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CSMEP Survey of Monitoring Questions
Introduction and background
A primary goal of CSMEP is to improve the quality and consistency of fish monitoring data, and the methods used to evaluate these data, to answer key questions to major decisions in the Columbia basin.  Implicit in this statement is that key monitoring questions must be identified in order to design of effective monitoring programs.  The CSMEP Survey of Monitoring Questions was intended to obtain information from policy-level personnel on the relative importance of monitoring questions across various spatial scales for six listed stocks of focus in CSMEP: spring/summer Chinook salmon, fall Chinook salmon, steelhead trout, sockeye salmon, coho salmon, and bull trout.  CSMEP scientists will use this information obtained from this survey to guide its work on monitoring designs.  
The survey was designed to identify priorities in data needs for monitoring the status and trends of listed fishes, as well as the effectiveness of habitat, harvest, hatchery and hydrosystem actions.  Respondents were asked to rate the importance of 27 monitoring questions (Box 1). For any given question, it was expected that its importance would vary across respondents, species, and spatial scales.  Thus, the survey was stratified by species and questions were evaluated for five spatial scales: 1) sub-population, 2) population, 3) major population group (MPG), 4) evolutionary significant unit (ESU) or distinct population segment (DPS), and 5) Columbia basin.  Respondents also were asked to list additional questions that they deemed important, and to note the most pertinent spatial scales for those questions.  

This report describes results of CSMEP’s Survey of Monitoring Questions, which was distributed to members of the Columbia Basin Fish and Wildlife Authority (CBFWA) in November, 2005.  Responses received through March 15, 2006 are summarized in this report.   These findings also were presented at the Second Annual Research, Monitoring and Evaluation Workshop for Decision Makers, Program Managers, Scientists and Field Practitioners (March 16-17, 2006, Portland, OR).  

Box 1.  Survey questions.  

[image: image37.emf] 

1.  Distribution of fishes   2.  Status of fishes   3.  Population size   4.  Population growth rate   5.  Freshwater productivi ty   6.  Age structure   7.  Hatchery fraction   8.  Spawn frequency (resident fishes)   9.  Life history type(s)   10. Biological condition of spawning and rearing habitat   11. Chemical water quality ofspawning and rearing habitat   12. Physical condition of spawning  and rearing habitat   13.  Habitat : Effectiveness of specific habitat projects on fish populations   14.  Habitat : Effectiveness of multiple habitat projects on fish populations   15.  Habitat : Effectiveness of particular classes of habitat projects   16.  Habitat : Co nnections between habitat actions and population responses   17.  Habitat : Effectiveness of habitat projects on habitat conditions   18.  Harvest : What are pre - season and in - season estimates of run size and escapement   19.  Harvest : What is the target and non - targ et harvest/ when will they be achieved   20.  Hatcheries : Meeting harvest goals without adverse impacts   21.  Hatcheries : Enhancing viability of natural populations without adverse impacts   22.  Hatcheries : Conserving genetic legacy of imperiled fish   23.  Hydro : S molt - to - adult survival rates meet recovery goals   24.  Hydro : Compliance with 2000 FCRPS BiOp performance standards   25.  Hydro : Comparative survival for different species and groups   26.  Hydro : Effect of various management actions on survival   27.  Hydro : Do rem ovable spillway weirs improve survival    


Methods

In November, 2005, electronic surveys (Appendix A) were distributed by Frank Young (Fish and Wildlife Resource Coordinator, CBFWA) via email to CBFWA members, including:

1.  State Agencies: Idaho Department of Fish and Game; Montana Fish, Wildlife, and Parks; Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife; Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife;

2.  Federal Agencies:  National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration-Fisheries; U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service;

3.  Tribes:  Burns Paiute Tribe; Coeur d’Alene Tribe; Colville Tribe; Confederated Salish and Kootenai Tribes of the Flathead Reservation; Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Indian Reservation; Confederated Tribes of the Warm Springs Reservation; Confederated Tribes and Bands of the Yakama Nation; Kootenai Tribe of Idaho; Nez Perce Tribe; Shoshone-Bannock Tribes of Fort Hall.
In some cases, CSMEP staff within an agency or tribe completed a first draft of the survey and forwarded the draft to policy-level staff for review and adjustment of ratings.  Claire McGrath (Idaho Department of Fish and Game) answered questions from respondents.  Surveys were completed and subsequent analysis was done in Microsoft Excel.

Results

As of March 30, 2006, ten responses were received from Idaho Department of Fish and Game; Montana Fish, Wildlife, and Parks; Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife; Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife; U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service; Coeur d’Alene Tribe; Colville Tribe; Nez Perce Tribe, Confederated Tribes of the Warm Springs Reservation; and Confederated Tribes and Bands of the Yakama Nation.  Two respondents (Montana Fish, Wildlife and Parks and Coeur d’Alene Tribe) completed surveys for only bull trout; the other eight respondents completed all surveys.  In addition, Yakama Nation Fisheries copied the survey form and completed it for lamprey.  Individual survey responses are provided in Appendices B and C.  Summary statistics are provided for spring/summer Chinook, fall Chinook, steelhead, sockeye, coho, and bull trout. 
Rating of species.  All species were rated as important on average, although there was a greater diversity in response for coho and bull trout (Figures 1-2).  Several tribes would not rate species with different levels of importance as a matter of tribal policy (Figure 2, Appendix D).
Respondents said that species other than those in the survey were important, namely chum salmon, coastal cutthroat trout, lamprey, sturgeon, westslope cutthroat trout, and “many native species” (Appendices D, E).
Rating of Tier 1 and 2 monitoring questions for status and trends of fishes across spatial scales.  For the anadromous species, questions (#1-7) regarding broad scale status and trends were rated as very important, particularly at scales of population, MPG, and ESU.  These questions require data for fish on regional distribution, ecosystem status, abundance, population growth rate, productivity, age structure, and hatchery fraction of spawners (Figure 3).  Variation in responses for the population and ESU scales were less than for sub-population and MPG scales (Figure 4).  For anadromous species, questions (#10-12) regarding habitat were rated as less important.  Similarly, the question (#9) regarding life history types was rated as less important.  
For bull trout, questions (#1-6) regarding broad scale status and trends were rated as very important.  Questions (#8-9) about the timing of resident species spawning and life history types were also rated as important, across most spatial scales.  Questions (#10-12) regarding habitat were rated as important, particularly at the sub-population and population scales.  In general for bull trout, the population scale was rated as most important, but the sub-population, MPG, and ESU/DPS scales also were rated as important (Figure 3).  Variability in response was great for bull trout than for the anadromous species (Figure4). 

Rating of Tier 3 questions for action effectiveness monitoring across spatial scales.  For anadromous species, all questions regarding effectiveness of actions for habitat, harvest, hatcheries, and they hydrosystem were deemed important at one or more scales.  Hatchery questions (#20-22) were rated as highly important at the population, MPG, and ESU scales.  Habitat (#13-17) questions were most important at smaller (sub-population and population) scales, except for sockeye salmon.  For anadromous species, the basin scale became important for harvest questions (#18-19), while hydrosystem questions (#23-37) were most important at the ESU scale (Figure 3).  In general, variability among respondents was similar for Tier 3 questions as for Tier 1 and 2 questions, with the exception that hydrosystem questions (#23-27) showed high variability in rated importance (Figure 4). 

For bull trout, respondents rated habitat questions (#13-17) as most important, particularly at sub-population and population scales.  Harvest questions (#18-19) were rated as the next most important.  Hatchery questions (#20-22) and hydrosystem questions (#23-27) were less important to most, but not all, agencies (Figure 3).  There was high variability in ratings for questions regarding the effectiveness of harvest, hatchery, and hydrosystem actions; variability in ratings for habitat action effectiveness was lower (Figure 4).  
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Figure 1.  Mean (+/- SD) rating of species importance. Results are from 8 respondents for anadromous species and 10 respondents for bull trout.
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Figure 2.  Rating of species importance by agency.
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Figure 3. Mean rating of importance for questions at five spatial scales.  Ratings are not weighted by the ranking of species importance.   Bubble width is proportional to rating; ratings ranged from 0 – 5.  Results are from 8 respondents for anadromous species and 10 respondents for bull trout.




[image: image5.emf]0

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

Spatial Scale

R     P      M      E      B R     P      M      E      B R     P      M      E      B R     P      M      E      B

R     P      M      E      B R     P      M      E      B

S/S Chinook Bull trout Coho Sockeye Steelhead Fall Chinook

Tier 1

Tier 3

Tier 2

Questions:


Figure 4. Standard deviation (SD) of ratings of importance for questions at five spatial scales.  Ratings are not weighted by the ranking of species importance.  Bubble width is proportional to SD; SD ranged from 0 – 2.4.  Results are from 8 respondents for anadromous species and 10 respondents for bull trout.  Larger bubbles indicate greater difference of opinion between agencies.

Discussion

Limitations of survey.  Because of the small sample size (n=8 for anadromous species, n=10 for bull trout), these surveys should be viewed simply as response from select management agencies in the basin; the survey does not represent a comprehensive evaluation of monitoring prioritization in the Columbia basin.   Rules for filling out the survey were not followed in every case.  In particular, the point allocation of 405 points per species was not followed in some cases (Appendix B).  Because many of the monitoring questions were not pertinent to resident species, fewer points should have been allocated for that species to force prioritization of monitoring questions among spatial scales.  Nevertheless, the survey provides a good tool for examining monitoring priorities among the entities surveyed, and the survey was an excellent tool for promoting discussion between policy-and technical-level staff who are involved in monitoring for listed fishes in the basin. 

Comments from respondents.  A number of respondents provided constructive comments in Appendices D – E.  Some comments were to clarify their survey responses, particularly where a monitoring question may have been ambiguous in some way.  Particularly notable was the frequent comment that the survey omitted some anadromous and native fish species that they consider as very important.  Respondents named chum, lamprey, sturgeon, coastal cutthroat trout, and, in general, “native species.”  These comments provide valuable information and will be considered by CSMEP technical staff in future monitoring design work.
Implications of the survey and emerging priorities.  The most consistent, and not unexpected result, was that respondents placed high importance on questions that address the status and trends of fish.  In general, highest priority was placed on answering these questions at the population scale, though the MPG and ESU scales also were rated as important.  These results imply that development of a coordinated, consistent, basin-wide approach is appropriate for status and trends monitoring.  

Among respondents, there was substantial variability in the importance ratings for questions pertaining to action effectiveness monitoring.   This variability likely reflects the diverse mandates of different agencies and tribes.  In addition, variability in response probably reflects regionally varying stressors on aquatic systems.  This implies that action effectiveness monitoring will need to vary regionally to reflect the diversity in priorities among agencies and tribes, as well as the diversity in regional stressors and aquatic ecosystem conditions.  

Appendix A. CSMEP Survey of Monitoring Questions.
Instructions.
The purpose of this survey is to obtain information from policy and management personnel on the relative importance of different questions across various spatial scales.  CSMEP will use this information to guide work on monitoring designs.  The objective of this survey is to demonstrate priorities; thus, the importance of questions/spatial scales should be evaluated relative to one another (i.e., not everything can be listed as “most” important).

1.  Rate the species according to their importance to your agency, and for being prioritized in a regional, multi-species monitoring program ( 0-5 integers only; 0 = not applicable, 1 = relatively unimportant, 3 = average importance, 5 = extremely important).  It is okay to assign multiple species the same rating.  For any species with a rating of 1 or more, fill out the survey table on questions/spatial scales for that species.  

2.  Rate the questions/spatial scales relative to one another, in their level of importance (0-5 integers only; 0 = not applicable, 1 = relatively unimportant, 3 = average importance, 5 = extremely important).  To ensure comparability among surveys, the total number of points allowed for ranking questions/spatial scales is limited to 405 per species (mean of 3, denoting average importance, per cell).  There are no limits to total points allowed in a single row or column. The only rule is that the total points allocated in the entire table must = 405.  Use the point allocation section above each table to ensure that 405 points are allocated for each species – no more, no less.  If a species does not occur within your area of concern, do not fill out that table (i.e., leave all 0s).  

3.  Go to the sheet labeled “for other questions-comments” to list additional questions/spatial scales that were not covered in the survey.  Any additional comments may be added here.

Return surveys to Frank Young (frank.young@cbfwa.org) via email or at the following address: 

Frank Young  

F&W Resource Coordinator

Columbia Basin Fish & Wildlife Authority

851 SW Sixth Avenue, Suite 260

Portland, OR 97204
The following page contains a copy of the survey form.  Respondents filled the form out electronically in Microsoft Excel.  A separate sheet was available for respondents to list additional questions/species/spatial scales of interest, and to provide comments on the survey.

[image: image6.emf]Chinook-

Spring/Sum.

Chinook-

Fall

Steelhead

Sockeye

Coho

Bull Trout

3 3 3 3 3 3
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Points allocated within table= 0 0 0 0 0 0

by 405 point(s) by 405 point(s) by 405 point(s) by 405 point(s) by 405 point(s) by 405 point(s)

Finer scale than pop. (e.g., project, 

trib., major spawning aggregate)

Population

MPG/ Subbasin/ Watershed/ Stock/ 

Core Area

ESU/DPS

CRB

Finer scale than pop. (e.g., project, 

trib., major spawning aggregate)

Population

MPG/ Subbasin/ Watershed/ Stock/ 

Core Area

ESU/DPS

CRB

Finer scale than pop. (e.g., project, 

trib., major spawning aggregate)

Population

MPG/ Subbasin/ Watershed/ Stock/ 

Core Area

ESU/DPS

CRB

Finer scale than pop. (e.g., project, 

trib., major spawning aggregate)

Population

MPG/ Subbasin/ Watershed/ Stock/ 

Core Area

ESU/DPS

CRB

Finer scale than pop. (e.g., project, 

trib., major spawning aggregate)

Population

MPG/ Subbasin/ Watershed/ Stock/ 

Core Area

ESU/DPS

CRB

Finer scale than pop. (e.g., project, 

trib., major spawning aggregate)

Population

MPG/ Subbasin/ Watershed/ Stock/ 

Core Area

ESU/DPS

CRB

Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB  

1.1

What is the distribution of adult salmonid fishes across broad regions?

1.2

What is the ecosystem status for Columbia River Basin (CRB) fish populations?

Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB  

2.1

 What is the size of CRB fish populations?

2.2

 What is the annualized growth rate of CRB fish populations?

2.3

What is the freshwater productivity (smolt of subadult/female) of CRB fish 

populations?

2.4

What is the age structure of CRB fish populations?

2.5

What is the fraction of potential spawners that are of hatchery origin?

2.6

How frequently do resident fish spawn?

2.7

What life history types make up different populations?

2.8

What is the biological condition of CRB fish spawning and rearing habitat?

2.9

What is the chemical water quality in CRB fish spawning and rearing habitat?

2.10

What is the physical habitat condition of CRB fish spawning and rearing habitat?

HABITAT

Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB  

3.1

Have specific habitat projects affected habitat conditions and local fish 

population survival, abundance or condition?

3.2

Did groups of habitat projects within a subpopulation or sub watershed on 

aggregate affect fish survival, abundance or condition on a larger demographic 

unit?

3.3

Are particular classes of habitat projects effective? (CSMEP focus has been on 

Lemhi case study of actions to reconnect tributary and mainstem habitats )

3.4

What are the mechanistic connections between habitat actions and fish 

population responses?

3.5 Have habitat projects achieved the expected improvements in conditions?

HARVEST

Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB  

3.6

What are the inseason estimates of run size and escapement for each 

management group and how do they compare to preseason estimates?

3.7

What is the target and nontarget harvest and when is it projected to reach 

allowable levels?

HATCHERIES

Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB  

3.8

To what extent can hatcheries be used to assist in meeting harvest 

management goals while keeping impacts to natural populations within 

acceptable limits?

3.9

To what extent can hatcheries be used to enhance viability of natural 

populations while keeping impacts to non-target populations within acceptable 

limits?

3.10

To what extent can hatcheries be used to conserve the genetic legacy of 

imperilled fish populations?

HYRO-SYSTEM

Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB  

3.11

Are smolt-to-adult survival rates (SARs) sufficiently high to meet NPCC and 

recovery goals?

3.12

Has the hydrosystem complied with performance standards set out in the 2000 

FCRPS BiOp?

3.13

What are the patterns in fish survival rates both within the mainstem and 

subsequent to it, for different species and groups of fish (transported vs. in-

river, hatchery vs. wild, upstream vs. lower river)?

3.14

What's the effect of different within-season transportation management and 

flow/spill management actions on various measures of fish survival rates?

3.15

To what extent would Removable Spillway Weirs improve fish survival rates, at 

both the project scale and over the overall life cycle?

SPATIAL SCALES

you have more points to allocate you have more points to allocate you have more points to allocate

Table 4. Sockeye. Table 5. Coho. Table 6. Bull Trout.

SPATIAL SCALES SPATIAL SCALES

Table 2. Fall Chinook. Table 3. Steelhead.

Tier 1. Ecosystem Status

Tier 2. Population and Habitat Status Monitoring

SPATIAL SCALES SPATIAL SCALES

Tier 3. Monitoring Effectiveness of Specific Recovery Actions (4H's)

SPATIAL SCALES

Questions / Spatial Scale ratings: Within each table for species 

that were rated ≥ 1, rate each cell relative to other cells in terms of 

overall importance of question and spatial scales of interest. Once 

again, 0=not applicable, 1=lowest importance, 5=highest 

importance).  If a species does not occur in your area of interest, 

leave that table blank.  For each table, exactly 405 points must be 

allocated - check point allocation above each table.

you have more points to allocate

Table 1. Sp/Su Chinook.

Species ratings: Rate species in terms of relative overall 

importance (0= not applicable, 1=lowest importance,  5 =highest 

importance; OK for multiple species to have same rating)

Check point allocation =

Directions: To ensure comprability of multiple surveys, please follow the instructions on Worksheet 1 exactly.

Survey of Relevance of Monitoring Questions to Regulatory Agencies

Agency Name:

you have more points to allocate you have more points to allocate

Name of person(s) completing survey:


Appendix B.  Survey Responses.
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Population

MPG/ Subbasin/ Watershed/ Stock/ 

Core Area

ESU/DPS

CRB

Finer scale than pop. (e.g., project, 

trib., major spawning aggregate)

Population

MPG/ Subbasin/ Watershed/ Stock/ 

Core Area

ESU/DPS

CRB

Finer scale than pop. (e.g., project, 

trib., major spawning aggregate)

Population

MPG/ Subbasin/ Watershed/ Stock/ 

Core Area

ESU/DPS

CRB

Finer scale than pop. (e.g., project, 

trib., major spawning aggregate)

Population

MPG/ Subbasin/ Watershed/ Stock/ 

Core Area

ESU/DPS

CRB

Finer scale than pop. (e.g., project, 

trib., major spawning aggregate)

Population

MPG/ Subbasin/ Watershed/ Stock/ 

Core Area

ESU/DPS

CRB

Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB  

1.1

What is the distribution of adult salmonid fishes across broad regions?

2 3 4 4 3 2 3 4 4 3 2 3 4 4 3 2 2 2 5 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 5 3 5 3

1.2

What is the ecosystem status for Columbia River Basin (CRB) fish populations?

2 3 4 4 3 2 3 4 4 3 2 3 4 4 3 2 2 2 5 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 5 3 5 3

Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB  

2.1

 What is the size of CRB fish populations?

4 5 5 5 3 4 5 4 4 3 4 5 5 5 3 2 4 2 5 2 3 3 3 3 3 3 5 3 5 3

2.2

 What is the annualized growth rate of CRB fish populations?

4 5 5 5 3 4 5 5 5 3 4 5 5 5 3 2 4 2 5 2 3 3 3 3 3 3 5 3 5 3

2.3

What is the freshwater productivity (smolt of subadult/female) of CRB fish 

populations?

3 5 4 3 3 3 5 4 3 3 3 5 4 3 3 2 4 2 5 2 3 3 3 3 3 3 5 3 4 2

2.4

What is the age structure of CRB fish populations?

3 5 4 3 2 3 5 4 3 2 3 5 4 3 2 2 4 2 5 2 3 3 3 3 3 3 5 3 3 2

2.5

What is the fraction of potential spawners that are of hatchery origin?

4 5 4 3 2 4 4 4 4 3 4 5 4 3 2 1 4 1 5 1 3 3 3 3 3 0 0 0 0 0

2.6

How frequently do resident fish spawn?

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 3 3 3 3 3 5 3 5 3

2.7

What life history types make up different populations?

3 4 3 3 2 2 3 3 3 2 3 4 3 3 2 2 4 2 4 2 3 3 3 3 3 3 4 3 4 3

2.8

What is the biological condition of CRB fish spawning and rearing habitat?

2 3 2 2 2 3 4 3 2 2 2 3 2 2 2 2 4 2 3 2 3 3 3 3 3 5 5 3 5 3

2.9

What is the chemical water quality in CRB fish spawning and rearing habitat?

2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 3 3 3 3 3 2 2 2 2 2

2.10

What is the physical habitat condition of CRB fish spawning and rearing habitat?

3 4 3 3 2 3 4 3 3 2 3 4 3 3 2 3 3 2 3 2 3 3 3 3 3 2 2 2 2 2

HABITAT

Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB  

3.1

Have specific habitat projects affected habitat conditions and local fish 

population survival, abundance or condition?

4 3 2 2 2 4 4 2 2 2 4 3 2 2 2 4 4 2 4 2 3 3 3 3 3 5 5 3 3 2

3.2

Did groups of habitat projects within a subpopulation or sub watershed on 

aggregate affect fish survival, abundance or condition on a larger demographic 

unit?

3 4 3 3 2 3 4 2 2 2 3 4 3 3 2 3 4 2 4 2 3 3 3 3 3 5 5 3 3 2

3.3

Are particular classes of habitat projects effective? (CSMEP focus has been on 

Lemhi case study of actions to reconnect tributary and mainstem habitats )

3 4 2 2 2 3 4 2 2 2 3 4 2 2 2 3 4 2 4 2 3 3 3 3 3 5 5 3 3 2

3.4

What are the mechanistic connections between habitat actions and fish 

population responses?

3 4 2 2 2 3 4 3 2 2 3 4 2 2 2 3 4 2 4 2 3 3 3 3 3 5 4 3 3 2

3.5 Have habitat projects achieved the expected improvements in conditions?

4 4 3 2 2 4 4 3 2 2 4 4 3 2 2 3 4 2 4 2 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3

HARVEST

Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB  

3.6

What are the inseason estimates of run size and escapement for each 

management group and how do they compare to preseason estimates?

2 5 4 3 2 2 5 4 4 2 2 5 4 3 2 2 4 2 5 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3

3.7

What is the target and nontarget harvest and when is it projected to reach 

allowable levels?

2 5 4 3 2 2 5 4 4 2 2 5 4 3 2 2 4 2 5 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 5 3 5 3

HATCHERIES

Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB  

3.8

To what extent can hatcheries be used to assist in meeting harvest 

management goals while keeping impacts to natural populations within 

acceptable limits?

2 5 3 4 3 2 4 3 5 3 2 5 3 4 3 4 5 2 5 3 3 3 3 3 3 2 2 2 3 2

3.9

To what extent can hatcheries be used to enhance viability of natural 

populations while keeping impacts to non-target populations within acceptable 

limits?

2 5 3 4 3 2 3 3 5 4 2 5 3 4 3 4 5 2 5 3 3 3 3 3 3 2 2 2 3 2

3.10

To what extent can hatcheries be used to conserve the genetic legacy of 

imperilled fish populations?

2 5 3 4 3 2 4 3 5 3 2 5 3 4 3 4 5 2 5 3 3 3 3 3 3 2 2 2 3 2

HYRO-SYSTEM

Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB  

3.11

Are smolt-to-adult survival rates (SARs) sufficiently high to meet NPCC and 

recovery goals?

2 4 4 5 3 3 3 3 5 3 2 4 4 5 3 3 5 2 5 3 3 3 3 3 3 0 0 0 0 0

3.12

Has the hydrosystem complied with performance standards set out in the 2000 

FCRPS BiOp?

0 0 0 4 3 0 0 0 4 3 0 0 0 4 3 3 5 2 5 3 3 3 3 3 3 1 1 1 1 1

3.13

What are the patterns in fish survival rates both within the mainstem and 

subsequent to it, for different species and groups of fish (transported vs. in-

river, hatchery vs. wild, upstream vs. lower river)?

2 3 3 5 3 2 3 4 5 3 2 3 3 5 3 3 5 2 5 3 3 3 3 3 3 0 0 0 0 0

3.14

What's the effect of different within-season transportation management and 

flow/spill management actions on various measures of fish survival rates?

2 3 3 5 3 2 3 3 5 3 2 3 3 5 3 3 5 2 5 3 3 3 3 3 3 0 0 0 0 0

3.15

To what extent would Removable Spillway Weirs improve fish survival rates, at 

both the project scale and over the overall life cycle?

2 3 3 5 3 2 3 3 3 3 2 3 3 5 3 3 5 2 5 3 3 3 3 3 3 0 0 0 0 0

Species ratings: Rate species in terms of relative overall 

importance (0= not applicable, 1=lowest importance,  5 =highest 

importance; OK for multiple species to have same rating)

Check point allocation =

Directions: To ensure comprability of multiple surveys, please follow the instructions on Worksheet 1 exactly.

Survey of Relevance of Monitoring Questions to Regulatory Agencies

Agency Name: IDFG

you have spent alloted points you have spent alloted points

Name of person(s) completing survey: Sharon Kiefer

Tier 3. Monitoring Effectiveness of Specific Recovery Actions (4H's)

SPATIAL SCALES

Questions / Spatial Scale ratings: Within each table for species 

that were rated ≥ 1, rate each cell relative to other cells in terms of 

overall importance of question and spatial scales of interest. Once 

again, 0=not applicable, 1=lowest importance, 5=highest 

importance).  If a species does not occur in your area of interest, 

leave that table blank.  For each table, exactly 405 points must be 

allocated - check point allocation above each table.

you have spent alloted points

Table 1. Sp/Su Chinook. Table 2. Fall Chinook. Table 3. Steelhead.

Tier 1. Ecosystem Status

Tier 2. Population and Habitat Status Monitoring

SPATIAL SCALES SPATIAL SCALES SPATIAL SCALES

you have spent alloted points you have spent alloted points you have more points to allocate

Table 4. Sockeye. Table 5. Coho. Table 6. Bull Trout.

SPATIAL SCALES SPATIAL SCALES


[image: image8.emf]Chinook-

Spring/Sum.

Chinook-

Fall

Steelhead

Sockeye

Coho

Bull Trout

0 0 0 0 0 5

Total points allowable = 405 405 405 405 405 405

Points allocated within table= 0 0 0 0 0 405

by 405 point(s) by 405 point(s) by 405 point(s) by 405 point(s) by 405 point(s)      

Finer scale than pop. (e.g., project, 

trib., major spawning aggregate)

Population

MPG/ Subbasin/ Watershed/ Stock/ 

Core Area

ESU/DPS

CRB

Finer scale than pop. (e.g., project, 

trib., major spawning aggregate)

Population

MPG/ Subbasin/ Watershed/ Stock/ 

Core Area

ESU/DPS

CRB

Finer scale than pop. (e.g., project, 

trib., major spawning aggregate)

Population

MPG/ Subbasin/ Watershed/ Stock/ 

Core Area

ESU/DPS

CRB

Finer scale than pop. (e.g., project, 

trib., major spawning aggregate)

Population

MPG/ Subbasin/ Watershed/ Stock/ 

Core Area

ESU/DPS

CRB

Finer scale than pop. (e.g., project, 

trib., major spawning aggregate)

Population

MPG/ Subbasin/ Watershed/ Stock/ 

Core Area

ESU/DPS

CRB

Finer scale than pop. (e.g., project, 

trib., major spawning aggregate)

Population

MPG/ Subbasin/ Watershed/ Stock/ 

Core Area

ESU/DPS

CRB

Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB  

1.1

What is the distribution of adult salmonid fishes across broad regions?

5 5 5 4 3

1.2

What is the ecosystem status for Columbia River Basin (CRB) fish populations?

5 5 5 5 3

Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB  

2.1

 What is the size of CRB fish populations?

4 5 5 5 1

2.2

 What is the annualized growth rate of CRB fish populations?

