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: Some of the detailed statements of methods are made overly complicated by inclusion of background information (problem descriptions) which should have been in the technical-scientific background section.
Response: The proposal writer reviewed several proposals from Fiscal Year 1999 that were favorably reviewed by the Watershed Technical Review Group and the ISRP and then attempted to use the format and explanation technique from one of those proposals. It would seem that attempt failed. 

ISRP Comment/Question: Task b of the monitoring scheme is too vague, especially since it is supposed to encompass the most important evaluation criterion of the project: an analysis of “riparian functions” and of fish population responses.  “Fish surveys” is not an adequate description of method.  The monitoring of a landscape-healing project such as this one should include broader measurements of biological integrity of the stream ecosystem than just fish population levels.  How will the proposers know if the specific measures being undertaken are really “best” for the riparian zone, for the stream, and for the stream’s organisms, including the fish?  As in Proposal 9706000, there is no biologist on the project staff, so the biological effectiveness can not be accounted for.

Response: Surveys to measure response of biological communities of streams and riparian areas can be difficult to assess. Response of biological communities may “lag” behind actual changes in stream channel condition and riparian function. The current small population of anadromous fish species and offsite impacts to their population will make it difficult to determine positive impacts to those species. Resident populations may respond more quickly are also subject to stresses that may occur spatially and temporally. The analysis of stream and riparian function will provide a baseline condition as well as provide the most direct link between application of BMPs and improvements to stream and riparian condition. Functional analysis can include both qualitative assessments and quantitative assessments and do provide clear evidence of the effectiveness of applied BMPs. Physical parameters that impact aquatic habitat (those assessed with proper functioning condition analysis) must improve before significant improvements in fish populations will occur and therefore provide a significant indicator of overall stream improvements and BMP effectiveness. 

A riparian and aquatic habitat survey is scheduled during the project year. Protocols for the survey are adapted from the following: Idaho Division of Environmental Quality Protocol No. 4 – Protocols for Evaluation and Monitoring of Stream/Riparian Habitats Associated with Aquatic Communities in Rangeland Streams; No. 8 – Protocols for Classifying, Monitoring, and Evaluating Stream/Riparian Vegetation on Idaho Rangeland Streams; and BLM Technical Reference 1737-3 – Inventory and Monitoring of Riparian Areas.

Bureau of Land Management fisheries staff completed a modified Hankin and Reeves survey of the watershed in the mid-1990s.  

The technical review team responsible for the development of the projects originally included biologists from the U.S. Bureau of Land Management, U.S. Natural Resources Conservation Commission, and the Idaho Soil Conservation Commission. These same biologists are part of the rejuvenation of this project and staff from the Nez Perce Tribal Fisheries Department has been added. Resumes for these people were not included with the Fiscal Year 1999 or 2000 proposals because they are advisory and not directly involved in implementation of the BMPs.

ISRP Comment/Question: This proposal does not appear to be tied to a previous watershed assessment effort, so that the proposed work, while perhaps meritorious, cannot be evaluated in the broader context 
Response: The Fiscal Year 2000 proposals were for the second year of a five year project and submitted through the ISCC Clearwater Subbasin Focus Program proposal as an umbrella. Although details regarding the watershed assessments from which the projects were designed were not as extensive as those in the first year’s, the umbrella proposal presented the necessary background information (FY2000 proposal #9808600, p. 9). The projects were developed for BPA funding consideration specifically because they met all proposal criteria.

ISRP Comment/Question: . For all its laudable aspects, the proposal makes the project appear (and perhaps the project really is) just a rote application of supposed BMPs without knowing or understanding their effect.

Response: It is unclear what this comment addresses. The agricultural best management practices to be implemented in the two projects are specific actions endorsed by the U.S. Natural Resources Conservation Service. (FY2000 proposal #9608600, p 15) The NRCS provides technical assistance to conservation districts and part of that includes design specifications and function assessment guidelines for BMPs. Both projects are intended to implement agricultural BMPs to achieve two primary goals: 1) provide water retention capacity in uplands to moderate hydrograph peaks and seasonal flow, 2) reduce and abate delivery of sediment to waterways. The BMPs selected for these projects are specific to the desired objectives, the subwatershed conditions and the agricultural practices existing in each.

Furthermore, the proposed BMPs are also endorsed by the Idaho Agricultural Pollution Abatement Plan and the BPA Agricultural Management Practices (Watershed Management Program). (FY2000 proposal #9608600, p 15).
