Project ID: 199106000

Pend Oreille Wetlands Wildlife Mitigation Project – Kalispel Tribe

Sponsor: Kalispel Tribe of Indians

Province: Mountain Columbia

Subbasin: Lower Pend Oreille

Response to ISRP Comments:

1) General Response: 

This is an ongoing wildlife habitat project that has been reviewed in various processes since 1987. This project has consistently ranked in the top five in all previous processes. Since the early reviews addressed project technical needs from a different perspective, it will take some time to amend this project to meet today’s technical needs. We do, however, anticipate that this will occur to the satisfaction of all interested parties.

2) ISRP Comment: “The proposal would benefit from a map or maps showing location of lands and on-going restoration, enhancement, and monitoring efforts.” 
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Yellow Warbler
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Scrub-Shrub Wetlands

Canada Goose
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Muskrat
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White-tailed deer

0.83
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9.0
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Totals

535.8

360.0

233.6

Total Baseline

593.7

Total at 5 years

769.5

5-year upadate - Goose

Flying Goose Baseline

Dilling Addition Baseline

Table 1.  Habitat Evaluation Procedure for the "Flying Goose Ranch" at baseline and five year update.


Figure 1. Lower Pend Oreille Subbasin showing various wildlife projects completed by the Kalispel Tribe of Indians.
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Figure 2. Pend Oreille Wetlands Wildlife Mitigation Project (Flying Goose Ranch).

3) ISRP Comment: “The proposal states that a detailed M&E plan will be developed in conjunction with regional efforts, but why has one not been developed in the year since getting the last review comments that indicated M&E detail was required?”

Project proponent response:

The Tribe has not completed the M&E plan for this project. Since it is not a stand-alone project in terms of mitigation for Albeni Falls Dam or in its ecological standing in the lower Pend Oreille subbasin, the development of the M&E plan is closely linked with the efforts of the Albeni Falls Wildlife Mitigation project. 

We agree with the ISRP on the need for M&E that will tell us about our successes in protection and restoration efforts. We have been unable to comply with early requests due to a lack of past contract funding for wildlife survey and research and we were not ready to develop an M&E plan for this project without fully considering the broader context of continuing mitigation for Albeni Falls Dam. 

Monitoring for this and other projects implemented to mitigate for Albeni Falls Dam is currently under contract development with Idaho CDC (vegetative response) and Eastern Washington University (target species/guild response). These efforts will begin in 2001 (in direct response to previous ISRP comments). It is our intention to supply the ISRP with all relevant information as it becomes available.

One important note is that there is a lag-time between receiving an ISRP comment and being able to develop a future budget to complete necessary work. A one-year time frame is not long enough to address concerns within the current regional process.

4) ISRP Comment: “The data presented at the oral presentations led the reviewers to believe that the current M&E was inadequate.”

Project proponent response:

We agree that information provided during project presentations is not adequate M&E. At the time this project was implemented (1992), regional issues regarding M&E were relegated to HEP. Neo-tropical breeding bird surveys were conducted to determine the baseline presence of HEP target species. Complete M&E information was not collected for this project as it was developed and funded to implement enhancement and restoration activities only. Most of the habitat enhancements and restoration efforts will take decades before meaningful results can be identified. For example, it will take nearly 50-years before cottonwood habitats mature to the point where they will benefit the current HEP target species.  

However, this project is being identified in the monitoring contracts as a mid-point to restoring habitat. Coupled with gathering information on habitat reference sites and new projects with varying degrees of habitat quality, we should be able to identify how habitat actions are affecting populations (target species or representative guilds).

It is unfortunate that adequate data and methods were not developed with this project, but that is the reality we are faced with. As we move forward, we fully intend to develop adequate M&E that will benefit us in managing this and other mitigation projects.

5) ISRP Comment: “The proposal lists 8 types of monitoring that will be included, but includes little specific detail on methods; it does not adequately describe how the monitoring will be done, nor does it give a description of the sampling design for monitoring.”

Project proponent response:

The list of monitoring was developed in anticipation of the upcoming M&E contracts that are to be issued in 2001. The subcontractors in collaboration with the AFWG and the Kalispel Tribe will provide the detail for these methods as they are developed.

6) ISRP Comment: “Monitoring of interactions between wildlife enhancement efforts and fishery enhancement also is not discussed.”

Project proponent response: 

There is no direct interaction between this project and any Tribal fisheries enhancement projects. Any benefits to fisheries are incidental to the improvement to terrestrial habitats (riparian and wetland) located on the property.

7) ISRP Comment: “Describe (with data presented) past successes and failures of enhancement activities. These evaluations should be shown in terms of ultimate biological objectives (benefit to fish and wildlife) as possible.”

Project proponent response:

We have no data other than HEP that can express whether or not we have had successes or failures. Clearly HEP data shows that enhancement efforts have succeeded in improving habitat. The ultimate biological objective for this project is to reach 1248 total HUs at a point in the future (as all habitats reach maturity). At the time it was purchased, the project totaled 585 HUs for seven target species on 600-acres. As a result of altering hydrology, enhancing existing habitats, and restoring potential habitat, we saw an increase of 176 HUs (761 total HUs) by year five (Table 1). A 10-year HEP evaluation is due to be completed in 2002. It is anticipated that the habitat increases will again show successful change in habitat quality. 
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8) ISRP Comment: “Measurable biological objectives, associated with tasks by which they will be addressed.”

