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Memorandum
To:

Independent Scientific Review Panel (ISRP)

From:

Brian Lipscomb, CBFWA
Re:

Response to ISRP review comments: 


Project:      # 200730000 – Fish Passage Technical Services Project

Sponsor:     Columbia River Inter-Tribal Fish Commission


Project:      # 200732100 - Data Management for System Operations


Sponsor:    Columbia Basin Fish and Wildlife Authority


Project:      # 200732600 – Monitoring of juvenile and adult salmonid survival 


                            through the Federal Columbia River Power System


Sponsor:    Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife
Following is our detailed response to ISRP comments and questions on the above project proposals.  The attached memorandum to the Mainstem Systemwide Review Team discusses the project modifications in response to ISRP comments. The ISRP developed comments on each of the three proposals which were consolidated into one proposal sponsored by CBFWA.  In order to respond to all of the comments on each proposal we have consolidated the comments on each proposal under each section heading in bold.  We address the specific response to each comment in italic in the following discussion.

1. This project is similar in organization, language, objectives, and methodology to Project Proposals # 200730000 and # 200732100. In general, these three proposals recommend a return to the same organization and staff of the present FPC, which may be dissolved in November 2006. The ISRP recommends close coordination among the sponsors of these three proposals (CRITFC, ODFW, CBFWA, and WDFW) to develop one well-organized proposal with sufficient technical detail to address ISRP comments/recommendations. 
This was the primary comment made by the ISRP on each of the proposals. The project sponsors for the three projects that were proposed to assume the tasks of the Fish Passage Center met and discussed this primary comment of the ISRP.  The project sponsors agreed to consolidate their three proposals into one proposal. The consolidation process followed the comments of the ISRP on each of the proposals. The project sponsors agreed that the CBFWA was the appropriate sponsor for a consolidated proposal. The project sponsors have also agreed that the specific objective of the 2007-2009 proposal is to implement the specific language and measures of the NPCC 2003 Mainstem Program Amendment to the Fish and Wildlife Program relating to the Fish Passage Center tasks and objectives as identified in the mainstem program. The project sponsors developed a memorandum to the Mainstem Systemwide Review Team on June 14, 2006, (attached) describing their agreement.
2. Technical and scientific background: Only a broad summary of fish passage and survival in the hydrosystem is presented, and smolt-monitoring functions are discussed only in very general terms. This section does not indicate the kinds of technical services to be provided (i.e. daily juvenile and adult fish passage data, passage timing, duration, survival, etc.), their importance, or do anything to help justify this project. Only general statements are given describing the need for the technical support that this project has provided to the state, tribal, and federal fishery managers. This section does not indicate the kinds of technical services to be provided (i.e. daily juvenile and adult fish passage data, passage timing, duration, survival, etc.), their importance, or do anything to help justify this project. The Abstract preceding this background section does a better job of this. 

The project proposal and narrative was modified to include an extensive discussion of the products and services provided to the agencies and tribes by the FPTS, including specific discussion of fish passage characteristics including travel time, passage duration and survival. In addition a discussion of the initial regional process that recognized the need and developed the technical support function for the agencies and tribes was added. The narrative was modified to include a series of examples of technical services that have been provided to the fishery managers. These include standard daily reporting of passage indices by species at each of ten smolt monitoring sites, weekly reports throughout the passage season and maintenance of daily graphic representations of passage conditions and juvenile passage. The technical services provided to the fishery managers and the public include responses to a broad range of  requests for specific analysis including survival of juvenile migrants through specific river reaches, proportion of  fish transported, comparison of various river flow scenarios and reservoir elevations and technical support and participation on Biological Opinion remand committees.. These technical analysis are determined by the need of the fishery managers and the public and the prevailing fish passage management issues at any particular time.

