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Response to the ISRP Review of FY 2007-2009 Proposals
Lostine River Operation and Maintenance and Monitoring & Evaluation
BPA Project Number 199800702
Response to General Comments:
Reviewer Comment - “The proposal makes a strong case for continuation and funding as part of the GRESCSP. The authors are to be complimented on a clear, well-organized presentation that is thorough in most details. Much of this proposal could serve as an example for other projects in the future. Project history and summary results to date are well-presented. The proposal gives well-warranted recognition that long-term prospects for the population depend on the remediation of habitat problems by related projects in the watershed.”

Response - We thank the ISRP for their review and comment on this project proposal.

Response to Specific Comments:
Reviewer Comment – “This is one proposal that states its project’s biological objects truly as biological objectives. Biological objectives are described with well-articulated and designed hypotheses to permit robust adaptive management. It would be logical to add an objective of terminating the project when M&E determines either that it is not working or that the target population recovers. A response is needed that describes such a decision tree. See comments on the main ODFW and NPT M&E project.”

Response - The establishment of a decision tree has been requested by the ISRP previously for NEOH Monitoring and Evaluation Implementation (200713200).  NEOH Monitoring and Evaluation Implementation responded verbally and in writing.  The monitoring and evaluation for the Lostine River Operation and Maintenance and Monitoring and Evaluation will operate as a component of NEOH Monitoring and Evaluation Implementation.  The last dialogue with the ISRP regarding a decision tree occurred during the development of the Johnson Creek Artificial Propagation Enhancement M&E Plan (BPA project 19964300). An attempt was made to meet the request for increased accountability and formal decision structure by including a “decision framework” section in both the JCAPE M&E plan and the NEOH M&E plan and proposal. This decision framework is repeated within the following paragraph.
Applied adaptive management of fisheries resources is inherently a dynamic process. Maintaining effective communications between policy, management, and research level positions is essential in assuring accountability and linking actual project performance into a formal fisheries management decision processes (policy level and management level).  Establishing a decision framework, including timeframes, prior to management action implementation is desirable. Such a decision framework is targeted as a standard management component for the Nez Perce Tribe Department of Fisheries Resources Management. The framework will guide regular consideration to continue, terminate, or modify specific management actions. The NEOH management assumptions described below provide the technical link to the decision framework with both base expectations and basic data requirements.  If any of the assumptions are proven to be false or subject, either by direct project findings or literature, the project’s ability to achieve management goals will be formally considered. Routine assessment for change in program scope (continuation) and direction will be applied as necessary, at a minimum every five years. 

The following management assumptions were structured from management questions posed in the NEOH M&E Conceptual Plan (Hesse and Harbeck 2000) and are organized by management objectives.  The assumptions were developed through co-management meetings, recommendations and review of monitoring and evaluation literature. Co-managers believe they can serve to guide the decision process. 

Management Objective 1:  Maintain and enhance natural production in supplemented spring Chinook salmon populations in the Imnaha and Grande Ronde river subbasins.
A. Progeny-to-parent ratios for hatchery-produced fish significantly exceeds those of natural-origin fish.

B. Natural reproductive success of hatchery-origin fish must be similar to that of natural-origin fish.

C. Spatial distribution of hatchery-origin spawners in nature is similar to that of natural-origin fish.

D. Productivity of supplemented populations is similar to productivity of populations if they had not been supplemented.

E. Life stage-specific survival is similar between hatchery and natural-origin population components. 

Management Objective 2:  Maintain life history characteristics and genetic diversity in supplemented and unsupplemented spring Chinook salmon populations in the Imnaha and Grande Ronde river subbasins.

A. Adult life history characteristics in supplemented populations remains similar to pre-supplementation population characteristics.

B. Temporal variability of life history characteristics in supplemented populations remains similar to unsupplemented populations (assumes robust wild population dynamics). 

C. Juvenile life history characteristics in supplemented populations remains similar to pre-supplemented population characteristics. 

D. Genetic characteristics of the supplemented population remain similar (or improved) to the unsupplemented populations.

Management Objective 3:  Operate the hatchery program so that life history characteristics and genetic diversity of hatchery fish mimic natural fish.
A. Genetic characteristics of hatchery-origin fish are no different than natural-origin fish.

