200706400 - Protect & Restore Slate Creek

Sponsor: Nez Perce Tribe Dept. Fisheries Resource Management Watershed Division
Budgets: FY07: $223,768 | FY08: $330,044 | FY09: $399,440
Short description: Restore and protect the Slate Creek Watershed for the benefit of both resident and anadromous fish using an overall watershed approach. Restoration and protection efforts will be done cooperatively with the Nez Perce National Forest.
view full proposal
Recommendation: Response requested

Comment:

This is exactly the same proposal as 200710400 (White Bird Cr.) with only the name changed. 

A response is requested on:

1. Justification of benefits to fish.
The budget for this proposal was cut during the local group prioritization process from a total estimated FY 2007-2009 budget of $953,252 to a total estimated FY 2007-209 budget of $240,000.  To operate under this revised budget of 80,000/FY, we have reevaluated the proposal and have retained only those work elements that were determined to be of the highest priority.  Work elements related to surveying stream crossings and producing a prioritized assessment of barriers for replacement have been retained.  Work elements for road decommissioning and culvert replacement have been reduced and are contingent on supplemental funding.
Justification for Project and Benefits to Fish
The Salmon Subbasin Management Plan

Fish passage and habitat connectivity have been identified as one of the prime limiting factors within the Salmon River Subbasin (Salmon Subbasin Management Plan, Ecovista 2004b).  This project will enhance habitat connectivity and fish passage by surveying all sites where roads cross streams, assessing these crossings to determine if they are upstream migration barriers to juvenile and/or adult fish, and developing a comprehensive plan identifying fish passage barriers and prioritizing culverts for replacement/barriers for removal. 
The Prioritization (sections 6.1 and 6.2) and Summary and Synthesis (section 7.2) sections of the Salmon Subbasin Management Plan (2004) specifically address the need for project activities proposed under this funding request:

“The Salmon Fisheries Technical Team considered structural barriers and tributary connectivity to be among the most important and readily addressable factors currently limiting aquatic focal species in the subbasin.  The expected biological benefits to cost ratio likely would be favorable and biologic response would be immediate” (Salmon Subbasin Management Plan, Ecovista 2004b).
“The reestablishment of a more natural hydrograph in the Upper Salmon is an important issue, and would be partially addressed by tributary reconnection” (Salmon Subbasin Management Plan, Ecovista 2004b).

Proposed project activities (including surveying all sites where roads cross streams, assessing these crossings to determine if they are upstream migration barriers to juvenile and/or adult fish, and developing a comprehensive plan identifying fish passage barriers and prioritizing culverts for replacement/barriers for removal) directly address Problem 12 and Aquatic Objective 12A from the Salmon Subbasin Management Plan (2004):  

Problem 12: Anthropogenic migration barriers are affecting distribution, population connectivity and genetic integrity of all focal populations

Aquatic Objective 12A:  Rehabilitate connectivity where it will benefit native fish populations

The Salmon Subbasin Assessment

The draft Salmon Subbasin Assessment (Ecovista 2004a) identifies the reduction of habitat quality, quantity and habitat fragmentation as the three primary limiting factors for the Salmon Subbasin (Ecovista 2004a).  Proposed project activities will identify barriers, which are identified as one of the contributing causes of these limiting factors.  

The Salmon River Subbasin Summary

The following list of needs, taken from the Salmon River Subbasin Summary (2001), coincides with this proposal’s goals, objectives, and tasks.  This list includes specific immediate or critical needs that pertain to this proposal and were defined collectively by aquatic resource managers within the Salmon River subbasin.  Needs have been defined to address limiting factors to aquatic species, ensure that gaps in current data or knowledge are addressed, enable continuation of existing programs critical to successful management of aquatic resources, and to guide development of new programs to facilitate or enhance fish/aquatic management (Summary 2001).

· Collect appropriate information to assess both passage and flow issues potentially associated with culverts throughout the subbasin.

· Inventory natural and artificial passage barriers within the subbasin and evaluate if removal or modification is warranted.

· Remove or modify identified natural or artificial barriers where fish restoration guidelines have been met.

