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SUBJECT:
Resident Fish Advisory Committee Review of the Independent Scientific Review Panels Preliminary Review of Proposals and Subbasin/Province Recommendations
On May 25, 2006, the Resident Fish Advisory Committee (RFAC) was directed, by the Members Advisory Group, to review the Independent Scientific Review Panel’s (ISRP) “Preliminary Review of Proposals Submitted for Fiscal Years 2007-2009 Funding through the Columbia River Basin Fish and Wildlife Program” and the subbasin/province recommendations to determine if the Columbia Basin Fish and Wildlife Authority (CBFWA) should provide comments to the Northwest Power and Conservation Council. During the week of June 26, 2006, the RFAC met to review the ISRP’s comments and the subbasin/province recommendations.
The RFAC’s review of the ISRP’s comments involved two steps: (1) review the “Programmatic Comments” (ISRP 2006-4A), and (2) review the “Recommendation and Comments on each Proposal” (ISRP 2006-4A). To facilitate the RFAC’s review of the ISRP’s Recommendation and Comments on each Proposal, the RFAC was presented with an overview, prepared by the CBFWA staff, of the ISRP’s comments for each of the proposals that represented potential programmatic issues. Upon reviewing the ISRP’s comments, the RFAC identified several resident fish-specific issues that the CBFWA should consider addressing in a response to the Northwest Power Planning and Conservation Council (NPCC) as well as some concerns relative to other recommendations from the ISRP. The RFAC’s comments are provided in a format that follows the ISRP’s Programmatic Comments document (ISRP 2006-4A). 
To facilitate a review of the subbasin/province recommendations, the RFAC requested project sponsors to identify proposals that were not favorably prioritized by the respective subbasin /province teams, but represent sound efforts that address legitimate needs. The RFAC focused on existing projects that represent previous regional commitments and support.

The RFAC appreciated the opportunity to review the ISRP’s comments and hopes that the MAG finds the RFAC’s observations worthy of further discussions and a potential response to the NPCC. If you have questions, please contact Neil Ward at neil.ward@cbfwa.org of 503-229-0191.
Resident Fish Advisory Committee Review of the Independent Scientific Review
Panels Preliminary Review of Proposals and Subbasin/Province Recommendations

I. Introduction
The ISRP Review Process
The ISRP indicated that they organized review teams “by topic (artificial production, wildlife, mainstem, etc.) and geography (province and subbasin)” and that “when all proposals had been reviewed, the ISRP met…to ensure consistent reviews across teams. During the RFAC’s review, a lack of consistency was observed, especially for some of bull trout projects (Table 1). It appears that some reviewers believe status surveys in isolated areas would provide important information whereas other reviewers suggested that the results from similar projects would be have limited applicability elsewhere in the region. 
Table 1. – Independent Scientific Review Panel comments for bull trout-oriented project proposals submitted for consideration in the F&2007-2009 Project Solicitation illustrating inconsistencies among reviews.    
	Project Number
	Title
	ISRP Comments

	200706900
	Determine Status of Migratory Bull trout in the South Fork Payette River
	· “The proposal identifies the problem of lack of information concerning bull trout distribution in the subbasin.” 

· “It is not clear that the sponsors have considered work done elsewhere on bull trout ecology and how that work differs from what is proposed here.” 

· “The big question is how will this project advance our knowledge of migratory bull trout and facilitate their management?”

	200714100
	Bull Trout Effective Population Size in Isolated Populations
	·  “The authors attempt to develop an approach for a very restricted area that will have broad applicability throughout the basin; however, it is not clear how these results obtained in this study will necessarily have broad applicability in the basin.”

· “The project will only describe movement and habitats in a limited area. Making the larger, region-wide inference that these habitats and movements are requirements for bull trout does not seem justified.”

	200722100
	Native Trout Restoration in the Methow, Entiat, and Wenatchee Subbasins
	· “Information on the distribution and status of bull and brook trout populations in these subbasins would be very valuable.” 

