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Coeur d'Alene Tribe

Project Number:
21017: Implement Wildlife Habitat Protection and Restoration on the Coeur d'Alene Indian Reservation: Hangman Watershed
ISRP Comment #1

“The long term planning for this proposal should include and emphasize peer-reviewed publication of the literature, as this is a novel and exciting approach.”

Response to Comment: The long-term planning effort associated with the project will include input and review from a variety of tribal and non-tribal natural resource programs, university staff, a local watershed group, and private landowners.  This will include input into the development of site specific management prescriptions for each area enrolled into the program; input into a long-term monitoring and evaluation strategy designed to increase the success of plant propagation/restoration techniques and track species response in the most cost effective and appropriate manner; and input into a realistic schedule for securing management rights to priority areas.  A detailed project management plan will be developed to guide implementation efforts with individual site specific plans tiered to the watershed wide plan being developed as necessary.  Peer review will be solicited for all management plans and untested restoration techniques, with emphasis on members of the Albeni Falls Interagency Workgroup and other entities engaged in wildlife habitat restoration.  Effort will be made to publish project successes and failures when doing so will further contribute to watershed conservation efforts throughout Northern Idaho and the Columbia Basin as a whole.  Additional effort will be made to coordinate and share implementation strategies and techniques with all interested individuals.

ISRP Comment #2

“Limiting factors are explicitly addressed.  Objectives are specific and the establishment of a trust fund for flexibility in securing management rights is a good idea.”

Response to Comment: We agree with this comment, no response necessary.

ISRP Comment #3
“The proposal should contain designs and protocols with reference to data collection in the monitoring and evaluation section.  Plans should be included for electronic storage of data and metadata.  Comparable methods are needed for monitoring and evaluation of projects in the InterMountain Province and to evaluate progress toward meeting objectives of the subbasin summaries.”

Response to Comment: Additional information is provided under each of the objectives described in Section 7 of the proposal as follows.
Section 7. Monitoring and Evaluation

Monitoring and evaluation efforts necessary for determining the effectiveness of implementation and management strategies will be detailed as part of the Project Management Plan developed in accomplishing Objective 6 of the Planning and Design phase of this project.  The Project Management Plan will in tern follow the Watershed Restoration Strategy developed in accomplishing Objective 3 of the Planning and Design phase.  It is premature to specify specific parameters and methods for monitoring and evaluating this project before the Watershed Restoration Strategy is completed and implementation priorities are specified.  Monitoring and evaluation efforts are expected to become more critical as the project progresses into Phase II of implementation.  The magnitude and scope of M&E efforts will be continually refined as project lands are enrolled into the program and ground level rather than conceptual restoration begins.  However, a more thorough discussion than was offered in the original proposal is provided for each objective in response to the comments of the ISRP.  All monitoring and evaluation data will be made available in tabular, narrative, and digitized formats as appropriate for provincial and regional M&E efforts.

Objective 1. Develop a monitoring and evaluation protocol for determining effectiveness of implementation activities. 

Additional Response: Protocols will be developed for two scales of monitoring and evaluation.  The first scale is specific to the parcels of land effected by individual restoration efforts and focuses on the success and failures of initial vegetation restoration and enhancement activities.  These M&E efforts will be most intensive during the first years after treatment and will describe vegetation community stability and change.  Parameters will encompass, but not be limited to, measures of stream bank stability, survival of plantings, soil stabilization and the reestablishment of native vegetation.  The measurement of specific vegetation parameters such as frequency of desirable and undesirable herbaceous ground cover, shrub distribution, frequency, density, height and canopy cover, species composition, etc, will all be accomplished through permanent point and line transect surveys to be revisited periodically.  Permanent photo points to be revisited on a periodic basis depending upon the habitat parameter being monitored will also be developed.  The measurement of these parameters will be more intensive in the first 5-10 years following treatment because sites will (except under unusual conditions) stabilize over time following restoration efforts.  For example, planting mortality is highest in the first few years and soils stabilize as plantings become established.  Once vegetation enhancements become stabilized, further effort in monitoring and evaluating specific vegetation parameters are best conducted at periodic intervals. 


