May 12, 2000

Mr. Frank L. Cassidy, Jr.

Chair, Northwest Power Planning Council

851 Sixth Avenue, Suite 1100

Portland, OR 97204-1348

Dear Chairman Cassidy:

This letter transmits the National Marine Fisheries Service’s (NMFS) recommendations to the Northwest Power Planning Council (Council) for amending the Columbia River Basin Fish and Wildlife Program (Program).  NMFS provides these recommendations to strengthen the Program’s ability to help recover the Columbia River Basin’s anadromous salmonid populations that are listed under the Endangered Species Act (ESA) as threatened or endangered.

NMFS agrees with the Program amendment’s proposed direction.  The proposed amendment will help ensure that funding decisions have improved context, scientific foundation, and accountability.  NMFS also appreciates the sincere efforts the Council has made to work with NMFS and to address ESA concerns in these amendment proceedings.

The Council’s Program can substantially contribute to salmon and steelhead recovery in the Columbia River Basin.  Presently, twelve evolutionarily significant units (ESUs) of chinook, chum, sockeye salmon and steelhead are listed throughout the Basin, including the Snake, Upper Columbia, Mid-Columbia, Lower Columbia, and Willamette basins.  Although there are many recovery efforts throughout the Basin, the Council’s program is the only one that has the ability to integrate all of these efforts across the entire Basin.  The Council can call for the establishment of consistent recovery goals and performance measures to guide the Program.  Through the Bonneville funding process, the Council can direct the allocation of significant resources toward protection and restoration of anadromous fish.  The Council also has an excellent record of public outreach and involvement that can ensure broad participation by the diverse parties in the Basin.  NMFS believes the Council’s Program can provide a strong foundation for NMFS’ recovery planning efforts as well as those of other entities throughout the Basin.  

The Council’s Program can target rate-payer resources effectively as well as influence the effective targeting of the resources of other entities in the Basin.  The Program can target resources rapidly and effectively toward short term “immediate actions” and longer term subbasin assessments and plans.  In the near term, the Council can direct funding toward high priority actions that are identified prior to the completion of subbasin assessments and plans.  The more enduring effort will be to conduct subbasin assessments and implement subbasin plans of actions that target priority risks and opportunities.  The Council is in a position to determine the quality and timeliness of the assessments and plans as well as the likelihood the plans will be implemented. 

All restoration efforts in the Basin would benefit from an integrated and comprehensive framework for science, which the Council’s Program can provide.  The common goals and performance measures mentioned above should guide the establishment of common research, monitoring and evaluation strategies.  With the assistance of the Independent Science Advisory Board and other scientists in the Basin, the Council can develop a comprehensive monitoring program throughout the Basin and a standard data collection and reporting system that will greatly improve the scientific foundation of all restoration efforts in the Basin.

NMFS is presently developing key documents related to our ESA responsibilities that will have a bearing on the Council’s Program. Those key documents  include an ESA section 7 consultation on the Federal Columbia River Power System (FCRPS Opinion) and the revised “All-H” Paper (Conservation of Columbia Basin Fish - Building a Conceptual Recovery Plan).  The FCRPS Opinion will provide considerable detail on future operations and configuration of the Federal hydropower system.  The  All-H paper will provide a conceptual recovery framework for harvest, hatcheries, hydro power and habitat actions that affect listed salmonids.  The All-H paper is being developed in partnership with the nine federal agencies comprising the Federal Caucus.  When the All H paper and FCRPS opinion are  final, they will add substantial detail and clarity to NMFS’ concerns and recommendations for the Program amendment. 

NMFS is also initiating formal recovery planning for listed species in the region. We have initiated recovery planning for the Willamette and lower Columbia River ESUs.  We have not yet scheduled formal recovery planning for the remaining Columbia River ESUs.  We believe there will be significant opportunities to blend the NMFS recovery planning process with the Council program throughout the Basin.  The All-H paper will provide a conceptual recovery plan framework for all ESUs, but will not include specific population assessments and management measures necessary for the formal recovery plans.

NMFS notes that the Council has already made substantial progress on important issues - completing Multispecies Framework process, developing a subbasin assessment template, and working toward criteria for high priority actions.  

In preparing these comments,  NMFS reviewed the Council’s January 12, 2000, request for comments, the February 24, 2000, draft strawman, and the April 11, 2000, Council clarification letter.  In addition, senior NMFS staff have worked closely with Council staff on clarifying and developing components of the proposed amendment.  We look forward to working closely with you over the summer to further address these and other entities’ recommendations for the amendment.








Sincerely,








Donna Darm








Assistant Regional Administrator








Protected Resources Division

Enclosure

cc:
Federal Caucus Agencies


CRITFC - Don Sampson


CBFWA - Brian Allee

I.
Program at the Basin Level

Vision:  NMFS agrees with the proposed framework’s fundamental elements and the proposed scales: basin, province and subbasin, for implementing the framework. The Council’s February 24, 2000 draft strawman provides a vision statement that is very similar to the goals stated in the draft All H paper issued by the nine federal agencies that comprise the Federal Caucus.  However, the draft strawman’s draft vision statement also “substantially preserves the hydroelectric potential of the Columbia River within the constraints imposed by the obligation to protect, mitigate and enhance fish and wildlife as affected by the hydroelectric system.”  It is premature at this date for NMFS to comment on whether this is appropriate for the vision statement since the future of the river’s hydroelectric potential is at issue in NMFS’ FCRPS biological opinion due out in draft later this month.

Biological objectives  - This section was a little difficult to track in the strawman since the objectives in the body of the strawman are close but not exactly the same as those that are expanded in the strawman attachment.  The following recommendations are based on the wording and organization in the strawman attachment.

Recommendation 1 - There is considerable overlap in the two current categories: “Ecosystem Characteristics” and “Biological Performance Standards”. NMFS recommends a more logical segregation would be into two sets of objectives, one set for habitat and the other for population goals.

Explanation - The suggested organization would group the objectives 1 and 2 in the current ecosystem characteristics and objectives 1 and 3 under the current biological standards as Habitat Objectives.  The remaining bullets would be grouped into population objectives.  With this organization, much of the overlap between objectives in the examples would be eliminated.

Recommendation 2 - The objectives should be at a higher level and less detailed than the example.  

Explanation - The major heading for bullet 1 under “Ecosystem Characteristics” should suffice as one of the generic objectives for habitat without listing the subbullets.  NMFS does not disagree with the sub-bullets, it is just that listing them gives the impression that they are comprehensive.

Recommendation 3 - Temper the emphasis on focusing only on the current strong populations and building out from them.

