
 
 

October 6, 2006 
 

Tom Karier, Chair  
Northwest Power and Conservation Council 
851 S.W. Broadway, Suite 1100 
Portland, OR 97205 
 
Dear Mr. Karier: 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to submit comments on the Council’s draft recommendations to the 
Bonneville Power Administration concerning its project funding decisions for FY2007-2009.  As 
chairs of the Nez Perce Tribe, Umatilla Tribe, Warm Springs Tribe, and Yakama Nation, we want to 
express our deep concern about the Council’s implementation of the Columbia River Basin Fish and 
Wildlife Program.   
 
This letter identifies our overarching concerns with the Council’s process for making project 
recommendations.  Our tribes individually and through the Columbia River Inter-Tribal Fish 
Commission will provide comments with respect to individual projects.  
 
The Fish and Wildlife Program Funding Level is Arbitrary and Inadequate 
 
We understand that Bonneville set, and the Council assented to, the fish and wildlife program funding 
level for Fiscal Years 2007-2009 quite some time ago.  At that time we stated that Bonneville’s 
proposal did not appear to have any discernable relationship to the 2000 Program Basinwide goals and 
objectives.  We noted that the funding level was certainly not derivative of an analysis as to what it 
may take to begin implementing newly adopted subbasin plans.  The Tribes and other fish and wildlife 
managers tried to work with the Council and BPA on a CBFWA effort to develop cost estimates for 
fully implementing the Program and Biological Opinion, but you never provided any input to our 
report.  It also appears that the Council did not advocate adequate funding in various BPA processes.  
The funding level also seemed to be deaf to the Federal Court’s continued admonition that more 
resources must be brought to bear on the salmon crisis. Simply put, the funding level established by 
Bonneville, and acquiesced in by the Council, was arbitrary.  We recount this history because now, 
with the Council’s draft funding recommendations, we can see the unsettling consequences.  
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• Over the next three years we will be committing less to fish and wildlife than in Fiscal Year 

2006.  Cost increases in materials, fuel, personnel more than consume the negligible program 
funding level increase.  The fish and wildlife program is eroding. 

 
• The Fish and Wildlife Program has been whittled down to little more than an inadequately 

funded ESA-listed salmon program.  Lamprey, sturgeon, bull-trout, and unlisted salmon work 
would essentially disappear.  All of these species are impacted by the hydrosystem.  Many of 
your recently adopted subbasin plans feature these species.  Failure to protect, mitigate, and 
enhance the full suite of affected species is not consistent with the Act, the Program or the Four 
Governors’ letters. 

 
• Your independent science panel says that the strategy of stripping out monitoring and 

evaluation to try to slow the erosion of actual on-the-ground projects is putting the Program on 
thin-ice scientifically. 

 
• The tribes have provided analysis that the current level of effort is not likely to achieve the 

biological objectives of the Council Program.  The region has not achieved the Council’s first 
objective to stop the decline of salmon populations and is not on track to rebuild populations to 
five million fish above Bonneville Dam by 2025.  In fact, at the current pace of implementation 
the Council subbasin plans will not be implemented for 40 to 80 years.  

 
• On June 21, 2005 and January 10, 2006, CRITFC wrote to the Council detailing our rationale 

for the funding needed to fully implement your Program and seeking your analysis on this 
important issue.  The tribes have not received responses to either of these letters. 

 
The Local Review Processes Were Inconsistent, Unclear, and Failed  
 
Distributed bottom-up planning such as the Subbasin planning process has merit in the proper context.  
Farming out the project recommendations to four different venues does not.  It was an experiment that 
didn’t work.  Neither the Act nor the Program requires this sort of balkanized effort, and the Council 
had never used such a process before.   
 
The tribes care about how the program is implemented across the basin, not just in a single subbasin or 
province, or state.  It was virtually impossible to understand how to effectively participate at a 
program, province or basin level.  Even within subbasins and provinces, the processes varied.  
Transparency and accessibility for the exercise varied dramatically from state to state.  Standards, 
criteria, and methods to prioritize projects (if there were any) were inconsistent from state to state.   
 
Only when the Council draft recommendations were made public in the last two weeks were the tribes 
able to see this overall workplan and evaluate it.  Even then, the reasons for some recommendations or 
choices remain a mystery because of the opaque processes in the prioritization efforts.  For these 
reasons, we intend to work directly with BPA after the Council tenders its recommendations to ensure 
that there is an overall program that makes sense.  We believe that BPA will need to make serious 
revisions to many elements of the recommendations.   
 
Unfortunately, the Council’s recommendations leave a major void. 
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• The promise of the subbasin planning effort remains unfulfilled.  The region was positioned to 

craft strategic implementation plans as the next step, and to discern or build from those 
province and basinwide objectives.  The disjointed, uncoordinated local review processes, for 
the most part, seems to have been able to do little more than discern political popularity, 
leaving biological integrity by the wayside. 

