ISRP Comment/Question: Do not fund, technically inadequate.

Response: Technical inadequacies are due to the age of the project. The project had only been funded for six months when the proposal for FY2000 funds was submitted. The Shoshone-Bannock Tribes are now at the first step of a detailed three-step process that is required by the NPPC to continue funding. The first step is to develop a Master Plan for the Salmon River Basin. Such a plan does not presently exist, and will incorporate not only production actions, but also harvest and habitat requirements. There is no other project in the NPPC Fish and Wildlife Program to develop this master plan. The extreme importance of the nature and scope of the Salmon River to anadromous fish productivity, and the absence of a master plan for future production actions in that basin, makes funding this project a worthy cause.

ISRP Comment/Question: This proposal requires greater detail and clearly stated objectives with provisions for monitoring and evaluation of results.
Response: Detail is lacking because, as stated above (and as a recurring response to the ISRP comments), the project is at the first phase – development of a master plan for production (and related) actions in the Salmon River Subbasin. The scrutiny from many entities that is part of master planning will force a high level of detail to be developed during the FY 1999 funding, in preparation for initiation of implementation in FY 2000.

Objectives are clearly stated in sections 7 and 8e of the proposal: redirecting artificial production efforts to recover declining wild fish populations; constructing low-cost streamside incubation and rearing, acclimation, volitional release and broodstock holding facilities; reforming existing hatchery programs and facilities in the Salmon River; and providing fish culture education and training for SBT Tribal Members as part of the federal government’s trust responsibility to treaty tribes.

Specific monitoring and evaluation parameters aimed at measuring whether biological objectives are met are detailed in section 8f, including the number of eggs hatched, number of fish released, survival at life stage, adult returns, and natural reproduction success of returning adults.

ISRP Comment/Question: Its content is directed toward developing a rather unspecified method of artificial propagation and description is lacking of any results of previous funding in 1996-98.

Response: BPA funding for this project started in May, 1998 (as stated in section 8d) and was only approximately six months old when the FY 2000 proposal was submitted.  Results of previous production actions (since 1995, and limited to side-stream incubation) that were funded through other sources is currently in final report development.

ISRP Comment/Question: Except in describing other projects (Sec. 8c), it addresses fishery resource problems only in the vaguest of terms.

Response: Sections 8a, 8b and 8e describe these problems – primarily, that highly technical and quantity-oriented artificial production strategies and actions have not successfully mitigated for losses of naturally-producing populations (the past and present production programs in the upper Salmon River do not include the objectives of restoring naturally-producing populations).

ISRP Comment/Question: Hatchbox technologies could be tested on a much smaller scale.

Response: They have been. For example, the Oregon STEP program, the Washington Remote Site Incubator projects, the California SASEP and Truckee River, and projects in Wyoming (Green River and Snake River). The major passage migration barriers present for Salmon River anadromous fish populations and resultant smolt-to-adult survival rates cause the test of this technology in the Salmon River to be of a larger nature than elsewhere. The urgent nature of salmon recovery in the Salmon River basin precludes proceeding on a smaller scale. Knowing that salmon (including steelhead fry) can be produced using low tech on-site incubation, but needing to work at a level of production that will allow for evaluation beyond hatch rates and numbers of fry released. Under the present conditions of high mortalities due to the disruption of migratory corridors, adequate evaluation is not possible if the project is conducted on a small scale. The program should expand to a level that will produce adequate numbers of fish to provide for suitable evaluation.

ISRP Comment/Question: Additionally, with a budget request of $913K, the proposal would be “low tech” at a very high price.

Response: What is the ISRP’s criteria that calls for a determination of cost effectiveness or appropriateness? Compared to other production programs that are aimed at providing restoration of naturally-producing anadromous fish (e.g., Yakima-Klickitat Fish project, Pelton/Hood River Production Program, programs in the Umatilla and Walla Walla subbasins, and the Nez Perce Tribal Hatchery projects), the anticipated construction and facilities cost is potentially extremely effective.

ISRP Comment/Question: There is no provision for cost sharing.
Response: The proposal authors failed to mention cost sharing with the Department of Energy (through the Idaho National Engineering and Environmental Laboratory / Shoshone-Bannock Jr./Sr. High School), and Bureau of Indian Affairs (through the SBT Fish and Wildlife Management Development Program).

ISRP Comment/Question: Stream-side incubators a) have received favorable media attention and suggest increasing local awareness of the issue and b) have involved many young people in the process, but their biological efficacy should be assessed and compared with other options before the program is expanded.

Response: This issue, and the necessary comparisons of other alternatives, will be an essential part of not only the master planning process, but also the NEPA and ESA requirements under Step 2 of the NPPC process.

ISRP Comment/Question: As it stands, the project is almost purely activity-oriented rather than fishery-results-oriented, and thus appears to be busy work.
Response: The on-the-ground production activities (e.g., side-stream incubation) that is occurring while the master plan, NEPA, ESA, and engineering design and feasibility work is performed are activities that are 100% fish-resource oriented. The SBT are strong proponents of learning while doing (just do it) rather than getting mired in studies (analysis paralysis) of potential actions. Such studies are important to resolve critical uncertainties if such uncertainties prevent initiation of actions, as is monitoring and evaluation in order to adaptively manage. However, it is at least equally important to the SBT initiate to actions to help prevent the imminent extinction of Snake River wild anadromous fish populations.

ISRP Comment/Question: Nowhere in the proposal are any scientific principles or theory stated.
Response: Principles and theories are stated in the document: Section 8b - “highly technical production strategies have not successfully mitigated losses of natural production;” Section 8d – “initiate low-cost, low-tech alternatives and improvements to existing hatchery programs;” Section 8e – “Determine if significant adult returns and successful natural reproduction to the natural environment occur by using this technology;” Section 8e – “test whether low-tech artificial production methods can increase egg-to-fry survival over natural in-gravel incubation while increasing production from fry-to-adult compared to current hatchery strategies;” and, “utilize hatcheries to return fish to the natural environment while maintaining harvest opportunities;” and, Section 8f – “juvenile fish would be more naturally acclimated to their rearing environment as a result of volitional releases…[and] providing a more natural rearing environment is believed to increase survivals of smolt-to-adults relative to fish incubated, hatched and reared in a traditional hatchery and transported to release sites.”