B. Life history characteristics of hatchery-origin adult fish are similar to natural-origin fish.
C. Juvenile emigration timing and survival differences between hatchery and natural-origin fish must be minimal. 
Management Objective 4:  Keep impacts of hatchery program on non-target spring Chinook salmon populations within acceptable limits.
A. Hatchery strays produced from the northeast Oregon Hatchery Program do not comprise more than 10% of the naturally spawning fish in the Wenaha and Minam watersheds.

B. Hatchery strays in the Minam and Wenaha rivers are predominately from in-subbasin releases. 

C. Hatchery strays from the northeast Oregon Hatchery Program do not exceed 10% of the abundance of any out-of-basin natural Chinook salmon populations.

Management Objective 5:  Restore and maintain treaty-reserved tribal and recreational fisheries.
A. Hatchery and natural-origin adult returns can be adequately forecasted to guide harvest opportunities. 
B. Hatchery adult returns are produced at a level of abundance adequate to support fisheries in most years with an acceptable level of impact to natural-spawner escapement.
Management Objective 6:  Operate the hatchery programs to achieve optimal production effectiveness while meeting priority management objectives for natural production enhancement, diversity, harvest, impacts to non-target populations.
A. We can identify the most effective rearing and release strategies.  

B. Management methods (weirs, juvenile traps, harvest, adult out-plants, juvenile production releases) can be effectively implemented as described in management agreements and monitoring and evaluation plans. 

C. Frequency or presence of disease in hatchery and natural production groups will not increase above historic levels.

Management Objective 7:  Understand the current status and trends of spring Chinook salmon natural populations and their habitats in the Imnaha and Grande Ronde river subbasins.

A. In-basin habitat is stable and suitable of spring Chinook salmon production 

B. We can describe juvenile spring Chinook salmon production in relationship to available habitat in each population and throughout the subbasin. 

C. We can describe annual (and 8-year geometric mean) abundance of natural origin adults relative to management thresholds (minimum spawner abundance and ESA delisting criteria) within prescribed precision targets.  

D. Adult spring Chinook salmon utilize all available spawning habitat in each population and throughout the subbasin. 

E. The relationships between life history diversity, life stage survival, abundance and habitat are understood. 

Management Objective 8:  Coordinate monitoring and evaluation activities and communicate program findings to resource managers.

A. Coordination of needed and existing activities within agencies and between all co-managers occurs in an efficient manner. 

B. Accurate data summary is continual and timely.  

C. Results are communicated in a timely fashion locally and regionally. 

D. The M&E program facilitates scientifically sound adaptive management of NEOH.


The decision framework previously described in this response does not address the legal and social issues regarding supplementation in the Lostine River.  Core GRESCSP O&M production activities for the Lostine River O&M program are funded in part through the authority of the Lower Snake River Fish and Wildlife Compensation Plan (LSRCP).  The LSRCP program was approved by the Water Resources Development Act of 1976, PL 94-587, Section 102, 94th Congress, in accordance with the Special Report, LSRCP, June 1975 on file with the Chief of Engineers.  The LSRCP was prepared and submitted in compliance with the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act of 1958, PL 85-624, 85th Congress, August 12, 1958 to mitigate for the losses of fish and wildlife caused by the construction of dams on lower Snake River.  The level of fish production for the Lostine River O&M program for mitigation has been agreed to and incorporated into the court ordered U.S. v. Oregon Interim Management Agreement (2005).  The premise behind Lostine River Supplementation is that the hatchery origin spawners can increase wild (natural) adult abundance without long-term productivity effects (recruits: natural spawner ratios).  The maximum production is capped at 250,000 smolts.  Any future decision to alter production goals will be dependant on whether or not the abundance level of naturally produced Chinook salmon meets minimum population viability thresholds as defined by the Interior Columbia Technical Basin Recovery Team (ICTRT 2005) and concurrence through U.S. v. Oregon.
Reviewer Comment – “The proposal adequately reports results to date, but future proposals for this project need to show more results in terms of return rates.”

Response - Future proposals will report results in terms of return rates.  The results reported in the proposal represented a few of the primary data sets that were used for estimating the smolt-to-adult return rates reported in annual reports for 2004 (Cleary et al. 2006) and 2005 (Cleary 2006).
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