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November 16, 2009 

 

Eric Loudenslager, Chair 

Independent Scientific Review Panel  

Northwest Power & Conservation Council 

851 SW 6th Avenue 

Suite 1100 

Portland, Oregon  97204 

 

Re: Review of the Yakama Nation’s Accord Proposal, Columbia Cascade Province MOA 

Habitat Project (2009-00-300)  

 

Dear Mr. Loudenslager, 

 

Please find attached the Yakama Nation’s revised Columbia Cascade Province MOA Habitat 

Project Proposal (Proposal; Project No. 2009-00-300).  This revised Proposal addresses the 

Independent Scientific Review Panel’s (ISRP’s) comments regarding the original Proposal 

(dated September 2009).  The ISRP’s comments were provided in Memorandum ISRP 2009-

42 dated October 16, 2009, from ISRP Chair Eric Loudenslager to Tony Grover, Fish and 

Wildlife Division Director, Northwest Power and Conservation Council (NPCC). 

 

For your convenience, this letter includes a point-by-point summary of the additional detail 

incorporated into the revised Proposal in response to your comments of October 16, 2009.  

 

ISRP Recommendation 

Response Requested 

 

We request a revised proposal that provides sufficient detail for a technical review including: 

 

1.   Procedures by which watershed assessments and prioritization of projects will be 

conducted. 

 

Appendix E (Draft – Reach Assessment and Project Selection Protocol) of this proposal 

describes the analytical steps taken to conduct reach assessments and project selections.  In 
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summary, the reach assessment and project selection process begins with a review/collection 

of existing information throughout a subbasin as well as collection of any necessary habitat 

data at the stream reach scale.  This information is then analyzed to allow the investigators to 

compartmentalize the stream into individual reaches.  Each reach is then characterized 

according to its unique physical, biological, and geomorphic conditions.  The reach 

assessment culminates in a set of reach-level habitat enhancement objectives.  The habitat 

enhancement objectives are intended to address limitations on natural channel forming 

processes imposed by existing conditions and land-use.  Information from the reach 

assessments will provide much needed hydraulic and geomorphic analysis for use in 

improving the identification of limiting factors not available during the development of the 

most current Implementation Schedule project lists.  Specific enhancement opportunities are 

then evaluated and selected according to the reach objectives.  Formulation of opportunities 

unique to each reach assures that enhancements are appropriate to both reach-level scales as 

well as subbasin-wide.  Opportunities are further prioritized at the subbasin-scale and then 

advanced to the design and implementation phase.  We would like emphasize that project 

identification will be undertaken with the knowledge and acceptance of the various limiting 

factors described in the Recovery Plan.  The Reach Assessment process is designed to find 

restoration projects to address those limiting factors, not to question them.  

 

Appendix F (Habitat Restoration Action Selection Process) of the proposal describes in more 

detail than presented in Appendix E, the local process by which habitat projects are 

identified for implementation.  To summarize, using the Recovery Planning process, local 

Watershed Action Teams (WATs) are presentation with the reach assessment findings, 

potential restoration actions are discussed, and habitat action sponsors are assigned.  Once 

habitat action sponsors are assigned to an action, landowner contacts are made and initial 

habitat action design begins.  Habitat action designs are brought before the Upper Columbia 

Regional Technical Team (UCRTT) and their reviews and comments are used to refine the 

habitat action design.  Once the design is finalized and required permits are obtained, the 

habitat action is implemented. 
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2. Summary data on stock and current habitat status (productivity and capacity estimates of 

past and current conditions) to provide context for the slate of priority activities 

identified in the proposal.  

 

Tables B-1 and B-2 have been added to section B of the proposal under the subheading, 

Fisheries Background and History.  The tables summarize abundance, productivity, spatial 

structure, and diversity thresholds, and current status for Upper Columbia spring Chinook 

and Upper Columbia steelhead.  The tables are taken from Hatchery and Genetic 

Management Plans (HGMPs) that are being prepared for submission to NOAA.  The HGMPs 

contain the most current information on the status of ESA-listed spring Chinook and 

steelhead stocks.  The most current assessment of habitat status relative to past conditions 

and the potential to benefit spring Chinook and steelhead abundance, productivity, and life 

history diversity as a function of altering habitat comes from EDT assessments that were 

conducted in 2004 as part of subbasin and watershed planning.  The EDT results are now 

included in section B, under the subheading Descriptions of Subbasins and Current Habitat 

Conditions. 

