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June 11,2008

Mr. Bill Booth, Chairman 

Northwest Power and Conservation Council 

851 SW Sixth Avenue, Suite 1100 

Portland, OR 97204-1348 

Dear Chairman Booth: 

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the Columbia River Basin Fish and Wildlife Program amendment recommendations that were submitted to the Northwest Power and Conservation Council (NPCC).  The Coeur d’Alene Tribe has reviewed many of the recommendations that were submitted and would like to provide comments on specific recommendations.  In addition, the Coeur d’Alene Tribe has attached a table detailing measures and strategies for Tribal projects for a 10-year timeframe to be added to our original (April 4, 2008) recommendations.

The Bonneville Power Administration has submitted comments to the NPCC regarding Albeni Falls Mitigation in response to the request for recommendations to amend the Columbia River Basin Fish and Wildlife Program.  The Coeur d’Alene Tribe appreciates having the opportunity to present a review of these issues and make suggestions to ensure the process proceeds to completion as directed by the Northwest Power Act of 1980.  

Wildlife

1.) Bonneville Power Administration Recommendations:

“Mitigation for Albeni Falls has become problematic for several reasons. No loss assessment cover type/species matrix61 guides mitigation efforts. Therefore, wildlife managers do not credit or stack HUs in a consistent manner between different managers or different projects. In addition, wildlife managers resist acknowledging BPA credit for any habitat type or species not identified in the Albeni Falls loss assessment to credit mitigation projects. ”

“In implementing Albeni Falls mitigation, the Stacking White Paper recommended two alternatives.

• Credit all past and future mitigation using the same number of target species for each habitat on the mitigation site as was used for each habitat type in the loss assessment.

• Apply an “acre for acre” approach. BPA would be willing to let resource managers and non‐governmental organizations select the acreage for mitigation, and then mitigate at a rate of one acre for each acre inundated. ”

Coeur d’Alene Tribe Response:

Crediting for the mitigation properties owned by the Coeur d’Alene Tribe is directly affected by the broadly defined policies for crediting both in-kind habitats (wetlands) that are currently seriously degraded and out-of-kind habitats (uplands).   Throughout the history of Albeni Falls mitigation, the State of Idaho, the Kalispel Tribe, the Kootenai Tribe of Idaho and the Coeur d’Alene Tribe have all focused their mitigation efforts on the purchase of wetland habitat.  Wetland habitats offer the best opportunity to affect habitat, landscape and hydrologic functions that have the greatest effect on ecological sustainability.  As for the Coeur d’Alene Tribe’s involvement in Albeni Falls wildlife mitigation, acquisitions have targeted wetlands that are currently degraded from their natural condition but hold a high potential to support in-kind habitats.  Six of the seven mitigation properties within the Coeur d’Alene Reservation were purchased specifically for their potential to support wetland habitats.  The other property was purchased for the wetland habitats that currently exist on the property.

While the focus of Albeni Falls Mitigation by the Coeur d’Alene Tribe has been the acquisition of wetlands, each property purchased encompasses areas that do not have the potential to support wetland habitats.  The crediting of lands that will not support “in-kind” habitats needs to be addressed along with the establishment of a crediting process for degraded “in-kind” habitats.  BPA has recommended that crediting for Albeni Falls mitigation lands be completed either by applying models for species that are not included in the Albeni Falls loss ledger or applying an “acre for acre” approach.  The Coeur d’Alene Tribe sees these as viable options for reaching consensus in providing the appropriate credits to BPA.  However, the Coeur d’Alene Tribe recommends that a third approach of applying a specific “HU per acre” value to out-of-kind and degraded habitats also be reviewed by all parties involved.  There are a number of means that can be employed to derive a fair crediting process and the Coeur d’Alene Tribe would very much appreciate the opportunity to negotiate with BPA and other parties to resolve these crediting issues.   

Coeur d’Alene Tribe Recommendations:

The Coeur d’Alene Tribe agrees that an approach to crediting out-of-kind habitats be agreed to and implemented by the parties involved in mitigating for the losses at Albeni Falls.