· “The need for better information on the status of headwater bull trout and brook trout populations is clearly a key information gap in these subbasins. Collecting this type of data is a reasonable objective”

· proposal too brief and unconvincing 

	200714600
	Bull Trout Population Status Monitoring in the Snake River Basin of Southeast Washington
	· “This proposed work could serve a meaningful purpose by providing information on the status of bull trout in a fairly remote region.”

	200734900
	Monitoring Resident Salmonid Populations and the Aquatic Food Web in the Upper Icicle Creek Subbasin on the Wenatchee River Basin 
	· This study would provide important information on trout residing in headwaters. The upper Icicle Creek watershed is in an unmanaged roadless area and receives few anthropogenic impacts (including fishing), so having population data from an area with so little human alteration can be a good benchmark.


II. ISRP Programmatic Comments 
1. The Project Selection Process
The ISRP recommended an opportunity for project sponsors and the ISRP to interact through site visits and presentations. Absent from the FY 2007-2009 Proposal Solicitation were site visits and project presentations. For almost 15 years, scientific review groups (i.e., Scientific Review Group, Independent Scientific Group, Independent Scientific Advisory Board, and ISRP) proposed the use of site visits and presentations to better understand the projects funded through the Fish and Wildlife Program. In March 2000, The NPCC initiated the Rolling Provincial Review and responded to the ISRP and public recommendations by including site visits and presentations in the process. The NPCC tasked the CBFWA with organizing, coordinating, and facilitating all the activities associated with the site visits and presentations. The ISRP (2005-14) indicated that the “CBFWA organized these meetings in an effective and efficient manner balancing the needs of the review teams with the requests and demands of the project sponsors.” The ISRP (2005-14) suggested that the CBFWA’s and ISRP’s “relationship was no longer anonymous and the ISRP depended on CBFWA staff to be responsive to ISRP needs and run the review process.” The ISRP (2006-4A) recommended providing an “opportunity for project sponsors and the ISRP to interact through site visits and presentations,” a process that would benefit by having the CBFWA organize, coordinate, and facilitate the meetings. The ISRP’s inability to understand the rational for implementing specific projects as well as the diverse environmental conditions and management scenarios that the resident fish managers must accommodate reflects the ISRP’s lost opportunity to visit sites and discuss proposed work in a one-on-one environment. The RFAC believes the CBFWA should lobby for site visits and presentations during future solicitations and that the CBFWA should be the organization tasked with coordinating and facilitating the events.  
1.3 Innovative Projects Solicitation

Although the RFAC supports innovative research and acknowledges such efforts often lead to future management applications, the RFAC does not believe that an innovative solicitation should be funded through the direct program. The RFAC requests that the MAG considers addressing this issue and provides a response to the NPCC.  
2.4 Use and Dissemination of information 
Given the limited funds that are currently available, the RFAC does not believe the Columbia River Basin Journal should be funded. The RFAC questions the utility of the journal. There are numerous journals, including regional ones, to which project sponsors can submit manuscripts. The reality is that few project sponsors have the time to prepare manuscripts. There is a high likelihood that the journal papers would represent work of those individuals and organizations that are all ready submitting manuscripts to other journals. 

3.3. Databases and Data Reporting
With the completion of the subbasin plans, the ISRP (2006-4A) suggested that there “is the need for readily accessible data on numbers of adults returning to the subbasin (i.e., escapement estimates).” Subsequently, the ISRP (2006-4A) recommended “that Council and BPA ensure that data generated by public funds is readily available through publicly accessible websites.”

Because of the structure of the CBFWA (state, tribal and federal fish and wildlife entities), it may be the only entity in the Columbia River Basin that has the capability to coordinate and implement a comprehensive (i.e., resident fish, anadromous fish, and wildlife data from tribes, states, and federal entities) basinwide data inventory. In 2005, the CBFWA began coordinating and implementing a data inventory project that utilizes a uniform basinwide design to track the status of fish and wildlife populations throughout the Columbia River Basin. The RFAC believes the CBFWA if the only organization capable and willing to perform an annual comprehensive review of the status of resident fish populations throughout the Columbia River Basin. The RFAC requests that the MAG, using the ISRP comments as justification, reiterate to the NPCC the importance of the CBFWA’s Status of the Resource Project.    