 
• BPA has more work to do in making its decisions about funding a rational program after this 

process than it has ever had in the past.  We expect significant departures from some elements 
of the Council’s recommendations. 

 
These process failings, when coupled with the currently vague Fish and Wildlife Program measures, 
have effectively circumvented the role of the fish and wildlife managers in implementation of the 
Northwest Power Act.  The deference to the fish and wildlife managers that was intended by the 
drafters of the Northwest Power Act has been superseded by ad hoc and ill-informed judgments of the 
Council.  Moreover, the Council’s draft recommendations imperil treaty secured resources, such as 
lamprey, which have sustained tribal people for millennia and are now on the brink of extinction.  The 
recommendations also run contrary to restoration of treaty-secured fisheries, such as coho in the 
Wenatchee River Basin.  We object to the Council’s decision to effectively remove measures from its 
Fish and Wildlife Program through its funding recommendations.  This is a time for a greater regional 
commitment, not a lesser commitment. 
 
Withholding Funding Is Unjustifiable  
 
The overall funding made available is inadequate, programs that are critical for the tribes are being 
slashed, entire species are dropping from the Program, and the Council is holding funds back for pet 
projects or issues.  This is offensive and contrary to a sound and businesslike approach to 
implementation of the Northwest Power Act and the Council’s Fish and Wildlife Program.   
 
The Council should not have stashed away $1 million for gimmick projects in an “innovative 
category.”  When the independent science group made a recommendation several years ago for 
innovative project funding, it was born out of a desire to secure new research ideas.  This ISRP 
recommendation is now being transformed into a million dollar “pet-projects fund,” which is non-
responsive to the ISRP recommendations for research and the fish and wildlife managers’ views on 
Program implementation. Does the Council intend to launch a new solicitation process this winter to 
spend “its” million dollars of innovative funding?  Unless Bonneville remedies the serious problems in 
the Council’s recommendations, such a solicitation would occur about the same time that the tribes are 
shutting down fish producing projects and truncating critical path research on species in rapid decline, 
such as lamprey. 
 
There are additional millions of dollars that the Council has cut out of productive on-going projects to 
create what ostensibly is little more than a reserve fund for the FCRPS remand process.  There is no 
rational basis for such a decision, since the Council does not and cannot discern at this time what will 
or will not be part of the proposed action in the remand, which may in fact include some of the projects 
the Council fails to recommend. The Council, however, has not made clear what its intentions are for 
these funds. If the Council is privy to information that it believes to be relevant to the remand, we 
request that the Council immediately share that information with the tribes, the action agencies, and the 
other sovereigns collaborating in the remand effort.   We believe that the Fish and Wildlife Program 
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should be funded adequately, and to the extent the Endangered Species Act requirements defined in the 
Remand or by the District Court of Oregon require more, that Bonneville and the other Action 
Agencies add more funds.  The Council should not recommend a “rob Peter to pay Paul” approach in 
its final recommendations, particularly when such an approach appears to be based on unstated 
assumptions about the outcome of the remand. 
 

• The Program is inadequately funded.  It is unreasonable to slash productive tribal projects to 
build reserve accounts for pet projects or anticipated issues. 

 
The BPA Capital Policy Clarification Deserves Support 
 
The shifts in BPA's capital policy interpretation have caused huge problems in the local prioritization 
process and loss of trust with project funding partners.  Fortunately, some missteps have been 
corrected by Bonneville.  The Council should encourage Bonneville to implement its capital policy in 
ways that optimize the ability to access those funds.  We thank the Council and Council members for 
their help in moving Bonneville in a more constructive direction on its use of the capital fund, and we 
urge you to persist in your efforts to have BPA truly makes these funds available for fish and wildlife. 
 
The Program Funding Should Increase 
 
In times where Bonneville has asserted that financial crisis jeopardized its solvency the Fish and 
Wildlife Program was reduced – sometimes dramatically and with tremendous disruption.  For years 
Bonneville has not actually spent all of the funding it represents is available for fish and wildlife.  It 
occurs to us that we should ensure that we have the resources to meet fish and wildlife needs, and 
ensure that the resources that are available for fish and wildlife are utilized.   As we approach Fiscal 
Year 2007 we note: 
 

• Bonneville has nearly a billion dollars in reserves.  It could choose to augment the fish and 
wildlife program funding today with absolutely no rate impact or risk to its other obligations. 

 
• Bonneville has included provisions for spending more on fish and wildlife if pending litigation 

forces it to do so.  Again, we believe that it should just make that choice today as a sound 
policy and legal decision.  

 
• Bonneville rates are 53% below market.  We estimate that BPA could fully fund the Council 

Program and Biological Opinion and still be 50% below market.  This would rebuild our Treaty 
fish and wildlife resources, create thousands of jobs in rural and tribal communities and still 
continue significant benefits for ratepayers. 