Project proponent response:

The measurable biological objectives are taken from the approved management plan and are as follows:

A) Implementation Items. From Appendix 7.1 (Merker 1993) they include the following with target species in parenthesis.

i)
Increased perch tree size (Bald eagle)

Table 2. Forest inventory data for flying Goose Ranch and adjacent U.S. Forest Service land as model comparison (from Merker 1993).

Site

Dominant overstory

Mean ht (Ft)

Mean dbh (in)

Canopy Coverage (%)

Stems Acre

Flying Goose Ranch











HEP2a

Cottonwood

39.0

9.1

91.9

100

HEP2d

Cottonwood

43.4

20.7

90.4

100

HEP 10

Mixed Forest

65.0

14.8

94.0

1800

Roadside Buffer

Mixed Forest

74.3

16.2

89.4

400













US Forest Service











Mature

Cottonwood

77.0

18.1

98.7

300

Pole

Cottonwood

28.4

3.6

99.4

900

Tree height and stand age is being managed to the USFS cottonwood standard. The USFS site serves as a reference site for cottonwood stand management. We are enhancing recruitment in 70-acres of existing senescent stands and restoring an additional 40-acres of new cottonwood stands. Currently nine Bald Eagle nests are know along the Box Canyon Reach of the Pend Oreille River. They are approximately 3 to 5 miles apart showing standard aerie separation. Of the nine nesting aeries, one is located on this project (secondary nest tree). 

Biological objective: increase coniferous and deciduous forest HUs for Bald Eagle (breeding and wintering) by 211 (148 to 359).

ii. Increased tree density in deciduous forest stands (Black-capped chickadee)

Management of existing aspen and cottonwood stands includes increasing density by promoting suckering and replanting. Fire, root disturbance, and planting native cuttings and rooted plant stocks are being used to accomplish these goals. Black-capped chickadees are common throughout forested wetlands on the project. Management of these habitats is important, as they are successional in nature. With the long-term reduction and alteration of natural disturbance mechanisms, these habitats are disappearing from the landscape.

Biological objective: increase deciduous forest HUs for Black-capped chickadee by 44 (15 to 59).

iii. Construction of nesting islands (Canada goose)

As water control structures were implemented to increase wetland diversity and density, two waterfowl nesting islands were constructed to provide upland nesting and foraging habitat. Observations have shown an increase in breeding numbers and successful waterfowl broods. The floodplain meadows have been extensively managed for agricultural production in the past resulting the diking and draining of the property.

Biological objective: increase nesting island HUs for Canada goose by 201 (42 to 345 overall gains).

iv. Seasonally flooded wetland type (Mallard, Canada goose, and muskrat)

Completed construction of five water control structures on the project (Figure 2). These water control structures are operated to increase wetland diversity, quantity and quality. Over 200-acres of additional wetlands was enhanced by the structures. The structures are operated using a modified moist soil management plan. Operated on a seven-year cycle (average drought cycle) with annual weather conditions as a modifier to management.

Biological objective: increase wetland HUs for Canada goose by 52 (42 to 345 overall gains).

Biological objective: increase wetland HUs for Mallard by 125 (77 to 329 overall gains).

Biological objective: increase wetland HUs for muskrat by 50 (61 to 121 overall gains).

v. Increased grass nesting cover (Mallard)

Elimination of grazing, weed control and natural succession are used to increase the grass habitat benefits to nesting waterfowl. Even though we have reduced the number of acres in this habitat type, the overall quality has steadily increased.

Biological objective: increase deciduous forest HUs for Mallard by 127 (77 to 329 overall gains).

vi. Revegetation of river shoreline (Canada goose and muskrat)

Active planting and natural succession are used to increase shoreline cover to benefit waterfowl and muskrat. We have increased shoreline edge significantly through wetland enhancements. Vegetation is becoming common with weed control as the major O&M issue for this habitat.

Biological objective: increase deciduous forest HUs for Canada goose and muskrat by 50 (42 to 345 overall gains).

Biological objective: increase deciduous forest HUs for muskrat and muskrat by 10 (61 to 121 overall gains).

vii. Restoration of wetland shrubs (Yellow warbler and white-tailed deer)

We are increasing scrub-shrub wetland quantity and quality along the eastern edge of the main slough wetland (Figure 2). Approximately 10-acres of shrub wetland are being restored in these areas. Additionally, existing scrub-shrub is being enhanced by disturbance and revegetation efforts.

Biological objective: increase deciduous forest HUs for Yellow warbler by 14 (2 to 16).

Biological objective: increase deciduous forest HUs for white-tailed deer by 10 (10 to 20).

9) ISRP Comment: “Description of monitoring and evaluation plans, including their sampling design, how data will be analyzed and evaluated, and the rationale for choosing particular species processes, or components for monitoring. A list of sample techniques is not adequate to establish a scientifically sound, useful monitoring system.”

Project proponent response:

The Kalispel Tribe fully agrees that the list provided is not adequate to establish a scientifically sound monitoring plan. As mentioned before, the development of the monitoring plan is currently under contract that will begin in 2001 as part of the Albeni Falls Wildlife Mitigation project. Once completed this plan will be submitted for review by management agencies within the region as well as other interested parties.