4 5 5 5 3

2.3

What is the freshwater productivity (smolt of subadult/female) of CRB fish 

populations?

5 5 5 5 4

2.4

What is the age structure of CRB fish populations?

4 5 4 4 3

2.5

What is the fraction of potential spawners that are of hatchery origin?

0 0 0 0 0

2.6

How frequently do resident fish spawn?

5 5 5 4 3

2.7

What life history types make up different populations?

5 5 5 5 4

2.8

What is the biological condition of CRB fish spawning and rearing habitat?

5 5 5 5 4

2.9

What is the chemical water quality in CRB fish spawning and rearing habitat?

4 3 3 3 3

2.10

What is the physical habitat condition of CRB fish spawning and rearing habitat?

4 4 5 4 3

HABITAT

Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB  

3.1

Have specific habitat projects affected habitat conditions and local fish 

population survival, abundance or condition?

5 4 4 4 3

3.2

Did groups of habitat projects within a subpopulation or sub watershed on 

aggregate affect fish survival, abundance or condition on a larger demographic 

unit?

3 4 5 5 2

3.3

Are particular classes of habitat projects effective? (CSMEP focus has been on 

Lemhi case study of actions to reconnect tributary and mainstem habitats )

5 5 5 4 3

3.4

What are the mechanistic connections between habitat actions and fish 

population responses?

5 5 5 4 3

3.5 Have habitat projects achieved the expected improvements in conditions?

5 5 5 5 5

HARVEST

Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB  

3.6

What are the inseason estimates of run size and escapement for each 

management group and how do they compare to preseason estimates?

0 0 0 0 0

3.7

What is the target and nontarget harvest and when is it projected to reach 

allowable levels?

0 0 0 0 0

HATCHERIES

Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB  

3.8

To what extent can hatcheries be used to assist in meeting harvest 

management goals while keeping impacts to natural populations within 

acceptable limits?

0 0 0 0 1

3.9

To what extent can hatcheries be used to enhance viability of natural 

populations while keeping impacts to non-target populations within acceptable 

limits?

0 0 0 0 3

3.10

To what extent can hatcheries be used to conserve the genetic legacy of 

imperilled fish populations?

0 4 3 3 3

HYRO-SYSTEM

Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB  

3.11

Are smolt-to-adult survival rates (SARs) sufficiently high to meet NPCC and 

recovery goals?

0 0 0 0 0

3.12

Has the hydrosystem complied with performance standards set out in the 2000 

FCRPS BiOp?

3 4 5 5 4

3.13

What are the patterns in fish survival rates both within the mainstem and 

subsequent to it, for different species and groups of fish (transported vs. in-

river, hatchery vs. wild, upstream vs. lower river)?

0 0 0 0

3.14

What's the effect of different within-season transportation management and 

flow/spill management actions on various measures of fish survival rates?

5 5 5 5 2

3.15

To what extent would Removable Spillway Weirs improve fish survival rates, at 

both the project scale and over the overall life cycle?

0 0 0 0 0

Species ratings: Rate species in terms of relative overall 

importance (0= not applicable, 1=lowest importance,  5 =highest 

importance; OK for multiple species to have same rating)

Check point allocation =

Directions: To ensure comprability of multiple surveys, please follow the instructions on Worksheet 1 exactly.

Survey of Relevance of Monitoring Questions to Regulatory Agencies

Agency Name:  

Montana Fish, Wildlife & Parks

you have more points to allocate you have more points to allocate

Name of person(s) completing survey:  

Chris Hunter and Brian Marotz

Tier 3. Monitoring Effectiveness of Specific Recovery Actions (4H's)

SPATIAL SCALES

Questions / Spatial Scale ratings: Within each table for species 

that were rated ≥ 1, rate each cell relative to other cells in terms of 

overall importance of question and spatial scales of interest. Once 

again, 0=not applicable, 1=lowest importance, 5=highest 

importance).  If a species does not occur in your area of interest, 

leave that table blank.  For each table, exactly 405 points must be 

allocated - check point allocation above each table.

you have more points to allocate

Table 1. Sp/Su Chinook. Table 2. Fall Chinook. Table 3. Steelhead.

Tier 1. Ecosystem Status

Tier 2. Population and Habitat Status Monitoring

SPATIAL SCALES SPATIAL SCALES SPATIAL SCALES

you have more points to allocate you have more points to allocate you have spent alloted points

Table 4. Sockeye. Table 5. Coho. Table 6. Bull Trout.

SPATIAL SCALES SPATIAL SCALES



[image: image9.emf]Chinook-

Spring/Sum.

Chinook-

Fall

Steelhead

Sockeye

Coho

Bull Trout

5 4 5 3 5 3

Total points allowable = 405 405 405 405 405 405

Points allocated within table= 402 402 405 405 402 345

by 3 point(s) by 3 point(s)             by 3 point(s) by 60 point(s)

Finer scale than pop. (e.g., project, 

trib., major spawning aggregate)

Population

MPG/ Subbasin/ Watershed/ Stock/ 

Core Area

ESU/DPS

CRB

Finer scale than pop. (e.g., project, 

trib., major spawning aggregate)

Population

MPG/ Subbasin/ Watershed/ Stock/ 

Core Area

ESU/DPS

CRB

Finer scale than pop. (e.g., project, 

trib., major spawning aggregate)

Population

MPG/ Subbasin/ Watershed/ Stock/ 

Core Area

ESU/DPS

CRB

Finer scale than pop. (e.g., project, 

trib., major spawning aggregate)

Population

MPG/ Subbasin/ Watershed/ Stock/ 

Core Area

ESU/DPS

CRB

Finer scale than pop. (e.g., project, 

trib., major spawning aggregate)

Population

MPG/ Subbasin/ Watershed/ Stock/ 

Core Area

ESU/DPS

CRB

Finer scale than pop. (e.g., project, 

trib., major spawning aggregate)

Population

MPG/ Subbasin/ Watershed/ Stock/ 

Core Area

ESU/DPS

CRB

Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB  

1.1

What is the distribution of adult salmonid fishes across broad regions?

1 2 4 3 3 1 2 4 3 3 1 2 4 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 1 2 4 3 3 2 5 3 3 2

1.2

What is the ecosystem status for Columbia River Basin (CRB) fish populations?

1 2 4 3 3 1 2 4 3 3 1 2 4 3 3 2 3 3 4 3 1 2 4 3 3 2 5 3 3 2

Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB  

2.1

 What is the size of CRB fish populations?

4 5 5 4 3 4 5 5 4 3 4 5 5 4 3 2 3 3 4 3 4 5 5 4 3 2 5 3 3 2

2.2

 What is the annualized growth rate of CRB fish populations?

4 5 5 4 3 4 5 5 4 3 4 5 5 4 3 2 3 3 4 3 4 5 5 4 3 2 5 3 3 2

2.3

What is the freshwater productivity (smolt of subadult/female) of CRB fish 

populations?

3 5 5 4 3 3 5 5 4 3 3 5 5 4 3 2 3 3 3 2 3 5 5 4 3 2 5 3 3 2

2.4

What is the age structure of CRB fish populations?

3 5 5 4 4 3 5 5 4 4 3 5 5 4 4 2 3 3 3 2 3 5 5 4 4 2 5 3 3 2

2.5

What is the fraction of potential spawners that are of hatchery origin?

3 5 5 4 3 3 5 5 4 3 3 5 5 4 3 2 2 3 4 2 3 5 5 4 3 0 0 0 0 0

2.6

How frequently do resident fish spawn?

1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 2 2 2 1 2 3 2 2 2 1 1 1 1 1 2 5 3 3 2

2.7

What life history types make up different populations?

3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 2 3 2 2 2 3 3 3 3 3 2 5 3 3 2

2.8

What is the biological condition of CRB fish spawning and rearing habitat?

1 2 3 2 1 1 2 3 2 1 1 2 3 2 1 1 2 3 2 1 1 2 3 2 1 2 5 3 3 2

2.9

What is the chemical water quality in CRB fish spawning and rearing habitat?

1 2 2 2 1 1 2 2 2 1 1 2 2 2 1 1 2 2 2 1 1 2 2 2 1 2 5 3 3 2

2.10

What is the physical habitat condition of CRB fish spawning and rearing habitat?

3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 2 5 3 3 2

HABITAT

Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB  

3.1

Have specific habitat projects affected habitat conditions and local fish 

population survival, abundance or condition?

4 3 2 2 1 4 3 2 2 1 4 3 2 2 1 3 3 3 3 3 4 3 2 2 1 4 5 2 2 2

3.2

Did groups of habitat projects within a subpopulation or sub watershed on 

aggregate affect fish survival, abundance or condition on a larger demographic 

unit?

3 4 3 2 1 3 4 3 2 1 3 4 3 2 1 3 3 3 3 3 3 4 3 2 1 4 5 2 2 2

3.3

Are particular classes of habitat projects effective? (CSMEP focus has been on 

Lemhi case study of actions to reconnect tributary and mainstem habitats )

3 4 4 2 1 3 4 4 2 1 3 4 4 2 1 3 3 3 3 3 3 4 4 2 1 4 5 2 2 2

3.4

What are the mechanistic connections between habitat actions and fish 

population responses?

1 4 4 3 1 1 4 4 3 1 1 4 4 3 1 3 3 3 3 3 1 4 4 3 1 4 5 2 2 2

3.5 Have habitat projects achieved the expected improvements in conditions?

4 4 4 3 1 4 4 4 3 1 4 4 4 3 1 3 3 3 3 3 4 4 4 3 1 4 5 2 2 2

HARVEST

Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB  

3.6

What are the inseason estimates of run size and escapement for each 

management group and how do they compare to preseason estimates?

1 5 4 4 1 1 5 4 4 1 1 5 4 4 1 3 3 3 5 5 1 5 4 4 1 2 5 3 3 2

3.7

What is the target and nontarget harvest and when is it projected to reach 

allowable levels?

1 5 4 4 1 1 5 4 4 1 1 5 4 4 1 3 3 3 5 5 1 5 4 4 1 2 5 3 3 2

HATCHERIES

Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB  

3.8

To what extent can hatcheries be used to assist in meeting harvest 

management goals while keeping impacts to natural populations within 

acceptable limits?

1 5 4 4 1 1 5 4 4 1 1 5 4 4 1 3 3 3 3 3 1 5 4 4 1 0 0 0 0 0

3.9

To what extent can hatcheries be used to enhance viability of natural 

populations while keeping impacts to non-target populations within acceptable 

limits?

1 5 4 4 1 1 5 4 4 1 1 5 4 4 1 3 3 3 3 3 1 5 4 4 1 0 0 0 0 0

3.10

To what extent can hatcheries be used to conserve the genetic legacy of 

imperilled fish populations?

1 5 4 4 1 1 5 4 4 1 1 5 4 4 1 3 3 3 3 3 1 5 4 4 1 0 0 0 0 0

HYRO-SYSTEM

Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB  

3.11

Are smolt-to-adult survival rates (SARs) sufficiently high to meet NPCC and 

recovery goals?

1 3 4 5 3 1 3 4 5 3 1 3 4 5 3 3 3 3 5 5 1 3 4 5 3 2 5 3 3 2

3.12

Has the hydrosystem complied with performance standards set out in the 2000 

FCRPS BiOp?

1 2 3 5 3 1 2 3 5 3 1 2 3 5 3 3 3 3 5 5 1 2 3 5 3 2 5 3 3 2

3.13

What are the patterns in fish survival rates both within the mainstem and 

subsequent to it, for different species and groups of fish (transported vs. in-

river, hatchery vs. wild, upstream vs. lower river)?

1 3 3 5 3 1 3 3 5 3 1 3 3 5 3 3 3 3 5 5 1 3 3 5 3 2 5 3 3 2

3.14

What's the effect of different within-season transportation management and 

flow/spill management actions on various measures of fish survival rates?

1 3 3 5 3 1 3 3 5 3 1 3 3 5 3 3 3 3 5 5 1 3 3 5 3 2 5 3 3 2

3.15

To what extent would Removable Spillway Weirs improve fish survival rates, at 

both the project scale and over the overall life cycle?

4 3 3 5 3 4 3 3 5 3 4 3 3 5 3 4 3 3 5 3 4 3 3 5 3 2 5 3 3 2

Species ratings: Rate species in terms of relative overall 

importance (0= not applicable, 1=lowest importance,  5 =highest 

importance; OK for multiple species to have same rating)

Check point allocation =

Directions: To ensure comprability of multiple surveys, please follow the instructions on Worksheet 1 exactly.

Survey of Relevance of Monitoring Questions to Regulatory Agencies

Agency Name: ODFW

you have more points to allocate you have spent alloted points

Name of person(s) completing survey: T Rien

Tier 3. Monitoring Effectiveness of Specific Recovery Actions (4H's)

SPATIAL SCALES

Questions / Spatial Scale ratings: Within each table for species 

that were rated ≥ 1, rate each cell relative to other cells in terms of 

overall importance of question and spatial scales of interest. Once 

again, 0=not applicable, 1=lowest importance, 5=highest 

importance).  If a species does not occur in your area of interest, 

leave that table blank.  For each table, exactly 405 points must be 

allocated - check point allocation above each table.

you have more points to allocate

Table 1. Sp/Su Chinook. Table 2. Fall Chinook. Table 3. Steelhead.

Tier 1. Ecosystem Status

Tier 2. Population and Habitat Status Monitoring

SPATIAL SCALES SPATIAL SCALES SPATIAL SCALES

you have spent alloted points you have more points to allocate you have more points to allocate

Table 4. Sockeye. Table 5. Coho. Table 6. Bull Trout.

SPATIAL SCALES SPATIAL SCALES


[image: image10.emf]Chinook-

Spring/Sum.

