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Response to ISRP Comments

Protect & Restore Joseph Creek Watershed

Project No. 200724500

Introduction:  The projects proposed by the Nez Perce Tribe Watershed Division went through extensive reviews by the “local group” and Oregon Subbasin Plan Implementation Team , prior to receiving the comments from ISRP.  During the course of these review processes, these projects changed significantly from the original proposals.  This was a very difficult and iterative process to go through, due to the 3.1 million dollar budget cut for the province over the previous funding cycle.  During this review, the scope and budget for each of NPT’s projects were reduced to the most critical elements, but still due to budget constraints for the province, these elements could not be met.  In the end, the only way to meet the budget constraints was to reduce our proposals to one coordination proposal that will seek funding for implementation through outside funding sources, like the GRMWP, OWEB, NOAA, USFWS, EPA, PCSRF, private foundations and etc (for additional, potential funding sources, refer to the online form, Cost Share portion of the budget).
As part of these reviews, project numbers 200710500, 200711600, and 200725700 were withdrawn from further consideration in their entirety.  Additionally, project number 200724500 was significantly reduced to a limited amount of salary money and operating expenses ($120,000 per year) with no implementation dollars at all.  These funds will be used to coordinate with other entities and agencies, seek additional implementation funding and work towards furthering the restoration effort in a collaborative manner for NE Oregon.
The Nez Perce Tribe Department of Fisheries Resource Management Watershed Division would like to thank the ISRP for providing comments on our proposals for NE Oregon and providing us the opportunity to respond to their comments.  Project input and coordination, through all our partners and review processes, can only aide in our efforts of providing the best watershed restoration projects possible.
Response to General Comments:
1.  Reviewer Comment: “Overview Comments on the following proposals, which should be considered as a set:
200710500 - Protecting & Restoring the Wallowa River Watershed; 
200711600 - Lostine River Watershed Restoration; 
200724500 - Protect and Restore the Joseph Creek Watershed; & 
200725700 - Protect and Restore the Imnaha Subbasin”

“Each project has a large budget, is overly general, vaguely justified, and is presented with an overly ambitious ‘do everything’ approach.”

Project Sponsor Response:    Due to the changes in the projects, this comment is no longer applicable.  The specific objectives and tasks will be discussed in the following responses.
2.  Reviewer Comment: “Essentially, this group of proposals needs a priori prioritization, in terms of which watersheds and the activities therein will offer the greatest effectiveness or potential within a broader context of the Subbasin and especially with the Grande Ronde Model Watershed Project and the role it plays in the basin. Ultimately, this begs a basic question as to ‘why this project not ‘approved’ by GRMWP’ – apparently GRMWP has authority to approve and there is no indication of this?”
Project Sponsor Response:  In response to the first part of this comment, there is one subbasin and parts of two other subbasins covered by these four proposals.  The Joseph system was ultimately selected as the highest priority to work in due to all of the following: 1) the number of partners currently working in this system; 2) the extent of the ongoing work in this system; 3) the FS listing this watershed as their highest priority for restoration in this County; 4) the NPT owns land in the lower portion of this watershed; 5) the historic importance of this drainage to the Tribe; and, 6) the road densities contained within this watershed (see Project Sponsor Responses 3, 5, 7, 14, and 15).  The Nez Perce Tribe Watershed Division is committed to coordinating with all of our local partners (eg. USDA- Forest Service, Pacific Coastal Salmon Recovery Fund, Oregon Watershed Enhancement Board, various state agencies, Wallowa Resources, Wallowa County, Hell’s Canyon Preservation Council, the GRMWP, The Nature Conservancy and etc) to implement restoration projects within the Nez Perce Tribe’s territory.  This is the most efficient and effective way to “get the work done”.   In fact, NPT usually corresponds with several of these entities on a daily basis.  Furthermore, NPT currently has a culvert replacement project that was funded in part through the GRMWP.  Further details about coordination efforts are explained in other responses as well.  However, each proposed project was coordinated with applicable agencies and entities prior to submittal of these proposals.  As an example, the weed components were coordinated for about one year prior to submission of this proposal with the local Wallowa County Weed Board.  All of the projects that were to occur on Forest Service land have been under development with the Forest Service for about 2 years prior to submittal.  There are numerous other examples of coordination that has already occurred, but the main point is that the NPT Watershed Division is fully aware of the importance of coordination and is actively and vigorously engaged in coordination with our partners already.
In response to the comment concerning approval by the GRMWP, the Nez Perce Tribe (NPT) is a sovereign nation and does not have to seek “approval” through any entity for watershed restoration actions that impact treaty reserved resources, including the GRMWP.  The GRMWP is a watershed council that helps to coordinate restoration activities but does not have any “authority” over a sovereign nation.  The NPT recognizes the importance of coordination and collaboration in watershed restoration for many reasons and that is why we are a member of the GRMWP as well as many other forums in northeastern Oregon.  In addition, the territory of the NPT in northeast Oregon is larger (see map of the NPT territory in the narrative of the original proposal) than the boundary of the GRMWP boundary, which only includes Wallowa County within NPT territory.  Furthermore, in 1999 the state of Oregon passed a Senate Joint Resolution.  Again, this document clearly indicates that the state of Oregon will do everything possible to aid the Nez Perce Tribe in regaining stewardship of their homeland in Wallowa County.  This clearly demonstrates that NPT has a unique relationship regarding restoration of treaty resources.
3.  Reviewer Comment: “Each project proposal has the same basic set of ‘prescriptions’ regardless of watershed conditions. Each needs to be integrated within a watershed assessment context (which should be part of the Subbasin Plan). We are concerned the uniform prescription approach does not reflect true diagnosis of limiting factors, in a quantitative (versus qualitative) sense within each watershed specifically regardless of their commonalities.”
Project Sponsor Response:  Again, the Joseph Creek project has changed significantly from the original proposal, and the other three proposals are not being pursued at this time.  It is important to reiterate that implementation work in the Joseph watershed will continue to highly utilize the subbasin plan, the Wallowa County-Nez Perce Tribe Salmon Habitat Recovery Plan (WC-NPTSHRP) (1999), the 2000 Biological Opinion, Recovery Planning and other pertinent planning documents, local knowledge and multiple partners.  Also important to note is that there is currently a completed watershed assessment for the upper half of the Joseph Watershed, while the lower half is just beginning under the direction of the Wallowa County Natural Resources Advisory Committee (NRAC).  The funding will not come from this proposal to implement any of these projects, but rather, it will come entirely from outside sources.  These projects have been discussed and planned for some time now.  They are all ready for implementation at this time.  NPT will continue to coordinate the implementation of these projects with all of the other applicable groups that are currently our partners.  The specific projects and project types that this proposal will seek funding to implement are as follows:
1. Off-site Water Development/Riparian Fencing/Planting:  Implementation will occur in 2007 in cooperation with the FS in the Peavine Creek drainage (off site watering only).  Numerous people have been involved with coordinating this effort at the local level, who include Paul and James Yost (permittees), Dana Orrick (FS Hydrologist), Ken Bronec (FS Fish Biologist), Rick Smith (FS Range), and Jerry Hustafa (FS Botanist/Terrestrial Program Manager), as well as the NPT.  Subsequent years will be developed in the future.