 

The EDT assessments were the basis for establishing subbasin planning recommended habitat 

actions.  The same assessment and subbasin plan recommendations were used in recovery 

planning, adjusted to contribute to meeting VSP parameters.  As described in Appendix F of 

the project proposal and summarized in #1 above, local WATs, Recovery Plan habitat project 

lists (Implementation Schedules from Appendix G of the Recovery Plan), and identified 

limiting factors will drive the selection of habitat actions for this Project.  Additional 

hydraulic and geomorphic analysis from reach assessment, not available during the 

development of habitat project lists (Appendix G of the Recovery Plan - Implementation 

Schedules), will be used appropriately and in consultation with WATs, to improve upon the 

identification of limiting factors.  Increased reliability in identified limiting factors will result 

in the ability to select habitat actions more likely to meet the goal of this Project—to 

improve habitat for fish resources in the Upper Columbia Region to a degree capable of 

supporting sustainable populations. 
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3. The anticipated effects of habitat improvements on fish and wildlife populations; and the 

details of a monitoring program that facilitates adaptive learning. 

 

The Yakama Nation does not propose to implement M&E activities as part of this project.  

Instead, as available, appropriate, on-going M&E activities (Appendix C of this proposal) will 

be consulted and relevant conclusions will be reported in support of demonstrating project 

success.  The Yakama Nation plans to work and coordinate closely with the various ongoing 

and any upcoming M&E efforts in the Entiat, Wenatchee and Methow subbasins 

to adaptively manage actions identified for implementation under this Project.  Section H 

(Monitoring and Evaluation), Table H-1 has been added to the proposal.  Table H-1 

summarizes current Upper Columbia Region M&E programs and the type of monitoring each 

M&E program is conducting (status and trend, effectiveness, and project implementation/ 

compliance monitoring). 

 

A specific example of our current coordination with M&E efforts is our work with the Entiat 

Intensively Monitored Watershed (IMW) program.  The IMW design calls for a very intense, 

one-year (2011) monitoring and evaluation effort in a specific reach of the Entiat River.  This 

restoration effort may include up to 15 major restoration projects being implemented by 

three different project sponsors.  Implementation of habitat restoration projects at this 

volume and urgency is fairly uncommon and difficult, however the Yakama Nation has and 

will continue to make strenuous efforts to find, design, permit, and construct a large share of 

these projects in 2011. 

 

ISRP Comments:  

1. Technical Justification, Program Significance and Consistency, and Project Relationships 
(sections B-D) 

 
1.  Sections B‐E of the narrative re‐state general justifications, significance, and project relations 

found in subbasin and other plans, but relatively few specific actions are provided with respect to 

this proposed project. There is some ambiguity in the proposal about how confident the Yakama 

Nation Fisheries Resource Management (YNFRM) are that limiting factors have been correctly 

identified in previous planning and assessment efforts, because much of the initial work outlined 

in this project’s description involves reach surveys to locate sites for restoration efforts. If these 

reach surveys are designed to test if restoration strategies can improve survival, this suggests at 

the very least that YNFRM wants to take a hard look at priority reaches of the Wenatchee, Entiat, 

and Methow subbasins to determine if limiting factor assessments were likely correct. The ISRP 
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agrees that detailed reach surveys to be initiated in 2009 are a good idea, since decision support 

models such as EDT ought to be supported and calibrated with local data wherever possible. 

 

The initial proposal did not include mention of limiting factors and how they are 

incorporated in the identification of habitat actions.  Limiting factors were identified 

during the Upper Columbia regional recovery planning process and are included in a 

table listing habitat projects by subbasin (Appendix G of the Upper Columbia Recovery 

Plan).  We would like to make it clear that the five stages for selecting habitat projects 

described in Appendix F of this proposal are undertaken with the knowledge and 

acceptance of the various limiting factors identified in the Recovery Plan.  The reach 

assessment process described in Appendix E of this proposal is designed to find 

restoration projects to address those limiting factors and to calibrate professional 

knowledge with empirical data, not to question them. 

 
2. There are good examples of such assessments and implementations, yet the specific actions (e.g., 

carcass analog placement, reduction of negative species interactions, log additions) lack scientific 
justification and seem to lack an effective monitoring program that truly encompasses adaptive 
management. Some existing assessments and implementation plans are incomplete. The inclusion 
of Intensively Monitored Watersheds is promising, but a clear definition of which response 
variables will be tracked and how they will be measured is missing.  