Resident Fish

1.) BPA Recommendation: Direct resident fish managers to ensure that the regulations they promulgate and enforce do not impede regional efforts to mitigate and recover listed species.

Coeur d'Alene Tribe Response:

· The Coeur d'Alene Tribe concurs that management of non-native species should not impede progress towards native fish restoration.

· Existing state and tribal regulations that guide management efforts were developed to ensure that the promulgation and enforcement do not impede progress towards native fish restoration. 

· It is inappropriate for the NPCC’s Fish and Wildlife Program (Program) to be used for the purpose of directing state and tribal regulation enactment and enforcement. Instead, the Program should serve as a guide for BPA’s funding of fish and wildlife projects 

· Until sufficient data, relative to competitive effects on non-native species has been collected from throughout the Columbia River Basin, changing regulations based on perceptions or untested hypotheses is not desirable from a fisheries management or political perspective. 

Coeur d'Alene Tribe Recommendation:

The Coeur d'Alene Tribe recommends that the NPCC use its Program to provide fish and wildlife project funding guidance to the BPA. Regulation development and enforcement are the responsibilities of the tribal and state fish and wildlife agencies.  

Additional Information

Fisheries managers in the Columbia River Basin are challenged with difficult decisions on whether intervention, such as regulation modifications, would assist in reducing predation by non-native species on juvenile salmonids. Previous research (e.g., Poe et al. 1991; Rieman et al. 1991; Naughton et al. 2004) has been performed on non-native species such as smallmouth bass in the Columbia River Basin to determine the extent of their predation on out-migrating juvenile salmonids. Naughton et al. (2004) suggested that the manipulation of smallmouth bass population structure by management intervention does not seem warranted and that such intervention could actually benefit northern pikeminnow, which Rieman et al. (1991) found were responsible for 78% of the total loss of juvenile salmonids during their study. Naughton et al. (2004) indicated that preliminary observations suggest that northern pikeminnow populations are depressed in the presence of smallmouth bass in southern Idaho impoundments. Subsequently, the initiation of regulations that encourage removal of non-native species such as smallmouth bass could actually bolster the northern pikeminnow population.

It has been suggested that under some circumstances, manipulation of the population structure of non-native species such as smallmouth bass, through an increase in harvest is not an effective method to increase juvenile salmonid survival. Instead, as Naughton et al. (2004) suggested, “minimizing predation and ultimately increasing survival seem related to decreasing the suitability of the foraging environment.” Based on the results of their predation study, Naughton et al. (2004) agreed with the recommendations of Gray and Rondorf (1986) and Connor et al. (2003) that summer flow augmentation could be implemented as an interim recovery measure salmon. Furthermore, Naughton et al. (2004) suggested improving conditions in the downstream migration corridor for juvenile salmonids through enhanced cooler flows would decrease predation and increase survival.

2.) BPA Recommendation: Properly executed subbasin plans provide clear pictures showing the appropriate mitigations for target species-including resident fish-representing the ecosystems in each subbasin. Resident fish assessments are not necessary, and certainly shouldn’t be considered a ratepayer responsibility. (CBFWA assumes “resident fish assessments”  

Coeur d'Alene Tribe Response: 

· Resident fish populations and associated habitat were impacted due to hydro-development. Today, resident fish populations and their associated habitat continued to be affected by the annual operations of the hydrosystem. 

· The subbasin planning process, which was an effort with a focus on identifying priority restoration and protection strategies for habitat.

· Participants in the subbasin planning process were not directed to perform loss assessments to describe the historic losses of resident fish and associated habitat lost due to hydro-development nor the losses associated with annual operations.

· Subbasin planning was not intended to weave all facets of the ecosystem. Implementing the subbasin plans, as the BPA suggests, does not provide a clear picture of the appropriate mitigations for target species, especially resident fish in the blocked areas,

· The development and continued operation of the hydrosystem affects Columbia River Basin resident fish populations and their associated habitat. Subsequently, there is a BPA and ratepayer responsibility.

· Loss assessments (i.e., construction, inundation, and operation), such as those that have been conducted in Montana, are essential for determining BPA’s mitigation obligation relative to resident fish. 