2. Road Decommissioning: Implementation will occur throughout 2007-09.  The specific road segments are: 4600-615 (3.3miles), 4600-700 (1.9 mi) & 4625-450 (2.7 mi) roads.  NEPA is complete on these projects through Forest Service (FS); NPT will seek funding for these as cost share to FS funds.  This has been coordinated through NRAC, the FS (Jerry Hustafa, Ken Bronec, Alicia Glassford (Planner/NEPA Coordinator), Alan Miller (FS Fish Biologist), Dana Orrick, Paul Boehne (Forest Fish Biologist), and Mike McNamara (Forest Hydrologist)), and Wallowa Resources.  Subsequent years work will be developed in the future, and NEPA will be done by FS on these future projects.

3. Culvert Replacement:  The culvert located on Chesnimnus Creek (Site J018, 45.70721 Latitude, -116.91473 Longitude) is currently scheduled by FS for replacement in 2007.  Replacing this structure would re-open over 5.1 miles of currently inaccessible habitat.  NEPA is already complete on this project.  NPT will seek funding for these as cost share to FS funds.  Again this has already been coordinated with the ODFW, GRMWP, NRAC, the FS, and Wallowa Resources.  Subsequent sites will be developed in the future based on the culvert inventory, assessment and prioritization that is currently being conducted.

