ISRP Comments/Question: Do not fund. Although the proposal is adequately presented, the objectives are in conflict with regional goals to enhance and protect native biota. The proposal would be more acceptable if native species, such as local stocks of redband or cutthroat, were used. This proposal needs to address and monitor potential impacts on native biota.

Response: The rationale for this recommendation appears to be the reviewers’ perception that the project is in conflict with regional goals, has not addressed and monitored potential impacts to native biota, and does not utilize local stocks of redband and cutthroat trout. In response to comments regarding conflict with regional goals, the tribe believes that the Council’s Fish and Wildlife Program is more than a native species recovery/enhancement program. The Northwest Power Act authorizes the Council to promptly develop and adopt a program to protect, mitigate, and enhance fish and wildlife populations affected by hydropower development. The Colville Tribal Hatchery provides fish stocking activities that support and enhance tribal subsistence and non-tribal recreational sport fisheries within the Colville Reservation, including boundary waters. These activities partially mitigate for the lost anadromous fish resources related to the construction of the federal hydropower system, including the complete extirpation of anadromous fish above Chief Joseph and Grand Coulee dams, which addresses the mitigation portion of the Council’s Fish and Wildlife Program (page 17 of proposal). 

The hatchery program is consistent with portions of the Council’s systemwide goal  of “a healthy Columbia River Basin, one that supports both human settlement and long-term sustainability of native fish and wildlife species in native habitats where possible, while recognizing that where impacts have irrevocably changed the system we must protect and enhance the ecosystem that remains. To implement this goal, the program will deal with the Columbia River as a system; will protect, mitigate and enhance fish and wildlife while assuring adequate, efficient, economical and reliable power supply; and will be consistent with activities of fish and wildlife agencies and tribes” (1994 Fish and Wildlife Program, Section 2.1). While the hatchery program does not exclusively enhance native species, rainbow trout (a native salmonid) constitutes approximately 55% of the total hatchery production. Additionally the program addresses supporting human settlement (consumptive utilization of natural resources) and minimizing conflicts with power production and other uses of the Columbia River by providing a fishery off-site, but closely associated with the mainstem Columbia River. The hatchery program also addresses fisheries management in irrevocably altered habitats (i.e. management of exotic stocks and species in ecosystems that consists of severely altered and degraded habitats) and is consistent with the objectives of the Colville Tribe by providing subsistence fishing opportunities, all of which address components cited in the Council’s Fish and Wildlife Program (Section 2.1).

The project addresses to some extent the systemwide polices addressing native and non-native species. Section 2.2A of the Councils 1994 Fish and Wildlife Program states, “The program preference is to support and rebuild native species in native habitats where feasible. This means that remaining fish and wildlife habitat should be protected and restored to promote native species, especially habitat that supports weak populations of fish and wildlife. The Council also recognizes that in certain instances such as the mainstem Columbia and Snake River corridors, fish and wildlife habitat has been altered so that some native species are ill adapted. In these instances, projects that enhance species adapted to the altered habitats may be appropriate and may in fact be the only available form of mitigation. However, any such action must follow a through evaluation of the consequences, if any, to existing native species or the practicality of restoration of native species.” This project has not and will not indiscriminately utilize exotic species/stocks in locations where they do not already exist and where native species enhancement has been identified as feasible. Pages 17-19, of the proposal describe in detail, the historical background, and the rationale/justification of exotic species/stock management on the reservation. Pertinent information include; historical stocking of non-native species since the 1930’s, absence of intact native salmonid species assemblages, highly altered and degraded habitats, and constraints to native species and habitat restoration. Review of the aforementioned available scientific information coupled with a total of 35 years personal experience managing the resident fishery resource on the Colville Reservation has formulated the opinion that this project is not a threat to existing native salmonids inhabiting reservation waters (pages 17-19 of proposal). 