3. Rationale and significance to subbasin plans and regional programs: The proposal does not provide any specific linkage to priority objectives and goals indicated in regional programs or specific subbasin plans. The proposal needs to make a case of how this project will meet those requirements. 
The narrative was modified to include a discussion of the relevance of the 
project to future sub-basin plan evaluations and the coordination and implication of this project to CSMEP and tributary habitat evaluations. In addition the relationship of this project to future Biological Opinion remand and implementation of Biological Opinion measures through the regional forum was included.
The objective of the project relative to each sub-basin plan, is to provide data and analysis which describes the mainstem passage experience of any particular sub-basin stock of anadromous fish back to the sub-basin fishery managers to support their management and mitigation decisions. The FPTS project is a key component in the implementation of mainstem monitoring and analysis of passage characteristics. The mainstem passage experience is an important facet of the lifecycle of anadromous fish which are the subject of sub basin plans, linking tributary production with subsequent mainstem passage and eventual adult returns. The mainstem monitoring information (passage characteristics, survival, travel time, passage duration) and analysis generated by this project is valuable information provided to each sub-basin. The FPTS staff has participated in the CSMEP project. The FPC project has and the FPTS project will continue to coordinate mainstem monitoring with CSMEP evaluations and with tributary marking and evaluation to support life cycle analysis. One objective will be to coordinate marking and mark groups to maximize the utility of information generated for both mainstem and sub-basin evaluations.
This FPTS project provides technical support for the agencies and tribes in the Biological Opinion remand process. FPTS staff has been assigned to various technical committees in the remand process and has provided data and analysis as requested by the remand parties. The FPTS project will strive to meet the mainstem monitoring objectives agreed upon by the parties through the remand process.
4. Relationships to other projects: The proposal indicates that there are too many projects linked to this one to effectively list all of the connections. There is some truth to this, but several examples of the relationships of this project to projects like the Comparative Survival Study (#199602000) need to be included.  The Council’s Mainstem Amendments (2003) and the BiOp are cited as requiring this project to provide technical support to the state, tribal, and federal fishery managers. The specific objectives of this project in relation to these regional programs/plans are not described. On the administrative form, three BPA Projects are listed as having a close relationship to this one, and a brief relationship of this project to each is described. The narrative of the proposal doesn't do this, but describes an organizational structure and gives a description of oversight and governance structure, which doesn't seem to belong in this section. The function of the Hatfield School of Government (at PSU) is not clearly explained other than…. " The section describing Oversight and Governance Structure along with the proposed Memorandum of Agreement and Principles for Fish Migration and River Management Technical Assistance should be included in the background section, not here. 

The discussion of the oversight structure for the project was removed from this section and moved to the section discussing background. Specifically the language describing oversight of the project was modified to reflect the specific language of the mainstem amendment.  The Hatfield School of Government and other oversight options were eliminated from the consolidated proposal.

The project narrative was modified to specifically discuss the relationship to other projects specified in the administrative form for the proposal. In addition 
the project narrative was modified to include specific objectives of this project as relevant to the Biological Opinion remand regional process and the Councils mainstem amendment. The relationship of this project to the Smolt Monitoring 
Program project #198712700, the Comparative Survival Study project,
# 199602000 and the Collaborative Systemwide Monitoring and Evaluation Program, #200303600

The objective of the FPTS relative to the NPCC mainstem amendment is to implement the specific tasks outlined in the amendments. This includes the design, implementation, data management analysis and regional data distribution for the Smolt Monitoring Program project # 198712700. The SMP is a requirement of 
the Biological Opinion as well as the NPCC mainstem amendment. The Fish Passage staff develops the SMP design with the state, federal and tribal fishery managers through a discussion and review process. The program remote data 
entry program and software is developed by the FPTS. The SMP data is 
transmitted to the FPC website daily. The FPTS generates an annual report summarizing the SMP data, passage characteristics historical comparisons and river passage conditions. The FPTS also develops the response to NOAA Fisheries to meet the requirements and conditions for application and reporting of ESA section 10 requirements for the SMP.

