Project 199901700

Protect and Restore Lapwai Creek Watershed
Response to ISRP Preliminary Review

Nez Perce Tribe

Department of Fisheries Resource Management - Watershed

P.O. Box 365

Lapwai, ID 83540

October 10, 2001

ISRP Comment #1

According to the proposal, a watershed assessment was to be completed for this project in August 2001.  Please provide a copy of that assessment as a portion of this response.  

Response #1

In formulating the proposal’s objectives and tasks, 3 main documents were used:  the Lapwai Creek Aquatic Assessment (2001)(Draft) and the Natural Resource Conservation Services (NRCS) Supplemental Watershed Protection Plan-Environmental Assessment Supplements No. 1 (1994) & No. 2 (2000).  These are the most current and comprehensive documents directly related to the protection and restoration of fish habitat in the Lapwai Creek watershed.  Please note that all 3 documents were used together, along with coordination of the major stakeholders in the watershed (Nez Perce Tribal Fisheries/Watershed Program, Natural Resource Conservation Service, Nez Perce Soil and Water Conservation District (NPSWCD), Nez Perce Tribal Water Resources Department, Nez Perce Tribal Fisheries/Production Program), in determining what restoration and M&E activities are priorities within the Lapwai Creek watershed.  Although the assessment process is complete, the Lapwai Creek Aquatic Assessment retains the word “Draft” in the title because is designed to be a living document, periodically updated as additional information becomes available (similarly to the recently completed Subbasin Summaries).  Hardcopies of the Lapwai Creek Aquatic Assessment (2001)(Draft) and the Natural Resource Conservation Services (NRCS) Supplemental Watershed Protection Plan-Environmental Assessment Supplements No. 1 & No. 2 are being sent by mail and will be provided separate of this response. In addition, the Lapwai Creek Aquatic Assessment can be found at the following website under projects, www.ecovista.ws.

ISRP Comment #2
Continuation funding of about $600K/year is requested to do the following on-the-ground activities: participate in replacing a bridge, replace 3 culverts, obliterate approximately 10 mi. of road/year, and build 2 mi. of fence. Replacing the bridge will be of undoubted benefit to fish; for the other activities, please describe how they were selected via the watershed assessment process and how they will significantly improve fish production in Lapwai Creek.  

Response #2

Replace 3 culverts

The Lapwai Creek Aquatic Assessment approximates 334 existing stream crossing by roads (pg. 95) throughout the watershed.  There is poor documentation of fish barriers within the Lapwai Creek system, with only approximate locations cited, often with no description of what actually forms the barriers (pg. 109).  In meeting with the stakeholders in the watershed and based on the aquatic assessment, it was determined that fish barriers due to road culverts may be limiting fish access to suitable habitats throughout the watershed.  

Based on the above information, the need for a thorough fish barrier survey and analysis is identified in the Lapwai Creek Aquatic Assessment (page 114 and 126), and is proposed as part of this project in 2001.  Based on professional judgment and previous work conducted in the watershed (see p 109), it is anticipated that a proportion of culverts surveyed will constitute either full or partial barriers to fish passage.  In light of how culvert placement has generally been performed in the past (based on 10 or 25-year flood event) and in other watersheds (example: Fishing to Bear in the Upper Locsha – 35% of the total fish habitat was blocked by road culverts), we wanted to begin replacement of culverts at 3 per year.  This is the amount of replacements we believe our program can effectively coordinate and accomplish in one year in cooperation with NRCS and the Nez Perce Soil and Water Conservation District (NPSWCD).  This task is considered a high priority by the stakeholders in the watershed because of the immediate benefit in returning spawning and rearing habitat to anadromous and resident fish.        