Explanation - The basic strategy of focusing on strong populations (NMFS prefers the phrase “productive” over “strong”) is fine, however it is possible that recovery planning could identify some key populations that do not meet the “strong” or “productive” definition but that are essential to the ESU’s integrity. There needs to be a description of the need to apply this strategy within the context of ESUs or species that are comprised of multiple populations.  

Explanation: While NMFS agrees with the concept of protecting and building out from core productive populations, we offer the following concerns.  First, it is tough to define a core population of threatened and endangered species as a population that is presently “large” or “strong”.  Most threatened and endangered species or ESUs do not have many large populations.  It would be better to look at productive areas in terms of historic production and present or potential production capacity.  Second, we do not have viable salmonid population (VSP) (cite) analyses completed for listed ESUs.  Those analyses may determine that some of the weak populations are absolutely critical to maintaining the genetic integrity of the ESU as a whole.  The weak populations should still be protected until we have better analyses of their role in the ESUs’ overall health.

Recommendation 4 - Do not use the final subbullet under the Ecological Characteristics Objective 5.

Explanation - Water quality is one of a suite of attributes associated with habitat quality. Trends in water quality do not necessarily reflect improvements in habitat condition. There are many examples of habitat with high quality water but with poor physical channel characteristics.  

Recommendation 5 - Revise biological objectives 4 and 5 to be very generic and for salmon and steelhead, to specifically reference the recovery planning process.

Explanation - These objectives address population abundance, distribution and productivity, which are the criteria that will be used to define ESU recovery.  These specific goals should be determined as part of the recovery teams planning process(described in more detail in section II)

Strategies

NMFS agrees that it is most appropriate to develop strategies or plans of action for hatchery and habitat activities at the subbasin level because at that level, refined science assessment should be available, risks and opportunities can be identified, and local stakeholders’ objectives and management systems can be coordinated and applied.  However, for hydro power, the strategies should be developed  for both the entire FCRPS as well as for FCRPS projects and reservoirs (see sec. III.D). NMFS also agrees that strategies are needed at the basin scale for assessment and plan templates and quality, data management, and research, monitoring, and reporting.

1.
Artificial Production Standards 

The following recommendations are intended to incorporate the Artificial Production Review (document 99-15) in to the Program and harmonize the Program with NMFS’ determinations made under the ESA.

Recommendation 1 - Include in the Program implementation of hatchery reforms as described in NMFS’ biological opinions on hatcheries and FCRPS operations.

Explanation - NMFS intends to include in its FCRPS Biological Opinion a reasonable and prudent measure to implement reforms of federal mitigation hatcheries as required in a number of ESA biological opinions on the hatcheries themselves.  These actions should provide significant improvements in the survival and recovery of listed anadromous fish.  Implementation of these hatchery biological opinion reforms is also called for in the Council’s “Artificial Production Review”.  These reforms would occur in the following hatchery mitigation programs: Lower Snake River Compensation Plan, Columbia River Fishery Development Program, Willamette Mitigation Program, Grand Coulee Mitigation Program, and the John Day Mitigation Program.

Recommendation 2 - Include early implementation of recommendations from the “Artificial Production Review” reforming hatchery operations, improving hatchery planning, and increasing monitoring and evaluation activities.

Explanation - The Council’s APR report provided several policy recommendations to Congress on the operations of hatcheries throughout the Columbia River basin.  Several of those recommendations were intended for early implementation.  These activities included: developing Hatchery & Genetic Management Plans, increasing monitoring and evaluation of propagation programs, implementation of ESA biological opinion reforms (see previous recommendation), conducting research on critical uncertainties surrounding hatchery supplementation, and conducting hatchery performance reviews.  These activities are of significant importance to achieving the goals of the Northwest Power Act and the ESA. 

Recommendation 3 - Include in the Program development of Hatchery and Genetic Management Plans for hatcheries mitigating the effects of the FCRPS.

Explanation - NMFS’ ESA responsibilities as applied to artificial propagation, the Council’s APR recommendations, and the Council’s provincial and subbasin planning processes all require the completion of Hatchery & Genetic Management Plans to initiate subsequent planning and reform actions.  Funding needs to be provided promptly for HGMP development.  Hatchery operating agencies and tribes need the financial assistance to prepare and revise HGMP’s through both the ESA, subbasin planning, and performance review processes.

Recommendation 4 - Adopt a fast-track review and coordination process for emergency, safety-net intervention projects designed to avoid extinction of critical anadromous fish populations, pursuant to the ESA and the FCRPS Biological Opinion.

Explanation - NMFS intends to include implementation of safety-net propagation programs as a reasonable and prudent alternative in the upcoming FCRPS Biological Opinion.  This action is viewed as critical to ensuring the survival and recovery of ESA-listed populations until habitat improvements can effectuate needed increases in population productivity.  These emergency interventions will occur only as necessary and beneficial.  NMFS intends to ensure that any such interventions on critical populations would only occur following completion of a Hatchery and Genetic Management Plan and a benefit/risk assessment.  If it appears intervention is required, NMFS intends to coordinate these actions with the Council to ensure integration with the Program.  The Council should anticipate this needed review and coordination and support the process in its Program.

Recommendation 5 - Adopt a fast-track review and coordination process for critical harvest management reforms that are needed to avoid jeopardy of ESA-listed species, pursuant to the Endangered Species Act and the FCRPS Biological Opinion.

Explanation - NMFS intends to include implementation of harvest reforms as a reasonable and prudent alternative in the upcoming FCRPS Biological Opinion.  This action is viewed as critical to ensuring the survival and recovery of ESA-listed populations until habitat improvements can effectuate needed increases in population productivity.  Harvest projects will be designed and implemented to further reduce mortality to listed populations as fishers target more plentiful hatchery stocks. NMFS intends to coordinate these actions with the Council to ensure integration with the Council’s Program.  The Council should anticipate this needed review and coordination and support the process in its Program.

2.
Implementation of Tributary Habitat Projects Standards

Recommendation 1 - Tributary habitat projects funded by the Program should be actions whose primary purpose is to restore habitat quality. Such  projects would not be undertaken but for the habitat  restoration purpose.  

Explanation- For example, habitat projects should not have a primary purpose of protecting banks where natural river processes are causing erosion. It is acceptable if bank stabilization  is a side benefit of a restoration project .

Recommendation 2 - Tributary habitat projects should address the root causes of habitat problems, not just the symptoms.  Tributary habitat projects should redress impaired watershed or aquatic functions, rather than re-engineer  aquatic habitat structure.  After the causes of habitat impairments have been reversed, it may be appropriate to accelerate recovery of habitat functions by directly mitigating the symptoms.  

