199901700 - Protect & Restore Lapwai Creek Watershed

Sponsor: Nez Perce Tribe DFRM Watershed Division
Budgets: FY07: $738,199 | FY08: $760,332 | FY09: $797,824
Revised Budget: FY07:  $389,770 | FY08: $398,359 | FY09: $414, 877                   Short description: This project will protect, restore and return critical spawning and rearing fish habitat using a ridge top to ridge top approach, based on a complete watershed assessment.

Recommendation: Response requested (See GREEN TEXT for NPT response)
Comment:

1.  Proposals 199901700 (NPT - Protect and Restore Lapwai Creek Watershed) and 200207000 (NPSWCD - Lapwai Creek Anadromous Habitat) are for companion projects on the same creek (Lapwai) for activities on NPT tribal lands (199901700) or private ranch lands (200207000). They use the same format for the entire proposal and much of the text is copied verbatim in each proposal.

The unique nature of land ownership and legal jurisdiction within the Nez Perce Reservation make an interagency partnership crucial to the success of watershed restoration projects. The mosaic of private, state, and federal land within the Lapwai Creek watershed lends itself to the integration and participation of both entities, NPT and NPSWCD, to achieve restoration objectives. The focus of the NPT proposal is to implement habitat restoration activities on tribal lands, monitor fish abundance and distribution and serve as the lead in the biological parameters of the project.  The District’s proposal focuses on restoration of habitat in private lands.

The NPT and District share a unique and strong partnership.  This results in collaboration on many projects to share resources and meet our common objectives.  Due to our collaboration we have exceeded our goals and reduced costs by an estimated 20%.

The format, watershed background, and problem identification sections of the proposals are identical, as both proposals are for work in the same watershed and share the same background information.  NPT and NPSWCD collaborated during the proposal writing process to improve efficiency and ensure that no duplication of efforts was made.  
2. Despite previous positive reviews, the ISRP is becoming concerned. Between this and its sister SWCD project, many millions have been spent over the past 7 years and there is no end in sight. Project accomplishments are so minimal that the two projects should not be continued without a thorough programmatic review. Such a review is recommended as a condition of future funding. The response requested here is to produce a revised proposal that addresses the problems identified in this assessment and to include responses to requests for additional information, and incorporates the recommended changes in structure. 
The Lapwai Creek watershed project was originally funded in 1999 to complete a watershed assessment.  Since that time, the NPT Watershed Division has been working on resource assessments and project implementation throughout the Lapwai Creek watershed.  Prior to the initiation of this project, a massive data gap existed on fish, the condition of fish habitat, and limiting factors within the watershed.  Only a minimal amount of baseline data collection had occurred.  We felt it was of utmost importance to address this issue prior to any large-scale implementation of restoration activity.  Thus, the early years of the project (1999-2001) were focused on watershed assessment and subbasin planning.  Unfortunately, these efforts were very broad in scope, and the watershed assessment was based on what minimal data existed on the watershed at that time.  This proved to be much too coarse to provide any substantial direction or guide our restoration activities.  

To fill this data gap, beginning in 2002 we developed and/or modified existing protocols to facilitate the collection of relevant baseline data within the watershed.  In realizing that this data collection phase would involve a substantial amount of manpower and take several years to complete, NPT Watershed in collaboration with the NPSWCD began implementing watershed rehabilitation activities concurrently with the data gathering activities.  Due to the lack of a comprehensive watershed assessment to help prioritize restoration activities, our implementation activities since 2002 have been concentrated on the “hot spots” or obvious areas in need of rehabilitation (e.g., livestock feeding operations, un-vegetated riparian areas, and areas with direct livestock access to the stream).  For example, the NPSWCD has treated and or removed all winter livestock feeding areas adjacent to major streams within the watershed.  NPT Watershed has completed several livestock exclusion projects (e.g., fenced horses from main stem Lapwai Creek at the Young Horseman Facility).   As mentioned previously these projects have been implemented in the interim while the detailed baseline data collection phase is completed.  By fall 2007, a very comprehensive baseline data set for the Lapwai Creek watershed should be assembled.  

This baseline data will include information from various agencies within the watershed.  Some of the major products from each agency are included below:

NPT Watershed

1.) Fish distribution and abundance data as well as habitat data has been collected since 2002.  2006 is the final year of data collection, and all reports are expected to be completed by fall 2007.

2.) A fish passage assessment was produced in 2003, which assessed all road/stream crossings in the watershed using a modified USFS protocol.

NPT Water Resources

1.) A TMDL assessment will be completed by Dec. 2006.  This effort has included several years of water quality data collection at strategic points within the watershed, development of thermal infrared imagery, and a complete LiDAR survey of the watershed.