This project is a key component of implementation and analysis of the Comparative Survival Study, project # 199602000 (PIT Tagging Snake River Spring Chinook).  The FPTS works with the CSS Oversight Committee to facilitate the logistics and coordination to mark groups of spring Chinook for the study. This includes coordination with other research to maximize the potential for multiple use and application of each mark group. The FPTS staff works under the auspices of the CSS Oversight Committee to conduct the analysis of the CSS mark groups juvenile and adult returns using the agreed upon methodologies in the CSS study design. The FPTS develops software analytical tools to conduct the CSS analysis. The FPTS develops the application and response to NOAA Fisheries for the ESA section 10 permit for the CSS study.
5. Project history: The proposal indicates that it builds on a body of existing work and the proposal is considered new because the earlier project was terminated. Therefore no history is described. However, for such a long-running project there has been a number of important accomplishments and completed documents and that needs to be listed in this section. At least a one-page summary should be included.  The project history section only consists of a few sentences and is lacking sufficient detail to provide project accomplishments and give adequate justification for continued support. For such a long-running project there have been a number of important accomplishments and completed documents that need to be listed.

The FPTS project and tasks were included in the first NPCC Fish and Wildlife Program in 1983 and has operated continuously since its’ inception to provide  consistent and continuous time series of  fish passage monitoring data and analysis to support fish passage mitigation management decisions.  The project narrative was modified to discuss the history of the project and to add a list of reports and analysis completed by the project.  Annual reports which provide detailed analysis of passage characteristics, historical comparisons of salmon migration and documentation of fish passage conditions and fish passage operations have been prepared since 1983. Annual reports of the Comparative Survival Study have been prepared by the FPC since 1996. In addition many analyses have been prepared in response to specific passage issues and questions. All of these analyses are available to the public and the region through the FPC web site.

The individual analytical products provided by the FPTS support fish passage management deliberations and decisions cover a broad range of specific topics these include, historic comparisons of passage distributions, travel time and survival relative to river flow and spill passage conditions; spill levels at individual projects and resulting dissolved gas levels and gas bubble trauma 
symptoms in juvenile migrants; analysis of various reservoir operations scenarios and resulting passage conditions; as examples of analytical products provided by the FPTS.
6. Objectives: Four objectives are listed including reasonable justification for each. The seven objectives proposed by CBFWA in the Abstract are not followed through in the Objectives section of the proposal (only four are given). The clarity and organization of the proposal would be improved if the proposal was consistent. One missing objective is Objective 5 in the abstract "to gather, organize, analyze, house and make widely available monitoring and research information related to anadromous fish passage (adult and juvenile) and resident fish impacts due to implementation of the water management and passage measures that are part of the Council's Program." This is one function of the FPC that must be included and stated explicitly. Also, some of the most important work elements in this proposal (e.g. passage index, relative abundance, migration timing, travel time, and survival estimates) are not included in the work element methods. 

The function of Objective 4 is to maintain a regionally accepted oversight group and while the concept appears to have merit, the details provided are insufficient to determine how this group would function. Objectives: Objectives are not clearly stated, and it appears that the sub-objectives (a-d) under Objective 1 are the real objectives and most of the main objectives are general statements related to program activities and collaborative activities. 
Work Element 3.5 should probably be separated out as a specific objective to analyze and interpret passage and survival data. This is one function of the FPC that must be included and stated explicitly. Also, some of the most important work elements in this proposal (e.g. passage index, relative abundance, migration timing, travel time, and survival estimates) are not included in the work element methods. 

The discussion of oversight has been removed from the proposal and is now described as explicitly determined in the NPCC mainstem amendment. The discussion of oversight of the project now reflects the specific language of the 
mainstem amendment related to oversight.

The missing objective 5 noted in the review was included, “to gather, organize analyze, house and make widely available monitoring and research information related to juveniles and adult passage and to the implementation of the water passage measured that are part of the F&W program”. This is language directly from the NPCC Fish and Wildlife mainstem amendment.


The methods developing passage indices, relative abundance, migration timing, travel time and survival estimates have been included in the narrative of the proposal.  The following table and narrative description was included in the proposal to describe methods.
  Table 2.  Formulas to compute passage indices (collection/flow expansion factor).