Coeur d'Alene Tribe Recommendation:
The Coeur d'Alene Tribe recommends that the NPCC adopt the following related CBFWA Amendment recommendations, submitted April 4, 2008:

Amendment 1.2.  Maintain the Geographic Program Structure and Include Anadromous Fish, Resident Fish, and Wildlife Sections at Each Level

Include the following language in the Introduction of the Program:

This Program will continue to maintain the geographic structure established by the 2000 Program. To complement the existing and future activities of the federal, state and Tribal fish and wildlife managers each, of the geographic sections include separate anadromous fish, resident fish and wildlife sections.   

The resident fish program has two important components: resident fish substitution and resident fish mitigation. The resident fish portion of the Program is most appropriately planned, implemented, and evaluated at the basinwide and subbasin scales.

Amendment 2.2.4A Develop Resident Fish Loss Assessment Methodology and Continue to Fund Existing Projects in the Interim:  

Bonneville will fund the fish and wildlife agencies and Tribes to develop and implement a Columbia River Basin Resident Fish Loss Assessment Methodology that will be applied by each agency and/or Tribe in their specific geographical area.  This methodology may be customized to fit specific circumstances within a given subbasin.  Include recommendations, to be completed by 2010, for assessing, in a consistent manner, resident fish and habitat losses due to: 1) development and 2) operation of hydropower facilities throughout the Columbia River Basin, notwithstanding existing resident fish projects. Implementation of existing and new resident fish mitigation and substitution measures and strategies will not be delayed pending the completion of loss assessments. 

Amendment 2.2.4B Complete Resident Fish Loss Assessments:  

Upon completion of the best scientifically based most feasible methodology, the fishery managers will complete assessments of resident fish losses related to construction and operation of each hydropower facility throughout the Columbia River Basin and submit to Council for inclusion into the Program, notwithstanding existing projects.

3.) BPA Recommendation: Before seeking additional resident fish assessments or major new habitat initiatives, the Program needs to account for the extent of past resident fish value from wildlife habitat and anadromous fish projects. The reviews should include any mitigation done to mitigate impacts from the FCRPS, whether BPA funded it or otherwise

Coeur d'Alene Tribe Response: 

· Unlike the wildlife portion of the Program, a “credit” accounting system for anadromous fish and resident fish does not exist nor have any participants, other than BPA, indicated a desire to manage the program in such a manner. Because the continued operation of the hydrosystem results in annual losses of anadromous and resident fish, a credit accounting system is not appropriate for mitigating damages to fish populations throughout the Columbia River Basin.  

· The BPA recommendation implies a desire to apply a credit-accounting approach to the management of the resident fish section of the Program. Regardless of the “mitigation credits” the proposed termination of funding for resident fish assessments or new habitat initiatives, pending the completion of an accounting exercise, is not appropriate due to the annual losses that are associated with the operation of the hydrosystem.

· A baseline must be established upon which to compare gains from past efforts and compare success. Loss assessments (i.e., construction, inundation, and operation), such as those that have been conducted in Montana, are essential for determining BPA’s mitigation obligation relative to resident fish and appear to be an adequate way to monitor implementation efforts. 

Coeur d'Alene Tribe Recommendation:

The Coeur d'Alene Tribe recommends that the NPCC adopts the following related CBFWA Amendment recommendations, submitted April 4, 2008:

Amendment 1.2.  Maintain the Geographic Program Structure and Include Anadromous Fish, Resident Fish, and Wildlife Sections at Each Level

Include the following language in the Introduction of the Program:

This Program will continue to maintain the geographic structure established by the 2000 Program. To complement the existing and future activities of the federal, state and Tribal fish and wildlife managers each, of the geographic sections include separate anadromous fish, resident fish and wildlife sections.   

The resident fish program has two important components: resident fish substitution and resident fish mitigation. The resident fish portion of the Program is most appropriately planned, implemented, and evaluated at the basinwide and subbasin scales.