NPSWCD

1.) By fall 2007, the main stem and all major tributaries of Lapwai Creek will have been assessed using the Stream Visual Assessment Protocol (SVAP).  SVAP is a rapid assessment of stream/riparian/landscape condition that allows qualitative comparison between reaches.  This process allows the identification of treatment strategies to improve steelhead habitat.  The assessment also identifies site-specific problems and treatment needs.  For example, in-stream irrigation diversions, dikes, stream bank erosion sites, canopy cover needs, weed densities (which helps refine the strategy needed to improve and/or enhance the riparian areas).

2.) A riparian canopy assessment through the use of digital ortho-photos has been completed.  This assessment delineates reaches of poor (bare ground), fair (< 15m), or good (>15m) riparian buffer widths. This assessment will help focus riparian restoration efforts.

3.) Stream temperature monitoring is completed at the major tributaries of Lapwai Creek.  This monitoring will provide base-line data showing the location of stream temperature problems.  Data from 2003 to 2006 will be analyzed and a report completed in January 2007.

The synergistic power of these data sets will allow us to see a clear picture of what is occurring in the watershed.  With the assistance of GIS, we will be able to use these data sets and the professional judgment of all those who collected the data to identify priority reaches for protection and restoration in the watershed.   
Implementation activities began in 2003.  The specific accomplishments during the 3 years are shown in figure 1 and in table 1.  Accomplishments are shown in the BPA metrics format.


TABLE 1:   Accomplished Metrics

	Metric
	NPSWCD 
	NPT
	Units Completed

	# of miles in Riparian area 

	4.29
	3
	7.29

	# of miles in Upland area 

	6.18
	8
	14.18

	# of Stream Miles treated
	1.38
	0.5
	1.88

	# of structures installed
	9
	2 in progress
	11 when completed 

	Wetland Acres Treated
	5.15
	12
	17.15

	Riparian Miles Treated
	20
	8.2
	28.2

	Upland Acres Treated
	10841.3
	150
	10991.3

	Riparian Acres Treated
	371.3
	156
	527.3

	Miles of habitat accessed to the next upstream barrier

	16
	14.99 when completed
	30.99 when completed


FIGURE 1:  Completed Project Sites
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Our original goals in 2002 were:

1) Collect additional inventory, assessment, and monitoring data identified in the 2001 Aquatic Assessment.  

2) Remove livestock feeding operations from access to the stream.  Operations were identified by EPA as having significant water quality impacts.  10 operations were identified for removal.

3) Complete the installation of fish habitat projects identified through the PL566 watershed program.  12 projects were identified.

We have completed goal 2 and will complete goal 3 the fall of 2006.  Goal 1 will be completed the fall of 2007.  Our planning team met the winter of 2005 and identified the following priority areas for restoration efforts (based on preliminary data provided from goal 1):  Main stem Lapwai Creek, Rock Creek, Garden Gulch Creek and Mission Creek.  We are using this preliminary prioritization to identify projects and produce designs for project installation in 2007.

3.  The on-the-ground work here may have potential of producing measurable results, but there still is no comprehensive assessment and prioritized prescriptions, nor evidence of a fish response from accomplishments to date, nor plans to provide such evidence. 
The on-the-ground work performed in the Lapwai Creek Watershed does have the potential to and should produce measurable results.  Unfortunately, baseline information on specific watershed conditions and fish populations to date is very minimal and not comprehensive.  To address this issue, the Tribe and NPSWCD are working towards the completion of several baseline assessments to define the current condition of riparian areas, landscape disturbance, fish populations, etc. within specific areas of the watershed.  The cumulative power of these assessments will allow NPT and NPSWCD to delineate priority reaches/areas within the watershed for protection and/or restoration efforts as well as prescription or treatments for these areas. 