 

As stated in our response to #3 above, the Yakama Nation does not propose to implement 

M&E activities as part of this project.  Instead, as available, appropriate, ongoing M&E 

activities (Appendix C of this proposal) will be consulted and relevant conclusions will be 

reported in support of demonstrating project success.  The Yakama Nation plans to work 

and coordinate closely with the various ongoing and any upcoming M&E efforts in the 

Entiat, Wenatchee, and Methow subbasins to adaptively manage actions identified for 

implementation under this Project. 

 
3. In addition, we were provided no background on population status, productivity, and capacity, 

nor any indication on how the proposed actions will improve these demographic properties. 
Issues related to the effects of regional human population growth and climate change on habitat 
restoration success are not mentioned, and should be included if relevant.  
 

Information on population status, productivity, and capacity is now provided in the 

proposal in Tables B-1 and B-2 in section B, under the subheading Fisheries Background 

and History.  The tables summarize abundance, productivity, spatial structure, and 

diversity thresholds, and current status for Upper Columbia spring Chinook and 
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steelhead.  The most current assessment of habitat status relative to past conditions and 

the potential to benefit spring Chinook and steelhead abundance, productivity, and life 

history diversity as a function of altering habitat are now included in section B, under the 

subheading, Descriptions of Subbasins and Current Habitat Conditions.  This information 

is from the 2004 EDT assessments conducted as part of subbasin and watershed planning.  

Aside from the EDT assessments and reach assessments, we are not aware of any efforts 

related to evaluating further the effects of human population growth on habitat 

restoration.  We are not aware of any evaluation of the effects of climate change on the 

success of habitat restoration success but will coordinate closely with any M&E effort in 

the region that may address this issue in the future.  As stated above, the Yakama Nation 

does not propose to conduct monitoring and evaluation as part of this proposal. 

 
4. Likewise, the extent of supplementation and the possibility that infusions of hatchery fish will 

confound the interpretation of results, as well as the effect of other watershed restoration 
actions, should be covered. A treatment/control watershed‐scale restoration approach should be 
considered that provides the opportunity to employ adaptive (i.e., experimental) management as 
it was originally envisioned.  
 

As stated above, the Yakama Nation does not propose to conduct M&E as part of this 

proposal.  However, Table H-1 provides a summary of current Upper Columbia Region 

M&E programs and the type of monitoring each M&E program is conducting (status and 

trend, effectiveness, and project implementation/compliance monitoring).  

 

2. Objectives, Work Elements, and Methods (Section G) 
 
1.  Because the proposal did not go into detail regarding specific projects but instead was process‐

oriented, the ISRP is unable to comment on the scientific basis for project selection, the methods 

of implementation, or the monitoring and evaluation of project effectiveness until specific 

projects have been identified.   

 

The scientific basis for habitat project selection is described in Appendix E (Draft – Reach 

Assessment and Project Selection Protocol) and Appendix F (Habitat Restoration Action 

Selection Process) of the proposal and summarized in #1 above (under the subheading 

Response Requested).  The habitat restoration action selection method is predicated on 

physical, biological, and geomorphic conditions at a reach scale assessed at a subbasin 

scale.  Selected habitat actions will address limitations on natural channel forming 

processes imposed by existing conditions and land use.  Habitat actions will be developed 
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on an action-by-action basis as contracts are awarded.  Tasks will be identified for 

implementation based on the action’s ability to address limiting factors.  Using the 

Recovery Planning process, local WATs will be presented with reach assessment 

findings, potential restoration actions will be discussed, and habitat action sponsors 

assigned.  Once habitat action sponsors are assigned to an action, landowner contacts are 

made and initial habitat action design begins.  Habitat action designs will be brought 

before the UCRTT and their reviews and comments used to refine the habitat action 

design.  Once the design is finalized and required permits are obtained, the habitat action 

is implemented.  The Yakama Nation does not propose to conduct monitoring and 

evaluation as part of this proposal.  However, Table H-1 provides a summary of current 

Upper Columbia Region M&E programs and the type of monitoring each M&E program 

is conducting (status and trend, effectiveness, and project implementation/compliance 

monitoring). 

 

3. M&E (section H) 
 

1.  It is not possible for the ISRP to determine whether monitoring and evaluation techniques 

employed by the partners will be adequate to evaluate the efficacy of actions executed under this 

proposal. More detail with respect to how these various, ongoing, M&E efforts will be 

coordinated to include the projects generated by this proposal is needed. Hillman (2006) and 

Appendix  C are referenced as the M&E plan, yet these documents seem to be primarily in draft 

and largely a list of contacts. 