The second scale for monitoring and evaluation is on the watershed level and is not limited to any given time frame.  Parameters addressed on this scale will be focused on evaluating the effects of this project on the watershed as a whole.  Parameters examined will include measures of water quality in the streams of the watershed, changes in watershed wide vegetation patterns and periodic measures of population indices for the target species.  Monitoring and evaluation efforts of this nature will need to be closely coordinated with (and in some cases conducted under) activities proposed under the sister fisheries project (#21018), which includes more broad scale monitoring objectives for major watershed parameters and funding sources outside of the NWPPC program.          

Objective 2. Monitor trends in parameters specified in Objective 1.

Additional Response: Trends in parameters will be evaluated according to the appropriate time frame.  Plant mortality and the success of revegetation techniques on specific restoration sites may need monthly, biannual or annual evaluation.  Trends in target wildlife species populations are best evaluated on a periodic basis (2-5 years), while most floral responses to treatment should initially be evaluated annually at a minimum and on a more periodic basis once stabilized.  Watershed wide vegetation patterns are best evaluated in 5 year intervals and will prove more informative once a significant number of projects have been implemented in the watershed.  Specific intervals for trend evaluation will be identified in more specific detail in site specific plans.   

Objective 3. Conduct annual noxious weed monitoring of project sites 

Additional Response: Noxious weed infestation could pose a threat during the restoration of agricultural crop monocultures to diverse native vegetation.  Also, some noxious weed species compete effectively against even established native vegetation.  Annual monitoring of noxious weeds will thus continue beyond the normal time frame for restoration site stabilization.  Weed surveys will be done along standardized transect routes with additional site specific monitoring being conducted in problem or high risk areas.  Parameters evaluated will include but not be limited to measures of presence/absence, distribution, frequency, and density.  This information will be used to update a weed control plan annually and to refine and direct weed control techniques and locations.  Weed species to be monitored could include but not be limited to common tansy, reed canary grass, spotted knapweed, and possibly hawkweed.  Additional monitoring as it relates to weed control methods will be necessary as well to determine which mechanisms are most effective in specific areas of the watershed.  It is anticipated that both biological and artificial control measures will be applied at some time.  Information collected from the evaluation of weed control and eradication efforts will be shared whenever possible in hopes of increasing success and efficiency in this area.

Objective 4. Conduct evaluations of survival and growth of restoration and enhancement plantings within 1 year of planting.

Additional Response: Ensuring the survival of plantings on restoration sites was included as a separate objective because planting survival is of such importance to the success of restoration efforts.  A detailed history of revegetation techniques and conditions at the time of planting as well as source of plantings and post planting conditions will be maintained.  The monitoring of plantings survival is critical in evaluating and refining the success and appropriateness of specific techniques and species (that may be similarly applied in other areas of the basin) used in each site specific restoration effort.   

Objective 5. Monitor the overall effectiveness of the restoration projects using landscape photography on a 5-year cycle.

Additional Response: Landscape photographs will be taken at the same locations identified in Objective 1, Task c of the planning and Design phase.  Ground Positioning Systems (GPS) points will be established to coincide with the location from which the original photo was taken.  Photos will also be taken during the same season and same time of day as the original historical photograph.  This evaluation of the vegetation changes in the Hangman Watershed will not be as rigorous as other measurements outlined by the accomplishment of Objective 1 above.  However, it will serve as a valuable resource in the augmentation of other data on vegetation change and be a powerful public relations tool.   

Objective 6. Adapt management plans, strategies and objectives as needed to maximize the benefits to wildlife populations with available resources.
Additional Response: The Coeur d'Alene Tribe Wildlife Program will make every attempt to update management plans as new knowledge is gained through the experience of implementing this proposal and through the experience of other restoration efforts in occurring in the basin.  In particular, it will be critical that the revegetation successes and failures associated with the restoration of agricultural lands to native or native like cover types for this and other restoration projects be shared and utilized in refining and or redefining restoration goals and objectives.