Amendment 2.2.4A Develop Resident Fish Loss Assessment Methodology and Continue to Fund Existing Projects in the Interim:  

Bonneville will fund the fish and wildlife agencies and Tribes to develop and implement a Columbia River Basin Resident Fish Loss Assessment Methodology that will be applied by each agency and/or Tribe in their specific geographical area.  This methodology may be customized to fit specific circumstances within a given subbasin. Include recommendations, to be completed by 2010, for assessing, in a consistent manner, resident fish and habitat losses due to: 1) development and 2) operation of hydropower facilities throughout the Columbia River Basin, notwithstanding existing resident fish projects. Implementation of existing and new resident fish mitigation and substitution measures and strategies will not be delayed pending the completion of loss assessments. 

Amendment 2.2.4B Complete Resident Fish Loss Assessments:  

Upon completion of the best scientifically based most feasible methodology, the fishery managers will complete assessments of resident fish losses related to construction and operation of each hydropower facility throughout the Columbia River Basin and submit to Council for inclusion into the Program, notwithstanding existing projects.

4.) BPA Recommendation: Ascertain from the subbasin plans which ones document affects to resident fish from the FCRPS and consider the FCRPS a limiting factor. Address resident fish mitigation on an ecosystem basis. Question projects or measures calling for BPS funding in subbasins where the FCRPS did not affect resident fish and is not a limiting factor.

Coeur d'Alene Tribe Response: 

As highlighted in the NPCC’s 2000 Fish and Wildlife Program the Northwest Power Act allows off-site mitigation for fish and wildlife populations affected by the hydrosystem. The 2000 Program stated that “some of the greatest opportunities for improvement lie outside the immediate area of the hydrosystem - in tributaries and subbasins off the mainstem of the Columbia and Snake rivers – this program seeks habitat improvements outside the hydrosystem as a means of off-setting some of the impacts of the hydrosystem.” 

Coeur d'Alene Tribe Recommendation:
The Coeur d'Alene Tribe recommends that the NPCC maintain the 2000 Program language pertaining to off-site mitigation (pages 20-21). 

5.) BPA Recommendation: If resource managers do not address the predation and competitive problems created by exotic resident fish, then the Program should consider those fish a substitute resource. If resource managers do address those problems, then the Program could reasonably call upon hydroelectric project owners, managers, and regulators to make further efforts to provide native indigenous resident fish substitution. Until resource managers opt for the latter choice, the appropriate circumstances for further resident fish enhancement activities diminish greatly. 

Coeur d'Alene Tribe Response: 

· The Coeur d'Alene Tribe endorses the philosophy that management of non-native species should not impede progress towards native fish restoration.

· Existing state and tribal regulations that guide management efforts were developed to ensure that the promulgation and enforcement do not impede progress towards native fish restoration. 

· It is inappropriate for the BPA and the Program to dictate what species the tribes and states will use for the substitution of lost anadromous.

· Until sufficient data, relative to competitive effects on non-native species has been collected from throughout the Columbia River Basin, changing regulations based on perceptions or untested hypotheses is not desirable from a fisheries management or political perspective. 

· As presented in the 2000 Program 

Coeur d'Alene Tribe Recommendation:
The Coeur d'Alene Tribe recommends that the NPCC use its Program to provide fish and wildlife project funding guidance to the BPA. Regulation development and enforcement are the responsibilities of the tribal and state fish and wildlife agencies.  

Summary

Fisheries managers in the Columbia River Basin are challenged with difficult decisions on whether intervention, such as regulation modifications, would assist in reducing predation by non-native species on native fishes. The implementation of regulations that encourage removal of non-native species such as smallmouth bass or walleye could actually have compensatory effects. In addition, the regulation changes that promote an increase in harvest may not be successful due to consumption warnings, for non-native fish, that exist throughout the basin. Besides the consumption warnings, harvest of non-natives by anglers is not significant since the public does not typically utilize these fish as consumptive fisheries. Because, in many cases, the public does not view the non-native fish populations as consumptive fisheries in most areas of the Columbia River Basin, non-native fish species have not been identified as focal species.

