Project IDs 199405400(2)

Response to ISRP preliminary review.


11 October, 2001

Northwest Power Planning Council

Attention: Kendra Phillips

Response to ISRP

851 SW 6th Avenue, Suite 1100

Portland, OR  97204

Dear Northwest Power Planning Council:

The following is a reply to the Independent Scientific Review Panel (ISRP) preliminary review of the proposals submitted to the Bonneville Power Administration (BPA) as part of the Blue Mountian Province solicitation process.  In particular, we are responding to comments made by the ISRP on:

Project 199405400*, Characterize the Migratory Patterns, Population Structure, Food Habits, and Abundance of Bull Trout from Subbasins in the Blue Mountain Province.  (* The ISRP identified this project as 199405402)

This reply is based on the ISRP’s comments on project 199405400(2) as well as related portions of project 199202604 (Investigate Life History of Spring Chinook Salmon and Summer Steelhead in the Grande Ronde River Basin and Monitor Salmonid Populations and Habitat), previous ISRP comments from the Columbia Plateau review and subsequent responses.  

The Blue Mountain ISRP review suggested that monitoring activities related to the Oregon Plan for Salmon and Watersheds (OPSW) be submitted as a new proposal.  This would include Objective 5 from proposal 199405400(2) and a number of objectives and tasks from proposal 199202604.  However, in the Columbia Plateau review the ISRP recommended that sponsors coordinate projects and consider the best grouping of the proposed activities.  More specifically, they suggested that a separate OPSW proposal submitted for the Columbia Plateau be broken up and incorporated into related proposals.  As a result of the ISRP guidance from the Columbia Plateau review and revisions of the proposals, we organized Blue Mountain proposals 199405400(2) and 199202604 similarly to our corresponding Columbia Plateau proposals for consistency and to be as biologically meaningful and as administratively and economically efficient as possible.  This organization includes OPSW activities in both Blue Mountain project proposals.  Adult bull trout monitoring is included under project 199405400(2).  Monitoring primarily related to anadromous salmonids is included under project 199202604; however; tasks undertaken to monitor anadromous juveniles and their habitats will include bull trout juveniles and habitat where there is overlap in distribution.  Expanding those tasks to sample the full distribution of juvenile bull trout and habitat could require a substantial increase in the budget, which is counter to the ISRP recommendation to reduce the proposed budget. These two projects will work together to coordinate juvenile and habitat inventory work.  In general, the OPSW activities being proposed are logical extensions of work previously completed under 199405400 and 199202600.  With respect to bull trout, past studies included evaluation of spawning surveys.

Although it would be possible to accomplish the remaining objectives of project 199405400(2) independently of Objective 5, we believe there is value in including Objective 5 in the project.  From a biological perspective, this organization allows the majority of the proposed bull trout work to occur under one project (199405400(2)), which would facilitate applying emerging information on bull trout to the monitoring design.  For example, there are direct implications of objectives 1 (population structure) and 2 (adult abundance) on objective 5. Information on population structure could be applied to delineating the sampling frames for population monitoring.  Relationships between adult abundance and redds counts could be used to interpret results from spawning surveys. Retaining Objective 5 will also help to insure that problems associated with redd surveys that have been identified by this project and elsewhere (e.g., Dunham et al. 2001) and were referred to in the ISRP comments will be addressed in bull trout monitoring in the Province. From an administrative perspective, this organization would allow BPA to oversee two projects (199405400(2) and 199202604) rather than three (199405400(2), 199202604, and a new OPSW project).  From an economic perspective, this organization will reduce overall equipment, personnel needs, and corresponding direct project costs approximately 5% compared to implementing Objective 5 as a separate project.  Additional administrative costs to BPA would also be eliminated.

In addition to this cover letter, responses to each of the other concerns identified by the ISRP and a modified proposal that reflects these responses are attached.  Thank you for the opportunity to respond.  Please let me know if we can provide any additional information.

Respectfully,

/s/ Timothy A. Whitesel
Timothy A. Whitesel, Ph.D.

Native Trout Program, ODFW

[Attachments:

199405400 revised.doc
199405400n.doc]
Project:  199405400(2)

FY02 Request and 3 YR Estimate: The ISRP review states these are $670,804 and $1,946,270, respectively.  We are unsure of the origin of these amounts.  The FY02 Request and 3 YR  Estimate in the proposal submitted and the copy posted on the CBFWA web site (www.cbfwa.org) are for $533,804 and $1,575,270.