 
Conclusion 
 
The Council will soon make important decisions that affect the implementation of the Council 
Program.  The tribes have previously provided extensive analysis demonstrating that the current 
funding is not adequate.  We have also demonstrated that the Council’s proposed decisions will cause 
major cuts in efforts to protect, mitigate, and enhance salmon and steelhead at the same time federal, 
state, and tribal governments are working hard to develop a new biological opinion that will require 
even greater effort.  It makes no sense to terminate projects in October 2006 and then incur added costs 
to restart them again when the new biological opinion is completed next spring.   
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We urge the Council to work with BPA to continue ongoing fish and wildlife projects, initiate new 
projects that will be needed to implement the Council Program and Biological Opinion, and increase 
overall funding to levels that are adequate to fully implement the Program and the Biological Opinion. 
Again, thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Council’s funding recommendations. 
 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 

    
Ron Suppah      Lavina Washines 
Confederated Tribes     Yakama Nation 
Of the Warm Springs  
Reservation of Oregon 
 
 
 

   
Antone Minthorn     Rebecca Miles 
Confederated Tribes of     Nez Perce Tribe 
The Umatilla Indian Reservation 
 
 
 
cc: Steve Wright, Bonneville Power Administration 
 BG Martin, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
 Bob Lohn, National Marine Fisheries Service 

Northwest Congressional Delegation 
 



 

COLUMBIA RIVER INTER-TRIBAL FISH COMMISSION 
729 NE Oregon, Suite 200, Portland, Oregon 97232                           Telephone 503 238 0667 
                                                                                                                         Fax 503 235 4228 

 
October 6, 2006 
 
Mark Walker 
Director of Public Affairs 
Northwest Power and Conservation Council 
851 S.W. Sixth Avenue 
Suite 1100 
Portland, OR  97204 
 
Dear Mr. Walker: 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to submit comments on the Council’s draft recommendations to 
the Bonneville power Administration concerning its project funding decisions for FY2007-2009.  
This is one of a series of comments you will receive from our member tribes (Yakama Nation, 
Nez Perce Tribe of Idaho, Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Indian Reservation, and the 
Warm Springs Tribes of Oregon), individually and jointly. We incorporate and support those 
comments, but generally do not repeat them here. We also reiterate by reference our October 2 
comments on the tribal coordination projects. These comments are meant to address a few 
additional issues and supplement the issues raised in the letters from our member tribes. 
 
General Comments  
 
The Council draft funding recommendations, in aggregate, undermine the significant work of the 
Independent Science Review Team and the Mainstem Systemwide Review Team, lowering the 
overall technical quality of the Fish and Wildlife Program. Project budgets have been arbitrarily 
reduced based on a financial algorithm or for other unexplained reasons with little attention to 
the work that will be completed.  For instance, in many of the project-specific comments the 
Council defers to the project sponsors to prioritize their own work by stating “Ask sponsor to 
confirm during comment period what work can be completed at this budget level.”  The projects 
that eventually get funded may not resemble the proposals that the ISRP reviewed. 
 
We feel that the creation of reserve accounts is unjustified in a program that is already severely 
under funded. However, the manner in which the reserve account was created is contrary to the 
Council’s own project solicitation process. The way in which it may be used could serve as a 
mechanism for redistributing funds from the Basinwide funding category to other provinces, 
against the initial agreed upon funding allocations identified in the project solicitation 
announcement. One effect of such a reallocation is to reduce efforts to address basin-wide 
critical uncertainties (e.g. evaluating the effects of supplementation on natural production) 
identified by the Council and the ISRP and to, again, lower the technical foundation of the 
overall Program. 



The Council’s draft funding recommendations reduce funding for projects addressing certain 
critical uncertainties. This moves away from meeting the 2000 Fish and Wildlife Program 
interim biological objectives and, again, weakens the overall technical credibility of the Program 
in significant ways. Examples are provided in project-specific comments, below. 
 
Ocean Research 
 
Two ocean research projects (200300900 and 200311400) were not recommended for funding by 
the MSRT review because they do not address the primary management questions related to 
operation and mitigation of the FCRPS and will not contribute significantly to the life cycle 
studies necessary for hydro operations. 
 
The acoustic tracking study (200311400) in particular is unlikely to achieve its stated objectives 
as designed and is significantly less effective than the existing PIT tag system for estimating in-
river survival. Tag releases below Bonneville Dam in 2004 and 2005 were 800 and 198, 
respectively. Recoveries from these releases were 3 in 2004 and 18 in 2005. The proposed 
releases in 2007 (2 lots of 500 each in the upper reaches of the Columbia and Snake Rivers) are 
unlikely to have more detections than previous releases. This is entirely inadequate to test the 
stated hypotheses. This is a very expensive project unlikely to provide useful management 
information. We recommend this project not be funded. 
 

Recommendation: Do not fund these two projects and use the money instead to provide 
additional funding for the lamprey and sturgeon projects. These projects will provide 
much more immediate benefits to the Fish and Wildlife Program. 