Until naturally reproducing populations of native fish, including salmon and steelhead, supporting tribal recreational and commercial fisheries and other cultural and environmental benefits are restored to areas blocked by the hydrosystem, resident fish substitution is appropriate. In most areas of the Columbia River Basin, the managers have not identified non-native fish as focal species. In most cases, the public does not consider the non-native fisheries to be consumptive fisheries. Subsequently, it is inappropriate to label non-natives as substitutes for lost anadromous fish harvest opportunities. 

Once again, we thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Columbia River Basin Fish and Wildlife Program amendment recommendations, and look forward to working with you under the Council’s new Fish and Wildlife Program to ensure healthy populations of fish and wildlife.

Sincerely,
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Table detailing Coeur d’Alene Tribal measures and strategies for a 10-year timeframe.

	Project Detail
	Project type
	BPA Project cost
	Prioritized Biological Objectives
	Prioritized Limiting Factors
	Strategies and Actions/Measures
	Current Actions

	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	Identified Metrics
	Current Status Relative to Objectives (1-10)

	Albeni Falls Wildlife Mitigation Project - 1992-061-00       This includes all three implementing tribes and IDFG; (Coeur d'Alene, Kalispel, and Kootenai) - WILDLIFE PROJECT      (Albeni Falls Dam construction and innundation impacts)
	Ongoing - ISRP reviewed;
request 5 year ISRP review to access monitoring results and management direction to date
	$1.5 million - capital;
$450,000 - expense in year one - increases by 7% annually to cover O&M and management activities on new management rights acquired.  
	Add HUs to Albeni Falls Dam Wildlife Mitigation –  28,587 HUs
	Reduced diversity and density of riparian and wetland acres within the Pend Oreille Subbasin
	Secure HUs via management rights acquisitions
	2,000 HUs annually 
	E/M-4 (E = ecological; M = management; K = knowledge) 9,000 HUs

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	Increase HUs by habitat restoration
	250 acres annually
	E-3

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	Unmaintained protected and restored acres will reduce mitigative effect of past and future actions
	Implement consistent with O&M guidelines of 2001
	10,000 acres
	M-5

	
	
	
	
	Unknown status of effect of protection and restoration actions
	UWMEP - note that this would cover all Program related wildlife monitoring for all five UCUT tribes and their respective Program projects
	M&E
	E/M-3

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Project Detail
	Project Type
	BPA Project Cost
	Prioritized Biological Objectives
	Prioritized Limiting Factors
	Strategies  & Prioritized Measures
	Current Actions

	
	
	
	
	
	
	Identified Metrics
	Current Status relative to Objectives (1-10)

	The Hangman Restoration Project
	Combination of two ongoing - ISRP reviewed projects (2001-032-00 & 2001-033-00) combination consolidates efforts and resources at a cost savings to BPA 
	$790,500 in Year 1, increasing annually by 7% to cover management, restoration and RM&E costs
	Conduct baseline investigations to determine native resident and resident fish stock composition, distribution, and relative abundance in the Subbasin by 2010. (Priority 1) Subbasin Aquatic Objective 2A1
	Lack of information, nonnative species impacts
	Strategy a: Perform assessment of native salmonid stocks composition using DNA analysis or other appropriate techniques by 2010. (Priority 1)
	All populations sampled for DNA  
	K=9

	
	
	
	
	
	Strategy b: Continue surveys to determine fish species distribution and relative abundance. (Priority 1)
	Ongoing annual surveys
	K=6

	
	
	
	
	
	Strategy c: Continue populating existing databases and develop new databases as appropriate. (Priority 2)
	Ongoing annual database update
	K=6

	
	
	
	Minimize negative impacts (for example: competition, predation, introgression) to native species from nonnative species and stocks (Priority 3) Spokane Subbasin Aquatic Objective 2A2
	Non-native species impacts
	Strategy a: Using appropriate assessment tools, prioritize native fish populations for restoration, protection, and enhancement. (Priority 1)
	Annual reevaluation of prioritization strategy
	K=9

	
	
	
	
	
	Strategy c: Decrease the number of miles of stream within the Hangman Creek Watershed with nonnative species by 0.5 miles per year. (Priority 1)
	remove nonnative competitors
	M=1

	
	
