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ISRP Comment No. 1

It looks as if the watershed assessment is planned for a period of 2 or 3 years, but it would be better to get it done in 2002.  If agency personnel are not available to complete the watershed assessment on one year, it perhaps should be contracted out.

Response to Comment No. 1

After meeting with the Nez Perce National Forest, it has been determined that the Red River EAWS is to be completed by 2002.  This would complement the ISRP’s suggestion of getting the watershed assessment done by 2002.  The EAWS team that is currently working on the Newsome Creek EAWS has been scheduled to start the Red River EAWS after completion of the Newsome Creek EAWS (January 2002).  The EAWS team consists of Nez Perce Tribe, Nez Perce National Forest, Ecovista, and Washington State University employees.  Due to the decreased time schedule for more thorough data collection, data gaps within the analysis will be identified.  These data gaps will be collected at a later date and integrated into the analysis as seen fit.  Generally, there is currently enough data to do a fairly complete and comprehensive analysis.

The Ecosystem Analysis at the Watershed Scale that is proposed in this project will be completed at a finer watershed scale.  The process for completing this analysis will follow the six-step process found in the Federal Guide for Watershed Analysis (Revised, August 1995, Version 2.2).    

The NMFS Biological Opinion Reasonable and Prudent Alternative 154 states that BPA shall work with the NWPPC to ensure development of subbasin and watershed assessment and plans, and to help fund watershed plan implementation.  It states that action agencies will work with other Federal agencies to ensure that subbasin and watershed assessments and plans are coordinated across non-Federal and Federal land ownerships and programs.  The Red River watershed is made up of both non-Federal and Federal lands, the majority being Forest Service lands.

The Northwest Power Planning Council’s 1994 Fish and Wildlife Program Section 7.6C, Coordinated Habitat Planning, gives direction to complete watershed assessments so that recovery plans can be designed for the needs of each stream.  It states that local watershed committees and public land managers should cooperate to assess watershed health on a stream-reach-by-stream-reach basis, and only with such assessments can recovery plans be designed for the needs of each stream.  

ISRP Comment No. 2

It would be better to complete the watershed assessment and planning under this proposal – watershed assessment in 2002, prescription of remedies in 2003, project planning and reporting in 2004, omit construction/treatment for the time being, and then come back in the next cycle (2005-2007) with a new proposal for the construction/treatment phase, based on what was found out during the 2002-2004 cycle.  Then the proposal for construction/treatment can show proper substance and detail.

Response to Comment No. 2

As stated above, the Red River EAWS is scheduled to be completed in 2002.  Fiscal years 2003 and 2004 will be used to continue data collection for any data gaps that the EAWS identifies.  It is known that road inventories as well as culvert inventories for the entire watershed (a total of 588 miles) will NOT be completed in time for a detailed transportation plan.  Since we will not have surveys for each road, representative roads have been surveyed in each subwatershed to give us a representative idea of the conditions of the roads for the entire watershed.  Fiscal year 2003 will also include a prescription of remedies and start the NEPA work for road decommissioning/road improvements as well as any needed culvert replacements.  It is known that there is a need for road decommissioning/road improvements and select culvert replacements.  Since we positively know that these needs exist we do not need to wait until the next funding cycle to begin the construction/treatment phase and therefore are able to begin this phase in FY 2004.

ISRP Comment No. 3

Parts of the proposal are difficult to read and interpret.  Some problems are overly vague statements; an almost useless map (Fig. 1) that has no scale, no labels, no legend, no indication of compass direction – and no indication of even where the main channel is or where its mouth is; and undefined acronyms and abbreviations (e.g., RPA, BOR, ESU, TMDL, ICBEMP, ERU, ARPA, NAGPRA).  Most readers will be unfamiliar with some of these terms.  All abbreviations should be defined at first use in the text – as has been done for many others.

