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	May 24, 2002  DRAFT
In reply refer to:  KEW-4



Mr. Frank L. Cassidy, Chairman

Northwest Power Planning Council

851 SW Sixth Avenue, Suite 1020

Portland, OR 97204

Dear Chairman Cassidy:

Enclosed are our funding decisions on the Blue Mountain and Mountain Snake Province’s fish and wildlife mitigation and recovery proposals submitted through the Northwest Power Planning Council’s (Council) Provincial Review.  As you recall, on February 11, 2002, we sent you our comments on these proposals for your consideration as you developed funding recommendations to Bonneville Power Administration (Bonneville) for funding in fiscal years (FY) 2002 through 2004.  In developing our comments, we focused our review on new proposals and on-going projects intended to benefit anadromous fish and bull trout.  Our review also attempted to integrate the fish and wildlife mitigation needs identified in the Council’s Fish and Wildlife Program with the needs of Bonneville regarding implementation of the National Marine Fisheries Service’s (NMFS) and U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service’s (FWS) 2000 Biological Opinions on the operation of the Federal Columbia River Power System (FCRPS).  

We hope that our initial comments were helpful to the Council.  On April 3, 2002, the Council adopted their funding recommendations and on April 19, 2002, they were posted on the Council’s web site.  

Since 
that time, my staff has reviewed the Council’s recommendations and had several discussions with Council staff regarding project-specific issues.  We concur with the vast majority of Council recommendations.  Our initial recommendation was do not fund the following three projects:

a. Proposal No. 28010 – Nez Perce River Terrestrial - $50,000.

b. Proposal No. 28018 – Lower Salmon River Tributary Protection and Enhancement - $50,000.

c. Proposal No. 28021 – Lower Clearwater Habitat Enhancement Project - $125,000.

Our subsequent review revealed that the scope and project plan for habitat protection and enhancement encompasses more than just wildlife habitat and, in fact, is consistent with actions that Bonneville is responsible to fund under 2000 FCRPS Biological Opinion, specifically RPA Number 150.  Bonneville believes that these projects will be eligible for “crediting” toward Bonneville’s responsibilities for habitat enhancement required under this RPA as well as for mitigation under the Northwest Power Act.  Accordingly, we support the funding recommended by the Northwest Power Planning Council (Council) with the following guidance.

1. The Wetland and Riparian Restoration project will operate under a cost-reimbursement contract requiring annual approval, in advance, of the statement of work and budget.  The statement of work and budget, in addition to describing all objectives and tasks involved with operations and maintenance, should separately identify all proposed real estate actions, either for purchase or lease, in the document.  

2. Fiscal year 2002 and out-year funding for all land acquisitions and leases will conform to Bonneville’s “land acquisition” policy (currently under development).

3. Effective with any subsequent proposals by the Tribe to amend the current contract, but no later than Fiscal Year 2003, specifically include within the purpose and scope of the project reference to protection, mitigation and enhancement of habitat used by Endangered Species Act listed stocks (tie to RPA number 150), as well as non-listed fish and wildlife resources.

We do not recommend funding Proposal No. 27023 – Precious Lands Wildlife Habitat Expansion.  This project does not meet the criteria to be funded under RPA 150.  This project is an expansion of a project focused on wildlife habitat protection and restoration.  This project is not ready for implementation at this time based on the lack of wildlife credits available for the federal Lower Snake projects.  We are continuing to work with the Council’s Wildlife Crediting subcommittee to discuss the full range of wildlife crediting issues.

