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INDIVIDUAL PROJECT COMMENT FORM

PROJECT INFORMATIDN
" Panel Member . po | o .
~ Name: SRFB Review Panel |
| o R Do e Pro]ect Several.31tesmWRIAs2
Lead Entity: Island Co. . T . Location: and6 .
o c - e T o Tt e
Project Sponsor: SRSC - Number: L

, " Origin of Juvemle Chmook Salmon m WRIA 6 Mlxed Stock Rearmg
-~ Project Name: Environments :

Date: July11,2007 Project type: Asses_sm.e.nt:

Please refer to the cri rla I‘sted helow or Manual #18 Appendlx C for projects Hiat ére not considered

- technically sound In the “Why” \area explain your reason for selectlng thls asa preli;mnnry project of

oonoern

\ . .
e

1. Is thls a ptehmlnary pro;ect of concetn accotdmg to the SRFB’s cntena° . | K '; o

- Yes X NOD NMID

./

Why:’ o L ‘ L

Prehmmary POC at th1s stage Cntenon #2 The prbject scope at present does not make a clear case.
~ that this assessment would clearly lead to beneﬁelal pro_lects Proposal needs to follow SRF B. pohcy-
 for “data gaps” outl"med in' Manual #18 page 14.

\I
[ - Il ) e oo o E .

2, If YES wha”t would make thls\a technlcally sound prolet:t accotd_g to the SRFB’s cntena?

As discussed with: the sponsor durlng-the presentatlon the proposal should clearly. explam how the
project.team w111 ,Work with the WRIA 2-and 6 lead entities and TAGs to use the project results to 1)
-prioritize the existing projects on their respeetlve SRP 3-year .1mp1ementat10n lists and 2) 1dent1fy
potential new high-priority pro Jects The: appllcat:lon states that the results. will-be-uged to-“link river-
based: Tecovery plans with nearshore recovery plans,”but it does not give dny speclﬁc 1nfonnat:lon '
descnbmg how it will actually do this and how it will lead to the detailed. formulation of specific-
pro_lects At the meeting, WRIA 6 TAG members requested that the, prOJect synthesize its results w1th
_the results of WFC’s on:going West Whldbey nearshore assessment in.order to deyelop.as a clear;

' quantlﬁable bas13 for ranking the SRP 3-year project list." It is recommended that this:task also be
completed for WRIA 2. The sponsor is encouraged to:think of other thmgs fthat can. be done tg. lmk the

3. 'If NO, are there ways in which this project could be f_urther improved?
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Panel Member SR S S o ‘ | ' '
Name: Review Panel. : i R — |
. g ‘ o v Project
Lead Entity:  Island Co. o : Location:.’
‘ ' T . _ _ ~ Project
Project Sponsor: SRSC - , - _ ____Number: 07-1589 N
Project Name: ~_Origins of Juvenile Chinook In WRIA 6 Nearshore '
- . Date: - October 25, 2007 ' ___ Profect tvne Assessment
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Please refer to the criteria listed below or Manual #:I.B Appendlx C for projects that are not consulered
technically sound. In the "Why" area explain your reason for selectmg thisasa prellmlnary pro]ect of
ooneem . ra

1 Is this a prehrnmary project of concern accord.mg to the SRFB’s criteria? |

Yes- - No |:| -NMI D

Why? - ' -
#16. The pro_]ect does not address an 1nformat10n need 1mportant to understandmg the watershed, is
“not directly relevant to prOJect development or sequencing, and w111 not clearly lead.to, beneficial.

_.projects. - . S A

¢

Vo

17. The‘ metﬁodology does not appear to be app'ropriate fo r_neét, the goals and objectives of the project.

This project is flagged as a PPOC due to the need for consistency among the multiple nearshore fish -
assessments seeking SRFB funding, rather than individual project merits. The assessments propose a-
variety of sampling and data collection techniques, ratlier than one consistent approach ‘'The Review
Panel calls attention to this issue because the quality of data and ability to compare findings across
study areas is srgmﬁcantly 1rnpa1red by the use of dlfferent methods. In addition, the assessments
appearto be too focused on single species and therefore may not take advantage of the opportunity to

* collect information on all salinonids and forage fish. It is recommended that a standard sampling

procedure be developed for Puget Sound and meorporated into all assessments pl'lOl‘ to the initiation:
of the proposed assessments ‘ : :

The curfent proposal does not explain ﬁ) how the “data gap’ clearly litnits subsequent project )
development and 2) how the results will determine criteria for specific subsequent projects. It is accepted
science that pocket estuaries, forage fish spawning beaches, and the landscape processes that maintain
these and other nearshore fedtures are necessary salmon habitat. Given-that there are a lumted/number of
these features in WRIA 6, it is unclear how the cutrent proposal will add additional mformat[on that is
necessaty for 1dent1fymg restoration and protection projects at these sites: :
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- 2. IfYES, what would make this a technically sound project according to the SRFB’s criteria? '

It is still not clear how this project will be utilized to determine beneficial restoration projects. It .

. appears to be much more of a fish population management project, hence the need for genetic
- sampling. It appears that sampling locations have been selected with the highest likelihood of.

collectlng juvenile Chinook so genetic. samplmg can be accomplished. I the objective of the project

‘s to determine where restoratlon projects are needed across the landscape wouldn’t it make sense to
- look at sites with unknown usage‘? ' .

-' 3. If NO, are there ways in which this project could be further improved? )

3 i

.4, Othet comments.
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i PROJECT INFORMATION

Panel Member . ‘
Name: Review Panel

* Project
Lead Entity: Island Co. ' Location:
. ' ) Project
Project Sponsor:  SRSC . Number: g7-1589 N
Project Name: _Origins of Juvenile Chinook In WRIA 6 Nearshore
Date: _November 6, 2007. .__'Project type: _Assessment

P

Please refer tblthe criteria listed below or Manual #18, Appendix C, for projects that are not considered
. technically sound. In the "Why” area explain your reason for selecting this as a draft project of concern.

’

Yes[ ] No NMI [[] CONDITION

J

1. TIs this a draft project of concern according to the SRFB’s critetia? e

Why?

"~ 2. If YES, what would make this a technically sound project according to the SRFB’s criteria?

3. If NO, are there ways in which this proj'ect could be further improved?

4, Othet comments. - ' ' :

CONDITION: As one of the neatshore fish distdibution assessments proposed in this grant funding
round, the condition for the project is that project sponsots patticipate in upcoming
discussions/wotkshops to wotk on issues of regional consistency among SRFB-funded nearshore fish
distribution assessments. These efforts should also include patticipation by lead entities, regional staff,
RCO staff, and appropriate scientific expetts in the field. The topics identified for attention include but
ate not limited to: consistency in fish assessment design and sampling methods (e.g., gear type, gear size,
sampling frequency), data patameters collected, species of interest, tag types, and study duration
assessment.

An outcome of these discussions regarding regional consistency may be recommendations to modify one
or more project elements. It is expected that the outcomes of these discussions will be incotporated into
nearshore fish assessment projects proposed for funding in future SREB grant cycles.




