ISRP Comment/Question: This proposal may have been adequate for multi-year review cycle if they had provided a better description of results to date.  

Response: The ISRP actually stated that "there have been good accomplishments since 1991" within the comments from the same document.  

ISRP Comment/Question: A drawback of this proposal is that it does not consider potential conflicts of obtaining project objectives with fisheries mitigation projects in the area.  

Response: The adaptive management approach of this project does take into account the implications of the project actions upon the fisheries associated with the project location. All efforts are again coordinated with the fisheries managers for project actions. Specific examples include the use of two sloughs on the project to rear bass fry and the use of wetland effluent to provide flows to potential brown trout spawning habitat. This project does account for interactions to fisheries projects within the Pend Oreille River Basin.

ISRP Comment/Question: The primary shortcoming of the proposal is the failure to provide data on the target species using the site.  

Response: In 1994 the Kalispel Tribe submitted to BPA a list of species occurring on the project and their relative abundance. This list includes all seven target species used in the loss assessment HEP for Albeni Falls Dam. The only species found to be in low abundance on the property was the Yellow Warbler. All other species were moderately common on the project.

ISRP Comment/Question: After over 7 years, it is poor to say they still do not have a management plan.  

Response: Management plans for the two property’s were completed (Merker, 1993 and Entz, unpublished) and are being implemented annually under the NWPPC Fish and Wildlife Program. These management plans are referred to on page 11 of the project proposal.

ISRP Comment/Question: What’s the plan here for M&E?  It is pretty far into the project to be presenting so little monitoring and evaluation information.

Response: M&E are critical components of this project.  In order to successfully implement an adaptive management approach, M&E must be a feature of project implementation. Currently M&E have been used at a habitat level to assist in project implementation. Monitoring of target and other species response to habitat enhancement and restoration activities may not be measurable for several generations. The effect of the habitat enhancements is being monitored by the use of breeding bird surveys, since avian response to habitat manipulation is generally rapid. In 1999, the second breeding bird survey was completed and that data will be compared to baseline and future surveys to help determine if target and other species are responding to the availability of restored and enhanced habitats within the project.

Additional M&E methods are being worked out on a regional basis through the CBFWA Wildlife Caucus. These M&E tools will be added to existing project level methods to better manage this project over the long-term.

ISRP Comment/Question: What are the milestones?  

Response: Project milestones will be measured in two ways; 1) once the project is completed it is estimated that 360 HU’s as baseline will have been protected and have enhanced an additional 617 HU’s through enhancements (referenced on page 8 of project proposal) and 2) using M&E it is expected that species response will be related to the gains in habitat quantity and quality (referenced on pages 11-12 of project proposal).
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