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May 26, 2011 

 
DECISION MEMORANDUM 
 
 
TO: Council Members 
 
FROM: Fish and Wildlife Staff 
 
SUBJECT: Partial Decision Memorandum:  Remaining projects and associated programmatic 

issues from the review of Research, Monitoring and Evaluation and Artificial 
Production Projects 

 
 The Fish and Wildlife Committee (Committee) asks the Council to approve the 
recommendations for the remaining 43 projects and the resolutions of associated programmatic 
issues under the Research, Monitoring and Evaluation and Artificial Production Projects 
(RME/AP) category review.  The components of the decision represent a subset of projects and 
issues from the entire review.  

 
 The Council, at its April meeting, made final recommendations to Bonneville on 100 projects 
and resolution of two programmatic issues.  What remains for Council recommendation are the 
resolution of the remaining programmatic issues that include habitat action effectiveness, ocean 
research, estuary habitat monitoring and evaluation, sturgeon and lamprey projects, and coded 
wire tags, and the 43 projects (lines 101-143 of the spreadsheet), most of which are associated 
with the programmatic issues.  The estimated FY 2012 funding for these projects is 
approximately $34.4 million.  Also included in this decision are recommendations dealing with 
reporting, research projects and regional coordination; all of which are more global in nature.  
 
 The attached table summarizes the decision before the Council at its June meeting.  Part 3 of 
the decision document, and its associated spreadsheet, comprise the Fish and Wildlife 
Committee’s recommendation to the Council.  The decision document also describes the detailed 
review process and provides the context for this subset of decisions. The staff will write a more 
formal explanation required by Section 4(h)(10)(D) of the Northwest Power Act as part of the 
completion of the review in Part 4 of the decision document.   
 
 
 
 
________________________________________ 
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Overview of Recommendations for Key Programmatic Issues and Associated Projects for RM&E/AP Review 
(Based on May 26, 2011 version of the Decision Memo) 

  
Reference  Sponsors Total  FY 

2012 BPA 
Row #’s  
Sprdsht 

Summary of Recommendation Deliverables Conditions/Outyear 
follow-up 

Habitat 
Effectiveness  
(Issue #2) 
DD page 11 
 
 

NOAA and 
many (~18) 
other 
sponsors  
 
 
 

$15,518,705* 
 
*(estimated 
costs, some 
elements are 
undetermined 
at this time) 

111 - 
129 
 

Two year funding recommendation. 
 
This work involves many sponsors and geographic 
areas.  NOAA and BPA will work with ISRP/Council to 
implement an incremental approach implementing 
CHaMP, consistent with the ISRP’s review. The ISRP 
and Council should review this work favorably before 
the ramp up to full implementation of CHaMP.  Within 
one year, NOAA and Bonneville should further develop 
the analytical, evaluation and reporting elements of the 
habitat effectiveness monitoring and evaluation effort to 
accompany the CHaMP monitoring.   

- Lessons learned report 
based on pilot approach 
 
-Quarterly updates on 
progress to F&W 
Committee 
 
-Analytical approach 
defined within 1 year  

Full implementation 
dependant on 
favorable review by 
ISRP and Council  

Estuary,  
(Issue #3) 
DD page 20 
 

BPA, COE, 
LCREP 

$1,159,697 108  One year funding recommendation. 
 
Bonneville and the Corps of Engineers to work with 
LCREP and others to complete an estuary-wide 
synthesis to better inform the effectiveness of 
past/current habitat projects in the estuary.  
 

Estuary-wide synthesis to 
be used to inform 
management decisions 
and priorities for 
restoration.   
 

Funding in FY 
2013and beyond 
dependant on 
favorable review by 
ISRP and Council. 

Ocean 
(Issue #5) 
DD page 24 

NOAA, 
CDFO, 
Kintama 
Research  

$2,602,074* 
 
*(does not 
include 2012 
close out costs 
for Kintama 
project) 

137 - 
139 

One year funding recommendation. 
 
Sponsors to develop coordinated synthesis report on the 
ocean research projects. 
 

Complete the synthesis 
report for ISRP review 
and a Council 
recommendation on future 
implementation and 
funding. 
 
 

 Funding in FY 2013 
is dependent on the 
favorable review of 
the synthesis report by 
ISRP and Council.  

White 
Sturgeon 
(Issue #7) 
 
DD page 27 

ODFW, 
CRITFC, 
YN 

$1,768,911 140 - 
143 

One year funding recommendation. 
 
Project sponsors to develop a comprehensive 
management plan for White Sturgeon from the mouth of 
the Columbia to Priest Rapids and Lower Granite Dam. 

Comprehensive 
Management Plan for 
White Sturgeon  
 
Passage workshop 

Funding in 2013 and 
beyond based on the 
ISRP and Council 
review of proposed 
future work.  
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Lamprey  
(Issue #8 ) 
 
DD page 30 

CRITFC, 
YN, 
CTWSRO, 
CTUIR, 
NOAA 

$2,046,925 130 - 
135 

One year funding recommendation. 
 
Sponsors to lead, assist in, or contribute to a synthesis 
report on the lamprey efforts under the program 
addressing the issues and questions raised by the ISRP.  
Critical questions to analyze include the value of 
tributary habitat projects in helping to improve lamprey 
returns, whether mainstem dam passage is the key 
limiting factor, and the relative role of other factors such 
as ocean conditions and toxic contaminants. 
 

Synthesis Report for 
Pacific Lamprey, 
including prioritized 
actions, in the Columbia 
River Basin. 

Funding in FY 2013 to 
be dependent on ISRP 
and Council review of 
the plan. 

Coded-wire 
tags, 
(Issue #9) 
 
DD page 31 

PSMFC, 
ODFW, 
USFWS, 
WDFW 

$3,726,143 103 - 
107 

Two-year funding recommendation. 
 
Sponsors to work within a facilitated workgroup 
chartered by the Council to develop an overarching plan 
for ISRP review to coordinate the tagging of fish 
throughout the Columbia River Basin, including the use 
of coded-wire tags. The workgroup will address issues 
and questions raised by the ISRP and the Council.  

Workgroup to develop an 
overarching plan that will 
address the tagging of fish 
throughout the Columbia 
River Basin. 

Funding in FY 2014 
based on the plan and 
the ISRP and Council 
review.  The Council 
will then work with 
Bonneville and the 
tagging agencies to 
revise the coded-wire 
and other tagging 
projects for the 
appropriate level of 
future funding. 
 

 
 
 
 
________________________________________ 
 
w:\lp\packet materials\2011\june\decisionmemsummtablefinal.docx 



Research, Monitoring and Evaluation and Artificial Production Project Review 
Decision document June 2011 

 

1 

Bruce A. Measure 
Chair 

Montana 

 
 

Dick Wallace 
Vice-Chair 
Washington 

 

Rhonda Whiting 
Montana 

 
W. Bill Booth 

Idaho 
 

James A. Yost 
Idaho 

 

Tom Karier 
Washington 

 
Bill Bradbury 

Oregon 
 

Joan M. Dukes 
Oregon 

 

 
Review of Research, Monitoring and Evaluation and Artificial Production Projects 

Fish and Wildlife Committee recommendations to the Council  
 
 
Introduction 
 
 Pursuant to Section 4(h)(10)(D) of the Northwest Power Act, the Northwest Power and 
Conservation Council has been engaged in a review of research, monitoring and evaluation and 
artificial production projects that implement the Council’s Columbia River Basin Fish and Wildlife 
Program.  This is a draft of the document that, when final, will contain and explain the Council’s 
recommendations to the Bonneville Power Administration for the funding and implementing of 
these projects for Fiscal Years 2012 through 2016.  
 
 Part 1 below provides the background on the review, including the description of these two 
categories, the projects reviewed, and the review process. 
 
 Part 2 covers programmatic issues.  As has been true in the past, the review of the individual 
projects illuminates a set of broader policy or programmatic issues that affect the Council’s review 
and recommendations for a collective set of the projects.  Part 2 describes these programmatic 
issues and Committee-recommended resolutions, for Council consideration.  
 Part 2 includes two issues resolved by the Council in April, as part of the decision on the “A 
list” subset of projects (see below).  This includes the programmatic issues concerning the 
monitoring and evaluation of hatchery effectiveness and effects (issue no. 4), and PIT tags and 
related tags (issue no. 10). 
 
 Part 3 of this document contains and explains the Council’s recommendations for the funding 
and implementation of the individual projects, along with a description of the form and duration of 
our recommendations.  Associated with this part of the draft decision document are a set of 
spreadsheets that list the projects reviewed in this category, with Bonneville’s FY 2012 planning 
budgets and other information, and with comments about each project as developed during this 
review.  The tables include a Council recommendation for each project, as well as conditions or 
comments to be considered a part of the recommendation, more fully explained in Part 3. 
 
 Finally, Part 4 will contain the formal explanations by the Council responsive to the specific 
requirements of Section 4(h)(10)(D) of the Northwest Power Act.  This includes the written 
explanations required of the Council in those few instances in which the Council’s project funding 
recommendations do not follow the recommendations of the Independent Scientific Review Panel.  
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The Council will also explain how it complied with the requirements in Section 4(h)(10)(D) to 
“consider the impact of ocean conditions on fish and wildlife populations” and “determine whether 
the projects employ cost-effective measures to achieve program objectives” when making project 
funding recommendations. 
 
 
 Status of the Review as of May 24  
 
 At its regular monthly meeting, in Wenatchee, Washington, on April 13, the Council decided on 
a set of implementation recommendations for a subset of the projects under review -- the so-called 
“A list” of projects -- and for two programmatic issues associated with those projects. 
 
 The Council staff transmitted these recommendations to Bonneville as final recommendations of 
the Council for these projects and issues.  The Council’s decision, and the transmittal to Bonneville, 
included the spreadsheet identifying the 100 projects that constituted the “A list” decision of the 
Council, with the Council’s recommendation for each project specified in the right-hand column of 
the spreadsheet along with any conditions or guidance associated with that recommendation.  It also 
included the Council’s recommendations to resolve two programmatic or overarching issues 
associated with projects on the “A list,” one involving the monitoring and evaluation of artificial 
production activities, and the other concerning the use of PIT and associated tags.  And finally, the 
“A list” decision and transmittal letter included a set of general expectations regarding the duration 
and implementation of specific project recommendations. 
 
 The “A list” decision was but a step in the completion of the entire RME/AP category project 
review.  The Council is now continuing with its review of the remaining projects (the so-called “B 
list”) and programmatic issues in the category review.  This decision document now contains 
committee recommendations on the remaining programmatic issues, including a recommendation 
for resolving each one.  The spreadsheet identifying individual projects, recommendations for each, 
and associated programmatic issue, is attached and complete for all the projects reviewed in this 
category.  The package represents final Committee recommendations to the Council for resolution 
of all programmatic issues and associated projects in this review at the June 2011 Council meeting. 
 
 Upon final Council decision, the final decision document will also describe the review process 
and provide additional context for the Council’s decisions, and will contain formal explanations by 
the Council responsive to the specific requirements of Section 4(h)(10)(D) of the Northwest Power 
Act. 
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Part 1: Background -- Categories, Projects, and Review Process 
 
 Under Section 4h of the Northwest Power Act, the Council develops a program to “protect, 
mitigate and enhance” fish and wildlife affected by the hydroelectric facilities on the Columbia and 
its tributaries.  Section 4(h)(10)(A) of the Power Act then calls on the Bonneville Power 
Administration to use its fund and other authorities to protect, mitigate, and enhance these same fish 
and wildlife “in a manner consistent with” the Council’s Fish and Wildlife Program.  Bonneville 
directly spends hundreds of millions of dollars every year to fund mainstem and off-site mitigation 
projects that implement measures in the Council’s program, along with associated research, 
monitoring, evaluation, and coordination projects.  
 
 Section 4h(10)(D) of the Northwest Power Act then directs the Council to review projects 
proposed for funding by Bonneville to implement the Council’s Fish and Wildlife Program.  The 
Council engages in this review with the assistance of its Independent Scientific Review Panel 
(ISRP).  The Council and Bonneville work together to develop the information necessary to make 
this review process successful. 
 
 Past review processes have taken many forms including program-wide solicitations, review of 
projects by geographical organization (the rolling provincial review), and targeted solicitations.  
Beginning in 2009, the Council and Bonneville, with advice from the ISRP, decided to review 
projects in functional categories (wildlife, monitoring, evaluation and research, artificial production, 
resident fish and blocked areas), to be followed by a review of certain projects, especially habitat 
actions, organized by subbasin and province.  The central purpose of the broad category reviews is 
to highlight issues apparent only by looking at similar projects collectively, such as duplication and 
redundancy, relevance and relative priority, coordination, consistency of approach and methods and 
costs, and collective consistency with the broad basinwide objectives and strategies in the Fish and 
Wildlife Program.  Organizing the reviews by category also recognizes differences in project types, 
especially highlighting those with longer-term commitments.  The category reviews thus focus on 
existing commitments, as well as clearly identified proposals for similar commitments to fill 
program gaps.  Many of these existing commitments are of many years’ standing and have been the 
subject of numerous reviews in the past.  So an important function of the category reviews is to 
evaluate project results and how well the projects have adapted proposed future work based on 
those results, and how well the project sponsors have responded to the scientific and management 
issues identified in previous reviews.  The scientific and administrative review for the category 
projects should enable the Council and Bonneville to make long-term funding decisions and 
establish appropriate longer-length review cycles for many of these projects.   
 
 In June 2010, the Council and Bonneville together began this review of projects in the 
categories of research, monitoring and evaluation and artificial production (also known as the 
RME/AP Review).  The Council’s 2009 Fish and Wildlife Program focuses in particular on 
implementation and performance and commits to developing a better monitoring and evaluation 
framework for the Fish and Wildlife Program.  The goal is improved performance and reporting on 
progress and effects under the Program and improved decisionmaking on actions in an adaptive 
management fashion.  Reviewing the collective set of research, monitoring and evaluation projects 
was a logical extension of this commitment.  The Council and Bonneville are also using the 
category review of research, monitoring and evaluation projects to ensure that projects implemented 
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under the Program meet the performance tracking and adaptive management needs and 
commitments of the 2008 Federal Columbia River Power System (FCRPS) Biological Opinion as 
well as the Fish and Wildlife Program.  The Council decided to include the Program’s artificial 
production projects in this review as well, as the monitoring and evaluation elements are a dominant 
feature of artificial production projects.  
 
 The category reviews are designed to include six steps: planning; project sponsors’ reports and 
proposals, ISRP review; public review; staff review and recommendations, and final Council 
decision.  The planning phase for the RME/AP category actually began in January 2009, identifying 
99 projects for review.  Most of these were existing projects, but the list also included a small set of 
new projects intended to address gaps in the research, monitoring or evaluation elements of the Fish 
and Wildlife Program and FCRPS Biological Opinion.  These gaps and associated projects were 
identified in a collaboration process in 2009 with regional fish management agencies (known as the 
“Skamania workshop”).  The “Skamania workshop” sparked the development of the multi-agency 
Anadromous Salmonid Monitoring Strategy (ASMS), a set of useful principles and guidelines that 
is itself a work in progress recently reviewed by the ISRP.  A broader set of framework principles 
also useful for review planning are found in the Council’s draft Monitoring, Evaluation, Research 
and Reporting Plan (also known as the MERR Plan).  The MERR Plan is an overarching and 
extensive research, monitoring and evaluation framework the Council has been working on as 
another facet of the commitment in the 2009 Fish and Wildlife Program.  Neither the MERR Plan, 
nor the Anadromous Salmonid Monitoring Strategy (which may be thought of as an implementing 
strategy under the MERR Plan), have been formally adopted in a form that allows them to be used 
directly in this review as a source of decision-making criteria.  But the principles and considerations 
informing the development of the MERR Plan and the monitoring strategy for long-term guidance 
are also being brought to bear in this review, in a consistent manner. 
 
 Part of the planning for this review included a decision to focus the RME/AP category review 
on activities related to anadromous fish and to resident fish in the portion of the basin below the 
“blocked areas.”  Projects or parts of projects related to research, monitoring and evaluation or to 
artificial production that are not included in this review are as follows: 

• Wildlife project monitoring and evaluation (reviewed during the wildlife category review) 
• The monitoring work elements in habitat projects, monitoring project implementation (did 

the habitat action take place?) or project effectiveness (did the habitat actions result in the 
desired change in local habitat characteristics?) (to be reviewed as part of the geographic 
review of habitat projects) 

• Research, monitoring and evaluation and production projects that relate to resident fish in 
the blocked areas, such as above Chief Joseph/Grand Coulee dams (next category review) 

• Data management and regional coordination projects, even if linked to monitoring and 
evaluation activities (next category review) 

• Artificial production projects implemented under separate, pre-existing legal authorities, 
even if funding is partly reimbursed or directly funded by Bonneville, including Lower 
Snake River Compensation Program hatcheries and the Leavenworth Hatchery 

 
 For the projects within the current review categories, project sponsors were asked in June 2010 
to submit the necessary information for ISRP and Council review by the end of August 2010.  The 
sponsors were asked to include project descriptions, work elements, a report on results, proposed 
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work for the next five fiscal years, and proposed budgets.  The project sponsors entered the 
information directly into the Taurus database (cbfish.org) in a set proposal format.  The review 
process also included 59 monitoring and evaluation and artificial production projects so recently 
reviewed by the ISRP and Council that it did not make sense to ask for project submissions or 
actually review the specific projects, but which needed to be part of the overall review to provide 
the necessary context for the full category.  The page on the Council’s website for the RME/AP 
Review is at http://www.nwcouncil.org/fw/budget/2010/rmeap/Default.asp.  The page describes the 
steps in the review process and includes a link to the list of the projects reviewed or part of the 
review context. 
 
 The ISRP began its review in August 2010.  As noted above, under Section 4(h)(10)(D) of the 
Northwest Power Act, the Council is to conduct its review of projects with the assistance of an 
Independent Scientific Review Panel appointed by the Council.  The ISRP is asked “to adequately 
ensure that the list of prioritized projects recommended is consistent with the Council’s program,” 
and to make project recommendations to the Council “based on a determination that projects: are 
based on sound scientific principles; benefit fish and wildlife; and have a clearly defined objective 
and outcome with provisions for monitoring and evaluation of results.”  Along with the 
requirements of the Act and the information from the project sponsors, the Council also posed a set 
of questions based in the Council’s Fish and Wildlife Program for the ISRP to consider during the 
review. 
 
 The ISRP issued a preliminary report on the projects in the RME/AP category in October 2010.  
http://www.nwcouncil.org/library/report.asp?docid=8.  The statute requires the Council to release 
the panel’s findings for public review and comment.  The Council is to “fully consider” the 
recommendations of the panel.  The ISRP concluded in its preliminary review report that 47 of the 
project proposals met the ISRP’s science review criteria either in whole or in part or with certain 
qualifications.  The ISRP noted that for most of the rest of the projects, the ISRP needed further 
information before it could conclude its review, and asked for a response by the sponsor to a 
preliminary set of review comments.  The ISRP also concluded that a few of the projects did not 
meet science review criteria or were not amenable to review, and sought further clarification.  
Project sponsors submitted responses to the Council and the ISRP in mid-November 2010. 
 
 The ISRP then issued its final review report on December 17, 2010.  
http://www.nwcouncil.org/library/report.asp?docid=27.  To quote from the ISRP’s summary of its 
final report: 
 

This report provides the final comments and recommendations of the Independent Scientific 
Review Panel and Peer Review Groups for 99 proposals submitted for the 2010 Research, 
Monitoring and Evaluation (RM&E) and Artificial Production Categorical Review for the 
Columbia River Basin Fish and Wildlife Program. Part 1 provides programmatic comments and 
recommendations that apply broadly to general issues that were identified in multiple 
proposals during the ISRP reviews. Part 2 includes specific ISRP recommendations and 
comments on each proposal. 
 
The ISRP found that of the 99 proposals submitted 38 proposals (38%) met scientific review 
criteria and 50 proposals (50%) met criteria with some qualifications. In addition, the ISRP 
found that 5 proposals (5%) did not meet criteria and felt that 5 proposals (5%) were not 
applicable for review at this time. One proposal had yet to address the ISRP’s request for a 

http://www.nwcouncil.org/fw/budget/2010/rmeap/Default.asp�
http://www.nwcouncil.org/library/report.asp?docid=8�
http://www.nwcouncil.org/library/report.asp?docid=27�
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response. Overall, the projects are demonstrating improved data collection, analysis, and 
reporting. And the ISRP compliments the Basin's scientists, managers, and technicians for 
implementing a robust monitoring effort in a large geographic region with a complex legal and 
administrative structure. The program's RM&E and artificial production projects are providing 
data that will be useful toward supporting adaptive management of the Fish and Wildlife 
Program. 
 
In July 2010, a Council letter to the ISRP emphasized that in implementing the 2009 revised 
Columbia River Basin Fish and Wildlife Program (Program), the Council anticipated 
maximizing funding of on-the-ground mitigation efforts while conducting an efficient 
monitoring and research program to meet the priority needs of the region. The ISRP was asked 
to review RM&E and artificial production project proposals mindful of the Council goal to 
reduce duplicative and excessive research, monitoring, and evaluation, and of the Council’s 
intent to recommend adjustments to projects as needed and apply savings to on-the-ground 
work. The ISRP was asked to consider how and to what extent each project supported and was 
consistent with the following key policies, framed as questions: 

 
Is the project scale and resource commitment appropriate for the project’s objectives? 
 
For research projects, is a critical uncertainty being addressed? What is the hypothesis 
being tested, and is it prioritized in the Research Plan? 
 
Is the monitoring or research conducted by a project proportional to the biological risk or 
project success risk? 
 
Does the project contribute valuable data to inform one of the nine program-management 
questions from the working list proposed by the Council and the associated High Level 
Indicators? 
 
What are the major accomplishments of these projects, and are the data derived from the 
projects useful and relevant? 
 
Is the project part of a comprehensive monitoring program? 
 
Does the project fill a priority Program data gap, or is the project required by a biological 
opinion or a recovery plan for species listed under the Endangered Species Act? 
 
Does the project’s RM&E data have a reasonable certainty or a reasonable confidence level? 
 
Is the project consistent with the general principles of the Hatchery Scientific Review Group 
(HSRG)? 
 