Obliterate 10 miles of road per year

Sedimentation has been identified as a major limiting factor to fish production in the watershed (see project proposal, pages 6-9).  The Lapwai Creek Aquatic Assessment lists rural road runoff and instability as 3rd and 4th priority concerns for sediment production, behind erosion from cropland (1) and rangeland (2).  During project and task coordination with NRCS and the NPSWCD, it was agreed that those agencies should continue to lead efforts to address sediment production from cropland and rangeland through their new project proposal #28059.  Given prior experience in treating road related sediment sources, it was agreed that the Nez Perce Tribal Fisheries/Watershed Program would be best suited to lead efforts directed toward reducing road related sediment production.  It has been determined by stakeholders in the watershed that the combination of these three upland restoration actions will significantly improve in-stream conditions for fish spawning and rearing habitat over the long term.  

Road surveys have been undertaken on Nez Perce Tribal land this summer and all roads will be surveyed by the summer of 2002 per this project proposal.  Upon completion of all road surveys, transportation planning will be undertaken identifying restoration actions (road obliteration and road treatments).  An interdisciplinary team consisting of stakeholders in the watershed will determine the location of road restoration activities.  Criteria used will include fish species presence, the current road system’s impacts on aquatic habitat, and greatest possible benefit to the aquatic system.  

On private lands, road surveys, transportation planning, and restoration opportunities will be coordinated through the NRCS and the NPSWCD.  Location of efforts will be prioritized using the same interdisciplinary team and protocol stated above.

The Lapwai Creek Aquatic Assessment also identifies potential for peak flow enhancement due to moderate to high forest road densities in some areas of the watershed (pp.46-49).  Road obliteration from these areas may further enhance habitat conditions for anadromous and resident fish throughout the watershed by reducing peak flows and increasing hydrograph stability.  

Build 2 miles of fence

The overall goal of fencing is to enhance the successful establishment of riparian vegetation in order to meet long-term goals related to reducing stream temperatures.  Temperature has been listed as a major limiting factor for fish production in the Lapwai Creek watershed by several documents (see project proposal, pages 6-9).  NRCS’s Supplemental Watershed Protection Plan-Environmental Assessment Supplements No. 1 & 2 have established the following objective for the enhancement of anadromous fisheries resource in the Mission-Lapwai Creek Watershed:

· Lower maximum mid-summer water temperatures by 5 degrees centigrade, thereby moving towards conformance with the Clean Water Act goal of achieving fishable and swimable waters within the United States, and complying with all applicable water quality standards.

In order to reach this goal, project will work with NRCS and NPSWCD to build 2 miles of fence and plant 5 acres of associated riparian vegetation per year.  These actions are consistent with multiple findings cited within the Lapwai Creek Aquatic Assessment: Beneficial uses within the Lapwai Creek watershed are limited by current temperature conditions (p 103); shade producing riparian vegetation is patchy and limited throughout the lower portions of the watershed (p 66); and, functional riparian communities in portions of the watershed are limited by past disturbances including channelization, flooding, and disconnection of floodplains (p 66).  The Lapwai Assessment (p 66) also points out that the areas of limited riparian are typically found in the lower portions of the watershed, (Summary point 2) where fish are found and temperatures are an issue.

The amount of work--2 miles of riparian protection fence and 5 acres of riparian vegetation planting-- is the amount we believe our program can effectively accomplish in one year in cooperation with NRCS and the NPSWCD.  Variables that we considered include rates of land owner participation in other NRCS and NPSWCD projects and the capacity of the cooperating agencies.  Significantly reducing stream temperatures within the watershed is a long-term process.  It will require accomplishing what is feasible each year and working with NRCS and the NPSWCD and the Public Law 566 program they administer.  We will perform these tasks in areas where assessments and the technical advisory group have determined as having the greatest benefit to the aquatic system.

ISRP Comment #3
Also, the reviewers are interested in why these latter activities were identical to those proposed for Big Canyon Creek, yet the two watersheds appear significantly different. 

