Proposal ID 200707900

Salmon & Steelhead Habitat Restoration and Protection in the Yakima Basin

ISRP Comments: This proposal does not sufficiently describe how it would coordinate with other ongoing projects in the basin that are doing similar work, and there are no specifics on what projects would be implemented. In addition, the out-year activities and budget for the project are not adequately justified. The prioritizations from the subbasin plan are very general, and there is inadequate mention of the supplementation project. There are several organizations in the Yakima Subbasin that are currently prioritizing and implementing restoration projects. The establishment of another entity with similar responsibilities would seem to result in an unnecessary duplication of some administrative functions. 

The ISRP questions why the prioritization and project development functions proposed here couldn’t be handled by an existing organization, such as the Yakima Basin Fish and Wildlife Recovery Board? A better case should have been made to explain the gap that this new program would fill. Also, a detailed description of how this new program would coordinate with existing efforts and how restoration responsibilities would be allocated among the organizations should have been included.

Point by Point Response to ISRP Comments:
ISPP Comment:  This proposal does not sufficiently describe how it would coordinate with other ongoing projects in the basin that are doing similar work
Sponsor Response:  Coordination/communication with other ongoing projects would be enhanced through the following.  Mid-Columbia Fisheries Enhancement Group staff would attend meetings of Yakima Tributaries Habitat Access Program, technical advisory groups, conservation districts, Yakama Nation and others to exchange information and coordinate projects.  Our plan is to participate in existing processes, not set up a new process.  However, if communication is needed with an entity that is not participating in one of the above processes, a special meeting or meetings would be set up with that entity.  Mid-Columbia Fisheries Enhancement Group also hopes to rent office space from or with one of the conservation districts or the Yakima Basin Fish and Wildlife Recovery Board.  Shared office space will help facilitate daily communication.
ISPP Comment:  there are no specifics on what projects would be implemented.
Sponsor Response:  Project types include riparian planting, livestock exclusion fencing, fish passage, and instream.  Project specifics are described in Section 7, Work Elements, as well as in the narrative, Section 10, pages 6-9.   The Subbasin Plan lists priority actions and watersheds, but does not include site-specific locations for actions.  This level of project development is included in the work plan for this proposal.  Year-one efforts would focus on identification of new project sites and securing landowner cooperation.  Project development is needed in order to implement the actions called for in the Subbasin Plan and the recovery strategy.  
ISPP Comment:  the out-year activities and budget for the project are not adequately justified.
Sponsor Response:  The general nature of the budget reflects the fact that site-specific actions will be developed in the first phase of this project.  The budget includes supplies for on-the-ground actions during year two and three.  The year one budget does not need the same level of supplies because the focus of year one is project development, with project implementation occurring in the subsequent years.  The budget includes one full time equivalent staff person to implement the proposed project work elements.  A full time person is required to accomplish the scope of work proposed, including initial landowner contact, landowner negotiations, project development, design, implementation and management.  The budget as submitted is competitive for the work elements and metrics described in Section 7.  Additional match may be leveraged, but only if the full amount of this proposal is funded.  Match is not available now that would decrease the requested total budget.  
ISPP Comment: there is inadequate mention of supplementation project
Sponsor Response:  The Yakama/Klickitat Fisheries Project (YKFP) includes a habitat component.  For the past several years, Mid-Columbia Fisheries Enhancement Group has worked closely with Scott Nicolai, the program manager of the YKFP habitat program in the Yakima Basin.  We have collaborated on multiple projects with YKFP including the acquisition and restoration of the Holmes property, restoration of Hanson Ponds, the Taneum Canal Company Water Rights Purchase, acquisition of the Henne property, and other projects.  Mid-Columbia Fisheries will continue to work closely with YKFP in the future.  
In terms of the supplementation efforts of the YKFP, the supplementation program is based on the premise that supplemented fish will return to watersheds with viable habitat.  Restoring and protecting habitat in the Yakima Basin will take the combined efforts of a number of entities, including the Yakama Nation, federal, state, and local governments, non-profit organizations and private landowners.  Mid-Columbia Fisheries Enhancement Group can provide a unique role in garnering the participation of private landowners who (in some cases) may be more willing to work with a non-tribal, non governmental (non regulatory) organization like ours.  We are also uniquely suited to work basin-wide and to gain community support and community involvement in salmon recovery projects.  