Chinook-

Fall

Steelhead

Sockeye

Coho

Bull Trout

4 4 4 3 3 3

Total points allowable = 405 405 405 405 405 405

Points allocated within table= 405 405 405 405 405 405

                                   

Finer scale than pop. (e.g., project, 

trib., major spawning aggregate)

Population

MPG/ Subbasin/ Watershed/ Stock/ 

Core Area

ESU/DPS

CRB

Finer scale than pop. (e.g., project, 

trib., major spawning aggregate)

Population

MPG/ Subbasin/ Watershed/ Stock/ 

Core Area

ESU/DPS

CRB

Finer scale than pop. (e.g., project, 

trib., major spawning aggregate)

Population

MPG/ Subbasin/ Watershed/ Stock/ 

Core Area

ESU/DPS

CRB

Finer scale than pop. (e.g., project, 

trib., major spawning aggregate)

Population

MPG/ Subbasin/ Watershed/ Stock/ 

Core Area

ESU/DPS

CRB

Finer scale than pop. (e.g., project, 

trib., major spawning aggregate)

Population

MPG/ Subbasin/ Watershed/ Stock/ 

Core Area

ESU/DPS

CRB

Finer scale than pop. (e.g., project, 

trib., major spawning aggregate)

Population

MPG/ Subbasin/ Watershed/ Stock/ 

Core Area

ESU/DPS

CRB

Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB  

1.1

What is the distribution of adult salmonid fishes across broad regions?

2 5 5 5 1 2 5 5 5 1 2 5 5 5 1 3 5 3 5 1 2 5 5 5 1 4 5 3 5 1

1.2

What is the ecosystem status for Columbia River Basin (CRB) fish populations?

1 3 3 3 1 1 3 3 3 1 1 3 3 3 1 1 3 3 3 1 1 3 3 3 1 4 3 3 3 1

Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB  

2.1

 What is the size of CRB fish populations?

2 5 5 5 1 2 5 5 5 1 2 5 5 5 1 2 5 5 5 1 2 5 5 5 1 4 5 5 5 1

2.2

 What is the annualized growth rate of CRB fish populations?

2 4 5 5 2 2 4 5 5 2 2 4 5 5 2 2 4 5 5 2 2 5 5 5 2 3 5 5 5 2

2.3

What is the freshwater productivity (smolt of subadult/female) of CRB fish 

populations?

2 5 5 4 2 2 5 5 4 2 2 5 5 4 2 3 5 5 4 2 3 5 5 4 2 5 5 5 4 2

2.4

What is the age structure of CRB fish populations?

3 5 5 4 2 3 5 5 4 2 3 5 5 4 2 3 5 5 4 2 2 2 2 2 2 5 5 5 4 2

2.5

What is the fraction of potential spawners that are of hatchery origin?

4 5 4 4 2 4 5 4 4 2 4 5 4 4 2 4 5 4 4 2 4 5 5 5 2 4 5 4 4 2

2.6

How frequently do resident fish spawn?

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 4 4 3 2

2.7

What life history types make up different populations?

1 3 4 3 3 1 3 4 3 3 1 3 4 3 3 1 3 4 3 3 1 3 4 3 3 3 4 4 3 2

2.8

What is the biological condition of CRB fish spawning and rearing habitat?

3 3 2 2 2 3 3 2 2 2 3 3 2 2 2 3 3 2 2 2 3 3 2 2 2 3 4 3 2 2

2.9

What is the chemical water quality in CRB fish spawning and rearing habitat?

3 2 1 1 1 3 2 1 1 1 3 2 1 1 1 3 2 1 1 1 3 2 1 1 1 3 2 1 1 1

2.10

What is the physical habitat condition of CRB fish spawning and rearing habitat?

3 3 2 2 2 3 3 2 2 2 3 3 2 2 2 3 3 2 2 2 3 3 2 2 2 3 3 2 2 2

HABITAT

Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB  

3.1

Have specific habitat projects affected habitat conditions and local fish 

population survival, abundance or condition?

4 4 3 2 1 4 4 3 2 1 4 4 3 2 1 4 4 3 2 1 4 4 4 2 1 4 4 3 3 2

3.2

Did groups of habitat projects within a subpopulation or sub watershed on 

aggregate affect fish survival, abundance or condition on a larger demographic 

unit?

4 4 3 3 1 4 4 3 3 1 4 4 3 3 1 4 4 3 3 1 4 4 4 3 1 4 4 4 3 2

3.3

Are particular classes of habitat projects effective? (CSMEP focus has been on 

Lemhi case study of actions to reconnect tributary and mainstem habitats )

3 4 4 3 3 3 4 4 3 3 3 4 4 3 3 3 4 4 3 3 3 4 4 3 3 4 4 4 3 3

3.4

What are the mechanistic connections between habitat actions and fish 

population responses?

4 3 4 3 3 4 3 4 3 3 4 3 4 3 3 4 3 4 3 3 4 4 4 3 3 4 3 4 3 3

3.5 Have habitat projects achieved the expected improvements in conditions?

3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 4 4 3 3 4 3 3 3 3

HARVEST

Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB  

3.6

What are the inseason estimates of run size and escapement for each 

management group and how do they compare to preseason estimates?

2 5 5 5 3 2 5 5 5 3 2 5 5 5 3 2 5 5 5 3 2 5 5 5 3 4 4 3 2 1

3.7

What is the target and nontarget harvest and when is it projected to reach 

allowable levels?

2 5 5 5 3 2 5 5 5 3 2 5 5 5 3 2 5 5 5 3 2 5 5 5 3 4 4 3 2 1

HATCHERIES

Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB  

3.8

To what extent can hatcheries be used to assist in meeting harvest 

management goals while keeping impacts to natural populations within 

acceptable limits?

2 5 5 5 3 2 5 5 5 3 2 5 5 5 3 2 5 5 5 3 2 5 5 5 3 3 5 5 5 3

3.9

To what extent can hatcheries be used to enhance viability of natural 

populations while keeping impacts to non-target populations within acceptable 

limits?

2 5 5 5 3 2 5 5 5 3 2 5 5 5 3 2 5 5 5 3 2 5 5 5 3 3 5 5 5 3

3.10

To what extent can hatcheries be used to conserve the genetic legacy of 

imperilled fish populations?

2 5 4 4 2 2 5 4 4 2 2 5 4 4 2 2 5 4 4 2 2 5 4 4 2 3 5 5 4 2

HYRO-SYSTEM

Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB  

3.11

Are smolt-to-adult survival rates (SARs) sufficiently high to meet NPCC and 

recovery goals?

1 4 4 4 1 1 4 4 4 1 1 4 4 4 1 1 4 4 4 1 1 4 4 4 1 0 0 0 0 0

3.12

Has the hydrosystem complied with performance standards set out in the 2000 

FCRPS BiOp?

1 3 3 3 1 1 3 3 3 1 1 3 3 3 1 1 3 3 3 1 1 3 3 3 1 4 3 3 3 2

3.13

What are the patterns in fish survival rates both within the mainstem and 

subsequent to it, for different species and groups of fish (transported vs. in-

river, hatchery vs. wild, upstream vs. lower river)?

1 3 4 4 1 1 3 4 4 1 1 3 4 4 1 1 3 4 4 1 1 3 4 4 1 0 0 0 0 0

3.14

What's the effect of different within-season transportation management and 

flow/spill management actions on various measures of fish survival rates?

1 4 4 4 1 1 4 4 4 1 1 4 4 4 1 1 4 4 4 1 1 4 4 4 1 3 4 4 4 2

3.15

To what extent would Removable Spillway Weirs improve fish survival rates, at 

both the project scale and over the overall life cycle?

1 3 3 3 1 1 3 3 3 1 1 3 3 3 1 1 3 3 3 1 1 3 3 3 1 0 0 0 0 0

Species ratings: Rate species in terms of relative overall 

importance (0= not applicable, 1=lowest importance,  5 =highest 

importance; OK for multiple species to have same rating)

Check point allocation =

Directions: To ensure comprability of multiple surveys, please follow the instructions on Worksheet 1 exactly.

Survey of Relevance of Monitoring Questions to Regulatory Agencies

Agency: Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife

you have spent alloted points you have spent alloted points

Name of person(s) completing survey: Dick Stone, Bill Tweit, Cindy LeFleur

Tier 3. Monitoring Effectiveness of Specific Recovery Actions (4H's)

SPATIAL SCALES

Questions / Spatial Scale ratings: Within each table for species 

that were rated ≥ 1, rate each cell relative to other cells in terms of 

overall importance of question and spatial scales of interest. Once 

again, 0=not applicable, 1=lowest importance, 5=highest 

importance).  If a species does not occur in your area of interest, 

leave that table blank.  For each table, exactly 405 points must be 

allocated - check point allocation above each table.

you have spent alloted points

Table 1. Sp/Su Chinook. Table 2. Fall Chinook. Table 3. Steelhead.

Tier 1. Ecosystem Status

Tier 2. Population and Habitat Status Monitoring

SPATIAL SCALES SPATIAL SCALES SPATIAL SCALES

you have spent alloted points you have spent alloted points you have spent alloted points

Table 4. Sockeye. Table 5. Coho. Table 6. Bull Trout.

SPATIAL SCALES SPATIAL SCALES


[image: image11.emf]Chinook-

Spring/Sum.

Chinook-

Fall

Steelhead

Sockeye

Coho

Bull Trout

4 4 4 4 4 5

Total points allowable = 405 405 405 405 405 405

Points allocated within table= 405 405 405 379 405 361

                  by 26 point(s)       by 44 point(s)

Finer scale than pop. (e.g., project, 

trib., major spawning aggregate)

Population

MPG/ Subbasin/ Watershed/ Stock/ 

Core Area

ESU/DPS

CRB

Finer scale than pop. (e.g., project, 

trib., major spawning aggregate)

Population

MPG/ Subbasin/ Watershed/ Stock/ 

Core Area

ESU/DPS

CRB

Finer scale than pop. (e.g., project, 

trib., major spawning aggregate)

Population

MPG/ Subbasin/ Watershed/ Stock/ 

Core Area

ESU/DPS

CRB

Finer scale than pop. (e.g., project, 

trib., major spawning aggregate)

Population

MPG/ Subbasin/ Watershed/ Stock/ 

Core Area

ESU/DPS

CRB

Finer scale than pop. (e.g., project, 

trib., major spawning aggregate)

Population

MPG/ Subbasin/ Watershed/ Stock/ 

Core Area

ESU/DPS

CRB

Finer scale than pop. (e.g., project, 

trib., major spawning aggregate)

Population

MPG/ Subbasin/ Watershed/ Stock/ 

Core Area

ESU/DPS

CRB

Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB  

1.1

What is the distribution of adult salmonid fishes across broad regions?

0 0 5 4 3 0 0 3 4 3 0 0 5 4 3 0 0 5 4 3 0 0 3 4 3 0 2 5 5 5

1.2

What is the ecosystem status for Columbia River Basin (CRB) fish populations?

0 0 3 4 3 0 0 2 4 3 0 0 3 4 3 0 0 3 4 3 0 0 2 4 3 0 3 3 3 3

Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB  

2.1

 What is the size of CRB fish populations?

2 4 4 3 2 1 4 4 3 2 2 4 4 3 2 2 4 4 3 2 1 4 4 3 2 4 5 5 5 4

2.2

 What is the annualized growth rate of CRB fish populations?

2 5 5 4 3 1 5 5 4 3 1 5 5 4 3 1 5 5 4 3 1 5 5 4 3 1 5 5 5 1

2.3

What is the freshwater productivity (smolt of subadult/female) of CRB fish 

populations?

3 4 4 2 2 3 4 4 4 2 3 4 4 2 2 3 4 4 2 2 3 4 4 4 2 0 3 3 1 0

2.4

What is the age structure of CRB fish populations?

3 5 5 5 2 2 3 4 5 2 3 5 5 5 2 3 5 5 5 2 2 3 4 5 2 5 5 5 5 2

2.5

What is the fraction of potential spawners that are of hatchery origin?

3 5 5 3 3 3 4 4 5 3 3 5 5 3 3 3 5 5 3 3 3 4 4 5 3 0 0 0 0 0

2.6

How frequently do resident fish spawn?

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 3 3 0 0 4 3 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 5 5 5 2

2.7

What life history types make up different populations?

1 4 4 3 4 1 3 4 4 4 1 4 4 3 4 1 4 4 3 4 1 3 4 4 4 5 5 5 5 2

2.8

What is the biological condition of CRB fish spawning and rearing habitat?

2 2 2 2 1 2 2 2 2 1 2 2 2 2 1 2 2 2 2 1 2 2 2 2 1 4 4 4 3 2

2.9

What is the chemical water quality in CRB fish spawning and rearing habitat?

1 2 2 1 1 1 2 2 1 1 1 2 2 1 1 1 2 2 1 1 1 2 2 1 1 4 4 4 3 2

2.10

What is the physical habitat condition of CRB fish spawning and rearing habitat?

2 4 4 2 2 2 3 3 2 2 2 4 4 2 2 2 4 4 2 2 2 3 3 2 2 5 5 5 5 3

HABITAT

Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB  

3.1

Have specific habitat projects affected habitat conditions and local fish 

population survival, abundance or condition?

4 4 4 2 1 4 4 4 4 1 4 4 4 2 1 4 4 4 2 1 4 4 4 4 1 5 5 4 3 2

3.2

Did groups of habitat projects within a subpopulation or sub watershed on 

aggregate affect fish survival, abundance or condition on a larger demographic 

unit?

1 4 4 3 1 1 4 4 4 1 1 4 4 3 1 1 4 4 3 1 1 4 4 4 1 1 5 5 5 2

3.3

Are particular classes of habitat projects effective? (CSMEP focus has been on 

Lemhi case study of actions to reconnect tributary and mainstem habitats )

3 4 4 4 4 3 4 4 4 4 3 4 4 4 4 3 4 4 4 4 3 4 4 4 4 5 5 5 5 2

3.4

What are the mechanistic connections between habitat actions and fish 

population responses?

3 3 2 2 1 3 2 4 5 1 3 3 2 2 1 3 3 2 2 1 3 2 4 5 1 4 4 4 4 2

3.5 Have habitat projects achieved the expected improvements in conditions?

4 4 4 3 2 3 4 4 5 2 4 4 4 3 2 4 4 4 3 2 3 4 4 5 2 5 5 4 3 2

HARVEST

Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB  

3.6

What are the inseason estimates of run size and escapement for each 

management group and how do they compare to preseason estimates?

0 3 3 3 4 0 3 4 5 4 0 3 3 3 4 0 3 4 5 4 2 3 3 3 2

3.7

What is the target and nontarget harvest and when is it projected to reach 

allowable levels?

0 3 3 3 4 0 3 4 5 5 0 3 3 3 4 0 3 4 5 5 2 4 4 4 2

HATCHERIES

Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB  

3.8

To what extent can hatcheries be used to assist in meeting harvest 

management goals while keeping impacts to natural populations within 

acceptable limits?