Potential ecological interactions involving other native biota, however, have not been investigated in a robust fashion, largely due to management priority of salmonids. Investigating ecological interactions became a priority in the Council’s program most recently in the 1999 ISRP review and the current artificial production review process. The SRT report indicates that ecological interaction investigations are lacking in most production programs and should be addressed. The tribe accepts this criticism with some reservations, the long history of non-native species/stock management on the Colville Reservation complicates the investigation of ecological interactions. Potential impacts of hatchery activities on existing native biota, if any, may have occurred long ago, leaving in question the impacts of continued hatchery activities. The recent emphasis and suggestions that ecological interaction analysis may be a significant data gap and instrumental in directing hatcheries as a tool has prompted the Colville Tribe to initiate trophic cascade studies on several reservation lakes that receive stocking from this project. Funding for this activity has been provided outside the Council’s program and was not included in the proposal, largely because it is limited to limnological / zooplankton data collection and analysis and has yet to fully incorporate fish interactions. The tribe intends to continue addressing ecological interactions in the 2001 funding period, if after discussion of the aforementioned information, the Council determines that it is a good utilization of limited funds. The tribe also believes that the lack of ecological interaction studies and analysis is pertinent to almost all “on the ground” projects in the basin including artificial production projects, habitat rehabilitation projects, native species reintroduction projects and native/non-native species enhancement projects. To recommend non-funding of a particular project because it has not fully addressed a complicated issue such as ecological interactions seems to be extreme at this time, particularly when many other projects in the basin that were recommended for funding were deficient in the same area.

The ISRP report also indicated that the project would be more acceptable if it utilized local stocks of native species such as redband or cutthroat trout. The proposal explicitly discusses the lack of native salmonid species and associated constraints to the enhancement of these stocks (page 17-19 of proposal). There are no known local redband or cutthroat trout populations within the bounds of the reservation; however, if there were, the tribe would be negligent if it were to utilize these stocks prior to an in-depth investigation to the population status of the donor stock. Investigating native stock status and evaluating potential utilization for hatchery purposes, developing hatchery protocols and potential impacts to donor stocks are time-consuming tasks. Incorporating native stocks into the hatchery program should be discussed in the context of long-term hatchery refinement and not rational for immediate hatchery termination. Potentially, there may be some isolated populations of indigenous salmonid stocks in some headwater areas that have not been surveyed. The tribe will propose (upon Council direction) investigations for the FY2001 hatchery proposal to gather more complete data regarding native salmonid presence/distribution and status and their potential utilization for native species recovery and tribal subsistence/recreational fishery potential.   

ISRP Comments/Question: The proposal is fair, in the mid-range of those reviewed, but the absence of any linkage to FWP is conspicuous.

Response: The absence of linkage to the FWP statement is only applicable to page 1 of the proposal where the NPPC Measure Number was inadvertently omitted. The proposal specifically cites program measure 10.8B.6 as the project program measure (page 20). Numerous and detailed explanations of the project’s relationship to the Council’s Fish and Wildlife Program exist within the project proposal. The abstract section of the proposal (page 17) states that “the hatchery project was adopted into the Council’s fish and wildlife program in 1984 as resident fish substitution for anadromous fish losses.” The identification of the project as a substitution project links the project to one of the two distinct resident fish program categories cited in Section 10.1 and section 10.8B of the Council’s program. The Rationale and Significance to Regional Programs section (pages19-20) specifically states that the project’s efforts are in the blocked area above Chief Joseph and Grand Coulee Dams, which is consistent and linked to the Council’s priority to substitution measures (section 10.1B). Additionally, the proposal addresses other high priority criteria identified in section 10.1B, making it abundantly clear that the project activities support important fisheries, and that reasonable precautions have been and continue to be taken to not adversely affect habitat for native resident fish.  The proposal also addresses approved biological objectives and approved loss assessments that occur in areas which previously had salmon and steelhead, but which are now permanently blocked by federally licensed or regulated hydropower facilities (pages 17-23 of proposal). The proposal specifically cites and addresses the aforementioned fish and wildlife program priorities and sections on page 20 of the proposal. 

The project proposal quality was classified as “fair in the mid-range of those reviewed.” While this may seem to be an insignificant issue compared to other criticisms regarding this project, it is disconcerting for personnel that take pride in quality work. The FY1999 review classified this project proposal as “well written and clearly argued.” The FY2000 proposal was essentially an updated FY1999 proposal. In addition the Resident Fish Managers (RFM), which consists of 13 tribes, four state agencies, and two federal government agencies, made a point to compliment the proponent for the quality of the proposal. The proposal was considered “well written with lots of detail.” Review of projects in the ISRP 2000 report find other projects that were also considered to be mid-range of those reviewed, but were defined as “well written and comprehensive.” It appears there are some inconsistencies in defining “fair in the mid-range of those reviewed.” 