Are data produced by the project fully described, including metadata and methodologies 
used, easily available for public review, and capable of being used to aggregate data to an 
appropriate higher scale, such as a broader geographic scale or population scale? 
 
How should the Council consider the impact of ocean conditions on fish and wildlife 
populations in making its final recommendations to Bonneville? 
 

To a large extent, the questions posed by Council are embedded in the ISRP’s standard 
scientific review criteria and have been incorporated in individual ISRP proposal evaluations. 
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Those projects with “in part” and “qualified” ISRP assessments may have components that did 
not entirely meet the objectives of the guidance questions from Council. Important points of 
inconsistency are identified in individual proposal reviews. 
 
The ISRP finds few projects where RM&E efforts were clearly duplicative or excessive. The 
ISRP does feel there is a need for better coordination and integration among projects, and for a 
strengthened emphasis on evaluation of field data, but the ISRP continues to find that the Fish 
and Wildlife Program would benefit from more, not less, high quality research, monitoring, and 
evaluation. The lessons learned from thoughtfully designed RM&E will contribute to the 
Program’s cost effectiveness and will improve the efficacy of future restoration actions. 

 
 As required by the Act, the Council invited public to comment on the ISRP’s report and the 
projects under review.  The comment period ended February 1, 2011.  
http://www.nwcouncil.org/fw/budget/2010/rmeap/Default.asp 
 
 The Council staff, working in cooperation and consultation with Bonneville staff and other 
agency personnel, then began reviewing the project information, comments from the sponsors and 
other on the projects, the ISRP’s reports, public comment on the ISRP report, and other information.  
Through the winter and spring of 2011 staff has been working with the Fish and Wildlife 
Committee and with Bonneville and other agency staff to frame programmatic and project-specific 
issues for resolution on the path to Council’s recommendations.  The Council will then consider all 
of this information and make final decisions on project implementations to Bonneville by late 
spring 2011. 
 
 Under Section 4(h)(10)(D) of the Act, the Council completes the review process by deciding on 
its project recommendations to Bonneville to implement the Council’s Fish and Wildlife Program.  
The Act specifies that in making these recommendations, the Council is to “fully consider” the 
recommendations of the ISRP.  If the Council decides not to accept a recommendation of the ISRP, 
the Council must explain in writing its reasons.  The Council is also to “consider the impact of 
ocean conditions on fish and wildlife populations” and “determine whether the projects employ 
cost-effective measures to achieve program objectives” when deciding on is project-funding 
recommendations.  “The Council, after consideration of the recommendations of the Panel and other 
appropriate entities, shall be responsible for making the final recommendations of projects to be 
funded through BPA’s annual fish and wildlife budget.” 
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Part 2: Programmatic Issues 
 
 Part 2 identifies a set of 11 broader policy and programmatic issues that have arisen out of the 
review of the projects in the two categories.  The ISRP provided a set of programmatic comments, 
which have been one important source for the identification of these issues.  The issues are 
summarized briefly here, with additional explanation developed in attachments when necessary. 
 
 As noted above, two of the issues have been resolved with final recommendations by the 
Council as part of the “A list” decision in early April (monitoring and evaluation of artificial 
production activities, #4, and the use of PIT and associated tags, #10).  The staff is now 
recommending resolutions for the remaining issues, set forth at the tail end of each issue. 
 
 The final version of this part of the document will contain the Council’s decisions on all of these 
programmatic issues.  The Council’s recommendations on the programmatic issues are to be 
accorded the same weight as the project-specific implementation recommendations.  In many cases 
the Council’s programmatic recommendations will then become conditions or recommendations 
that accompany the relevant project recommendations. 
 
 
1. Reporting and use of project and program results 
 
 Issue: One of the salient roles the Council can play in the region is to improve the reporting, 
explanation, availability, and use of results from all the program’s projects, on-the-ground, 
monitoring and evaluation, and research.  “Results” abound in the Fish and Wildlife Program -- 
whether that term refers to implementation and maintenance reports, monitoring or research data, or 
analytical or evaluation conclusions.  And project and program results of various types are gathered 
and compiled in many places, including the project proposals and ISRP review reports, the Taurus 
and Pisces databases for project implementation information, the Status of the Resource website, 
and various other databases that collect and house monitoring information relevant to the program.  
Two additional steps we are taking in the review to increase the reporting and analysis of results are 
(1) placing conditions on individual projects to improve the reporting and evaluation of project 
results when the ISRP has identified a problem, including limiting the funding recommendation in 
certain cases until a results report is complete and reviewed by the ISRP; and (2) requiring synthesis 
reports to be completed and reviewed by the ISRP for a number of the key topic areas in which a 
number of years of results need to be evaluated, as described in various issues below. 
 
 Even so, much more could be done to systematically push for, obtain, organize, synthesize, 
evaluate, and regularly report on the implementation and biological results relevant to the program.  
In comparison, the Council developed over the last decade a systematic and organized way of 
reporting annually on program expenditures.  See Ninth Annual Report to the Northwest Governors 
On Expenditures of the Bonneville Power Administration to Implement the Columbia River Basin 
Fish and Wildlife Program of the Northwest Power and Conservation Council, 1978-2009, Council 
Document 2010-06 (May 2010), http://www.nwcouncil.org/library/2010/2010-06.htm.  
Implementation and biological results are far more complicated than expenditures.  Even so, with 
focused effort we can improve what we do to track, report on and evaluate project and program 
results, both to educate ourselves and the public and to make more informed decisions.  The 

http://www.nwcouncil.org/library/2010/2010-06.htm�
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Council’s draft Monitoring, Evaluation, Research and Reporting (MERR) plan includes a proposal 
for an organized way to report project and program results in a coordinated annual fashion.  That 
includes developing an annual “High-Level Indicators” report to improve how the Council catalogs 
and reports program results, which the Council is currently working on.  Given this, one of the key 
contributions of this review may be the opportunity it presents for the Council to help develop 
further a more systematic approach toward the reporting and use of the implementation and 
biological results of these expenditures to the greatest extent possible.   
 
 An excellent vehicle for carrying out this work, following the conclusion of the review, is the 
continuing obligation in Section 4(h)(10)(D)(iv) that “[t]he [Independent Scientific Review] Panel, 
with assistance from the Peer Review Groups, shall review, on an annual basis, the results of prior 
year expenditures based upon these criteria [referring to the scientific criteria for evaluating 
proposed projects] and submit its findings to the Council for review.”  The ISRP has been 
complying with this requirement since 1997 through a number of methods, including: 
 

• The ISRP has produced a number of distinct “retrospective” review reports for the Council.  
E.g., Retrospective Report 2007: Adaptive Management in the Columbia River Basin, ISRP 
2008-04 (April 2008); ISRP 2006 Retrospective Report, ISRP 2007-1 (March 2007); 
Independent Scientific Review Panel’s Retrospective Report 1997-2005, ISRP 2005-14 
(August 2005). 

 
• All project reviews include a review of the results of past activities.  Project sponsors are 

asked to provide information on past project results as well as proposed future activities.  
The ISRP reviews all this information, and the resulting ISRP review reports to the Council 
are, in part, findings on past results. 

 
• The ISRP has pushed for project sponsors and managers to produce retrospective reviews of 

their projects and programs, for subsequent ISRP review.  E.g., ISAB and ISRP Review of 
the CSS Ten-Year Retrospective Summary Report, ISRP 2007-6 (Nov 2007).  The ISRP 
intends to press for more retrospective reviews of this type. 

 
 The challenge here will be how to tier off this Power Act obligation and these methods so that 
the ISRP may help the Council produce a systematic, transparent and distinct report each year on 
project and program results.  We know some of the limits of the task:  Neither the ISRP nor the 
Council will report on the results of each project or the entire program annually.  That is impossible 
logistically in any meaningful way.  The key will be to review and report results for different 
critical elements of the program every year, on the basis of a well understood rotation or other 
selection method.  And, the ISRP is not a body that will compile results itself, nor is it a body that 
collects or analyzes data, with models or in any other way.  The ISRP is best set up to review the 
work of others.  Thus we need to develop the mechanisms that feed results to a distinctly identified, 
annual retrospective review and reporting effort, mining the reporting methods currently in place. 
 
 To return to the general principle, the Council is interested in sharing the results of the Fish and 
Wildlife Program with the region and others.  Information collected from research, monitoring and 
evaluation projects provide important feedback to the Council about the value of the Fish and 
Wildlife Program.  Adaptive management requires that responses from actions are identified and the 
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knowledge shared.  And annual reports from the research, monitoring and evaluation projects are 
necessary for the ISRP to fulfill its retrospective review obligation under the Power Act.  Yet at this 
point we lack a simple reporting system to record and track annually the results of the research, 
monitoring and evaluation work.  The Council will work with Bonneville and the ISRP to design 
that annual project reporting system.   
 
 Fish and Wildlife Committee recommendation:  Thus, a proposal for how to proceed:  Each 
year the ISRP and then the Council will produce a report that in some way delivers a review 
snapshot of the implementation and biological results from a subset of the on-the-ground projects, 
the program’s monitoring and evaluation and research elements, or both.  The easiest way to do this 
will be for the ISRP to add a more distinct and visible retrospective/results component to all project 
reviews, and then mine the reviews each year for information to organize into the retrospective 
review of results for that year.  The ISRP and the Council will also look for frequent opportunities 
to have the sponsors and managers of the broader programs produce their own retrospective reviews 
of results over a body of time (such as the CSS review noted above or the synthesis reports in 
certain topic areas called for below), for subsequent review and report by the ISRP and then the 
Council, possibly including a workshop.  The systematic annual review and reporting of results 
needs to focus on more than just the results from individual on-the-ground projects.  Inherent in the 
Fish and Wildlife Program is a set of relationships or hypotheses that link the projects to expected 
changes in the relevant habitat conditions for key species and then in the population characteristics 
of those species.  The on-the-ground projects that we hope or expect will, collectively, produce 
these changes are not, by and large, tasked with monitoring the status and trends of the targeted 
habitat and population characteristics.  That is the province of distinct program monitoring and 
evaluation efforts and projects described throughout this document.  These efforts need to be 
included in the revolving annual review and reporting of results by the ISRP and Council.  The 
report on High-Level Indicators could be folded into the Council’s part of this effort. 
 
 This decision document in this review is not the place to scope out this effort in detail.  If the 
Council accepts the premise and commitment here, those details will come in a separate proposal 
developed by the Council staff and ISRP together.  It is likely the ISRP and staff will propose a test 
or pilot of this approach in 2011 focused on the results that have or will be gathered for ISRP 
review this year with regard to artificial production, mainstem monitoring, and the Lower Snake 
River Compensation Plan activities. 
 
 As part of this effort, Bonneville should require all research, monitoring and evaluation projects 
to report annually, providing an electronic summary of their results and interim findings as well as 
describing benefits to fish and wildlife.  Bonneville should work with the Council to design a 
concise, useful template for annual reports that can replace other more cumbersome, more costly, 
and less useful reports for individual projects.  The Council will work with Bonneville and the ISRP 
to identify and assemble the information needed to produce an annual summary of results for 
Council review, consistent with the principles above. 
 
 A separate programmatic issue below (#6) speaks distinctly to reporting requirements for 
research projects in particular. 
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2. Habitat effectiveness monitoring and evaluation 
 
 Issue:  The Council’s Fish and Wildlife Program is “a habitat-based Program,” aiming “to 
rebuild healthy, naturally producing fish and wildlife populations by protecting, mitigating, and 
restoring habitats and the biological systems within them.”  The Fish and Wildlife Program thus 
depends heavily on actions in the mainstem, tributaries and estuary intended to protect or improve 
habitat characteristics as the way in which the program will ultimately protect, mitigate and enhance 
fish and wildlife populations adversely affected by the hydrosystem.  The FCRPS Biological 
Opinion is built on the same conceptual foundation.  The analysis supporting the conclusions in the 
Biological Opinion includes quantitative estimates of the improvements in life-stage survival to be 
gained from habitat actions in all areas. 
 
 For this reason, the critical programmatic issue in the RM&E/AP review is whether the 
collective suite of proposed projects is adequate to monitor and evaluate the effectiveness of our 
habitat actions in ultimately improving the population characteristics of our key fish species, and to 
be able to use what we learn to adapt the implementation and management of the program.  The 
existing projects and new proposals in this review include dozens of projects that are intended in 
some way to help to assess whether the habitat work is having the desired impact on fish 
populations.  These assessments are to occur at the watershed or reach scale depending on the 
effectiveness they are testing, i.e., cause and effect at the population or watershed level (Intensively 
Monitored Watersheds or IMWs, part of the Integrated Status and Effectiveness Monitoring 
Program or ISEMP), habitat status and trends that can be correlated to fish status and trends at the 
watershed scale (e.g., the new Columbia Habitat Monitoring Program or CHaMP), or project-level 
impacts (project or action effectiveness -- although most of this particular type of monitoring is not 
part of this review; see below).  Combined, these projects call for investments of tens of millions of 
dollars in “habitat effectiveness” monitoring, evaluation and research.   
 
 Yet most of the elements of the habitat effectiveness monitoring and evaluation effort are in flux 
or under development.  This includes the precise contours of the status and trend monitoring of 
habitat characteristics and the relationship of this monitoring to the fish population status and trend 
monitoring, the distinct but related role of the cause-and-effect “intensively monitored watershed” 
research effort, and especially the analytical methods and procedures that will be used to evaluate 
all of this information and report on what is being learned. 
 
 In other words, the Council still needs clarity and further definition on the monitoring, 
evaluation and reporting elements of the habitat effectiveness monitoring and evaluation.  The 
Council will not conclude this review without being comfortable that the monitoring and evaluation 
protocols and analytical methods are in place to give us a reasonable chance of knowing -- in 5, 10, 
20 years -- whether the region’s huge investment in an evolving suite of habitat actions is 
contributing significantly to the recovery and rebuilding of fish species important to the region. 
 
 The review has given the Council reasons to be concerned about, or at least uncertain about, the 
answers to any of these questions.  The ISRP expressed these concerns well in its programmatic 
report, concerns that others have identified as well: 
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“A lot of data will be collected, and currently it is uncertain that the analytical methods will be 
sufficient to produce meaningful results in terms of understanding the effects of habitat 
restoration actions.” 
 
“Without a more in-depth and thorough review, it is difficult to ascertain whether or not there is 
redundant or excessive RME effort within these projects.” 
 
“The evaluation component of habitat RME should be emphasized in order to ensure that 
useful management information is being extracted from the data. What management actions 
and what positive measurable outcomes can be associated with the habitat status and trend 
data?  With the plethora of data that will be collected from newly planned ISEMP projects, 
methods of data analysis that can be broadly applied are badly needed. ISEMP has indicated 
that they are developing these methods.” 
 
“There is comparatively little evidence that habitat effectiveness monitoring is being 
coordinated in such a way that monitoring programs can take advantage of multiple restoration 
actions occurring in the same area, at least at the subbasin scale. Perhaps the emergence of 
the new regional "umbrella"-type projects can facilitate better coordination and more cost-
effective monitoring actions.” 
 
ISRP, “Final Review of 2010 Proposals for the Research, Monitoring, and Evaluation and 
Artificial Production Category, Part 1: Programmatic Comments,” ISRP 2010-44A (December 
2010), pp. 26-27, http://www.nwcouncil.org/library/isrp/isrp2010-44a.pdf. 

 
At the same time, as the ISRP recognized, the basic concepts underlying this suite of proposals are 
sound, and at least most of the projects are technically sound as well.  The challenge has been to 
shape these concepts and the raw material in these proposals into a regional habitat monitoring and 
evaluation effectiveness framework appropriate to the magnitude and importance of the habitat 
foundation of the Fish and Wildlife Program. 
 
 The ISRP’s concerns in particular led to a one-day workshop hosted by the Council on February 
10, 2011, attended by ISRP members and federal and state agency and tribal representatives 
involved in the habitat effectiveness monitoring and evaluation work.  The main focus of the 
workshop was on the ambitious proposal to implement in dozens of basins a more systematic and 
coordinated approach to the monitoring of habitat characteristics -- the CHaMP project.  The ISRP 
produced its follow-up report at the end of March, “Review of the Columbia Habitat Monitoring 
Program (CHaMP) Protocols,” ISRP 2011-10 (March 31, 2011), 
http://www.nwcouncil.org/library/report.asp?docid=53.  The ISRP commented usefully both on the 
specific issues involved in the proposed CHaMP monitoring protocols and on the broader questions 
of the link of the CHaMP habitat monitoring to the monitoring of fish population status and trends 
(the “VSP” monitoring, also known as “fish in/fish out” monitoring) and the analytical methods that 
will be used to evaluate and report on the results of the monitoring over time.  The ISRP’s summary 
conclusions: 
 

CHaMP is an ambitious monitoring project that attempts to provide long-term habitat status and 
trend data needed to relate changes in fish populations to tributary habitat restoration actions 
over a large portion of anadromous salmonid habitat in the Columbia River Basin. It is an 
important companion to the ISEMP project, even though CHaMP and ISEMP sampling 
locations are not always the same. 

http://www.nwcouncil.org/library/isrp/isrp2010-44a.pdf�
http://www.nwcouncil.org/library/report.asp?docid=53�
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The ISRP was impressed by many aspects of the CHaMP sampling protocols. However, we 
note that consensus among major habitat monitoring organizations with respect to the most 
effective protocols for tracking habitat attributes and metrics has not yet occurred. We 
recommend that the CHaMP team continue its dialog with other monitoring groups to resolve 
differences in approaches and that consideration be given to designing rigorous field tests of 
various protocols. We also suggest that CHaMP devote additional attention to case-by-case 
inclusion of “nonstandard” metrics (e.g., agricultural chemicals) and to developing and testing 
methods of scaling up site-specific habitat conditions to watershed- and subbasin-scale 
indicators of habitat quality. The latter could be evaluated in a few pilot subbasins where both 
habitat and fish populations are well sampled. 
 
Additionally, simulations could be used to examine the properties and sensitivity of large-scale 
metrics of habitat change, as well as to compare and contrast the conclusions of CHaMP 
analytical tools (e.g., the SHIRAZ model) with other widely used habitat models such as EDT. 
The most pressing need, we feel, is to develop robust, accurate relationships between VSP 
parameters for target fish species and changes in habitat condition that are related to 
restoration, or continued habitat degradation, in CHaMP watersheds. 
 
We believe that some CHaMP protocols need additional refinement and testing, and therefore 
recommend that project partners focus initial activities on a subset of CHaMP watersheds at 
geographically diverse locations in the Columbia Basin where restoration is occurring and 
where both habitat and fish population monitoring are sufficiently developed so that CHaMP 
can build on existing strong RM&E efforts, such as in intensively monitored watersheds. The 
ISRP would like to review CHaMP after one to two years of data collection to see how field and 
data management protocols have been modified and how monitoring results are being 
incorporated into establishing restoration priorities. In addition, we would like to review the 
ISEMP “lessons learned” report when it is released. 

 
 The framework or architecture for the effort to monitor and evaluate the effectiveness of habitat 
actions has several different elements, defined and summarized in a number of places, including the 
Council’s draft MERR plan.  This need is to monitor and evaluate the effectiveness of actions in 
producing change at each step in the program’s assumed relationship between discrete habitat 
actions and the ultimate goal of improvements in the number and productivity of key fish 
populations: 
 

Habitat actions  ˃ 
 
 Impact of habitat actions over time in changing key habitat characteristics  ˃ 

 
 Impact of changed habitat characteristics over time on key life-stage fish 

population characteristics   ˃ 
 

 Impact of accumulated life-stage improvements on life-cycle population 
characteristics (greater adult abundance, productivity, diversity, population 
structure). 

 
The ISRP’s review conclusions neatly cover three of those key elements, distilled as follows:  
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 Monitoring of the status and trends in habitat characteristics.  The primary focus in the ISRP’s 
review has been on the CHaMP proposal to transform the way habitat characteristics are monitored.  
Key issues raised include the validity of the proposed monitoring protocols and sampling methods, 
and the scale of proposed implementation. 
 
 With regard to the monitoring protocols and sampling methods themselves, the ISRP usefully 
concluded that there is great value in development a consistent, standardized set of monitoring 
protocols and methods, and that the basic set proposed in CHaMP makes sense.  At the same time 
the ISRP raised a set of useful cautions, including that the choices not to monitor certain parameters 
might in the end mean valuable information is lacking, while some of the parameters chosen may 
prove to be less useful.  The ISRP recommended building flexibility into the protocols by field 
testing their value while also monitoring a few “non-standard” (in CHaMP terms) habitat 
parameters at certain places to evaluate their value.  The ISRP also recommended that the CHaMP 
personnel continue the dialogue with the other entities that monitor habitat characteristics -- such as 
the Forest Service’s PIBO effort (the PACFISH/INFISH Biological Opinion Effectiveness 
Monitoring Program) -- and be open to the possibilities of flexibility and adaptive management with 
regard to methods and chosen characteristics to monitor to synch these different efforts as much as 
possible.  
 
 As for the aggressive scale at which the federal agencies propose to begin implementation of the 
proposed CHaMP habitat monitoring effort, the ISRP had as many concerns as others have had.  
The Panel illuminated the potential problems, both at the practical scale (e.g., implementing the 
sampling effort as described is ambitious, and will likely need time, experience and tweaking to get 
right) and at the broader scale of whether this is precisely the right approach for monitoring and 
evaluating changes in habitat characteristics in relation to fish population improvements, given the 
many uncertainties and sheer novelty of the effort.  The ISRP also highlighted the need for “a 
broadly based buy-in” to the CHaMP effort if it is to be successful, including the development of 
methods for the effective transfer of information, technology and expertise.  And as described in the 
next section, the ISRP in particular saw a need to improve how the habitat monitoring would line up 
with salmonid population monitoring in the same basins.  And for these reasons the ISRP 
recommended an incremental or pilot approach, to reiterate: 
 

We believe that some CHaMP protocols need additional refinement and testing, and therefore 
recommend that project partners focus initial activities on a subset of CHaMP watersheds at 
geographically diverse locations in the Columbia Basin where restoration is occurring and 
where both habitat and fish population monitoring are sufficiently developed so that CHaMP 
can build on existing strong RM&E efforts, such as in intensively monitored watersheds. The 
ISRP would like to review CHaMP after one to two years of data collection to see how field and 
data management protocols have been modified and how monitoring results are being 
incorporated into establishing restoration priorities. 

