ISRP Comment/Question: Delay funding until they demonstrate relation to fish and wildlife and include a clear statement of overall objectives of this project, the relationship of project objectives to overall basin restoration objectives, as well as timelines, and a rationale (prioritization via a watershed assessment) indicating why specific elements are being undertaken, and in what order.

Response: To protect and improve habitat conditions to ensure compatibility with the biological needs of salmon, steelhead, and other fish and wildlife species, the Northwest Power Planning Council has adopted the following as a program habitat goal: “Ensure human activities affecting production of salmon and steelhead in each subbasin are coordinated on a comprehensive watershed management basis.” (Columbia River Basin Fish and Wildlife Program, Section 7.7, p 7-39) This methodology is a way of doing business that emphasizes the organization of goals and objectives of all interests in order to maximize available natural, human, and fiscal resources. Model watershed programs were begun to implement this goal.

The Clearwater River was designated as a focus subbasin in Idaho State to apply the approaches developed in the model watersheds as provided by Section 7.7A.4 of the Columbia River Basin Fish and Wildlife Program. As a result of early scoping meetings it was determined that the focus program in the subbasin should be co-coordinated by Idaho State and the Nez Perce Tribe. The governor selected the Idaho Soil Conservation Commission to be the lead entity to support local subbasin efforts to coordinate watershed activities for the state; the Nez Perce Tribe selected the Tribal Fisheries Department.

The Clearwater Focus Program began mid Fiscal Year 1997 with the following goal: Coordinate multiple jurisdictions, agencies, and private landowners to protect, restore, and enhance fisheries habitat to increase juvenile and adult survival of salmon and steelhead at each freshwater life stage.  

Human activities that affect the production of salmon and steelhead in the Clearwater River subbasin are related to predominate land uses, they are, agriculture, logging, mining, and grazing. Nonpoint source pollution generated by these landuses has resulted in varying degrees of freshwater rearing and spawning habitat degradation throughout the subbasin. The most common factors limiting habitat quality are sediment, temperature, and habitat alteration.  

ISRP Comment/Question: Coordination projects can have positive results, but there is a danger of the work becoming fragmented and including activities not directly related to restoration goals.  Success depends, in large part, on the willingness of leaders to “take the lead,” in coordinating personnel.  For that reason, such proposals should include an outline of the specific types of actions guiding efforts in each basin.

Response: When the Clearwater Focus Program was initiated, work began on the critical elements outlined in Section 7.7B.2 of the FWP. It immediately became clear that because of the large size of the subbasin (9,645 square miles) and the tremendous amount of data, albeit unevenly distributed throughout, a comprehensive subbasin-wide assessment was going to require a significant investment in time and resources. It was also clear that projects existed that had been curtailed due to funding or staffing reductions and others had been identified in the 1990 Clearwater River Subbasin Salmon and Steelhead Production Plan (Nez Perce Tribe and Idaho Department of Fish and Game) but not implemented. The U.S. Natural Resources Conservation Commission Watershed Enhancement Team for Idaho Division II had also identified projects in the subbasin that focused on anadromous fish priorities. 

All of these projects fit project criteria for potential BPA funding and had technical advisory assistance from subbasin state, federal, and tribal staff. The Focus Program co-coordinators determined that from a watershed perspective it was most reasonable to complete existing projects and/or plans while pursuing a large scale subbasin-wide assessment from which further prioritization of subwatersheds could be made. Proposals were developed for BPA funding consideration for those watershed projects that were important for salmon and/or steelhead rearing and spawning, and had multiple funding and technical assistance partnerships. In all cases proposals were developed for attenuation of nonpoint pollution generated from upland landuses. Projects funded for Fiscal Year 1999 in the western subbasin begin work on private lands as provided by Section 7.7 FWP. BPA funding has consequently been leveraged with U.S. Forest Service (NPT project development), U.S. Natural Resources Conservation Service, U.S. Farm Service Agency, Idaho State Agricultural Water Quality Program, and private landowners.  

The ISCC Fiscal Year 2000 proposal reflects the present status of the Clearwater Focus Program with objectives reflecting the above. For example, objective 3 in the Fiscal Year 2000 proposal is specific to coordinating completion of the Potlatch River Basin assessment.  The Potlatch River is a 277,000-acre subwatershed of the mainstem Clearwater River. The project was started by the NRCS Watershed Enhancement Team but discontinued when the team was disbanded. Significant interagency funds and staff time have been expended on the project which targeted steelhead rearing and spawning habitat conditions and fish distribution. Much of the watershed analysis is complete, what remains to be done includes assisting the Latah Soil and Water Conservation District and Natural Resources Conservation Service with document preparation, reconvening of the technical advisory group, peer and public review.