ISRP Comments/Question: The proposal does not address what attempts are being made to determine why performance objectives, in terms of catch per unit effort and condition, are not generally met.

Response: The reviewers are partially correct in their interpretation of information provided. While the proposal did not discuss in detail the investigative attempts to assess why particular objectives were not met consistently, it did articulate potential factors affecting stated objectives for catch rates and fish condition factors. In addition, the annual reports provided by this project discuss in greater detail the complexities of reservation fisheries, potential factors influencing catch rates and fish condition factors, and initial steps to investigating potential causative factors. Although the proposal did not address this in detail, activities are currently underway to evaluate the appropriateness of the existing fishery performance objectives and creel census survey analysis. An example of these activities includes seasonal analysis of creel census, rainbow trout stock performance evaluation, and review of CPUE and fish condition factors observed in similar fisheries across the Pacific Northwest. Information similar to the above information could have been provided in the proposal; however, proposal length limitations prevented this from occurring. It appears that the appropriate approach may have been to provide everything regarding the project to prevent inadvertently omitting what might be important information. 

To the tribe’s knowledge, this is one of the few, if not the only, production facility within the Council’s program that has incorporated fishery related performance objectives into the program evaluation. Development of performance objectives occurred in 1994-95, prior to the ISRP or any other independent peer review group. The tribe realized the value of analyses other than pounds of production or numbers of fish. Initial objectives regarding catch rates and fish condition factors were selected from historical creel data (e.g. maximum observed values on record). Admittedly, these values may have been overly optimistic in regards to meeting both catch rates and fish condition factors simultaneously; however, the tribe believed that it was better to strive to meet ambitious objectives than to knowingly under achieve to meet meaningless objectives.

ISRP Comments/Question: It should also describe what attempts are being made to determine the factors limiting natural production another project objective.

Response: The reviewers are correct in their criticism regarding the lack of discussion in the proposal regarding natural production. The hatchery program identifies 13 different objectives, two of which include increase of brook and rainbow trout natural production by 15% by the year 2010 (objectives 7 and 8). Time constraints and priorities have prevented any meaningful work toward these two objectives as evidenced by FY-2000 proportional costs of 0% for both objectives (Page13 of the Proposal). It is hoped that the current process-oriented focus of the Council’s existing Fish and Wildlife Program will diminish over time, providing additional opportunities to address program/project objectives. Objective 9, designed to determine contribution to the catch of hatchery and natural production components, is the only objective contribution to the assessment of natural production. Developing a marking program to identify all hatchery origin fish is the primary task of objective 9. A 100% external mark would allow an assessment of hatchery/wild harvest component giving insight to existing natural production and whether mixed-stock harvest interactions exist. Past hatchery marking efforts and hatchery fish indicators (abraded fins) indicate hatchery fish constitute the majority of the harvest in all lakes monitored; however, a good marking program would result in more reliable data collection and analysis. Page 26 of the proposal discusses briefly the proposed marking program and BPA’s opposition to funding.

ISRP Comments/Question: It appears that the approach to attaining these objectives is simply to stock fish, but this is a hit-or-miss approach and is not likely to be successful.

Response: The tribe believes that this is somewhat of a simplistic conclusion of the information provided in the proposal and the program activities. It is recognized that a large proportion of the activities and objectives involve and rely upon stocking activities; however, monitoring of fishery related objectives provides insights to production modifications, and this management direction is consistent with constraint to natural production, existing fish assemblages, and the tribe’s desire to support subsistence and recreational fisheries. The tribe desires improvement in natural production and has adopted performance measures and begun initial fishery/ecological interaction studies to determine potential limiting factors to fish production and harvest in lakes stocked by this program (See Truscott, K.T. 1997. Colville Tribal Fish Hatchery Production Report. and Truscott, K.T. 1998. Draft Colville Tribal Fish Hatchery Production Report).