 
 If an incremental or phased-in approach makes sense, it will be important to pick the right 
basins in which to initiate the work, and the right period of time to gather and review information 
before deciding on the next increment.  This will also mean developing a transition plan to phase 
out of separate habitat monitoring projects in certain basins as the coordinated CHaMP effort phases 
in. 
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 Monitoring of the status and trends of fish populations characteristics.  The ISRP emphasized 
both the need for and uncertainty about how well the habitat monitoring would be related to the 
monitoring of the status and trends in fish population characteristics.  This is needed ultimately to 
verify the value of using these habitat metrics and to evaluate the effectiveness of efforts to change 
habitat characteristics to achieve the desired population response.  The ISRP review conclusions on 
the need for further development of this linkage are: 
 

We are still not sure how habitat status and trend monitoring data will be related to (integrated 
with) status and trends of fish population data within CHaMP watersheds to evaluate the 
effectiveness of specific restoration strategies or general restoration effectiveness in a 
geographic area (e.g., are the co-managers in a given subbasin successful in restoring stream 
habitat in their area?). It was unclear which entity or entities will be responsible for conducting 
fish status and trends monitoring at CHaMP sites, what kinds of fish data would be collected 
(e.g., site/reach-specific abundance sampling or fish in- fish out), and what kinds of analytical 
methods will be used to relate fish status and trends to habitat status and trends. CHaMP 
indicated that fish population surveys are not being carried out simultaneously with the habitat 
measurements, although it was their hope that ISEMP and other cooperators would be able to 
provide fish demographic data that could be associated with the habitat surveys. The linkage 
between fish and habitat monitoring in CHaMP watersheds requires development.  
 
The ISRP understands that a primary objective of CHaMP is to track status and trends in 
stream habitat condition over large areas using a spatially balanced sampling approach and 
that this objective does not, by itself, require corresponding fish population data. However, the 
corollary objective of determining habitat restoration effectiveness does require fish 
demographic data in order to establish a causal link between habitat change and fish 
performance. Establishing this connection, we believe, is the primary purpose of intensively 
monitored watersheds. However, in those CHaMP watersheds where restoration actions are 
taking place, but which do not have experimentally controlled restoration treatments as in the 
IMWs, the ISRP feels that there is still great value in collecting both habitat and fish data at as 
many sites as possible in order to verify assumptions about relationships between habitat 
conditions and fish populations. 

 
ISRP, “Review of the Columbia Habitat Monitoring Program (CHaMP) Protocols,” ISRP 2011-
10, at 11. 

 
 The need to further develop the linkage between the habitat and population monitoring was one 
of the reasons the ISRP recommended initiating the CHaMP effort on an incremental or phased-in 
basis, to help develop and test those linkages, and then adapt or tweak the monitoring protocols if 
needed to make the links detectable, before implementing across the basin.  These conclusions also 
formed the core of the ISRP’s concern about the lack of development and selection of the analytical 
techniques to be used to evaluate the information obtained (the next topic).  And because it is not 
necessarily the responsibility of, or in the control of, the CHaMP project itself to develop the 
linkages to the VSP monitoring and the overarching analytical methods for evaluating habitat 
effectiveness, the ISRP recommended a comprehensive review of the entire framework or 
architecture after it is more fully developed. 
 
 Analytical techniques/models/methodologies to be used to evaluate the ultimate effectiveness in 
improving fish populations.  Related, the ISRP noted there is no “consensus” among the habitat 
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monitoring entities as to the correct analytical tools to evaluate the monitoring data and generate 
conclusions about the effectiveness of our efforts to change key habitat characteristics and obtain 
resulting improvements in life-cycle and life-stage population characteristics.  As the agencies 
develop and implement the incremental CHaMP effort, they need as well to put much more 
definition on the analytical or evaluation end of the habitat effectiveness m&e effort, as well as an 
explicit commitment to reporting results on a regular basis.  The ISRP recommended this be part of 
a subsequent ISRP review of the overarching habitat monitoring and evaluation framework after the 
further development called for by the ISRP and discussed here. 
 
 In the development and use of these analytical techniques, the Panel noted that “simulations 
could be used to examine the properties and sensitivity of large-scale metrics of habitat change, as 
well as to compare and contrast the conclusions of CHaMP analytical tools (e.g., the SHIRAZ 
model) with other widely used habitat models such as EDT.  And the Panel emphasized that “[t]he 
most pressing need, we feel, is to develop robust, accurate relationships between VSP parameters 
for target fish species and changes in habitat condition that are related to restoration, or continued 
habitat degradation, in CHaMP watersheds.”  The ISRP also emphasized that the agencies need to 
build into these analytical techniques some way to account for a set of possibly confounding factors 
that are not directly captured in the habitat and fish population monitoring, including food web 
factors; exposure to toxic compounds (ditto); out-of-basin effects of habitats downstream in the 
tributaries and then in the mainstem, estuary and ocean; and the presence of hatchery fish and non-
native species. 
 
 Project- or site-level action effectiveness.  Note that one important element in the overall 
architecture of habitat effectiveness has not been part of this review, except peripherally.  The 
habitat effectiveness monitoring and evaluation projects included in this review are focused on 
watershed- and population-scale efforts to monitor how habitat characteristics are changing and to 
relate those changes in some way to changes in life-stage and life-cycle population characteristics.  
Except for the research-heavy Intensively Monitored Watershed efforts, the projects reviewed here 
do not focus on monitoring whether particular actions are effective in changing targeted habitat 
characteristics or achieving a local population response.  That kind of work is often called “project-
scale or local-scale action effectiveness” or “project effectiveness.”  That is, did a habitat action 
(e.g., planting trees) result in the desired change in the local habitat characteristic(s) targeted (e.g., 
water temperature and sedimentation)? 
 
 Most of the “project effectiveness” habitat monitoring in the program, when it happens at all, 
currently takes place as part of the work elements of individual habitat projects.  These projects and 
work elements are not part of this review, but will be reviewed during the follow-on geographic 
review of habitat projects.  Discussions are also taking place about developing an umbrella 
approach to this particular type of monitoring, with an independent third party overseeing the 
monitoring and evaluation of project-scale effectiveness in a coordinated, consistent manner.  That 
umbrella proposal is not ready for review or recommendation in this RME/AP review, but the 
committee recommendation below will highlight the role of this type of monitoring in the overall 
habitat effectiveness framework, and our expectations for how this monitoring might take place in 
the future through such an umbrella. 
 
 Fish and Wildlife Committee recommendation:  The recommendation is based squarely in 
the ISRP review conclusions.  The Committee recommends the Council support, as did the ISRP, 
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the concept of a coordinated, standardized approach to monitoring habitat characteristics and 
evaluating the effects of changes in those characteristics.  We know the federal agencies are 
working, in the aftermath of the ISRP review and other comments and developments, to reshape the 
implementation plan for the CHaMP project (and possibly the related ISEMP research effort) and to 
make additional progress on the other elements of the habitat effectiveness monitoring and 
evaluation framework.  In the best example, at the Council’s Fish and Wildlife Committee meeting 
in Hood River, Oregon, on May 10, NOAA Fisheries staff presented at length on the 
“Implementation of the FCRPS BiOp Tributary Monitoring and Evaluation Framework.”  With 
some obvious differences (especially about the pace of the implementation of the CHaMP project), 
much of what NOAA presented is consistent with the principles recommended below by staff.  The 
Committee expects continued benefits from continued cooperation and communication between 
NOAA and the Council on this issue.  
 
The Committee recommends that the Council call for the federal agencies to follow or incorporate 
the following principles in this effort: 
 

• Revise the CHaMP project and implementation plan and further develop the other elements 
of the habitat monitoring and evaluation effort consistent with the ISRP’s review 
conclusions and do so in collaboration with the ISRP and the Council and its staff, as well 
as the basin’s other participants in habitat monitoring and evaluation.  This cannot be simply 
a federal agency effort imposed on the Fish and Wildlife Program, even as the Council is 
also sensitive to the federal agencies’ need to meet Biological Opinion requirements.  An 
overarching goal should be that what is developed and implemented is a cost-effective, 
standardized, independent, statistically valid approach for evaluating habitat effectiveness.  
Decisions regarding the implementation and sequencing of CHaMP should be driven 
primarily by how well the scientific review issues have been addressed and not by other 
considerations. 

 
• Implement the CHaMP project through an incremental approach, consistent with the ISRP’s 

review conclusions.  This means: 
 

o Begin by implementing the CHaMP project only in “a subset of CHaMP watersheds at 
geographically diverse locations in the Columbia Basin where restoration is occurring 
and where both habitat and fish population monitoring are sufficiently developed so that 
CHaMP can build on existing strong RM&E efforts, such as in intensively monitored 
watersheds.”  The federal agencies should consult with the Council and others before 
deciding in which basins to initiate the incremental effort.  The basins chosen should 
allow for the best opportunities to relate, align and integrate the habitat status and trend 
monitoring data with the monitoring of the status and trends of fish population 
characteristics.  If possible, the chosen basins should also provide good opportunities for 
exploring how to coordinate the CHaMP approach with the existing habitat monitoring 
efforts of other entities. 

 
o Implement the monitoring protocols in the subset of the basins in such a way as to: 
 flexibly and rigorously field-test the proposed sampling methods and the 

appropriateness or value of the habitat characteristics chosen for monitoring; 
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 include some monitoring of “non-standard” (in CHaMP terms) metrics and methods 
to evaluate their value; 

 continue the dialog with other monitoring groups to resolve as much as possible the 
differences in approaches to habitat monitoring, including the use of side-by-side 
field comparisons of various protocols as part of the pilot effort; 

 develop and assess the relation of the habitat monitoring to the fish status and trend 
monitoring in the same basin; 

 as part of developing and assessing the pilot basin approach, develop and test 
methods of scaling up site-specific habitat conditions to watershed- and subbasin-
scale indicators of habitat quality; 

 explore whether monitoring more sites less intensively may be more valuable than 
monitoring fewer sites more intensively; 

 develop to a satisfactory level the methods for the transfer of information, 
technology and expertise to the people and entities participating in CHaMP; and 

 clearly identify the roles for the various cooperators in the CHaMP effort (e.g., data 
collection only, responsible for producing analysis of the monitoring effort either 
separately or as part of a collective effort, etc.) 

 
o The CHaMP project sponsors, working with their agency partners, should develop a 

“lessons learned” report based on the experience in the pilot subbasins that includes any 
proposed revisions to the protocols and methods based on what has been learned; a 
review of how well the habitat and the population monitoring has been linked or 
integrated; and any proposals to ramp up the implementation of CHaMP.  The ISRP and 
then the Council should review this report and the proposals for future work favorably 
before the federal agencies ramp up the implementation of CHaMP into other basins.  
Decisions on whether to continue or ramp up implementation of the CHaMP monitoring 
effort will also depend on progress made in developing and reviewing the other elements 
of the habitat effectiveness framework (see below). 

 
o As the federal agencies implement the CHaMP project in an incremental fashion, 

Bonneville should work with the Council, NOAA and other participants on a transition 
plan as to how to implement and/or phase out separate projects involved in the 
monitoring and evaluation of habitat characteristics.  Projects involved in the monitoring 
of fish population status and trends should, as a general matter, be implemented for the 
time being, with the possibility of reshaping those projects as needed upon further 
experience with the implementation of CHaMP and its relation to fish population 
monitoring. 

 
o During the initial pilot phase, Bonneville and NOAA Fisheries will meet at least 

quarterly with the Council’s Fish and Wildlife Committee to report on progress with 
field testing monitoring protocols, techniques and methodologies as implementation in 
the pilot subbasins is carried out. 
 

 
• Within one year, NOAA and Bonneville, working with other relevant participants, should 

further develop the analytical, evaluation and reporting elements of the habitat effectiveness 
monitoring and evaluation effort to accompany the CHaMP monitoring, consistent with the 
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ISRP’s review conclusions.  The agencies should then produce a clear statement about those 
elements for the ISRP and Council to review.  The statement should include: 

 
o A description of the analytical methods and models to be used to evaluate the monitoring 

data relevant to habitat effectiveness and how these methods and models will be used so 
as to incorporate or respond to the ISRP’s review conclusions.  Include an evaluation of 
how the different models and methodologies compare, such as SHIRAZ and EDT and 
the use of expert panels, and how the output of these methods and models will be used in 
further decisions on the implementation of habitat actions. 

 
o Explain how, within these analytical methods and models, the habitat status and trend 

monitoring data will be related to and integrated with the status and trends of fish 
population data in order to evaluate the effectiveness of specific restoration strategies or 
general restoration effectiveness in a geographic area.  Explain how the analysis will 
develop robust, accurate relationships between the VSP parameters for target fish 
species and changes in habitat condition that are related to restoration, or continued 
habitat degradation, in the CHaMP watersheds. 

 
o Explain how the results of the ISEMP Intensively Monitored Watershed research efforts 

will be integrated into this analysis.  Consider whether and to what extent it is important 
to continue the distinct IMW effort and at what scale. 

 
o Explain how the evaluation results will be regularly and publicly reported and used to 

guide decisions on the implementation of habitat actions in the future. 
 
o During the development phase, Bonneville and NOAA Fisheries will meet at least 

quarterly with the Council’s Fish and Wildlife Committee to report on progress with 
developing the analytical, evaluation and reporting elements of the CHaMP monitoring 
protocols. 

 
• All projects involved in this review that are part of the overall habitat effectiveness 

monitoring and evaluation effort will receive implementation recommendations consistent 
with these principles, allowing for significant reshaping of the projects as the elements are 
better developed and reviewed.  The Council expects the main focus of any reshaping to be 
primarily on CHaMP and other habitat monitoring projects.   

 
• With regard to the monitoring and evaluation of how effective specific habitat projects are at 

obtaining and sustaining targeted changes in habitat characteristics (project effectiveness):  
Within the year Bonneville and its partners should develop for ISRP review a proposal to 
transform that effort away from monitoring work elements on individual projects into a cost-
effective, independent third-party, standardized, and statistically valid method for evaluating 
project-level effectiveness.  This transformation should be ready in time for the geographic 
review of habitat actions.  Also, the development and review of analytical methods and 
models called for above should include consideration of how to use information on project 
or site-level effectiveness in the overall evaluation of the effectiveness of our collective 



Research, Monitoring and Evaluation and Artificial Production Project Review 
Decision document June 2011 

 

20 

habitat work in realizing improvements in habitat and fish characteristics at the population 
and watershed level. 

 
 
3. Monitoring and evaluating the effectiveness of habitat actions in the estuary 
 
 Issue:  The estuary presents a particular version of the habitat effectiveness issue identified just 
above.  The 2009 Fish and Wildlife Program and the 2008 FCRPS Biological Opinion significantly 
increased attention on the potential for salmon and steelhead survival gains in the lower Columbia 
River and the estuary.  Project implementation and funding levels have correspondingly increased, 
both for habitat actions and for assessment and monitoring and evaluation elements.  But along with 
the growing attention to the needs in the estuary there appears to be a lack of coordination and 
communication among different activities, especially a lack of a sufficiently developed framework 
for linking actions and effectiveness monitoring and evaluation. 
 
 The RME review includes two projects devoted to or focused on estuary research, monitoring 
and evaluation.  Meanwhile, the Corps of Engineers is funding and implementing research, 
monitoring and evaluation activities in the estuary and lower Columbia River as well, and 
Bonneville staff report that in discussions among the Action Agencies, the Corps of Engineers has 
been assigned the ultimate responsibility for evaluating action effectiveness in the estuary.  In 
addition, in 2009, Bonneville implemented RPA 37 of the FCRPS BiOp by forming an Expert 
Regional Technical Group (ERTG) for the estuary.  The purpose of the ERTG is to provide 
technical support to the Action Agencies on estimated survival benefits from habitat actions in the 
estuary, to help inform the selection of habitat restoration activities in the estuary and lower 
Columbia River.  A related initiative is the Integrated Status and Trends Monitoring (ISTM) 
program.  This is a demonstration effort under PNAMP, focusing on developing monitoring 
processes and tools in the estuary.  There are multiple entities involved in this effort including 
ODFW, WDFW and the US Geological Survey (USGS). 
 
 The various activities and participants may each make sense in concept.  But better coordination 
of the work and an overarching synthesis of the action effectiveness monitoring and evaluation to 
the habitat actions are needed if the activities in the estuary are going to be conducted in a 
scientifically sound, efficient and collaborative manner.  One illustration of the problem:  Program 
implementation includes two habitat projects to address the Biological Opinion habitat needs 
(CREST Estuary Habitat Restoration (2010-004-00) and Columbia Land Trust Estuarine 
Restoration (2010-073-00)).  Both received unfavorable reviews in 2010 from the ISRP.  The Panel 
recognized the importance of these projects for the BiOp’s habitat restoration effort in the estuary.  
Yet it was completely unclear to the ISRP how these two projects actually fit into an overarching 
approach to the estuary linking habitat restoration actions to limiting factors and management 
decisions to monitoring and evaluation activities. 
 
 What happened to those two projects is thus symptomatic of the larger issue -- the lack of a 
clear synthesis or framework in the estuary linking habitat restoration actions to monitoring efforts 
to action effectiveness evaluations.  Part of the issue may lie in the division of responsibility.  As 
noted above, Bonneville informed the Council that the Corps and Bonneville have divided the 
estuary responsibilities such that Bonneville has assumed responsibility for a significant portion of 
the habitat restoration actions and status and trend monitoring, while the Corps of Engineers 
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assumed responsibility for action effectiveness monitoring and evaluation.  This may work, but only 
if there is an overarching synthesis of the habitat effectiveness monitoring and evaluation effort in 
the estuary to connect the elements.  Some important elements of a synthesis are being developed 
(for example, the Corps of Engineers just posted a draft report titled “Evaluation of Cumulative 
Ecosystem Response to Restoration Projects in the Lower Columbia River and Estuary”).  Still 
further integration of the various elements is necessary to develop a useful comprehensive 
framework for the estuary.  The Committee believes the Council’s RME/AP review can be useful in 
prompting the responsible entities o develop an estuary-wide synthesis report as described here, for 
ISAB or ISRP review. 
 
 Fish and Wildlife Committee recommendation:  The Committee recommends that the 
Council call for the responsible entities to complete an estuary-wide synthesis prior to the initiation 
of the review of habitat actions.  Discussions are still occurring with the staff of Bonneville, the 
Corps of Engineers and others as to the precise contours of this synthesis report.  But it should be a 
synthesis that will summarize the research and monitoring that has occurred or is occurring in the 
estuary, and how that information will be evaluated, and by what methods and on what reporting 
schedule, and then used to inform management decisions and priorities for restoration.  This is 
necessary if the on-the ground work in the estuary (such as the CREST and CLT projects) is ever to 
achieve satisfactory scientific reviews and continue with minimal disruption.  The synthesis should 
also assess whether protocols used for the collection of information are standardized or compatible 
throughout the estuary, and should assess levels of uncertainty and risk in the conclusions drawn.  
The synthesis report should inform the further development of the research, monitoring and 
evaluation implementation strategies to accompany the Council’s draft Monitoring, Evaluation, 
Research and Reporting (MERR) Plan. 
 
 Among other elements, this synthesis report should also explain more clearly the role of the one 
estuary monitoring project reviewed as part of this RME/AP review, the Lower Columbia River 
Estuary Partnership’s Ecosystem Monitoring project.  The ISRP and staff review of that specific 
project further highlighted the need for a synthesis of the information collected under the project 
and how it will be used to evaluate actions.  The project should be contracted in such a way that it 
may be revisited and reshaped if and when needed to reflect the progress made through the 
development of the estuary-wide synthesis described above.  See the recommendations and 
comments for that project for additional information. 
 
 
4.  Monitoring and evaluating the effectiveness and effects of artificial production actions 
 
 Issue:  The artificial production portion of the category review includes (a) projects that involve 
the planning, development, operation and maintenance of artificial production activities funded 
under the Council’s Fish and Wildlife Program; (b) separate projects that direct the monitoring and 
evaluation of these production initiatives; and (c) a set of research, monitoring, evaluation and 
coordination projects aimed more generally at investigating the effectiveness and effects of artificial 
production.  The Independent Scientific Review Panel favorably reviewed the projects in the 
category, finding them largely well designed with the ability to report data important to the 
implementation of regional artificial production goals and objectives.  This is due in large part to the 
number of times many of these projects have been reviewed and improved in the past, upon which 
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significant production commitments have been made under the Fish and Wildlife Program, 
Columbia Fish Accords, and the U.S. v. Oregon agreements and analyses. 
 
 Even so, the review by the ISRP and by the Council staff, and the continued stream of 
information about production that comes the Council’s way, continues to highlight critical issues 
and uncertainties with production.  The key question that continues to be asked of the production 
efforts in the basin, both funded under the Program and otherwise, is whether the production of 
hatchery-origin fish is or might be having unacceptably adverse effects on the fitness of natural-
origin fish, adverse effects that might overwhelm whatever are the benefits of the artificial 
production.  There is still uncertainty and contention around this question, as well as a body of 
hatchery reform recommendations, such as the HSRG report and the work of the Ad Hoc 
Supplementation Workgroup intended to reduce that risk and uncertainty through recommendations 
that might be applied more aggressively in certain cases.  It is thus not clear whether the production 
effort under the Fish and Wildlife Program, individually and collectively, is designed and 
coordinated sufficiently (within the program and with production activities funded outside the 
program) to be able to evaluate this relationship to the extent we need to and, especially, to then be 
able to implement hatchery reform measures to improve and protect natural-origin fish when a 
potential problem is identified. 
 
 The lack of a regionally coordinated umbrella for the ongoing collection of monitoring 
information and the evaluation and reporting of conclusions on hatchery effects and effectiveness 
thus remains a concern.  The multi-agency Anadromous Salmonid Monitoring Strategy (ASMS) 
helps, but it is not itself the vehicle for the coordinated accumulation and evaluation of the relevant 
data on production.  However, the RME/AP review does contain one newly defined 
Bonneville/NOAA project aimed precisely at this need, consistent with the ASMS -- the Columbia 
River Hatchery Effects Evaluation Team (CRHEET).  Unfortunately, the CRHEET project is still 
under development, and not enough is known yet of the details to be able to assess whether and how 
it will serve the need.  The federal agencies sponsoring the project are deferring the beginning of the 
CRHEET project until the next fiscal year, giving the Council and others time to participate in the 
effort to work out the project details in the right way. 
 