Explanation - For example, where habitat is impaired by loss of large woody debris (LWD) recruitment, adjust to riparian management to eventually restore natural LWD recruitment before placing LWD in-stream.  Otherwise the stopgap artificial measures may actually serve to retard the restoration of self-sustaining habitat processes. 

Recommendation 3 - Watershed plans should ideally be nested in subbasin and province plans,  to provide optimal spatial  context, and to maximize effectiveness. 

Explanation -  The context  provided by  multi-scale analysis and planning is essential  to prioritizing restoration resources on an ESU scale, and therefore realizing the greatest biological benefits. 

Recommendation 4  - Where subbasin and watershed plans are not complete, the tributary habitat projects should meet the immediate action criteria described in the high priority action section of these recommendations.

Explanation:  NMFS believes that while as a general matter, scarce resources should be committed only to projects that have been through science-based assessment and planning, some actions should not wait.  Actions that precede assessment and planning should meet the immediate action criteria to ensure that projects result in meaningful and rapid benefit.

Recommendation 5 - Habitat actions should reduce the likelihood of adverse impacts on listed species to the greatest extent practicable.

Explanation - Habitat actions should be reviewed for both short term and long term impacts. Both short term and long term impacts should be reduced or avoided.  It is inevitable that in some cases, where instream construction is necessary, some short-term impacts are likely.  Such projects should be pursued only if they have certain benefits and the short-term risk of take of listed species is acceptably low. 

Recommendation 6 - The benefits of tributary habitat projects should be protected. 

Explanation - For example, if water, riparian areas or land is acquired for purposes of aquatic conservation, every practicable effort should be made to protect that land or water for such purpose. For example, if water rights are purchased, there should be assurances that the water is protected and not diverted by downstream or junior users. Project proponents should address this issue to the greatest extent practicable.

3.
Implementation Standards for Mainstem Passage - NMFS will address these issues in its  2000 FCRPS biological opinion.

4.
Implementation Standards for water and hydro management - NMFS will address this issue in its 2000 2000 FCRPS biological opinion

Strategies for Components that Transcend Ecological Provinces - the following recommendations pertain to strategies for programs or issues that transcend the ecological province boundaries.  Some of these programs or issues were suggested in the Council’s draft strawman. NMFS also added a few additional categories (subbasin assessments and plans, the need for a collaborative analytical team, the need for a priorities framework, and the need for an outreach strategy).

1.
Implementation Standards guiding Consideration of ocean and estuary condition

Recommendation 1- Add a principle expressing that a key reason to focus on estuarine and ocean ecology is to understand the role of ocean/estuarine variability in the life cycle context.  This context is needed to understand the importance and role of all other risks and for evaluating the effects of changes in habitat, harvest, hydro, etc., on population growth rate and risk of extinction.

Recommendation 2 - Add a principle which acknowledges that understanding the nature of variability in the estuary and ocean may reveal sources of mortality that can be addressed

For example, the demonstration of density dependent mortality in the near shore ocean may be addressable by reducing hatchery production during periods of poor ocean conditions.

2.
Implementation Standards for Research, Monitoring and Evaluation (R,M,&E) 

Recommendation 1 - Build a research plan around the following five major questions:

1.
What is the role of hydropower projects relative to other natural anthropogenic sources of variability in preventing salmon recovery?

2.
Can release of hatchery fish be used to (a) support sustainable fisheries without harming wild stocks and (b) aid in the recovery of wild stocks?

3.
To what extent does the quantity and quality of freshwater habitat affect abundance and population growth of Pacific salmon?

4.
Is exploitation of salmonids compatible with recovery?

5.
How do climate/ocean conditions directly and indirectly affect salmon stocks?


Recommendation 2 - Acknowledge the NMFS recovery program and the role that the Technical Recovery Teams (described in section II) can play in identifying key uncertainties and the specific monitoring needs that are required to evaluate progress toward recovery goals.

Explanation - Please see the description of the Technical Recovery Teams in section II below. NMFS understands that the Council’s R, M, & E program needs are broader than those of listed anadromous fish.  However, NMFS assumes that it is a high priority to address key uncertainties and to monitor and report progress on recovering listed fish.  NMFS has initiated a recovery plan process in which the first step will be for technical teams to establish delisting criteria for determining when species are recovered.  Developing an R,M and E framework for tracking progress toward recovery goals should be a very high priority.

Recommendation 3 - Acknowledge that accountability is a principal reason for an effective R,M&E program.  

Explanation - The Council needs to know what works and what does not; what they are getting for the investment of public dollars; and how to narrow uncertainty.  Several agencies, tribes and other entities monitor and evaluate their own habitat programs, and in some cases like the Northwest Forest Plan, these efforts programs are quite sophisticated.  However, comprehensive monitoring and evaluation (covering federal and non-federal initiatives from a basin-wide perspective) are no one’s responsibility. Without this comprehensive perspective, it will be very difficult to evaluate the progress of improving survival for listed species that are broadly distributed, like the Columbia River salmon and steelhead.  The Council should work closely with the federal agencies, states and tribes to solve this program.  It is a priority issue. 

Recommendation 4 - Build the development of nested or tiered performance measures and performance standards into the R,M&E program.

Explanation - In keeping with the need to improve accountability, subbasin and project planners need to know how to prioritize their actions. Established performance measures and standards should help planners make decisions about actions that will result in reportable, measurable benefits.  

R,M&E needs to be set up with a nested context. At basin level, it establishes a framework for research and monitoring priorities, performance measures and standards.  R,M&E becomes more refined and specific at smaller scales. Findings and accomplishments at smaller scales are then fed back up to the Basin level for Program reporting and accounting.

3.
Implementation Standards for Data Management and Analysis

Recommendation 1 - Work with the federal and state agencies and tribes to create a seamless process for storing and disseminating data.

Explanation - Overall planning and implementation at province, sub-basin, watershed and farm level would benefit from a more coordinated, seamless system for storing and disseminating data, information and technology.

4.
Implementation Standards for Subbasin Assessments and Plans

Recommendation - A template should be used for all subbasin assessments and subbasin plans and the Council should work with the states and tribes on templates for finer-scaled watershed assessments and plans (see also further recommendations regarding Elements of a Subbasin Plan in Section III.)

Explanation - Consistent approaches to technical assessments and plans are necessary to feed a Basin level system of monitoring, evaluation and reporting.  This is not to say that all subbasin assessments and plans should look the same, to the contrary, NMFS expects plans to vary in substance across the subbasins. Templates will help to organize information and report on results in a manner that can be collectively added up across the provinces and subbasins.   Subbasin and watershed assessments and plans should build on and add to those that are already complete.

