ISRP Comment/Question: Fund in part, at a base level, to meet production objectives; do not fund research component of proposal because of technical inadequacies. There should be quality research associated with this project, designed with suitable methods and testable hypotheses to address recognized uncertainties associated with captive brood technology. 

Response: The project sponsor disagrees with the ISRP comment to not fund the research component of the proposal. This technique development and demonstration project requires an active monitoring and evaluation component. It is not sufficient to solely focus on production. All monitoring and evaluation (research) activities are coordinated through a multi-agency technical oversight committee (TOC) to ensure relevancy to program objectives. Many agency representatives serving on the TOC are recognized experts in the field of captive brood stock research. No measure of program success is available without the research component of the program.

ISRP Comment/Question: The proposal appears to have as its basic assumption that captive reared fish are the same ecologically, behaviorally, and genetically as the native stock; however, this assumption should be tested as the project’s major null hypothesis, rather than serving as its primary assumption.

Response: It is not assumed that two stocks of fish are the same. One purpose of the project is to develop culture techniques to rear fish in captivity so they are similar to their wild counterparts. This is clearly stated as the first objective and hypothesis in the proposal.

ISRP Comment/Question: Captive rearing may be a reasonable (but last-ditch) effort in the current situation; reviewers assume that policy has been formally reviewed and approved in the region. 

Response: No policy has been set in the region. The purpose of this project is to develop and test one form of captive propagation – captive rearing – to be used as a conservation tool. Information produced by this project will be delivered to policy level managers to use when addressing the questions about if, when, and where captive propagation should be used as a conservation tool.

ISRP Comment/Question: Progress on the project in 1997-98 is only superficially described, but it appears that results from captive-reared fish that were released in 1998 will be very important.

Response: This is correct. Insufficient space was available in the proposal form to provide a detailed description. Having just completed collecting data from the first out plant of mature male and female fish, the proposal was also written at the time. Data analysis was not complete at the time the proposal was due. A project progress report detailing all activities to date was subsequently submitted to and is available from BPA.

ISRP Comment/Question: The proposal’s stated objectives seem reasonable at first glance, but the tasks described in the methods section will not meet the objectives, so the proposal is unsound from scientific standpoints. 

Response: Because of the multi-agency coordination of the project through the TOC and the scientific experts serving on the TOC, the project sponsor feels confident that our methods (tasks) support the objectives.

ISRP Comment/Question: The proposal indicates (p. 16, end of first paragraph under Obj. 2) that “a framework” is still being developed for the FY2000 methods. 

Response: At the time the proposal was submitted this was correct. Determination of numbers and sex of fish available for out planting and coordination of all activities with co-managers takes place seven to eight months after the proposal was submitted. It would have been premature to detail methods in the proposal. Extensive inter-agency coordination occurs through this project. A NEPA environmental assessment is being completed for this project. The methods are justified, the work is critically important, and the project should be funded.