 
Lamprey 
 
Lamprey have been declining precipitously. These steep declines will become a crisis if not 
addressed, yet the Council continues to underfund or ignore this problem. It is far less costly and 
disruptive to the region and to operation of the hydropower system to address these problems 
before they gain the status of ESA issues. 
 
Development of a lamprey sampling protocol cannot be completed for the proposed figure of 
$200,000, as the Council recommends. As described in the work plan, this is an inter-agency 
effort and would require $500,000. That includes assembling existing literature and data to 
compare past sampling efforts and data. That information would provide the technical basis upon 
which to develop a manual of field sampling procedures and a statistically defensible sampling 
design.  
 

Recommendation: The Council should fund project 200716500 at $500,000 to develop a 
full sampling protocol, including field manual and sampling design. Upon successful 
development of the protocols, the Council should approve funding for the field data 
collection portion of this project 

 
 
 



Sturgeon 
 
Mainstem sturgeon populations above Bonneville Dam are experiencing severe recruitment 
failure in most years because of habitat changes resulting from construction and operation of the 
hydropower system. In short, sturgeon are not successfully reproducing. As with lamprey, it will 
be cheaper and less disruptive to address this situation before these populations become 
candidates for ESA listing. 
 
Project 19860500 requested 1.6 million dollars annually for the 2007-09 funding period, but 
Council staff have recommended a funding level of 1.1 million, a reduction of 0.5 million 
dollars.  This level will render the Project unable to complete most elements and tasks listed in 
the 2007-09 proposal.  The proposal received excellent reviews from the ISRP “excellent 
proposal from a group with a good record of producing high quality technical reports and peer 
reviewed publications.”  Additionally, the  ISRP commended the Project on its integral part in 
the sturgeon management upstream of Bonneville Dam saying “ a key component in sturgeon 
stock assessment and management in the river above Bonneville.” 
 
The proposed reduction will: 

• Eliminate critical tasks rather than streamlining them; 
• Eliminate the effectiveness of this Project to work cooperatively with other groups, 

particularly the PUD’s of the mid-Columbia, and may forego significant cost-sharing 
opportunities;    

• Critical uncertainties will not be addressed, including improved information on stock-
recruitment relationships, effects of spawning and reproductive success, understanding 
reservoir specific growth patterns, and refining target exploitation rates for harvest 
fisheries. This information is critical to management of populations negatively impacted 
by hydropower development. 

 
Recommendation: Restore $500,000 to this project ($1,600,000 per year through FY2009) 
to: 

 
• Continue existing data sets needed to inform management decisions and plans; 
• Bolster depressed populations; 
• Coordinate long-term management planning. 

 
Data Management 
 
Reduced funding for existing data management projects force them to choose between updating 
existing databases or addressing additional regional needs expressed in the Council’s Data 
Center concept paper. Either way the data sharing gap will widen. We recommend the Council 
restore funds cut from these projects and provide additional funds from the placeholder amount 
to improve data sharing functionality as described in the Data Center concept paper. 

 
The regional Data Workshop held on September 20 and 21 identified the lack of tribal data 
sharing capacity as a critical data gap. Cuts to existing tribal programs at the provincial level 
have reduced the existing minimal tribal data management capacity, thus widening this critical 



gap. We recommend the Council add $350,000 to the MSRT recommended StreamNet funding 
level ($2,850,000 total) to fund significant efforts to increase tribal data management and 
sharing. 
 

Recommendation: Fund the StreamNet project (project 198810804) at $2,850,000 to 
develop new functions as described in the Council’s Data Center concept paper and to 
provide additional support for capturing and sharing tribal fish data to meet regional 
information needs. Fund the Northwest Habitat Institute (project 200307200) at $440,000 
to provide additional capacity to capture and share wildlife data. 

 
Fish Passage Center 
 
The Commission strongly recommends that the Council support the continuation of the current 
administrative arrangements and scope of responsibilities for the Fish Passage Center, which is 
reflected in joint-combined proposal for the Fish Passage Center services that emerged from the 
Mainstem System-wide Review Team (MSRT; Project 200732100).  The MSRT deliberations 
regarding the Fish Passage Center reflects agreement among representatives of the Oregon 
Department of Fish and Wildlife, Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife, Idaho 
Department of Fish and Game, CRITFC and the Columbia Basin Fish and Wildlife Authority.   
Nevertheless, at present the Bonneville Power Administration is enjoined by the Ninth Circuit 
Court of Appeals (Beezer, J.) to continue funding the Fish Passage Center, until further order of 
the Court.  Neither our recommendations nor those of the Council will remove the Court’s 
jurisdiction or change the Court’s injunction.  However, at such time that the injunction is lifted, 
we believe that the MSRT recommendation is consistent with the Program, whereas the Battelle 
recommendation is not.1   

 
The Fish Passage Center has successfully tracked the migration of juvenile salmon from the 
Columbia’s many tributaries for more than two decades.  Today, the Center’s responsibilities 
include, monitoring juvenile migration timing, coordinated salmon survival studies, assessment 
of fish response to gas supersaturation, and other technical duties necessary for salmon 
rebuilding in the Columbia Basin.  If the Council wishes to consider modifications to the duties 
or administration of the Center, the Council must solicit in writing recommendations from the 
Commission’s member tribes, publish those recommendations and any draft amendments 
following the timelines in the Act, and hold hearings in each of the states where the 
Commission’s member tribes are located: Washington, Oregon, and Idaho. 
 