5.
The Need for an Analytical Coordination Team

Recommendation - Establish an integrated, collaborative analytical process.

Explanation - Analytical frameworks and experimental management options for listed species need to be developed; monitoring and evaluation programs need to be established; and data collection needs to be standardized, integrated, and managed effectively. There are a variety of analytical tools that have been or are in development to project extinction risks and the effects of alternative management actions on populations of interest.  These tools include the EDT, CRI, PATH, H-VSP and CART methods.  It is essential that the continued development and application of these tools occurs within an integrated analytical framework. A piecemeal approach to analyses would impede progress toward learning about effective management alternatives and would be inefficient and ineffective.  

NMFS understands that the Council has obligations to protect, mitigate and enhance resident fish and wildlife species as well as anadromous species.  To this end, the Council should consider inter-related core groups for resident fish, wildlife and anadromous fish. The NMFS Science Center has offered to chair or co-chair the core anadromous fish group. This role recognizes the fact that an important purpose of the process would be to support ESA decision-making.

6.
The need for a Priorities Framework

Recommendation - Develop a priorities framework for funding decisions.

Explanation - The phase 1 amendment should include a framework for decisions and resource allocations. Subbasin and watershed plans should provide the framework for priorities at the subbasin (across watersheds) and watershed (across sites) scales.  The Council framework at the basin-level and province-level lacks a mechanism for determining how to prioritize efforts at the basin-level (across and among ecological provinces) and at the province level (across and among subbasins). The framework also lacks a mechanism for deciding priorities across classes of actions. NMFS understands there have been previous efforts to develop a priority framework.  It is a complex and difficult but necessary task.

As described in the Habitat Appendix of the draft All H paper, some of the advantages of a priorities framework are that it could: provide objective and consistent criteria for allocating resources to actions that have a high likelihood of benefitting ESA-listed species; assure that individual actions integrate into a synergistic set of actions; to integrate multiple program objectives and strategies.

II.
Program at the Ecological Province Level - the Recovery Plan Relationship

Recommendation 1 - The Program should address recovery needs for threatened and endangered salmon and steelhead to the greatest extent possible.  Develop Province-level visions and objectives that incorporate de-listing criteria for ESUs.

Explanation - NMFS Recovery Planning Process

The All-H paper is a conceptual recovery plan for all ESUs of salmon and steelhead in the Basin.  Under the Endangered Species Act, NMFS is responsible for developing detailed recovery plans for each ESU.  NMFS intends to carry out this task in cooperation with other federal agencies, states, tribes and stakeholders and has already begun formal recovery planning for the upper Willamette and lower Columbia ESUs.  

Recovery plans set biological recovery goals (or de-listing criteria) and the specific actions needed to achieve those goals.  The ESA also requires that recovery plans include an estimate of the cost of needed actions.  NMFS has focused its efforts first on the technical tasks involved in recovery planning for salmon and steelhead.  Completion of these tasks will aid planners in identifying and prioritizing actions that will provide the greatest returns.

The first technical task is to identify the populations that make up the ESU and describe the characteristics that would allow us to conclude the populations are viable.  The characteristics include abundance, spatial structure and diversity across the whole ESU and within populations that comprise the ESU, minimum trends and productivity.  The proposed methods for this technical task are described in a draft paper titled Viable Salmonid Populations and the Recovery of Evolutionarily Significant Units (ESUs), distributed in December, 1999. NMFS is referring to this method as VSP. Once populations are identified and described in this way, it is possible to construct different scenarios for recovery of the ESU in terms of number of populations, in what distribution and what level of abundance and productivity.  It is likely that some populations will be identified as core populations, important to preserve regardless of the scenario chosen. The importance of other populations to overall recovery will vary across scenarios, but some of them at least will be needed in any scenario.

Another technical task is to identify factors limiting recovery.  These factors are likely to differ among ESUs (for example, upriver ESUs will be more affected by hydropower operations than most lower river ESU.  They may even differ among populations within an ESU (for example, a dam may block access to habitat for one population in an ESU, while urban development may be limiting the recovery of another).  Technical experts can also assess habitat characteristics throughout the range of an ESU and identify those habitats that represent productive strongholds and those that could be strongholds if targeted for restoration.  

In its formal recovery planning process in the upper Willamette and lower Columbia region, NMFS has appointed a Technical Recovery Team (TRT) and charged it with completing these technical tasks.  In the upper Columbia, a NMFS-led science team worked with the mid-Columbia Public Utility Districts to begin the first two recovery tasks (identifying populations and abundance recovery goals for them).   The Council’s proposal to conduct subbasin assessments throughout the Basin, could accomplish the technical task of assessing habitat.  

With these processes in place, the task will still remain to set biological recovery goals for ESUs in the Snake River and for steelhead in the mid-Columbia region.  NMFS is working with the Federal agencies, states, tribes, the Council and others to determine how best to accomplish this task.

Completion of these technical tasks throughout the Basin will provide much of the information needed to develop a plan of action that will lead to recovery.  NMFS recognizes that there are already a number of state and local processes in place working on local recovery plans.  As it moves forward to develop recovery plans using this technical information, NMFS intends to rely on existing processes and institutions.  The subbasin assessment and planning process proposed by the Council may well provide the organization and include the stakeholders in the interior Columbia Basin that would enable NMFS to rely on this process to develop recovery plans.  Subbasin plans would need to be “aggregated” to ensure they will provide for the recovery of the entire ESU. The Council Program is in a good position for this since the delineations of ecological provinces evaluated by the Council’s framework are very close to the geographic delineations of ESUs.  NMFS will continue to discuss these issues with all of the affected entities in the Basin.  If appropriate, NMFS stands ready to appoint formal recovery teams to develop comprehensive plans for the listed ESUs.

III.
 Program at the subbasin scale




A. 
Elements of a subbasin plan

Recommendation 1 - The program at the subbasin scale should consist of two separate tasks and be done by two separate teams.

Explanation - Subbasin assessment should be a separate task from subbasin planning for several reasons.   Subbasin assessment should be an objective, science-based exercise that provides a technical foundation for subbasin planning.  Subbasin assessment should be conducted by experts in biology, statistics and geographic information systems.  Subbasin planning should apply subbasin assessment results, along with consideration of economic, social and policy issues, to making choices about habitat protection and restoration options.  Subbasin planning teams should certainly include biologists and other technical experts, but they also should include managers, stakeholders, land and water-users and other interested groups, depending on the sub-basin.  Recommendations for subbasin assessment and plan team membership are provided in subsection B., below.