 

The Yakama Nation does not propose to implement or coordinate M&E activities as part 

of this project.  Instead, as available, appropriate, on-going M&E activities (described in 

Appendix C of this proposal) will be consulted and relevant conclusions will be reported 

in support of demonstrating project success.  It is important to note that no single, 

ongoing M&E effort encompasses all the M&E needs (status and trend monitoring, 

effectiveness monitoring, and implementation and compliance monitoring) for all the 

Upper Columbia Region subbasins.  Table H-1 summarizes, by subbasin, the M&E 

programs and the type of monitoring currently being implemented in the Upper 

Columbia Region.  Note that there are no current monitoring efforts focused on project 

implementation/compliance monitoring.  
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In response to the ISRP’s comment that Appendix C is referenced as an M&E plan and in 

draft form, Appendix C of this proposal (Ongoing Monitoring and Evaluation Programs 

in the Upper Columbia Region) is a final product but only contains brief descriptions of 

ongoing monitoring programs in the Upper Columbia Region.  It is not a monitoring 

plan.  

 

Hillman (2006), developed between 2003 and 2006 by the UCRTT and BioAnalysts, is 

also not a monitoring plan.  Rather, the document draws from existing monitoring and 

evaluation strategies and outlines an approach specific to the Upper Columbia Region for 

assessing the effectiveness of restoration projects and management actions on tributary 

habitat and fish populations.  The plan provides recommended monitoring protocols and 

metrics to address fish and habitat monitoring and evaluation questions, and at the same 

time, to eliminate duplication of work, reduce costs, and increase monitoring efficiency.  

Considered a “working document,” the August 1, 2006, draft referenced in this proposal is 

expected to be revised in 2010.  The revised Upper Columbia Monitoring Strategy will 

update recommended monitoring protocols and metrics based on the results from 

observing and evaluating side-by-side monitoring protocols and metrics from various 

M&E programs over the past five years.  

 

Hillman (2006) contains appendices which are subbasin-specific plans for implementing 

monitoring strategies in the respective subbasins (Nelle and Ward 2009 [final, 

Wenatchee], Nelle et al. 2009 [draft, Entiat]).  However, these documents are also not 

comprehensive M&E plans.  The Wenatchee and Methow monitoring strategies are being 

implemented under the Bonneville Power Administration (BPA) Integrated Status and 

Effectiveness Monitoring Program (BPA Project #2003-017-00; ISEMP) and do not cover 

other monitoring efforts that are ongoing in the subbasins.  The Methow subbasin 

monitoring strategy is still being developed and a draft has not yet been developed.  The 

Okanogan subbasin monitoring strategy has not been presented but will essentially be the 

Colville Confederated Tribes (CCT) Okanogan Basin Monitoring and Evaluation Program 

(OBMEP, http://nrd.colvilletribes.com/obmep/default.htm).  

 

Finally, NMFS has produced a draft monitoring and evaluation plan for the UC Recovery 

Plan (NMFS 2008c).  Again, NMFS (2008c) is not a regional monitoring plan.  It is a 

framework for developing a monitoring strategy to help agencies determine if the 
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Recovery Plan is working.  Success is measured by whether ESA-listed 

populations/ESU/DPS are meeting recovery criteria and can be removed from ESA listing.  

NMFS (2008c) has been reviewed by the UCRTT and is currently under review by the 

RIST.  Prior to being incorporated into the Recovery Plan, NMFS (2008c) must be 

adopted by the UCSRB. 

 
2. Restoration actions generated by the project should be treated as experiments and incorporated 

into an adaptive management program. The proposed workshop could be utilized to begin to 
define the structure of such a program and assign roles and responsibilities among the entities 
currently engaged in M&E efforts in the region. 

 

The Yakama Nation does not propose to implement or coordinate monitoring and 

evaluation activities as part of this project.  The workshop mentioned in the proposal is 

an UCSRB and UCRTT effort to assess the contribution towards improving VSP 

parameters for ESA-listed salmon and steelhead from the implementation of habitat 

projects.  The results of this assessment will be presented at the workshop planned for 

January 2010.  As applicable, results and conclusions that emerge from this UCRTT 

analysis will be reported in support of demonstrating success of habitat actions 

implemented under this proposal.  

 

The Yakama Nation hopes you find our detailed response to your October 16, 2009 project 

proposal review helpful.  

 

Sincerely, 

 

 

Brandon Rogers 

Yakama Nation 
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