ISRP Comment/Question: Proposal is not scientifically sound.  

Response: The reviewer offers no specific comments that support this claim.  The project is consistent with the Council(s Fish and Wildlife Program (7.4 L1) and has been supported repeatedly by numerous planning efforts (see below).

The project complements numerous ongoing projects (passage improvements, flow enhancement planning, stream habitat enhancement, etc.) that are being implemented to restore salmon and steelhead populations in the Walla Walla Basin.  In order to restore extirpated spring chinook, the hatchery tool must be used in concert with the above mentioned efforts to put the fish back where they once existed.  There are 20 miles of pristine spawning and rearing habitat in the South Fork Walla Walla drainage, one of the finest quality streams in Northeast Oregon.  CBFWA and CTUIR consider it scientifically sound to re-establish an extirpated population by embarking upon a comprehensive program, which addresses all factors that lead to the demise of the species (similar to the successful effort being implemented in the Umatilla Basin).  The Artificial Production Review recommendations of the Scientific Review Team (SRT 1999) will be used to implement actions such as utilization of endemic broodstock (for summer steelhead) and low density rearing and acclimation of smolts in natural production areas.  An alternative to using the hatchery tool would be to wait 100 years or longer for natural spring chinook straying and recolonization to occur.

The listed summer steelhead population is down to 200-300 fish in the Oregon portion of the Walla Walla Basin.  The CTUIR proposes to model a Walla Walla steelhead program after the ongoing, successful Umatilla program.  The Umatilla program utilizes endemic broodstock and releases fish in natural production areas to supplement natural production. This effort is showing unique results.  The Umatilla River has the only steelhead population in Northeast Oregon that is experiencing stable or increasing spawning escapement and harvest (while also providing annual broodstock needs).  If it is not scientifically sound to meet harvest and endemic broodstock management goals while maintaining genetic diversity and total returns and spawning escapement, the CTUIR would like to know what is considered sound by the ISRP.  The CTUIR does not consider a no-hatchery supplementation action with continued declines (or extirpation) of the steelhead population a scientifically sound option.

ISRP Comment/Question: The project needs to be included in an Independent Programmatic Review of the Umatilla and Walla Walla hatchery programs. 

Response: This project has already been evaluated four times as part of comprehensive program planning.  These efforts included the Walla Walla Subbasin Plan (CTUIR 1990), Wy-Kan-Ush-Mi Wa-Kish-Wit, Tribal Restoration Plan (CRITFC 1995), Walla Walla Basin Reconnaissance Report (COE 1997), and in the subbasin plan updates provided in the CBFWA FY2000 Annual Implementation Work Plan.  All of these documents have identified Walla Walla hatchery as a critical element in a comprehensive basin salmon and steelhead restoration program.

In addition to the above efforts, this project must successfully go through a very detailed and thorough NPPC production project review process prior to implementation.  A draft master plan has been completed and a final is scheduled for FY 2000.  Construction costs were deferred until FY2001 in the CBFWA recommended budget.  Adjusted costs for FY2000 are 250K for final planning and design.

ISRP Comment/Question: This proposal and project 8805302 should be combined. This proposal requests an additional $1.38 million for what appears to be part of the previous proposal.
Response: In FY1999, the two Umatilla and Walla Walla hatchery projects were combined into one proposal.  At the request of CBFWA, NPPC, and BPA, the proposals were done separately in FY2000 to hopefully avoid confusion.  Each project will have a separate NPPC master planning process.  CTUIR submitted two separate proposals in FY2000 but, for an unknown reason, the two proposals that were circulated for review were the old UM/WW FY 1999 proposal and the new Walla Walla FY2000 proposal (the new separate Umatilla FY2000 proposal was not circulated for review).  Because of this error, the ISRP comment on duplication is understandable.  However, there is no duplication, although the proposed incubation and rearing for both projects will occur at the same S.Fk. Walla Walla river site.  The Umatilla project (8805302) calls for spring chinook production for the Umatilla River and the Walla Walla project (20138) calls for spring chinook and summer steelhead production for the Walla Walla River.

ISRP Comment/Question: No out-year costs are shown.

Response: If the proposal had been fully read by the reviewer, this question would have not been asked.  Operation and maintenance costs following construction are to be picked up under project number 8343500 (Operate and Maintain Umatilla Hatchery Satellite Facilities).  Therefore, no costs are identified in outyears.  This fact is mentioned five times in the proposal (once in Section, 4 once in Section 7, once in Section 8, and twice in Section 9).

It is disheartening that the project reviewers who obviously did not spend much time reviewing the project proposal would recommend not funding this project.  Also, the fact that the reviewer recommends “do not fund” for a hatchery project that has yet to go through a very comprehensive NPPC 3-step review process truly shows the ISRP negative bias towards production projects.