· Reconnect historic streams to recover lost riparian plant communities and habitats.

2002 U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. Bull Trout (Salvelinus confluentus) Draft Recovery Plan

The following actions were identified as being needed in the 2002 U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. Bull Trout (Salvelinus confluentus) Draft Recovery Plan:
· Identify barriers or sites of entrainment for bull trout and implement


tasks to provide passage and eliminate entrainment.

· Identify culverts and other man-made barriers inhibiting fish


passage.

· Eliminate known culvert and other man-made passage barriers


2. Provisions of M&E to show benefits to fish.
Despite the acknowledged similarity to #200710400, the subbasin plan did not prioritize it similarly. The proposal would benefit and the response should include description of the distribution and abundance of migratory fish in the basin. Numbers must be available given the assessment of the stream's importance for fish populations. It also would be beneficial to describe what has happened to these numbers through time compared to fish in a Middle Fork Salmon River tributary for example, and to assess the chances that stream flow and access to the flood plain can be restored. If chances of that happening were low, it would be useful to know what the proponents believe are realistic goals regarding fish production in the system. 
The purpose of this proposal is to survey all sites where roads cross streams, assessing these crossings to determine if they are upstream migration barriers to juvenile and/or adult fish, and developing a comprehensive plan identifying fish passage barriers and prioritizing culverts for replacement/barriers for removal. 
The following figures regarding fish assemblages, distribution and densities for the fish species listed as focal species in Slate Creek were taken from the Slate Creek Ecosystem Analysis at the Watershed Scale (USDA FS 2000).  For more detail please also see attached document Slate Creek EAWS Fish Species Descriptions from the Slate Creek Ecosystem Analysis at the Watershed Scale (USDA FS 2000).
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The response should include a description of past studies that support their strategy for enhancing salmonid numbers. 

A survey of all stream crossings and a comprehensive plan identifying fish passage barriers and prioritizing culverts for replacement/barriers for removal are necessary before barrier removal and culvert replacement projects can be undertaken.

Background Information on the Importance of Barrier Removal and Culvert Replacement for Aquatic Species
Barrier Removal (US Army Corps of Engineers 2004)
Salmon and steelhead require a network of connected spawning and rearing habitats. Migration barriers have fragmented habitats and thus reduced and constrained salmon and steelhead populations and in some cases caused extinction of local breeding populations. 

Rearing and spawning habitat of salmon and steelhead has been lost to blockages. In the Columbia basin, about 55% of the total area and 33% of the total stream miles are no longer accessible to salmon and steelhead (Spence et al. 1996). Some of the most productive rearing sites in streams are located in backwaters along the edge of the channel and in side-channel areas (Sedell and Beschta 1991). Highways and railways built next to streams and rivers often disrupt access to these off-channel sites by physically isolating them from the main channel or by including culverts that are impassable for juvenile salmon and trout. The purpose of barrier removal is to increase connectivity and to open previously unused habitat for salmon and steelhead. Barrier removal includes such things as increasing passage through culverts; removing diversions, dams, and mine tailings; and installing fish ladders. By opening up habitat lost to blockages and increasing passage over or through barriers, survival of salmon and steelhead should increase in the near term. 

Culvert Replacement

Culverts represent a road-associated factor harmful to aquatic resources.  In general, culverts harm aquatic resources when they restrict passage and/or when they are improperly sized.  Culverts that are not installed to proper stream grade often develop outlets not in contact with stream bottoms (i.e. those with waterfalls).  The waterfalls do not allow passage of all life history stages of fish.  In addition, movement of other aquatic species can be restricted because many organisms have no jumping ability or are too small to negotiate the height of the falls.  Undersized culverts constrict flows and increase water speeds creating high velocity barriers and eliminating substrate from culvert bottoms.  Substrate, such as gravel and rocks, provide low velocity areas for organisms to rest on their upstream migration. The presence of barriers can isolate small populations, limiting or preventing genetic exchange between populations, and preventing the re-colonization of historic or recovering habitats.  