	
	Double the number of miles of stream within the Spokane Subbasin that support native redband trout by 2020 through strategies addressing habitat and management of game species.  (Priority 2) Spokane Subbasin Aquatic Objective 2A3
	Habitat degradation 
	Strategy a: Using appropriate assessment tools, prioritize habitats’ for restoration, protection and enhancement. (Priority 1)
	prioritized habitat
	K=9

	
	
	
	
	
	Strategy b:  Restore, protect or enhance riparian corridors and wetlands. (Priority 1)
	170 acres per year
	M=3

	
	
	
	
	
	
	EPA 319 Stream Sediment Reduction Funding (TMDL)
	 

	
	
	
	
	
	Strategy c: Restore, protect or enhance instream habitats. (Priority 1)
	0.5 miles per year
	M=1

	
	
	
	
	
	Strategy d: Maintain restored and enhanced habitats
	Ongoing habitat maintenance
	M=1

	
	
	
	
	
	Strategy e: Coordinate with landowners to develop leases, conservation easements, management agreements, and implementation of Best Management Practices or purchase critical aquatic, riparian, or upland habitats.  (Priority 2)
	Ongoing Hangman Watershed Work Group and contact with landowners
	M=4

	
	
	
	
	
	Strategy f: Remove barriers found to be detrimental to fish populations. (Priority 5)
	5 barriers removed
	M=2

	
	
	
	Protect, restore, and enhance existing terrestrial and aquatic resources in order to meet the increased demands (i.e. cultural, subsistence, and recreational) on these resources associated with the extirpation of anadromous fisheries. Subbasin Aquatic Objective 2B1
	Loss of anadromous life history
	Strategy a: Where possible, acquire management rights to priority properties that can be protected or restored to support native ecosystem/watershed function through title acquisition, conservation easements, incentive programs and/or long-term leases. (Priority)
	100 acres per year
	M=0

	
	
	
	Evaluate effectiveness of mitigation by monitoring and evaluating species and their habitat responses to mitigation actions. Spokane Subbasin Terrestrial Objective 1A11
	Lack of information to facilitate adaptive management
	Strategy a: Develop and implement monitoring programs on existing and newly acquired mitigation lands.
	Effectiveness monitoring data
	K=3


	Project Detail
	Project type
	BPA Project cost
	Prioritized Biological Objectives
	Prioritized Limiting Factors
	Strategies and Actions/Measures
	Current Actions

	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	Identified Metrics
	Current Status Relative to Objectives (1-10)

	Coeur d'Alene Tribe Trout Pond Project

2007- 024-00
	Ongoing - ISRP reviewed;

	- $120,000/year with increases of 7% annually to cover O&M and management activities on all Trout Ponds.  
	Resident Fish Substitution: Provide interim fishing opportunities while restoration project mature
	
	Plant fish for harvest: up to 20,000 lbs annually
	20,000 pounds annually 
	M – 8 

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	Monitor use by anglers 
	Provide report on use by anglers
	M – 8 

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


	Project Detail
	Project type
	BPA Project cost
	Prioritized Biological Objectives
	Prioritized Limiting Factors
	Strategies and Actions/Measures
	Current Actions

	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	Identified Metrics
	Current Status Relative to Objectives (1-10)

	Coeur d'Alene Subbasin Fish Restoration Project # 1990-044-00
	Ongoing - ISRP reviewed;

	- $1,650,000/year with increases of 7% annually to cover Implementation, O&M, Education and Outreach, and RM&E.  
	Resident Fish Substitution: Restore habitat for naturally reproducing westslope cutthroat trout on the Coeur d'Alene Indian Reservation 
	Habitat, non-native species, temperature and flow.
	Habitat – Restore proper function and quality

Monitor effectiveness in order to maintain restoration benefits over time
	
	E 3

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	Non-native species (Brook Trout) – remove non-native species including brook trout

Monitor effectiveness in order to maintain benefits over time
	
	E 3

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	Temperature – increase riparian vegetation coverage

Monitor effectiveness in order to maintain benefits over time
	
	E 3

	
	
	
	
	
	Flow – increase flow by restoring natural floodplain and riparian zone characteristics 

Monitor effectiveness in order to maintain benefits over time
	
	E 3
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