ISRP Comments/Question: Do not fund this year. Subsequent proposals should provide a thorough analysis of results to date, as noted in the ISRP's FY99 Appendix A comments.

Response: The ISRP seemed to be inconsistent with the comment that no reporting of results and the recommendation of “do not fund.” Compare funding approval to the following: Yakima Nation- Riparian/Wetlands Restoration (9206200) which had no data to evaluate effectiveness and had not demonstrated success in 8 years; Project #9502700 Collect Data On White Sturgeon Above Grand Coulee Dam -  four years with no results; Project #9106000 Pend Oreille Wetlands Wildlife Mitigation Project- Kalispel - seven years with no management plan (data on target species); Project #9700900 Evaluate Rebuilding The White Sturgeon Population In The Lower Snake Basin - four years and $400K spent with no study plan or data collection; Project #9401805 Continued Implementation of Asotin Creek Watershed Projects, Project #9401806, and project #9401807 - little information about any benefits.

ISRP Comments/Question: This is strictly a monitoring and evaluation proposal to determine the effectiveness of past habitat improvement projects in terms of perceived habitat quality, fish abundance, and fish use. It is an existing project that does not provide enough results of its work since funding began several years ago to show benefit to fish and hence does not warrant continued funding. The proposal cites only the FWP as its basis, with no relationships to other projects in the Upper Columbia Basin indicated (when it is clear from other proposals that there is a large, coordinated, regional effort). Neither the Past Accomplishments nor the Project History sections catalog results in terms of fish increase (not even citation of BPA annual reports), only that they did the work. There is good background and rationale, however. 

Response: At the time the year 2000 proposal was submitted, analysis of the data for this project had not been done. This project was done in three phases: Phase I baseline data collection, Phase II implementation, and Phase III monitoring and evaluation. The data for the first two phases has been analyzed since the proposal was presented in the fall of 1998 (Phase I and II Final Reports). Data thus far for Phase III (monitoring and evaluation) have also been presented since last fall (1997 and 1998 Annual Report(s) and two FY1999 quarterly reports). Data for trends (or benefits for) of fish, adult and juvenile, have not been done to date primarily because returning fish average four years in age and this phase has not been operating that long (1996); the year 2000 would be the forth year. At the time of the proposal (fall 1999) data could not provide any trends of other information because the third year (fall 1998 through fall 1999) of data collection was not yet finished. Project objectives for Phase II were met as listed in the Past Accomplishments part of Section 4. Passage success has been demonstrated, but not articulated directly, by population estimates of juvenile rainbow trout in reaches that the species previously did not occur (three streams).

ISRP Comment/Question: The proposal states that statistical analysis procedures are not established, even at a time when the study is nearly complete.

Response: This is a valid concern.  However, most of the projects reviewed do not have statistical methods in the description of the project or methods section.  A plan will be developed, most likely consisting of linear and multivariate analysis.  Data will be analyzed to examine trends over time of various factors, such as substrate/pool-riffle ratio/large woody debris compared to fish densities and/or trapping numbers, or fish trapping compared to peak flow data to examine efficiency.

ISRP Comments/Question: Overall, the monitoring program appears to be sound, but there is very little detail presented on methods. Clear reporting of results-to-date could allow evaluation of soundness. More discussion should be offered on why certain techniques (e.g. Channel Stability Evaluation Procedure and Timber, Fish and Wildlife Monitoring Procedure) were chosen over alternatives. 

Response: The methods used for the habitat data collection part of this project are listed and only briefly discussed in the proposal due to the limited space for presenting the project (TFW Habitat Monitoring and Channel Stability Evaluation Procedure). There are whole publications describing the use of various protocols which cannot be elaborated on because of the space issue. Some minor alterations have been made, but are just that - minor, not warranting the space that it would take to explain them. For example, substrate composition and large woody debris counts were not taken in 1996 and 1997 due to changes in protocol by TFW. They have been added back into the habitat surveys in 1999 and 2000 to compare to data taken originally in 1990, although the methods in 1990 were not spelled out very well. The basic methodology should not change significantly if analysis is going to be consistent (oranges versus apples). Additional information may be used to “weight” data trends (such as flood water level or weather patterns and the data collected) as an adaptation.