2 4 4 4 2 1 4 5 5 4 2 4 4 4 2 2 4 4 4 2 1 4 5 5 4 0 0 0 0 0

3.9

To what extent can hatcheries be used to enhance viability of natural 

populations while keeping impacts to non-target populations within acceptable 

limits?

5 5 5 5 2 1 5 5 5 5 2 5 5 5 2 2 5 5 5 2 1 5 5 5 5 0 0 0 0 0

3.10

To what extent can hatcheries be used to conserve the genetic legacy of 

imperilled fish populations?

5 5 5 5 2 1 5 5 5 5 2 5 5 5 2 2 5 5 5 2 1 5 5 5 5 0 0 0 0 0

HYRO-SYSTEM

Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB  

3.11

Are smolt-to-adult survival rates (SARs) sufficiently high to meet NPCC and 

recovery goals?

2 5 5 5 2 1 5 5 5 3 2 5 5 5 2 2 5 5 5 2 1 5 5 5 3 0 0 0 0 0

3.12

Has the hydrosystem complied with performance standards set out in the 2000 

FCRPS BiOp?

0 3 5 5 3 0 0 5 5 3 0 3 5 5 2 0 3 5 5 2 0 0 5 5 3 0 3 4 4 4

3.13

What are the patterns in fish survival rates both within the mainstem and 

subsequent to it, for different species and groups of fish (transported vs. in-

river, hatchery vs. wild, upstream vs. lower river)?

3 5 5 5 3 1 4 5 5 3 3 5 5 5 2 3 5 5 5 2 1 4 5 5 3 0 0 0 0 0

3.14

What's the effect of different within-season transportation management and 

flow/spill management actions on various measures of fish survival rates?

3 5 5 5 3 1 4 5 5 3 3 5 5 5 2 3 5 5 5 2 1 4 5 5 3 0 2 4 3 2

3.15

To what extent would Removable Spillway Weirs improve fish survival rates, at 

both the project scale and over the overall life cycle?

0 2 3 3 3 0 0 5 5 3 0 2 3 3 3 0 2 3 3 3 0 0 5 5 3 0 2 4 3 2

Species ratings: Rate species in terms of relative overall 

importance (0= not applicable, 1=lowest importance,  5 =highest 

importance; OK for multiple species to have same rating)

Check point allocation =

Directions: To ensure comprability of multiple surveys, please follow the instructions on Worksheet 1 exactly.

Survey of Relevance of Monitoring Questions to Regulatory Agencies

Agency Name: USFWS

you have spent alloted points you have spent alloted points

Name of person(s) completing survey: Howard Schaller & Paul 'Scooter" Wilson

Tier 3. Monitoring Effectiveness of Specific Recovery Actions (4H's)

SPATIAL SCALES

Questions / Spatial Scale ratings: Within each table for species 

that were rated ≥ 1, rate each cell relative to other cells in terms of 

overall importance of question and spatial scales of interest. Once 

again, 0=not applicable, 1=lowest importance, 5=highest 

importance).  If a species does not occur in your area of interest, 

leave that table blank.  For each table, exactly 405 points must be 

allocated - check point allocation above each table.

you have spent alloted points

Table 1. Sp/Su Chinook. Table 2. Fall Chinook. Table 3. Steelhead.

Tier 1. Ecosystem Status

Tier 2. Population and Habitat Status Monitoring

SPATIAL SCALES SPATIAL SCALES SPATIAL SCALES

you have more points to allocate you have spent alloted points you have more points to allocate

Table 4. Sockeye. Table 5. Coho. Table 6. Bull Trout.

SPATIAL SCALES SPATIAL SCALES



[image: image12.emf]Chinook-

Spring/Sum.

Chinook-

Fall

Steelhead

Sockeye

Coho

Bull Trout

3 3 3 3 3 3

Total points allowable = 405 405 405 405 405 405

Points allocated within table= 0 0 0 0 0 405

by 405 point(s) by 405 point(s) by 405 point(s) by 405 point(s) by 405 point(s)      

Finer scale than pop. (e.g., project, 

trib., major spawning aggregate)

Population

MPG/ Subbasin/ Watershed/ Stock/ 

Core Area

ESU/DPS

CRB

Finer scale than pop. (e.g., project, 

trib., major spawning aggregate)

Population

MPG/ Subbasin/ Watershed/ Stock/ 

Core Area

ESU/DPS

CRB

Finer scale than pop. (e.g., project, 

trib., major spawning aggregate)

Population

MPG/ Subbasin/ Watershed/ Stock/ 

Core Area

ESU/DPS

CRB

Finer scale than pop. (e.g., project, 

trib., major spawning aggregate)

Population

MPG/ Subbasin/ Watershed/ Stock/ 

Core Area

ESU/DPS

CRB

Finer scale than pop. (e.g., project, 

trib., major spawning aggregate)

Population

MPG/ Subbasin/ Watershed/ Stock/ 

Core Area

ESU/DPS

CRB

Finer scale than pop. (e.g., project, 

trib., major spawning aggregate)

Population

MPG/ Subbasin/ Watershed/ Stock/ 

Core Area

ESU/DPS

CRB

Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB  

1.1

What is the distribution of adult salmonid fishes across broad regions?

5 5 5

1.2

What is the ecosystem status for Columbia River Basin (CRB) fish populations?

5 5 5

Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   5 Pop MPG ESU   CRB  

2.1

 What is the size of CRB fish populations?

5 5 5

2.2

 What is the annualized growth rate of CRB fish populations?

5 5 5

2.3

What is the freshwater productivity (smolt of subadult/female) of CRB fish 

populations?

5 5 5

2.4

What is the age structure of CRB fish populations?

5 5 5

2.5

What is the fraction of potential spawners that are of hatchery origin?

5 5 5

2.6

How frequently do resident fish spawn?

5 5 5

2.7

What life history types make up different populations?

5 5 5

2.8

What is the biological condition of CRB fish spawning and rearing habitat?

5 5 5

2.9

What is the chemical water quality in CRB fish spawning and rearing habitat?

5 5 5

2.10

What is the physical habitat condition of CRB fish spawning and rearing habitat?

5 5 5

HABITAT

Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB  

3.1

Have specific habitat projects affected habitat conditions and local fish 

population survival, abundance or condition?

5 5 5

3.2

Did groups of habitat projects within a subpopulation or sub watershed on 

aggregate affect fish survival, abundance or condition on a larger demographic 

unit?

5 5 5

3.3

Are particular classes of habitat projects effective? (CSMEP focus has been on 

Lemhi case study of actions to reconnect tributary and mainstem habitats )

5 5 5

3.4

What are the mechanistic connections between habitat actions and fish 

population responses?

5 5 5

3.5 Have habitat projects achieved the expected improvements in conditions?

5 5 5

HARVEST

Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB  

3.6

What are the inseason estimates of run size and escapement for each 

management group and how do they compare to preseason estimates?

5 5 5

3.7

What is the target and nontarget harvest and when is it projected to reach 

allowable levels?

5 5 5

HATCHERIES

Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB  

3.8

To what extent can hatcheries be used to assist in meeting harvest 

management goals while keeping impacts to natural populations within 

acceptable limits?

5 5 5

3.9

To what extent can hatcheries be used to enhance viability of natural 

populations while keeping impacts to non-target populations within acceptable 

limits?

5 5 5

3.10

To what extent can hatcheries be used to conserve the genetic legacy of 

imperilled fish populations?

5 5 5

HYRO-SYSTEM

Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB  

3.11

Are smolt-to-adult survival rates (SARs) sufficiently high to meet NPCC and 

recovery goals?

5 5 5

3.12

Has the hydrosystem complied with performance standards set out in the 2000 

FCRPS BiOp?

5 5 5

3.13

What are the patterns in fish survival rates both within the mainstem and 

subsequent to it, for different species and groups of fish (transported vs. in-

river, hatchery vs. wild, upstream vs. lower river)?

5 5 5

3.14

What's the effect of different within-season transportation management and 

flow/spill management actions on various measures of fish survival rates?

5 5 5

3.15

To what extent would Removable Spillway Weirs improve fish survival rates, at 

both the project scale and over the overall life cycle?

5 5 5

Species ratings: Rate species in terms of relative overall 

importance (0= not applicable, 1=lowest importance,  5 =highest 

importance; OK for multiple species to have same rating)

Check point allocation =

Directions: To ensure comprability of multiple surveys, please follow the instructions on Worksheet 1 exactly.

Survey of Relevance of Monitoring Questions to Regulatory Agencies

Agency Name: Coeur d'Alene Tribe

you have more points to allocate you have more points to allocate

Name of person(s) completing survey: Ron Peters

Tier 3. Monitoring Effectiveness of Specific Recovery Actions (4H's)

SPATIAL SCALES

Questions / Spatial Scale ratings: Within each table for species 

that were rated ≥ 1, rate each cell relative to other cells in terms of 

overall importance of question and spatial scales of interest. Once 

again, 0=not applicable, 1=lowest importance, 5=highest 

importance).  If a species does not occur in your area of interest, 

leave that table blank.  For each table, exactly 405 points must be 

allocated - check point allocation above each table.

you have more points to allocate

Table 1. Sp/Su Chinook. Table 2. Fall Chinook. Table 3. Steelhead.

Tier 1. Ecosystem Status

Tier 2. Population and Habitat Status Monitoring

SPATIAL SCALES SPATIAL SCALES SPATIAL SCALES

you have more points to allocate you have more points to allocate you have spent alloted points

Table 4. Sockeye. Table 5. Coho. Table 6. Bull Trout.

SPATIAL SCALES SPATIAL SCALES



[image: image13.emf]Chinook-

Spring/Sum.

Chinook-

Fall

Steelhead

Sockeye

Coho

Bull Trout

2 5 5 4 1 1

Total points allowable = 405 405 405 405 405 405

Points allocated within table= 405 405 405 405 405 405

                                   

Finer scale than pop. (e.g., project, 

trib., major spawning aggregate)

Population

MPG/ Subbasin/ Watershed/ Stock/ 

Core Area

ESU/DPS

CRB

Finer scale than pop. (e.g., project, 

trib., major spawning aggregate)

Population

MPG/ Subbasin/ Watershed/ Stock/ 

Core Area

ESU/DPS

CRB

Finer scale than pop. (e.g., project, 

trib., major spawning aggregate)

Population

MPG/ Subbasin/ Watershed/ Stock/ 

Core Area

ESU/DPS

CRB

Finer scale than pop. (e.g., project, 

trib., major spawning aggregate)

Population

MPG/ Subbasin/ Watershed/ Stock/ 

Core Area

ESU/DPS

CRB

Finer scale than pop. (e.g., project, 

trib., major spawning aggregate)

Population

MPG/ Subbasin/ Watershed/ Stock/ 

Core Area

ESU/DPS

CRB

Finer scale than pop. (e.g., project, 

trib., major spawning aggregate)

Population

MPG/ Subbasin/ Watershed/ Stock/ 

Core Area

ESU/DPS

CRB

Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB  

1.1

What is the distribution of adult salmonid fishes across broad regions?

0 5 0 5 5 0 5 0 5 5 0 5 0 5 5 0 5 0 5 5 0 1 0 0 3 0 4 0 3 3

1.2

What is the ecosystem status for Columbia River Basin (CRB) fish populations?

0 5 0 5 3 0 5 0 4 5 2 5 0 5 3 0 5 0 5 5 0 3 0 0 3 0 4 0 3 3

Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB  

2.1

 What is the size of CRB fish populations?

1 5 1 5 4 2 5 0 4 5 2 5 0 5 5 2 5 0 5 5 0 3 0 0 3 0 4 0 3 3

2.2

 What is the annualized growth rate of CRB fish populations?

0 5 0 5 4 0 5 0 0 5 0 5 0 5 5 0 5 0 5 5 0 3 0 0 3 0 5 0 5 0

2.3

What is the freshwater productivity (smolt of subadult/female) of CRB fish 

populations?

2 5 0 5 5 2 5 0 3 5 2 5 0 5 5 3 5 0 5 5 0 2 0 0 1 0 1 0 2 1

2.4

What is the age structure of CRB fish populations?

1 2 0 1 1 1 3 0 1 1 0 3 0 2 1 1 3 1 1 1 1 2 0 1 1 1 4 0 1 1

2.5

What is the fraction of potential spawners that are of hatchery origin?

1 5 0 5 4 5 5 0 5 5 0 5 0 5 5 1 5 0 5 5 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0

2.6

How frequently do resident fish spawn?

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 3 0

2.7

What life history types make up different populations?

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

2.8

What is the biological condition of CRB fish spawning and rearing habitat?

5 0 5 0 0 5 5 0 0 0 5 5 0 0 2 5 5 0 5 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

2.9

What is the chemical water quality in CRB fish spawning and rearing habitat?

5 5 4 3 2 5 5 3 2 1 5 5 0 3 2 5 5 4 5 2 5 5 3 2 1 5 4 0 2 1

2.10

What is the physical habitat condition of CRB fish spawning and rearing habitat?

5 5 4 3 2 5 5 3 2 1 5 5 0 3 2 5 5 4 5 2 5 5 3 2 1 5 4 0 2 1

HABITAT

Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB  

3.1

Have specific habitat projects affected habitat conditions and local fish 

population survival, abundance or condition?

5 5 0 2 1 5 5 0 3 2 5 5 0 3 2 5 5 0 2 2 5 5 0 0 2 5 5 0 2 1

3.2

Did groups of habitat projects within a subpopulation or sub watershed on 

aggregate affect fish survival, abundance or condition on a larger demographic 

unit?

5 5 0 2 1 5 5 0 3 2 5 5 0 3 2 5 5 0 2 2 5 5 0 0 2 5 5 0 2 1

3.3

Are particular classes of habitat projects effective? (CSMEP focus has been on 

Lemhi case study of actions to reconnect tributary and mainstem habitats )

1 5 1 5 5 1 5 1 5 5 1 5 1 5 5 1 5 1 5 5 1 5 1 5 5 1 5 0 5 5

3.4

What are the mechanistic connections between habitat actions and fish 

population responses?