 Council recommendation: The Council, as part of its decisions in this RME/AP review, 
recommends that the federal agencies incorporate the following principles when designing and 
implementing an umbrella approach to the monitoring and evaluation of artificial production 
effectiveness and effects: 
 

• The technical workgroup or team established for this purpose be truly a multi-agency team 
drawn from the federal, state and tribal agencies and Council staff, with a few unaffiliated 
members as well.   

 
• Avoid another general review of the problems and benefits of artificial production, nor 

another separate effort to evaluate all individual production activities and programs. We 
have many such reviews, guidelines, recommendations, and experiences to draw from over 
the last 15 years, including most recently the work of the Hatchery Scientific Review 
Group (HSRG). We also have a plethora of ongoing processes in which to bring this 
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information to bear, including project reviews, step review planning, and hatchery 
consultations under the Endangered Species Act. 

 
• The Team should build on previous efforts to further the monitoring and evaluation of 

hatchery effects and effectiveness.  This includes the “Recommendations for Broad Scale 
Monitoring to Evaluate the Effects of Hatchery Supplementation on the Fitness of Natural 
Salmon and Steelhead Populations - Final Draft Report” from the Ad Hoc Supplementation 
Monitoring and Evaluation Workgroup (AHSWG 2008); the HSRG’s recommended 
metrics; the ISRP’s Metrics Review (ISRP 2008-7); and the joint report of the ISRP and 
ISAB on the Monitoring and Evaluation of Supplementation Projects (ISRP/ISAB 2005-
15). 

 
• The Team should develop a standard set of reporting metrics for the monitoring and data 

collection efforts, necessary for any overall or comparative evaluation of hatchery 
effectiveness and effects as a main focus of the umbrella effort. These metrics should 
include: 

 
o PNI values (proportionate natural influence on a composite hatchery-/natural-origin 

population) 
o HOB and NOB values (number of hatchery-origin fish and natural-origin fish used 

as hatchery broodstock) and pNOB values (proportion of hatchery broodstock 
composed of natural-origin fish) 

o HOS and NOS values (number of hatchery-origin fish and natural-origin fish 
spawning naturally) and pHOS values (proportion of natural spawners composed of 
hatchery-origin fish) 

o HORs and NORs values (number of hatchery-origin recruits and natural-origin 
recruits) 

o stray rates 
o carrying capacity in areas affected by production releases and returns (ultimately 

information will also need to be developed and integrated on carrying capacity for 
juveniles in mainstem migration corridors and the estuary) 

o life history characteristics and genetic diversity for naturally spawning populations 
from both production and non-production reference streams 

o comparative productivity, abundance, diversity and fitness measures for naturally 
spawning populations from both production and non-production reference streams 

o comparative timing of returns of hatchery-origin and natural-origin fish 
 

• The Team should also establish or identify a readily accessible means by which to share the 
data reported on these metrics, to facilitate assessments at level above individual production 
activities. 

 
• The Team should then work with management and policy representatives across the 

agencies in the Pacific Northwest to make sure these metrics are consistently used, reported 
on and evaluated in whatever review process is underway.  This includes project reviews, 
“three-step” reviews or similar reviews of proposals for new production, hatchery 
consultations, decisions on research priorities relating to production, and broad-scale 
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program planning decisions that include issues of production policy.  Further, management 
and policy representatives across the agencies in the Pacific Northwest should make sure 
that any proposed changes to current hatchery production and associated infrastructure, 
such as new or upgrades to production or weirs, should be reported to the team so that these 
changes can be taken into account in the basinwide effort to assess hatchery effects and 
effectiveness. 

 
• In a second main focus for this effort, the Team should be clear about what analytical 

techniques it will use or suggest be used to evaluate this information, as well as any large-
scale experimental designs that the team recommends as necessary to address critical 
uncertainties.  The team should also develop and recommend a clear approach for how the 
evaluation results should be regularly reported and used to guide production reform and 
improvement activities. 

 
• In consultation with the Council and others in the region, the Team should develop and 

recommend a set of criteria to help prioritize research questions, including efforts to assess 
relative reproductive success. 

 
• The Team should annually report its progress on the tasks it undertakes.  This should 

include progress on the use and reporting of the standardized metrics. As the team develops 
and implement its approach for evaluating hatchery effects and effectiveness, the report 
should also include recommendations regarding infrastructure and other needs to assure 
that data on these metrics can be collected and shared efficiently. The annual report should 
also assess ongoing production reform activities and the extent to which the team’s 
activities are having a practical effect. 

 
• The Team should also regularly report -- perhaps every three to five years -- on the 

analytical results of the monitoring, data collection, research, evaluation and production 
reform activities, including an assessment of the extent to which the results and the way the 
results are being used are narrowing the uncertainties and reducing risks. 

 
 On this basis, the Council also recommends implementation of the projects relating to artificial 
production as proposed and reviewed as part of the decision on the “A list” of projects.  All of the 
artificial production projects on the “A list” that involve research, monitoring and evaluation should 
be contracted in such a way that the Council may revisit and recommend revisions to a project if 
and when needed to reflect the progress made through the umbrella approach as described above.  
As such, the projects within this group carry the following implementation condition: 
“Implementation subject to regional hatchery effects evaluation process described in programmatic 
recommendation no. 4.”  
 
 
5.  Research projects relating to the ocean 
 
 Issue:  The RME review included three research projects totaling $5 million per year studying 
the survival of salmon and steelhead in the ocean.  Each project has its particular merits and issues, 
addressed by recommendations and comments associated with the project.  But the ISRP report and 
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staff review have raised broader issues about the ocean research, including the lack of any 
overarching plan for the ocean research and a lack of coordination among the projects, and a lack of 
coordination with the projects in the estuary also attempting to estimate juvenile salmon mortality.  
It is also not clear how the projects collectively are addressing the ocean strategies in the 2009 Fish 
and Wildlife Program and thus how the information to be gained will help us distinguish the effects 
of ocean conditions from other effects and help us manage in freshwater for variable ocean 
conditions. 
 
 After noting the lack of coordination and synthesis, the ISRP (in its programmatic comments) 
suggested the possibility of a Bonneville/NOAA sponsored forum on the effects of ocean and 
climate conditions on Columbia fish and wildlife.  Substantive topics needing more consideration 
included an inquiry into life history and density dependence matters, the possible development of 
simulations and predictive models to vary harvest or hatchery releases, and in general a better 
coordinated effort to understand how ocean conditions affect growth, survival and ocean 
distribution of anadromous fish.  These considerations and the project-specific reviews help inform 
the Council how best to continue research in the ocean under the program. 
 
 Fish and Wildlife Committee recommendation: The Committee recommends that the Council 
call for the project sponsors involved to complete jointly a comprehensive synthesis report on the 
ocean research.  The synthesis report should be responsive to the program’s strategies, the ISRP’s 
comments, and the points noted here in the description of the programmatic issue.  The synthesis 
should detail what has been learned, what is being investigated, what conclusions can be drawn 
now, and the expected time frame for the research to yield further conclusions.  The synthesis report 
should include consideration of potential salmon management implications, and if possible 
recommendations for management based on the information collected and evaluated.  The report 
should also describe how the disparate research projects will be coordinated from here on, and how 
data collection will be standardized and data made widely accessible.  The report should also take 
into account related ocean research conducted by others not funded under the program, including an 
assessment of what opportunities we have to draw information and conclusions useful for the 
program from that other research. 
 
 Under this scenario, the Council would recommend funding for those ocean research projects 
that continue for one year through FY 2012 to complete the synthesis report and to allow for 
subsequent ISRP review and a Council recommendation on future implementation and funding.  
The project sponsors have already begun working on the synthesis, in the hopes of completing it 
near the end of 2011.  Even if the synthesis report is completed in 2011, it likely will still be 
necessary to continue the projects into 2012, during which time the ISRP will review the report and 
the Council will consider future funding for ocean research projects.  If the scope of work and 
budgets for the projects need to be reworked to accommodate the production of the synthesis report, 
Bonneville should see to that.  The Council and Bonneville will decide on additional funding for 
these projects in out years depending on the production and review of the synthesis report, and then 
on how the project sponsors propose to re-shape the research projects consistent with the 
recommendation here and the outcome of the synthesis report review. 
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6.  Research projects in general 
 
 Issue:  Research projects can help to resolve critical uncertainties concerning regional efforts to 
protect, mitigate and enhance fish and wildlife populations.  The development, evaluation and 
testing of specific hypotheses can shape the Council’s work to be more effective and responsive to 
gains in scientific understanding.  Results from research can drive improvements in planning and 
implementation and regional dialogue that expands the opportunity to collaborate and learn from 
each other by improving timely access to information.  Related to the first programmatic issue 
described above about project and program results, the implementation and review of the program 
by Bonneville and the Council could be improved by a more formal structure for designing, 
implementing and reporting of the results of research projects. 
 
The RME review includes a number of research projects (approximately 30) across the spectrum of 
the Fish and Wildlife Program.  Some are pure research; some are projects that mix research 
elements with other aspects of monitoring, evaluation, assessment, or on-the-ground actions.  The 
ISRP and then the Council have worked in this review to assess whether individual research 
projects have an appropriate study design that clearly states the hypotheses or premises being 
investigated, the reason the research should be considered a priority by addressing critical 
uncertainties important to management decisions under the program, the methods and timelines for 
the research, and a definite terminus date for the research.  Ongoing research must be reporting 
results and progress.  The comments and conditions associated with individual research projects 
will highlight these factors, include whether these elements are missing and need further definition. 
 
 Fish and Wildlife Committee recommendation:  The Committee recommends that all 
research projects receive no more than three-year funding recommendations.  Out-year funding will 
be dependent on ISRP and Council review of the reports of research results and a proposal for 
further work. 
 
More generally, the Council recommends that Bonneville, working with the Council and other 
program participants, identify, organize and track all research projects as part of an overall research 
effort.  When projects include both research and monitoring and evaluation elements, the research 
components should be tracked as part of these coordinated research efforts.  All research projects 
should initially report basic information, followed by an annual status report that can be used to 
track the accomplishments of projects.  Information to be reported by research projects should 
include the following: 
 

Initially Report: 
• An accounting of past hypotheses tested, conclusions reached, and benefits for fish and 

wildlife;  

• A clearly defined hypothesis to be tested that links to a critical uncertainty; description of 
scientific methods and statistical analyses; a timeline for producing results including 
milestones and end dates. 
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Annually Report (including final report): 
 

• Electronic progress reports including any results, conclusions, benefits for fish and wildlife, 
and a link to any publications resulting from the work. 

 
 How to evaluate from a programmatic perspective what research is a priority under the Program 
is also becoming an issue.  The Council approved a Research Plan in 2006.  The RME/AP review 
indicates that the plan may be out of date in certain particulars, and the plan’s statements about 
research priorities may be too broad in certain cases to provide much guidance in shaping priorities.  
Other plans and programs are also a source of research priorities, especially the FCRPS Biological 
Opinion and the Corps of Engineers’ research efforts, and the disparate efforts are not sufficiently 
coordinated.  The Council and staff have already been discussing the need for review and possible 
revision of the Research Plan before the next program amendment process, coordinated with and 
tiered off of the effort to develop a comprehensive Monitoring, Evaluation, Research and Reporting 
(MERR) Plan.  Consistent with that idea, committee recommends here that the Council, in the next 
two years, undertake a thorough review and revision of the Research Plan, yielding a much more 
rigorous set of priorities for research to guide future project reviews.  The Council will consult with 
Bonneville, NOAA, the Corps, the other federal agencies, and the relevant state agencies and tribes 
in this review. 
 
 
7.  White sturgeon 
 
 Issue:  White sturgeon were historically highly migratory throughout the Columbia Basin and 
ranged freely between freshwater and marine environments.1

 

  Dam construction has fragmented the 
historical population into a series of subpopulations to which the marine environment is no longer 
available.  Most impounded populations are recruitment-limited due to a lack of suitable spawning 
habitat or flow conditions suitable to produce significant recruitment in the available habitat.  The 
primary spawning population with annual recruitment occurs below Bonneville where better flow 
and habitat conditions exist.  These populations still have access to the estuary and ocean.  Other 
factors significantly affecting sturgeon populations in the lower river include harvest and increasing 
sea lion predation. 

 The RME/AP review included four white sturgeon projects in the lower river (that is, from the 
mouth of the Columbia upstream to Priest Rapids on the Mainstem and up to Lower Granite Dam in 
the Snake River).  These projects collectively include research, monitoring, evaluation and 
supplementation elements.  Current project funding is focused on periodic population status 
assessment monitoring, recruitment indexing in relation to flow and hydropower operations, fishery 
management to optimize production of impounded populations in the reservoirs, and evaluations of 
the appropriateness and feasibility of hatchery mitigation in the Federal Columbia River Power 
System portions of the mid-Columbia and lower Snake River reservoirs.   
 
 The ISRP’s review of the specific projects was favorable, albeit with comments about certain 
elements and activities.  These project-specific matters are addressed in the projects comments (see 

                                                 
1 Though sturgeon were historically migratory, they are current treated in the program as “resident fish.” 
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Part 3).  Yet the ISRP, looking at the collective effort in light of the current condition of sturgeon 
and of sturgeon knowledge, had several significant programmatic concerns, which the ISRP 
summarized as: 
 
1. An effective basinwide management plan for white sturgeon is lacking and is the most 

important need for planning future research and restoration. 
2.  Specific factors affecting recruitment of white sturgeon are poorly understood. 
3.  The importance of the estuary and ocean in sturgeon production below Bonneville Dam is 

poorly understood. 
4.  The productivity of pools above Bonneville Dam for sturgeon is poorly understood. 
5.  Consideration of adaptive management approaches should include a review of harvest 

regulations with the intent of facilitating the efficient, low cost acquisition of creel data needed 
for stock assessment. 

 
 The staff concurs with these comments.  We would add concerns about the progress on efforts 
to address mainstem dam passage issues.  The Mainstem Plan in the 2009 Fish and Wildlife 
Program calls specifically for studies that evaluate effects and mortality with respect to dam 
passage.  It also calls for an evaluation of the importance of connectivity among populations; 
assessment of population isolations and evaluation of the feasibility of mitigation, and that this work 
should occur prior to investing in additional supplementation efforts.  
 
 Fish and Wildlife Committee recommendation:   
 

1. Develop a comprehensive management plan for white sturgeon through a collaborative 
effort involving currently funded projects. 

 
 Two of the four projects are specifically tasked with leading or assisting with the comprehensive 
management plan.  The focus of these two projects would need to be expanded to also include the 
area downstream from Bonneville Dam.  Complete the comprehensive management plan for review 
by June 2012. 
 

Columbia River Inter-Tribal Fish Commission, Project 2007-155-00.  Include in the project 
contract in Objective 1 to: 

Complete, in conjunction with regional, tribal, state, and federal management entities, a 
collaborative and comprehensive strategic plan for sturgeon conservation, restoration and 
management to include specific objectives, strategies, actions, milestones and schedules for 
habitat protection and restoration, natural production, hatchery production, fishery 
management, research, monitoring, and evaluation. 

 
Yakama Nation, Project 2008-455-00.  Include in the project contract in Objective #1 to: 

Assist in the development of a recovery, research and monitoring strategy, and hatchery 
Master Plan for depleted sturgeon populations in FCRPS portions of the mid-Columbia 
(below Priest Rapids Hydroelectric Project) and lower Snake rivers. 

 
 This management plan effort is outside of the current scope and intent of the third sturgeon 
project in this review, Project #1986-050-00.  However the sponsors of that project recognize the 
importance of this comprehensive management plan and are in agreement to collaborate on this 
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effort and to work with the Council on the plan.  The fourth and final project, the Columbia River 
Inter-Tribal Fish Commission’s sturgeon genetics project (2008-504-00) is linked to Project 2007-
115-00 above, and will provide information to be incorporated into the management plan. 
 
 Subject to revision as discussions continue before the conclusion of this review, the 
comprehensive management plan should include: 
 

• A description of what we know and do not know about sturgeon life history, status, limiting 
factors, and current and past programs and activities.  The plan should also describe results 
and conclusions from past work and the extent to which both previous and future work has 
or will benefit sturgeon and other fish and wildlife.  Within the planning area from the 
mouth of the Columbia upstream to Priest Rapids on the mainstem and up to Lower Granite 
Dam on the Snake River, this comprehensive management plan should describe for sturgeon 
a comprehensive and integrated vision, goals, critical uncertainties and risks related to 
uncertainties, research needs, strategies, and related provisions.  The plan should also 
include summary information for sturgeon areas above Priest Rapids and Lower Granite. 

 
• Area-specific sections or chapters that identify conservation, mitigation, management and 

research objectives, strategies, actions and schedules for different portions of the basin.  
 

• Guidance for subsequent implementation work plans, schedules and agreements must be 
incorporated into the comprehensive management plan.  

 
All of the sturgeon projects should then receive a project-specific recommendation as follows:  

The Council would recommend implementation for each sturgeon project with relevant conditions 
though FY 2012.  Funding in FY 2013 would be dependent on outcome and review of the plan to 
reflect the need to implement the highest-priority actions. 
 

2. Conduct a regional workshop on sturgeon passage. 
 
 In programmatic comments on the white sturgeon projects, the ISRP called for an evaluation of 
mainstem passage.  The Council will work with Bonneville, the Corps of Engineers, and the fish 
and wildlife managers to conduct a sturgeon passage workshop.  The workshop should explore and 
describe the current state of knowledge for passage of sturgeon with a focus on the Columbia River 
Basin.  The purpose of the workshop would be to:  

• Review sturgeon passage projects in other areas -- regionally, nationally and internationally; 
• Define and characterize or quantify anticipated risks and benefits of passage among 

reservoirs; 
• Identify opportunities and constraints to implementing white sturgeon passage 

improvements among lower mainstem dams;  
• Identify critical unknowns and potential assessments to address them; 
• Consider experimental and adaptive approaches for implementing changes; and 
• Identify monitoring needed to assess passage effectiveness. 

 
 The workshop should solicit broad participation from individuals with expertise in Columbia 
River salmonid passage as well as those with expertise in passage of other sturgeon species.  (Note 
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that the 4th Annual North American Sturgeon and Paddlefish Conference will take place July 11-14, 
2011, at Vancouver Island University, in Nanaimo British Columbia, a potentially good venue for 
encouraging participation by sturgeon experts from outside the Columbia Basin.  This topic might 
also be included in the next of the Boardman series of sturgeon planning workshops in Winter 
2011-12.) 
 
 
8.  Lamprey 
 
 Issue:  The RME/AP review included a set of six projects targeted at lamprey that total nearly 
$2 million per year.  The Corps of Engineers is also funding and implementing five lamprey dam 
passage-related projects at up to $5 million annually as a commitment under the Columbia Fish 
Accords (not reviewed here). The goals and objectives associated with this group of projects focus 
on determining the status of lamprey populations in different locations and on identifying and 
addressing the factors that are limiting lamprey survival and productivity.   
 
 The ISRP recognized the progress being made through these projects at learning more about the 
little-known Pacific lamprey, a key anadromous species from a tribal cultural point of view and also 
possibly an important species for bringing marine-derived nutrients to tributary ecosystems.  
However, the ISRP is also concerned about the lack of an overall synthesis of results from all the 
lamprey restoration projects in the basin.  Given that some of assessment work began more than a 
decade ago, the ISRP believes that a summary of results should be available and is required to guide 
future lamprey restoration efforts.  The ISRP identified a set of questions that should be addressed 
in such a synthesis report (ISRP 2010-44A, at 20).  On the other hand the sponsors of these projects 
are largely focused on particular subbasins, and a Columbia or Pacific coast-wide synthesis is not 
within the scope of their work. 
 
 Thus, the key programmatic issue regarding lamprey is whether these efforts are or can be 
sufficiently coordinated in a way to allow for the information generated by the individual projects to 
be gathered, analyzed and synthesized in a more comprehensive basinwide approach.  The goal 
would be to have a comprehensive implementation and monitoring program that reports and 
analyzes results, addresses the critical data gaps for lamprey, and makes sure that information and 
results and analyses are being shared among sponsors to support coordinated adaptive management 
of the lamprey restoration effort. 
 
 Fish and Wildlife Committee recommendation:  The Council call for the development of a 
synthesis report on the lamprey efforts under the program as described above, addressing the issues 
and questions raised by the ISRP in its December 2010 programmatic comments.  The Committee 
concurs with the ISRP suggestion that the inter-agency Columbia River Basin Lamprey Technical 
Working Group is the likely gathering of experts to produce a basinwide synthesis.  The synthesis 
should summarize results and develop conclusions on the data gathered so far about the status and 
trends of lamprey populations, limiting factors, and critical uncertainties and risks.  The report 
should also prioritize actions based on these conclusions.  Critical questions to analyze include the 
value of tributary habitat projects in helping to improve lamprey returns, whether mainstem dam 
passage is the key limiting factor, and the relative role of other factors such as ocean conditions and 
toxic contaminants. 
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 Staff understands that the Lamprey Technical Working Group believes that they have much of 
what the ISRP is looking for in a synthesis report.  The Working Group is exploring with their 
members when and how to complete the report, potentially aiming for completion before the end of 
2011.  None of the projects thus far needs to be modified to complete this report, and all members 
seem committed to developing the synthesis.  The Working Group includes most of the lamprey 
experts in the region, even beyond those involved in projects funded through the program. 
 
 The ISRP should review the synthesis once it is complete.  The staff has drafted project-specific 
recommendations that would call for implementation of the lamprey projects beyond FY 2012 to be 
subject to the conclusions that arise out of a review of the synthesis report by the ISRP and the 
Council and any proposed reshaping of the work based on that report.  Staff met with the Working 
Group on May 3 and confirmed this path forward.   
 