 Focus Program projects started in Fiscal Year 1999, located in the western subbasin, are in subwatersheds that are not affected by those that headwater in the Bitterroot Mountains. Projects located in the eastern subbasin are in subwatersheds of the upper Clearwater subbasin (Bitterroot Mountains) and will not be negatively affected by any upland land use. The nature of these projects has lent itself to the co-coordinators taking project lead depending on the dominant land status and general location within the subbasin. Finally, the proposal reflects the Focus Program interface with other subbasin level actions, the Clean Water Act TMDL process and the Bull Trout assessment project.

As for providing “an outline of the specific types of actions guiding efforts in each basin.” Evolving from the phase of action described above, a subbasin-wide assessment is scheduled for completion in Fiscal Year 2000 and will function as an update of the 1990 Subbasin Production Plan as provided in Section 7.0C.1 FWP. Professional staff from agencies and organizations within the subbasin and the University of Idaho and Washington State University will conduct a technical peer review. A public review will also be conducted. This process, in conjunction with policy guidance from the Clearwater Policy Advisory Committee which is presently being formed, will identify priorities for fisheries habitat restoration. This work will provide the basis for the second phase of the Clearwater Focus Program where the next cycle of projects are developed for funding consideration by various sources. Technical advisory teams will be formed for these projects to reflect subwatershed management responsibility and land ownership. Project technical advisory groups will be subsets of the technical peer review team established for the subbasin-wide assessment. The Policy Advisory Committee will convene biannually or quarterly after formation.

Programmatic timelines have been discussed and revolve around completion of the

subbasin assessment. Current on-the-ground upland treatments (Projects 9901400 and 9901500) are planned through Fiscal Year 2003. The Cottonwood Creek (Idaho County) watershed assessment is in review and project development could be completed in time for the Fiscal Year 2001 cycle. Watershed restoration project development for the Potlatch River will be in place for the Fiscal Year 2002 funding cycle.

ISRP Comment/Question: The project needs a focus on increased flows that more closely approximate natural seasonal hydrographs.  Many problems with salmon streams can be resolved with restoration of adequate discharge.

Response: Altered flow regimes in the Clearwater River subbasin are related to changes in land cover and resultant water retention in the upper portions of watersheds. Watersheds that are tributaries to the mainstem Clearwater River for example, are characterized by plateau breaklands marking a distinct change in topography that contribute to canyon and ravine formation and steep stream gradients. Many of these watersheds that were previously forested are now agricultural and seasonal hydrographs have consequently been altered. Projects are developed to implement upland measures to initiate recovery of the watersheds to systems exhibiting less extreme seasonal flow variations. Water diversions for irrigation are minimal in the subbasin and do not contribute to habitat degradation. The most notable impediment to flows within the North Fork Clearwater and mainstem is Dworshak Dam. The Lewiston Dam once located near the confluence of the Clearwater and Snake Rivers and Harpster Dam, which blocked the entire South Fork Clearwater River, were removed approximately 30 years ago.

ISRP Comment/Question: Little information is provided in the proposal as to how the funds will be used – the methods section consists primarily of a “toolkit” of restoration approaches. 

Response: The requested funding is primarily administrative that will provide for the co-coordinator position and the support necessary for public meetings, workshops, and publishing needed for participation with the subbasin assessment, philosophical framework, technical reviews, and Policy Advisory Committee. A line item for acquisition of monitoring equipment will augment acquisitions made during Fiscal Year 1999. Field personnel from other agencies as well as the co-coordinator use the equipment to monitor BPA projects and to collect background data from areas of concern. 

ISRP Comment/Question: Furthermore, the project history section is thin.  No real results to date are listed

Response: If “real results” are measurable habitat factors, then this comment is accurate because the nature of the co-coordination functions and the expected products from that work are not the same. It would seem that what is “real” would be debatable, in any other case given the accomplishments attained in 18 months.

For additional information about co-coordination and the Clearwater Focus Program, please see the Nez Perce co-coordinator response for project  #9706000.
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