Project:  199405400(2)

Concern #1: The budget should be reduced and needs re-thinking and reorganization.
Response:  

General.  The FY02 budget that we originally proposed is $137,000 less than indicated in the ISRP review.  In addition, we have further reduced our ’02 budget $33,962 in the revised proposal.  These reductions are also reflected in the estimated out-year budgets.  

Specific.  

1) The ISRP commented that the organization of the budget in some cases did not make sense or match the proposal text.  The ISRP cites repetition in Section 5.  We were not able to find this problem in the proposal submitted or the copy of the proposal posted on the CBFWA web site.  However, we have insured that it does not occur in the revised proposal submitted with this response.

2) The revised proposal corrected the error in Budget Task 1.4 to reflect the analysis of 10 loci.  

3) The ISRP review indicates that publication/communication costs constituted over 1/3 of the budget and that this cost is not justified.  Our calculations indicate that these costs constitute less than 30% of the budget.  In addition, these costs represent more than just final publication/communication costs.  For example, Tasks 1.5, 2.2, 3.5, and 4.7 include some data management, data summarization and analysis, and project contributions to federal ESA recovery planning.  In our revised proposal we also reduced these costs where possible.  

4) In Section 8, the ISRP refers to underwater video, phone service and utilities as well as a duplication of Personnel, Fringe, Supplies, Travel and Indirect categories.  We were not able to find these references in the proposal submitted or the copy of the proposal on the CBFWA web site.  In addition, these items do not appear in our revised proposal.  

5) The ISRP question fringe benefit rates of 60% and 41.4% and whether these are justified.  The fringe benefit rate for personnel currently working for ODFW in the Native Trout Program averages 61.8%.  In addition, much of the field work being proposed would be conducted by seasonal or limited duration employees.  The average fringe benefit rate for the non-permanent employees currently working for ODFW in the Native Trout Program exceeds 70%.  

6) The ISRP inquired about the collation of other activities relative to the budget increase and where these activities were funded before.  The OPSW activities (Objective 5) are additional work and were not previously funded as part of the project.  

7) The ISRP requested justification for the budget component for work in the Deschutes basin and referred to Section 5, Objective 1.  We were not able to find these references in the proposal submitted or the copy of the proposal on the CBFWA web site.  In addition, our revised proposal does not include work in the Deschutes River Subbasin.

Project:  199405400(2)

Concern #2: The proposal refers to previous results but presents little about them.
Response: In the revised proposal we added additional information regarding past results from this project.  Results are also described the Project History, and specific linkages between past project results and proposed work are discussed in the Technical and/or Scientific Background section of the proposal.  Project results presented in Hemmingsen et al. (1996; 2001a; 2001b; 2001c; In Press), Bellerud et al. (1997), Gunckel (2001), Nowak and various contributors (2001), Spruell and Allendorf (1997), Spruell et al. in review (now in press) are also represented in the text where those publications are cited.  

Project:  199405400(2)

Concern #3: The project lacks a genuine habitat component and does not include habitat or juvenile surveys. 

Response: Water temperature has been identified as a critical habitat characteristic for bull trout that may influence distribution more than any other factor (Rieman and McIntyre 1993).  However, studies to date have addressed primarily spawning and juvenile rearing habitat. Consequently, we have focused the habitat element of this proposal (199405400(2) Objective 3) on investigating temperature relationships of migrant subadults and adults. This includes habitats downstream from spawning and rearing areas, where information is lacking.  Water temperatures in these fluvial habitats may be affected by land and water use practices to a greater extent than spawning and rearing areas in upstream reaches. 

See attached cover letter regarding juvenile bull trout and habitat monitoring.  The background and methods for those surveys are described in the proposal for project 199202604.  

Project:  199405400(2)

Concern #4: It is not clear how the investigators will identify bull trout in the hand (or observed) as fluvial or resident. 

Response: The upper Little Minam River was selected for investigating the abundance of resident adults (Objective 2).  There is a falls downstream of the study site that is a suspected migration barrier to upstream movement of fluvial adults.  No large (>300mm fork length), likely fluvial adults have been observed in the Little Minam during five years of extensive and intensive redd counts previously made for this project.  Similarly, no large fish have been observed during previous genetic sampling or population inventories conducted when fluvial adults would have likely been present in sampling areas.  Thus, we believe all of these fish will be resident forms. 

Project:  199405400(2)

Concern #5: If a component of projects 27017 and 28014 is implemented, this project should be coordinated with it. 

Response: We agree.  If our proposal and these other proposals are successful, we will coordinate with the other project sponsors.

