Response to ISRP Comments

2001 Preliminary Mountain Columbia Proposal Review

Project 199004400 – Implement Fisheries Enhancement Opportunities on the

Coeur d’Alene Reservation

We appreciate this chance to respond to ISRP comments and concerns and provide additional information that may shed light on our approach to fisheries enhancement activities as embodied in our proposal.  Our responses to specific comments and questions are presented initially, followed by a response to some of the more general programmatic concerns raised by the ISRP.

As a point of clarification, it is important for the reviewers of this project to understand that while this project has been ongoing since 1990, implementation of restoration plans did not begin until 1996.  Therefore, at the time this proposal was submitted, most individual projects have had less than 4 years to elicit a biological response.  Please refer to the section on project history in the proposal for a complete accounting of project activities.

1. Question: Provide a concise description of the extent to which restoration activities have increased summer base flows, reduced water temperature, and reduced fine sediments.

Response: Since 1997, eight acres of palustrine wetlands have been constructed in the Lake Creek watershed, with a combined storage capacity of approximately 46 acre-feet.  This established network of constructed wetlands present an opportunity for addressing the short-term peaks in summer water temperatures that effectively limit the distribution of juvenile fish in the watershed.  An experimental release of water from one such pond indicated that stored water was 3-8 degrees colder than measured instream water temperatures during the release period (August 13 - 27, 1999).  Analysis of the released water also indicated that water quality standards were met or exceeded for a whole suite of water quality parameters.  A coordinated release of 0.5 cubic feet/second of water from the existing network has the potential to provide cooling effects for more than 18 days during critical summer rearing periods and increase base flow by more than 15 percent.  Such a release will be attempted during the period covered by this proposal to further quantify the benefits of these efforts.  The goal of this project is to double the combined storage capacity of constructed wetlands in the watershed over the next four years.  While these constructed wetlands provide a short-term opportunity to increase base flow and reduce water temperature in Lake Creek, sustainable long-term change will only be achieved through management of vegetation in riparian areas.

Many projects have been completed in the Lake Creek, Benewah Creek and Evans Creek watersheds to reduce summer water temperatures through systematic planting and management of vegetation in riparian and upland wetlands.  A total of 127 acres of riparian wetlands affected by agriculture or described as understocked forestlands have been treated to date.  In these areas, it is unrealistic to expect any measurable reduction in water temperature until project plantings have a chance to mature (10-20 years).  Implementation of these projects, however, has had a profound impact in that the participating landowners have voluntarily adopted changes in land management that will improve fish and wildlife habitats in the long-term.  As with most effective implementation programs, combining short- and long-term measures will be the most effective and enduring way to increase trout production in the target areas.

A network of constructed sediment basins in the Lake Creek watershed, implemented through this project and in partnership with the NRCS and local soil conservation districts, has reduced annual sediment delivery to Lake Creek from 1230 acres of highly erodible lands.  Total delivery from 630 of these acres has decreased from 1802 tons of sediment/year to 450 tons/year.  The reduction in delivery from the remaining 600 acres has yet to be determined, but will be quantified through water quality monitoring efforts described in this proposal.

Several notable projects in Lake Creek and Benewah Creek demonstrate the ability to improve sediment transport through treatment areas, by reestablishing stable channels with the ability to perform substrate maintenance under the existing sediment and flow regimes.  For example, at one site a 3,000 sq. ft. brush mattress was constructed by hand to help narrow a particularly degraded section where the widthbf/depthbf ratio was >100.  One year after construction, average residual pool depth had increased by 15 percent and substrate conditions showed a shift from sand (D63<2mm) to a mixture of predominantly fine gravels (D50<11.3mm).

2. Question: Provide average (and range) for trout density in the four streams that represent abundance prior to the restoration efforts.

Response:  Population estimates from 1993-1997 represent abundance prior to restoration treatments and are provided below (See Table 1).  We observed a wide range of density values within many of the reaches and tributaries that we monitor.  We suggest that both low numbers of spawning adults and deterministic risk factors that occur with the permanent or long-term loss or change of a critical component of habitat (Gilpin and Soule 1986) account for this observed variation.  Rieman and McIntyre (1993) also cited deterministic processes as the dominant influence in the loss of bull trout populations throughout their range.  The upper range of these density estimates help illustrate the productive potential of these small tributaries and are comparable to densities reported by McGee et al. (1996) for several small, sediment rich basins in southwest Montana.