 
9.  Coded-wire tags 
 
 Issue:  The Council’s has had concerns over Bonneville funding of coded-wire tags for more 
than a decade.  In 1997 the Council expressed concerns about a proposal for Bonneville to spend 
nearly $3 million per year on coded-wire tags, concluding that “Tagging throughout the basin and 
coastwide has primarily benefited the states’ harvest regulation activities.  This is not an area of 
Power Act/Council concern or authority…  … The issue is whether the level of Bonneville funding 
for coded wire tagging is out of proportion with what could be considered Bonneville’s “fair share” 
of the coded wire tagging program, whether that share is based on the proportional number of fish 
from direct program-funded hatcheries that must be tagged or on the amount of information 
gleaned from the tags that is relevant to the Council’s program.” 
 
 At that time the Council called on Bonneville to consult with the coded-wire tag participants and 
other agencies to realign program funding.  This happened to some extent, and Bonneville 
investments in coded-wire tags dropped to some extent (e.g., even below $2 million in 2008 
actuals).  But the issue has never been evaluated and resolved to the Council’s satisfaction.  And the 
project proposals for coded-wire tag funding by Bonneville now seem nearly as extensive as ever, 
with a FY2012proposal for nearly $3 million, climbing to $3.5 million and higher later in the 
decade. 
 
 At the same time, the ISRP and others have raised issues about the continued use of coded-wire 
tags, most recently in an exhaustive report out of the Pacific Salmon Commission: (Pacific Salmon 
Commission Coded Wire Tag Workgroup. 2008. An action plan in response to Coded Wire Tag 
(CWT) Expert Panel Recommendations. Pacific Salmon Comm. Tech. Rep. No. 25: 170 p.)  These 
concerns include a lack of coordination, concerns about whether tag recovery efforts are sufficient 
to generate meaningful evaluation or study results, questions about whether coded-wire tag 
information is being effectively used to assess modern management issues, concerns over whether 
certain factors (e.g., mini-jacks) bias results using coded-wire tags, and questions about whether 
coded-wire tagging should give way to newer tagging technologies.  The ISRP concluded that there 
is a definite need for the development of a comprehensive plan that guides tagging and recovery 
activities throughout the basin, especially among coded-wire tag operations.   
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 Fish and Wildlife Committee recommendation:  The Committee recommends that the 
Council recommend funding for the coded-wire tag projects for two years only, at the requested 
FY2012 level.  The funding recommendation would be conditioned on the project sponsors, within 
that time, working with the Council staff to develop an overarching plan for ISRP review to 
coordinate the tagging of salmon throughout the Columbia River Basin, including the recovery of 
coded-wire tags in the fisheries, on the spawning grounds and elsewhere.  In that plan, the sponsors 
should: 
• address the ISRP’s concerns and comments, including evaluating the magnitude of mini-jacks 

among yearling coded-wire tagged Chinook salmon releases, and recording mini-jack data in the 
RMIS database); 

• address the recommendations of the Pacific Salmon Commission’s Coded-Wire Tag 
Workgroup; 

• provide information identified in RPA 62 of the 2008 FCRPS Biological Opinion explaining 
how coded-wire tag data helps: 
o inform our understanding of survival; 
o inform our understanding of straying; 
o inform harvest rates of hatchery fish by stock, rearing facility, release treatment, and 

location;  
• evaluate the viability of replacing coded-wire tags with newer more efficient tagging techniques, 

including a transition plan to make these changes; 
• consider the issues around the use of coded-wire tags in the context of all the tagging of all 

types of salmon and steelhead in the basin, including the continued review of the use of PIT and 
related tags described in the next issue below; and 

• in collaboration with the Council staff and Bonneville, review the appropriate level of Fish and 
Wildlife Program participation and Bonneville funding of coded-wire tagging. 

 
 Based on the plan and the ISRP review, the Council will then work with Bonneville and the 
tagging agencies to revise the coded-wire tag projects for the appropriate level of future funding.  
The Council may charter a formal facilitated workgroup consisting of coded-wire tag project 
sponsors and Council and Bonneville staff to address the need within the Fish and Wildlife Program 
for coded-wire tag information, a transition plan to alternative, more reliable tagging technologies, 
and the appropriate level of Bonneville funding for this work. 
 
 
10.  PIT tags and related tags 
 
 Issue:  The ability to mark and tag fish is one of the most important and useful techniques 
available to fishery managers and researchers.  Tagging of salmon, steelhead and other fish species 
using Passive Integrated Transponder (PIT) tags, as well as use of active tags such as acoustic and 
radio telemetry, is a key tool for monitoring and evaluating both juvenile and adult salmon passage 
from headwater rearing areas through the mainstem hydropower projects, into the ocean, and back 
to the spawning grounds.  Both passive and active tags are used in a wide array of research, 
monitoring and evaluation (RM&E) projects throughout the Columbia Basin.  Fish tagging projects 
utilizing both passive and active tags are funded under the Council’s Fish and Wildlife Program, the 
2008 FCRPS Biological Opinion, the Fish Accords, various Habitat Conservation Plans, the Corps-
sponsored Anadromous Fish Evaluation Program (AFEP), and state salmon and steelhead recovery 
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efforts.  Collectively, these programs utilize either active or passive tags (or both) to monitor the 
status of fish populations, evaluate the effectiveness of various management actions, and resolve 
critical uncertainties in recovery strategies. 
 
 There are 12 projects in the review involving PIT tagging (11 projects) or the use of otolith 
marking (1 project) in monitoring, evaluation and research.  Estimated total three-year average 
funding proposed for all tagging projects in this programmatic topic area for FY2012-2014 is 
approximately $15 million.  All of these projects are important to implementation of the FCRPS 
Biological Opinion and the projects themselves received largely favorable reviews by the ISRP.  
 
 Even so, the ISRP and other reviews have raised issues about the suite of tagging projects.  One 
is whether all these tagging efforts are sufficiently well coordinated so that we have a 
comprehensive monitoring and evaluation program addressing the critical data gaps or 
uncertainties, and so that tags, data and results are being shared among sponsors in such a way to 
adaptively manage future work.  A related issue pertains to the status of the data collected to date 
and what it is telling us.  A third concerns uncertainties about the extent of the physical effects of 
the PIT tag itself on fish, an issue currently under evaluation.  
 
 At the same time, the federal Action Agencies and NOAA Fisheries are working on developing 
a draft regional PIT Tag Plan.  The intent of the plan is to foster better coordination and 
optimization of future tagging efforts, as well as efficient strategic placement of PIT detection 
systems throughout the Columbia River Basin.  The PIT Tag Plan will be a major component of a 
broader Regional Tagging and Marking Plan that has been recommended by the ISRP/ISAB (2009), 
consistent with FCRPS Biological Opinion (RPA 52.6.)  The scope of the PIT Tag Plan will also 
include non-ESA listed fish species.  However, the current draft plan focuses on anadromous 
salmonid management issues.  The purpose of the regional PIT Tag Plan under development is to 
evaluate, coordinate, and recommend the most efficient and effective tagging and detection systems 
needed to meet the monitoring and research needs of population status and trends, hydropower 
system passage and operations, habitat, hatchery, harvest management, and estuary and ocean 
conditions, to the extent feasible for anadromous salmonids in the Columbia River Basin.  An 
important part of the plan will be to recommend required detector locations and capabilities, along 
with PIT-tagging efforts and analytical methods, with supporting rationale discussing how the 
precision of critical monitoring estimates may be improved, and how these improved estimates are 
expected to lead to better management decisions.  Once a draft regional PIT Tag Plan is developed, 
it will be regionally reviewed and vetted, with input provided by the region’s fishery agencies, 
tribes and other interested parties. 
 
 Council recommendation: On this basis, the Council recommends implementation of the PIT 
and the otolith tagging projects in the review with the following conditions:  There should be a 
presumptive path to continue funding for these projects unless substantive issues related to PIT or 
otolith tagging are identified for any of these projects in the 2013 NMFS Biological Opinion check-
in report, in the completed Regional PIT Tag Plan, in the broader Regional Tagging and Marking 
Plan recommended by the ISRP/ISAB (which the Council encourages the agencies to develop), 
and/or the completed review of LSRCP hatcheries.  If necessary, make any adjusted funding 
recommendations. 
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11.  Coordination issues 
 
 Issue:  What are known as “regional coordination” projects will be reviewed as a category after 
the RME/AP review.  But this review has a highlighted a set of coordination issues under the Fish 
and Wildlife Program that could use focused attention.  For one thing, the ISRP often noted a 
significant lack of necessary coordination among projects aimed at the same end, often compounded 
by a lack of a strategic plan tying together the work.  This includes projects involving ocean 
research, the projects aimed at estuary habitat improvements and the monitoring and evaluation of 
effectiveness in the estuary, the projects making up the program’s effort at assessing and improving 
conditions for lamprey, the various predation projects, and the monitoring and evaluation of 
conservation enforcement activities.  Other areas within the monitoring and evaluation and artificial 
production activities exhibit extensive and necessary efforts at coordination (e.g., the habitat 
effectiveness work), involving personnel from federal, state, tribal and other entities.  And yet little 
or none of this coordination takes place under the umbrella of or involves the coordination elements 
of the entities funded under the “regional coordination” projects.  These factors illustrate in high 
relief the Fish and Wildlife Program’s recognition that coordination efforts and funding should be 
focused through a set of functional activities that need coordination, and not necessarily on the basis 
of entities desiring coordination funding. 
 
 As noted in many of the programmatic issues above, the ISRP identified a range of topic areas 
that suffered from a lack of coordination in a number of ways, and the Panel often recommended a 
similar set of solutions intended to increase coordinated efficiencies and effectiveness.  This 
includes developing coordinated synthesis reports; sharing data and information through scientific 
papers and science/policy forums; holding regular workshops focused on specific species, methods, 
or geographic areas, and on several topics; and the drafting of basin-wide management plans. 
 
 Fish and Wildlife Committee recommendation:  The Committee and staff concur with many 
of the recommendations the ISRP made for increased coordination.  As a result, the Council has 
seen and will see Committee recommendations that address these needs on (1) a project-specific 
basis; (2) through programmatic recommendations; (3) as a follow-up item to consider in the future 
(e.g. holding a technical forum on a particular topic in the next year or two).  
 
 In addition, during the upcoming category review of regional coordination, the staff will extract 
the coordination components from the research, monitoring and evaluation and artificial production 
projects (and other functional projects, such as habitat activities) to help bring about a consistent 
review of all coordination activities under the Fish and Wildlife Program.  The Council will be 
closely guided in this review by the provision on Program Coordination in the 2009 Fish and 
Wildlife Program, Section VIII(F).  The Council will also take a careful look at the regional 
coordination projects, to see how well they line up with the coordination needs of the program.  As 
the Council and Bonneville review the regional coordination projects, we may find it appropriate to 
contract with the recipients of regional coordination funding to take on specific tasks identified in 
this review to increase basin wide understanding of our collective work and accomplishments for 
fish and wildlife.  
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Part 3: Projects and Project-Funding and Implementation Recommendations 
 
 Part 3 of this document will contain the Council’s recommendations for the projects themselves.  
Associated with this part of the decision document, and officially incorporated herein, will be one or 
more spreadsheets that list the projects reviewed during the RME/AP category review.  The right-
hand column in the spreadsheet(s) is the vehicle for the Council’s recommendation for each project, 
including any conditions or comments or guidance associated with the project recommendation.  
Many of the projects will be affected by the resolution of one or more programmatic issues.  How a 
programmatic recommendation affects an individual project will also be noted in the project 
recommendation in the spreadsheet. 
 
 

“A list” project recommendations 
 
 At its regular monthly meeting, in Wenatchee, Washington, on April 13, 2011 the Council 
decided on a set of implementation recommendations for a subset of the projects under review -- the 
so-called “A list” of projects.  The Council’s recommendations for the 100 projects on the “A list” 
were captured (and transmitted to Bonneville) in a spreadsheet that is attached to and incorporated 
into this document.  The Council’s recommendation for each project on the “A list” will be found in 
the final right-hand column of the “A list” spreadsheet, along with any conditions or guidance 
associated with that recommendation.  These project-specific recommendations, conditions and 
guidance are based in the Council’s consideration of the project reviews by the Independent 
Scientific Review Panel, in the project history and proposal, and in information developed in a 
series of coordinated Council staff and Council/Bonneville staff reviews of the projects and related 
materials.  
 
 A number of the projects on the “A list” were also associated with the Council’s resolution of 
two programmatic or overarching issues that arose during the review.  One involves the monitoring 
and evaluation of artificial production activities, and the other concerns the use of PIT and 
associated tags.  These programmatic issues, and the Council’s recommendations to Bonneville to 
resolve these issues, described in Part 2 above, were also reflected in the project-specific 
recommendations on the spreadsheet and were transmitted to Bonneville with the “A list” project 
recommendations.  The Council’s recommendations on the programmatic issues are to be accorded 
the same weight as the project-specific implementation recommendations. 
 
 The Council’s recommendations on the “A list” projects also included a set of general 
expectations regarding the duration and implementation of specific project recommendations.  
These expectations are set forth later in this part.  These will apply to all projects by the end of the 
review. 
 
 The reason the Council bifurcated the review in this way is that following the ISRP review 
report and public comment period, a staff review identified a significant number of the projects and 
issues in the RME/AP review as ripe for relatively early resolution by the Fish and Wildlife 
Committee and then the full Council.  Projects on this “A list” either were not tied to an overarching 
programmatic resolution or were subject to a programmatic issue amenable to early resolution, and 
most did not present project-specific concerns.  Note that the fact that a project was on the “A list” 
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did not mean it is more important, or of higher priority, than the projects on the “B list.” The 
bifurcation was merely a device for managing the issues in the review 
 
 Most of the Council’s recommendations for the projects on the “A list” are consistent with the 
recommendations of the ISRP in their review reports.  One exception concerned the kelt 
reconditioning projects, which the ISRP has not recommended for implementation.  In this review 
and in past reviews the Council has responded to the ISRP’s concerns in large part by treating these 
kelt projects as speculative research projects to be limited in duration and requiring submission of 
findings and results reports before any further commitment is made to the concept.  There are a few 
other projects for which the ISRP’s qualifications have been addressed in project-specific comments 
in ways somewhat different than precisely as the ISRP recommended, although not necessarily with 
fundamental conflict.  In Part 4 of this document the Council will adopt the necessary written 
explanations for any discrepancies, as required by Section 4(h)(10)(D) of the Northwest Power Act 
as part of the completion of this review. 
 
 

Remaining (“B list”) project recommendations 
 
 The Committee is now making recommendations on the remaining projects (the so-called “B 
list”) and programmatic issues in the category review.  Most of these projects are subject to a 
programmatic issue.  Thus this decision document contains recommendations for resolving each 
programmatic issue as well as recommendations for all remaining projects. All of the Council’s 
project and programmatic recommendations for the entire review are bundled together in this 
decision document, with one spreadsheet containing all of the Council’s project recommendations.  
 
 

Form and duration of the multi-year project recommendations 
 
 One overarching issue with regard to the individual projects has been the form and duration of 
the recommendations.  The Council’s recommendations on the “A list” projects also include the 
following set of general expectations regarding the duration and implementation of specific project 
recommendations.  These will apply to all projects by the end of the review: 
 
 Duration and conditions 
 
 The Council’s multi-year funding recommendations for the “A list” projects extend from 
FY2012 through FY 2016.  The duration of any particular project recommendation is specified in 
the project-specific recommendation on the attached spreadsheet.  These vary from one to five years 
depending on the type of project, the project conditions, when the project is due to be completed, 
and if there is delivery of a product to review prior to a recommendation for additional years of 
funding. For example, the RME review includes a number of research projects (approximately 30) 
across the spectrum of the Fish and Wildlife Program.  Some are pure research; some are projects 
that mix research elements with other aspects of monitoring, evaluation, assessment, or on-the-
ground actions.  Most research projects are recommended for no more than three years of funding.  
Out-year funding will be dependent on ISRP and Council review of the reports of research results 
and a proposal for further work. 
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Review considerations 

 
 The Council’s recommendations on the “A list” projects are based on sound scientific 
principles, the reviews of the projects by the Independent Scientific Review Panel, review of the 
projects in the context of the Fish and Wildlife Program, and other considerations and information 
developed during the review process.  Collectively, the body of work recommended is intended to 
support and address the Council’s Fish and Wildlife Program, as also integrated with the 
requirements of the FCRPS Biological Opinion and the commitments made by Bonneville with the 
parties to the Columbia Fish Accords. 
 

Funding considerations and expectations 
 
 The Council’s project recommendations do not include individual project budgets or annual 
budgets.  A multi-year funding recommendation that does not set a particular budget allows 
Bonneville and the sponsors’ flexibility in contracting and spending over the life of the project 
recommendation.  Bonneville may also identify areas for cost savings within the work elements and 
the funding conditions identified by staff.  In each case, Bonneville will have the flexibility to 
negotiate with sponsors through contracting to finalize work and budgets.  Actual spending by 
Bonneville for each project should be sufficient to maintain project integrity as the ISRP reviewed 
it.  The Council’s multi-year implementation recommendation does include the following general 
expectations:  
 

1. The ISRP’s science review of the projects is sufficient for the duration recommended for the 
project.  Additional review generally will not be needed for the duration of the 
recommendation, with two exceptions: (1) when the project recommendation is conditioned 
upon the ISRP reviewing a deliverable (such as a comprehensive management plan) within 
or at the end of the funding period, or (2) when new components outside of the scope or 
intent of the project at the time of this review are proposed by the project sponsor or 
Bonneville during the funding period.  In these cases, the delivered product or the new 
project components will be reviewed by the ISRP and a recommendation made by the 
Council prior to further funding. 

 
2. Bonneville will provide start-of-year budgets for each project in this portfolio prior to the 

beginning of the next fiscal year, which should also include: (1) trend information to show 
how and why the overall budget will change from the previous year, and (2) how inflation 
and cost-of-living adjustments are to be applied, if any; and (3) any modifications to scope 
negotiated with the project sponsor.  The Council also recommends that Bonneville develop 
accurate budget information about the amount Bonneville spends annually on research, 
monitoring, and evaluation, and report at least annually on progress in this area. 

 
3. Bonneville will work with the Council to track and follow-up on items or project conditions 

that require the sponsor to deliver products as part of the funding recommendations. 
 

4. Bonneville will work with sponsors to address ISRP qualifications and other conditions 
during contracting when and as recommended by the Council.  
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5. Bonneville will provide adequate funding to maintain the integrity of the project as reviewed 
by the ISRP and recommended by the Council. 

 
Project funding package  

 
 While the recommendation does not include individual project budgets, the Council recognizes 
the general starting budget for projects within this initial set.   For FY 2012, Bonneville’s projected 
budget for the 100 A-list projects is $81.2 million.  This set of projects includes ongoing, new and 
modified or expanded projects, in addition to projects that are winding down or are not 
recommended for funding in FY 2012 and beyond.  Bonneville’s projected budget for FY 2012 is 
approximately $34.4 million.   
 
Development and Committee/Council consideration of “A- and B-lists” of projects 
 
 The Council will be making these project-specific recommendations in two steps.  Following 
the ISRP review report and public comment period, a staff review in February and March 2011 
assisted by Bonneville staff identified 100 of the 158 projects as ready for consideration for 
recommendation by the Council’s Fish and Wildlife Committee on April 5, 2011, and then for a 
Council decision at the April Council meeting.  These projects are identified in the spreadsheet 
tables as the so-called “A list.”  The staff recommendations for the projects in the “A list” are all 
consistent with the ISRP’s recommendations. 
 
 The staff recommendation for most of the projects is for the Council to recommend funding, 
albeit many with conditions and comments noted in the comment field on the spreadsheet.  These 
comments and conditions are based in the ISRP review or in a staff review, coordinated with 
Bonneville staff, of the project and its history.  A few of these projects come with a staff 
recommendation not to fund, most often because the work has been or will soon be completed and 
the project needs to wrap up. 
 
 Note that the listing of a project on the “A or B list” does not denote that it is of greater priority 
or significance than the projects still under consideration -- only that it was considered by Council 
at different times. The remaining projects (B-list) and associated programmatic issues are up for 
Council consideration at its June meeting.  
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Part 4: Council explanations addressing the formal requirements of Section 
4h(10)(D) of the Northwest Power Act 

 
 Part 4 contains the formal explanations by the Council responsive to the specific requirements 
of Section 4(h)(10)(D) of the Northwest Power Act.  This includes the written explanations required 
of the Council in those few instances in which the Council’s project funding recommendations do 
not follow the recommendations of the Independent Scientific Review Panel.  The Council also 
explains how it complied with the requirements in Section 4(h)(10)(D) to “consider the impact of 
ocean conditions on fish and wildlife populations” and “determine whether the projects employ 
cost-effective measures to achieve program objectives” when making project funding 
recommendations. 
 
 
Explanations as to how the Council responded to the recommendations of the Independent 
Scientific Review Panel 
 
 Section 4(h)(10)(D) requires the Council to “fully consider the recommendations of the Panel 
when making its final recommendations of projects to be funded through BPA’s annual fish and 
wildlife budget.”  If the Council “does not incorporate a recommendation of the Panel, the Council 
shall explain in writing its reasons for not accepting Panel recommendations.”  Finally, “[t]he 
Council, after consideration of the recommendations of the Panel and other appropriate entities, 
shall be responsible for making the final recommendations of projects to be funded through BPA’s 
annual fish and wildlife budget.”  The Council has carefully and fully considered the project review 
reports of the ISRP, and with the few exceptions explained here, the Council has followed the 
panel’s recommendations in formulating the Council’s project funding recommendations. 
 
 Programmatic recommendations 
 
 xxx 
 
 Project recommendations 
 
 xxx 
 
 
 
Consideration of ocean conditions 
 
 Section 4(h)(10)(D) provides that “in making its recommendations” to Bonneville, the Council 
is to “consider the impact of ocean conditions on fish and wildlife populations.”  Congress provided 
no other guidance as to the meaning of this consideration.  The Council’s initial policy response to 
this charge came in an issue paper titled Consideration of ocean conditions in the Columbia River 
Basin Fish and Wildlife Program (Council Document No. 97-6; 
http://www.nwppc.org/library/1997/97-6.htm).  This paper continues to guide how the Council 
responds to the direction to consider ocean conditions in its project funding recommendations. 
 

http://www.nwppc.org/library/1997/97-6.htm�
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 Our regional understanding as to how ocean conditions affect Columbia River salmon 
populations in both the short- and the long-term both continues to increase and is still quite 
uncertain.  Our increasing knowledge does include greater appreciation for the impact of the ocean 
on salmon abundance and the degree of variation in the marine environment.  As species and as 
groups of populations (meta-populations), salmon are sufficiently productive under natural 
conditions to cope with the mortality, and the variations in mortality, they experience during that 
portion of the life cycle that takes place in the ocean.  The key scientific principle guiding the 
Council’s consideration is that salmon handle environmental variation throughout their life cycle 
and over time, including within the ocean portion of their lives, by having a broad array of 
biological characteristics within and between populations.  This biological variation provides 
different options for salmon to survive environmental variability. 
 