4.0 Artificial Production

4.3 Captive Propagation

The following is an excerpt from Section 4.3 – “By definition mitigation is the moderation of a quality ……Our conclusion on the projects in question…is an inadequate mitigation strategy to compensate for the Federal Columbia River Power System (FCRPS) effects on sockeye salmon survival.” Although this statement was in the context of the Redfish Lake sockeye salmon discussion, the mitigation question was also applied to a resident fish project (Table 2).

Table 2. - Independent Scientific Review Panel comments for Proposal 199101903 submitted for consideration in the F&2007-2009 Project Solicitation highlighting the ISRP’s mitigation-oriented questions.    
	Project Number
	Title
	ISRP Comments

	199101903
	Hungry Horse Mitigation Program 
	· “It would be helpful if they had a mitigation rationale with each action/work element. Even though not required, it would be very helpful if this lengthy list of projects and activities had better individual justification for mitigation responsibility. The subbasin has gotten some mitigation by changed operation at the dams. The other half of mitigation must come through these other actions.”

· “The sponsors need to provide a prioritization of tasks (by objective). The subbasin plans for Kootenai and Flathead were comprehensive and of high quality. It seems the prioritization efforts from the subbasin plans (QHA) could be better applied to prioritize the various proposed actions in this project.”

· “The different components of this proposal are not all equally relevant to mitigation efforts. The proposal would benefit if the disparate projects were ranked for relevancy to accomplishing program goals. Some of the proposal components would probably drop out.”


The RFAC believes the ISRP’s should not be determining if a project is a mitigation strategy. The Act directs the ISRP to review projects to determine whether they: (1) are based on sound science, (2) benefit fish and wildlife, (3) have clearly defined objectives and outcomes, and (4) have provisions for monitoring for monitoring and evaluation of results. These are policy-oriented issues and decisions that should be reserved for the fish and wildlife managers, NPCC, and BPA.   
4.6 Resident Fish 

The ISRP recommended “not fundable” for “all projects (Table 3) or project elements directed to rearing and stocking, or habitat enhancement for kokanee in communities including walleye, bass (smallmouth or largemouth), northern pike, or lake trout unless populations of these predators can be reduced to and maintained at levels so low that they cannot control the abundance of kokanee salmon.” The ISRP suggested that “efforts to produce a viable hatchery-based kokanee program in Lake Roosevelt and Banks Lake have not been successful.” The ISRP identified the kokanee plan of Proposal 200102800 “Banks Lake Fishery Evaluation Project” as “unsound and thus not fundable because the sponsor maintains major fisheries for walleye and bass in the lake (as well as a burbot population) and all of these species prey on kokanee. Unfortunately, the ISRP, lacking the time and opportunity to better understand projects and past achievements, has made some erroneous assumptions relative to the Banks Lake kokanee fishery and the effects of the predator guild. The project sponsors have implemented several strategies to increase kokanee survival. As a result, kokanee populations have increased over the last 3 years and have subsequently provided the first significant Banks Lake kokanee fishery in recent times. 

The ISRP’s lack of knowledge relative to the Banks Lake project is troublesome. Although the Lake Roosevelt kokanee population has not responded as well to past management efforts, the RFAC expresses concern that the ISRP may be erroneously assuming, without a better understanding of current and proposed management activities, that a hatchery-based kokanee fishery is not compatible with the existing ecosystem. Through appropriate management efforts, numerous reservoirs throughout the Pacific Northwest provide hatchery-based kokanee fisheries in communities where populations of predators exist, as has been illustrated at Banks Lake.     
The ISRP’s recommendation of not fundable for all projects or project elements directed to rearing and stocking, or habitat enhancement for kokanee in communities including walleye, bass (smallmouth or largemouth), northern pike, or lake trout unless populations of these predators can be reduced to and maintained at levels so low that they cannot control the abundance of kokanee salmon sends a confusing message to managers in the Columbia River Basin. In one area of the basin, the ISRP has deemed hatchery-based fisheries as “futile and probably a great waste of money” when implemented in communities that include predators; however, other projects (i.e., hatchery programs) that are also compromised by a complex mix of predators (including marine mammals and avian populations) continue to receive favorable recommendations.   