Adult Salmon Run Timing and Upstream Migration (200701400)  
 
                                                 

1   In fact the Ninth Circuit was fully aware of the Battelle proposal at the time it issued 
its injunction for continuation of FPC funding, since that arrangement was fully discussed in a 
series of four declarations authored by Greg Delwiche (BPA) and Rob Lothrop (CRITFC).  A 
copy of the Supplemental Declaration of Robert C. Lothrop (Attachment 1) and the Ninth 
Circuit’s order (Attachment 2) are attached to our comments.  Also attached is a discussion of 
how The Council cannot undo its Fish And Wildlife Program measures for calling for 
continuation of The Fish Passage Center through its funding recommendations 
 



Title:  Stock specific run timing and upstream migration mortality of adult Chinook and 
sockeye salmon and steelhead through PIT tagging and genetic stock 
identification at Bonneville Dam 

 
The Pacific Salmon Commission and NOAA have funded the development and standardization 
of genetic baselines for Chinook and steelhead populations in the Columbia Basin. CRITFC 
samples adult fish passing Bonneville Dam throughout the runs as part of its obligations under 
the Pacific Salmon Treaty. Adding routine genetic sampling to the Bonneville Dam sampling 
effort would allow identification of individual populations as they move upriver. That 
information could be used to shape fisheries and hydropower operations to better protect listed 
populations. 
 
The development and maturation of two new technologies, genetic stock identification (GSI) and 
Passive Integrated Transponder (PIT) tags provides an opportunity to greatly expand the 
information we can obtain from our Bonneville monitoring program. This project will use PIT 
tags to verify to accuracy of population identification obtained from genetic stock identification 
methods. Once this comparison phase is completed, PIT tagging would be discontinued on a 
regular basis. PIT tag readers are now installed at fish ladders at almost all mainstem Columbia 
and Snake river dams, as well as at dams and weirs on many tributaries.  Therefore, by inserting 
PIT tags in fish that we sample at Bonneville Dam, we can track those fish upstream giving 
valuable information on migration timing and survival rates.  Coupled with genetic data, we 
would have the capability to determine the origin of these unknown fish collected at Bonneville 
Dam.  Genetic identification of each run type and population will allow us to determine the stock 
composition of the different runs through Bonneville Dam with greater accuracy than current 
methods.  Utilization of these advanced technologies offers tremendous improvement in the 
information that managers need to appropriately shift hydropower and fishery impacts away 
from ESA listed stocks toward sustainable populations.  
 
This project contains significant cost sharing since the Pacific Salmon Commission pays for the 
sample collection effort. The BPA costs would cover additional PIT tagging and processing of 
the genetic samples. This project received favorable reviews from both the ISRP (“Fundable-
Qualified”) and the MSRT (“Recommended Action”). 
 

Recommendation: Fund this project at the requested level of $967,895 for the FY07-09 
period. 

 
Supplementation 
 
Data which measure effects of supplementation on the long-term fitness of natural populations is 
sparse.  Calls for enacting the M&E activities necessary to quantify these effects have been 
repeated in essentially every study which has reviewed hatchery programs in the Columbia basin 
for over 2 decades, including reviews by the ISRP.  
 
Reductions to ongoing supplementation projects 
 



Through inter-agency collaborative efforts, a successful workshop was held this spring to review 
the interrelationships between existing supplementation projects. One conclusion was that the 
existing projects were all providing data useful for a coordinated basin-wide evaluation of 
supplementation. A second workshop to develop the actual coordinated study design is in the 
planning stages.  

 
Council draft funding recommendations to reduce or eliminate funding for some of these key 
projects will delay efforts to resolve this critical uncertainty and reduce the technical foundation 
for future decisions on supplementation issues. While reduced funding for some of the projects 
involving supplementation of depressed salmon populations has been recommended in this 
FY’07-’09 round, many associated M&E projects have been recommended for no (0%) funding 
(Table 1). 

 
A second category of supplementation-related projects are ones which involve reintroducing an 
extirpated population, and rebuilding it via supplementation.  Spring Chinook in the Umatilla 
River, fall Chinook in the Snake River, and coho in the Yakima, Wenatchee, Umatilla and 
Clearwater Rivers have all been reintroduced and have established nascent naturally-spawning 
populations.  In addition to their inherent “recovery” value, quantification of productivity 
measures from these projects provide estimates of the lower level to which a (depressed) natural 
population’s fitness might decrease when subjected to an extended period of supplementation. 
Despite positive results documented by these on-going projects, funding has been eliminated in 
FY07-09. 
 