Since 2002, the tribe has been working on a fish distribution and abundance assessment for main stem Lapwai Creek and its major tributaries.  When complete, this assessment will provide the first comprehensive, site-specific report on fish D&A in the Lapwai Creek watershed and one of the most detailed D&A reports ever produced in the Clearwater Basin.  Reports are projected to be complete by fall 2007.  The Nez Perce Tribe Water Resources Division has also been working on a TMDL assessment for the Lapwai Creek watershed (to be completed Dec. 2006).  The TMDL assessment will provide a comprehensive review of water quality within the watershed and will identify targets to be obtained through BMP implementation.  The NPSWCD has been conducting a stream inventory using the USDA-Stream Visual Assessment Protocol (SVAP).  NPSWCD has completed over 256 miles to date (76% of identified miles; see FIGURE 2) and is projected to have covered all major streams within the watershed by fall 2007.  The SVAP is a rapid assessment that is primarily qualitative but when implemented at the watershed scale, this assessment can help to identify “hot spots” or priority areas for restoration/protection. The synergy of these assessments will serve to identify strategic areas or reaches for protection of good quality habitat and strongholds of fish populations as well as to identify high priority areas for restoration efforts and BMP implementation.
The reviewer states that there is no “evidence of a fish response to accomplishments to date, nor plans to provide such evidence.”   This is of course the ultimate question, and unfortunately this type of evidence can only be obtained through a rigorous, intensive, multi-year study on the local fish population.  This type of study on anadromous fish populations is very complex and expensive due to the extremely long list of both within-basin and out-of-basin factors that must be accounted for (e.g., ocean conditions, fisheries, landscape alteration, etc.).  To our knowledge, no study of this kind has been implemented at as watershed scale anywhere in the Pacific Northwest.  Likewise, no entity in the Lapwai Creek watershed has been funded to perform such an intensive study, and BPA has now placed a 5% cap on all associated project M&E. So, while this is a very important question, it is also a very difficult one to answer and one that we have not been funded to answer.
FIGURE 2:  SVAP Surveys Completed To Date
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4.  In general the proposal is difficult to follow; the organization does not efficiently communicate the historic and contemporary status of the focal species, the historic and contemporary status of the habitat, or the desired future state of the ecosystem (habitat) or the focal species.
Local oral histories of the Nez Perce Tribe refer to the region’s once significant salmon and steelhead runs.  Spawning and salmonid rearing occurred within all major tributaries to Lapwai Creek.  Steelhead is the most suited anadromous fish to the Lapwai Creek system and has been recorded in all major tributaries to Lapwai Creek.  Like many anadromous streams in the Columbia River Basin, salmon and steelhead populations have declined drastically from historic levels.  It is believed that degraded spawning and rearing habitat within these streams has contributed significantly to these declines.

Kucera et al. (1983) found 10 species of fish inhabiting the lotic environments of Lapwai Creek during 1982 surveys, including threatened steelhead.  Others have corroborated the 1982 survey findings (Fuller et al. 1985; Kucera and Johnson 1986).  Surveys by the Idaho Department of Fish and Game (1999) additionally found westslope cutthroat trout and brook trout inhabiting Mission Creek.

Chandler (2005) comprehensive study of Lapwai Creek found the age structure of rainbow trout in Lapwai Creek was largely structured as that of anadromous summer steelhead as shown below in Figure 12.    Peak densities resembled those reported on the Potlatch River, another lower Clearwater tributary.  However, this study only looked at juvenile steelhead distribution and abundance.  
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FIGURE 3:  Location of Monitoring Sites

The desired future goal for protection and restoration work in the ecosystem is to improve at least 75% of those stream reaches determined to be in “poor” condition as rated per SVAP protocols to an “excellent” condition.  

5.  There are general statements on the status of each of these elements, but not specific detail. Because the detail is not present it is not possible to evaluate the reasonableness of the proposal. Simultaneous with a lack of sufficient detail is considerable redundancy of general statements. This creates a proposal that is too long and difficult to follow.
See revised Section 10: Narrative.  A certain amount of redundancy is expected by adhering to project solicitation instructions and guidance from BPA personnel.  It was recommended that the proposals be “stand-alone”, concise and include information that would allow the reviewer to find pertinent information within the document and not require researching of reference documents.

6.  For example, in spite of presenting a 12-page Technical and Scientific Background, the sponsors never report how many kilometers/miles of streams exist in the watershed, broken down by the main creek and tributaries. They never identify which tributaries and reaches are believed to be the historic production areas, which are currently producing fish, and which are believed to be essential for achieving the production needed to be "recovered." This section needs a brief one-paragraph description of the stream system. Including the kilometers of stream by tributary. A brief summary of the watershed assessments and how they form the basis for the proposal should be provided. These are given in the existing proposal, but the evaluation is overly vague -- summer low flow, sediment, etc. are problems. The summary of the watershed assessments should identify a priority list of stream segments that have degraded ecosystem functions and identify the management actions that will be used to remedy these altered conditions.
NPT and NPSWCD are working towards identifying a priority list of stream reaches and developing BMP prescriptions for these areas. See the discussion on watershed assessments following ISRP comment #3 above for further detail.