Recommendation 2 - Adopt the subbasin assessment template developed by the Subbasin Assessment Science Team (SAT). Fund and complete the analyses recommended in the template for at least all 33 of the anadromous fish subbasins.

Explanation - In March, 2000, the Columbia Basin Fish and Wildlife Authority and the Council convened a Subbasin Assessment Science Team (SAT) to prepare a template for subbasin assessments.  The SAT had broad representation from state and federal agencies and tribes. The intent was for the SAT to develop a template to help focus assessments, identify data needed and coordinate application of the various analytical tools. The template’s value is that it would enable consistent and repeatable assessments across land ownerships and programs.  This consistency would in turn enable program managers and stakeholders to collectively assess present fish and wildlife capability, coordinate priority actions, and measure progress at the basin, ESU, province and subbasin levels.

The SAT prepared several drafts of the template and the template is ready in its “final” form. “Final” is qualified, however, since SAT explicitly stated that the template must be viewed as dynamic and subject to improvement and refinement as we gain experience running the analyses, completing the assessments, and implementing plans. So, like most other components of the Program, the template should be viewed as a sound approach that should be implemented immediately with the understanding that new knowledge will call for iterative refinements in the future. 

Recommendation 3 -  In addition to the elements suggested in the February 24, 2000 Strawman, subbasin plans should identify priority watersheds for assessments, protection and restoration and priority strategies.

Explanation - These elements should be added to the template for subbasin plans, when it is developed.  NMFS expects subbasin plans to differ in substance across the basin, but a template should help ensure comparable and repeatable components that can be viewed collectively from the Basin level. Including elements that require subbasin plans to address priorities is important to ensure that resources are targeted for the greatest benefit.

Recommendation 4  - Subbasin plans should explicitly address how they respond to the findings of subbasin assessments and how proposed priorities and measures address the risks and opportunities identified in subbasin assessments.

Explanation - NMFS understands that the subbasin assessment is just one component that will influence decision-making in subbasin planning.  However, it is the synthesis of relevant science and subbasin planners should be accountable for clearly describing how they applied the science to their decisions.

Recommendation 5 - Subbasin plans should not only inventory projects and accomplishments within the Program, but also those within other programs in the subbasin.

Explanation - The Program will not be the only program operating in a subbasin.  In order to take actions that are collectively valuable and synergistic, the accomplishments and plans of other programs must be taken into account.  Piecemeal approaches to projects across different programs and land ownerships will hamper our ability to collectively report benefits for species and the ecosystems upon which they depend.

Recommendation 6 - - Subbasin plans should explain how proposed Program priorities and measures are explicitly integrated with and complementary to other federal, state and local programs in the subbasin.

Explanation - same as for recommendation 5

Recommendation 7 - Subbasin plans should provide clear context, expectations and guidance for watershed plans at smaller scales. 

Explanation - The Program’s subbasins are typically 4th field HUCs (hydrologic unit codes). Many state and local watershed efforts have been organized at smaller 6th field HUCs.  It is essential that approaches at these different scales are integrated and nested.  It is also essential that subbasin assessment and planning build on and enhance existing watershed level assessment and planning efforts.

Recommendation 8  - Develop an explicit strategy for transferring syntheses and results of subbasin assessment to the subbasin planning teams and other interested entities.

Explanation - the transfer of findings from the subbasin assessments should be the first step not only to communicating science to managers and planners but also to outreach and understanding with the stakeholders in a subbasin.  There should really be two efforts, one is technology transfer to subbasin planners, the other is outreach and information sharing to affected stakeholders. 

Recommendation 9 - Develop and fund an outreach strategy to inform, educate, involve and collaborate with affected stakeholders.

Explanation - Social will is the ultimate determinant in whether the ecosystems upon which listed species depend can be conserved.  Many people in the subbasins fear the ideas of assessment, planning, projects and monitoring.  This fear largely stems from distrust and the distrust stems from a lack of understanding and information about conservation programs.  A concerted effort to work with local governments, local communities and stakeholders can strongly influence the will of nonfederal land and water users to participate in the conservation effort.




B.
Participation Criteria for Subbasin Planning

Substantial work is needed to clarify how subbasin planning will happen. The Columbia Basin is facing a conservation crisis and many entities have sprung to action in response to the ESA listings of salmon and steelhead.  The outpouring of efforts and resources is good news, but, because these efforts are often not integrated or coordinated within provinces and subbasins, their benefits are uncertain. Subbasin planning should include entities who are able to coordinate and understand both the subbasin and watershed scales and also entities with the ability to implement measures affecting non-federal land and water.

 The ESA listings and the varied nature of efforts to stem these species’ decline require a re-structuring of how the Program is implemented.  Traditionally, and as required by the Northwest Power Act, the Council gives special consideration to recommendations of the federal, state and tribal fish and wildlife management entities.  This is still appropriate insofar as the fishery management entities have the expertise to advise on population and production objectives and production and harvest measures for the subbasins.  However, for habitat actions, the fishery management entities are not necessarily the primary or appropriate entities to decide management actions to achieve those objectives. The fishery management entities are important participants in and technical resources for these decisions, but participation should also include local land and water management entities, and state and local governments and stakeholders.  The re-structuring NMFS suggests is one that provides a principal role for these entities, in addition to a specific role for the fishery management entities. 

 As previously recommended, subbasin assessments and subbasin planning should be two efforts conducted by different (but closely related) groups. The following recommendations pertain to the participation criteria for subbasin assessment and planning and to the second phase of the program amendment process.  

The Council proposes to initiate phase two of the Program amendment proceedings by requesting recommendations for objectives and measures at the subbasin level sometime not long after the Council adopts the program framework (phase one).  The Council’s April 11, 2000 letter to interested parties stated that “the Council will use the program amendment process itself over the following year as the vehicle to work out the subbasin plans, using the recommendations as the basis for further comment and discussions.”   NMFS’ primary concerns is that subbasin plans should be developed after the findings of subbasin assessment have been communicated.  Also, it is our recommendation that the Council should facilitate the establishment of subbasin plan teams and recommendations.

It is crucial that subbasin assessment and subbasin planning occur rapidly.  NMFS understands that a collaborative subbasin plan process could take a long time if left on its own.  However, there is a high risk of an ineffective plan if the entities that are key to implementation 

(local watershed groups, tribes, local land managers) do not participate in its development. Therefore, a facilitator and technical support should be provided for setting up subbasin plan teams.  Specific time frames and default processes for developing recommendations should be determined and adhered to.  

Recommendation 1 - The Council should establish subbasin assessment teams that are comprised of specialists in biology, statistics and geographic information systems. 