In addition to these project types, other projects will be pursued in the future.  As stated in the original proposal, with the completion of the current culvert inventory and assessment NPT will be able to prioritize barrier structures for replacement.  This will allow for the most efficient use of time and funds across all of Wallowa County (see Grande Ronde Subbasin Plan Supplement  2005, p 36-37).
On pages 17-22 of the original Joseph Watershed proposal, it clearly linked these restoration actions to the limiting factors and priority geographic areas within this watershed outlined in all of the following documents: the Grande Ronde Subbasin Plan Supplement  (2005); Wy-Kan-Ush-Mi-Wa-Kish-Wit  (1995); the draft Bull Trout Recovery Plan (USFWS  2004); and, the Columbia Basin FCRPS Biological Opinion  (NMFS  2000).  The subbasin plan prioritizations will be briefly reiterated here.  The recommendations outlined in Table 3-3 (p16) of the Grande Ronde Subbasin Plan Supplement  (2005) are as follows: 1) give upstream tributaries priority over the mainstem of Joseph Creek; 2) almost all streams have roads; and 3) protect riparian areas and remove roads from the riparian area.  Furthermore, the priority geographic areas in the Joseph Watershed delineated in EDT1 were the following:  1) Lower Chesnimnus; 2) Lower Joseph Creek; 3) Upper Joseph Creek; 4) Swamp and Crow Creeks.  The areas outlined above for project work are contained in these high priority areas.  Additional future work, which addresses this watershed’s limiting factors, will also be targeted in these high priority areas and streams.  All of these types of projects will reduce sediment inputs to the Joseph watershed, which was identified many times in the subbasin plan and by many other sources as the most important limiting factor in this system.  Additionally, the use of riparian fencing/planting and off-site water developments will have obvious other benefits that address the other primary limiting factors in this system (i.e. reduced stream temperatures).
1 It is important to note that EDT was validated in the Deschutes system, but to the project sponsor’s knowledge, none of the parameters used in that model have never been validated in the Grande Ronde Subbasin (e.g. Disease).  Thus, the model is extremely inaccurate in predicting population response to habitat changes within the project area and the Grande Ronde Subbasin.
4.  Reviewer Comment: “Ultimately, we recommend potentially a phased-in schedule or approach. First, we conclude that it is appropriate to provide rather leaner funding to demonstrate that the sponsors can accomplish this kind of work. Second, sponsors need to develop a sufficiently robust M&E methodology and treatment to be integrated across project - perhaps as a group – with non-treated reference streams. We do not imply that every variable must be monitored, but rather that some effort must be included to define basic hypotheses and response variables. Third, from this M&E, the sponsors should be able to demonstrate (or not) that the approach has a measurable response (i.e., the approach works). Finally, that expansion of these projects to other places (and more of them within the watersheds) will have a cumulative benefit (population-level response).”

Project Sponsor Response:  These comments will be addressed in the order that they were written.

1. The current version of this proposal does provide less funding and accomplishes the recommendations of the ISRP outlined in the above comment.  Although with the current funding level, it is impossible to even maintain the current staffing levels of the NPT Watershed Division in Enterprise.  Thus, without outside funding sources, this would preclude implementing additional restoration projects.
2. The second, third and fourth points in the ISRP comments will be addressed as one topic here, as they all involve monitoring as a common theme.  NPT fully agrees that a more robust monitoring program would be beneficial not only to this proposal, but other like proposals as well.  In fact, NPT has proposed regional monitoring projects through the Provincial Review process in the past.  However, as part of the current Provincial Review solicitation, all project sponsors were given direction by the NPCC to only perform implementation monitoring as part of habitat restoration proposals.  There was clear direction not to pursue effectiveness monitoring.  Additional guidance from NPCC was that monitoring could not exceed 5% of the total project budget.  Although NPT fully agrees with IRSP’s comments regarding monitoring, the only effective way to achieve this level of monitoring (i.e. control and treated reaches, hypotheses and response variables, and etc) would be to have an additional crew whose sole responsibility was collecting monitoring data.  That was not possible given the budget constraints that we are all operating under.  One avenue for obtaining the desired effectiveness monitoring and adhering to the guidance received from the NPCC was to link this habitat restoration work with the Northeast Oregon Hatchery (NEOH) proposal.  NEOH would have utilized the Environmental Monitoring and Assessment Program (EMAP) protocols to investigate watershed health/conditions over time.  At this time, the NEOH proposal will not be funded.  Other opportunities to address this comment are being pursued by other entities.  For example, BPA and NPCC are currently involved with the development of a regional M&E effort through PNAMP and CSMEP.  When those efforts are fully realized, it may be possible to link these restoration efforts to those monitoring efforts.  However, it is the project sponsor’s intent at this time to use the outside funding to conduct the monitoring for those projects.
Related to the final comment on population level responses, it is almost impossible to collect enough data to make this determination given the guidance that project sponsors were given prior to submitting these proposals.  Furthermore, because some of the benefits of habitat restoration work are only realized after a significant period of time (i.e. 10-50 years), it is very difficult to obtain a sufficient amount of data (quantity and duration of data collection) to quantify these cumulative benefits at the population level.  Several studies have examined various parameters and their impacts on fish populations in the past (refer to Adams et al.  1993; Johnson and Adams  1988; Li et al.  1994; JunJie et al.  2000; Cowx & Van Zyll De Jong  2004).  The larger monitoring efforts previously mentioned that are currently being developed will help to integrate this information and ultimately answer some of these questions.  NPT is committed to engaging in the development and implementation of these regional M&E efforts as much as possible.
5.  Reviewer Comment: “Aside from habitat treatments, the projects propose to complete “roads” assessments. Were not these done as part of the Subbasin Plan?”