Table 1. Cutthroat trout densities representing pre-treatment conditions in four target watersheds.




Lake Creek

Tributary
Reach
Average

#/100sq.m
Range

Evans Creek

Tributary
Reach
Average

#/100sq.m
Range

Mainstem
1
0.7
(0.0-1.8)

Mainstem
1
0
0


2
0.9



2
2.4
(1.1-4.0)


3
1.0



3
2.0
(1.0-3.6)


4
5.4
(1.5-12.1)


4
6.2
(4.0-9.1)


5
1.9
(0.5-4.8)


5
6.8
(3.7-10.3)


6
2.2
(0.3-4.9)


6
10.2
(2.2-20.2)


7
0.8
(0.0-2.4)


7
14.4
(4.9-25.8)


8
3.3
(0.0-9.0)

East Fork

11.1
(1.8-29.6)

West Fork

11.6
(4.1-19.3)

Rainbow Fork

25.8
(19.4-32.3)

Bozard

14.0
(5.1-32.3)

South Fork

7.9
(1.6-12.2)







Benewah Creek

Tributary
Reach
Average

#/100sq.m
Range

Alder Creek

Tributary
Reach
Average

#/100sq.m
Range

Mainstem
1
0.5
(0.0-1.4)

Mainstem
1
0.7
(0.1-1.5)


2
0.9
(0.0-1.8)


2
0.4
(0.0-1.4)


3
2.5
(0.2-6.3)


3
1.2
(0.0-3.0)


4
1.0
(0.0-1.7)


4
14.0
(0.3-10.8)


5
0.6
(0.0-1.2)


5
1.3
(0.4-2.1)


7
0.7
(0.5-0.9)


6
0.9
(0.0-1.8)


8
0.9
(0.0-2.5)


7
1.9
(1.3-2.7)


9
1.3
(0.3-2.2)


8
0.9
(0.5-1.8)


10
1.4
(0.9-2.7)


9
1.5
(0.2-4.2)


11
1.7
(0.0-6.4)

North Fork
1
0
0

South Fork

5.5
(0.5-8.1)


2
0
0

Bull Fork

15.1
(8.6-19.2)


3
0
0

West Fork

16.6
(0.8-43.1)


4
0.9
(0.0-2.7)

Whitetail

11.1
(5.1-22.2)






Windfall

22.6
(10.8-42.5)




















Our estimates rank Benewah Creek, Lake Creek, Evans Creek, and then Alder Creek in order of decreasing population strength (See Table 2).  In Benewah Creek, four tributaries comprising 32% of the usable stream area in the watershed have cutthroat trout densities that are notably higher than the average density (9.2/100 square meters) reported for seven other westslope cutthroat trout populations in Idaho and Montana (Shepard et al. 1984, Ireland 1993).  The remaining 68% of usable stream areas are severely under utilized, however, and spawning no longer occurs in at least 5 tributaries that had historic activity.  In Lake Creek, 41% of the perennial stream area supports higher than average densities, while the remaining 59% is severely under utilized.  Seventy-four percent and 100% of the stream area supports lower than average densities in the Evans Creek and Alder Creek drainages, respectively.

A more detailed discussion of the historic and current status of cutthroat trout populations in the four target tributaries is presented in the proposal on pages 3-5.

Table 2. Mean annual population estimates, the estimated mean annual variance in the infinitesimal rate of population growth, and probabilities of persistence over 100 years for westslope cutthroat trout populations monitored on the Coeur d’Alene Reservation.  The 95% confidence interval is shown in parentheses (From: Vitale et al. 1999).

Stream
Years

1996-98
Mean Annual

Population Estimate
Variance
Probability

Of

Persistence

Alder Creek
3
808
0.03 (0.02-0.04)
0.58

Benewah Creek
3
5,553
0.16 (0.04-0.36)
0.67

Evans Creek
3
2,675
0.33 (0.05-0.71)
0.45

Lake Creek
3
4,946
0.14 (0.02-0.26)
0.70
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3. Question: Is there evidence that fish abundance has significantly increased as a result of this program?