Table 3.- Independent Scientific Review Panel comments for kokanee-oriented project proposals submitted for consideration in the F&2007-2009 Project Solicitation.  
	199501100
	Chief Joseph Kokanee Enhancement
	·  “The overall problem seems to be a desire to establish a kokanee fishery that is not compatible with the physical and biological realities of the ecosystem.”

· “Reviewers suggest that kokanee may be so constrained by predation and entrainment loss that even if inducing deepwater spawning were to be successful; those recruits would not survive to maturity.”

	200102800
	Banks Lake Fishery Evaluation Project
	· “The ISRP considers the kokanee plan scientifically unsound and thus not fundable because the sponsor maintains major fisheries for walleye and bass in the lake (as well as burbot population) and all of these species prey on kokanee.)

	199404300
	Lake Roosevelt Fisheries Evaluation Program
	· “Reviewers are still concerned that the scientific credibility of the project seems to be compromised by the complex mix of variables and the hope that fishery benefits for kokanee and rainbow trout can be enhanced without altering the predator populations.”

· “Reviewers suggest that project personnel should more vigorously investigate whether it is reasonable to try to have a kokanee fishery in the lake, other than that provided by wild (naturally reproducing) fish. All evidence to date indicates that artificial production of kokanee for this lake is futile (and probably a great waste of money) and should be stopped until the walleye population is managed appropriately (which probably cannot be done) and until lake water levels can be better managed for kokanee spawning.”

	199104600
	Spokane Tribal (Galbraith Springs) Hatchery
	· “The efforts to produce a viable hatchery-based kokanee program have not been successful, so the ISRP recommends "not fundable" for projects or project elements directed to rearing and stocking, or habitat enhancement, for kokanee salmon in communities including walleye, bass (smallmouth or largemouth), northern pike, or lake trout unless populations of these predators can be reduced to and maintained at levels so low that they cannot control the abundance of kokanee salmon. Existing evidence, including results of Fish and Wildlife Program projects, does not show that kokanee populations can be successful under heavy predation. The proposal is fundable in part for the continued redband and triploid rainbow production only.”

	199104700
	Sherman Creek Hatchery
	· “This and other Fish and Wildlife Program efforts to produce viable hatchery-based kokanee fisheries from fish communities that also support fisheries for predatory fishes have not been successful. The ISRP recommends "not fundable" for all projects or project elements directed to rearing and stocking, or habitat enhancement, for kokanee salmon in communities including walleye, bass (smallmouth or largemouth), northern pike, or lake trout unless populations of these predators can be reduced to and maintained at levels so low that they cannot control the abundance of kokanee salmon. The project is fundable in part for continued production of redband and triploid rainbow trout.”

	200102900
	Ford Hatchery Operations and Maintenance 
	· “The efforts to produce a viable hatchery-based kokanee program in Lake Roosevelt and Banks Lake have not been successful so the ISRP recommends "not fundable" for projects or project elements directed to rearing and stocking, or habitat enhancement, for kokanee salmon in communities including walleye, bass (smallmouth or largemouth), northern pike, or lake trout unless populations of these predators can be reduced to and maintained at levels so low that they cannot control the abundance of kokanee salmon. Existing evidence, including results of Fish and Wildlife Program projects, does not show that kokanee populations can be successful under heavy predation.”


The RFAC believes that these projects continue to receive funding for the production and management of kokanee in Lake Roosevelt and Banks Lake; however, the RFAC emphasizes a need to evaluate new release strategies (e.g., locations, timing, etc.) to increase post-release survival.