Project Sponsor Response:  The subbasin plan did not incorporate a roads analysis of the type proposed in this project.  The methodology proposed for use here is explained in the proposal narrative.  Briefly, using the WEPP protocol, the amount of sediment produced by road can be determined.  This will allow managers to determine treatment type by road and prioritize roads for treatment, due to sediment inputs directly into the stream.  The subbasin plan described the relationship between roads and sediment production (see also Project Sponsor Response No. 3).  This document provides several references to restoration opportunities through road treatment.  For example, on page 74, it states that, “the EDT model predicts relatively large (75%) changes in abundance through restoration of 1) Lower Chesnimnus, 2) Lower Joseph Creek, 3) Upper Joseph, 4) Swamp Creek, 6) Crow Creek” (see comment above regarding the EDT model).  It further states that the EDT summary of attributes indicate that sediment has one of the biggest impacts to summer steelhead (p74) and that sediment is a priority attribute in the Joseph Creek watershed (p258) (NPCC  2005).  Additionally, on page 75 (Figure 26), it indicates that all geographic areas in this watershed are at least a medium priority for sediment load restoration, with Crow and Cottonwood Creeks being high priorities (NPCC  2005).  Furthermore, the Grande Ronde Subbasin Plan states that the areas that were selected for immediate road treatment as part of this proposal are among the “most heavily roaded portions of the entire Grande Ronde Subbasin” (NPCC  2005, p197).
The road segments that were selected in this proposal were chosen as a result of extensive coordination efforts with our partners.  These roads have been identified by numerous groups for some time as needing to be decommissioned.  Therefore, the selected road segments were chosen to begin treating, while additional treatment segments will be identified as part of the roads analysis and transportation planning process.  The Nez Perce Tribe will continue to work with numerous partners to conduct the analysis and transportation planning, as well as dedicating ourselves to securing funding for treatment of the previously identified roads, which are currently part of the Joseph Creek Watershed Assessment process being conducted by the County.
6.  Reviewer Comment: “The linkages to other projects are not well described. An obvious example is the Grande Ronde Model Watershed Project. There are likely others.”

Project Sponsor Response:  The linkage to numerous other projects was described in the original proposal (see page 22 and the online form).  These projects all relate to habitat restoration within the project area.  This relationship was described briefly in the response to a previous comment (see also Project Sponsor Response No. 10).  Ira Jones, the Nez Perce Tribe Department of Fisheries Resource Management Watershed Division (DFRM- WD) Director is a board member of the GRMWP, while the author of the current proposal (Rick Christian, DFRM-WD, Northeast Oregon Project Area Manager) is the alternate board member.  As previously mentioned, project coordination also occurs between the NPT and GRMWP.  This occurs at the GRMWP Board meetings, discussions with the GRMWP employees, and through annual project funding opportunities that the GRMWP offers.  Ira Jones is also a member of the NRAC to the Wallowa County Commissioners with Rick Christian again being his alternate.  Additionally, Rick Christian is a member of the Technical Subcommittee of NRAC, whose membership includes representatives from private landowners, NRCS, the Wallowa County SWCD, GRMWP, the Nature Conservancy, Oregon Department of Forestry, ODFW and Wallowa Resources.  Because the Wallowa County Commissioners want NRAC to review and coordinate all natural resource projects in Wallowa County, all projects are reviewed by NRAC prior to implementation.  This is supposed to also include the GRMWP.  In addition, the NPT works very closely with the Forest Service on project development, implementation and monitoring.
In terms of coordination of project development with the GRMWP, the suggestion has been made that NPT could focus more on federally-owned land, while the GRMWP could focus on private landownership for restoration activities.  Of course there are, and will continue to be exceptions, but that would allow for a division of work, as well as more focused efforts for all involved.  This is only a preliminary suggestion that arose through the local group review process but has not been explored very thoroughly at this time.
7.  Reviewer Comment: “There is a need for some basic analyses (are there data in the watersheds that define the limiting factors in a quantitative v. qualitative way) to better justify the projects, indicating whether they are affecting habitat in significant fish production areas (or will the restoration action have a measurable impact on habitat and fish), and the extent of impact on these areas (how much damage has been done to habitat and fish that would warrant a restoration/protection action).”

