ISRP Comment/Question: This project should be evaluated together with projects 8802200 and 8343600.

Response: The proposers agree with the ISRP recommendation that these three projects be evaluated together. It was intended that these three projects would be evaluated together and is why they were grouped together in Section 3 of the proposal as Umbrella/sub-proposal relationships. 

The ISRP also recommends that these proposals be evaluated as part of a higher, programmatic level review.  These three projects have already been evaluated five times as part of comprehensive program planning. These efforts included the Umatilla Fisheries Restoration Plan (Boyce 1986), Umatilla Subbasin Plan (CTUIR 1990), Umatilla Hatchery Master Plan (CTUIR/ODFW 1990), Wy-Kan-Ush-Mi Wa-Kish-Wit, Tribal Restoration Plan (CRITFC 1995), and in the subbasin plan updates provided in the CBFWA FY2000 Annual Implementation Work Plan. All of these documents have prioritized the need to improve flows and physical passage conditions in the Umatilla Basin and recognized that long term operation and maintenance of these components is a key factor in the continued success of the Umatilla restoration program.

In addition to these planning documents, monthly programmatic management meetings (Umatilla Management and Monitoring and Evaluation Committee) and an annual project review are conducted and a Umatilla Basin and Hatchery Annual Operating Plan is developed. These in-basin forums provide coordination between the passage projects and other fish restoration activities and projects in the basin.    

The proposers would recommend to the ISRP that all proposals be reviewed and evaluated by a group with more knowledge of the programs and projects in question. The recommendation by the ISRP to delay funding for these three critical projects reflects a lack of intimacy with the Umatilla program. Without these projects operating on a continuous basis, all the other anadromous fisheries projects in the Umatilla Subbasin are moot. These projects are essential for the continued success of the artificial production program and are required to maintain successful natural production in the basin as well. The managers would welcome tours to help evaluators become more familiar with projects in the subbasin setting. Based on the ISRP questions and comments it would appear that the reviewers did not fully read the proposals or missed important information contained in them. Specific responses to ISRP comments or questions for each of the individual proposals follow.

ISRP Comment/Question: Accomplishments are stated in terms of dollars spent to pump water from the Columbia River to (apparently) substitute for water that would have been withdrawn from the Umatilla River. No information is provided on the amount of water provided, or more particularly how much was left in the Umatilla River as a result of this project. 

Response: The Umatilla Basin Project provides water for fisheries purposes through two types of exchanges with basin irrigation interests as outlined in Section 8. of the proposal. First, natural flows are exchanged on a "bucket for bucket" basis with irrigators. This means that for every "bucket" of water left in the stream by the participating irrigation districts, one "bucket" of water is pumped to them from the Columbia River. The amount of water exchanged under this program varies annually based on natural Umatilla stream flows. The second part of the program guarantees a set amount of water for Stanfield Irrigation District from live flow and/or pumped Columbia River water sources in exchange for approximately 23,000 acre-feet of stored water in McKay Reservoir. 

ISRP Comment/Question: No standards are mentioned for decisions about flow conditions that would call for decisions to pump or not to pump. 
Response: It is noted numerous times in Section 8 of the proposal that decisions regarding exchanges and use of McKay storage water for flow enhancement are coordinated by project 8802200 and are outlined in that proposal. Again, it was the intent of the proposers that these three projects be evaluated as one.

As an additional side note, funding of this project by BPA is mandated by Congress under Section 204 of the 1988 Umatilla Basin Project Act. Decisions related to the continuance or level of funding for this project are Congressionally tied.