Response: Several instream habitat projects have elicited positive responses from the fish community.  A project completed in 1999 in the Lake Creek watershed rehabilitated a 600 meter long stream reach which had been cleaned and straightened and was completely devoid of woody debris.  Annual population surveys indicated a complete absence of cutthroat trout prior to construction.  A total of 44 individual logs with a combined biomass of approximately 47 tons were introduced to the test reach to approximate historic volumes of debris at the site.  In addition, a 3,000 sq. ft. brush mattress was constructed by hand to introduce fine woody debris and to help narrow and deepen a particularly degraded section where the widthbf/depthbf ratio was >100.  One year after construction, average residual pool depth had increased by 15 percent, substrate conditions showed a shift from sand (D63<2mm) to a mixture of predominantly fine gravels (D50<11.3mm), and cutthroat trout from 3 different year classes were sampled at the site.

Whether trout carrying capacity for the entire stream reach increased cannot be assessed from our monitoring efforts.  A redistribution of existing fish could have produced a similar result, but it is logical that if locally improved habitat attracts fish away from unimproved parts of the stream, then the fish that remain in the improved parts have better chances for survival, growth, and production.  It is also logical to assume that when improved habitats become contiguous with highly productive natural habitats, this will ultimately lead to increased abundance and distribution of fish.

Some of the difficulties in determining true treatment differences is the high interannual variability present in populations of resident fishes and the difficulty in partitioning environmental trends and variability among watersheds from real biological response to habitat improvement.  Bisson (1996) indicated that a minimum of 5 years of monitoring would be required to be 80% certain of detecting true treatment differences at a Type I error level of P<0.05, where the typical coefficient of variation is 25%.  Our biological monitoring program is designed to be both large in area and long in duration to provide the spatial and temporal context needed for policy adjustments.  Our analysis in previous reports suggests that measurable increases in cutthroat populations will not be realized for at least three generations (15 years) and significant increases that allow for subsistence harvest will be further off if recovery is based on habitat restoration alone (Peters et al. 1999).

Bisson, P.A.  1996.  Monitoring biological success of stream habitat improvement projects.  In: Proceedings of the 10th International Stream Habitat Improvement Workshop.  Oregon State University, Corvallis, Oregon.
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4. Question: What are the endpoints of this program?  How will program/project managers know when they have met their goals and objectives?

Response: Escapement and harvest targets were developed for each of the target watersheds and adopted into the NWPPC 1995 Fish and Wildlife Program (10.8B.20).  Together these targets comprise the biological objectives for this project (See Table).  Achieving these objectives in the target watersheds would mark the endpoint of this project.  The escapement target at the 100 percent level is the estimated number of adult fish needed to fully seed the available spawning habitat in the target watersheds (Peters et al. 2000).  Our progress in meeting this objective is being tracked by monitoring the migration of adfluvial adults as described in the project proposal.

Water quality and habitat based objectives for this project are, in part, dictated by federal mandates of the Clean Water Act (CWA) and by Tribal water quality standards and other guidelines.  TMDL management plans will be developed for Lake Creek and Benewah Creek within the next several years.  These plans will draw heavily on the body of data and implementation successes of this project to develop load allocations and reductions and to define appropriate mitigation measures that can be supported by the local community.  This body of legislation of will ultimately serve to strengthen this project by adding regulatory and enforcement support to our work.

This proposal constitutes part of a resident fish substitution program called for under Section 4(h) of the Pacific Northwest Electric Power Planning and Conservation Act and the Northwest Power Planning Council Fish and Wildlife Program to provide off-site protection, mitigation, enhancement and compensation to the Coeur d’Alene Tribe and to address impacts to resident fish and wildlife populations and habitats attributable to development of the Federal Columbia River Power System.  Achieving the biological objectives outlined above may mark an endpoint for these particular tributaries, however, similar implementation actions would be pursued in other subbasin tributaries with weak native salmonid populations to continue offsetting the loss of anadromous fish resources from Tribal usual and accustomed harvest areas and reservation lands.

Biological objectives for wild adfluvial cutthroat trout in tributaries of the Coeur d'Alene Reservation (From:Peters et al. 2000).