These supplementation projects provide the basis upon which a coordinated evaluation effort will 
be developed. They should be funded at FY06 levels plus at least a 5% increase to cover some of 
the inflationary impacts. 

 
Recommendation: Fund all projects in Table 1 at least at FY06 levels plus 5%. 
 

Steelhead Kelt Studies 
 

The project title and the project number listed above do not match. The Kelt Reconditioning 
project number is 200001700 and is listed in the Mainstem on-the-ground and multi-province 
group of projects. The Kelt Reproductive Success project number is 200306200 and it is listed in 
the Regional research group of projects. 

 
These two projects are often confused by the Council and others. They are listed in separate 
sections of the Basinwide recommendations, but should be viewed together as a coordinated pair 
of projects. The Kelt Reconditioning project (200001700) began first to determine whether it was 
even possible to maintain adult steelhead to a second spawning cycle. When that effort was 
successful, we needed to begin the Kelt Reproductive Success project (200306200). The 
reconditioning project uses various techniques to produce steelhead for a second spawning cycle. 
The Kelt Reproductive Success project determines which of the reconditioning techniques has 
the greatest contribution to future generations. 

 



We had originally requested a total of $945,906 for FY07 for the Kelt Reconditioning project 
(200001700). That included an expansion to additional reconditioning locations in the Snake 
River, partly in response to an ISRP recommendation to increase the number of replicate sites in 
this study. The MSRT recommended we defer the expansion of the project and held their funding 
recommendation to the FY06 level plus 5% for inflation ($420,000). The Council did not accept 
the scope expansion, but held their funding recommendation to the actual FY06 spending level 
($400,000). 

 
The Kelt Reproductive Success project (200306200) was submitted to the Council and BPA as 
part of the FY04-06 funding process. The contract was not completed until late in 2004 and 
involved an initial coordination, planning and permitting ramp-up period into FY2005. FY2006 
was the first full year of operation and was recognized as the appropriate base funding level 
during the MSRT review process.  

 
The Council draft funding recommendation for the Kelt Reproductive Success project 
(200306200)is an average of $368,333 per year or a reduction of $200,008 per year from the 
base period. There is no way we can maintain the present program, process the samples produced 
by the Kelt Reconditioning project, or complete the experiment in three years as per the 
Council’s comments. 

 
It appears the Council’s funding recommendation for the Kelt Reproductive Success project 
(200306200) resulted from innocent oversight regarding either 1) confusion with the Kelt 
Reconditioning project (earlier comments mentioned reducing the scope of the project which was 
appropriate for Kelt Reconditioning but not Kelt Reproductive Success), or 2) an inappropriate 
funding calculation which assumed the project was fully operational throughout the FY04-06 
period, or a combination of those factors. 

 
Recommendation: We ask the Council to fund both these projects at their requested 
levels. Expansion of the Kelt Reconditioning Project and lesser increase in the Kelt 
Reproductive Success Project is necessary to complete the project in three years as 
requested by the Council. That would provide funding of $945,906 for the Kelt 
Reconditioning project (200001700) and $612,083 for the Kelt Reproductive Success 
project (200306200). 

 
Coordination 

 
We submitted separate comments and recommendations concerning funding of coordination 
projects on October 2 and we include those here by reference. 
 
Sincerely, 
 

 
Olney Patt, Jr. 
Executive Director 
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NPCC FY'07-'09 F&W Project Proposal Funding Recommendations

Supplementation Programs  = recommended for NO (0%) funding

Kalama River summer steelhead Capital: planning and construction costs
n/a Operation: costs for operation and maintenance of hatchery -

broodstock capture, incubation & rearing, etc.
M&E: collection of monitoring data - smolt trapping,

Abernathy Creek steelhead redd counts, tagging, DNA analysis, etc.
200306300 ? - not among '07-'09 proposals

Ratio: Ratio: Capital,
FY '07-'09 NPCC Recomm. / Recomm. / Operation

Hood River winter and summer steelhead FY '06 3 X FY'06 Request Recomm. 3 X FY'06 Request or, M&E
79 200305400 Repro Of Steelhead In Hood River Oregon State 

University
$277,000 $831,000 $1,064,290 $872,550 105% 82% M&E

Ratio: Ratio: Capital,
FY '07-'09 NPCC Recomm. / Recomm. / Operation

Umatilla River steelhead  (production and monitoring of steelhead is combined wit FY '06 3 X FY'06 Request Recomm. 3 X FY'06 Request or, M&E
280 198902401 Evaluation of Juvenile Salmonid 

Outmigration and Survival in the Lower 
Umatilla River Basin

Oregon Department 
of Fish & Wildlife 
(ODFW)

$306,235 $918,705 $1,364,050 $0 0% 0% M&E

282 198903500 Umatilla Hatchery Operation and 
Maintenance and Fish Liberations

Oregon Department 
of Fish & Wildlife 
(ODFW)