7.  The sponsors could identify important stream reaches for protection and restoration on maps. The sponsors have completed a road assessment and a barrier assessment, but the recommendations from these assessments are not communicated in the technical background. How many barriers are there, which are believed critical to gaining access to productive habitat? Where is road condition worst? Where is it recommended to begin road decommissioning and renovation? Some of this is buried in the work elements - it needs to be in the technical section. The technical section should not exceed 5 pages (could be 3 or 4).
See revised Section 10:  Narrative.
8.  The Rationale and Significance to Subbasin Plans section is too long and ineffective. It should be reduced to no more than 2 pages. There is a bulleted list of justifications for Lapwai Creek watershed restoration. Most of these may not in fact be adequate justification. For example - " …presence of at-risk wild A-run steelhead" is justification only if this is a core remnant population essential for recovery identified in the interior Columbia Basin TRT independent population reports and the updated NOAA status review for steelhead. From what is presented it is not clear that this stream is particularly important. 
Please see revised and shortened Rationale and Significance Section 10:  Narrative.  The length of the original Rational and Significance to Subbasin Plans was essential per instructions at the BPA proposal seminar that emphasized that each work plan element should be tied to objectives and strategies in the Subbasin Plan.  

To date, little if any information has been collected on steelhead adult abundance in the Lapwai Creek watershed.  Information on juvenile steelhead abundance was limited to Kucera and Johnson (1983) who compared juvenile steelhead densities in the lower Clearwater.  This study had a limited sample size. Recently, Chandler (2005) completed a more comprehensive survey of juvenile densities for Lapwai Creek and Big Canyon Creeks, unfortunately this information was not available prior to submittal of this proposal last January.    

The Interior Columbia Basin TRT independent population report did not recognize any individual steelhead populations in the lower Clearwater River.  However, it is likely that populations exist (given the 500 adult criteria). One example is Big Bear Creek, a tributary to the Potlatch River.  Big Bear Creek is also located on the Lower Clearwater approximately 10 km northwest of Lapwai Creek.  In the spring of 2005, IDFG trapped 266 adult steelhead in Big Bear Creek (Brindza 2005).  Adult steelhead estimates for the whole Potlatch system have not been completed.  With Big Bear Creek at 100,753 acres and representing only nearly ¼ of total area within the Potlatch River system, it likely meets the 500 adult criteria as required by the ICBTRT.  

Unfortunately, to this date estimates of adult steelhead abundance for Lapwai creek have not been completed.  However, resent data collected by the NPTDFRM Watershed Division may serve a surrogate to speculate the number of adults present in the system.  In 2005 (Chandler) found the highest juvenile steelhead densities of 1.13 fish/m2.  These densities are comparable to the highest densities reported for tributaries in the Potlatch River system. Steelhead/rainbow densities for the Potlatch River from 2003-2004 included:  Little Bear Creek (13.20 fish/m2), Cedar Creek (8.02 fish/m2), Little Boulder Creek (4.68 fish/m2), Bobs Creek (2.20 fish/m2), main stem Potlatch River (2.66 fish/m2), Leopold Creek (1.21 fish/m2), Pine Creek (1.27 fish/m2), and Big Bear Creek (1.24 fish/m2) (Bowersox et al., draft).  Given the size of the Lapwai Creek watershed in relationship to the Big Bear Creek watershed, it is unreasonable to state conclusively that the watershed does not currently nor will ever be able to support 500 adults.

9.  Lapwai/Sweetwater creeks were identified by NOAA BIOP (draft) as the historical source population for A-run steelhead in the Lower Clearwater Basin. This is justification only if these creeks are still likely to serve as the contemporary and future source population for A-run steelhead in the Lower Clearwater.
Lapwai/Sweetwater Creeks were identified by NOAA BIOP (draft) as the historical source population for A-run steelhead in the Lower Clearwater.  The major focus of this project proposal it to protect and restore this source population.  The Nez Perce Tribe Watershed Division has negotiated revisions in the most recent NOAA BiOp (draft) for increasing flows in Sweetwater Creek over the next 10 years.  With restored flows and restoration work Lapwai/Sweetwater Creeks will once again serve as the source population.

By protecting the steelhead population that exists today and planning and implementing restoration activities within the Watershed will provide for additional habitat. Implementation of work items within this proposal will increase this population from contemporary levels so that future source populations are greater and much more significant for the recovery of A-run steelhead in the Lower Clearwater.
The Clearwater Subbasin Assessment (2003) model predicts that Lapwai Creek has moderate to high production potential.  The Clearwater Subbasin Management Plan (2003) states that within the Lower Clearwater/Middle Fork population area lower Lapwai Creek has moderate to high potential productivity.  The FCRPS BIOP (2004) rates the Lapwai Creek Watershed as having a high potential to increase habitat due to the anthropogenic changes.  Additionally, two of the significant limitations to natural production (lethal water temperatures and low flows) could be significantly improved in the near future due to the NOAA BIOP (2006) requiring minimum stream flows for Sweetwater Creek.  Minimum stream flows may increase habitat previously inaccessible to steelhead for spawning and rearing.  The additional flow may have elevated effects downstream do to the abundant (1.6 - 6.1 CFS) of cool water (averaging 10.0 oC) associated with the Twenty-One Ranch spring.  Due to this spring being located upstream of the diversion, some water is frequently diverted out of lower Sweetwater Creek.  This water will have to potential to lower temperatures in Sweetwater and lower Lapwai Creeks.