Project Sponsor Response:  The Wallowa County-Nez Perce Tribe Salmon Habitat Recovery Plan (1999) does list the limiting factors in a quantitative versus qualitative way.  Also, the Grande Ronde Subbasin Plan (2005) lists the limiting factors for this watershed.  This information is contained in the original proposal (p. 17-22).  The subbasin plan also states that the Joseph system is one of the most important steelhead streams in the region, in part because it is one of three systems within the subbasin that is maintained without hatchery supplementation (NPCC  2005).  As previously stated, the subbasin plan also indicates that restoration activities on Joseph Creek proper would have potentially little impact on fisheries.  Rather, most of the sedimentation comes from tributary streams, which this proposal specifically seeks to address.  The loss in fish production is clearly described in the original proposal over historic conditions (p. 8-9).  These habitat restoration actions would significantly improve the habitat conditions, and likely, fish productivity in these streams (see Project Sponsor Response No. 3 and 5).
8.  Reviewer Comment: “The technical and scientific background is not effective at communicating how the projects implemented by the proposals will address the problems in these respective watersheds…This provides some context but makes it harder to find out exactly what the sponsors want to do and why.”
Project Sponsor Response:  Again, the scope of this proposal has changed significantly.  The projects associated with the new proposal are road decommissioning, culvert replacements and off-site water developments.  These were outlined in more detail above (specifically, refer to Project Sponsor Response Nos. 3 and 5).
9.  Reviewer Comment: “Rationale and significance to subbasin plans and regional programs: While the proposals qualitatively and loosely address limiting factors in the Grande Ronde Subbasin Plan, the 2000 Biological Opinion, and the tribal recovery plan (CRITFC), the proposals do not adequately connect the actions proposed in the methods and work elements with locations identified in the subbasin plan or federal recovery documents as high priorities for action.

As an example, on page 15 of the Lostine River proposal is a table (1) listing strategy recommendations from the Grande Ronde subbasin plan. These strategies need to be connected to watershed segments identified in the subbasin plan and then these proposals need to identify that the projects they are choosing are high priorities.”
Project Sponsor Response:  Again, the scope of this proposal has changed significantly.  The linkage between these remaining projects, the high priority geographic areas and high priority project types was more clearly described above (specifically, refer to Project Sponsor Response Nos. 3 and 5).
10.  Reviewer Comment: “Relationships to other projects: The proposed work involves state, federal, and private entities in a cooperative venture. It is related to several BPA funded provincial and subbasin projects, but the sponsors do not sufficiently explain these relationships within the context of the proposed project. 

We specifically identify a known entity with authority for coordinating projects – i.e., the GRMWP has several projects that have been executed in these watersheds. How have the sponsors ensure they are not duplicating work from other projects or not undoing the benefits from others?”

Project Sponsor Response:  This issue was addressed in a previous comment (see Project Sponsor Response No. 2).  The NPT has and will continue to coordinate with all other partners involved in restoration activities within the Territory of the Nez Perce Tribe.  This is accomplished in a variety of ways already described (see Project Sponsor Response Nos. 5 and 6).  Again, as a sovereign nation, the Nez Perce Tribe has a unique relationship with state and federal agencies.  The federal government has a trust responsibility to the Tribe, and the NPT feels strongly that the NPT are the ones that will be the lead in protecting, enhancing and restoring treaty resources within its territory.
The road work is another good example of how the project work is coordinated.  This is done through the NRAC Standing and Technical Committees.  All of the partners attend these meetings to coordinate work loads and efforts.  The latest area of concerted effort is in the Joseph Watershed.  Currently, there is an Upper Joseph Watershed Assessment that has been completed.  The next step in that process is to complete the Lower Joseph Assessment and then combine the two into one document.  In fact, NPT employees are on three of the seven subcommittees for that assessment.  So it is clear that NPT has been working closely with that group to determine where we could be most useful—roads are one of those areas where NPT has almost a decade of experience.  Therefore, NPT was trying to get this proposal funded to complete the roads analysis, which would then be used in the assessment.  Then the transportation planning part of the process would be coordinated through NRAC with our assistance.  At that time, additional miles of road that need to be decommissioned would be identified and all partners would work together to obtain the necessary funding to accomplish this work.
11.  Reviewer Comment: “Objectives: These projects have far too many objectives (and work elements) to be effective without prioritization as to which will have the greatest benefit to salmon or more specific details about what actions will be taken where.  As such, each of these proposals has a "do everything" kind of feel to it without any sense of whether everything (or anything) is doable and will be effective.”

Project Sponsor Response:  Again, the scope of this proposal has changed significantly.  The revised scope of the project is now to coordinate and seek alternative funding for projects, such as road decommissioning, culvert replacements and off-site water developments that are currently ready to implement.  These projects will be coordinated with all other appropriate agencies.  These were outlined in detail above.
12.  Reviewer Comment: “Also, sponsor must approach objectives as measurable (expected biological response in terms of fish and wildlife). Treatments then serve as the basis of hypotheses and through basic population monitoring can help determine response and effectiveness. This needs to go beyond simply providing tables that refer to prioritized strategies in the subbasin plan. Proposals are stand-alone documents and the objectives should be stated explicitly, not simply referred to by number in another document.”