Response #3

The objectives and tasks of this Lapwai Creek project proposal were identified independently of the Big Canyon Creek project proposal.  During review of the literature and meeting with stakeholders, I focused only on Lapwai Creek.  I am not confident in responding to the Big Canyon Creek proposal tasks and objectives because of my lack of knowledge in the area.  I am comfortable and confident in responding for the Lapwai Creek project proposal and will emphasize how project goals, objectives and tasks were developed below.  For further information on the Big Canyon Creek project, please refer to the response for that project.  

In formulating the Lapwai Creek proposal, ultimately 3 steps were taken. First, all documents were thoroughly reviewed pertaining to the watershed (see references in the project proposal) to identify limiting factors and restoration actions needed to address the limiting factors, namely the three most current documents, the Lapwai Creek Aquatic Assessment and the Natural Resource Conservation Districts Supplemental Watershed Protection Plan-Environmental Assessment Supplements No. 1 & No. 2.  Second, several meetings were conducted with the major stakeholders in the watershed including the NRCS, NPSWCD, the Nez Perce Tribal Water Resources Department, and the Nez Perce Tribal Fisheries/Production Program.   In addition, the Nez Perce Tribal Fisheries/Research Program, and Idaho Fish and Game were consulted on the M&E portions of the proposal.  These meetings were conducted to identify how stakeholders in the watershed could work together to focus their expertise on addressing the major limiting factors to protect, restore and rebuild native fish populations (resident and anadromous) and habitat within the Lapwai Creek watershed, to monitor and evaluate watershed restoration actions, fish habitat, and fish populations, and to reduce duplication of efforts.  Lastly, identification of goals, objectives, and tasks for this proposal were coordinated with project proposal #28059, Restoring Anadromous Fish Habitat in the Lapwai Creek Watershed, submitted by the Nez Perce Soil and Water Conservation District.          

ISRP Comment #4
Please describe in detail the M&E design and methods for assessing fish population responses (p. 30, Objective 8, Tasks B and C). Describe the system of treatment and control streams and/or reaches to be used. Exactly how will the electrofishing and snorkel-counting be done?  How will the density estimates of juvenile chinook salmon, steelhead trout, and associated fish species be calculated (name an appropriate standard method for each different situation, and reference a literature source on it)?  How will it be determined that the samples of fish lengths, weights, and scales from juvenile fish are “representative”? Describe how the spawning surveys for steelhead will be conducted.

Response #4

General Response Comment  

The primary objective of fish monitoring outlined in this proposal is to determine the relative abundance and spatial distribution of anadromous and resident fishes throughout the Lapwai Creek drainage, including tributaries.  This objective supports preliminary investigations aimed at describing current fish conditions in the drainage.  This information will help identify problem areas and determine future management actions. The sampling objectives outlined in this proposal are not structured to determine fish population response to watershed protection and restoration.  

ISRP Comment:

Please describe in detail the M&E design and methods for assessing fish population responses (p. 30, Objective 8, Tasks B and C). 

Response:

The monitoring approach described in Objective 8 is not design to detect responses in fish populations, but rather describe the current condition and distribution of fishes throughout the drainage. Fish densities (calculated independently for all species present) will be measured spatially throughout the drainage by sampling one 50 m location in each one kilometer strata.  Single pass electrofishing methods will be used to determine the relative density of each fish species present.  Physical habitat measurements will be collected at each site.  See following responses for details of the monitoring approach.  

ISRP Comment:

Describe the system of treatment and control streams and/or reaches to be used. 

Response:

The fish monitoring described in this proposal does not benefit or require establishment of treatment and control/reference reaches.  Sampling locations will be selected using a stratified random sampling approach where the stream is stratified by one kilometer sections and one sampling location within each strata is randomly selected on topographic maps. Stratification of the drainage will occur across the entire summer wetted area of the drainage.   