5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 3 5 3 3 3 3 3 0 3 3

3.5 Have habitat projects achieved the expected improvements in conditions?

5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 0 5 5

HARVEST

Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB  

3.6

What are the inseason estimates of run size and escapement for each 

management group and how do they compare to preseason estimates?

1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 5 5 5 5 5 4 5 5 5 5

3.7

What is the target and nontarget harvest and when is it projected to reach 

allowable levels?

5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5

HATCHERIES

Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB  

3.8

To what extent can hatcheries be used to assist in meeting harvest 

management goals while keeping impacts to natural populations within 

acceptable limits?

5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 0 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5

3.9

To what extent can hatcheries be used to enhance viability of natural 

populations while keeping impacts to non-target populations within acceptable 

limits?

5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 0 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5

3.10

To what extent can hatcheries be used to conserve the genetic legacy of 

imperilled fish populations?

5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 0 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5

HYRO-SYSTEM

Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB  

3.11

Are smolt-to-adult survival rates (SARs) sufficiently high to meet NPCC and 

recovery goals?

4 5 0 5 5 5 5 0 5 5 0 5 0 5 2 0 5 0 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5

3.12

Has the hydrosystem complied with performance standards set out in the 2000 

FCRPS BiOp?

0 5 0 5 5 0 5 0 5 5 0 5 0 5 2 0 5 0 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5

3.13

What are the patterns in fish survival rates both within the mainstem and 

subsequent to it, for different species and groups of fish (transported vs. in-

river, hatchery vs. wild, upstream vs. lower river)?

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5

3.14

What's the effect of different within-season transportation management and 

flow/spill management actions on various measures of fish survival rates?

0 5 0 5 5 0 5 0 5 5 0 5 0 5 2 0 5 0 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5

3.15

To what extent would Removable Spillway Weirs improve fish survival rates, at 

both the project scale and over the overall life cycle?

0 5 0 5 5 0 5 0 5 5 0 5 0 5 2 0 5 0 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5

Species ratings: Rate species in terms of relative overall 

importance (0= not applicable, 1=lowest importance,  5 =highest 

importance; OK for multiple species to have same rating)

Check point allocation =

Directions: To ensure comprability of multiple surveys, please follow the instructions on Worksheet 1 exactly.

Survey of Relevance of Monitoring Questions to Regulatory Agencies

Agency Name: Colville Tribes

you have spent alloted points you have spent alloted points

Name of person(s) completing survey: John Arterburn for Joe Peone/Bill Towey

Tier 3. Monitoring Effectiveness of Specific Recovery Actions (4H's)

SPATIAL SCALES

Questions / Spatial Scale ratings: Within each table for species 

that were rated ≥ 1, rate each cell relative to other cells in terms of 

overall importance of question and spatial scales of interest. Once 

again, 0=not applicable, 1=lowest importance, 5=highest 

importance).  If a species does not occur in your area of interest, 

leave that table blank.  For each table, exactly 405 points must be 

allocated - check point allocation above each table.

you have spent alloted points

Table 1. Sp/Su Chinook. Table 2. Fall Chinook. Table 3. Steelhead.

Tier 1. Ecosystem Status

Tier 2. Population and Habitat Status Monitoring

SPATIAL SCALES SPATIAL SCALES SPATIAL SCALES

you have spent alloted points you have spent alloted points you have spent alloted points

Table 4. Sockeye. Table 5. Coho. Table 6. Bull Trout.

SPATIAL SCALES SPATIAL SCALES



[image: image14.emf]Chinook-

Spring/Sum.

Chinook-

Fall

Steelhead

Sockeye

Coho

Bull Trout

5 5 4 3 4 1

Total points allowable = 405 405 405 405 405 405

Points allocated within table= 405 405 405 405 405 299

                              by 106 point(s)

Finer scale than pop. (e.g., project, 

trib., major spawning aggregate)

Population

MPG/ Subbasin/ Watershed/ Stock/ 

Core Area

ESU/DPS

CRB

Finer scale than pop. (e.g., project, 

trib., major spawning aggregate)

Population

MPG/ Subbasin/ Watershed/ Stock/ 

Core Area

ESU/DPS

CRB

Finer scale than pop. (e.g., project, 

trib., major spawning aggregate)

Population

MPG/ Subbasin/ Watershed/ Stock/ 

Core Area

ESU/DPS

CRB

Finer scale than pop. (e.g., project, 

trib., major spawning aggregate)

Population

MPG/ Subbasin/ Watershed/ Stock/ 

Core Area

ESU/DPS

CRB

Finer scale than pop. (e.g., project, 

trib., major spawning aggregate)

Population

MPG/ Subbasin/ Watershed/ Stock/ 

Core Area

ESU/DPS

CRB

Finer scale than pop. (e.g., project, 

trib., major spawning aggregate)

Population

MPG/ Subbasin/ Watershed/ Stock/ 

Core Area

ESU/DPS

CRB

Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB  

1.1

What is the distribution of adult salmonid fishes across broad regions?

3 5 4 2 3 5 5 3 5 3 5 4 3 4 3 3 3 3 3 3 2 5 5 4 3 5 5 3 3 0

1.2

What is the ecosystem status for Columbia River Basin (CRB) fish populations?

4 5 3 1 1 5 5 3 5 4 5 4 3 4 3 3 3 3 3 3 4 5 5 4 3 5 5 3 3 0

Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB  

2.1

 What is the size of CRB fish populations?

1 5 5 5 3 4 5 1 4 3 4 5 5 5 3 3 3 3 3 3 2 5 5 3 1 3 5 3 5 0

2.2

 What is the annualized growth rate of CRB fish populations?

0 5 4 4 3 4 5 1 5 3 4 5 3 5 3 3 3 3 3 3 1 5 5 3 0 3 5 3 5 0

2.3

What is the freshwater productivity (smolt of subadult/female) of CRB fish 

populations?

0 5 4 3 3 3 3 1 3 3 3 5 4 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 5 4 2 0 3 5 3 4 0

2.4

What is the age structure of CRB fish populations?

0 5 4 3 2 5 5 1 5 2 3 5 4 3 2 3 3 3 3 3 0 4 4 2 0 3 5 3 3 0

2.5

What is the fraction of potential spawners that are of hatchery origin?

3 5 4 3 2 4 4 1 4 3 4 5 4 3 2 3 3 3 3 3 1 5 4 1 0 0 0 0 0 0

2.6

How frequently do resident fish spawn?

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 3 3 3 3 0 0 0 0 0 3 5 3 5 0

2.7

What life history types make up different populations?

1 4 3 4 2 5 5 1 5 3 5 5 5 1 1 3 3 3 3 3 2 4 4 3 0 3 4 3 4 0

2.8

What is the biological condition of CRB fish spawning and rearing habitat?

4 5 2 2 2 3 3 1 3 3 5 5 2 2 1 3 3 3 3 3 3 5 3 2 1 5 5 3 5 0

2.9

What is the chemical water quality in CRB fish spawning and rearing habitat?

3 3 2 2 2 3 3 1 3 3 2 2 2 2 1 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 0

2.10

What is the physical habitat condition of CRB fish spawning and rearing habitat?

3 5 3 3 2 3 3 1 3 3 5 5 2 2 0 3 3 3 3 3 3 5 3 2 1 2 5 2 2 0

HABITAT

Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB  

3.1

Have specific habitat projects affected habitat conditions and local fish 

population survival, abundance or condition?

4 5 2 2 1 3 4 1 3 0 4 3 2 2 0 3 3 3 3 3 4 5 5 2 0 5 5 3 3 0

3.2

Did groups of habitat projects within a subpopulation or sub watershed on 

aggregate affect fish survival, abundance or condition on a larger demographic 

unit?

3 4 4 1 1 1 5 1 2 2 4 5 3 2 0 3 3 3 3 3 4 5 3 3 0 5 5 3 3 0

3.3

Are particular classes of habitat projects effective? (CSMEP focus has been on 

Lemhi case study of actions to reconnect tributary and mainstem habitats )

4 5 2 2 2 2 3 1 3 2 3 4 2 2 1 3 3 3 3 3 3 5 4 3 1 5 5 3 3 0

3.4

What are the mechanistic connections between habitat actions and fish 

population responses?

3 3 2 2 1 1 2 1 2 2 3 4 2 2 1 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 1 4 5 3 3 0

3.5 Have habitat projects achieved the expected improvements in conditions?

5 5 3 2 1 1 2 1 2 2 4 4 3 2 1 3 3 3 3 3 4 5 4 3 1 4 5 3 3 0

HARVEST

Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB  

3.6

What are the inseason estimates of run size and escapement for each 

management group and how do they compare to preseason estimates?

1 5 4 4 5 0 5 1 5 5 2 5 4 3 0 3 3 3 3 3 2 5 5 5 1 3 5 4 3 0

3.7

What is the target and nontarget harvest and when is it projected to reach 

allowable levels?

1 5 4 4 5 0 5 1 5 5 2 5 4 3 0 3 3 3 3 3 2 5 5 5 1 3 5 4 3 0

HATCHERIES

Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB  

3.8

To what extent can hatcheries be used to assist in meeting harvest 

management goals while keeping impacts to natural populations within 

acceptable limits?

0 5 5 5 3 2 5 1 5 3 2 5 3 4 3 3 3 3 3 3 2 5 5 4 2 3 3 3 0 0

3.9

To what extent can hatcheries be used to enhance viability of natural 

populations while keeping impacts to non-target populations within acceptable 

limits?

2 5 5 5 3 3 5 1 5 3 2 5 3 4 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 5 5 4 2 3 3 3 0 0

3.10

To what extent can hatcheries be used to conserve the genetic legacy of 

imperilled fish populations?

2 5 5 5 3 3 5 1 5 3 2 5 3 4 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 5 5 5 3 3 3 3 0 0

HYRO-SYSTEM

Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB  

3.11

Are smolt-to-adult survival rates (SARs) sufficiently high to meet NPCC and 

recovery goals?

0 5 5 5 5 3 5 1 5 3 0 5 4 5 2 3 3 3 3 3 0 5 4 5 2 0 0 0 0 0

3.12

Has the hydrosystem complied with performance standards set out in the 2000 

FCRPS BiOp?

0 5 0 3 3 5 5 1 5 3 0 5 4 4 2 3 3 3 3 3 0 5 5 3 2 0 0 0 0 0

3.13

What are the patterns in fish survival rates both within the mainstem and 

subsequent to it, for different species and groups of fish (transported vs. in-

river, hatchery vs. wild, upstream vs. lower river)?

2 4 3 4 3 5 5 1 5 3 0 3 4 5 3 3 3 3 3 3 0 3 4 5 3 0 0 0 0 0

3.14

What's the effect of different within-season transportation management and 

flow/spill management actions on various measures of fish survival rates?

2 4 3 3 3 5 5 1 5 3 0 3 4 5 3 3 3 3 3 3 0 3 4 5 3 0 0 0 0 0

3.15

To what extent would Removable Spillway Weirs improve fish survival rates, at 

both the project scale and over the overall life cycle?

0 3 0 3 3 3 5 1 5 3 0 3 5 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 0 3 3 3 3 0 0 0 0 0

SPATIAL SCALES

you have spent alloted points you have spent alloted points you have more points to allocate

Table 4. Sockeye. Table 5. Coho. Table 6. Bull Trout.

SPATIAL SCALES SPATIAL SCALES

Table 2. Fall Chinook. Table 3. Steelhead.

Tier 1. Ecosystem Status

Tier 2. Population and Habitat Status Monitoring

SPATIAL SCALES SPATIAL SCALES

Tier 3. Monitoring Effectiveness of Specific Recovery Actions (4H's)

SPATIAL SCALES

Questions / Spatial Scale ratings: Within each table for species 

that were rated ≥ 1, rate each cell relative to other cells in terms of 

overall importance of question and spatial scales of interest. Once 

again, 0=not applicable, 1=lowest importance, 5=highest 

importance).  If a species does not occur in your area of interest, 

leave that table blank.  For each table, exactly 405 points must be 

allocated - check point allocation above each table.

you have spent alloted points

Table 1. Sp/Su Chinook.

Species ratings: Rate species in terms of relative overall 

importance (0= not applicable, 1=lowest importance,  5 =highest 

importance; OK for multiple species to have same rating)

Check point allocation =

Directions: To ensure comprability of multiple surveys, please follow the instructions on Worksheet 1 exactly.

Survey of Relevance of Monitoring Questions to Regulatory Agencies

Agency Name:  Nez Perece Tribe

you have spent alloted points you have spent alloted points

Name of person(s) completing survey: Hesse (limited review by management team)


[image: image15.emf]Chinook-

Spring/Sum.

Chinook-

Fall

Steelhead

Sockeye

Coho

Bull Trout

5 5 5 5 5 5

Total points allowable = 405 405 405 405 405 405

Points allocated within table= 472 469 472 451 456 291

by 67 point(s) by 64 point(s) by 67 point(s) by 46 point(s) by 51 point(s) by 114 point(s)

Finer scale than pop. (e.g., project, 

trib., major spawning aggregate)

Population

MPG/ Subbasin/ Watershed/ Stock/ 

Core Area

ESU/DPS

CRB

Finer scale than pop. (e.g., project, 

trib., major spawning aggregate)

Population

MPG/ Subbasin/ Watershed/ Stock/ 

Core Area

ESU/DPS

CRB

Finer scale than pop. (e.g., project, 

trib., major spawning aggregate)

Population

MPG/ Subbasin/ Watershed/ Stock/ 

Core Area

ESU/DPS

CRB

Finer scale than pop. (e.g., project, 

trib., major spawning aggregate)

Population

MPG/ Subbasin/ Watershed/ Stock/ 

Core Area

ESU/DPS

CRB

Finer scale than pop. (e.g., project, 

trib., major spawning aggregate)

Population

MPG/ Subbasin/ Watershed/ Stock/ 

Core Area

ESU/DPS

CRB

Finer scale than pop. (e.g., project, 

trib., major spawning aggregate)

Population

MPG/ Subbasin/ Watershed/ Stock/ 

Core Area

ESU/DPS

CRB

Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB  

1.1

What is the distribution of adult salmonid fishes across broad regions?

5 5 5 4 5 5 5 4 3 5 5 5 4 3 5 5 5 5 3 5 3 3 3 3 3 5 5 5 5 3

1.2

What is the ecosystem status for Columbia River Basin (CRB) fish populations?