	Sampling Site
	Collection
	Flow expansion factor

	Lower Granite Dam

Little Goose Dam

Lower Monumental Dam

McNary Dam

John Day Dam
	24-hr catch / sample rate
24-hr catch / sample rate
24-hr catch / sample rate
24-hr catch / sample rate
24-hr catch / sample rate
	PH/(PH+SP)
PH/(PH+SP)
PH/(PH+SP)
PH/(PH+SP)
PH/(PH+SP)

	Bonneville Dam (PH 2)
	24-hr catch / sample rate
	PH2/(PH1+PH2+SP)

	Rock Island Dam (PH 2)
	24-hr catch / 1
	PH2/(PH1+PH2+SP)


  Legend:  PH=powerhouse flow; PH2=second powerhouse flow; and  SP=spill flow.

  Note: all flows are 24-hr averages over the site-specific sample interval.


Migration Timing.  


The distribution of the daily passage indices at the dams provides a measure of migration timing at a given site.  From the passage distributions at Lower Granite, Rock Island, McNary, and Bonneville dams, the dates of passage at the key cumulative percentiles of 10%, 50%, and 90% are reported for each species the FPC Annual Reports, along with passage timing plots for the run-at-large.

Travel Time.  
The PIT tag provides a unique alphanumeric code for individual fish that allows determination of date and time of passage of these fish at dams with PIT tag detection equipment in place.  From these data, travel times of individual fish within reaches of interest may be computed.  Travel time is estimated from release to first detection site, and between series of dams, by subtracting the upstream detection date and time from the downstream detection date and time for PIT tagged fish.  From the distribution of travel times for each group of PIT tagged fish, minimum, maximum, and median travel time with associated 95% confidence interval are computed.  Associated with the travel time data are flow and river temperature averages.  These environmental parameters are computed at a key dam within the reach of interest as the average across a series of days equal to the number of days estimated as the median travel time.  This series of days begin with the date of release for travel times estimated from release to first monitoring site (e.g., Snake River basin sites to Lower Granite Dam or Mid-Columbia River basin sites to McNary Dam), and they begin with the date of re-release at the upstream dam for travel times estimated between two dams (e.g., Lower Granite Dam to McNary Dam, Rock Island to McNary Dam, and McNary Dam to Bonneville Dam).  The detailed travel time data for groups of PIT tagged fish released from the four traps, selected hatcheries, and Rock Island Dam or re-released from Lower Granite and McNary dams are presented each year in the FPC (FPTS) Annual Report.

Survival Estimates. 
Survival is estimated from release to first detection site, and between series of dams, by the Cormack-Jolly-Seber release-recapture method outlined in American Fisheries Society Monograph 5, Design and analysis methods for fish survival experiments based on release-recapture, by K.P. Burnham, D.R. Anderson, G.C. White, C. Brownie, and K.H. Pollock, 1987.  For a specified group of fish, this methodology provides a group estimate of survival through a series of reservoirs and dams, as well as a group estimate of collection efficiency at the dams.  For the group of PIT tagged fish of interest, this method uses the subsequent detection information on the known number of fish re-released at a particular dam to estimate the number of fish that past that particular dam alive but undetected.  By adding the number of fish detected at the dam and the estimated number of fish alive but undetected passing the dam, we have an estimate of the total number of fish from the group of interest at that particular site.  Dividing that estimated total by the estimated total of an upstream dam, we arrived at the survival estimate from the tailrace of the upstream dam to the tailrace of the downstream dam.  If one divides by the release number, then an estimate of survival from release to the tailrace of the downstream dam of interest is obtained.  The software program MARK (White and Burnham 1999) was used to perform the survival estimates with the “identity “design matrix and “identity” link function set. 
Estimates of survival from release site to tailrace of Lower Monumental Dam were attempted for weekly releases of wild and hatchery Chinook and steelhead from the daily releases of PIT tagged fish at four SMP traps above Lower Granite Dam.  The weekly tagging goal for survival estimation was set at 600 fish, but this number of fish per week was not always possible.  Therefore, a release period of up to 15 consecutive days may be used in some instances to try to active the target release size.  Estimates of survival from release site to Lower Monumental Dam tailrace and for the three shorter reaches that make up this longer reach is presented in the FPC (FPTS) Annual Reports.  The extended multi-dam reach survival estimate is the product of three shorter reach estimates.  The associated variance for the extended reach estimate is computed using formulas for propagation of error in products of non-independent estimates.  For each release location, species, rearing type of fish (hatchery or wild), and release period, we obtain an extended reach survival estimate with associated 95% confidence interval. 