Project Sponsor Response:  Again, the scope of this proposal has changed significantly.  The project objectives were outlined in detail above.  This question was answered in numerous previous questions.  Related to monitoring the effects of habitat restoration projects on fish populations, and in addition to the original proposal, the reader is again referred to Adams et al.  1993; Johnson and Adams  1988; Li et al.  1994; JunJie et al.  2000; Cowx & Van Zyll De Jong  2004.
13.  Reviewer Comment: “Tasks (work elements) and methods: Methods are only generally described with some methodological details presented in the appendix. In all four proposals there are a series of tables (for example table 2 in the Lostine Proposal) that provide objectives, links to strategies in the subbasin plan, and work element numbers for the proposal. Under each of the work elements there needs to be a short paragraph explaining the approach used to finish the task, not just state that the task exists.”

Project Sponsor Response:  Again, the scope of this proposal has changed significantly.  The objectives associated with the new proposal were outlined in detail above.  Because the funding contained within this proposal will be used to coordinate restoration activities and obtain outside funding for implementation, only the work elements that directly apply to the current proposal will be described in detail below.
Work elements for this proposal:

22- Maintain vegetation

After the plantings, it will be necessary to determine survival rates.  This is done as part of the monitoring protocols.  If there is a significant mortality rate, the plants will have to be re-planted.  In addition, some areas have higher concentrations of deer or elk, which will necessitate added protection measures (e.g. vexar tubing).
53 – Remove vegetation (weed treatment)

Monitoring for noxious weeds and treatment if necessary is a vital component to successfully accomplishing road decommissioning work.  After the ground is disturbed, weeds readily colonize the project area.  Working with our partners from the county and FS, we will treat these invasives as necessary to avoid spreading them to new areas.

114 – Identify and select projects


Because this proposal contains three years worth of work, it is necessary to identify additional projects throughout the course of each contract.  This will involve utilizing the priority list generated under the current BPA contract to select future culvert replacement projects.  It will also mean using the roads analysis and transportation planning process to identify additional road segments to treat and the type of treatment that is appropriate for that individual road.  The riparian fencing project selection process will involve working with our partners (NRAC, Wallowa Resources, ODFW Fish Habitat, Forest Service, NRCS, SWCD, GRMWP, permittees and etc) to establish the highest priority stream reaches for fencing.
119 – Manage and administer projects


All projects will have to be managed by the Project Area Manager for the NPT Watershed Division.  This will involve all aspects of administering the project, from budgeting issues to personnel to on-site inspections.  It will also include all aspects of subcontracting services, such as the road decommissioning.  This will involve obtaining funding, writing and letting the contract, contract oversight and any and all reporting requirements.
122 – Provide technical review


This will involve reviewing potential new projects for technical merit.  This will also involve providing technical input to partners on other projects not directly associated with this proposal.
118 – Coordination


All of these projects will have to be coordinated with numerous other agencies, entities and individuals.  For a partial list, see work element 114 above.  This is done on all projects to avoid duplicative or redundant efforts.  It also allows for more cost share opportunities, as well as better projects in the end.  Partners then also have the ability to provide technical input/suggestions on the projects.
165 – Produce Environmental compliance documentation


This will be limited on most of the current projects.  This work element will involve helping our partners gather any necessary data/information that they need to complete the environmental compliance portion of the contracts.  In the case of working on Forest Service land, they have agreed to complete this part of all of the projects.  BPA also has environmental compliance personnel to aid with this portion of the projects if needed.
175 – Produce Design and/or specifications


Some of this work will require engineering designs for implementation (e.g. culvert replacement projects).  This can be done within NPT, as we have two engineers on staff.  If that is not possible, the Project Area Manager will be responsible for securing the funds necessary to contract this portion to a qualified, local firm.
157 – Collect / generate / validate field and lab data


This is the collection of the monitoring data that has already been described.
160 – Manage / maintain data base


This will be done to maintain any monitoring data that is generated as a result of this project.  NPT has a website where some of this information will be stored.  The full data set will be housed at the NPT Enterprise Field Office, with project partners, and/or on the Stream Net website if appropriate.
161 – Disseminate raw & summary data


Any interested person can solicit this information from the Enterprise Field Office at any time (see also WE 183).  The information will also be shared at various presentations throughout the contract period and as requested.  The data will also be summarized as part of various reports.
162 – Analyze / interpret data


The data generated, primarily from the monitoring efforts, will be analyzed and interpreted.  However, the extent to which this is done will again be limited by the 5% cap set prior to this solicitation process.  Therefore, simple statistics will be used to analyze the data, such as Chi Square tests, ANOVAs, Tukey-Kramer and etc. The results of this analysis will again be shared with any interested party.
183 – Produce / submit scientific findings report


Status reports and annual reports will be submitted to BPA as a result of this project.  Other reporting requirements will include additional reports to outside funding sources.  Also, these results will be presented at various meetings.
99 – Outreach and Education

As stated in the proposal, every attempt will be made to include educational components in all projects.  This will include involving all three local school districts in aspects of the projects that are appropriate, such as education.  This topic was covered in substantial detail in the original proposal.
14.  Reviewer Comment: “The sponsors assert that restoration will occur on the reach/segment scale, but they do not explicitly describe how this scale of work will be accomplished, in what order or priority, or if it is even possible. 