5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5

Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB  

2.1

 What is the size of CRB fish populations?

5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5

2.2

 What is the annualized growth rate of CRB fish populations?

5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5

2.3

What is the freshwater productivity (smolt of subadult/female) of CRB fish 

populations?

4 4 3 2 2 4 4 3 2 2 4 4 3 2 2 4 4 3 2 2 4 4 1 1 1 4 4 0 0 0

2.4

What is the age structure of CRB fish populations?

3 5 5 4 4 3 5 5 4 4 3 5 5 4 4 2 3 3 3 2 3 5 5 4 4 5 5 2 2 2

2.5

What is the fraction of potential spawners that are of hatchery origin?

5 5 5 4 3 5 5 5 4 3 3 5 5 4 3 2 2 3 4 2 3 5 5 4 3 0 0 0 0 0

2.6

How frequently do resident fish spawn?

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 5 1 1 1

2.7

What life history types make up different populations?

4 4 3 3 3 4 4 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 5 5 3 3 4

2.8

What is the biological condition of CRB fish spawning and rearing habitat?

5 5 3 2 5 5 5 3 2 5 5 5 3 2 5 5 5 3 2 5 5 5 5 2 5 5 5 0 5 5

2.9

What is the chemical water quality in CRB fish spawning and rearing habitat?

5 5 3 2 5 5 5 3 2 5 5 5 3 2 5 5 5 3 2 5 5 5 5 2 5 5 5 0 5 5

2.10

What is the physical habitat condition of CRB fish spawning and rearing habitat?

5 5 3 2 5 5 5 3 2 5 5 5 3 2 5 5 5 3 2 5 5 5 5 2 5 5 5 0 5 5

HABITAT

Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB  

3.1

Have specific habitat projects affected habitat conditions and local fish 

population survival, abundance or condition?

5 3 1 1 4 4 3 1 1 4 5 3 1 1 4 5 3 1 1 4 5 3 1 1 4 5 5 2 2 2

3.2

Did groups of habitat projects within a subpopulation or sub watershed on 

aggregate affect fish survival, abundance or condition on a larger demographic 

unit?

3 4 3 2 1 3 4 3 2 1 3 4 3 2 1 3 3 3 3 3 3 4 3 2 1 4 5 2 2 2

3.3

Are particular classes of habitat projects effective? (CSMEP focus has been on 

Lemhi case study of actions to reconnect tributary and mainstem habitats )

3 4 4 2 1 3 4 4 2 1 3 4 4 2 1 3 3 3 3 3 3 4 4 2 1 4 5 2 2 2

3.4

What are the mechanistic connections between habitat actions and fish 

population responses?

1 4 4 3 1 1 4 4 3 1 1 4 4 3 1 3 3 3 3 3 1 4 4 3 1 4 5 2 2 2

3.5 Have habitat projects achieved the expected improvements in conditions?

4 4 4 3 1 4 4 4 3 1 4 4 4 3 1 3 3 3 3 3 4 4 4 3 1 4 5 2 2 2

HARVEST

Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB  

3.6

What are the inseason estimates of run size and escapement for each 

management group and how do they compare to preseason estimates?

1 5 4 4 5 1 5 4 4 5 1 5 4 4 5 1 5 4 4 5 1 5 4 4 5 0 0 0 0 0

3.7

What is the target and nontarget harvest and when is it projected to reach 

allowable levels?

1 5 4 4 5 1 5 4 4 5 1 5 4 4 5 1 5 4 4 5 1 5 4 4 5 0 0 0 0 0

HATCHERIES

Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB  

3.8

To what extent can hatcheries be used to assist in meeting harvest 

management goals while keeping impacts to natural populations within 

acceptable limits?

1 5 4 4 1 1 5 4 4 1 1 5 4 4 1 3 3 3 3 3 1 5 4 4 1 0 0 0 0 0

3.9

To what extent can hatcheries be used to enhance viability of natural 

populations while keeping impacts to non-target populations within acceptable 

limits?

1 5 4 4 1 1 5 4 4 1 1 5 4 4 1 3 3 3 3 3 1 5 4 4 1 0 0 0 0 0

3.10

To what extent can hatcheries be used to conserve the genetic legacy of 

imperilled fish populations?

1 5 4 4 1 1 5 4 4 1 1 5 4 4 1 3 3 3 3 3 1 5 4 4 1 0 0 0 0 0

HYRO-SYSTEM

Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB  

3.11

Are smolt-to-adult survival rates (SARs) sufficiently high to meet NPCC and 

recovery goals?

1 1 5 5 5 1 1 5 5 5 1 1 5 5 5 1 1 5 5 5 1 1 5 5 5 0 0 0 0 0

3.12

Has the hydrosystem complied with performance standards set out in the 2000 

FCRPS BiOp?

1 1 5 5 5 1 1 5 5 5 1 1 5 5 5 1 1 5 5 5 1 1 5 5 5 0 0 0 0 0

3.13

What are the patterns in fish survival rates both within the mainstem and 

subsequent to it, for different species and groups of fish (transported vs. in-

river, hatchery vs. wild, upstream vs. lower river)?

1 1 5 5 5 1 1 5 5 5 1 1 5 5 5 1 1 5 5 5 1 1 5 5 5 0 0 0 0 0

3.14

What's the effect of different within-season transportation management and 

flow/spill management actions on various measures of fish survival rates?

1 1 5 5 5 1 1 5 5 5 1 1 5 5 5 1 1 5 5 5 1 1 5 5 5 0 0 0 0 0

3.15

To what extent would Removable Spillway Weirs improve fish survival rates, at 

both the project scale and over the overall life cycle?

1 1 5 5 5 1 1 5 5 5 1 1 5 5 5 1 1 5 5 5 1 1 5 5 5 0 0 0 0 0

SPATIAL SCALES

you have overspent alloted points you have overspent alloted points you have more points to allocate

Table 4. Sockeye. Table 5. Coho. Table 6. Bull Trout.

SPATIAL SCALES SPATIAL SCALES

Table 2. Fall Chinook. Table 3. Steelhead.

Tier 1. Ecosystem Status

Tier 2. Population and Habitat Status Monitoring

SPATIAL SCALES SPATIAL SCALES

Tier 3. Monitoring Effectiveness of Specific Recovery Actions (4H's)

SPATIAL SCALES

Questions / Spatial Scale ratings: Within each table for species 

that were rated ≥ 1, rate each cell relative to other cells in terms of 

overall importance of question and spatial scales of interest. Once 

again, 0=not applicable, 1=lowest importance, 5=highest 

importance).  If a species does not occur in your area of interest, 

leave that table blank.  For each table, exactly 405 points must be 

allocated - check point allocation above each table.

you have overspent alloted points

Table 1. Sp/Su Chinook.

Species ratings: Rate species in terms of relative overall 

importance (0= not applicable, 1=lowest importance,  5 =highest 

importance; OK for multiple species to have same rating)

Check point allocation =

Directions: To ensure comprability of multiple surveys, please follow the instructions on Worksheet 1 exactly.

Survey of Relevance of Monitoring Questions to Regulatory Agencies

Agency Name: CTWSRO

you have overspent alloted points you have overspent alloted points

Name of person(s) completing survey:  Lonny Macy



[image: image16.emf]Chinook 
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Steelhead
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Sturgeon

5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5

Total points allowable = 405 405 405 405 405 405 405

Points allocated within table= 405 405 405 405 405 405 405

                                         

Finer scale than pop. (e.g., project, 

trib., major spawning aggregate)

Population

MPG/ Subbasin/ Watershed/ Stock/ 

Core Area

ESU/DPS

CRB

Finer scale than pop. (e.g., project, 

trib., major spawning aggregate)

Population

MPG/ Subbasin/ Watershed/ Stock/ 

Core Area

ESU/DPS

CRB

Finer scale than pop. (e.g., project, 

trib., major spawning aggregate)

Population

MPG/ Subbasin/ Watershed/ Stock/ 

Core Area

ESU/DPS

CRB

Finer scale than pop. (e.g., project, 

trib., major spawning aggregate)

Population

MPG/ Subbasin/ Watershed/ Stock/ 

Core Area

ESU/DPS

CRB

Finer scale than pop. (e.g., project, 

trib., major spawning aggregate)

Population

MPG/ Subbasin/ Watershed/ Stock/ 

Core Area

ESU/DPS

CRB

Finer scale than pop. (e.g., project, 

trib., major spawning aggregate)

Population

MPG/ Subbasin/ Watershed/ Stock/ 

Core Area

ESU/DPS

CRB

Finer scale than pop. (e.g., project, 

trib., major spawning aggregate)

Population

MPG/ Subbasin/ Watershed/ Stock/ 

Core Area

ESU/DPS

CRB

Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB  

1.1

What is the distribution of adult salmonid fishes across broad regions?

5 5 5 5 5 2 2 4 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 2 2 4 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 3 3 3 3 3 5 5 5 5 5

1.2

What is the ecosystem status for Columbia River Basin (CRB) fish populations?

5 5 5 5 5 2 2 4 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 2 2 4 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 3 3 3 3 3 5 5 5 5 5

Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB  

2.1

 What is the size of CRB fish populations?

3 5 3 3 1 2 2 3 5 5 3 5 3 3 1 2 2 3 5 5 3 5 3 3 1 3 3 3 3 3 1 3 5 3 3

2.2

 What is the annualized growth rate of CRB fish populations?

3 5 5 3 1 2 2 3 5 5 3 5 5 3 1 2 2 3 5 5 3 5 5 3 1 3 3 3 3 3 1 3 5 3 3

2.3

What is the freshwater productivity (smolt of subadult/female) of CRB fish 

populations?

2 4 5 3 1 2 2 3 5 5 2 4 5 3 1 2 2 3 5 5 2 4 5 3 1 3 3 3 3 3 1 3 5 3 3

2.4

What is the age structure of CRB fish populations?

4 5 4 2 2 2 2 3 5 5 3 5 3 2 1 2 2 3 5 5 4 5 4 2 2 3 3 3 3 3 1 3 5 3 3

2.5

What is the fraction of potential spawners that are of hatchery origin?

4 5 4 2 2 2 2 3 5 5 3 5 3 2 1 2 2 3 5 5 4 5 4 2 2 3 3 3 3 3 1 3 5 3 3

2.6

How frequently do resident fish spawn?

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 5 3 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 3 3 3 3 1 3 5 3 3

2.7

What life history types make up different populations?

4 5 4 2 2 2 2 3 5 5 3 5 3 2 1 2 2 3 5 5 4 5 4 2 2 3 3 3 3 3 1 3 5 3 3

2.8

What is the biological condition of CRB fish spawning and rearing habitat?

4 5 4 2 2 2 2 3 5 5 3 5 3 2 1 2 2 3 5 5 4 5 4 2 2 3 3 3 3 3 1 3 5 3 3

2.9

What is the chemical water quality in CRB fish spawning and rearing habitat?

4 5 4 2 2 2 2 3 5 5 3 5 3 2 1 2 2 3 5 5 4 5 4 2 2 3 3 3 3 3 1 3 5 3 3

2.10

What is the physical habitat condition of CRB fish spawning and rearing habitat?

4 5 4 2 2 2 2 3 5 5 3 5 3 2 1 2 2 3 5 5 4 5 4 2 2 3 3 3 3 3 1 3 5 3 3

HABITAT

Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB  

3.1

Have specific habitat projects affected habitat conditions and local fish 

population survival, abundance or condition?

4 5 4 2 1 1 2 4 5 4 4 5 4 2 1 1 2 4 5 4 4 5 4 2 1 3 3 3 3 3 1 4 5 3 3

3.2

Did groups of habitat projects within a subpopulation or sub watershed on 

aggregate affect fish survival, abundance or condition on a larger demographic 

unit?

2 3 5 4 2 2 2 3 5 4 3 4 5 4 1 2 2 3 5 4 2 3 5 4 2 3 3 3 3 3 1 4 5 3 3

3.3

Are particular classes of habitat projects effective? (CSMEP focus has been on 

Lemhi case study of actions to reconnect tributary and mainstem habitats )

5 4 3 1 1 1 1 3 5 4 5 4 3 1 1 1 1 3 5 4 5 4 3 1 1 3 3 3 3 3 1 3 5 3 3

3.4

What are the mechanistic connections between habitat actions and fish 

population responses?

5 4 3 1 1 1 1 3 5 4 5 4 3 1 1 1 1 3 5 4 5 4 3 1 1 3 3 3 3 3 1 4 5 3 3

3.5 Have habitat projects achieved the expected improvements in conditions?

5 4 3 1 1 1 1 3 5 4 5 4 3 1 1 1 1 3 5 4 5 4 3 1 1 3 3 3 3 3 1 4 5 3 3

HARVEST

Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB  

3.6

What are the inseason estimates of run size and escapement for each 

management group and how do they compare to preseason estimates?

2 2 2 2 5 2 2 2 3 5 2 2 5 4 2 2 2 2 3 5 2 2 2 2 5 3 3 3 3 3 0 0 0 0 0

3.7

What is the target and nontarget harvest and when is it projected to reach 

allowable levels?

2 2 2 3 5 2 2 2 3 5 2 2 5 3 2 2 2 2 3 5 2 2 2 3 5 3 3 3 3 3 0 0 0 0 0

HATCHERIES

Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB  

3.8

To what extent can hatcheries be used to assist in meeting harvest 

management goals while keeping impacts to natural populations within 

acceptable limits?

2 5 5 2 1 2 2 5 5 3 2 5 5 2 1 2 2 5 5 3 2 5 5 2 1 3 3 3 3 3 0 0 0 0 0

3.9

To what extent can hatcheries be used to enhance viability of natural 

populations while keeping impacts to non-target populations within acceptable 

limits?

3 5 4 2 0 2 2 5 5 3 3 5 4 2 0 2 2 5 5 3 3 5 4 2 0 3 3 3 3 3 5 5 3 2 1

3.10

To what extent can hatcheries be used to conserve the genetic legacy of 

imperiled fish populations?

4 5 3 1 0 1 4 5 3 1 4 5 3 1 0 1 4 5 3 1 4 5 3 1 0 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3

HYDRO-SYSTEM

Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB   Subpop Pop MPG ESU   CRB  

3.11

Are smolt-to-adult survival rates (SARs) sufficiently high to meet NPCC and 

recovery goals?

