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Molly Moreland, mrmoreland@bpa.gov
P.O. Box 3621

Portland, OR 97208-3621

Dear Ms. Moreland;

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft Fish & Wildlife Policy Manual.  Although the document is intended to focus work on accomplishments, not dollars spent, there is very little text related to work accomplishments and a great deal of text related to  budgeting/billing process. We urge BPA to add emphasis to accomplishments that directly benefit fish and wildlife. Results based reviews will motivate project sponsors to focus their efforts on meaningful on-the-ground efforts. 
1(a) Provincial Review. The draft policy includes two levels of BPA review in part (4) and part (5) funding. As written, this section gives BPA final authority to fund, or not fund, projects that are approved by all previous reviews by CBFWA, ISRP, Council and BPA. That is the basis for some of the region’s current difficulties in receiving funding for approved projects. BPA should fund projects that demonstrate scientific merit and have been approved by the Council. 

1(b) iii Work Schedule start and end dates.  Although it is possible to schedule work activities fairly accurately, project sponsors need flexibility to respond to changes caused by weather, permitting, landowner preferences and other factors that are not in our control. As written, the draft policy states that we must report all schedule variations to the BPA COTR, who in turn must agree with the changes. This adds another layer of review that will detract from our ability to respond to changes and react to short-term opportunities. Time consuming administrative process diverts resources from completing contractual obligations.  We appreciate the ongoing collaborative effort between BPA and CBFWA to restore flexibility to the Fish and Wildlife Program. 
1(c) This item states that the COTR will respond to all portions of the draft workplan, schedule and budget in writing. It would indeed be beneficial to receive all of the COTR's questions and comments on draft workplans in writing, all at one time. That way we can avoid multiple reviews and streamline contract negotiations. 
2(b) We are unsure how we will access unused funds in item (i) when we find ourselves in the situation where there is opportunity to accelerate work as outlined in (ii) . The ongoing collaboration between BPA and CBFWA proposes to allow project sponsors to shift funds obligated for specific tasks, that can not be implemented as scheduled, into future years when the task can be completed. This strategy provides flexibility to defer funding for specific uncompleted tasks. However, it remains uncertain how BPA plans to transfer unspent funds to projects that require addition funds needed for short-term opportunities that arise unexpectedly.  We recommend that BPA use past experience to estimate and establish a contingency fund to complete time-sensitive fish and wildlife opportunities that appear unexpectedly. 
3. Spending Cap (Accrual Limit). (b) It appears logical to create a mechanism where obligated, but unspent funds can be used elsewhere to respond to unforeseen opportunities or unpredicted cost overages. However, iii states that if funds are not available to increase the budget cap, the COTR will work with the contractor to prioritize or cut tasks to avoid exceeding the cap. Project sponsors can estimate the costs of projects fairly accurately, but occasionally costs must be adjusted (upward or downward) during implementation due to unexpected changes. Project sponsors need assurance that approved tasks will be funded. We recommend that BPA plan some budgetary flexibility to complete high priority tasks that are within the existing scope of an ongoing project, but were unknown at the time the workplan was finalized. 
5. Spending Cap Clauses. Item 22.XX Spending Cap (b) It is unclear how project sponsors are to estimate indirect costs prior to annual adjustments made by the Cognizant Audit Agency. If we use the previously approved overhead rate, and the new rate is higher, item 8 states that "BPA is obligated to pay the indirect costs at the new approved rate...". Item 8 goes on to state that "in the event the rates go up, the COTR should discuss with the contractor what efficiencies or other cost savings can be implemented so that the same work gets accomplished with no increase in the overall contract ceiling." This policy would force the contractor to either anticipate a potential increase in OH, or risk having to cut operations to account for an increase after approval. Either way, operations must be cut back to account for an increase in OH that can not be estimated with certainty at the time the contract is being negotiated. 
C. Specific Policy. Item 6 training. New advances in fisheries science and habitat enhancement require routine updates and training of staff. Training such as Rosgen classes in stream restoration or training in the control of aquatic nuisance species are needed to maintain cutting edge knowledge for implementing projects. Such training can be supported in project workplans, but we may miss unforeseen requirements that arise during the contract period. BPA should allow professionals to remain abreast of new developments and conferences on important topics. 
C. 7. Fringe benefits. 

Again, if benefits go up "the COTR should discuss with the contractor what efficiencies or other cost savings can be implemented so that the same work gets accomplished with no increase in the overall contract ceiling." This implies that the project can still be accomplished after a commensurate reduction in other line items. This may not be the case where budgets are designed to include only the amount needed to accomplish project goals. BPA needs to have a contingency fund for these unforeseen, but usual occurrences. The same is true for item 8. Indirect costs (see above). 

We appreciate BPA’s willingness to allow project sponsors to comment on the proposed policy changes.  In general, the new policy appears workable, but lacks the flexibility that project managers require to be truly efficient. We urge BPA to streamline administrative processes in the Fish and Wildlife Program so that the bulk of human and economic resources are focused on visible accomplishments that directly benefit fish and wildlife resources. 

Sincerely,

Brian Marotz

Montana Fish, Wildlife & Parks
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