Tributary
Target Levela

(percent)
Escapementb

Target
Harvest Targetc


Biologicald

Objective
Year

Alder Creek
25
1,708
920
2,628
2007


50
3,416
1,840
5,256
2012


75
5,123
2,759
7,882
2016


100
6,831
3,679
10,510
Beyond

Benewah Creek
25
2,179
1,174
3,353
2007


50
4,357
2,347
6,704
2012


75
6,534
3,519
10,053
2016


100
8,713
4,692
13,405
Beyond

Evans Creek
25
984
530
1,514
2007


50
1,968
1,060
3,028
2012


75
2,951
1,589
4,540
2016


100
3,935
2,119
6,054
Beyond

Lake Creek
25
2,002
1,078
3,080
2007


50
4,004
2,156
6,160
2012


75
6,006
3,234
9,240
2016


100
8,008
4,312
12,320
Beyond
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5. Question: Revegetation is used extensively in this program.  Is there evidence that revegetation is necessary or effective?  A good experimental design and monitoring program could and should address these.

Response: The functional value of riparian areas was examined in the analysis of limiting factors for the target watersheds and is summarized in the Coeur d’Alene Tribe Fisheries Program Management Plan (Lillengreen et al. 1998), which is the guidance document for this project.  Forest crown closure was used as an index of riparian function because it serves to integrate several important ecological processes, including: 1) shading stream channels from direct solar input, 2) providing sustainable sources of large woody debris, and 3) inputting allochthonous detritus, which is the basis for invertebrate production in small streams (Vannote et al. 1980).  Most stream temperature concerns in forest ecosystems have focused on summertime increases associated with forest harvesting (Beschta et al. 1987).  The principle source of energy for heating small streams during summer conditions is incoming solar energy striking the water surface.  The more canopy removed, the greater is the exposure of the stream to this heat source.  Most of this incoming energy is stored in the stream, and its temperature rises accordingly.  Furthermore, once stream temperature is increased, the heat is not readily dissipated to the atmosphere as it flows through a shaded reach.  Thus, additional energy inputs to small streams can have an additive effect on downstream temperatures.  These facts support the project objective for maintaining intact riparian buffers and the need for reforestation beginning in the upper reaches of watersheds.

End-point targets for stream canopy closure by elevation zone have been adopted by the Tribe to maintain mean weekly-maximum water temperatures at desired levels for target species (See Table).  Where appropriate, these target values are used to provide the basis for formulating project specific objectives related to canopy closure in riparian areas.  Our analysis indicated that forest canopy closure over stream channels was insufficient to maintain desired stream temperatures for significant portions of the target watersheds; (percent of riparian habitat below target levels) Lake Creek (66%), Benewah Creek (38%), Alder Creek (32%), and Evans Creek (11%), respectively.

Target stream canopy closure for northern Idaho (north of the Salmon River) to maintain water temperatures at desired levels for target species.

Elevation Zones (feet)
Target Canopy Cover


Bull trout (13° C)
Cutthroat trout (15° C)

>5,200
29
6

5,000-5,199
35
12

4,800-4,999
41
18

4,600-4,799
48
24

4,400-4,599
54
30

4,200-4,399
60
36

4,000-4,199
66
43

3,800-3,999
72
49

3,600-3,799
79
55

3,400-3,599
85
61

3,200-3,399
91
67

3,000-3,199
97
73

2,800-2,999
100
80

2,600-2,799
100
86

2,400-2,599
100
92

2,200-2,399
100
100

The areas where we are implementing projects are characterized by a lack of adequate ground and streamside cover, suffer from reduced plant diversity, and are generally dominated by invasive, exotic plant species.  Most sites have been farmed to the stream edge or are grazed on a year round basis.  Increased overland sediment erosion, soil compaction, reduced water infiltration, streambank instability and elevated water temperatures are symptomatic.  The only way to accomplish restoration in these areas is through revegetation and management.

A total of 127 acres of riparian wetlands affected by agriculture or described as understocked forestlands have been treated to date.  At planting sites in Lake, Benewah and Evans creeks, survival has approached 70% and measured growth of live, willow pole plantings has exceeded four feet per year.  While it is difficult to quantify the short-term benefits to riparian function of planting 50,000 trees and shrubs over the last five years, the long-term benefits of healthy riparian plant communities are well documented.  Platts and Nelson (1989) described a positive correlation between stream canopy and salmonid biomass in the Intermountain west, citing beneficial effects from thermal regulation and input of allochthonous plant material and terrestrial invertebrates.  Input of woody debris from project plantings will provide cover for fish (Boussa 1954; Hartman 1965), serve as shelter from current (Bustard and Narver 1975; Fausch 1984; Bisson et al. 1987), and provide sites from which foraging can be staged while predation risk is reduced (Crowder and Cooper 1982; Huntingford et al. 1988).  These benefits are being realized incrementally as plantings begin to mature.