Three monitoring locations (one low in basin, one mid-way through the basin and one high the basin) will be selected for intensive density monitoring (multiple-pass). These sampling locations will be coordinated with relative density monitoring program describe in evaluating stream habitat using the Nez Perce Tribe Fisheries/Watershed Watershed Monitoring and Evaluation Plan, BPA project #28045.  This approach will also help describe the relationship of the single pass relative (minimum) density estimates to actual density/abundance of fish present.

ISRP Comment:

Exactly how will the electrofishing and snorkel-counting be done? 

Response:

Only electrofishing techniques will be utilized in this study.  Two types of electro-fishing methods will be implemented, multiple-pass removal and single pass.  The multiple-pass approach involves sampling of two 50-m transects at each location. Smith-Root Type VII battery or gas powered backpack shockers will be used. Block nets (1/4 in. mesh) at the upper and lower ends of the transects will be maintained during all passes. Electrofishing will begin at the bottom of each transect and move upstream, with shocked fish being netted.  Captured fish are placed into five gallon buckets until the entire transect is sampled.  This process is repeated until a 70% reduction in the number fish caught from the previous pass is obtained. This can usually be accomplished in three passes. Maintaining equal number passes at each site in a location simplifies population estimate calculations.  Sampling will cease when water temperature reach19 degrees Co.  All captured steelhead will be anesthetized with tricaine methanesulfonate (MS-222), and measured (mm-fork length) and weighed in grams (g.).  A sub-sample of 50 of all other species will be anesthetized, measured, and weighed. Each individual steelhead will be carefully observed for any visible missing fins, external parasites, and tagging scars from Passive Integrated Transponder (PIT) tags, and also scanned for PIT tags.  Captured fish are placed into holding buckets (outside of sampling area), until all passes are completed, and the fish are returned to the stream. 

Single pass electrofishing occurs in much the same manner, but no block nets are used and only pass is completed through the transect area. In both cases, the area of stream sampled is obtained by measuring the transect length and average width.  

ISRP Comment:

How will the density estimates of juvenile chinook salmon, steelhead trout, and associated fish species be calculated (name an appropriate standard method for each different situation, and reference a literature source on it)? 

Response:

Fish densities will be calculated using the MicroFish 3.0 computer program (Van Deventer and Platts 1985). This program provides summary statistics such as population size estimates with standard deviation and 95% confidence intervals, average size (length and weight), and biomass (total grams).  Steelhead samples will separated by age class (determined by size and scale pattern analysis) into two categories including subyearling (age 0+) and yearling (age 1+ & 2+) class, when entering them into the MicroFish program. The steelhead density (number/m2) and biomass (g/m2) are calculated by dividing the MicroFish population and biomass estimates by the total area (m2) of transect.  The samples collected will be compared using a t-test for site specific densities Density estimates will be calculated Micro fish. Multiple pass removal techniques to determine abundance estimates are described by Zippen (1958).  Condition factor of steelhead can be determined by the formula K=Wx105/FL3 (Anderson and Gutreuter 1983). 

ISRP Comment:

 How will it be determined that the samples of fish lengths, weights, and scales from juvenile fish are “representative”? 

Response:

Assuring that the descriptive biological attributes collected from fish are representative is best addressed at the time of sample collections.  The most obvious approach requires samples to be collected from all fish present.  This is not necessary and very labor intensive.  Assuming that a subsampling approach is utilized, the fish select for sampling must be collected across the entire sampling area and period (across all passes).  Second, the measurement of collected fish must occur across all fish worked up and not just represent the first 50 pulled from the bucket.  

The second line of defense to assure representative sampling is to maintain sampling of an adequate number of fish.  Samples from 100 fish is more than sufficient.  Depending of how the data is to be summarized, a characteristic trait, then the samples must be represent the spatial distribution of fish throughout the drainage and be collected in a finite time frame where fish growth is not part of the equation.    

Finally, summary statistics of the “representative” group can be tested against:  larger sample size groups, duplicated samples, or sample sets from multiple areas to assure that statistically significant differences between the “representative group and other sample sets. 