Estimates of survival from release at Rock Island Dam to tailrace of McNary Dam were attempted for bi-weekly releases of yearling and subyearling Chinook, steelhead, and sockeye (all mixtures of hatchery and wild fish) from the daily releases at Rock Island Dam.  Pooling of longer than weekly release blocks were necessary because there are fewer downstream PIT tag detection sites for Mid-Columbia River released fish.  The estimated survival of smolts released from Rock Island Dam to McNary Dam tailrace is presented in the FPC (FPTS) Annual Reports.
Survival estimates were also obtained for hatchery yearling Chinook and steelhead from key hatcheries in the Snake River drainage and for hatchery yearling and subyearling Chinook from key hatcheries in the Mid-Columbia River drainage.  Data for the Snake River hatcheries show survival estimates from release site to Lower Monumental Dam tailrace (product of three reach survival estimates) and from release site to John Day Dam tailrace (product of five reach survival estimates).  Data from the Mid-Columbia River hatcheries show survival estimates from release site to McNary Dam only.  Data for the reaches in the Snake and Mid-Columbia River basins are presented in the FPC (FPTS) Annual Reports.
For each species and rearing type, a seasonal average was obtained for releases from the four traps and Rock Island Dam whenever the survival estimates of the groups released over time did not significantly differ.  To determine any significant differences occurred within a year, a test of whether the “between group” variance component was significantly greater than zero (Burnham 1987 et al., Chapter 4).  This is a chi-square test equal to [empirical variance of mean survival*(1-degrees of freedom)]/ [theoretical variance of mean survival].  In cases where the chi-square test was not significant at the 95% confidence level, then the average was computed for the season, along with the average theoretical variance.  In cases where the chi-square test was significant, then the season was split into periods showing the different survival levels.

7. Monitoring and evaluation: The major functions of the FPC are M&E. However, the proposal includes nothing regarding the broader monitoring aspects such as coordinating or participating with other regional RM&E programs such as CSMEP.  The major functions of the FPC are M&E. However, the proposal only makes several general statements that the project will "develop annual smolt monitoring plan with the Fish Passage Advisory Committee of CBFWA" and as Objective 5 - "Participation in long-term development of Research, Monitoring & Evaluation in coordination with CSMEP and other regional RM&E programs, as requested by managers participating in the Remand processes, and as needed for the SMP." The proposal needs to provide some detail of how they will develop this annual monitoring plan and give details of how they will coordinate with other regional RM&E programs. The proposal needs to provide some detail of how they will develop this broader monitoring plan and give details of how they will coordinate and participate with other regional RM&E programs.
The FPTS staff has actively engaged with parties in the Biological Opinion remand process in discussion of long term RM&E programs and is listed as members of the remand RM&E and other remand committees related to listed stocks and the FPTS staff has been engaged with the CSMEP project since it’s inception.  The FPTS staff has provided input to the CSMEP project relative to available data, and protocols utilized throughout the region in regard to mainstem passage. The FPTS staff has been involved in providing technical support to the CSMEP project and has and has brought CSMEP protocols to discussions of broader RME through the Biological Opinion remand process for development of and discussion of broader basin wide RM&E programs. As participants in Biological Opinion process  both the CSMEP project and the Biological Opinion remand process the FPTS can bring significant long term mainstem monitoring experience to the CSMEP and Biological Opinion discussions of long term RM&E.
The FPTS staff in their tenure as the FPC has a 20 year history of successfully coordinating and implementing basin wide monitoring programs involving many entities. This has included coordinating research and monitoring programs to avoid duplication and maximize multiple use of mark groups. Research mark groups have been coordinated with monitoring mark groups to strengthen both efforts. This is accomplished by maintaining an active knowledge of and participating in regional processes that determine research and monitoring activities. By building on and maintaining long term active relationships within the region and collaborating with other research and monitoring projects through the Biological Opinion remand process committee assignments and the assignments through CSMEP as well as current SMP and CSS work, the FPTS is well positioned provide valuable contribution to building a basinwide RME program.
8. Facilities, equipment, and personnel: The proposal indicates that equipment will be upgraded and consolidation of facilities will be done. However, WDFW also states that no decision has been made as to location, so much uncertainty exists. The WDFW management staff for the project is very well qualified; however, only a list of summarized position descriptions needed for basic project duties is provided. This is inadequate for reviewers to be able determine if the important functions of the project will have a reasonable chance of being accomplished. Either much more detailed position descriptions with necessary qualifications or a list of potential project personnel with resumes needs to be included. A good description of facilities and equipment is provided. However, only a list of summarized position descriptions needed for the project is provided. This is inadequate for reviewers to be able determine if the important functions of the project will have a reasonable chance of being accomplished. Either much more detailed position descriptions with necessary qualifications or a list of potential project personnel with resumes needs to be included. Nothing useful is mentioned about facilities and equipment. The project personnel are the current staff of the FPC, who have a long history of association with the FPC and are well qualified.
The facilities and personnel for the FPTS are current FPC staff and facilities. The project will be accomplished because the project personnel have long years of experience implementing the FPC tasks as described in the NPCC Fish and Wildlife Program. There have been additions to staff to fill vacancies. The project personnel are specifically identified with summaries of experience. The facilities are the same as have been available and utilized over the past years of implementing the FPC tasks. As the budget allows facilities, specifically computer hardware and software will be upgraded. Any decisions and consideration of changing physical location will be dependent on agreement of the CBFWA members and the NPCC and budgetary considerations.