Monitoring the effectiveness of riparian revegetation projects is accomplished using methods adapted from the Standard Methodology for Conducting Watershed Analysis published by the Washington State Forest Practices Board (1997).  The survey methodology quantifies canopy closure and shade provided by riparian vegetation; measures the amount of vegetative cover usable by fish; determines the current volume of large woody debris (LWD) in the active channel; and estimates the recruitment potential for LWD in floodprone areas.  Continued monitoring and evaluation in this manner will help to further quantify the benefits of these riparian measures.
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6.
Question: Benthic samples are notoriously variable.  Do the results to date show promise as a monitoring tool or are the results so variable that detection of a trend in any reasonable time seems unlikely?

Response: Macroinvertebrate populations were first sampled as part of this project in 1993 to determine the relative abundance of fish food organisms as part of our limiting factor analysis in the affected watersheds.  Identifications were taken to family level and the resulting analyses were very effective in establishing the baseline productivity.  Although coarse assessments of biological integrity can be (and were) made at the family level, more information can be gained by identifying invertebrates to genus or species, when possible.  The accuracy of several biological metrics is enhanced when organisms are identified to genus or species, as tolerance values (for example, Hilsenhoff Biotic Index values, sediment tolerance values, temperature values, trophic guilds, etc.) tend to be more precise at this level (Barbour et. al. 1999).  This is especially true when identifying the common and frequently predominant Chironomidae to genus level.
An additional sampling effort was completed in Lake Creek in 1999 using EPA’s Rapid Bioassessment Protocols (RBP’s), with samples being identified to the genus/species level.  This level of specificity has the best potential for evaluating trends in water quality and for detecting biological responses to enhancement activities.  We have not yet completed our analysis of this most recent sampling effort, however, we intend to assess the variability of samples and compare recent sample efforts to previous ones.  We will submit the results of our findings to BPA in an annual report and evaluate the efficacy of continuing to use these methods.  We are confident that the use of benthic sampling as one part of our overall monitoring program will be an invaluable tool for evaluating restoration efforts over the life of this project.

We recognize that high interannual variability is inherent to natural ecosystem processes and populations.  This poses a challenge to any monitoring program in that the obstacles of inadequate monitoring funds, and institutional and ownership barriers, must be overcome while encompassing the spatial and temporal scales that allow for detecting true treatment differences.  In developing our watershed-monitoring plan we have tried to address some common criticisms by relying on biological monitoring measures that integrate organism and community responses over time and space (e.g., species diversity and aquatic guild organization).  The use of multiple-metric, benthic community evaluations that characterize our sampling and analysis procedures have been widely acknowledged to yield more insight into the ecological health of a watershed than single species population estimates (Karr and Chu 1999; Reice 1994; Bisson 1996; Barbour et at. 1992; 1999).  All states in the Pacific Northwest currently use the Rapid Bioassessment Protocol (level III) developed by EPA (Plafkin et al. 1989.).  We are proposing to use the same protocols to facilitate information exchange and interpretations within the region.

Our choice to use benthic samples as part of our ambient biological monitoring plan is based largely on their ability to integrate a variety of ecosystem components (e.g., habitat structure, water quality, stream biota).  We believe this approach is important because aquatic macroinvertebrates directly measure the condition of the resource at risk, detect problems that other methods may miss or underestimate, and provide a systematic process for measuring progress resulting from the implementation of water quality measures.  We are taking several precautions to separate the factors affecting our ability to distinguish trends over time.  These precautions include comparative analysis of reference site and monitoring site data; the use of paired sites to separate microhabitat differences among sites over time; repeated sampling to account for seasonal effects; and the use of documented and standardized field collection methods.
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7. Question: Non-native brook trout are abundant in at least one stream (Alder Creek) and cutthroat trout restoration efforts elsewhere in the West generally have not been effective without eliminating or suppressing them.  What is the basis for, and expectation of, the ongoing program, which is apparently based solely on habitat modification?

