ISRP Comment/Question/Question: Do not fund, technically inadequate.

Response: Project 20017 was also submitted for funding in FY99 (Project No. 8021), was ranked as Tier 2 by CBFWA, and also found to be adequate by the ISRP review for FY1999.  The sponsors realize that a more project-specific review was completed by the ISRP for FY2000; however, comments for FY2000 such as, “This appears to be a poorly conceived project with little chance of success,” and, “Reviewers consider the proposal deficient in sound scientific principle and lacking in clearly defined objectives, particularly in advancing provisions for monitoring and evaluation,” should have come up during the FY1999 ISRP review, even with a coarse review by the ISRP.  Assuming that the proposal submitted for FY1999 was adequate, the sponsors submitted the same proposal (with modifications to address the Watershed Technical Review) for FY2000.  How can the ISRP find a project technically inadequate for FY2000 when they found the same proposal adequate for FY1999?

The proposal reviewed by the ISRP is different from the one that was recommended for funding as a Tier 1 proposal by CBFWA for FY2000.  The ISRP-reviewed proposal has a budget of over $200,000 and includes money for hiring a project manager, completing a small pilot project on USFS land, completing the Watershed Assessment, and completing the initial planning, feasibility study, remote sensing analysis, and stream channel design work.  The proposal recommended for funding by CBFWA is for $65,000 and includes only the money necessary to complete the Watershed Assessment, initial planning, feasibility study, remote sensing analysis, and stream channel design work.  This amount will allow the project to complete Objective I and Objective VI of the proposal.  No on-the-ground work will be accomplished until completion of the Watershed Assessment and feasibility study.  The authors hope the following responses adequately address the concerns raised by the ISRP regarding this project.

ISRP Comment/Question: The proposal cites a six-mile stream segment on private land as the intended target area, but that is not entirely clear.

Response: The target area for this project is a six-mile segment of the Yankee Fork Salmon River, the majority of which lies on private land owned by the J.R. Simplot Company.

ISRP Comment/Question: The authors do not establish that this area is a critical bottleneck limiting production and therefor, that it deserves priority consideration.

Response: The project area affected by dredge mining in the Yankee Fork has in turn affected the entire drainage upstream and upslope from the disturbance.  Much of the natural meander pattern of the stream and associated instream habitat and riparian vegetation have been lost, and extensive unconsolidated and unvegetated dredge tailings have increased sedimentation of spawning gravels and rearing pools and reduced riparian vegetation (Richards et al. 1989).  By confining the stream to a channel bordered by tailings piles and the road, the main river channel has downcut, thus affecting the stability of the main river above this point as well as all the tributary streams entering the mainstem Yankee Fork for a considerable distance.  Allowing the river to access its floodplain and bringing the mainstem Yankee Fork up to grade would have upstream and upslope benefits throughout the system.  This project area has been identified as a priority for large-scale ecosystem restoration in the Upper Salmon subbasin assessment (Overton et al. in review (a)).

Potential smolt production is high in the Yankee Fork drainage.  An estimated 425,000 chinook salmon smolts and 59,000 steelhead smolts could be produced (Kiefer et al. 1990).  Allowing natural stream processes to occur, and thus forming a riffle-pool structure favorable to salmonid spawning and rearing, would increase production in the Yankee Fork system given abundant spawning adults.  The Yankee Fork Salmon River has been designated critical habitat for Snake River chinook salmon, and more than likely will be designated critical habitat for Snake River summer steelhead and bull trout as well.  A project that addresses habitat restoration on designated critical habitat should not be questioned for receiving priority consideration.

ISRP Comment/Question: A project manager would be hired at a $50K salary.

Response: The original proposal reviewed by the ISRP did have this amount budgeted for a project manager as the intended person to hire would necessarily have a strong background in fluvial geomorphology, hydrology, fisheries biology, and heavy equipment construction.  This item was not included in the $65,000 budget approved by CBFWA.

ISRP Comment/Question: An easement or land exchange with private landowners would be necessary but there is no further mention of interaction with the company.

Response: After successfully obtaining an easement with the J.R. Simplot Company, the project will not require further interaction with the Company.  However, the project sponsors are optimistic that once funding is obtained, the J.R. Simplot Company would provide continued support (i.e., financial or in-kind).

ISRP Comment/Question: No cost sharing is shown although they list collaborators.

Response: With the original proposal, there was little actual cost-share, although the USFS, IDFG, and Tribes have spent considerable time and effort to date in preliminary design and coordination for this project.  The USFS cost-share also includes the Overton et al. (in review (b)), which fulfills approximately 75% of the requirements for a completed Watershed Assessment.  The USFS is also spending approximately $12,000 this summer to complete the aerial videography for the project.  Finally, foregone future use of the land through the easement with J.R. Simplot should be considered a major cost-share.  Collaboration with local watershed groups, including landowners and private industries in the area, will provide the broad based support necessary to successfully implement this project.

ISRP Comment/Question: This appears to be a poorly conceived project with little chance of success.

Response: The concept for this project is similar to the North Fork John Day (NFJD) River Dredge Tailings Restoration project, BPA Project No. 9605300.  The NFJD restoration project restored channel structure to a pre-dredged condition at the project site following the redistribution of over 6,000 cubic yards of tailings.  This allowed the North Fork John Day River access to the floodplain and allowed the water and energy to dissipate, thus emulating the natural condition of the river system.  Chinook salmon utilized the newly redistributed substrate to construct redds weeks after completion (McKinney and Calame 1994).  Personnel from the NFJD project are being consulted and will provide valuable input to the Yankee Fork restoration effort so that similar results can be achieved.

ISRP Comment/Question: Alternative approaches and unwanted side-effects are not discussed and a monitoring and evaluation plan is not described.

Response: Few, if any, alternatives are available to restore the affected portion of the Yankee Fork Salmon River to a pre-dredged condition.  The tailings piles and the road confine the river to a narrow channel with little or no active floodplain.  Removal of the tailings piles and relocating the road are the only methods available to allow the river to once again access its floodplain and function properly.

A Watershed Assessment, most of which has been completed by Overton et al. (in review (b)), is scheduled to be completed during the first year of the project.  This assessment will address unwanted side-effects, including short-term in-channel effects and water quality issues.  Side-effects will also be addressed through the NEPA process and consultation.

An implementation and effectiveness monitoring plan is a major part of the Yankee Fork project.  This plan will also be guided by the Watershed Assessment.  Aerial videography and satellite imagery will be used to monitor riparian and upslope conditions throughout the Yankee Fork drainage, stream channel morphology will be monitored, and water quality parameters will be monitored to insure quality control throughout the life of the project.

ISRP Comment/Question: Reviewers consider the proposal deficient in sound scientific principle and lacking in clearly defined objectives, particularly in advancing provisions for monitoring and evaluation.

Response: An objective of this proposal is to develop cost-effective technical tools to assist in project design and monitoring.  We propose to use large-scale videography in conjunction with GIS to assist in determining the current channel/riparian configuration.  This spatial coverage, in conjunction with geomorphological modeling by a graduate student at the University of Idaho working with Dr. Peter Goodwin, would then be used to design the desired stream channel characteristics (i.e., channel shape and dimensions, floodplain, and riparian areas), and to monitor changes over time.  Integrate satellite imagery will also be used to identify and assess key watershed areas effecting ecological function (e.g., roads and slope stability) and to provide baseline data for the watershed for future monitoring.  The refinement of these methods, as well as incorporating the tried-and-tested techniques from the North Fork John Day River project, could provide future techniques for cost-effective assessment, designs, and monitoring of similar watershed-stream restoration projects.
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