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The Idaho Department of Fish and Game (Department) agrees that new interventions, using artificial propagation techniques to reduce risk of near-term extinction, must be addressed in a coordinated and scientifically sound fashion between fishery managers and the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS).  We have agreed to work with NMFS and other basin fishery managers to develop a coordinated approach to “safety-net” planning, termed the Safety-Net Artificial Propagation Program (SNAPP).  My understanding is that a letter detailing the current activities of this program has been submitted to the ISRP.  The near-term outcome of SNAPP would be a coordinated project proposal and budget submitted into the Provincial Review process.  The Department will bring ongoing conservation products, such as the population viability analysis for Snake River Chinook (referenced in Project 199700100 comments), results from captive rearing experiments, and results from our basinwide steelhead genetic survey to the SNAPP table.  We agree that the process should be designed to focus on critically depressed populations across the Snake Basin, which is a foundation of our participation in SNAPP.

The 2000 Biological Opinion for the Federal Columbia River Power System (FCRPS) acknowledges that the FCRPS poses jeopardy to listed Snake River salmon and steelhead ESUs and provides a Reasonable and Prudent Alternative composed of a suite of several actions (RPA actions) that largely relies on offsite actions to mitigate the jeopardy due to the FCRPS. NMFS and the Action agencies (Bonneville Power Administration, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, and the Bureau of Reclamation) acknowledge that life-cycle survival improvement from these actions may not be immediate, thus inclusion of the safety-net planning RPA to address near-term extinction risk.  Across the Snake Basin ESUs, some populations may be at higher risk of near-term loss than others.  Development of a coordinated method to prioritize needs for safety-net intervention would be useful.

While the data available for extinction risk assessments may only provide crude information, we believe the first step (extinction risk analysis) will still assist fishery managers with determining relative priorities and key data needs for near-term and long-term decisions.  I anticipate that information developed through this process will be considered by NMFS in their development of a hierarchical research, monitoring and evaluation program, also an RPA action.  

Our understanding is that the intent of the safety-net planning is to address populations at high, near-term risk of winking out.  As noted in our proposal, the Department perspective is that an aspect of safety-net planning will be to consider whether other types of activities, aside from artificial propagation, would also serve to lessen near-term extinction risk.  Our understanding is that the planning will accommodate this alternative consideration.  We also understand this is a planning activity; implementation will not necessarily be deemed necessary or occur.  Another key concern to the Department is the balance of emphasis between production and productivity.  Our perspective is that production should not be overemphasized at risk to inherent productivity and we bring that perspective to the SNAPP process.

We believe there is potential in the SNAPP to address the key concerns of the ISRP:  objective selection of populations, credible benefit-risk assessment, and conservation standards for management of artificial production.  We believe a more coordinated approach, as recommended by the ISRP, is appropriate and we will work within the SNAPP to accomplish one.   
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