 In addition, while the fish and wildlife program and projects cannot influence the ocean 
environment, actions can be taken to improve water quality and habitat in the estuary and near-
shore environments.  These transition zones are critical to the survival of young salmon. 
 
 Consequently, the Council’s 2009 Fish and Wildlife Program describes the ocean environment 
an integral component of the Columbia River ecosystem.  The primary strategy called for in the 
program is to “identify the effects of ocean conditions on anadromous fish survival and use this 
information to evaluate and adjust inland actions.”  The Fish and Wildlife Program then included 
set forth two strategies to guide the program’s activities with regard to the freshwater plume, the 
near-shore ocean, and the high seas: 
 

1. Manage for Variability 
 
Management actions should strive to help anadromous fish and other species accommodate a 
variety of ocean conditions by providing a wide range of life history strategies. Continue 
monitoring and evaluation of the Columbia River plume and ocean conditions for impacts on 
salmonid survival. Monitor salmon returns and climate-change impacts on ocean conditions in 
order to identify factors affecting survival in the ocean and plume. 
 
2. Distinguish Ocean Effects from Other Effects 
 
Monitoring and evaluation actions should recognize and take into account the effect of varying 
ocean conditions and, to the extent feasible, separate the effects of ocean related mortality from 
that caused in the freshwater part of the life cycle. 

 
 The Fish and Wildlife Program’s biological objectives for population and environmental 
characteristics and its strategies for the mainstem, estuary, habitat, and artificial production add 
further consideration of relevance.  Taken together, the three primary ways the Council acting under 
the program can take into account ocean conditions in general and influence salmon survival in the 
ocean are to evaluate proposals and recommending funding for projects that: (1) further improve 
our understanding of the effects of ocean conditions on salmon populations; (2) improve 
productivity and preserve and extend life-history diversity in salmon populations; and (3) improve 
estuarine and near-shore conditions. 
 [flesh out with context and decisions of RME/AP review; see relevant section of 07-09 
review decision for further guidance] 
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Cost-effectiveness 
 
 Section 4(h)(10)(D) further provides that in making the project funding recommendations, the 
Council is to “determine whether the projects employ cost-effective measures to achieve program 
objectives.”  As with the command to “consider ocean conditions,” Congress did not provide any 
further explanation or guidance as to the meaning of this provision.  The legislation did not specify 
any particular approach to cost-effectiveness analysis or define in any particular what is meant by a 
“cost-effective measure.”  The provision does not require, for example, the use of a single measure 
of biological effectiveness as a basis for comparison among projects, nor the use of strictly 
quantitative analysis.  And while the logic of the Council’s program might focus most of the cost 
effectiveness analysis among and between project proposals, the literal wording calls for a cost-
effectiveness analysis only within projects, that is, whether any particular project employs the best 
of possible alternative methods to meet its objectives. 
 
 Given this context, the Council has worked over the years to understand the state of the art in 
natural resource economics and cost-effectiveness analyses to help guide the Council in making the 
determination required.  Soon after Congress adopted this amendment to the Power Act in 1997, the 
Council, with the help of its staff economists and its newly-formed Independent Economic Analysis 
Board (IEAB), developed an approach to the cost-effectiveness analysis in a document tiled 
Methods of Economic Analysis for Salmon Recovery Programs, Council Document No. 97-12 (July 
1997) (“methods analysis”).  The Council first used this methods analysis to initiate the cost-
effectiveness determination in the project review process for Fiscal Year 1998.  It remains the basis 
today for the analysis and determination. 
 
 The methods analysis concluded that several problems make it difficult for the Council to 
undertake a quantitative cost-effectiveness comparison between Columbia River fish and wildlife 
projects using a single, quantified measure of benefits to determine which projects produce the 
greatest benefits per dollar.  The problems include the lack of agreement on measures of biological 
effectiveness; the fact that the complex life-cycle of anadromous and resident fish makes it difficult 
to isolate the biological effects of particular activities or to compare different biological effects of 
different kinds of projects; and the fact that in the prioritization process, different project sponsors 
propose vastly different types of activities, and thus different kinds of cost and economic 
information, which makes cost comparisons difficult. 
 
 These observations remain valid.  Based on the methods analysis and the IEAB’s concurring 
advice, and on the intervening years of experience, the Council continues to conclude that it is not 
able to undertake a classic, quantitative cost-effectiveness comparison of the projects, primarily due 
to the fact that we cannot directly quantify improvements (and especially direct projected 
improvements) to fish and wildlife populations in a single biological objective measure resulting 
from the physical effects of particular projects.  There are sound reasons to believe projects produce 
benefits to fish and wildlife, as explained below, but not in a directly predictable single quantity.  A 
quantitative cost-effectiveness comparison would require a far greater understanding of the direct 
biological effectiveness of individual actions than we have now.  
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 The methods analysis noted, however, that there is much more to cost effectiveness than a 
quantitative comparison of the costs of alternative ways to achieve a single biological objective.  
Much can be done to review the efficiency of projects, to improve the likelihood that the projects 
selected will be the most cost effective, and to improve project management.  Cost-effectiveness 
review drives toward procedures for project review, selection, and management that emphasize 
efficiency and accountability. 
 
 Based on these considerations, the methods analysis recommended four strategies to improve 
the likelihood that the projects recommended for funding are those that employ cost-effective 
measures to the greatest degree: 
 

Strategy 1: The best assessment of the effectiveness of fish and wildlife projects comes from 
the review by the Independent Scientific Review Panel (ISRP). 

Strategy 2: Improve the amount, quality, and comparability of project cost information. 
Strategy 3: Evaluate the record of existing projects over time.  Projects that have been ongoing 

for some time should have yielded some measurable effects or have contributed 
some concrete addition to the region’s knowledge about fish and wildlife problems. 

Strategy 4: Introduce selective audits on projects, oriented toward determining whether the 
contracting process contains the procedures necessary to manage the project’s cost 
and effectiveness. 

 
 The Council’s experience over the years has added to or elaborated on this set with three further 
strategies: (1) clarify, specify, and quantify program objectives as much as possible; (2) develop 
other elements of project review besides ISRP review that also provide accountability benefits; and 
(3) flag certain projects and programs for more in-depth review of benefits and costs. 
 
 [flesh out with context and decisions of RME/AP review; see relevant section of 07-09 
review decision for further guidance] 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
________________________________________ 
 
w:\lp\packet materials\2011\june\finaldecdocrme_ may26 .docx 



Recommendations for Projects in the Research, Monitoring, Evaluation and Artificial Production Category Review  
Attachment to Decision Document - Part 3; (all projects reviewed are included)

June 2011
Council Mtg

# Task1 SubCat ProjNum Title Sponsor ISRPRec BiOp Accord FY12Req BPA Programmatic Issues Committee Recommendation

1 A AP 198335000
Nez Perce Tribal Hatchery 
Operations and Maintenance 
(O&M)

Nez Perce Tribe Yes x $2,155,377 Art. Prod: effects and 
effectiveness monitoring

Implement with condition through 2016:  Implementation subject to 
regional hatchery effects evaluation process described in 
programmatic recommendation #4.

2 A AP 198335003
Nez Perce Tribal Hatchery 
Monitoring and Evaluation 
(M&E)

Nez Perce Tribe Yes x $2,014,154 Art. Prod: effects and 
effectiveness monitoring

Implement with condition through 2016:  Implementation subject to 
regional hatchery effects evaluation process described in 
programmatic recommendation #4.

3 A AP 198343500
Umatilla Hatchery Satellite 
Facilities Operations and 
Maintenance (O&M)

Umatilla Confederated Tribes 
(CTUIR) Yes x $1,021,394 Art. Prod: effects and 

effectiveness monitoring

Implement with condition through 2016:  Implementation subject to 
regional hatchery effects evaluation process described in 
programmatic recommendation #4.

4 A AP 198805301 Northeast Oregon Hatchery 
Master Plan Nez Perce Tribe N/A x $0 Art. Prod: effects and 

effectiveness monitoring

Implement through outcome of Step Review process based on  
May 9, 2006 Council decision. Implementation subject to regional 
hatchery effects evaluation process described in programmatic 
recommendation #4.

5 A AP 198805303
Hood River Production 
Monitoring and Evaluation 
(M&E)-Warm Springs

Confederated Tribes Of Warm 
Springs

In Part 
(Qualified) x $622,062 Art. Prod: effects and 

effectiveness monitoring

Implement through outcome of Step Review process per October 
15, 2008 Council decision.  Implementation subject to regional 
hatchery effects evaluation process described in programmatic 
recommendation #4.

6 A AP 198805304

Hood River Production Monitor 
and Evaluation (M&E)-Oregon 
Department of Fish and Wildlife 
(ODFW)

Oregon Department Of Fish and 
Wildlife (ODFW)

In Part 
(Qualified) x $515,430 Art. Prod: effects and 

effectiveness monitoring

Implement through outcome of Step Review process per October 
15, 2008 Council decision.  Implementation subject to regional 
hatchery effects evaluation process described in programmatic 
recommendation #4.

7 A AP 198805305 Northeast Oregon Outplanting 
Facilities

Oregon Department Of Fish and 
Wildlife (ODFW) N/A $0

Do not implement at this time. Linked to 198805301 construction 
of NEOH. The Council will revist if/when facitlity is scheduled for 
construction.

8 A AP 198805307
Hood River Production 
Operations and Maintenance 
(O&M)-Warm Springs

Confederated Tribes Of Warm 
Springs

In Part 
(Qualified) x $1,054,019

Art. Prod: effects and 
effectiveness 
monitoring, Pit Tag and 
other Tagging

Implement through outcome of Step Review process per October 
15, 2008 Council decision.  Implementation subject to regional 
hatchery effects evaluation process described in programmatic 
recommendation #4.

9 A AP 198805308 Hood River Trapping 
Operations and Maintenance

Oregon Department Of Fish and 
Wildlife (ODFW)

In Part 
(Qualified) x $619,485 Art. Prod: effects and 

effectiveness monitoring

Implement through outcome of Step Review process per October 
15, 2008 Council decision.  Implementation subject to regional 
hatchery effects evaluation process described in programmatic 
recommendation #4.

10 A AP 198805315 Hood River Revised Master 
Plan Implementation

Confederated Tribes Of Warm 
Springs, Oregon Department Of 
Fish and Wildlife (ODFW)

In Part 
(Qualified) x $0 Art. Prod: effects and 

effectiveness monitoring

Implement through outcome of Step Review process per October 
15, 2008 Council decision.  Implementation subject to regional 
hatchery effects evaluation process described in programmatic 
recommendation #4.

"FY12 BPA projected budget" column represents the basis for FY12 funding expense only. 1
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11 A AP 198811535
Klickitat River Design and 
Construction-Yakima/Klickitat 
Fisheries Project (YKFP)

Yakama Confederated Tribes Yes (Qualified) x $250,000 Art. Prod: effects and 
effectiveness monitoring

Implement through outcome of Step Review process per August 
13, 2008 Council decision.  Implementation subject to regional 
hatchery effects evaluation process described in programmatic 
recommendation #4.

12 A AP 198812035

Klickitat River Management, 
Data and Habitat-
Yakima/Klickitat Fisheries 
Project (YKFP)

Yakama Confederated Tribes Yes (Qualified) x $497,164 Art. Prod: effects and 
effectiveness monitoring

Implement with conditions through 2016:  Implementation subject 
to outcome of a regional hatchery effects evaluation process and 
expected Step Review (see project 198811535).

13 A AP 198902401 Umatilla Juvenile Salmonid 
Outmigration and Survival

Oregon Department Of Fish and 
Wildlife (ODFW) Yes x $365,156 Art. Prod: effects and 

effectiveness monitoring

Implement with condition through 2016:  Implementation subject to 
regional hatchery effects evaluation process described in 
programmatic recommendation #4.

14 A AP 198903500 Umatilla Hatchery Operations 
and Maintenance (O&M)

Oregon Department Of Fish and 
Wildlife (ODFW) Yes (Qualified) $1,095,616 Art. Prod: effects and 

effectiveness monitoring

Implement with conditions through 2016: Sponsor to address ISRP 
qualifications in 2012 contract; and Implementation subject to 
regional hatchery effects evaluation process described in 
programmatic recommendation #4.

15 A AP 198909800
Salmon Studies in Idaho Rivers-
Idaho Department of Fish and 
Game (IDFG)

Idaho Department of Fish and 
Game (IDFG), Nez Perce Tribe, 
Shoshone-Bannock Tribes, US 
Fish and Wildlife Service 
(USFWS)

In Part 
(Qualified) x x $2,010,932 Art. Prod: effects and 

effectiveness monitoring

Implement through 2016 with condition per April-May 2010 Council 
decision for Fast Track projects: Implementation subject to 
regional hatchery effects evaluation process described in 
programmatic recommendation #4.

16 A AP 199000500 Umatilla Hatchery Monitoring 
and Evaluation (M&E)

Oregon Department Of Fish and 
Wildlife (ODFW) Yes x $667,817 Art. Prod: effects and 

effectiveness monitoring

Implement with condition through 2016: Implementation subject to 
regional hatchery effects evaluation process described in 
programmatic recommendation #4.

17 A AP 199000501
Umatilla Basin Natural 
Production Monitoring and 
Evaluation (M&E)

Umatilla Confederated Tribes 
(CTUIR) In Part x $833,845 Art. Prod: effects and 

effectiveness monitoring

Implement through 2016, with the exception of Objective 3 and 
Deliverable 7 of Objective 4 per ISRP’s review. Implementation 
also conditioned on the regional hatchery effects evaluation 
process described in programmatic recommendation #4.

18 A AP 199005500 Idaho Steelhead Monitoring and 
Evaluation (M&E) Studies

Idaho Department of Fish and 
Game (IDFG) Yes (Qualified) x x $806,075 Art. Prod: effects and 

effectiveness monitoring

Implement through 2016 with condition per April-May 2010 Council 
decision for Fast Track projects: Implementation subject to 
regional hatchery effects evaluation process described in 
programmatic recommendation #4.
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19 A AP 199107300
Idaho Natural Production 
Monitoring and Evaluation 
(M&E)

Idaho Department of Fish and 
Game (IDFG) Yes x $877,449 Art. Prod: effects and 

effectiveness monitoring

Implement with condition through 2016 per April-May 2010 Council 
decision for Fast Track projects:  Implementation subject to 
regional hatchery effects evaluation process described in 
programmatic recommendation #4.

20 A AP 199202604
Life History of Grande Ronde 
River Spring Chinook Salmon 
and Steelhead

Oregon Department Of Fish and 
Wildlife (ODFW)

In Part 
(Qualified) x $1,196,104 Art. Prod: effects and 

effectiveness monitoring

Implement Objectives 1-4 only with condition through 2016:  
Implementation subject to regional hatchery effects evaluation 
process described in programmatic recommendation #4.

21 A AP 199305600 Research to Advance Hatchery 
Reform

National Oceanic and 
Atmospheric Administration 
(NOAA)

Yes x $592,847
Art. Prod: effects and 
effectiveness 
monitoring, Research

Implement through 2014 per April-May 2010 decision for Fast 
Track projects: Implementation beyond 2014 based on ISRP and 
Council review of the results report and recommendation of future 
work. Implementation subject to regional hatchery effects 
evaluation process described in programmatic recommendation 
#4.

22 A AP 199306000 Select Area Fisheries 
Enhancement

Clatsop County Fisheries, 
Oregon Department Of Fish and 
Wildlife (ODFW), Washington 
Department of Fish and Wildlife 
(WDFW)

Yes x $1,908,145
Implement through FY 2016.  Consistent with the original intent of 
this project this project will work toward being self-sustaining by 
2017.

23 A AP 199506325
Yakima River Monitoring and 
Evaluation-Yakima/Klickitat 
Fisheries Project (YKFP)

Yakama Confederated Tribes Yes (Qualified) x $4,877,513 Art. Prod: effects and 
effectiveness monitoring

Implement with conditions through 2016: Sponsor to address ISRP 
qualifications in contracting, submit Master Plan by end of FY 
2012 for coho and Fall Chinook, and conduct an ISRP review of 
YKFP in conjunction with the Yakama Fisheries Reviews.  
Implementation subject to regional hatchery effects evaluation 
process described in programmatic recommendation #4.

24 A AP 199506335
Klickitat River Monitoring and 
Evaluation-Yakima/Klickitat 
Fisheries Project (YKFP)

Yakama Confederated Tribes Yes (Qualified) x $1,438,872 Art. Prod: effects and 
effectiveness monitoring

Implement through outcome of Step Review process per August 
13, 2008 Council decision.   Implementation subject to regional 
hatchery effects evaluation process described in programmatic 
recommendation #4.

25 A AP 199604000 Mid-Columbia Reintroduction 
Feasibility Study Yakama Confederated Tribes Response 

requested x $2,212,617 Art. Prod: effects and 
effectiveness monitoring

Implement through outcome of Step Review process per March 9, 
2010 Council decision.   Implementation subject to regional 
hatchery effects evaluation process described in programmatic 
recommendation #4.

26 A AP 199604300 Johnson Creek Artificial 
Propagation Enhancement Nez Perce Tribe Yes (Qualified) x $1,070,437 Art. Prod: effects and 

effectiveness monitoring

Implement with condition through 2016:  Implementation subject to 
regional hatchery effects evaluation process described in 
programmatic recommendation #4. Any expanded production work 
would need to undergo Step review and successful ISS 
experiment.

"FY12 BPA projected budget" column represents the basis for FY12 funding expense only. 3
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27 A AP 199701325

Yakima River Operations and 
Maintenance (O&M) for 
Hatcheries and Acclimation 
Sites-Yakima/Klickitat Fisheries 
Project (YKFP)

Yakama Confederated Tribes Yes (Qualified) x $3,131,765 Art. Prod: effects and 
effectiveness monitoring

Implement with conditions through 2016:  Sponsor to address 
ISRP qualifications in 2012 contract. Implementation subject to 
regional hatchery effects evaluation process described in 
programmatic recommendation #4.

28 A AP 199701335

Klickitat River Operations and 
Maintenance (O&M) for 
Hatcheries and Acclimation 
Sites-Yakima/Klickitat Fisheries 
Project (YKFP)

Yakama Confederated Tribes Yes (Qualified) x $365,192 Art. Prod: effects and 
effectiveness monitoring

Implement  per August 13, 2008 Council decision through Step 
Review process with condition:  Implementation subject to 
outcome of a regional hatchery effects evaluation process 
described in programmatic recommendation #4.

29 A AP 199701501 Imnaha River Smolt Monitoring Nez Perce Tribe Yes (Qualified) x $342,611 Art. Prod: effects and 
effectiveness monitoring

Implement with condition through FY 2016: Sponsor to address 
ISRP qualifications in 2012 contract. Implementation subject to 
regional hatchery effects evaluation process described in 
programmatic recommendation #4.

30 A AP 199703000 Chinook Salmon Adult 
Abundance Monitoring Nez Perce Tribe Yes x $472,582 Art. Prod: effects and 

effectiveness monitoring

Implement with condition through 2016 per April-May 2010 
decision for Fast Track projects:  Implementation subject to 
regional hatchery effects evaluation process described in 
programmatic recommendation #4.

31 A AP 199703800 Listed Stock Chinook Salmon 
Gamete Preservation Nez Perce Tribe Yes (Qualified) x $42,197 Art. Prod: effects and 

effectiveness monitoring
Implement gamete preservation objective (Obj 1), through FY 
2016.

32 A AP 199800702

Grande Ronde 
Supplementation Operations 
and Maintenance (O&M) and 
Monitoring and Evaluation 
(M&E) on Lostine River

Nez Perce Tribe Yes (Qualified) x $790,514 Art. Prod: effects and 
effectiveness monitoring

Implement per April-May 2010 Council decision for Fast Track 
projects through 2016 with condition:  Implementation subject to 
Lower Snake Comp Review process and the hatchery effects 
evaluation process described in programmatic recommendation 
#4.

33 A AP 199800703

Grande Ronde 
Supplementation O&M on 
Catherine Creek/Upper Grande 
Ronde River

Umatilla Confederated Tribes 
(CTUIR) Yes (Qualified) x $645,372 Art. Prod: effects and 

effectiveness monitoring

Implement with conditions through 2016:  Sponsor to address 
ISRP qualifications in 2012 contract.  Implementation subject to 
Lower Snake Comp Review process and the hatchery effects 
evaluation process described in programmatic recommendation 
#4.

34 A AP 199801004

Monitor and Evaluate (M&E) 
Performance of Juvenile Snake 
River Fall Chinook Salmon from 
Fall Chinook Acclimation 
Project

Nez Perce Tribe Yes x $322,726 Art. Prod: effects and 
effectiveness monitoring

Implement with conditions through 2016:  Implementation subject 
to Lower Snake Comp Review process and the hatchery effects 
evaluation process described in programmatic recommendation 
#4.

35 A AP 199801005
Fall Chinook Acclimation 
Facilities on Snake/Clearwater 
Rivers

Nez Perce Tribe Yes $773,472 Art. Prod: effects and 
effectiveness monitoring

Implement with conditions through 2016: Implementation subject 
to Lower Snake Comp Review process and the hatchery effects 
evaluation process described in programmatic recommendation 
#4.
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36 A AP 200302300 Chief Joseph Hatchery Program Colville Confederated Tribes Yes x $2,627,333 Art. Prod: effects and 
effectiveness monitoring

Implement with condition through 2016:  Implementation subject to  
regional hatchery effects evaluation process described in 
programmatic recommendation #4.