For example, the sponsors need to provide better justification and prioritization for the proposed culvert replacements. Here, they need to explain how culvert replacements locations were prioritized, whether the blocked areas were once (or should be) productive for fish based on habitat assessment, and the conditions and extent of the habitat that will be opened by culvert replacement.”

Project Sponsor Response:  Again, the scope of this proposal has changed significantly.  As stated in the proposal, the culverts have not been prioritized for replacement at this time.  That is part of the current contract that NPT has with BPA.  The culvert inventory, assessment and prioritization will be completed by June 2007.  At that time, the prioritized list will be used to seek outside funding sources for replacement.  Once the prioritization is complete, the exact locations will be known.  At that time, the miles of habitat that will be re-opened can be delineated.  The quality of habitat is currently unknown for almost all project streams in this watershed.  Beyond “professional opinion” it is not known what quality of habitat exists at all locations, which is why that can not be used as a prioritization criterion for barrier structure replacement across the watershed.  Again, in order to collect the kind of information necessary to determine the quality of habitat, a separate proposal/project would be needed.  It is certainly beyond the scope of this proposal’s current budget.  A draft of the criteria that will be used to prioritize the structures for replacement is included as Attachment 1 (Christian  2004).  These criteria will be fine tuned with local resource professionals from a variety of our partners.
15.  Reviewer Comment: “Moreover, the work elements related to sedimentation and channel reconstruction are simply too general... Possible locations, methods of prioritization, and explanations of how sediment sources will be identified and their contribution to the total sediment load are not provided… In all four proposals (under sedimentation and channel-reconstruction in the Lostine proposal) 1/8 mile of stream per year is to be treated. How can this short reconstruction effectively improve the habitat-forming processes in the watersheds?”

Project Sponsor Response:  Again, the scope of this proposal has changed significantly.  Channel reconstruction is not part of the current Joseph Watershed proposal.    
Even though no implementation will directly result from this proposal, the intent of this proposal is to obtain funds to implement projects.  Therefore, the methods that will be sought to reduce sediment will be described here.  The issue of sedimentation will now be addressed via these three activities with road decommissioning being the primary mechanism of reducing sediment loading into the streams.  The locations of the first year’s work related to road decommissioning are already clearly identified.  The method to prioritize which future segments will be treated will utilize the WEPP protocol, which was described in the narrative of the original proposal and briefly above.  This model will also allow managers to predict the extent and amount of sediment loading by individual road segment.  Also, by working with partners to build riparian fences and plant within those enclosures, additional reductions in sediment load will be realized over a period of time.  
16.  Reviewer Comment: “The sponsor needs to justify the 160 acres for weed control. Where will the effort be located in the basin? How were the sites selected? What was the process of prioritization? What is the specific impact of noxious weeds on terrestrial and aquatic habitat at the project sites? What is the expected benefit and impact to salmon or wildlife populations?”
Project Sponsor Response:  This objective was coordinated extensively with the local county weed board; however, it has been deleted in its entirety from latest version of the proposal.
17.  Reviewer Comment: “Monitoring and evaluation: The M&E approach is not well defined. The sponsors say they will rely on the NEOH project for monitoring. But, as described, the M&E is too vague to be judged appropriate in a scientific light. Descriptions appear to be materials "cut" from other documents and did not link to these proposals. Rather, monitoring for these proposals should use the same methods and format as used by the CTUIR, GRMWP, and ODFW projects for consistency within the Grande Ronde and Imnaha subbasins.”
Project Sponsor Response:  This topic was previously discussed in some detail.  It is NPT’s intent to collect at least the same level of monitoring data that other habitat restoration projects use in the Grande Ronde, Imnaha and Lower Middle Snake Subbasins.  These are the subbasins contained in all or part within the NPT Territory in Oregon.  In some instances NPT may collect more information than other entities, mostly dependent on keeping within the 5% allowable monitoring budget.  However, in all cases the information would be readily accessible to other entities and collected in a consistent manner with that being collected elsewhere.  
Because this proposal no longer will implement projects, there will be no monitoring component associated directly with this proposal.  Any monitoring that will be conducted will adhere to the requirements of the funding source received to conduct the implementation work.  For example, if the GRMWP is a funding source for a project, NPT will use the following guidelines (excerpted from the GRMWP narrative for this review process).