10.  Clear evidence from the Clearwater subbasin plan is needed that the focal species of this project are identified as focal species, that the strategies for restoration are consistent with the plan, and that the Lapwai Creek and tributaries are identified as a priority area. This should only require a short paragraph and table. 
The Clearwater Subbasin Inventory (CSI) specifically recommends the continuation of the Lapwai Creek projects sponsored by the NPT and NPSWCD as part of the Lower Clearwater Assessment Unit (page 58).  The CSI also identifies data gaps which are needed to obtain a complete inventory of the subbasin.  Data gaps specifically identified by the CSI include riparian, wetland, ponderosa pine, A-run steelhead, aquatic life history, habitat condition, and noxious weed data.  The NPT proposal obtains data for the riparian, wetland, A-run steelhead information.  The NPSWCD proposal obtains the data gaps for noxious weeds and habitat conditions and riparian data.  Collection efforts are scheduled for completion in 2007.

The CSI specifically lists Lapwai Creek (page 45) as having fair A-run steelhead habitat conditions with limiting factors to include temperature, flow, sediment, watershed disturbances and habitat degradation.  In addition, the NPT and NPSWCD proposals are recognized as addressing treatment in this drainage.

The CSI and Clearwater Subbasin Management Plan are not structured to identify priority watersheds.  Instead, these documents list priority management units (PMUs) to designate priorities within the basin.  The Lapwai Creek watershed is comprised of the priority management units (PR 4, 7, 8).  All strategies listed in both proposals directly address the priorities within the PMUs.  The following priorities are listed for each of the relevant PMUs:

PR-4: (page 94)
Water use - High priority
Surface Erosion - High priority
Grazing Impacts - Moderate
Riparian/Wetland - Moderate
Grasses – High priority

PR-7 (page 96):
Water temperature – High priority  Specifically states that sub watersheds are used by A-run steelhead and have less than optimal temperatures.
Surface Erosion – High priority


PR-8 (page 96):
Water Temperature - High priority
Surface Erosion – High priority;  specifically lists BMP implementation as a strategy to reduce erosion.  Sediment from surface erosion is a substantial limiting factor for steelhead in this PMU.
Grasses – High priority
TABLE 2: Problems, Objectives & Strategies from the Clearwater Subbasin Plan for each of the PMUs:

	Problem
	Objective
	Description
	Page #

	2
	B
	Increase anadromous fish productivity and production, and life stage specific survival through habitat improvement.
	18

	7
	P
	Reduce number of artificially blocked streams by 2017.
	32

	7
	Q
	Reduce water temperatures to levels meeting applicable water quality standards for life stage specific needs of anadromous and native fish, with an established upward trend in the number o stream miles meeting standards by 2017.
	33

	7
	S
	Reduce in-stream sedimentation to levels meeting applicable water quality stands and measures, with an established upward trend in the number of stream miles meeting such criterion 2017.
	36

	7
	T
	By 2010, develop a nutrient allocation plan for the subbasin which investigates the potential benefits to fish and wildlife of nutrient additions or reductions. 
	36

	7
	U
	Improve aquatic habitat diversity and complexity to levels consistent with other objectives outlined in this document, with particular emphasis on recovery of anadromous and fluvial stocks.
	37

	10
	BB
	Protect and restore an additional 300 miles of riparian habitats by 2017.
	42

	10
	Z
	Protect all currently functioning wetlands.
	41

	11
	CC
	Protect the existing quality, quantity and diversity of native plant communities providing habitat to native wildlife species by preventing the introduction, reproduction, and spread of noxious weeds and invasive exotic plants into and within the subbasin.
	44

	11
	DD
	Reduce the extent and density of established noxious weeds.
	45

	12
	EE
	Reduce the negative impacts of livestock grazing on the fish, wildlife and plant populations in the subbasin.  Focus efforts on riparian and wet meadow habitats.
	45,46

	16
	JJ
	Reduce the impact of the transportation system on wildlife and fish populations and habitats.
	50

	18
	LL
	Develop programs and project proposals compatible with existing community needs and that integrate with local watershed protection, restoration and management objectives and activities.
	52

	19
	MM
	Identify high priority habitat areas requiring protection or restoration.
	52

	21
	PP
	Participate in existing, and contribute to the further development of, local watershed technical advisory groups.
	59

	21
	QQ
	Maximize social and economic benefits as mush as possible while implementing the Clearwater Subbasin Plan.
	59

	21
	RR
	Increase resource information and education delivery in the subbasin.
	59



11.  Clear evidence is also needed to show Lapwai Creek is identified in federal recovery documents (the TRT independent population report, steelhead status review, and possibly the hydro system BiOp).
Lapwai Creek is included in the Critical Habitat designation for Snake River steelhead for Clearwater River (NRCS 2000).  The Lapwai Creek Watershed is designated as Essential Fish Habitat (EFH), under the Magnuson – Stevens Fishery Conservation Management Act, for Chinook and Coho salmon.  