ISPP Comment: There are several organizations in the Yakima Subbasin that are currently prioritizing and implementing restoration projects. The establishment of another entity with similar responsibilities would seem to result in an unnecessary duplication of some administrative functions. The ISRP questions why the prioritization and project development functions proposed here couldn’t be handled by an existing organization, such as the Yakima Basin Fish and Wildlife Recovery Board? 
Sponsor Response:  Mid-Columbia Fisheries Enhancement Group was formed in 1990 as the Eastern Washington Fisheries Enhancement Group, with the mission to restore and protect fish habitat in the mid-Columbia region.  This proposal does not seek to “establish” a new organization, but to strengthen an existing regional fisheries enhancement group that is part of a highly successful statewide program.  

Additionally, Mid-Columbia Fisheries is NOT proposing to re-create or duplicate a project prioritization program.  We are proposing to develop new projects based on the priority watersheds and actions identified in the subbasin plan and the lead entity’s recovery strategy.  Within that framework, our goal is to develop new projects not duplicate efforts of others.  Project prioritization as mentioned in Section 5, Relationships to other Projects, and in the original narrative (page 9), refers to internal prioritization of site-specific restoration and on-the-ground actions funded by this proposal.  This level of prioritization would include which sites to focus project development and implementation funding and would be accomplished by Mid-Columbia Fisheries staff with recommendations and input as available from other entities in the basin.  We are not proposing any prioritization of projects implemented or proposed by other entities.
Alex Conley, Executive Director of Yakima Basin Fish & Wildlife Recovery Board, has stated that the Recovery Board will not be involved in developing new projects.  They view their role as a coordinating body.  Mid-Columbia Fisheries Enhancement Group expects to work closely with the Recovery Board and to benefit from their coordination and prioritization efforts.  However, a gap exists in organizations that are well positioned and capable of implementing new, priority projects, including securing landowner cooperation and community support for new projects.  (See next comment.)
ISPP Comment: A better case should have been made to explain the gap that this new program would fill.
Sponsor Response:  Mid-Columbia Fisheries is unique as the only organization with a basin-wide mission to restore and protect fish habitat.  State wide, regional fisheries enhancement groups like Mid-Columbia have successfully developed and implemented thousands of high priority restoration projects and leveraged significant community support for salmon recovery.  The Mid-Columbia region is much larger than most other regional fisheries enhancement groups.  Support for this proposal will replicate in the Yakima Basin the success of the regional fisheries enhancement groups in other parts of the state.

A number of organizations are involved in salmonid habitat restoration and protection in the Yakima Basin.   Each of these organizations has been effective, and, yet, there is a gap in project development and implementation.  As a non-tribal, non-governmental organization, Mid-Columbia Fisheries is uniquely situated to the fill the gap, due to our basin-wide mission to restore and protect fish habitat.  The conservation districts are limited by their boards’ priorities and geographic boundaries.  The Yakama Nation is also effective, but hampered by century-old prejudices that prevent some private landowners from working with the Nation.  The Yakima Tributaries Access & Habitat Program has focused primarily on fish screening and passage in tributaries above Union Gap.    

ISPP Comment: a detailed description of how this new program would coordinate with existing efforts and how restoration responsibilities would be allocated among the organizations should have been included.