Explanation - NMFS is presently working with Council staff and CBFWA about the makeup of these teams.

Recommendation 2 - The Council should facilitate and provide technical support to subbasin plan teams that develop specific recommendations for objectives and measures at the subbasin level.

Explanation - The Council cannot assume or expect that the fish and wildlife agencies and tribes, watershed partnerships and federal, state and local land and water management agencies have the resources to facilitate and set up their own subbasin plans.  Teams should be established and these teams should be supported and enabled to do the job.  This enabling will require facilitation, technical resources and support, and outreach. In order to make subbasin planning a sincere collaborative effort, the subbasin teams need to be identified and supported  

Disputes are inevitable when so many interests are at stake.  The Council should attempt to provide dispute resolution, but ultimately will have to decide on the final subbasin plan components.

Recommendation 4 - Initiate phase two of the amendment process (developing specific objectives and measures at the subbasin level) when subbasin assessments are complete.

Explanation - Recommendations for phase 2 subbasin plan measures should be developed by entities based on findings from the subbasin assessment. In fact, the first step of subbasin planning should be the transfer of subbasin assessment findings to the subbasin plan teams.

Recommendation 5 - Representation on subbasin plan teams should vary, depending on the subbasin.  Members should include representatives from the federal land management agencies, tribes, state agencies (including fish and wildlife, water quality, land use and water use agencies) and local watershed councils.

Recommendation 6 - Responsibility for completing and transmitting subbasin plans should rest  largely with the states and tribes with input from federal land management and regulatory agencies.

Recommendation 7 - The first step of subbasin planning should be the transfer of subbasin

 assessment information, syntheses, and technology to the subbasin plan teams.  




C. 
Review of Subbasin Plans

Recommendation 1 - Add to the questions asked by reviewers a question of whether the plan includes performance standards, performance measures and a monitoring strategy to measure progress toward those standards.

Explanation - As described in recommendation ##, the Program should implement a tiered or nested approach to the development of performance measures, performance standards and monitoring. A monitoring strategy at the subbasin level and an explanation of the subbasin’s role in basin-level monitoring  should be provided.




D.
New Province or Subbasin

Recommendation 1 - The Council should designate the mainstem lower Snake and Columbia Rivers (from Lewiston Idaho to below Bonneville Dam) as a separate province or subbasin for planning purposes.

Explanation - For purposes of subbasin planning, the Council has partitioned the Columbia Basin into “Provinces” which contain subbasins with similar ecological and geomorphological characteristics.   The Council intends to ultimately adopt plans for each of the subbasins that will integrate enhancement opportunities across the 4H’s.  We understand that under this construct, the Snake and mainstem Columbia River’s would be considered to be part of the provinces, i.e., divided up based on provincial boundaries.  We believe this may be an inappropriate subdivision of the mainstem system.

Development of the Lower Snake River and mainstem Columbia River for hydroelectric and other purposes has changed this reach from a riverine environment to a series of dams and reservoirs.  The character of this portion of the Columbia Basin and its ecology are dictated largely by the existence of these eight dams and reservoirs and the major storage and diversion facilities that regulate seasonal flows.  For example, replacement of the river by a series of reservoirs has severely impacted the river’s ability to provide suitable feeding and rearing areas for juvenile salmonids.  Water quantity and quality during critical life stages in some salmon’s life history has been marginalized.  Mainstem spawning areas are currently only a fraction of what they once were.  Except for implementation of fish passage improvements at the dams, there is little that can be done to either alter the character of this reach, or to affect increases in juvenile and adult salmon survival.

All salmon spawned in the mainstem or tributaries above Bonneville dam must negotiate from one to eight dams and reservoirs to reach the estuary.  Surviving adults must repeat the journey on their upstream migration two to five years later.  A specialized science dealing with the particular problems encountered by migratory salmonids in this environment has emerged as a result of these changes.  This science deals with fish passage facilities at and between the hydroelectric facilities, seasonal and real time operation of those facilities, operational changes affecting flow augmentation and spill, and research, monitoring, and evaluation activities associated with gaining better understanding of how to improve survival through the system of dams and reservoirs.

Numerous committees have been established to deal with fish passage, hydropower operations, research, monitoring, and evaluation relative to the mainstem and the particular challenges it presents.  These include the Technical Management Team, the System Configuration Team, and Water Quality Team of the the NMFS’ Regional Forum, the Fish Passage Advisory Committee, the Fish Passage Operation and Maintenance Committee, and the Fish Facilities Design Review Work Group, and others.   There is little overlap in personnel among these teams and committees and the subregional teams dealing with tributary issues associated with maintenance of high quality spawning and rearing habitat.  The biological and engineering expertise needed to be effective in planning, implementing, monitoring , and evaluating actions in the mainstem is quite different from that needed to do similar work in tributaries. 

Because of the continuity of mainstem “habitat” created by the dams and reservoirs, and because of its dissimilarity to the tributaries which feed into the mainstem, we urge the Council to designate the mainstems of the Snake and Columbia rivers as either a separate “subbasin” or “province.”  Such designation would not only recognize how mainstem issues are addressed, but would also provide a “planning home” for integration of the myriad of activities currently underway, as well as new ones to be undertaken relative to the NMFS 2000 Biological Opinion. 

IV. 
Fish and Wildlife Project Review Process 

Recommendation 1 -   The Council should work with the Action agencies (the Bonneville Power Administration, the Corps of Engineers, and the Bureau of Reclamation), NMFS, and the Fish and Wildlife Service to design the most efficient process to develop and integrate the Action Agencies’ one and five-year ESA implementation plans with plans being developed under the Program.  Further, we recommend that the Council’s final amendment reflect those understandings and/or agreements.

Explanation - The NMFS will soon issue a Biological Opinion on the 2000 FCRPS operation. The biological opinion will contain substantial detail regarding operation and configuration of the 2000 FCRPS as well as performance standards and objectives that must be achieved to prevent extinction and to make progress toward recovery.  The Action Agencies are expected to undertake actions in each of the H’s (hydropower, habitat, hatcheries, and harvest) to satisfy the Reasonable and Prudent Alternative (RPA) described in the opinion.

The draft RPA currently calls for the Action Agencies to annually develop one and five-year implementation plans and associated budgets for activities they intend to undertake to meet the performance standards and objectives for listed species.  NMFS intends that current regional planning processes be used to the maximum extent practicable to develop and coordinate these one and five-year plans. 

