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Form to respond to ESA listing, water shortage or
other specific, immediate “crisis”

No single entity “in charge”

In several examples, several states share the
resource

Multiple authorities/mandates

Implementation depends on overlapping levels of
government (federal, state, local)




No one 1n charge

Coordinating entities lack authority to
compel actions

Contlicting goals

Poorly measured outcomes




Too many players - Name a “Czar”

Elected officials expect to define the rules.

Get action on the ground — We can’t study
this problem to death

Solve the problem soon, with consensus and
with “best science”

Create ad hoc nstitutions




3 federal agencies run Columbia dams
2 federal agencies have ESA listings
One 1nterstate compact

Multiple land ownerships (fed/private)

Numerous non-federal operators

4 states

13 tribes

Local governments, resource user districts
Treaties, court orders, etc.




What combined plans in the Columbia
address

Power System

*Flows

*Transport
*Spill

*Passage fixes

“Off-site”
*Predator control

- *Habitat
*Monitoring

*Hatcheries
*Research

sHarvest




Build implementation on subbasin objectives and
plans

Coordinating programs means coordinating

funding — understand and leverage multiple
sources

Science provides guidance and feedback — but
usually not what to do next

Leadership 1s decentralizing with increasing
federal support




Basis for future Bonneville Power
Administration implementation funding

Serve to meet ESA requirements in the short-
term

Empower state, tribal and local efforts
Serve as the basis for ESA recovery planning

Credible basis for other funding sources,
including congressional appropriations




Columbia River Basin Subbasins
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e The Columbia has a unique central funding
source 1n the revenues from the federal
dams

* Coordinating other federal funding depends
on the program

» Credible science review pays off







Strong independent panels for project scale
and “big picture” issues

Key programmatic overviews at key times;

Return to the River, Upstream, etc.
Ongoing dialogue with policy makers
Example follows: the ISRP describes a
logic path for subbasin planning
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Tutorial — excellent

Conclusiveness — fair, but improving

Experimental — poor

Predictive - terrible




* Key shift from Clinton staff to Bush — rely
more on locally developed plans

» States have maturing structures for subbasin

planning, funding and monitoring

* Bush directives to feds are to support the
states and use Council’s subbasin plan
process




Subbasin planning
group(s)
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Do funding sources combine towards common
objectives defined in the region?

Does science play a interactive role and does

implementation incorporate serious monitoring
and feedback?

Can the federal government bear to play a
supporting role?

Do subbasin plans perform at population scales?