Per project solicitation instructions and recommendations from BPA personnel, the Clearwater Subbasin Plan was the primary guiding document for development of this proposal.  

The Clearwater Subbasin Inventory states that A-run steelhead data is nearly absent throughout the subbasin.  The lack of data likely limited the lower Clearwater tributaries from being included in the mentioned recovery documents.  However, increasing knowledge of steelhead populations in the Potlatch and Lapwai Creek watersheds may influence this in future documents
The TRT report, steelhead status review and Hydro-system BiOp are important documents but are only in draft form.  According to Council guidance and project solicitation instructions, we used the subbasin plan as the guiding document.  We may someday follow TRT, steelhead status review and the hydro-system BiOp if and when the reports are finalized and adopted as guiding documents.

12.  Identifying every element of the subbasin plan that may apply to these proposals, and identifying every BiOp RPA that may apply is a distraction and does not serve to communicate how this proposal will serve to fulfill the obligations of the Council's Fish and Wild life Program or the ESA recovery actions.

Instructions for this project proposal repeatedly recommended following the Subbasin Management plans.  It was recommended that the proposals be “stand-alone”, concise and include information that would allow the reviewer to find pertinent information within the document and not require researching of reference documents.
The Councils Fish and Wildlife Program (CFWP) states it is a habitat based program emphasizing rebuilding healthy naturally producing fish and protecting, mitigating, and restoring habitats.  This proposal is dedicated to accomplishing all of these objectives.

13.  The section of the Mission-Lapwai Creek Watershed plan produced in 1990 and updated in 1994 and 2000 needs clarification. It simply restates what has been said over and over again in the proposal, "… improve flow, enhance riparian, and reduce sediment." The priority locations recommended by this plan need to be identified and tied to specific objectives in the proposal.
Three documents were produced by the USDA-Natural Resources Conservation Service through their Public Law 566 Small Watershed program.  The first document was completed in 1990 and focused on the Mission Creek tributary to Lapwai Creek. This document was a preliminary assessment to identify potential problems and determine if a PL566 watershed project was warranted.  The problems identified in the 1990 document related to water quality and did not include fish habitat considerations.  The 1994 document was a watershed improvement proposal through the PL566 program to obtain funding to implement conservation practices to address the water quality problems identified in the 1990 document.  The 1994 document enlarged the boundary to include the entire Lapwai Creek watershed, expanded the problem statement to include steelhead habitat limiting factors, and included a list of conservation practices to address both the water quality and fish habitat needs.

The PL566 plan is structured by treatment units (TU).  TUs are based on land use.  Priority treatment units and their tie to the BPA proposal objectives are outlined in the table below.

TABLE 3:  Treatment Unit Priorities/BPA Proposal Objective Ties
	PL566 Treatment Unit Priority
	Proposal Objective.

	Riparian TU.  Goal is to treat 75% of the riparian area that has 30 feet or less of multi-layer vegetation.   
	Project Objective 3 – page 27 of narrative section F.  Specific work elements addressing this Goal are 02e, 02f, 02g, and 02h.

	Cropland TUs – Goal is to treat 75% of the project area cropland for a total of 51,152 acres.
	Project objective 3 – page 27 of narrative section F.  Specific work elements 02j and 02h.

	Forestland TUs.  Goal is to treat new harvest road, landing areas, and old roads with direct sediment delivery to stream. 
	Project Objective 4 – page 29.  All work elements.

	Road TU13;  Goal is to treat 409 miles for an annual reduction of sediment of 11,450 tons
	Project Objective 4 – page 29.  All work elements.

	Animal Feeding Operations TU14.  115 total operations.  5 priority sites.  Priority treatment for those operations feeding and concentrating livestock along streams.
	Project objective 3 – page 27 of narrative section F.  All work elements.

	Rangeland TU.  Priority areas are those with high sediment delivery rates adjacent to streams. 
	Project objective 3 – page 27 of narrative section F.  All work elements.



14.  There are lists of accomplishments, but there are no management implications identified. No data on fish abundance are provided. This appears to be the only accounting of the project's results. In response, please provide evidence of benefit to focal fish populations. 
The NPT and NPSWCD have completed the following assessments:

Fish Distribution and Abundance

Fish Passage Assessment

TMDL (to be completed ’06)
Stream Visual Assessment (to be completed ’07)
Riparian Canopy Assessment (to be completed ’07)
These combined documents will have dramatic management implications within the watershed.   The synergistic effect of the data sets will allow specific areas to be targeted incorporating fish presence and abundance, water quality, canopy cover, and anthropogenic disturbances.  