6.0 Unique Species

6.1 Sturgeon 

Based on many of the ISRP’s comments (Table 4), it appears that the reviewers may not have relied on the institutional knowledge of the Scientific Peer Review Group (SPRG), a group that consists of individuals that have recently published white sturgeon papers relative to Columbia River Basin issues and are familiar with the issues and the competency of the researchers. The reviewers’ exhibit a lack of knowledge about the individuals and organizations performing research in Columbia River Basin which is illustrated in their comments relative to Proposal 200721300. The staff at the USGS laboratory in Cook, WA are leaders in white sturgeon research in the Columbia River Basin. A review of the resumes attached to their proposal and proposals that these 
Table 4. - Independent Scientific Review Panel comments for white sturgeon project proposals submitted for consideration in the F&2007-2009 Project Solicitation.  
	Project Number
	Title
	ISRP Comments

	200713300
	Systemwide Distribution of Genetic Variation within and among Populations of the White Sturgeon
	· ‘Although the key geneticists on the west coast are on board, nothing in this proposal has emanated from managers. It needs to have compelling endorsement by the managers who might actually need the information.”

· “The important issue is whether or not this information is actually needed by managers to decide between management options they have available to them.”

	198806400
	Kootenai River Native Fish Restoration and Conservation Aquaculture 


	· “This work must be determined to not duplicate other agency work proposals in the basin. There are many players working on the few white sturgeon in the basin.”

 

	200721300
	Assessing Recruitment Failure Across White Sturgeon Populations: Differences in Prey Availability and Physical Habitat Among Areas with Consistent, Inconsistent, and no Annual Recruitment to Age-1
	· “The proposal is not adequately integrated with ongoing field activities in the region.”

· “Although the lab also carries out much fieldwork on a variety of projects, the bulk of the white sturgeon field research across the basin is carried out by others (states, consulting firms, tribes).”

· “The field sampling of this work would have been better if coordinated (or better yet, run completely) by these organizations because each has ongoing field sampling in the locations proposed for sampling here. How many different field crews need to be out there only partially coordinated with each other? It is not clear that the USGS staff is the best for this fieldwork. With good coordination, the existing field crews could obtain data not now being collected but perceived valuable by the Cook staff.”

	200714800
	Monitoring and Models for Restoration and Adaptive Management of White Sturgeon in the Columbia River Basin
	·  “The sponsors also need to establish that the project has the support of the various researchers in the basin from whom the monitoring and research data will have to come.”

· “The ISRP has been asking for coordinated efforts among the sturgeon researchers, and the proposal intends to collect relevant data from all of them.”

	198605000
	White Sturgeon Mitigation and Restoration in the Columbia and Snake Rivers Upstream from Bonneville Dam
	· research between this project’s field crews and other sturgeon investigators? The project personnel have a history of innovative thinking and research that might be reactivated in light of recent developments in white sturgeon research elsewhere in the basin.”


individuals submitted during previous solicitations reveal the ISRP’s oversight. 
In March 2006, the RFAC convened the White Sturgeon Summit, a conference that was attended by over 50 biologists interested in white sturgeon research and management. Included in that list of attendees was a member of the SPRG. Throughout the ISRP’s comments, they expressed concerns about a lack of coordination among the managers. In fact during the workshop managers discussed methods for sharing information. Proceedings from that conference will be available in summer 2006. If the SPRG member that attended the White Sturgeon Summit was involved in the review of the white sturgeon proposals, their inability to provide background information to their peers is problematic. The ISRP’s review of this suite of projects further illustrates the need for site visits and presentations.
6.4 Invasive Species
The RFAC challenges the ISRP’s negative comments relative to proposals that propose to implement actions for native fish in waters where nonnative predators exist (Table 5). Although there are many cases where nonnative predators have limited the success of native fisheries, the ISRP’s generalizations relative to many of the resident fish proposals are inaccurate and illustrate knee-jerk reactions. For example, the ISRP suggested that the
Table 5. - Independent Scientific Review Panel comments for resident fish project proposals submitted for consideration in the F&2007-2009 Project Solicitation for which non-native fish are present in the locations that the projects would be implemented. Projects listed in Table 3 are also members of this group.    

	Project Number
	Title
	ISRP Comments

	199004400
	Coeur d’Alene Reservation Habitat Enhancement
	·  “The proposal briefly mentions that northern pike predation in the lake phase (and river phase) of cutthroat trout life histories is probably a major problem. If so, much of the management effort of this project is futile.”



	199500100
	Kalispel Tribe Resident Fish Program
	·  “No evidence is put forth in the proposal to suggest that hatchery-reared bass are contributing to a fishery. Their presence continues to put salmonids in the entire region at increased risk.”