RM
&E projects present a special case because of the critical need to meet the National Marine Fishery Service (NMFS) and U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) 2000 Biological Opinion  (BiOp) Requirements.  In addition there is an ongoing effort to develop the framework of a regional RM&E plan to provide guidance for developing, prioritizing, analyzing and utilizing research on a Columbia Basin scale.  The following three Research, Monitoring and Evaluation (RM&E) projects were initially ranked as do not fund.  Our staff in conjunction with the project sponsors has determined that they are fundable to meet BiOp RPA’s.  Specific project recommendations and estimated budget levels are included in the attached project list.

a. Proposal No. 27002 - Assess Salmonids in the Asotin Creek Watershed

b. Proposal No. 28034 - Chinook Smolt Survival and SAR, South Fork Salmon River

c. Proposal No. 28045 – Evaluate Stream Habitat Using the Nez Perce Tribe Watershed Monitoring and Evaluation Plan

We do not recommend funding RM&E Proposal No. 28020 – Nez Perce Tribe Harvest Monitoring at this time.  This project is scientifically well developed, and we agree that there is a need for this type of harvest information for enhanced stock management of both listed and non-listed stocks.  This project should not be funded at this time because it is focused on a diversity of stocks that may or may not be a priority in advance of the regional RM&E plan.  At this time it appears that the real priority for harvest management RM&E should be in the mainstem, where the greatest harvest effects occur, and RM&E could be more cost effective. This project does not meet a specific BiOp RPA and for the cost would be high considering the estimated number of fish that would be assessed by this project.  This project should await the development of the Regional RM&E plan when a review of the need and priority of harvest RM&E projects can be established.

· Federal Lands Funding:  Waiting for responses back from the USFS.


· NPPC Issue 14:  Planning, budgeting, and funding large capital expenditures. (Bob Austin)

Do we want to address this issue? Council has suggested we keep just one place holder and manage it with the capital project needs in mind.  Jay has done an analysis of projected NEOH costs that I forwarded onto Bob.

The Independent Scientific Review Panel (ISRP) reviewed the consolidated SNAPP project proposal on May 20, 2002.  We anticipate a positive Council funding recommendation on this project at the June 11-12, 2002 meeting in Bend, Oregon. 

The enclosed table presents the Blue Mountain and Mountain Snake Provinces projects that appear in the Council’s April 19, 2002, recommendations.  The table identifies the Council recommended budget and also indicates whether or not Bonneville intends to fund the projects.  Relevant comments are included for clarification of our rationale.  Where Bonneville suggests a different FY02 budget, estimates of FY03 and FY04 funding levels are not presented but will be negotiated over the course of the fiscal year with Council staff.  Otherwise, at this point, Bonneville is assuming the same out-year budgets as has the Council, recognizing the potential for out-year budget changes based on changing Basin-wide priorities, as influenced by the Endangered Species Act and Subbasin Planning.  

Again, we have used our best efforts to prioritize Bonneville-funded fish and wildlife mitigation and recovery projects in the Columbia River Basin given the ecosystem (All-H) approach to mitigation and recovery that is being implemented and given that the amount of desired funding for such an approach exceeds that which is available.  We want to ensure for our ratepayers that fish and wildlife mitigation and ESA-focused recovery funding is going to those projects that provide the greatest biological benefit at the least-cost.  

We hope that this information is helpful and, as always, are willing to discuss any issues that you may have with our decision for project funding in the Columbia Plateau Province.  Please give me a call if you have any questions.

Sincerely,

Sarah R. McNary

Director for Fish and Wildlife

cc:

Ms. Jann Eckman, Acting Columbia Basin Fish & Wildlife Authority

Mr. Brian Brown, National Marine Fisheries Service

Mr. Doug Marker, Northwest Power Planning Council

Enclosure
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�PAGE \# "'Page: '#'�'"  ��We initially said do not fund because of lack of WL credits.  But to stay consistent with our decision on the Plateau, and recognizing that the project sponsors have crafted these land acquisition projects to encompass both fish and wildlife benefits, I have used the language from the Yakima letter for funding requirements on these three projects.  The Precious Lands project does not have fish related benefits, so it is a do not fund based on no WL credits.


�PAGE \# "'Page: '#'�'"  ��Dan, Roy and John, please review this section of the letter on the RM&E projects.  This is just my attempt at some RM&E language.  Also review the corresponding language in the spreadsheet.