ISRP Comment:

Describe how the spawning ground surveys for steelhead will be conducted.

Response:

Spawning ground surveys will not be an effective method to quantify adult steelhead abundance or spawner distribution due to prolonged high flow and turbidity conditions during the spawning period. Spawning ground surveys for adult steelhead redds will be only be done in limited areas to determine presence/absence in key areas identified for restoration or preservation.  These surveys will be conducted every two weeks throughout the spawning period (February through May) when water clarity is sufficient. Adult steelhead abundance is proposed to be monitored in Big Canyon Creek with temporary weir structures under project 28032.   
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ISRP Comment #5
General comment for NPT habitat projects: Although M and E linkages (“tiers”) are provided in the set of NPT habitat proposals, this proposal and the set of NPT habitat proposals need to demonstrate closer ties to the NPT and other fish monitoring projects in the watershed and province (e.g. NPT projects 1988335003, 199703000, IDFG project 199107300, and the ISS studies). In the long term, fish-monitoring data will be critical in determining the efficacy of the restoration activities.  The response needs to describe clear coordination between this proposal, proposal 28045, and the NPT fisheries and other entities’ monitoring programs; and demonstrate how data and analysis will be shared between the projects.  In addition, see the ISRP's comments on 28045 and programmatic comments on M&E at the beginning of this report.  The NPT may want to submit one coordinated response for its numerous habitat projects.

Response #5

Coordination of Monitoring Efforts
The Watershed Division functions as an integrated part of the Nez Perce Tribe Department of Fisheries.  Watershed restoration personnel work closely with Fisheries personnel to manage resources to achieve program goals.  The proposed Watershed Monitoring and Evaluation (WME) Plan (BPA project #28045) links the management actions of both divisions.  Staff for the WME work in the same unit and on a number of the restoration projects as other parts of their responsibilities.  If the impression was given of a separation of staff in the proposal, then this was done unintentionally and in error.  There is no separation of staff.

Rather than use habitat attributes as a substitute for fish abundance, the WME plan (BPA proposal #28045) proposes to link existing fish enumeration efforts to project level effectiveness monitoring.   Because this watershed restoration project follow existing fisheries projects, there exists anadromous fish enumeration.  BPA proposal #28045 will incorporate results from stream level fish enumeration data with the proposed stream habitat surveys.

Habitat restoration projects include road obliteration cattle exclusion and riparian revegetation, streambank stabilization, and culvert replacements.  Each of these projects contains both implementation and effectiveness monitoring.  Effectiveness monitoring is conducted at the reach scale and is site specific.  The Fisheries biological monitoring is conducted at the stream scale.  Through project level effectiveness monitoring we are able to assess the success of project activities.  However, because of the nature of most watershed restoration projects, most project effectiveness monitoring plans do not include assessments of how stream habitat is changing.  In order to improve our restoration and target our restoration work, we must evaluate the status of habitat quality and maintain data collection in order to express trends in habitat condition.  BPA proposal #28045 will link project level effectiveness monitoring with fish enumeration studies by developing a stream level effectiveness monitoring design. 

Fish abundance information needs to be integrated with habitat information in order to judge the success of habitat restoration efforts.  Over time, population abundance and use of the habitat is the most objective indicator of habitat restoration success.  But if variations in population use of high quality habitat, spatially and chronologically, is taken into account, then improvement in habitat parameters is a useful supplement to population data.

Additionally, the long-term viability of a population reflects the interplay of population productivity, habitat quantity and quality (i.e. capacity), vulnerability, and connectivity to other populations.  Long-term restoration success must be based not only on long-term population abundance, but increases in habitat capacity, stability and connectivity.  The habitat data that BPA project #28045 will generate is critical to understanding this connection between population abundance and habitat capacity over time.

The following table details the types of fish abundance data collected in the project area.  The table is preceded by an outline summarizing the major fish enumeration projects in the project area and describes the method of fish population assessments used by each agency.  The fish abundance data will be reported with the data collected for BPA proposal #28045.    