Response to Comment No. 3

Please see below, the new map that was created to take the place of Figure 1 in the proposal.  Also a table was created to define acronyms used in the proposal.
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Figure 1:  Red River Watershed

TABLE 3

EAWS
Ecosystem Analysis at the Watershed Scale

ALTA
Aquatic Landtype Association

RHCA
Riparian Habitat Conservation Area

ECA
Equivalent Clearcut Area

ERU
Ecological Reporting Unit

NPTH
Nez Perce Tribal Hatchery

CRITFC
Columbia River Inter-Tribal Fish Commission

CRP
Clearwater River Subbasin Salmon and Steelhead Production Plan

CRBFWP
Columbia River Basin Fish and Wildlife Program

FWP
Fish and Wildlife Program (CRBFWP)

SRS
Final Basinwide Salmon Recovery Strategy

FCRPS
Federal Columbia River Power System

BOR
Bureau of Reclamation

BPA
Bonneville Power Administration

NMFS
National Marine Fisheries Service

RPA
Reasonable and Prudent Alternative

TMDL
Total Maximum Daily Load

NWPPC
Northwest Power Planning Council

ESU
Ecologically Significant Unit

ICBEMP
Interior Columbia Basin Ecosystem Management Project

CBFWA
Columbia Basin Fish and Wildlife Authority

ISRP
Independent Scientific Review Panel

AU
Assessment Unit

GPS
Global Positioning System

ARPA
Archeological Resources Protection Act

NAGPRA
Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act

BMP
Best Management Practice

M&E
Monitoring and Evaluation

NFS
National Forest System

FY
Fiscal Year

NEPA
National Environmental Policy Act

ISCC
Idaho Soil Conservation Commission

NPT
Nez Perce Tribe

NPNF
Nez Perce National Forest

MOA
Memorandum of Agreement

USFWS
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

SHPO
State Historic Preservation Office

BURP
Beneficial Use Reconnaissance Project

ISRP Comment No. 4

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 to Comment No. 4

Coordination of Monitoring Efforts

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

The Nez Perce Tribal Fisheries/Watershed habitat restoration projects include road obliteration, cattle exclusion and riparian re-vegetation, streambank stabilization, and culvert replacement.  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, although this project (Restore and Protect Red River Watershed) will include a stream response-monitoring component.  These detailed results will be incorporated with the data collected in the proposed Watershed Monitoring and Evaluation (WME) plan’s habitat surveys.

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.  The BPA proposal #28045 will link project level effectiveness monitoring with fish enumeration studies by developing a stream level effectiveness monitoring design.  

The fish abundance data collected in this project area includes redd counts and snorkel surveys collected by the Nez Perce Tribal Hatchery Monitoring and Evaluation Project ( BPA # 1988335003).  The fish abundance data will be reported with the data we collect for proposal #28045.    

Existing Biological Monitoring relating to Restore and Protect Red River Watershed

1.  Nez Perce Tribal Hatchery Monitoring and Evaluation (NPTH M&E)    BPA#1988335003:  evaluates status of hatchery Chinook (spring, fall, and early fall) 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.
(snorkel surveys to estimate Chinook salmon and steelhead trout parr density.

     (coordinated with BPA # 199107300)
(spawning by redd counts and carcass counts (spatial distribution is also recorded).

(juvenile emigration using rotary screw traps 

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

2. Idaho Natural Production Monitoring and Evaluation BPA # 199107300

Monitors and evaluates parr densities of juvenile Chinook salmon and steelhead trout as well as densities of resident species in stream sections within the Salmon, Clearwater, and lower Snake River drainages in Idaho since 1984. 

(snorkel surveys to estimate Chinook salmon and steelhead trout parr density.

3. Idaho Supplementation Studies (ISS) BPA#198909800:  Scope of monitoring focuses on evaluating efficacy of supplementation efforts beginning in the early 1990’s.  Streams are divided into treatment and control streams.  Fish enumeration includes the following. 

(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).

4. Steelhead Supplementation Studies in Idaho rivers (SSS) BPA #199005600: Evaluates efficacy of steelhead supplementation using a series of treatment and control streams like the ISS program.

(snorkel surveys to estimate parr density and juvenile steelhead density.

(juvenile emigration using rotary screw traps 

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

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

Data Sharing Between Projects 

There is an urgent need within the Clearwater Sub-basin for comprehensive stream condition data collection.  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 Sub-basin.  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 Sub-basin.

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 always 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 that are consistent with the other regional programs. 

Also please refer to project response for BPA project #28045.
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