Determining the direct benefit to the focal species is of course the ultimate question, and unfortunately difficult and expensive question to answer.  This type of evidence can only be obtained through a rigorous, intensive, multi-year study on the local fish population.  This type of study on anadromous fish populations is very complex and expensive due to the extremely long list of both within-basin and out-of-basin factors that must be accounted for (e.g., ocean conditions, harvest, passage conditions, etc.).  To our knowledge, no study of this kind has been implemented at as watershed scale anywhere in the Pacific Northwest.  Likewise, no entity in the Lapwai Creek watershed has been funded to perform such an intensive study, and BPA has now placed a 5% cap on all associated project M&E. So, while this is a very important question, it is also a very difficult one to answer and one that we have not received funding to address.

Significant evidence exists about success of improving fish abundance using the implementing of BMP’s.  Most of the published research that has been published relies on comparing change in fish abundance (pre and post restoration) or comparing restored streams to reference streams.  Wang et al 2002 reported that BMP’s including: (riparian fencing, waste storage facilities, and stream buffers) improved trout populations compared to reference streams.  Additionally, they reported that riparian BMP’s showed significant increased in densities of fish.  Knapp and Mathews (1996) found that grazing had a negative effect on golden trout densities.  Stuber (1985) found that three years after excluding livestock from the stream, that the standing crop of trout doubled.  Keller and Burnham (1982) found higher numbers of catchable trout in ungrazed verses grazed sections of stream.

However, much of what has been published deals with resident populations that don’t have to account for issues outside the watershed associated with anadromous species.

Additionally, as a public entity, relying almost exclusively on the volunteered cooperation of private land owners, it is unreasonable to exclude willing landowners from participation based on their presence in a reference stream or reach.

15.  The work element descriptions are confusing and difficult to follow and understand. Identifying each subbasin plan relationship is distracting. The organization is not helpful. The ISRP suggests beginning this section by identifying in general terms what needs to happen in the next three years. Is more field inventory needed, and if so why? Is more analysis of the past inventory data needed, if so why? What are the priority areas and strategies for activities? Finally, what are the specific methods - in general terms - so they can be identified as appropriate and consistent with current scientific thinking?

Per project solicitation instructions and recommendations from BPA personnel, the Clearwater Subbasin Plan relationship was clearly identified for each work element.  In an effort to clarify work element descriptions, the NPT Watershed Division and NPSWCD revised part F of Section 10:  Narrative. 
The Lapwai Creek project was originally funded in 1999 through the NPT Watershed Division.  In 2002, NPT Watershed Division, in collaboration with the NPSWCD, began implementing watershed rehabilitation activities concurrently with the gathering of baseline data.  Implementation activities have concentrated on obvious areas in need of rehabilitation while detailed baseline data collection was completed.  At this time, the remaining inventory to be completed includes 120 miles of stream inventory in addition to any site specific data collection.  By fall 2007, a comprehensive baseline data set for the Lapwai Creek watershed should be assembled.  Based on riparian multi-layer inventory and preliminary juvenile steelhead density data, main stem Lapwai, Mission Creek, and Rock Creek have been identified as priority areas within the Lapwai Creek watershed.  Restoration activities will be focused in these areas.  Strategies for restoration activities are taken directly from the Clearwater Subbasin plan and will utilize current methods set forth by the following agencies and entities: University of Idaho, NRCS, Forest Service, and BLM.  In addition, the NPSWCD has a successful history of establishing site specific strategies, and the NPT has developed standards for rehabilitation activities within the watershed.

16.  The proposal contains rather prescriptive declarations to implement BMPs (for example decommission 10 miles of road, fix one more mile or road, fix 2 barriers, fence 2 miles of stream, etc.). Yet in earlier work elements, there is considerable effort expended on more inventory, planning, and project design. How can it be at this juncture that the appropriate mix is 10 miles of road decommissioning and 2 miles of fence when the assessments are not yet complete? In response, please clarify the rationale for these prescriptions.
Though assessment work is ongoing, the Fish Passage Assessment has been completed which identified barrier replacement priorities to increase spawning and rearing habitat for steelhead and other species.  The Road Erosion Survey Assessments identifies roads for obliteration to reduce the amount of sediment reaching streams.   Priority roads for removal are those within 200 feet of the stream and those that contribute the highest volume of sediment.  Repairs to existing roads planned to remain in place will also reduce the amount of delivered sediment.  Habitat assessment work (NRAMP) completed thus far identified sensitive riparian areas in need of fencing for protection and replanting to further restore the area for improved habitat.
At this juncture, much of the earlier work elements focused on inventory and planning which resulted in assessments and final project reports that identified needs for protection and restoration work.  The current proposal is shifting this project area into an implementation phase.  Metrics such as 10 miles of Road Decommissioning, 2 Barriers, and 2 Miles of Fence are annual goals of this project and necessary metrics required by the web-based proposal application and instructions.