Sponsor Response:  In order to ensure that on-the-ground actions are well coordinated with other activities in the basin, Mid-Columbia Fisheries Enhancement Group staff would communicate and meet with other entities including staff from YBFWRB, YKFP, the conservation districts, WDFW, and YTHAP.  
Comments from the Local Review

Funding Priority – 3

Project Category – Coordination and Support

                               On the ground actions (Restoration) in 2008-2009

Geographic Scope of Benefit – Yakima Basin

Focal Species Benefit – steelhead, spring chinook, (possible lamprey)

Summary Comments

Part of this proposal overlaps with other habitat improvement and coordination efforts.  The RFEG and the YBFWRB will work together to better define coordination and support needs (see project 200710200).  The RFEGs history of effectively leveraging diverse funding sources was highlighted.  There are no defined projects for the requested restoration funds, and only general outcomes were described.

Funding and Budget Comments
Presenter indicated that it might be possible to reduce the budget request based on increasing match and volunteer contributions.

Point by Point Response to Local Review Comments
Local Review Comment:  Project Category – Coordination and Support

                               On the ground actions (Restoration) in 2008-2009
Also the comment:  Part of this proposal overlaps with other … coordination efforts.  

Sponsor Response: The local review team characterized this proposal as a coordination project.  This is incorrect.  This proposal requests funding for the development and implementation of specific on-the-ground actions in priority watersheds identified in the  subbasin plan.  In the narrative (Section 10), the term “coordination” was used in the project proposal to mean coordination of the elements of a restoration project, including landowner contact, landowner negotiations, permitting, project design, bidding, materials acquisition, construction management, monitoring, etc..  The term “project management” would have been more appropriate and would have avoided this confusion.  The term coordination has been changed to project management in the proposal. 
In Section 7 (Work Elements), the term “coordination” was used to indicate communication with other entities to ensure that on-the-ground actions funded by this project were complimenting or filling gaps in recovery activities, not duplicating or detracting from other actions.  In one instance in Section 7, the word coordination has been replaced for the word communication.

Local Review Comment:  Part of this proposal overlaps with other habitat improvement and coordination efforts.  
Sponsor Response:  As stated in the proposal and our presentation, this proposal seeks to extend (not overlap with) the work of other entities.  A number of organizations are involved in salmonid habitat restoration and protection in the Yakima Basin.   Each of these organizations has been effective in their own arena, yet there is still a need for further project development and implementation actions.  As a non-tribal, non-governmental organization, Mid-Columbia Fisheries is uniquely situation to the fill the gap, due to our basin-wide mission to restore and protect fish habitat.  The conservation districts are limited by their boards’ priorities and geographic boundaries.  The Yakama Nation is also effective, but hampered by century-old prejudices that prevent some private landowners from working with the Nation.  The Yakima Tributaries Access & Habitat Program has focused primarily on fish screening and passage in tributaries above Union Gap.    

Local Review Comment: The RFEG and the YBFWRB will work together to better define coordination and support needs (see project 200710200).  
Sponsor Response:  The YBFWRB is the appropriate organization to provide coordination among the many entities involved in salmon recovery.  The proposed project was misunderstood by local reviewers.  Mid-Columbia Fisheries does not seek to coordinate the work of other entities.  This proposal requests funds to develop and implement on-the-ground actions in priority watersheds as defined in the subbasin plan.  See previous comment in local review section regarding coordination.  
Local Review Comment: There are no defined projects for the requested restoration funds, and only general outcomes were described.
Sponsor Response:  Project types include riparian planting, livestock exclusion fencing, fish passage, and instream.  Project specifics and matrices are described in Section 7, Work Elements, as well as in the narrative, Section 10, pages 6-9.   The Subbasin Plan lists priority actions and watersheds, but does not include site-specific locations for actions.  This level of project development is included in the work plan for this proposal.  Year-one efforts would focus on identification of new project sites and securing landowner cooperation.  Project development is needed in order to implement the actions called for in the Subbasin Plan and the recovery strategy.  

Local Review Comment:  Presenter indicated that it might be possible to reduce the budget request based on increasing match and volunteer contributions.

Sponsor Response:  This is incorrect.  The presenter stated that the submitted budget underestimates the amount of match likely to be leveraged by this proposal.  However, the expected match cannot be obtained without the funds requested in this proposal.  Match, particularly volunteer contributions and in-kind project support, cannot replace funds need to develop and manage on-the-ground actions.
