying science or the way it is understood changed so asto raise new
scientific issues, and

how technically appropriate are the monitoring and evaluation el ements of the project.

% There were eight responses that the reviewers noted that the information was inadequate (responses 4, 12, 25, 26, 27, 29, 30, and
31). Asthe Nez Perce Tribe's Project staff complete the monitoring and evaluation plan, preliminary design for the juvenile
acclimation and release facilities, and the NEPA documentation, these questions will be more fully addresses (A Review of
Response to Questions for the Partial Step 2 Review of the Johnson Creek Artificial Propagation Enhancement Project, Pacific
Northwest National Laboratory Ecology Group, Richland, Washington, May 29, 1998)
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Conditions placed on the project as part of the FY 2001 budget.

The final cost of facilities are consistent to the cost presented in the FY 2001 project
proposal and revised per the above request (i.e. Total $2,867,562 - Section 3, objective 1 -
5 at $384,171 and Section 4, objective 1 - 2 at $2,483,391) and any cost increases are

fully justified and are associated with the selected alternative for the additional water
supply.

The development of an agreement with the USFWS and IDFG addressing proposed
McCall Fish Hatchery modifications and additions, cost sharing, and facility
management. This agreement needs to be presented as a part of the step two submittal.
The ability to secure water rights (i.e. dependent of the selected alternative) and effluent
permitting being addressed and presented as part of the step two submittal.

Condition Four: The staff anticipates that the step-two documents will be submitted to the Council on
October 1, 2002. If this date is not met due to unforeseeable circumstances, the staff suggests that the
sponsor be required to provide an explanation in writing addressing the reasons for the delay and provide a
date certain that the documents will be provided.

Salmon issue 9: Salmon River Native Resident Fish Assessment (IDFG/IOSC # 28030)

Initial staff recommendation: The goal of this project isto provide a baseline for evaluating future
land and species management actions relative to effects on native fishes and their habitats. This project
proposes to: 1) complete knowledge base of current status of all native resident fishes at the 6" HUC
watershed level across all land ownerships, 2) provide recommendations for the design of long-term
monitoring of those populations, and 3) coordinate the development and maintenance of a Salmon Subbasin
database usable by all agencies and tribes. The proposal would review and coordinate existing information
on resident fishes distribution, status, and habitat associations, house that in a data base, and then develop a
long-term monitoring and evaluation plan and design to track these parameters for target species.

The project received a“do not fund” rating from the ISRP, and CBFWA rated only Objective 1 of the
proposal as ahigh priority. The ISRP states that “there is a clear and long-recognized need for basic
population information.” However, the ISRP is critical that no work plan is presented. The staff’s review of
the proposal shows that the issue of awork plan isimportant for out-year funding of additional data
collection. Bonneville's commentsrated it a D and recommended against funding.

The staff recommendation isto fund only Objective 1 in Fiscal Y ear 2002 ($62,000) to compile, coordinate
and lodge this resident fish information in a database. No out-year funding is recommended. The staff
believes that funding Objective 1 responds to the ISRP s note that there is a“clear and long-recognized need
for basic population information” on these species, and that the task within that objective are aimed at
coordinating and improving existing data and making it more accessible, as opposed to gathering new data
(which is proposed in the other Objectives not recommended). The staff believes that having this basic
information will be useful for subbasin planning, and in particular, ground-truthing the EDT based work that
has been developed to date. Thisis one of the few resident fish focused projects that the province
prioritization group chose to advance for funding in the Mountain Snake province. The staff recommends
that the sponsor be required to provide the coordinated popul ation information to Streamnet.
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Salmon issue 10: Chinook Salmon Survival and SAR Quantification, S. Fork Salmon River (NPT #
28034)

Initial staff recommendation: This new proposal is being advanced for its responsiveness to the
Biological Opinion monitoring and evaluation RPA. The NMFS comments state that the proposal addresses
“multiple” RPAs and especially RPA 180. The NMFS comments call it a“very important” monitoring and
evaluation proposal for the Snake River basin, and that it could form the “core of an R,M &E pilot.” The

| SRP review was very favorable, and emphasized the value of the products that would be delivered. Funding
this new work is consistent with the Council’s general funding principles that put a priority on responding to
Biological Opinion needs.

The Bonneville comments provided the only negative input for the proposal. Bonneville
recommended that the proposal not be funded until a broader research, monitoring, and evaluation planis
completed.

The staff recommends funding this proposal for the reasons provided by the NMFS and ISRP
comments. The proposal isone of alimited set that address the monitoring and evaluation RPAS, and this
one seems to have been particularly impressive to NMFS. Further, the staff recommends that NMFS,
Bonneville, and the other Action Agencieslook to this proposal and the others like it recommended in this
province to meet ESA monitoring and evaluation needs rather than initiate other projects that have not been
coordinated and reviewed through the provincial process.

Salmon issue 11: Restoration of Yankee Fork (IDFG/IOSC/SBT # 28016)

Initial staff recommendation: Thisisaproposal to evaluate and remediate impacts to a historically
productive section of the Y ankee Fork that has been severely impacted by dredge mining. The proposal was
comprehensive in providing for design and evaluation, multi-year phased protection and active restoration,
and long-term monitoring and evaluation.

The ISRP rated the project as fundable in part, with support for those restoration and protection
activities that could be included within a conservation easement. The NMFS comments noted that this area
was historically productive, and that a conservation easement could be responsive to RPA 153 if it islong-
term and meets certain standards. The Bonneville comments did not support funding at thistime. The
regiona prioritization group included this as a management priority for the area.

The staff recommends that this project be funded, but at alevel substantially reduced from as
proposed, and to focus only on the conservation easement el ement and bioaccumulation monitoring. The
proposed funding levels are presented in Table 1.

Salmon Issue 12 Nez Perce Salmon River Terrestrial and Lower Salmon River Tributary
Protection and Enhancement (NPT # 28010; | DFG #28018)

Initial staff recommendation: These projects are linked and focus on habitat acquisition and
protection for the benefit of both fish and wildlife species. The ISRP found each fundable in part, and
emphasized the need to better detail regarding the criteriafor prioritization of acquisitions. The ISRP
encourages using the approach developed by the Salish-Kootenai tribe The staff received NMFS comments
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only on 28018, which stated that the project could respond to RPA 154, and noted that there are some
habitats in the lower Salmon that have potential for anadromous fish, and encouraged a focus on those.
Bonneville's comments suggest that neither be funded at this time, and that there may not be wildlife
mitigation credits available.

The staff recommends combining these projects and funding them at a substantially lower level than
proposed. The figures are presented in Table 1. The sponsors have stated a willingness to reduce their
proposals to target atotal of 2000 acres from the originally conceived 12,000 acres. The staff also
recommends that the proposals focus on acquisition of lands that are currently productive, or provide
linkages to currently productive habitat that also have recognizable benefits to anadromous fish as well as
terrestrial species. This recommendation is conditioned on the sponsors providing clarity on criteriatheir
acquisition prioritization during the contracting process. The staff recommends that those criteria, at least in
part, focus on currently productive habitat and habitats that have some anadromous fish benefits.
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