Existing Projects Responsible for Biological Monitoring in the Lapwai Creek Watershed

1. Nez Perce Tribal Hatchery Monitoring and Evaluation (NPTH M&E)    BPA#198335003:  evaluates status of hatchery chinook (Spring, Fall, and Early Fall) and coho and interactions/effects of hatchery fish on wild populations.  Monitoring coordinated with the ISS program.  Supplementation occurs in three tributaries for Spring chinook salmon, two tributaries for early-fall chinook salmon, and at two locations in the Clearwater River for fall chinook salmon.  This monitoring and evaluation program examines the performance and status of hatchery and natural fish, effects on non-targeted fish populations, sustainability of harvest, and communication and application of findings.
(juvenile emigration using rotary screw traps 

(adult escapement using adult weirs, aerial, and ground counts.

(smolt production from PIT tagged smolts reaching L. Granite.

(spawning by redd counts and carcass counts (spatial distribution is also recorded).

Lower Clearwater Assessment Unit

Project Name/Description
Watershed

BPA project # 
Stream 
Adult Abundance

(Weir)
Index of adult abundance 

(redd surveys)
Juvenile Emigration
Juvenile Density
Supplementation Status

Lapwai Creek
199901700
Lapwai
NPT (FCS and Coho)
None
None 
(Proposed 27021

(199901700 
NPT treatment 

Data Sharing Between Projects
There is an urgent need within the Clearwater Subbasin for the kind of comprehensive stream condition data collection BPA project #28045 will provide.  Resource managers make management decisions every day based on assumptions about stream habitat condition and the status of fish populations.  By providing actual data to apply to decision-making processes, proposal #28045 will improve management decisions within the Nez Perce Tribe Fisheries-Watershed Department and within the Clearwater Subbasin.  A comprehensive stream habitat monitoring program like the one proposed meets several needs and objectives applicable to resource management.  The needs addressed include the following.

1) Link NPT project level effectiveness monitoring with NPT fish enumeration monitoring.

2) Evaluate effectiveness of restoration projects for improving in-stream conditions by providing trend data.  Trends in stream habitat condition can only be established by a commitment to maintain regular collection of data focusing on indicator parameters such as sediment, temperature, and habitat complexity along with fish abundance. 

3) Provide baseline data about the status of in-stream habitat and fish distribution in drainages with existing restoration project work and proposed project work.

4) Determine whether streams are in compliance with Forest Plan Standards (for drainages co-managed by USFS), Clean Water Act standards, and Columbia River Inter-Tribal Fish Commission standards for anadromous fish spawning and rearing habitat.

5) Provide readily accessible data to the public and to co-managers within the Clearwater Subbasin.

All data collected will be entered into a database that will be developed by the Nez Perce Tribe Fisheries Watershed Department in conjunction with StreamNet.  Data can be queried through the StreamNet database through spatial links.  Data will provide immediate feedback into the Fisheries-Watershed program and will be easily accessible by fellow regional managers.  It is important to note that federal and state agencies do maintain some level of stream habitat monitoring; however, regular collection of data in these program is unreliable and the focus of these programs are not in streams where the NPTFW has on-going and proposed projects.  But, because of the importance of these established programs, we adopted protocols and selected parameters consistent with the other regional programs. 

The problem of generating data that is not used is much less of a problem in the Clearwater subbasin than in other areas of the Columbia Basin.  In the Clearwater subbasin, the Focus Watershed Program has organized an interagency group call the Policy Advisory Committee.  This provides a forum, in addition to meetings of technical staff, for dissemination of data.  Furthermore, BPA project #28045 is developing data sets needed within the subbasin and will be integrated into the reiterative subbasin planning process.  This project meets a recognized need in the subbasin, has three subbasin-wide mechanisms of dissemination and meets ongoing data needs.  