[image: image3.jpg]D Bowtal



[image: image4.jpg]AT




Memorandum

To:

Mainstem System wide Review Team

[image: image5.png]



From:

Rob Lothrop, CRITFC 



Ed Bowles, ODFW 



Guy Norman, WDFW


Brian Lipscomb, CBFWA

Date:

June 15, 2006

Re: 

Request for consolidation of Mainstem Proposals for 2007-2009

In response to the request from the Mainstem System wide Review Team, and the Independent Scientific Review Panel (ISRP) project review comments, the sponsors of three proposals for 2007-2009 funding, # 200732600, Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife, (WDFW) # 200730000 Columbia River Intertribal Fish Commission, (CRITFC) & Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife (ODFW) and #200732100, Columbia Basin Fish and Wildlife Authority (CBFWA) have met and discussed the three proposals.  We have combined the key elements of these proposals into one proposal. The consolidation of the three proposals addresses a primary review comment from the ISRP.  In addition the project sponsors have modified the proposal to address other ISRP project review comments requesting additional details regarding methodology and historic information.  The three sponsors have agreed that the attached modified CBFWA proposal is the preferred vehicle for consolidating the key elements of all of the proposals.  We have also agreed that the specific objective of the 2007-2009 proposal is to implement the specific language and measures of the NPCC 2003 Mainstem Program Amendment to the Fish and Wildlife Program relating to the Fish Passage Center tasks and objectives. The following modifications of the CBFWA proposal have been made to address the consolidation of the three proposals.

· The proposal implements measures in the 2003 Mainstem Amendments regarding the structure and operations of the Fish Passage Center (FPC) and the provision of technical support to the agencies and tribes and the public at-large. 

· The proposal maintains the capabilities, expertise and investment in the FPC services that has been developed over the past two decades.

· The proposal includes the project oversight that is specified in the Mainstem Amendments.

· The proposal maintains access by the agencies and tribes, and the public at large to all information, data, analysis and reports prepared and compiled by the FPC in the past and the project in the future, and ensures it continues to be non-proprietary. 

The consolidated proposal includes additional information as requested by the ISRP.  As appropriate, we will provide additional refinements during the “fix-it loop.”  The following modifications were made to the proposal to address the ISRP review.

· Additional information is included on project history.

· Specific discussion on relation to other projects has been included.

· Clarification has been added regarding development of monitoring plans and designs.

· Additional information has been added relative to the need for technical support and the type of technical services provided including the relationship of this project to regional programs.

· Methodologies for work elements have been included.
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