$875,000 $2,625,000 $2,944,186 $2,824,992 108% 96% Operation

283 199000500 Umatilla Hatchery - M&E Oregon Department 
of Fish & Wildlife 
(ODFW)

$572,848 $1,718,544 $2,144,497 $1,718,544 100% 80% M&E

284 199000501 Umatilla Basin Natural Production 
Monitoring and Evaluation Project

Confederated Tribes 
of the Umatilla 
Indian Reservation

$395,129 $1,185,387 $2,406,675 $1,185,387 100% 49% M&E

Ratio: Ratio: Capital,
FY '07-'09 NPCC Recomm. / Recomm. / Operation

YKFP spring Chinook FY '06 3 X FY'06 Request Recomm. 3 X FY'06 Request or, M&E
314 199506325 Yakima Klickitat Fisheries Project - 

Monitoring And Evaluation
Yakama Nation and 
WDFW

$4,100,251 $12,300,753 $13,781,246 $13,500,000 110% 98% M&E



317 199701325 Yakima/Klickitat Fisheries Project 
Operations and Maintenance

Yakama 
Confederated Tribes

$2,597,942 $7,793,826 $8,687,944 $7,999,998 103% 92% Operation

322 200203100 Growth modulation in salmon 
supplementation

National Oceanic & 
Atmospheric 
Administration 
(NOAA)

$337,000 $1,011,000 $1,121,672 $0 0% 0% M&E

333 200733500 Migration and homing ecology of 
supplemented and wild spring Chinook 
salmon

Northwest Fisheries 
Science Center

new $1,242,216 $0 0% M&E

Ratio: Ratio: Capital,
FY '07-'09 NPCC Recomm. / Recomm. / Operation

Wenatchee (Chiwawa) River spring Chinook FY '06 3 X FY'06 Request Recomm. 3 X FY'06 Request or, M&E
101 200303900 Monitor Reproduction In 

Wenatchee/Tucannon/Kalispel
WDFW and NOAA $448,728 $1,346,184 $1,747,606 $0 0% 0% M&E

Ratio: Ratio: Capital,
FY '07-'09 NPCC Recomm. / Recomm. / Operation

Tucannon River spring Chinook FY '06 3 X FY'06 Request Recomm. 3 X FY'06 Request or, M&E
273 200001900 Tucannon River Spring Chinook Captive 

Broodstock Program
Washington 
Department of Fish 
and Wildlife 
(WDFW)

$126,500 $379,500 $285,000 $285,000 75% Operation 
and M&E

Ratio: Ratio: Capital,
FY '07-'09 NPCC Recomm. / Recomm. / Operation

Snake River fall Chinook FY '06 3 X FY'06 Request Recomm. 3 X FY'06 Request or, M&E
76 200203200 Snake River fall Chinook salmon life 

history investigations
US Geological 
Survey (USGS) - 
Cook

$131,000 $393,000 $12,501,967 $3,000,000 763% 24% M&E

80 200306000 Evaluating relative reproductive success 
of wild and hatchery origin Snake River 
fall Chinook spawners upstream of 
Lower Granite Dam

Washington 
Department of Fish 
and Wildlife 
(WDFW)

$140,000 $420,000 $28,979 $28,979 7% 100% M&E

230 199801003 Spawning distribution of Snake River fall 
Chinook salmon

US Fish & Wildlife 
Service (USFWS)

$52,000 $156,000 $156,000 $156,000 100% 100% M&E

231 199801004 Monitor and Evaluate Performance of 
Juvenile Snake River Fall Chinook 
Salmon from Fall Chinook Acclimation 
Facilities

Nez Perce Tribe $307,176 $921,528 $1,110,608 $0 0% 0% M&E

232 199801005 Pittsburg Landing Fall Chinook 
Acclimation Project (FCAP)

Nez Perce Tribe $729,635 $2,188,905 $2,356,680 $2,188,905 100% 93% Operation



Ratio: Ratio: Capital,
FY '07-'09 NPCC Recomm. / Recomm. / Operation

Idaho Supplementation Studies - spring Chinook FY '06 3 X FY'06 Request Recomm. 3 X FY'06 Request or, M&E
178 198909800 Idaho Supplementation Studies USFWS $6,320,361 $131,847 2% M&E

179 198909800 Idaho Supplementation Studies NPT $429,841 $1,289,523 $6,320,361 $1,596,627 124% 25% M&E

180 198909800 Idaho Supplementation Studies SBT $240,767 $722,301 $6,320,361 $735,000 102% 12% M&E

181 198909800 Idaho Supplementation Studies IDFG $990,000 $2,970,000 $6,320,361 $3,387,444 114% 54% M&E

182 199102800 Pit Tagging Wild Chinook National Oceanic & 
Atmospheric 
Administration 
(NOAA)

$350,000 $1,050,000 $1,829,782 $1,050,000 100% 57% M&E

185 199107300 Idaho Natural Production Monitoring Idaho Department of 
Fish & Game

