ISRP Comments/Question: Fund for one year. Subsequent funding contingent on inclusion in an umbrella; definition of importance of the interface between research, mitigation, and public acceptance; and more specificity of the work and results. Include in comprehensive independent science review of the Kootenai projects.

Response: Most of the ISRP comments were favorable. The proposal did not clearly articulate its relation to the overall umbrella project. 

ISRP Comments/Question: It [the proposal] is not included in the Kootenai umbrella, which is especially puzzling for a coordination project. 

Response: The project sponsors were specifically told not to include this project in the Kootenai umbrella by their BPA COTR, Ron Morinaka. However, the project is, in practice, an important component of the overall umbrella project and will be included in it, on paper, if instructed to do so. 

ISRP Comments/Question: Given that the stated coordination and integration are actually represented in the subbasin umbrella, this project could be a good candidate for multi-year funding.

Response: The coordination performed by this project is necessary for successfully completing all mitigation progress included in the Kootenai umbrella. 

ISRP Comments/Question: The reviewers noted some sticky issues that the Focus Group will have to address: The key is to get this group to accept that rainbow trout (redband) and kokanee salmon are probably exotics, at least according to Robert Behnke (1992). They should not be above the great falls of the Upper Columbia. Hybridization by rainbow with westslope cutthroat trout is a serious threat to the native cutthroat. 

Response: The findings of Behnke (1992) has been subsequently amended by genetic research (e.g., Huston 1995; Allendorf et al. 1980), it is now credibly accepted that the historic range  and current distribution of redband extend as far inland as the Kootenai River (spelled Kootenay in Canada). The gerrard strain (kamloops) native to Kootenay Lake are a large adfluvial stock, genetically indistinguishable (at present) from the Columbia and Fraser River redband (Oncorhynchus mykiss gairdneri). Although kokanee are exotic in Libby Reservoir and Kootenai River downstream, the species is native to the lower Kootenay River and Kootenay Lake in British Columbia (Jay Hammond, B.C. Ministry of Environment). Hybridization between rainbow and cutthroat is indeed a threat to both westslope cutthroat and redband rainbow. However, several tributaries in the Yaak River in Montana contain both species that have apparently co-existed with no hybridization. Apparently, when humans have not tampered with the fishery community, the fish segregate temporally and physically in their respective spawning areas (Joe Huston and Robb Leary, personal communication). It is also apparent that, where hatchery fish have been introduced, this segregation breaks down and hybridization occurs. The genetically pure population in Callahan Creek, Montana, is apparently protected by passage difficulty over two falls/cataracts in the lower reach of this Kootenai River tributary. The project sponsor has repelled to the site and believes that the fusiform shape of the redband allows two-way passage through the affected stream reach. 

ISRP Comments/Question: Proposers have done a good job in identifying the importance of the transboundary aspects of the population structure of bull trout (Wigwam Creek) and burbot, although the term metapopulation is used too loosely. 

Response: There are spawning runs of bull trout in at least five tributaries to the Kootenay River upstream of Libby Reservoir, although their numbers have only been documented in one of the five. The project sponsor awaits further clarification. 

ISRP Comments/Question: It is not clear that trade-off protocols were used to make decisions concerning which tactic [referring to active or passive stream restoration strategies] to employ. As active restoration has had a checkered reputation, what criteria were used to determine the choice of active over passive restoration?

Response: This proposal is for coordination only and the actual on-the-ground improvements have been carried out by the other Kootenai umbrella projects. This concern was addressed in the responses to projects 8346700 and 20517. The “checkered reputation” of most historic active restoration techniques was well deserved. However, new active restoration techniques may be suffering from guilt by association. Passive techniques are used were possible and resort to active restoration techniques where recovery time is of the essence. Several of the streams being restored were actively damaged (channelized ostensibly to improve drainage for flood control, road building etc). Unfortunately, the new channel type does not have the energy to move bedload and the streams have filled with sediment. In one project stream, Parmenter Creek, the materials formed a lens of material higher than the surrounding landscape and even small runoff events caused flooding of homes. In a large watershed, Libby Creek, lateral stream migration caused by human disturbance has resulted in mass wasting and excessive bedload accumulation that is causing the important spawning stream to flow below ground during the fall spawning run (completely blocking fish migrations). Passive restoration techniques would take hundreds of years to repair the results of past active management. If streams flow subsurface for more than approximately six years, the existing bull trout run will be destroyed. If flooding occurs in all but the lowest water years, homes will be destroyed. Clearly, passive restoration techniques cannot be used in these situations. Many criteria are used to determine what methods should be used at different sites. The so-called “active” restoration techniques (e.g., Rosgen Methodologies) employ more passive techniques, of which the reviewers might not be aware. Rosgen is attempting to correct past errors and provide improved strategies for restoring streams. If the ISRP has developed other criteria for selecting active or passive strategies, the project sponsors would very much appreciate having them. 

ISRP Comments/Question: The project should be included in an in-depth peer review of all projects in the Kootenai subbasin. This project is on a good track and it should benefit from such a review.
Response: The project sponsors are anxious for a project specific review to discuss this project in greater depth.