Culverts also limit or prevent seasonal upstream movement by fish.  Juvenile salmon and trout living in large rivers or streams often seek refuge in small tributary streams during high water events.  Without access to refuge habitats, fish may be washed downstream into poor quality or overcrowded habitats.  This could reduce the chances for survival for both individuals and for populations, including those already on the Endangered Species list.

Improperly sized culverts, not only create passage barriers, but they also jeopardize the integrity of the road. Culverts that do not receive maintenance can cause saturation of roads and subsequent mass failure (Furniss et al 1997). Historically, most culverts were sized to accommodate 25 to 50 year storm events.  In many cases, this sizing is not adequate to handle water and wood movement during large flood events.  


The response should show how the objectives, presently to replace culverts and decommission roads, could be restated as actions to increase fish populations by some well-founded amount. 

Culvert replacement and road decommissioning work elements are no longer proposed due to budget limitations.


The project includes barrier removal to expand available habitat, but that can provide access to exotic species, a risk that needs to be addressed in any barrier removal project and in the response. 
All potential barriers will be identified through stream crossing surveys. Access to exotic species will be one of the factors considered in developing the comprehensive plan which will identify fish passage barriers and prioritize culverts for replacement/barriers for removal.   Actual barrier removal work elements are no longer proposed in this proposal due to budget limitations.  
Efforts to restore the hydrograph and regain access to the floodplain should be high priority.
The purpose of this proposal is to survey all sites where roads cross streams, assess these crossings to determine if they are upstream migration barriers to juvenile and/or adult fish, and develop a comprehensive plan identifying fish passage barriers and prioritizing culverts for replacement/barriers for removal. 

Where vegetation will be "treated," an IPM approach is needed. Seeding annual rye is not re-vegetation in any long-term sense. If the goal is to manage invasive plants, establishment of adapted native species is more effective. 
Road decommissioning work elements are no longer proposed due to budget limitations.

Monitoring looks perfunctory in that no methods, sampling, analysis or adaptive management provisions are described. Plans seem to be for monitoring tasks rather than resource conditions. In response, please show how monitoring will provide assessment of resource conditions.
The following excerpt is taken from the attached memo, Umbrella response to ISRP on DFRM Watershed Division project proposals (please see the attached memo for full text):
The proposals submitted by the NPT DFRM Watershed Division are habitat protection/restoration implementation projects and fit into category 3 defined in the solicitation letter from the Council, where a “project proposal is primarily focused on managing or manipulating habitat or species, but with associated M&E tasks included within the proposal.”  In language taken straight from the solicitation letter, it states on page 4, “project level monitoring and evaluation activities for habitat projects, in most cases, should not constitute more than 5% of the proposed budget for compliance and implementation monitoring activities.”  It further defines each type of monitoring in the following manner, “compliance monitoring is a form of post project auditing of project performance” and “implementation monitoring is the monitoring of task completion in a specific project.”  

Our division’s projects followed this guidance strictly in the development of our proposals and budgets.  We understand that many forums are currently taking place to determine regional/subbasin/watershed level monitoring and evaluation plans and implementation strategies (PNAMP, CSMEP, recovery planning) that will answer many of the questions raised by ISRP.  We are also extremely interested in answering these types of M&E questions; we will continue to participate in these forums the best we can as they develop.  The fear that we have is when ISRP reviews our projects within the requested response loop, they will look unfavorably on our projects because we did not include the M&E that they are asking for.  It would be impossible to include this facet into our projects without a substantial increase in funding.  We want to make the council fully aware up front about this issue with the potential of what ISRP may decide in their second review.  We would also like to suggest that the Council discuss this with ISRP before the second review is conducted to resolve this issue.


Methods for data storage, sharing, or amalgamation at regional level are missing. Information and education programs are not information transfer in a scientific sense, but road decommissioning in particular is rarely popular and could benefit from some public understanding. Sponsors might look to State and NRCS programs on private lands to expand available technical and financial resources.

Results from the comprehensive plan identifying fish passage barriers and prioritizing culverts for replacement/barriers for removal will be shared between Forest Service Districts, other Forests, within the Nez Perce Tribe, and other various agencies.  Project details and results may also be presented to professional audiences at scientific and professional conferences and workshops.
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