$906,638 $2,719,914 $3,029,260 $2,353,950 87% 78% M&E

190 199700100 Idaho Chinook Salmon Captive Rearing Idaho Department of 
Fish & Game

$509,000 $1,527,000 $1,839,185 $1,554,000 102% 84% M&E

200 200725000 Genetic Evaluation of Chinook Salmon 
Supplementation in Idaho Rivers

Idaho Department of 
Fish and Game / 
Nez Perce Tribe

new $3,213,990 $0 0% M&E

442 198909600 Genetic Monitoring of Snake River 
Chinook Salmon and Steelhead

Northwest Fisheries 
Science Center

$460,500 $1,381,500 $1,584,470 $0 0% 0% M&E

Ratio: Ratio: Capital,
Imnaha and Grande Ronde River spring Chinook FY '07-'09 NPCC Recomm. / Recomm. / Operation
(NE Oregon Hatchey Program - NEOH) FY '06 3 X FY'06 Request Recomm. 3 X FY'06 Request or, M&E

15 198805301 Grande Ronde/Imnaha Endemic Spring 
Chinook Supplementation - Northeast 
Oregon Hatchery

Nez Perce Tribe $6,000,000 $18,000,000 $12,356,000 $14,665,000 81% 119% Capital

16 198805305 Northeast Oregon (NEOH) Outplanting 
Facilities Master Plan

Oregon Department 
of Fish & Wildlife 
(ODFW)

$30,000 $90,000 $18,870 $18,870 21% 100% Capital

214 199800702 Grand Ronde Supplementation - Lostine 
O&M/M&E

Nez Perce Tribe 
Dept. Fisheries 
Resource 
Management 
Watershed Division

$581,215 $1,743,645 $1,920,117 $1,487,801 85% 77% Operation 
and M&E



215 199800703 Grande Ronde Supplementation 
Operations and Maintenance

Confederated Tribes 
of the Umatilla 
Indian Reservation

$684,454 $2,053,362 $2,081,116 $2,053,362 100% 99% Operation

216 199800704 Grande Ronde Basin Endemic Spring 
Chinook Supplementation Project: 
Northeast Oregon hatcheries 
implementation-ODFW

Oregon Department 
of Fish & Wildlife 
(ODFW)

$206,048 $618,144 $699,240 $600,000 97% 86% Operation

217 199801001 Grande Ronde Captive Brood O&M Oregon Department 
of Fish & Wildlife 
(ODFW)

$723,718 $2,171,154 $2,604,490 $2,171,154 100% 83% Operation

218 199801006 Captive Broodstock Artificial 
Propagation

Nez Perce Tribe $175,718 $527,154 $563,974 $527,154 100% 93% Operation

220 200708300 Grande Ronde Cooperative Salmonid 
Monitoring and Evaluation Project

Confederated Tribes 
of the Umatilla 
Indian Reservation

new $1,434,392 $0 0% M&E

223 200713200 NEOH Monitoring & Evaluation 
Implementation (Formerly a component 
of 198805301)

Tribe: Nez Perce 
Tribe, State: Oregon 
Department of Fish 
and Wildlife

new $5,469,410 $0 0% M&E

225 200733700 Oregon Plan Monitoring of Steelhead 
Status, Trend, and Habitat in the Grande 
Ronde River Subbasin

Oregon Department 
of Fish & Wildlife 
(ODFW)

new $1,166,249 $0 0% M&E

227 199701501 Imnaha River Smolt to Adult Return 
Rate and Smolt Monitoring Project

Nez Perce Tribe $263,246 $789,738 $1,020,184 $0 0% 0% M&E

300 200003800 NEOH Walla Walla Hatchery - Three 
Step Master Planning Process

Confederated Tribes 
of the Umatilla 
Indian Reservation

$0 $749,000 $0 0% M&E

Ratio: Ratio: Capital,

Reintroduction/Supplementation Programs FY '07-'09 NPCC Recomm. / Recomm. / Operation
FY '06 3 X FY'06 Request Recomm. 3 X FY'06 Request or, M&E

24 200711700 Comprehensive Assessment of Coho 
Salmon Restoration Efforts in the Mid-
Columbia and Mid-Snake River Basins

Columbia River Inter-
Tribal Fish 
Commission 
(CRITFC)

new $197,002 $0 0% M&E



100 199604000 Mid-Columbia Coho Restoration Project Yakama 
Confederated Tribes

$2,288,859 $6,866,577 $9,347,394 $0 0% Operation 
and M&E

169 200726900 Clearwater Coho Restoration Project Nez Perce Tribe new $595,544 $0 0% Operation 
and M&E

226 200734500 Grande Ronde Coho Restoration Project Nez Perce Tribe new $830,737 $0 0% Operation 
and M&E

371 200105300 Reintroduction of Chum Salmon into 
Duncan Creek

Pacific States 
Marine Fisheries 
Commission 
(PSMFC)

$294,949 $884,847 $1,051,408 $474,999 54% 45% Operation 
and M&E