“Monitoring & Evaluation

The GRMWP Project will conduct implementation monitoring and short-term effectiveness monitoring for each BPA funded habitat project.  Implementation monitoring will consist of GRMWP staff’s field verification of the Project Completion Report prepared by the project applicant within 60 days of project completion.

Project Completion Reports include:

1. Project name, BPA Project #, Contract #, author

2. Abstract

3. Project background and objectives

4. Work accomplished, dates, type, locations

5. Project participants

6. summary and conclusions, including expenditures

7. Supplemental appendices-description of monitoring, e.g. photo point pictures, vegetation, other

Effectiveness monitoring will consist of annual reports (duration as described in original proposal) prepared by the project applicant and submitted to the GRMWP.

Monitoring Reports will include:

1. Project name, BPA Project #, Contract #, author

2. Assessment of whether project continues to meet objectives

3. Maintenance performed in the prior year.

4. Results of qualitative or quantitative data collection 

5. Copies or digital photo files of photo point pictures”
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Attachment 1: Draft criteria for prioritizing barrier structures to fish passage (excerpted from Fish Passage Assessment: Lapwai Creek Watershed, BPA Final Report, 2004, Project No. 1999-017-00, pp 11-12 and 42).
.
The initial portion of the objective evaluation involved determining which barrier crossings were the first encountered within a stream network, when proceeding upstream from the mouth of a stream, hereafter referred to as “first barriers”.  These barrier structures were considered the highest priority within the watershed.  This created two categories of barrier crossings for further consideration, the first barrier encountered and the remaining crossings.  Each of the remaining barriers through the third structure per stream network were then compared.  Therefore, there were a total of three barrier categories created, the first, second and third barriers encountered.


The second phase of this step of the evaluation process involved obtaining the number of stream miles re-opened by replacement of each barrier structure.  This information was obtained through the Nez Perce Tribe Land Service’s department and was obtained for all barriers through the fourth upstream site encountered, or the end of the inventoried stream network.  The mileage re-opened was then weighted relative to the three priority categories by calculating the relative percent of miles re-opened by category.  Thus, the first barrier encountered within a system that would re-open the most miles of habitat (regardless of quality) was used as the denominator when calculating the relative percentages for that category (See Appendix A).  The same process was utilized when obtaining the relative percent of miles for all second and third barriers.


Then, the option of replacing multiple structures within a given stream system was examined.  This pair-wise comparison was conducted because in specific circumstances it may be more beneficial to replace two structures along the same stream than it would to replace one structure on two different streams.  It also allows for more flexible management decisions and broader depth of comparisons.  This broader depth of comparison will allow for a multi-year approach in that it demonstrates which crossings are the highest priority after the first barrier is replaced.


The third portion of this step was the consideration of the impacted life history stages.  In considering life history importance, it was concluded that this factor should be ranked relatively equally to the amount of habitat blocked by a given structure.  Thus, it was determined that an adult or juvenile migration barrier should each be given a weighting factor of five, while a grey site, or a site where fish passage was unknown, should receive a 2.5 weighting factor for each impacted life history stage.


The final portion of this stage simply involved the summation of these values to obtain an empirical rank for each site.  This empirical rank was obtained for each of the first three barriers within the stream network, which allows for comparisons of barriers for replacement.  This rank was also obtained for combinations of the first two and first three barriers encountered within the system.


It is critical to highlight some of the basic assumptions that are involved in the above prioritization scheme.  One of the key issues was that all bridges, fords, open-bottom arches, “green surveys” (passable) and natural channel simulation structures were assumed to pass all fish and life history stages, unless a qualitative factor hindered passage.  Another assumption was that the first barrier encountered within a given stream network was of the highest priority.  This assumption presumes that anadromous, or migratory, species are of a higher priority than resident populations.  A final assumption is that miles of habitat re-opened and life history impacted are of relatively equal importance to fish passage.

Following is an example of the formula used to obtain the empirical rank for replacement priority.

[10 x (miles/A)+Juvenile+Adult]= Relative Overall Rank

miles = the miles of habitat re-opened for that specific crossing;

A = the most miles of habitat possible for that crossing order (one, two or three);

Juvenile = the barrier status for this life history stage (0 for passable, 2.5 for unknown and 5 for impassable); and

Adult = the barrier status for this life history stage (0 for passable, 2.5 for unknown and 5 for impassable)


Site L-422-0025, for example currently blocks 9.274 miles and is a barrier to both adult and juvenile life history stages.  This example also blocks the most miles of habitat of any of the first barrier crossings encountered within the Lapwai watershed.  The calculation to determine its rank would be as follows:


[10 x (9.274/9.274) + 5 + 5] = 20.0


Thus, the overall ranked score for this site is 20.0.  The same procedure and formula was utilized to obtain the empirical rank score for all first, second and third barriers encountered within the Lapwai watershed.
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