The details of how the Action Agencies will interface with the Council process in the development of their ESA implementation plans will not be prescribed in the 2000 FCRPS biological opinion and additional discussion will be necessary once the Biological Opinion is released.   We trust this interaction can occur before the Council adopts its subbasin planning amendment this fall.  From discussions that have taken place between the Council and the co-managers, we understand that the subbasin planning process is dynamic and appreciate the Council’s intent to remain flexible as we work through these complex issues together.

Once the implementation plans and their associated budgets are developed by the Action Agencies, NMFS and the USFWS will review them for consistency with the 2000 FCRPS biological opinion.  Approved plans are expected to be implemented by the Action Agencies in their entirety, unless there are technical or feasibility impediments that cannot be reconciled or appropriations are not forthcoming from Congress.

With regard to hydro operations, NMFS will continue to use the “Regional Forum” structure established under the 1995 2000 FCRPS Biological Opinion to develop and review an annual water management plan, address real time operations, and to plan for and prioritize system fish passage needs, including O&M of those fish facilities.  The Regional Forum is open to and encourages participation by the States, Tribes, Federal agencies, and others, including the Council.

Recommendation 2 - The Independent Science Review Panel process seems to be working well and NMFS would like to see it continue through project review and on into review of subbasin plans.

Recommendation 3 - Relationship of Subbasin Planning to Rolling Review.

The Program project review process should be based on subbasin planning.  For the interim, where subbasin plans are not yet complete, rolling project review should utilize subbasin summaries and the high priority action criteria described in section V., below.

Explanation - Program funds should go to to high priority actions.  This includes not only the new actions called for in the April 11, 2000 Council letter to interested parties, but also includes ongoing projects or projects already planned, but not yet funded in the Program.  Just because a project is already planned, in the pipeline, or ongoing does not make it a priority for rapid improvement of species’ survival.  The high priority action criteria should be applied to all actions that are funded until subbasin plans are complete.  When subbasin plans are complete, they should provide the context for priority actions.

Recommendation 4 - In the event that high priority actions are identified through subbasin planning, recovery planning, or some other analyses or plans, develop an adaptive project review process so that high priority actions need not await the three-year rolling review process for review and funding approval.

Explanation- Rolling review is scheduled to occur every three years for subbasins.  It is likely, for example, that the subbasins receiving rolling review this year will have further assessments and plans developed in less than 3 years time (prior to the next scheduled rolling review).  In the event that there is a high priority need identified in assessment and planning, there should be a process for getting that need included in the Program in less than three years.  This is an example of the need to develop processes for adaptive management response to new analyses and new information.  

V.
High Priority Actions

Recommendation 1 - Implement immediate or high priority actions with a high likelihood of benefiting listed species in the short term, prior to the completion of subbasin assessments and plans.

Explanation - Immediate steps are needed to reduce risks to salmon and steelhead survival.   Although as a general matter scarce resources should be committed only to projects that have been through science-based assessments, some measures should not wait.  Recommendation 2 below recommends criteria for high priority action decisions. Recommendations 3 through 6 describe basin-level actions NMFS believes are critical to commence promptly. Thus, we address them here in the priority actions recommendations.

Recommendation 2 - Apply criteria to project selection that are available and understandable to project proponents.

Explanation - To assist with decision-making for high priority actions, NMFS provides the following “immediate action criteria” and recommendations for some priority actions or programs. NMFS submits the criteria below for consideration and recommends ISRP review and amendment before they are adopted.  Projects that do not meet ISRP criteria should not be considered for funding. These criteria should be applied to actions in the high priority action category described in the Council’s April 11, 2000 letter to interested parties.

For a project to be considered for immediate action, all assessments and planning (e.g., NEPA) work should be completed so the action can begin before September 30, 2001. Exceptions to this requirement should be provided for proposals that are more programmatic in nature. Examples of programmatic actions include funding programs for water or land acquisitions.  Such programs need to be established immediately, but need flexibility for implementation when acquisition opportunities arise and ripen. In addition, actions prior to subbasin assessment and planning should satisfy one or more of the following criteria:

1.
The action restores or acquires potentially productive habitats that will be largely self-maintaining after the activities are complete.

2.
The action addresses imminent risks to survival of one or more species.

3.
The action results in substantial benefits to species survival in not more than 5 years after implementation, and these benefits are measurable.

4.
The action is part of an action plan that is derived from science-based assessment.

5.
The action addresses a habitat enforcement issue and results in the protection of aquatic habitats.

NMFS anticipates that many of the projects funded through this process would include water diversion screening programs, initiatives to protect high-value riparian areas, initiatives to improve water quality and initiatives to improve tributary stream flows. NMFS reiterates our assumption that these criteria would be applied to proposed new projects, as well as to ongoing projects and those projects that are “in the pipeline” (for example, approved but not presently funded).

Recommendation 3 - Fund innovative approaches to restoring instream conditions, particularly water quantity and water quality.

Explanation- Tributary water problems–quantity and quality–are widespread, and solutions are, to this point, largely undemonstrated.  For the most part, the feasibility of solutions is an institutional question.  The Program should support innovative efforts to demonstrate how water management can be better adapted to meet the needs of people and listed species.

NMFS (and the Federal Caucus) propose a project aimed at demonstrating transactional strategies for securing improved tributary water quantity--and where feasible, water quality--in streams on non-federal lands.  The project would take advantage of the fact that various entities, government and non-government, have developed the capacity to secure in-stream water, and are developing the ability to reduce pollution loading and temperature, using voluntary, transactional mechanisms consistent with state law.  These organizations have growing experience but limited resources.  A non-profit brokerage should be established through a competitive process to supply water to increase flows and water quality at least cost.  The initial effort would be for five years.  An objective third party evaluator such as the ISRP would evaluate the program after five years, and a decision would be made whether to continue. 

The non-profit brokerage would also develop a plan for a pollution bank through which water quality credits could be exchanged in markets, and evaluate whether such projects could in another ten years complete enough water quality and quantity acquisitions to fully protect the non-federal land portion of critical habitat for species of concern.

Recommendation 4 - Clean Water Act-Endangered Species Act Integration. Fund local watershed council and stakeholder participation in Clean Water Act (CWA) and ESA compliance through pilot programs.