37 A AP 200708300

Grande Ronde Spring Chinook 
Salmon Supplementation 
Monitoring and Evaluation 
(M&E) on Catherine 
Creek/Upper Grande Ronde 
River

Umatilla Confederated Tribes 
(CTUIR) Yes (Qualified) x $207,430 Art. Prod: effects and 

effectiveness monitoring

Implement with conditions through 2016: Implementation subject 
to Lower Snake Comp Review process and the hatchery effects 
evaluation process described in programmatic recommendation 
#4.  ISRP qualifications to be addressed in geographc review.

38 A AP 200713200
NEOH Monitoring & Evaluation 
Implementation (Formerly a 
component of 198805301)

Nez Perce Tribe Yes $0 Art. Prod: effects and 
effectiveness monitoring

Implement through outcome of Step Review process.  
Implementation subject to regional hatchery effects evaluation 
process described in programmatic recommendation #4.

39 A AP 200721200
Okanogan Basin Locally 
Adapted Steelhead Broodstock 
Step 1 and 2 (Casimer Bar)

Colville Confederated Tribes No x $321,452 Art. Prod: effects and 
effectiveness monitoring

Implement through outcome of Step Review process (see ISRP 
doc 2009-15): Sponsor to revise Step 1 Master Plan.   
Implementation subject to regional hatchery effects evaluation 
process described in programmatic recommendation #4.

40 A AP 200740200 Snake River Sockeye Captive 
Propagation

Idaho Department of Fish and 
Game (IDFG) Yes x $4,147,277 Art. Prod: effects and 

effectiveness monitoring

Implement through outcome of Step Review process.    
Implementation subject to regional hatchery effects evaluation 
process described in programmatic recommendation #4.

41 A AP 200740300 Spring Chinook Captive 
Propagation-Idaho

Idaho Department of Fish and 
Game (IDFG) Yes x $303,750 Art. Prod: effects and 

effectiveness monitoring

Implement through FY 2014.  Project is winding down.  Bonneville 
to work with sponsors to complete a joint summary captive 
propagation report.

42 A AP 200740400 Spring Chinook Captive 
Propagation-Oregon

Oregon Department Of Fish and 
Wildlife (ODFW) Yes (Qualified) x $767,532 Art. Prod: effects and 

effectiveness monitoring

Implement through FY 2014.  Project is winding down.  To 
address ISRP qualifications, Bonneville will work with sponsors to 
complete a joint summary captive propagation report.

43 A AP 200820400
Assess Reintroduction of 
Anadromous Fish in Burnt, 
Powder & Malheur Rivers

Umatilla Confederated Tribes 
(CTUIR)

In Part 
(Qualified) x $0

Do not implement. Reintroduction studies have already been 
performed as a part of the Hells Canyon relicensing process. 
Recommend implementation to be redirected within the Umatilla 
Accord for higher priority work.

44 A AP 200900100
Expanded Multi-Species 
Acclimation in the 
Wenatchee/Methow Basins

Yakama Confederated Tribes Yes (Qualified) x $469,001 Art. Prod: effects and 
effectiveness monitoring

Implement with condition through FY 2016: Sponsor to address 
ISRP qualifications per April 14, 2009 Council decision.

"FY12 BPA projected budget" column represents the basis for FY12 funding expense only. 5
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45 A AP 200900900 Basinwide Supplementation 
Evaluation

Columbia River Inter-Tribal Fish 
Commission (CRITFC) Yes (Qualified) x $870,348 Art. Prod: effects and 

effectiveness monitoring

Implement with condition through FY 2016 as per January 12, 
2010 Council decision: Sponsor to address ISRP qualifications in 
contracting.

46 A AP 201003800 Lolo Creek Permanent Weir 
Construction Nez Perce Tribe Yes (Qualified) x $0

Implement per April-May Council decision 2010 (fast-track). 
Constuction date is uncertain due to Wild and Scenic River 
designation.

47 A AP 201005000

Evaluation of the Tucannon 
River Summer Steelhead 
Endemic Stock Hatchery 
Program

Washington Department of Fish 
and Wildlife (WDFW) Yes (Qualified) x $179,056 Art. Prod: effects and 

effectiveness monitoring

Implement through FY 2016. Expansion and or continuation is 
dependent upon LSRCP review of Steelhead in 2011 and future 
step review. Implementation subject to regional hatchery effects 
evaluation process described in programmatic recommendation 
#4.

48 A AP 201005700
B-run Steelhead 
Supplementation Monitoring 
Project

Nez Perce Tribe, Idaho 
Department of Fish and Game Yes x $572,674 Art. Prod: effects and 

effectiveness monitoring

Implement with condition through 2016:  Implementation subject to 
regional hatchery effects evaluation process described in 
programmatic recommendation #4.

49 A Chum 200871000

Development of an Integrated 
strategy for Chum Salmon 
Restoration in the tributaries 
below Bonneville Dam

Washington Department of Fish 
and Wildlife (WDFW)

In Part 
(Qualified) x $1,150,260 Implement with condition through FY 2016: Sponsor to address 

ISRP qualifications per August 12, 2009 Council decision.

50 A Enforcement 200739000

Tribal Conservation 
Enforcement- Confederated 
Tribe of Umatilla Indian 
Reservation (CTUIR)

Umatilla Confederated Tribes 
(CTUIR) Yes (Qualified) x $161,534 Implement with condition through FY 2016: Sponsor to address 

ISRP qualifications in 2012 contract.

51 A Enforcement 200739100

Tribal Conservation 
Enforcement-Columbia River 
Inter-tribal Fish Commission 
(CRITFC)

Columbia River Inter-Tribal Fish 
Commission (CRITFC) Yes x $484,601 Implement  through FY 2016.

52 A Enforcement 200810600 Tribal Conservation 
Enforcement-Colville Tribe Colville Confederated Tribes Yes (Qualified) x $141,439 Implement with condition through FY 2016: Sponsor to address 

ISRP qualifications in 2012 contract.

53 A Genetics 
Salmon 200203000 Salmonid Progeny Markers Umatilla Confederated Tribes 

(CTUIR) Yes x $509,837 Coded Wire Tag, 
Research

Implement through 2014. Implementation beyond 2014 based on 
ISRP and Council review of the results report and 
recommendation of future work.

54 A Genetics 
Salmon 200890700 Genetic Assessment of 

Columbia River Stocks
Columbia River Inter-Tribal Fish 
Commission (CRITFC) Yes x $893,267 Art. Prod: effects and 

effectiveness monitoring

Implement through 2014. Implementation beyond 2014 based on 
ISRP and Council review of the results report and 
recommendation of future work.
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55 A Genetics 
Salmon 200900500

Influence of Environment and 
Landscape on Salmonid 
Genetics

Columbia River Inter-Tribal Fish 
Commission (CRITFC) No x $150,765 Art. Prod: effects and 

effectiveness monitoring

Implement through 2014 per March 11, 2009 Council decision. 
Implementation beyond 2014 based on ISRP and Council review 
of the results report and recommendation of future work.

56 A Habitat 
Research 200725200 Multiscale Hyporheic Exchange Umatilla Confederated Tribes 

(CTUIR) Yes (Qualified) x $151,697 Research
Implement with condition through FY 2014: Implementation 
beyond 2014 based on addressing ISRP qualification and Council 
review of the results report and recommendation of future work.

57 A Harvest 200850800 Power Anlys Catch Samplg 
Rates

Columbia River Inter-Tribal Fish 
Commission (CRITFC) Yes (Qualified) x $59,884 Implement with condition through FY 2016: Sponsor to address 

ISRP qualifications per July 14, 2010 Council decision.

58 A Kelt 200740100
Kelt Reconditioning and 
Reproductive Success 
Evaluation Research

Columbia River Inter-Tribal Fish 
Commission (CRITFC) No x $1,885,054 Research

Implement through 2014. Implementation beyond 2014 based on 
ISRP and Council review of the results report and 
recommendation of future work.

59 A Kelt 200845800 Steelhead Kelt Reconditioning Yakama Confederated Tribes No x $595,484 Research
Implement through 2014 per January 12, 2010 Council decision.  
Implementation beyond 2014 based on ISRP and Council review 
of the results report and recommendation of future work.

60 A Monitoring 200723300

Distribution and Abundance 
Monitoring of Oncorhynchus 
mykiss within the Lower 
Clearwater Subbasin

Nez Perce Tribe Yes (Qualified) $29,748
Implement through 2012 to close out. Implement to complete work 
and submit final report by June 1, 2012. Sponsor to address ISRP 
qualifications in final report.

61 A Monitoring 200830600 Deschutes River Fall Chinook 
Research and Monitoring

Confederated Tribes Of Warm 
Springs

In Part 
(Qualified) x $215,000 Implement  through 2016, per November 12, 2009 Council 

decision.

62 A Monitoring 200830700 Deschutes River Sockeye 
Development

Confederated Tribes Of Warm 
Springs

In Part 
(Qualified) x $180,331 Art. Prod: effects and 

effectiveness monitoring Implement through FY 2016 per August 18, 2010 Council decision.

63 A Monitoring 200850300

Studies into Factors Limiting 
the Abundance of Okanagan 
and Wenatchee Sockeye 
Salmon

Columbia River Inter-Tribal Fish 
Commission (CRITFC) Yes (Qualified) x $226,731 Implement through FY 2016 per June 9, 2009 Council decision.

64 A Nutrient 200733200 Mitigation of Marine-Derived 
Nutrient Loss in Central Idaho

Idaho Department of Fish and 
Game (IDFG) Yes $0 Research Do not implement. This project has completed its original 

objectives.

65 A Nutrient 200847100 Upper Columbia Nutrient 
Supple Yakama Confederated Tribes In Part x $218,609 Research

Implement with condition through FY 2014: Sponsor to address 
ISRP qualifications (as noted in May 12, 2010 Council decision). 
Implementation beyond 2014 based on ISRP and Council review 
of the results report and recommendation of future work.

"FY12 BPA projected budget" column represents the basis for FY12 funding expense only. 7
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66 A Nutrient 200890400 Salmon River Basin Nutrient 
Enhancement Shoshone-Bannock Tribes Yes (Qualified) x $269,223 Research

Implement with condition through FY 2014: Sponsor to address 
ISRP qualifications per January 12, 2010 Council decision. 
Implementation beyond 2014 based on ISRP and Council review 
of the results report and recommendation of future work.

67 A Passage 198331900

Development and Evaluation of 
Fish-Tracking Technologies 
(Title changed for Project 
198331900 in 2006)

National Oceanic and 
Atmospheric Administration 
(NOAA)

Yes (Qualified) x $0 Research

Implement with condition through FY 2014: Sponsor to address 
ISRP qualifications in 2012 contract. Implementation beyond 2014 
based on ISRP and Council review of the results report and 
recommendation of future work.  See also presumptive path 
discussion in Programmatic Recommendation no. 10.

68 A Passage 198712700 Smolt Monitoring by Non-
Federal Entities

Pacific States Marine Fisheries 
Commission (PSMFC) Yes (Qualified) x $2,520,475 Coordination Implement with condition through FY 2016: Sponsor to address 

ISRP qualifications in 2012 contract.

69 A Passage 198910700 Statistical Support For 
Salmonid Survival Studies University of Washington Yes x $276,824 Implement through FY 2016.

70 A Passage 199008000 Columbia Basin PIT Tag 
Information System

Pacific States Marine Fisheries 
Commission (PSMFC) Yes x $2,640,469 Coordination, Pit Tag 

and other Tagging
Implement through FY 2016. See presumptive path discussion in 
Programmatic Recommendation no. 10.

71 A Passage 199102800 Pit Tagging Wild Chinook
National Oceanic and 
Atmospheric Administration 
(NOAA)

Yes (Qualified) x $371,028 Coordination, Pit Tag 
and other Tagging

Implement through FY 2016. See presumptive path discussion in 
Programmatic Recommendation no. 10.

72 A Passage 199102900

Research, monitoring, and 
evaluation of emerging issues 
and measures to recover the 
Snake River fall Chinook 
salmon ESU

University of Idaho, US Fish and 
Wildlife Service (USFWS), US 
Geological Survey (USGS)

Yes x $538,919 Art. Prod: effects and 
effectiveness monitoring

Implement with conditions through 2016:  Implementation based 
on outcome of Lower Snake Comp Review process and 
relationship to and a regional hatchery effects.

73 A Passage 199105100
Modeling and Evaluation 
Statistical Support for Life-
Cycle Studies

University of Washington Yes x $418,366 Implement through FY 2016.

74 A Passage 199302900

Survival Estimates for the 
Passage of Juvenile Salmonids 
Through Snake and Columbia 
River Dams and Reservoirs

National Oceanic and 
Atmospheric Administration 
(NOAA)

Yes x $2,430,555 Pit Tag and other 
Tagging

Implement through FY 2016. See presumptive path discussion in 
Programmatic Recommendation no. 10.
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75 A Passage 199403300 Fish Passage Center Pacific States Marine Fisheries 
Commission (PSMFC) Yes (Qualified) x $1,459,109 Implement through FY 2016 with periodic ISAB reviews.

76 A Passage 199602000 Comparative Survival Study 
(CSS)

Columbia Basin Fish and Wildlife 
Authority (CBFWA), Pacific 
States Marine Fisheries 
Commission (PSMFC), US Fish 
and Wildlife Service (USFWS)

Yes (Qualified) x $1,344,880 Pit Tag and other 
Tagging

Implement through FY 2016. See presumptive path discussion in 
Programmatic Recommendation no. 10.

77 A Passage 199602100 Gas Bubble Disease Monitoring US Geological Survey (USGS) Yes x $0 Implement through FY 2016 under project number 198712700: 
Fish Passage Center (Smolt Monitoring Program).

78 A Passage 199900301

Evaluate Spawning of Fall 
Chinook and Chum Salmon 
Just Below the Four Lowermost 
Mainstem Dams

Oregon Department Of Fish and 
Wildlife (ODFW), Pacific 
Northwest National Laboratory 
(PNNL), Pacific States Marine 
Fisheries Commission (PSMFC)

Yes (Qualified) $73,052 Implement with condition through FY 2016: Sponsor to address 
ISRP qualifications in 2012 contract.

79 A Passage 200100300

Installation and Evaluation of 
Established PIT-tag 
Technologies (Title changed for 
Project 200100300 in 2006)

National Oceanic and 
Atmospheric Administration 
(NOAA), Pacific States Marine 
Fisheries Commission (PSMFC)

Yes (Qualified) x $627,679 Coordination, Pit Tag 
and other Tagging

Implement with condition through FY 2016: Sponsor to address 
ISRP qualifications in 2012 contract.  See presumptive path 
discussion in Programmatic Recommendation no. 10.

80 A Passage 200203200
Snake River Fall Chinook 
Salmon Life History 
Investigations

Pacific Northwest National 
Laboratory (PNNL), University of 
Washington, US Fish and 
Wildlife Service (USFWS), US 
Geological Survey (USGS)

Yes x $975,000 Art. Prod: effects and 
effectiveness monitoring

Implement with conditions through 2016:  Implementation based 
on outcome of Lower Snake Comp Review process and 
relationship to and outcome of a regional hatchery effects 
evaluation process.

81 A Passage 200304100

Evaluate Delayed (Extra) 
Mortality Associated with 
Passage of Yearling Chinook 
Salmon through Snake River 
Dams

National Oceanic and 
Atmospheric Administration 
(NOAA)

Yes x $71,683 Pit Tag and other 
Tagging, Research

Implement through 2014. Project is winding down and will be 
complete in 2014. See presumptive path discussion in 
Programmatic Recommendation no. 10.

82 A Passage 200500200 Lower Granite Dam Adult Trap 
Operations

National Oceanic and 
Atmospheric Administration 
(NOAA)

Yes x $309,243 Implement through FY 2016.

83 A Passage 200850600 Smolt Monitoring Video 
Feasibility Project

Columbia River Inter-Tribal Fish 
Commission (CRITFC) No x $0 Close out. Project is complete and is closing out.

"FY12 BPA projected budget" column represents the basis for FY12 funding expense only. 9
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84 A Passage 200851800 Upstream Migration Timing Columbia River Inter-Tribal Fish 
Commission (CRITFC) Yes (Qualified) x $296,145 Pit Tag and other 

Tagging

Implement with condition through FY 2016: Sponsor to address 
ISRP questions in 2012 contract. See presumptive path discussion 
in Programmatic Recommendation no. 10.

85 A Passage 201007600

Characterizing migration and 
survival for juvenile Snake River 
sockeye salmon between the 
upper Salmon River basin and 
Lower Granite Dam

IDF&G, NOAA In Part x $399,995 Pit Tag and other 
Tagging

Implement objectives 1 and 2 through FY 2016. See presumptive 
path discussion in Programmatic Recommendation no. 10.

86 A Predation - 
invasives 199007700 Development of Systemwide 

Predator Control
Pacific States Marine Fisheries 
Commission (PSMFC) Yes (Qualified) x $3,922,299 Implement with condition through FY 2016: Sponsor to address 

ISRP qualifications in 2012 contract.

87 A Predation - 
invasives 199702400 Avian Predation on Juvenile 

Salmonids Oregon State University Yes x $535,341 Research Implement through FY 2016.

88 A Predation - 
invasives 200727500 Impact of American Shad in the 

Columbia River US Geological Survey (USGS) Yes (Qualified) x $0 Research Do not implement. The sponsors have completed the 
recommendation for original work in 2011.

89 A Predation - 
invasives 200800400 Sea Lion Non-Lethal Hazing Columbia River Inter-Tribal Fish 

Commission (CRITFC)
In Part 
(Qualified) x $277,060 Implement through FY 2016 per August 12, 2009 Council decision.

90 A Predation - 
invasives 200871900 Research Non-Indigenous 

Actions

Oregon Department Of Fish and 
Wildlife (ODFW), US Geological 
Survey (USGS)

Yes (Qualified) x $353,150 Research
Implement through 2012 per July 14, 2010 Council decision.  
Implementation beyond 2012 based on ISRP and Council review 
of the results report and recommendation of future work.

91 A RRS 200303900

Monitoring the reproductive 
success of naturally spawning 
hatchery and natural spring 
Chinook salmon in the 
Wenatchee River

National Oceanic and 
Atmospheric Administration 
(NOAA), Washington Department 
of Fish and Wildlife (WDFW)

Yes x $475,688
Art. Prod: effects and 
effectiveness 
monitoring, Research

Implement with condition through FY 2014: Implementation 
beyond 2014 based on ISRP and Council review of the results 
report  and/or outcome of a regional hatchery effects evaluation 
process.

92 A RRS 200305000

Evaluate the Reproductive 
Success of Wild and Hatchery 
Steelhead in Natural and 
Hatchery Environments

University of Washington Yes x $0 Research Implement through 2012 to close out. Implement to complete work 
and submit final report.



Recommendations for Projects in the Research, Monitoring, Evaluation and Artificial Production Category Review  
Attachment to Decision Document - Part 3; (all projects reviewed are included)

June 2011
Council Mtg

# Task1 SubCat ProjNum Title Sponsor ISRPRec BiOp Accord FY12Req BPA Programmatic Issues Committee Recommendation

93 A RRS 200305400

Evaluate the Relative 
Reproductive Success of 
Hatchery-Origin and Wild-Origin 
Steelhead Spawning Naturally 
in the Hood River

Oregon State University Yes x $293,642
Art. Prod: effects and 
effectiveness 
monitoring, Research

Implement  through FY 2014. Implementation beyond 2014 based 
on ISRP and Council review of the results report  and/or outcome 
of a regional hatchery effects evaluation process.

94 A RRS 200306300

Natural Reproductive Success 
and Demographic Effects of 
Hatchery-Origin Steelhead in 
Abernathy Creek, Washington

US Fish and Wildlife Service 
(USFWS) Yes x $504,694

Art. Prod: effects and 
effectiveness 
monitoring, Research

Implement  through FY 2014. Implementation beyond 2014 based 
on ISRP and Council review of the results report  and/or outcome 
of a regional hatchery effects evaluation process.

95 A RRS 200729900

Investigation of Relative 
Reproductive Success of Stray 
Hatchery & Wild Steelhead & 
Influence of Hatchery Strays on 
Productivity in the Deschutes

Oregon Department Of Fish and 
Wildlife (ODFW) Yes (Qualified) x $353,150

Art. Prod: effects and 
effectiveness 
monitoring, Research

Implement with condition through FY 2014: Sponsor to address 
ISRP qualifications within two years. Implementation beyond 2014 
based on ISRP and Council review of qualification response.

96 A RRS 201003300
Study Reproductive Success of 
Hatchery and Natural Origin 
Steelhead in the Methow

Washington Department of Fish 
and Wildlife (WDFW) Yes x $233,529 Research

Implement through 2014, per April-May 2010 Council decision for 
Fast Track projects: Implementation beyond 2014 based on ISRP 
and Council review of the results report and recommendation of 
future work.

97 A Umatilla 200820300
Assess Reintroduction of 
Steelhead in Butter, McKay & 
Willow Creeks

Umatilla Confederated Tribes 
(CTUIR)

In Part 
(Qualified) x $124,333

Implement objectives 1 and 2 through completion.  
Implementation for objective 3 based on outcome of ISRP and 
Council review of the reintroduction plan.

98 A Walla Walla 200003900
Walla Walla River Basin 
Monitoring and Evaluation 
(M&E)

Umatilla Confederated Tribes 
(CTUIR) Yes x $856,259 Implement through FY 2016.

99 A Water 200201301 Water Entity - Water 
Transaction Program

National Fish and Wildlife 
Foundation Yes x $4,266,178 Implement with condition through FY 2016: Sponsor to address 

ISRP qualifications in 2012 contract.

100 A 200810500 Selective Gear Deployment Colville Confederated Tribes Yes (Qualified) x $316,728 Implement with condition through FY 2016: Sponsor to address 
ISRP qualifications in 2012 contract.

101 B AP 199506425

Policy, Plan and Technical 
Support of Washington 
Department of Fish and Wildlife 
(WDFW)-Yakima/Klickitat 
Fisheries Project (YKFP)

Washington Department of Fish 
and Wildlife (WDFW) Yes (Qualified) $197,917 Art. Prod: effects and 

effectiveness monitoring Defer to regional coordination review.