	200706000
	Lake Pend Oreille Invasive Fish
	· “The presence of walleye and smallmouth bass can hardly be anything but detrimental to co-occurring native salmonids.”

·  “Immediate management action to suppress walleye and bass is appropriate if not already too late.” 

	200717100
	Malheur River Subbasin Habitat Restoration and Fish Enhancement/Stinkingwater Project
	· “the presence of potential predators in the reservoir might be counterproductive to efforts to restore the redband. The reservoir has been stocked with trout and bass”  

	200724600
	Restoration of Bull Trout Passage at Albeni Falls Dam using a Trap-and –Haul Approach in Conjunction with Investigations to Assess Effectiveness of Rapid Genetic Analyses in Assigning Natal Tributary  
	·  “the operation of at largemouth bass hatchery on the lower Pend Oreille River by the proponents of this proposal would seem to be at odds with bull trout recovery.”  


bass population that is managed through Proposal 199500100 “puts salmonids in the entire region at an increased risk.” To say that the ISRP has sensationalized the issue is an understatement.

As highlighted earlier, there are waters in the Pacific Northwest where native and non-native fisheries coexist. Unfortunately, the ISRP is speculating (e.g., the presence of potential predators in the reservoir might be counterproductive to efforts to restore the redband. The reservoir has been stocked with trout and bass”) in some of their comments or attempting to present some of their judgments as facts (e.g., “The proposal briefly mentions that northern pike predation in the lake phase (and river phase) of cutthroat trout life histories is probably a major problem. If so, much of the management effort of this project is futile.”). Through these comments, the ISRP continues to illustrate their inability to comprehend the issue that fishery managers must meet the needs of their user groups, which today in the Pacific Northwest includes anglers demanding native and non-native fishes. The RFAC’s opinion is reinforced by the ISRP’s comments “Immediate management action to suppress walleye and bass is appropriate if not already too late.” In the late-1990’s the Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife were unsuccessful in liberalizing regulations for Micropterus spp. as a means of suppression, due in part to lobbying by sport fishing groups. The RFAC believes the ISRP is out of touch with reality and that is not a case of managing the fisheries but instead managing the actions of anglers. The reintroduction of non-native fish by anglers, following renovation programs, has been documented in the Pacific Northwest. These comments should not be interpreted that the RFAC does not support the removal of non-native fish where feasible (i.e., where the likelihood is low that anglers will not reintroduce the non-native fish).
The RFAC suggests that if these resident fish projects are deemed not fundable due to the presence of non-native fish, then most anadromous fish projects should also receive the same recommendation since non-native predators such as largemouth bass, smallmouth bass, and walleye, exist throughout the Columbia River Basin. The RFAC requests that the MAG consider this double standard that seems to exist relative to the ISRP’s review.   
Subbasin/Province Recommendations
One proposal was brought to the RFAC’s attention for which the proposal sponsor sought the RFAC’s review and recommendation.  Proposal 200702400 “Coeur d’Alene Trout Ponds” was one of seven proposals that was recommended for funding “when, and if, additional funding becomes available” in the Intermountain Province. Of the seven proposals that received this designation, Proposal 200702400 was ranked the lowest.  Although the proposal number 200702400 suggests the proposed project represents a new effort, the trout ponds that provide put-and-take angling opportunities for the Coeur d’Alene Tribe is an ongoing, BPA-funded, resident fish substitution program. 

Several resident fish substitution projects exist in the Intermountain Province (e.g., Project 199500100 “Kalispel Tribe Resident Fish Project” which cultures largemouth bass). The RFAC questions why the other resident fish substitution projects in the Intermountain Province were recommended for “immediate funding” but Project 2000702400, which allow provides for lost angling opportunities, received a less favorable ranking. During the winter of 2006, the CBFWA supported the Coeur d’Alene Tribe’s within-year request for funds to implement actions associated with their trout ponds. The RFAC requests that the CBFWA continue to support this project, which provides immediate angling opportunities to the Coeur d’Alene Tribe.     
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