1 2 5 3 2 1 2 5 5 2 1 2 5 3 2 1 2 5 5 2 1 2 5 3 2 3 3 3 3 3 3 5 5 3 3

3.12

Has the hydrosystem complied with performance standards set out in the 2000 

FCRPS BiOp?

0 2 3 5 5 0 2 3 5 5 0 2 5 5 3 0 2 3 5 5 0 2 3 5 5 3 3 3 3 3 3 5 5 3 3

3.13

What are the patterns in fish survival rates both within the mainstem and 

subsequent to it, for different species and groups of fish (transported vs. in-

river, hatchery vs. wild, upstream vs. lower river)?

1 3 5 3 1 1 3 4 5 1 1 3 5 3 1 1 3 4 5 1 1 3 5 3 1 3 3 3 3 3 3 5 5 3 3

3.14

What's the effect of different within-season transportation management and 

flow/spill management actions on various measures of fish survival rates?

1 1 3 5 1 1 1 3 5 1 1 1 4 4 1 1 1 3 5 1 1 1 3 5 1 3 3 3 3 3 3 5 5 3 3

3.15

To what extent would Removable Spillway Weirs improve fish survival rates, at 

both the project scale and over the overall life cycle?

0 1 2 5 3 0 1 2 5 3 0 1 4 4 3 0 1 2 5 3 0 1 2 5 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 5 5 3 3

Table 4. Sockeye. Table 5. Coho. Table 6. Bull Trout.

SPATIAL SCALES SPATIAL SCALES

Tier 3. Monitoring Effectiveness of Specific Recovery Actions (4H's)

SPATIAL SCALES

Questions / Spatial Scale ratings: Within each table for species 

that were rated ≥ 1, rate each cell relative to other cells in terms of 

overall importance of question and spatial scales of interest. Once 

again, 0=not applicable, 1=lowest importance, 5=highest 

importance).  If a species does not occur in your area of interest, 

leave that table blank.  For each table, exactly 405 points must be 

allocated - check point allocation above each table.

you have spent alloted points

Table 1. Sp/Su Chinook.

Tier 1. Ecosystem Status

Tier 2. Population and Habitat Status Monitoring

Directions: To ensure comprability of multiple surveys, please follow the instructions on Worksheet 1 exactly.

Survey of Relevance of Monitoring Questions to Regulatory Agencies

Agency Name:  Yakama Nation Fisheries 

you have spent alloted points you have spent alloted points

Name of person(s) completing survey:  YN Fisheries and YKFP staff

you have spent alloted points you have spent alloted points you have spent alloted points you have spent alloted points

Table 7. Lamprey.

SPATIAL SCALES

Species ratings: Rate species in terms of relative overall 

importance (0= not applicable, 1=lowest importance,  5 =highest 

importance; OK for multiple species to have same rating)

Check point allocation =

Table 2. Fall Chinook. Table 3. Steelhead.

SPATIAL SCALES SPATIAL SCALES SPATIAL SCALES


Appendix C.  Individual Response Bubble Diagrams.

The following diagrams show the ratings of importance for questions at five spatial scales by individual respondents.  “Unweighted” data are the raw ratings of importance for each question at each spatial scale.  “Weighted” data are calculated by multiplying the importance rating for the species by the importance rating for each question.  Within each figure, the bubble size is scaled from zero to maximum value for each respondent.  The purpose of these diagrams is to demonstrate relative priorities in species, spatial scales, and monitoring questions for each respondent.
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Appendix D.  Other Questions of Primary Interest to Respondents.
	Respondent
	Species
	Question
	Spatial Scale

	MFWP
	bull trout

	How have dam operations called for by the NPCC Mainstem Amendments influenced native fish populations?
	Subbasin (MPG?)

	USFWS
	chum salmon
	--
	--

	USFWS
	coastal cutthroat trout
	--
	--

	USFWS
	lamprey
	
	--

	Nez Perce Tribe
	lamprey
	Same as other species
	--

	CTWSR
	lamprey
	Most of questions in the table

	all

	USFWS
	sturgeon
	--
	--

	Nez Perce Tribe
	sturgeon
	Same as other species
	--

	Coeur d’Alene Tribe
	westslope cutthroat trout
	All 
	--


Appendix E.  Respondent Comments.
Comments are recorded verbatim from surveys.

	Respondent
	Comment

	MFWP
	This form does not include many native fish species of special concern in Montana.

	USFWS


	For question 2.3 we took it to mean subadults instead of smolts - to get at the question of early life stage productivity for bull trout.  

	
	We need to fill tables for Chum, Lamprey, Coastal cutthroat trout, and Sturgeon.

	Coeur d’Alene Tribe
	It is estimated that historically the Coeur d’Alene Indian Tribe harvested around 42,000 cutthroat per year.  In 1967, Mallet (1968,69) reported that 3,329 cutthroat were harvested from the St. Joe River, and a catch of 887 was reported from Coeur d’Alene Lake.  This catch is far below the 42,000 fish per year the tribe harvested historically.  Today, only limited opportunities exist to harvest cutthroat trout.  Within the reservation boundaries Lake Creek and its tributaries and Benewah Creek and its tributaries are closed to all fishing until further notice.  Current strategies for restoring fishing opportunities include habitat restoration in primary cutthroat producing streams and “put and take” fisheries in ponds around the reservation.  This is used to reduce the pressure on weak native fish stocks in Coeur d’Alene Lake.  

As the CDA Tribe feels all the questions you ask in the questionnaire are important they are focused on anadromous fish species.  These questions would need to be modified to fit the situation facing most of the resident fish species important to the Tribe.  We feel that we will be most successful by restoring core area habitats in those subbasins that these species historically occupied.

In addition, the CDA Tribe still feels that salmon are important however, until they are returned to the reservation our focus will be on resident fish species.



	Yakama Nation
	The Yakama Nation believes the ecosystem and all native species need to be recovered; thus, all species, even those not listed here are important.

	
	Habitat section (rows 31-35) – questions were answered assuming levels of organization reflect spatial scales and not genetic stock structure.

	
	Harvest questions (rows 38 and 39) were answered for Zone 6 (mainstem) level fisheries as opposed to tributary or terminal level fisheries.

	
	Resident fish question (row 25) - if assume this does not mean precocials, this question does not apply except to steelhead (rainbow trout) and bull trout.

	
	Completion of this form does not imply acceptance of underlying assumptions regarding management or population structure.

	Colville Tribes
	Question 1.1 Why are you asking us to rate this on a spatial scale when you already use an arbitrary spatial scale in the question???????????

	
	Question 1.2 It was assumed that this question asked the question “What is the extent of disturbance or ecological condition?????

	
	Provide a relative score based on Province or ESU populations.  I think many responders will answer for multiple areas of interest however, so not sure how you will parse this out?

	
	ESA cannot trump NW Power Act mitigation obligations.  The obligations to Tribes for instance, are not conditioned by any individual adjudication, settlement agreement or Act.  They are universal, so obligations are equal for listed v. non listed species.

	
	Certain areas will require greater emphasis based upon the cumulative impacts and impactors.  Areas above many dams will require greater allocation of resources for instance because the number of cumulative impacts (mortality imparted upon each population) is recursive, additive and sometimes multiplicative.

	
	Need greater emphasis on providing input on hatchery practices and the necessity of supplementation programs for those populations where existing impacts will likely require AP to meet legal obligations, economic, ceremonial, subsistence and recreational opportunities.



	
	Question 2.1 by population size we assumed you mean abundance???????????

	
	Question 2.2 by population growth we assume you mean a positive trend in abundance????????

	
	Question 2.3 does not need a CRB population number (rated 0) if population numbers are known (rated 5).  Populations can be added up to produce the CRB population numbers.

	
	Question 2.6 is awkward.  Suggest the better question is what fraction of residency occur with each population.  Another question about resident fish spawning level would then be appropriate.  Without the first question answered 2.6 is irrelevant.

	
	Question 2.7 Could not determine what was meant by this question????????????????? Therefore it was rated Zero (0).

	
	Question 2.8 What is the biological condition of spawning and rearing habitat????????? And how does this differ from physical habitat and water quality of the spawning and rearing habitat???????????????????????????

	
	Most of the CBB population categories I rated lower because they can be derived from the populations and ESU/DPS numbers.

	
	Questions 3.4 and 3.5 is hard to answer with objectivity as these are more research type questions than monitoring questions.  Too early to tell and no adequate RME estimates exist to answer this question.  Subjective answers will be interesting but not particularly rigorous or defensible.

	
	Question 3.6 run sizes at the population scale are amoung the most important of data however how this relates to pre-season estimates is a research curiosity of little value. Harvest should be based upon spawning aggregate escapement not on poor quality pre-season estimates.

	
	Question 3.7 monitoring harvest for all stocks is essential for proper harvest management.

	
	Question 3.8 depends upon time.  Hatchery fish are more important now, under listing and depressed conditions than in the future as all-H improvements allow conversion to occur while meeting obligations to Columbia Basin Tribes.

	
	Questions 3.8, 3.9, & 3.10 are all good research questions but do not relate well to monitoring and evaluation and our ratings represent support for testing the hypothesis but would support status and trend monitoring using BPA funds before research related spending. Perhaps more work needs to be done to determine the best measures to monitor for hatchery production. 

	
	Far too much ambiguity exists around what and where the MPGs are.  These are at best “guesses” based on scant data and remote sensing inferences.  Founder populations, and recolonization as habitat improvements are made and escapement numbers improve may have a large affect on MPG’s.  I think this is a poor category to rate or interpret because this does not include the plasticity of salmonids and their ecological ability to distribute and use both existing and future habitat but microhabitats as well.

	
	Fall Chinook (chum and pink also if included in any survey) would need to be rated relative to their freshwater residency time for many questions.  This will be a good thing to check to see if folks are paying attention to the biology. Ocean and stream type Chinook would be a less “snake-centrict” way of putting this.

	
	Question 3.11 & 3.12 These are the most appropriate questions to answer through M & E and should be of highest priority along with tier 1 and teir 2 questions prior to other questions.

	
	Question 3.13 Not all species are transported so check to see if 0’s are used appropriately. This is a very snake-centric question.

	
	Questions 3.14 & 3.15 cannot be answered with any confidence.  Preliminary data are site specific and not objectively reviewed at this point. These are long-term research questions that should be primarily supported through specific dam projects but is yet to begin in the Columbia River.
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1.  Distribution of fishes


2.  Status of fishes


3.  Population size


4.  Population growth rate


5.  Freshwater productivity


6.  Age structure


7.  Hatchery fraction


8.  Spawn frequency (resident fishes)


9.  Life history type(s)


10. Biological condition of spawning and rearing habitat


11. Chemical water quality ofspawning and rearing habitat


12. Physical condition of spawning and rearing habitat


13. Habitat: Effectiveness of specific habitat projects on fish populations


14. Habitat: Effectiveness of multiple habitat projects on fish populations


15. Habitat: Effectiveness of particular classes of habitat projects


16. Habitat: Connections between habitat actions and population responses


17. Habitat: Effectiveness of habitat projects on habitat conditions


18. Harvest: What are pre-season and in-season estimates of run size and escapement


19. Harvest: What is the target and non-target harvest/ when will they be achieved


20. Hatcheries: Meeting harvest goals without adverse impacts


21. Hatcheries: Enhancing viability of natural populations without adverse impacts


22. Hatcheries: Conserving genetic legacy of imperiled fish


23. Hydro: Smolt-to-adult survival rates meet recovery goals


24. Hydro: Compliance with 2000 FCRPS BiOp performance standards


25. Hydro: Comparative survival for different species and groups


26. Hydro: Effect of various management actions on survival


27. Hydro: Do removable spillway weirs improve survival






































































































































Tier 1. Ecosystem Status	


1.	What is the distribution of adult salmonid fishes across broad regions?


2.	What is the ecosystem status for Columbia River Basin (CRB) fish populations?





Tier 2. Population and Habitat Status Monitoring	


3.	 What is the size of CRB fish populations?


4.	 What is the annualized growth rate of CRB fish populations?


5.	What is the freshwater productivity (smolt of subadult/female) of CRB fish populations?


6.	What is the age structure of CRB fish populations?


7.	What is the fraction of potential spawners that are of hatchery origin?


8.	How frequently do resident fish spawn?


9.	What life history types make up different populations?


10.	What is the biological condition of CRB fish spawning and rearing habitat?


11.	What is the chemical water quality in CRB fish spawning and rearing habitat?


12.	What is the physical habitat condition of CRB fish spawning and rearing habitat?





Tier 3. Monitoring Effectiveness of Specific Recovery Actions (4H's)	


	Habitat:


13.	Have specific habitat projects affected habitat conditions and local fish population survival, abundance or condition?


14.	Did groups of habitat projects within a subpopulation or sub watershed on aggregate affect fish survival, abundance or condition on a larger demographic unit?


15.	Are particular classes of habitat projects effective? (CSMEP focus has been on Lemhi case study of actions to reconnect tributary and mainstem habitats)


16.	What are the mechanistic connections between habitat actions and fish population responses?


17.	Have habitat projects achieved the expected improvements in conditions?


	Harvest:


18.	What are the inseason estimates of run size and escapement for each management group and how do they compare to preseason estimates?


19.	What is the target and nontarget harvest and when is it projected to reach allowable levels?


	Hatcheries:


20.	To what extent can hatcheries be used to assist in meeting harvest management goals while keeping impacts to natural populations within acceptable limits?


21.	To what extent can hatcheries be used to enhance viability of natural populations while keeping impacts to non-target populations within acceptable limits?


22.	To what extent can hatcheries be used to conserve the genetic legacy of imperilled fish 


	Hydro-system:


23.	Are smolt-to-adult survival rates (SARs) sufficiently high to meet NPCC and recovery goals?


24.	Has the hydrosystem complied with performance standards set out in the 2000 FCRPS BiOp?


25.	What are the patterns in fish survival rates both within the mainstem and subsequent to it, for different species and groups of fish (transported vs. in-river, hatchery vs. wild, upstream vs. lower river)?


26.	What's the effect of different within-season transportation management and flow/spill management actions on various measures of fish survival rates?


27.	To what extent would Removable Spillway Weirs improve fish survival rates, at both the project scale and over the overall life cycle?
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