Response:  We have yet to engage in active implementation in the Alder Creek watershed, as most of our resources are currently focused on Lake Creek and Benewah Creek to maximize the partnerships that have been developed in these areas.  We are familiar with the body of research that describes competitive interactions between cutthroat and brook trout (Griffith 1972, 1974, 1988; Moyle and Vondracek 1985; Varley and Gresswell 1988; among others) and we recognize that there is an imminent need to engage in an active suppression program for brook trout in Alder Creek.  To illustrate this need, the density of cutthroat trout has declined over the last eight years while brook trout density has increased, and we believe that competitive exclusion is, in part, responsible for this trend (Peters et al. 1999).  A thoroughly researched and well-justified recommendation will likely appear in a future proposal for this project.  We are reluctant to begin such an effort until we can review similar activities by other managers in the region and scope this issue with the public interests in the watershed.  Limitations in funding have also been a factor in not implementing a suppression program at this time.  As we adapt our restoration process for Alder Creek, suppression efforts will likely precede any habitat improvements to avoid the potential for brook trout to expand their range into improved habitats.

Griffith, J.S.  1972.  Comparative behavior and habitat utilization of brook trout (Salvelinus fontinalis) and cutthroat trout (Salmo clarki) in small streams in northern Idaho.  Journal of the Fisheries Research Board of Canada 29:265-273.
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Additional Response

We have been appreciative and supportive of all opportunities for independent and scientific review of this project and acknowledge the value of this process in developing a successful program.  This project has been reviewed twice before by the ISRP and receives regular review from peers in the local scientific and management community.  If fact, researchers at the University of Idaho and Washington State University received a USDA grant specifically designed to study and develop the watershed restoration process in Lake Creek.  We make sincere attempts to expand and modify the scope of our project to accommodate the constructive responses that are derived from these evaluations and we have a history of adapting our approach in response to the ISRP review process:

“The original proposal was generally excellent. The response to the ISRP’s questions about Objective 3, the construction of put-and-take trout ponds, was of equally high quality. It is clear that the Tribe has thought through their management strategy, has emphasized native stocks, but also needs some interim fishing opportunities to take pressure off the native fish restoration efforts. The put-and-take ponds seem well located (in closed basins not accessible to native species) and are designed to avoid the problems that concerned the ISRP” (ISRP 1999-4).
At times it can be difficult to accommodate all recommendations because of the constraints imposed by limited funding and staff time.  We have taken pride, however, in always forwarding a program that is rooted in improving natural processes and applying restoration principles at the watershed scale to maximize the benefits to native fish and wildlife.  This approach has been commended by the ISRP in past reviews:

“(This project) has many strengths: a strong watershed/ecosystem approach in collaboration with other projects, a well thought out scientifically rational approach, a strong monitoring program, an emphasis on improvement through natural processes compared to human technological intervention, an emphasis on native species of fish and plants, and an awareness of the need to obtain public support, over a relatively long time frame, via education and demonstration of success. We stand to learn and gain a lot from this project.

This was a well-written and comprehensive proposal. Reviewers especially commended the project’s emphasis on the conservation/enhancement of native species, and on habitat improvement as a mechanism. In addition, the relationship to other projects is very strong and well documented. The project history is clearly explained. Objectives and methods are concisely related. Taken on balance, this project proposal is very compelling, well thought out and clearly articulated.
There is a good history of accomplishments. There are good objectives and tasks for 4 target watersheds. There are good sections on background and rationale, as well as excellent history, and objectives narratives. The methods narrative of objectives by tasks is excellent.” (ISRP Project Review 2000).

We are unsure how to address some of the programmatic level comments forwarded during this review process, such as, “the activities do not add up to a coherent approach…to fisheries enhancement” and “the program appears to lack a clear focused approach that is based strongly in the fisheries literature.”  These comments are so disparate from those in past reviews that making significant changes to our proposal would become a largely subjective exercise.  We are very interested, however, in maintaining a dialog with the ISRP and exploring any opportunities for strengthening our approach.

The basis for this project is mitigation for lost anadromous fisheries called for under Section 4(h) of the Pacific Northwest Electric Power Planning and Conservation Act and the Northwest Power Planning Council Fish and Wildlife Program.  We intend to apply our management principles within the Coeur d’Alene subbasin until such time that viable subsistence fisheries are supported within our homelands.  The extent to which the ISRP can help us move toward this goal is greatly appreciated.
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