ISRP Responses
Project 200003500 – Rehabilitate Newsome Creek Watershed

General Comment – The Newsome Creek Ecosystem Analysis at the Watershed Scale (EAWS) and the Newsome Feasibility Study are referenced several times throughout the proposal and the ISRP comments/responses.  These documents may be made available upon request.
Comments & Responses

The project history section lists actions performed but does not present evidence of the physical and biological results. A response should summarize the physical and biological results of the project. Measured physical and biological results belong in this section. Some results are presented in Appendix A, but it is not always clear whether that data represent benefits from the project's restorative efforts. Appendix A is not referred to or summarized in the Project History.
In the project history section accomplishments by year are listed.  Most of these accomplishments have been survey and assessment work.  Implementation of 6 miles of road decommissioning has been completed.  While we have done pre and post-monitoring on these roads, it is very hard to get biological results, in terms of fish numbers, from such a small-scale project.  For this provincial review, we are proposing implementation type projects versus survey and assessments (since they have all been completed).  The “leg-work” has been completed and implementation for several major components in the Newsome Creek project are ready to commence.  

Appendix A is pre-restoration survey data.  This data was collected during the field season of 2003 in order to have data to support the feasibility study that was being conducted.  All data was used to determine alternatives and evaluate them for the feasibility study.  Since this study was completed, we have again replicated the established transects in order to have additional pre-restoration data.  

The project’s objectives apparently come directly from the subbasin plan. The objectives are arranged in no apparent logical sequence but seem to cover the problems well. The long list of work elements and methods could have been organized in some hierarchical fashion to show how the elements are related. Some of the descriptions of methods are unhelpfully vague. For example, under work element 13, what will be done to increase “stream habitat complexity” (a vague concept—what are the units of complexity?) is not explained. The sponsors state that they plan to modify instream structures that were installed in the late 1980s to early 1990s to bring them up to “today’s design standards.” A response should provide descriptions of the types of structures involved, tell what is wrong with them, and describe the new designs and the basis for concluding that they will benefit fish.

Table 1 and Table 3 (pages 14, 15, 22, & 23) located in the narrative section of the proposal do a much better job in organizing and tying the Biological Objectives to the proposal’s Work Elements.  

Increasing stream habitat complexity will consist of restructuring several reaches of the 4 mile section of mainstem Newsome Creek.  The feasibility study gave detailed reach drawings showing the conceptual channel alignment as well as providing tables that detailed information on what type and how many habitat units will be constructed (see below). 

	Reach 2:  Selected Channel Characteristics

	 
	Existing
	Proposed

	Channel Class
	B4c
	C4

	Channel Length
	6420 ft
	7130 ft

	Average Sinuosity
	1.06
	1.2

	Stream Slope
	0.007
	0.006

	Number of Pools
	49
	~65

	Number of Riffles
	64
	~65

	Floodprone Width
	~40 ft
	>100 ft


The instream structures that were installed in the late 1980s to early 1990s were designed basically backwards.  For example, log structures were placed completely perpendicular in the stream creating scours on both sides of the streambank.  Today’s design standards would put them more at a natural angle, therefore reducing bank scour.  Log “Vs” were also installed backwards and have caused bank scouring.  These types of structures will be pulled and installed correctly unless the benefit of such retro-fitting will not be beneficial or the potential of losing high-quality pools is deemed to high.  At the end of these comments are conceptual drawings for the Structure Habitat Enhancement Techniques (taken from the Newsome Feasibility Study, 2004).

The response needs to give detailed attention to geomorphic analysis to reaches affected by the mining, including the impacts of headward incision (disconnection of stream from floodplain, for example). It is imperative that the proposal incorporate these considerations. 
A major component of the Newsome Creek Feasibility Study was geomorphic analysis, including past, present, and the desired (as close to historic as possible) geomorphology of the stream.  As stated in the proposal, the stream rehabilitation is broke down into 6 stream reaches.  The feasibility study gave detailed analysis on the current geomorphology of each reach as well as a general analysis of the entire 4 mile mainstem section.

In addition to the Newsome Creek Feasibility Study, the final design for the stream rehabilitation will incorporate geomorphic analysis and potential impacts of headward incision as well as other issues such as sedimentation, gradient, sinuosity, etc.  Project personnel have also set up check-in points with NOAA, USFWS, as well as the Forest Service to make sure that through-out the design and construct process the rehabilitation of stream reaches runs smoothly and situations or issues that may arise are dealt with in an inter-agency and inter-disciplinary manner.   These agencies, as part of ESA consultation, will also approve all final designs prior to implementation.

The statistical design of the sampling and analysis involved in project monitoring and evaluation (M&E) (work elements 18 through 21) is missing. The proposed M&E is presented largely as a listing, rather than as a synthesized approach to identifying what is needed and describing how to measure it. This deficiency needs to be corrected in the response.
A more detailed M&E plan is being developed between the Tribe, Forest Service, NOAA, & USFWS through the ESA consultation process.   It should be noted, however, that this project was not designed to have an extensive M&E component, but rather to collect M&E data sufficient enough to show project compliance and effectiveness.  This direction came directly from the Northwest Power Planning Council and limits our expenditures on M&E to a 5% budget cap.  Also monitoring will continue as was lined out in the Newsome Feasibility study.  Several replications of the cross-sections and longitudinal profiles have already been replicated to build a database of exiting condition data.  This comment has also been addressed in a memo by our department director, it is attached in Section 10 of the project proposal.

Finally, in the response loop, the ISRP recommends that the Nez Perce Tribe suggest a priority and rank of the numerous proposals submitted under the titles “protect” and “restore.” Where do habitat actions and protection in the Clearwater offer the most potential benefit?
The Nez Perce Tribe has prioritized all projects submitted for the 2007 Provincial Review.  This ranking went to the local & state groups as well.  Ira Jones, our department’s director has addressed this comment in a memo.  It is attached in Section 10 of the project proposal.
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