Explanation - The NMFS, FWS and EPA are proposing in the All-H paper to test whether CWA and ESA objectives can be accomplished in TMDL (total maximum daily loads) planning efforts. This would be tested in pilot programs that would have five objectives:

1.
integrate ESA and CWA TMDL processes to avoid duplication of effort and sequential regulatory processes that frustrate grass roots watershed groups

2.
develop one set of watershed goals that meet both CWA and ESA

3.
provide watershed stakeholders with ESA and CWA assurances to the extent allowable by law

4.
preserve, protect and restore fish habitat consistent with the ESA and CWA

5.
develop and promote lessons learned by and from watershed groups

The pilot projects will aim for watershed plans with integrated, measurable ESA/CWA goals and targets.  Habitat and pollutant reduction plans should be complementary, but clearly should produce an approvable TMDL with an implementation plan with a suite of specific actions to meet the goals with voluntary or regulatory actions.  Uncertainty may be acknowledged through adaptive management.  The greater the degree of uncertainty, the greater the importance of monitoring and monitoring design.  Successful watershed projects are expected to educate and assist other watersheds.  Each watershed will provide “lessons learned” reports, with which the federal agencies can create templates for other watersheds. 

Pilot projects would be chosen on the basis of nominations from the states of Oregon, Washington, and Idaho.  Tribes could submit nomination for watershed planning for which the majority of the watershed is reservation.  Watersheds or subbasins should meet the following criteria:

1.
303(d)-listed waters and ESA salmonids

2.
the watershed has a viable stakeholder group, with effective leadership

3.
a desire of stakeholders and the state to meet both the ESA CWA in one process

4.
the current TMDL schedule is compatible with the pilot, or can be accelerated

5.
the watershed is representative of problems of water quality for salmonids (large urban watersheds would typically not qualify)

6.
the watershed has a significant ESA population, and a reasonable opportunity for restoration 

7.
the watershed agrees to use appropriate assessment guidance

EPA, NMFS, FWS, BPA, and the NPPC would select watersheds in consultation with the nominators.  Successful watersheds and/or the states will be asked to develop a plan to accomplish the ESA/CWA integration.  Federal agencies will be available to consult, coordinate and assist in identifying funding options for implementation plans. The Program would fund landowner and watershed council participation.

Recommendation 5 - Estuary Restoration - The Council should help fund research, restoration plan development and actions necessary to restore ecological function to the estuary. 

Explanation - The estuary is a critical area for improving survival. Research is needed to evaluate physical and ecological changes from development in the estuary, the effectiveness of fish protection and habitat restoration activities, physical parameters and biological effects of alterations in the flow regime, biophysical and ecological effects of salinity change on plant and animal communities and associated food web dynamics, and other matters.  With understandings from these science evaluations, a comprehensive restoration plan, building on the Lower Columbia River Estuary Program is needed. BPA, in coordination with the NMFS Science Center, EPA, the Fish and Wildlife Service, the LCREP and others should help fund the research, restoration planning and action necessary to restore ecological function to the estuary expeditiously.  Preliminary feasibility studies should be completed promptly so that immediate actions can be identified and taken.  These actions would be  in addition to those already committed to by the Corps in their Lower Columbia River Navigation Channel Deepening proposal. 

Recommendation 4  - Mainstem Habitat - Explore ways to restore mainstem habitat.

Explanation – This recommendation is complementary to NMFS’ recommendation III.D. to identify the mainstem as an ecological province or subbasin.. There may be substantial benefits to gain from improving mainstem habitat. An experimental program that assesses the prospect of restoring habitat in the mainstem of the Columbia and Snake rivers is needed.  Researchers in the U. S. and Canada suggest a number of opportunities to improve habitat diversity, complexity and productivity of large rivers like the Columbia and Snake.  The federal agencies propose to fund and implement a program in three stages:  (1) A comprehensive habitat assessment program for the mainstem Columbia and Snake rivers below salmon migration barriers and in the estuary.  The assessment would review historic habitat conditions and survey the bathymetry and topography of current conditions. (2) Next, the agencies would use these assessments to develop and implement an initial habitat improvement program.  (3) Finally, the agencies would implement a long-term mainstem habitat monitoring and evaluation program.

VI.
Funding Principles

Recommendation 1 - The Council should allocate appropriate funding to all components of the Program including high priority actions, subbasin assessment, subbasin planning, research, monitoring and evaluation and outreach.

Explanation - The focus of the Council’s review processes in the past has been on the merit of individual projects.  We understand that with this amendment proceeding the Council intends to pursue development of broadly supported subbasin plans which will provide the context for specific mitigation and recovery actions within each subbasin.  In general we agree with this approach.

 In FY 2000, and likely over the next several years, BPA’s Fish and Wildlife Program budget could be fully allocated to continuation of ongoing projects.  Unless ongoing projects are displaced or additional funds are provided, there will be little or no money for new undertakings. Financial support will be necessary to do a thorough and credible job of developing subbasin plans.  The Habitat Appendix to the All H paper developed by the Federal Caucus, outlined categories of costs associated with planning and implementation of habitat activities.  There were six categories; 1) watershed planning and assessment, 2) subbasin planning and assessment, 3) subbasin and regional coordination, 4) implementation, 5) accountability (M&E) and, 6) operation and maintenance.  Two scenarios of the potential annual and 15-year costs of a regional habitat program were estimated (the costs indicated were for a total habitat program irrespective of funding source).

In initiating the subbasin planning process and in subsequently adopting subbasin plans into the Fish and Wildlife Program, the Council should consider these categories and the funding implications they portend.  As described in our Sec. III recommendations, NMFS believes it is important to base the plans on sound, scientifically credible assessments.  While some watersheds and subbasins have fairly complete assessments, others have little or no available information.  NMFS recommends the Council allocate sufficient funding during Phase I of the subbasin planning process to fully fund the development of watershed and subbasin assessments.

Recommendation 2 - The Council should explore ways to coordinate Program funding with federal and other non-federal budget processes.

Explanation - There are several active and potential federal and non-federal funding programs for salmonid conservation in the Columbia Basin, including USDA programs managed by the U.S. Forest Service, Natural Resources Conservation Service, and Farm Services Administration, the Environmental Protection Agency and numerous state programs. To be most effective at the Basin level and the most user-friendly at the watershed level, these programs should be coordinated. Presently, they are typically implemented as independent programs

Recommendation 3 - The Council should establish a subbasin planning and budgeting process that fully recognizes the coordination, monitoring and evaluation, and operation and maintenance need associated with effective implementation.

Explanation - Some subbasins might require the services of an “in-basin” coordinator to interface with local stakeholders and other state or federal programs.  Some habitat projects will require ongoing monitoring and evaluation activities to determine whether the expected benefits of the investment are being secured.  Many habitat projects carry with them an ongoing operation and maintenance responsibility in order to continue to provide the intended benefits.  All of these elements potentially have costs associated with them that must be considered in planning for and implementing projects within each watershed or subbasin.  Also see the Explanation for 

Recommendation 4 - The Council should fund the states and tribes for participating in developing, completing and implementing subbasin plans.