"FY12 BPA projected budget" column represents the basis for FY12 funding expense only. 11
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102 B AP 200203100 Growth Modulation in Salmon 
Supplementation

National Oceanic and 
Atmospheric Administration 
(NOAA), University of 
Washington

Yes x $357,248
Art. Prod: effects and 
effectiveness 
monitoring, Research

Implement through FY 2013.  Implementation beyond FY 2013 
based on ISRP and Council review of the results report  and/or 
outcome of a regional hatchery effects evaluation process.

103 B CWT 198201301
Coded Wire Tag-Pacific States 
Marine Fisheries Commission 
(PSMFC)

Pacific States Marine Fisheries 
Commission (PSMFC) Yes x $2,192,753 Coded Wire Tag

Implement through FY 2013 with condition:  Sponsor to participate 
in developing an over-arching plan on the future of CWT as 
described in programmatic issue #9. Funding beyond 2013 subject 
to ISRP and Council review of the plan.

104 B CWT 198201302
Coded Wire Tag-Oregon 
Department of Fish and Wildlife 
(ODFW)

Oregon Department Of Fish and 
Wildlife (ODFW) Yes x $230,971 Coded Wire Tag

Implement through FY 2013 with condition:  Sponsor to participate 
in developing an over- arching plan on the future of CWT as 
described in programmatic issue #9. Funding beyond 2013 subject 
to ISRP and Council review of the plan.

105 B CWT 198201303 Coded Wire Tag-US Fish and 
Wildlife Service (USFWS)

US Fish and Wildlife Service 
(USFWS) Yes (Qualified) x $116,647 Coded Wire Tag

Implement through FY 2013 with conditions: Sponsor to address 
ISRP qualifications in 2012 contract and submit 2011 Annual 
Report for ISRP review; and Sponsors to participate in developing 
an over- arching plan on the future of CWT as described in 
programmatic issue #9. Funding beyond 2013 subject to ISRP and 
Council review of the plan.

106 B CWT 198201304
Coded Wire Tag-Washington 
Department of Fish and Wildlife 
(WDFW)

Washington Department of Fish 
and Wildlife (WDFW) Yes (Qualified) x $338,311 Coded Wire Tag

Implement through FY 2013 with conditions: Sponsor to address 
ISRP qualifications in 2012 contract and submit 2011 Annual 
Report for ISRP review; and Sponsors to participate in developing 
an over- arching plan on the future of CWT as described in 
programmatic issue #9. Funding beyond 2013 subject to ISRP and 
Council review of the plan. *Alternative: Implement through FY 
2012; project to wind down for close out within FY 2012.

107 B CWT 201003600 Lower Columbia Coded Wire 
Tag (CWT) Recovery Project

Washington Department of Fish 
and Wildlife (WDFW) Yes x $847,461 Coded Wire Tag

Implement per April-May 2010 Council decision for Fast Track 
projects through FY 2013 with condition:  Sponsors to participate 
in developing an over- arching plan on the future of CWT as 
described in programmatic issue #9. Funding beyond 2013 subject 
to ISRP and Council review of the plan.

108 B Estuary 200300700 Lower Columbia River Estuary 
Ecosystem Monitoring

Lower Columbia River Estuary 
Partnership (LCREP)

In Part 
(Qualified) x $1,033,578 Estuary

Implement current activities  through FY 2012 with conditions: 
Sponsor to develop a comprehensive report on the monitoring that 
has occurred under the project itself, for review by the ISRP. In 
addition, the agencies involved in the estuary are to develop the 
synthesis report described in programmatic issue #3 also for ISRP 
review. Funding beyond 2012 based on the outcome of the review 
of both reports by the ISRP and Council. Do not implement 
Objective 1, Task 1 (g).
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109 B Genetics 
Salmon 198909600

Genetic Monitoring and 
Evaluation (M&E) Program for 
Salmon and Steelhead

National Oceanic and 
Atmospheric Administration 
(NOAA)

Yes (Qualified) x $488,167
Art. Prod: effects and 
effectiveness 
monitoring, Research

Implement through 2014 with condition: Sponsor to address the 
ISRP qualifications 1-3  to be included in the results report and 
before additional funding is recommended. Implementation  
beyond 2014 based on ISRP and Council review of the results 
report and recommendation of future work; outcome of Lower 
Snake Comp Review process; and the hatchery effects evaluation 
process described in programmatic recommendation #4.

110 B Genetics 
Salmon 201002600

Chinook and Steelhead 
Genotyping for Genetic Stock 
Identification (GSI) at Lower 
Granite Dam

Idaho Department of Fish and 
Game (IDFG) Yes (Qualified) x $675,473 Art. Prod: effects and 

effectiveness monitoring

Fund through 2016 per April-May 2010 decision for Fast Track 
projects. Implementation subject to regional hatchery effects 
evaluation process described in programmatic recommendation 
#4.

111 B Genetics 
Salmon 201003100

Snake River Chinook and 
Steelhead Parental Based 
Tagging

Idaho Department of Fish and 
Game (IDFG) Yes (Qualified) x $1,716,343 Art. Prod: effects and 

effectiveness monitoring

Fund through 2016 per April-May 2010 decision for Fast Track 
projects. Implementation subject to regional hatchery effects 
evaluation process described in programmatic recommendation 
#4.

112 B
Habitat - 
Action 
Effectiveness

199603501 Yakama Reservation 
Watershed Project Yakama Confederated Tribes Yes (Qualified) x x $1,422,246 Habitat action 

effectiveness monitoring See Programmatic Issue #2.

113 B
Habitat - 
Action 
Effectiveness

199801900 Wind River Watershed

Underwood Conservation District 
(UCD), US Forest Service 
(USFS), US Geological Survey 
(USGS), Washington Department 
of Fish and Wildlife (WDFW)

Yes x $470,628 Habitat action 
effectiveness monitoring See Programmatic issue #2.

114 B
Habitat - 
Action 
Effectiveness

200205300 Asotin Creek Salmon 
Population Assessment

Washington Department of Fish 
and Wildlife (WDFW) Yes x $241,329 Habitat action 

effectiveness monitoring See Programmatic issue #2.

115 B
Habitat - 
Action 
Effectiveness

200301700
Integrated Status and 
Effectiveness Monitoring 
Program (ISEMP)

National Oceanic and 
Atmospheric Administration 
(NOAA)

Yes (Qualified) x $6,553,526 Habitat action 
effectiveness monitoring See Programmatic issue #2.

116 B
Habitat - 
Action 
Effectiveness

200302200 Okanogan Basin Monitoring & 
Evaluation Program (OBMEP) Colville Confederated Tribes Yes (Qualified) x x $1,492,723 Habitat action 

effectiveness monitoring See programmatic issue #2.

117 B
Habitat - 
Action 
Effectiveness

200900200 Status and Trend Annual 
Reporting Yakama Confederated Tribes Yes (Qualified) x $323,067 Habitat action 

effectiveness monitoring
See Programmatic issue #2. Sponsor to address qualifications per 
Council decision Jan 12, 2010 in implementation.
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118 B
Habitat - 
Action 
Effectiveness

200900400

Monitoring Recovery Trends in 
Key Spring Chinook Habitat 
Variables and Validation of 
Population Viability Indicators

Columbia River Inter-Tribal Fish 
Commission (CRITFC) In Part x $1,201,545 Habitat action 

effectiveness monitoring

See Programmatic issue #2. Implement through 2013 per Council 
decision Sept 22, 2010.  Funding in 2014 and beyond based on 
ISRP and Council review of Phase 2 efforts.

119 B
Habitat - 
Action 
Effectiveness

201002800

Estimate Adult Steelhead 
Abundance in Small Streams 
Associated with Tucannon & 
Asotin Populations

Washington Department of Fish 
and Wildlife (WDFW) Yes x $67,039 Habitat action 

effectiveness monitoring
See Programmatic Issue #2. Also See Fast Track April-May 2010 
Council decision.

120 B
Habitat - 
Action 
Effectiveness

201003000
Project to provided VSP 
Estimates for Yakima 
Steelhead MPG

Yakama Confederated Tribes Yes (Qualified) x $633,612 Habitat action 
effectiveness monitoring

See Programmatic issue #2. Also see Fast Track April-May 2010 
Council decision.

121 B
Habitat - 
Action 
Effectiveness

201003200 Imnaha River Steelhead Status 
Monitoring Nez Perce Tribe Yes x $417,252 Habitat action 

effectiveness monitoring
See Programmatic issue #2.  Also see Fast Track April-May 2010 
Council decision.

122 B
Habitat - 
Action 
Effectiveness

201003400

Upper Columbia Spring 
Chinook and Steelhead 
Juvenile and Adult Abundance, 
Productivity and Spatial 
Structure Monitoring

Washington Department of Fish 
and Wildlife (WDFW) Yes (Qualified) x $726,123 Habitat action 

effectiveness monitoring See Programmatic issue #2.  Also see Fast Track April-May,

123 B
Habitat - 
Action 
Effectiveness

201003500
Abundance, Productivity and 
Life History of Fifteenmile 
Creek Winter Steelhead

Oregon Department Of Fish and 
Wildlife (ODFW) Yes x $336,804 Habitat action 

effectiveness monitoring See Programmatic Issue #2.

124 B
Habitat - 
Action 
Effectiveness

201004200
Tucannon Steelhead and 
Spring Chinook Expanded Pit 
Tagging

Washington Department of Fish 
and Wildlife (WDFW) Yes x $66,099 Habitat action 

effectiveness monitoring
See Programmatic Issue #2.  Also see Fast Track Jan 2011 
Council decision.

125 B
Habitat - 
Action 
Effectiveness

201005100 Upper Columbia Water Quality 
and Water Quantity Gauges

Cascadia Conservation District, 
Washington Department of 
Ecology

Yes (Qualified) x $114,000 Habitat action 
effectiveness monitoring Programmatic issue #2.

126 B
Habitat - 
Action 
Effectiveness

201007500
Upper Columbia 
Implementation and Action 
Effectiveness Monitoring

Upper Columbia Salmon 
Recovery Yes x $356,177 Habitat action 

effectiveness monitoring
See Programmatic Issue #2.  Fast Track April 2011 Council 
decision.

127 B Habitat 
Effectiveness 199801600 Escapement and Productivity of 

Spring Chinook and Steelhead
Oregon Department Of Fish and 
Wildlife (ODFW) Yes (Qualified) x $1,025,119 Habitat action 

effectiveness monitoring
See Programmatic Issue #2.  Also see Fast Track April-May 
Council decision.

128 B Habitat 
Effectiveness 200901400 Biomonitoring of Fish Habitat 

Enhancement
Umatilla Confederated Tribes 
(CTUIR) Yes (Qualified) x $71,416 Habitat action 

effectiveness monitoring
See Programmatic issue #2.  Implementation recommendation 
beyond FY 2012 depends on ISRP review of study design.
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129 B Lamprey 199402600 Pacific Lamprey Research and 
Restoration Project

National Oceanic and 
Atmospheric Administration 
(NOAA), Umatilla Confederated 
Tribes (CTUIR)

Yes (Qualified) x $676,991 Lamprey, Research

Implement with condition through FY 2012. Sponsor to address 
ISRP qualifications (ISRP 2010-44B) by assisting in the 
development of  a synthesis report  for ISRP review as described 
in programmatic issue #8. Implementation beyond FY 2012 based 
on ISRP and Council reviews of this follow-up action.

130 B Lamprey 200201600
Evaluate the Status of Pacific 
Lamprey in the Lower 
Deschutes River

Confederated Tribes Of Warm 
Springs Yes (Qualified) x $197,406 Lamprey

Implement with condition through FY 2012. Sponsor to address 
ISRP qualifications (ISRP 2010-44B) by assisting in the 
development of  a synthesis report  for ISRP review as described 
in programmatic issue #8. Implementation beyond FY 2012 based 
on ISRP and Council reviews of this follow-up action.

131 B Lamprey 200700700

Determine Status and Limiting 
Factors of Pacific Lamprey in 
Fifteenmile Creek and Hood 
River subbasins, Oregon

Confederated Tribes Of Warm 
Springs Yes (Qualified) x $251,992 Lamprey

Implement  through FY 2012 per January 12, 2010 Council 
decision. In addition, sponsor to address ISRP qualifications 
(ISRP 2010-44B) by assisting in the development of  a synthesis 
report  for ISRP review as described in programmatic issue #8. 
Implementation beyond FY 2012 based on ISRP and Council 
reviews of this follow-up action.

132 B Lamprey 200830800 Willamette Falls Lamprey 
Escapement Estimate

Confederated Tribes Of Warm 
Springs Yes (Qualified) x $180,284 Lamprey, Research

Implement with conditions through FY 2012 per August 12, 2009 
Council decision and  addressing recent ISRP qualifcations 1&2 
(ISRP 2011-6). In addition, sponsor to address ISRP qualifications 
(ISRP 2010-44B) by assisting in the development of  a synthesis 
report  for ISRP review as described in programmatic issue #8. 
Implementation beyond FY 2012 based on ISRP and Council 
reviews of these follow-up actions.

133 B Lamprey 200847000
Yakama Nation Ceded Lands 
Lamprey Evaluation and 
Restoration

Yakama Confederated Tribes Yes (Qualified) x $209,223 Lamprey

Implement with conditions through FY 2012 per April 14, 2010 
Council decision. In addition, sponsor to address ISRP 
qualifications (ISRP 2010-44B) by assisting in the development of  
a synthesis report  for ISRP review as described in programmatic 
issue #8. Implementation beyond FY 2012 based on ISRP and 
Council reviews of these follow-up actions.

134 B Lamprey 200852400 Implement Tribal Pacific 
Lamprey Restoration Plan

Columbia River Inter-Tribal Fish 
Commission (CRITFC)

Response 
requested x $531,029 Lamprey

Implement with conditions through FY 2012 per August 18, 2010 
Council decision. In addition, sponsor to address ISRP 
qualifications (ISRP 2010-44B) by assisting in the development of  
a synthesis report  for ISRP review as described in programmatic 
issue #8. Implementation beyond FY 2012 based on ISRP and 
Council reviews of these follow-up actions.
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135 B Monitoring 199902000
Analyze the Persistence and 
Spatial Dynamics of Chinook 
Salmon

US Forest Service (USFS) Yes (Qualified) $53,004 Implement critical elements. Consider combining with another 
project for implementation. Sponsor to address ISRP concerns.

136 B Ocean 199801400 Ocean Survival Of Salmonids
National Oceanic and 
Atmospheric Administration 
(NOAA)

Yes (Qualified) x $2,141,999 Ocean, Research
Implement through FY 2012 to complete coordinated synthesis 
report. Implementation beyond FY 2012 based on ISRP and 
Council review of the report.

137 B Ocean 200300900 Salmon Shelf Survival Study Canada Department Of Fisheries 
and Oceans Yes (Qualified) x $460,075 Ocean, Research

Implement through FY 2012 to complete coordinated synthesis 
report. Implementation beyond FY 2012 based on ISRP and 
Council review of the report.

138 B Ocean 200311400 Coastal Ocean Acoustic 
Salmon Tracking (COAST) Kintama Research Yes (Qualified) x TBD Ocean, Research

Implement through FY 2012 to complete coordinated synthesis 
report.  ISRP and Council review of synthesis report to determine 
if there is a critical need for new work beyond FY 2012.

139 B Sturgeon 198605000
White Sturgeon Mitigation and 
Restoration in the Lower 
Columbia and Snake Rivers

Oregon Department Of Fish and 
Wildlife (ODFW) Yes (Qualified) $1,336,827 White Sturgeon

Implement with conditions through FY 2012: Sponsor to assist in 
developing a comprehensive sturgeon management plan for ISRP 
review as described in programmatic issue #7; and sponsor to 
address ISRP qualifications as part of the management plan. 
Implementation recommendation beyond FY 2012 based on ISRP 
and Council review of plan and proposed future work.

140 B Sturgeon 200715500

Develop a Master Plan for a 
Rearing Facility to Enhance 
Selected Populations of White 
Sturgeon in the Columbia River 
Basin

Columbia River Inter-Tribal Fish 
Commission (CRITFC)

In Part 
(Qualified) x $230,578 White Sturgeon

Implement with conditions through FY 2012: Sponsor to assist in 
developing a comprehensive sturgeon management plan  for ISRP 
review as described in programmatic issue #7; and sponsor to 
address ISRP qualifications (per Council decision April 12, 2009) 
as part of the manangement plan. Implementation 
recommendation beyond 2012 based on ISRP and Council review 
of plan and proposed future work.

141 B Sturgeon 200845500 Sturgeon Management Yakama Confederated Tribes Yes (Qualified) x $151,764 White Sturgeon

Implement with conditions through FY 2012: Sponsor to assist in 
developing a comprehensive sturgeon management plan for ISRP 
review as described in programmatic issue #7; and sponsor to 
address ISRP qualifications (per Council decision August 12, 
2009) as part of the management plan. Implementation 
recommendation beyond 2012 based on ISRP and Council review 
of plan and proposed future work.
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142 B Sturgeon 200850400 Sturgeon Genetics Columbia River Inter-Tribal Fish 
Commission (CRITFC) In Part x $49,742 White Sturgeon

Implement with conditions through FY 2012: Sponsor to contribute 
to the development of a comprehensive sturegon management 
plan as described in prorammatic issue #7; and sponsor will 
address ISRP "in part" qualifications (see ISRP doc 2010-11) as 
appropriate in management plan report and in anticipated Master 
Plan (proj 2007-115-00). Implementation recommendation beyond 
FY 2012 based on ISRP and Council review of proposed future 
work.

143 B 201100100 Columbia Habitat and 
Monitoring Program (CHaMP) NOAA $4,200,000 Habitat action 

effectiveness monitoring

Implement through 2014 in a phased-in or incremental approach 
as described  in Programmatic Issue #2. This includes 
implementing through at least FY 2012 only in a subset of 
watersheds as described in the programmatic recommendation. 
Sponsor to further develop the habitat monitoring and evaluation 
elements, including the analytical methods, as described in 
Programmatic Issue #2 and do so in collaboration with the ISRP 
and the Council as well as habitat monitoring and evaluation 
partners.

144 NR AP 199800704
Grande Ronde Spring Chinook 
on Lostine/Catherine Creek/ 
Upper Grande Ronde Rivers

Oregon Department Of Fish and 
Wildlife (ODFW)

Response 
requested x $0

On February 18, 2011 the ISRP found that this project did not 
meet science review criteria (ISRP document 2011-3).  Sponsor 
did not provide a response during the categorical review.

145 NR AP 200003800 Walla Walla Hatchery Final 
Design/Construction

Umatilla Confederated Tribes 
(CTUIR) No x

Implement through outcome of Step Review process.   
Implementation subject to regional hatchery effects evaluation 
process described in programmatic recommendation #4.

146 NR AP 200003801 Walla Walla Hatchery Plan and 
Preliminary Design – Expense

Umatilla Confederated Tribes 
(CTUIR) N/A

Implement through outcome of Step Review process.   
Implementation subject to regional hatchery effects evaluation 
process described in programmatic recommendation #4.

147 NR AP 200003802
Walla Walla River Hatchery 
Operations and Maintenance 
(O&M)

Umatilla Confederated Tribes 
(CTUIR) N/A

Implement through outcome of Step Review process.  
Implementation subject to regional hatchery effects evaluation 
process described in programmatic recommendation #4.

148 NR AP 200852700 John Day Reprogramming & 
Construction

Columbia River Inter-Tribal Fish 
Commission (CRITFC) N/A x Project implementation based on outcome of review process.

149 NR AP 200890500 Supplementation, Monitoring, 
and Evaluation Program Shoshone-Bannock Tribes N/A x Project implementation based on outcome of review process.

150 NR AP 200890600 Crystal Springs Planning and 
Operations/Maintenance Shoshone-Bannock Tribes N/A x Project implementation based on outcome of review process.

"FY12 BPA projected budget" column represents the basis for FY12 funding expense only. 17
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151 NR AP 201008500
Columbia River Hatchery 
Effects Evaluation Team 
(CRHEET)

BPA, NOAA Yes x $0

Council believes this is the process described in programmatic 
recommendation #4 for hatchery effects evaluation. Council may 
recommend this work once the process is fully developed and 
reviewed by ISRP and Council.

152 NR
Habitat - 
Action 
Effectiveness

200206800

Implementation of the Columbia 
Habitat Monitoring Program in 
Lolo Creek, SF Clearwater, 
Lochsa, and Imnaha Rivers - 
NPT DFRM Watershed Division

Nez Perce Tribe No $0 This project has been removed entirely to CHaMP (2011-006-00) 
for all data collection.

153 NR
Habitat - 
Action 
Effectiveness

201008200
PNAMP Integrated Status and 
Trends Monitoring (ISTM) 
Demonstration Project

ODFW, Oregon State University, 
USGS, WDFW, Bioanalysts Inc, 
Lwr Columbia Fish Recovery Brd, 
WDOE

Yes $0 Estuary

No recommendation required at this time.  The product of this 
work will to be reviewed as part of data management review.  This 
work is included in the programmatic issue #3 for coordination with 
other estuary monitoring efforts.

154 NR Habitat 
Effectiveness 200715600 Rock Creek Fish and Habitat 

Assessment Yakama Confederated Tribes No x $0 Sponsor needs to submit new proposal for review.

155 NR Habitat 
Research 200900800 Climate Change Impacts Columbia River Inter-Tribal Fish 

Commission (CRITFC) N/A x Research Project implementation based on outcome of review process.

156 NR Harvest 200206000
Nez Perce Harvest Monitoring 
on Snake and Clearwater 
Rivers

Nez Perce Tribe Yes (Qualified) x $0
No recommendation at this time.  Sponsor requested by the ISRP 
to submit revised proposal (see ISRP qualifications for what the 
new proposals should include).

157 NR Harvest 200850200 Expanded Tribal Catch 
Sampling

Columbia River Inter-Tribal Fish 
Commission (CRITFC) N/A x Project implementation based on outcome of review process.

NR Monitoring 200831100 Natural Production 
Management and Monitoring

Confederated Tribes Of Warm 
Springs N/A x Project implementation based on outcome of review process.

159 NR Passage 200890800
FCRPS Water Studies & 
Passage of Adult Salmon & 
Steelhead

Colville Confederated Tribes N/A x Project implementation based on outcome of review process.