While the reviewers criticize the approach, saying it is a “hit-or-miss approach and is not likely to be successful,” they also acknowledge that the program has a “history of success, based on standard views of need.” There appear to be some inconsistencies within this review regarding “success.” The tribe believes this program has been successful in providing fish to support a subsistence and recreational fishery for the past 10 years as a Council program measure and for the past 60 years as a stocking program implemented by tribal, state, and federal agencies.

ISRP Comments/Question: The proposal overall could improve by demonstrating the projects linkages to others in the area. 

Response: The Colville Tribe is the sole operating authority for the hatchery and sole management authority for the fisheries resource within the boundaries of the Colville Reservation. The program is not critically dependent upon any other area projects, nor does it involve cooperative funding (the mitigation is 100% BPA responsibility).  Additional definition and discussion of “linkages” by the reviewers may facilitate better understanding of the question by the proponent.

ISRP Comments/Question: The proposal explains the justification for using non-native species, but the questions persist to whether that is consistent with the goals of the FWP. The stocking does not seem compatible with regional goals of fostering local species and stocks. 

Response: This is a repeat of the question of consistency with the Council’s Fish and Wildlife Program. See responses to ISRP recommendations above. The repeat of this issue in the ISRP comments rein-forces the tribal perception that the reviewer’s objection to the program is more philosophical/policy oriented than technical or scientific in nature.

The proposal indicates that the program currently utilizes free-ranging broodstocks of brook and lahontan cutthroat trout. Allowing natural selection to determine the stock composition of the broodstock fosters local species and stocks. The localized species and stocks in this case happen to be non-native species. It appears that reviewers limit the usefulness of local stock development to only native species.  

ISRP Comments/Question: Reviewers challenge the claim that this stocking program is good for native species (see page 17 of proposal).

Response: While the reviewers cite page 17 of the proposal for claiming the proposal is good for native fish, the proponent could find no evidence of that accusation on page 17 or anywhere else in the document. The proposal advocates that the program promotes mitigative fishery opportunities for lost anadromous fisheries above Chief Joseph and Grand Coulee Dams using fish species consistent with historical management (post hydro- development) and available habitat with minimal if any negative impacts to native salmonid populations. While the project doesn’t directly benefit native fish, adverse impacts to native resident salmonids are unlikely for reasons discussed on pages 17-19 of the proposal. To characterize this project as “good for native species” is a mischaracterization of the project.

ISRP Comments/Question: Monitoring and evaluation seem to include stocked non-native fish instead of including effects of stocking of all fish and the ecosystem. The proposal should address and monitor potential impacts on native biota. 

Response: The reviewers are correct in their assessment that the current monitoring plan targets hatchery stocks and is the focal point of the monitoring (i.e., how well do the hatchery stocks contribute to the fisheries). This type of monitoring provides information that allows analysis to determine whether operational, regulatory, or biological changes may be necessary to maximize the effectiveness of the fishery program (including hatchery production) to support the existing subsistence and recreational fishery. The current monitoring and evaluation program records all fish species encountered during the fisheries surveys and can be expanded to include greater analysis of native species. However, to monitor native species in detail, additional monitoring methodologies, personnel, and equipment will be necessary. For example, Twin Lakes (a water body stocked by this program) has a species assemblage currently composed of exotic species/stocks (brook trout, largemouth bass, rainbow trout) and native species (bridge-lip sucker and longnose sucker). Current monitoring activities in Twin Lakes involve creel census and gill netting (bottom-set and suspended horizontal), all of which target salmonids. In efforts to assess status, population trend, and potential ecological interactions of all species present, additional monitoring such as food habitat preference/utilization analysis, habitat preference/utilization analysis, and predation indices would be required at selected seasonal periods (spring, summer, fall and winter). The increased sampling would require additional capture methods such as beach seining, purse seining, trawling, electrofishing, etc. It is questionable whether the scientific community would approve a study plan that utilizes limited Council funding to investigate impacts to indigenous sucker populations. Especially when the lake has other non-native fish species that are not supported by the hatchery program (i.e. largemouth bass) which may be affecting the native fish component.