17.  The explanation of monitoring for compliance and effectiveness needs to be clarified. The effectiveness monitoring plan should be peer-reviewed during this funding cycle to ensure it is using the same methods and metrics recommended by PNAMP and CSMEP.

Compliance and effectiveness monitoring is the process we will use to determine if the habitat improvement practices installed are functioning as designed, are being maintained, and are improving habitat. The word “compliance” refers to complying with the design parameters for the specific project.  For example, a contractor replaces a passage barrier. The compliance monitoring would verify that the project was installed as per design specifications and was in fact no longer a barrier.  

The effectiveness component ensures that the specific practices installed are “effectively” improving the habitat.  Through this process the NPSWCD and NPT can revise technical recommendations, make adaptive management adjustments to recommendations and ensure that the practices installed are improving the habitat.   An example is the evaluation of a riparian planting to determine if the planting techniques, weed control strategy, and species are surviving at an acceptable rate to ensure proper canopy development. 


18.  At the local level of communicating with landowners and stakeholders the sponsors appear to perform admirably. In communicating with the extended scientific and management community, it appears there is room for much improvement. As an example, these proposals do not provide maps and summaries from the stream inventories, fish barrier assessment, and road analysis. Until a clearer picture of the amount of work and time needed to bring this watershed into a reasonable state of productivity is given, it is difficult to assess the likely benefits to the focal fish species. It is not possible to assess whether the restoration will take 10 or 200 years, given the information supplied in the proposal.
All technical reports will be transferred electronically and uploaded to the BPA website at ISRP request.
The NPSWCD and NPT employ various professional staff; when the circumstance warrants, appropriate agency officials and professionals are readily consulted.  Currently, NPSWCD and NPT actively coordinate and cooperate with the following agencies and entities: Idaho Department of Fish and Game, Forest Service, Bureau of Land Management, Clearwater Basin Weed Management Area, Natural Resource Conservation Service, Soil Conservation Commission, Idaho Transportation Department, Idaho Department of Lands, Farm Services Agency, Nez Perce County Road Department and Weed Supervisory, Lewis County Road Department/Weed Supervisor, Latah County Road Department/Weed Supervisory, Peck City Council, Nez Perce County Commissioners, Latah Soil and Water Conservation District, Idaho Soil and Water Conservation District, Lewis Soil and Water Conservation District, Idaho Department of Agriculture, US Fish and Wildlife Service, NOAA, University of Idaho, Department of Environmental Quality, Trout Unlimited, Rocky Mountain Elk Foundation, and  Clearwater Resource Council and Development.


Establishing a timeframe for restoration is a difficult question to address.  As mentioned above, current rehabilitation efforts have focused on the “hot spots” while baseline data is collected.  By the fall of 2007, quantitative data should be compiled from the assessments to provide guidance regarding the priority issues within the watershed.  As these priorities become more apparent through data analysis, specific goals can be attached to a more firm timeframe.


19.  The funding request appears to have increased significantly. What is the basis for that?
Due to a funding cap in the local allocation process, the budget request for this project has been significantly reduced.  The lack of funding will result in a large reduction in proposed on-the-ground implementation as reflected in the revised budget and proposal. 

20.  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 justification for pursuing restoration in each watershed submitted by DFRM Watershed is provided within every proposal.  The DFRM Watershed Division as a group met several times to decide which watersheds should be targeted for proposals.  The major considerations in making these determinations were the Clearwater Subbasin plan, on-going investments, and connection to supplementation or research projects (both tribal and non-tribal).  The projects were further prioritized within the entire DFRM program and then the local Idaho process (in which DFRM prioritized its own projects).  It was at this time that the manager, all directors and key staff within DFRM, to include administration, watershed, production, research and resident fish, used all existing information and professional knowledge in deciding the priority of projects to move forward that would best work to restore anadromous fish populations in the Mountain Snake province, to include the Clearwater Subbasin.  We are aware and engaged in other currently on-going forums that may help further refine this process, such as the BiOp remand and recovery planning, and will use these tools as they become finalized and available.  The DFRM Watershed Division was involved with the projects prioritization and supports the list provided by the Idaho Office of Species Conservation to the Council for Tribal projects.  















� Used for fence and road improvement projects


� Used for fence and road improvement projects


� Used when a full or partial fish passage barrier is removed.





