ISRP Comment/Question: This proposal emphasizes the process of adaptive management but does not identify the specific experiments that are being tested, the management response that has/will be made, or the criteria that will be used to determine if management changes are needed.
Response: The ISRP is correct in noting that this proposal emphasizes the process of adaptive management.  Management of the process is in fact what is being proposed for funding.  As such, there is no experimental design presented and no hypotheses stated.  These elements are stated more appropriately in project 9506325 of the Yakima/Klickitat Fisheries Project Umbrella.  The various experimental hypotheses are developed in detail in the Yakima Fisheries Project Spring Chinook Supplementation Monitoring Plan (Busack, et al., 1997, 185 pp).  

It is problematic, and possibly inappropriate for the ISRP to attempt to evaluate project management proposals in a format designed for research proposals.  It is probably not reasonable to expect to see hypotheses, experimental designs, and statistical treatments in a proposal that is directed at “participation” in a management process.

ISRP Comment/Question: This proposal is a description of the current bureaucratic structure. It does not discuss the need or problem solved by this structure.
Response: The current “bureaucratic” structure is in response to a need identified by the NPPC (letter Trulove to Blum, August, 1990) to “complete and adopt a long-term management structure for the project”.  The current structure including a policy and technical representative from the Yakama Indian Nation and the WDFW and a standing committee of dedicated scientists is the agreed-upon response to the NPPC.  This project structure was adopted by MOU between the Yakama Indian Nation and WDFW in 1994.

ISRP Comment/Question: It is awkward to review the management portion of supplementation as a distinct subproposal.

Response: The managers have been criticized for submitting individual subproposals and for combining proposals together.  It would be helpful for both the ISRP and the project proponents if a consistent approach could be described.  The current conflicting directions and subsequent dissatisfaction with the product suggests that the ISRP is operating by trial and error and subsequently penalizing proponents for missing the target.

ISRP Comment/Question: The staff proposed for this work has primarily technical expertise associated with data analysis or hatcheries. There seems to be little ecological expertise represented.

Response: The staff represented in this proposal is serving as policy and technical managers of the YKFP.  Please note, however, that these individuals have expertise and experience in project management, harvest management, marine biology, fish behavior, genetics, hatchery/wild interaction, hatchery research, and hatchery design and planning, as demonstrated in their attached resume’s.  These managers in turn have access to scientists with expertise in genetics, ecological interactions, modeling, reproductive ecology, natural production evaluation, and several other fisheries-related disciplines. 

ISRP Comment/Question: Like most of the other projects in this group, this proposal provided only minimal background or technical detail on the fishery problems that it was to address. These had to be inferred by reading other proposals within this group or relying on the reviewer’s previous knowledge.
Response: This proposal was not intended to address a fishery problem.  As noted above, this is a proposal to fund the participation of the managers in the approved project management structure of the YKFP as directed by the NPPC.  It is not clear what advantage there would be to repeating all scientific and technical detail in each subproposal rather that limiting that presentation to the specific proposal in which funding was proposed.

ISRP Comment/Question: The technical background on the need for project management and decision making was logical but lacked any citations or documentation. 

Response: Proponents were not allowed to provide attachments for documentation but four citations were provided that described the need for a project management and the decision making process.

Bonneville Power Administration, 1996, Yakima Fisheries Project Final Environmental Impact Statement, Portland, OR.

Yakima/Klickitat Fisheries Project, 1995, Yakima/Klickitat Fisheries Project Planning Status Report, Volume 3, Spring Chinook Salmon.

Brusett (NPPC) letter to Jura (BPA), attachment 2, Task 8, 1987.

Trulove (PPC) letter to Blum (WDFW), 1990.

ISRP Comment/Question: The major criticism of this proposal is that it is not clear how success will be measured.  The proposal has an adequate description of the progress reports and planning documents that are produced, but it defines success by “effective participation” without any elaboration on what that means. 

Response: As stated in the proposal and in the first response above, this subproposal is not amenable to quantifiable objectives or experimental protocols, as would be the case for a production or research proposal.  As a consequence, the proponents used the term “effective participation” to acknowledge that this activity is participatory in nature.  Successfully accomplishing the project management tasks as outlined on pages three through five of the proposal would constitute effective participation.

ISRP Comment/Question: Why aren’t these activities covered by the indirect costs?
Response: Indirect costs are negotiated between the federal government and the WDFW.  Since indirect costs equal about 17 to 20% of the project costs, they could not cover this project’s costs.

