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	$205,000
	$210,126
	$215,378
	Meets Scientific Review Criteria
	45

	199802200
	Pine Creek Conservation Area: Wildlife Habitat and Watershed Management on 33,557-acres to benefit grassland, shrub-steppe, riparian, and aquatic species.
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	Colville Confederated Tribes Wildlife Mitigation Project
	Colville Confederated Tribes
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	$1,428,000
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	Albeni Falls Wildlife Mitigation
	Albeni Falls Interagency Work Group
	Intermountain
	Pend Oreille
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	$4,500,000
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	Meets Scientific Review Criteria
	70

	199206102
	Albeni Falls Wildlife Mitigation - Kalispel Tribe
	Albeni Falls IWG
	Intermountain
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	$734,609
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	Meets Scientific Review Criteria
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	199206103
	Albeni Falls Wildlife Mitigation - IDFG
	Idaho Department of Fish & Game
	Intermountain
	Pend Oreille
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	Albeni Falls Wildlife Mitigation - Coeur d'Alene Tribe
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	Intermountain
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	Meets Scientific Review Criteria (Qualified)
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	Spokane Tribe Wildlife Mitigation Operations & Maintenance
	Spokane Tribe
	Intermountain
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	$419,806
	$429,344
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	200201100
	Kootenai Floodplain Operational Loss Assessment, Protection, Mitigation, and Rehabilitation.
	Kootenai Tribe of Idaho
	Mountain Columbia
	Kootenai
	$1,279,412
	$1,291,473
	$2,295,872
	Meets Scientific Review Criteria
	81

	199505701
	S Idaho Wildlife Mitigation
	Idaho Department of Fish & Game
	Middle Snake
	Boise
	$1,986,188
	$1,990,496
	$1,995,022
	Does Not Meet Scientific Review Criteria
	83

	199505703
	Southern Idaho Wildlife Mitigation
	Shoshone Paiute Tribes
	Middle Snake
	Owyhee
	$2,675,850
	$2,758,682
	$2,777,468
	Meets Scientific Review Criteria (Qualified)
	84

	200000900
	Logan Valley Wildlife Mitigation Project
	Burns Paiute Tribe
	Middle Snake
	Malheur
	$150,511
	$154,274
	$158,131
	Meets Scientific Review Criteria
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	Malheur River Wildlife Mitigation Project
	Burns Paiute Tribe
	Middle Snake
	Malheur
	$332,722
	$341,040
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	87
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	S Idaho Wildlife Mitigation
	Idaho Department of Fish & Game
	Upper Snake
	Snake Upper
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	199505702
	Southern Idaho Wildlife Mitigation
	Shoshone-Bannock Tribes
	Upper Snake
	Snake Upper
	$380,000
	$380,000
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Introduction

This report provides the Independent Scientific Review Panel (ISRP) and Peer Review Groups’ final comments and recommendations on 36 proposals submitted for the 2009 Wildlife Category Review to implement the Columbia River Basin Fish and Wildlife Program. The ISRP finds that 23 proposals fully meet scientific review criteria, 11 meet criteria with some qualifications, and 2 do not meet scientific review criteria. Overall, after reviewing proposals, visiting wildlife areas, and meeting with wildlife managers, the ISRP was impressed with the dedication and responsiveness of all of the wildlife program managers. The wildlife program has made progress in many areas since the ISRP began its reviews in 1997. Consistent with our charge, we hope that our reviews and comments move the program forward especially in the area of adaptive management, which is using measurable project results to continually improve project effectiveness.

The Wildlife Category Review is the first review in the Northwest Power and Conservation Council and Bonneville Power Administration’s most recent approach to project review. This approach was informed by past review processes that have taken many forms including program-wide solicitations, rolling provincial reviews, and targeted solicitations. Based on the experience with these past review processes, the Council and Bonneville, with input from the Columbia Basin Fish and Wildlife Authority (CBFWA) and ISRP, developed a review structure to more effectively review projects for Program implementation beginning in Fiscal Year 2010. This review structure includes a category review (i.e., strategy and topic) for existing projects that are similar in nature and intent, followed by a geographic review (by subbasin and province) that would identify any critical gaps in current project coverage and may result in targeted solicitations. 

Category reviews consider programmatic issues unique to the category as well as project–specific issues. The category review process recognizes differences in project types, specifically those with long-term commitments vs. shorter-term implementation. Category reviews focus on existing projects that are largely previous commitments. The Wildlife Category Review process recognizes that many wildlife projects have long-term commitments for operations and maintenance to maintain habitat units mitigating for inundation losses. The scientific and administrative review for the wildlife category projects should enable the Council and Bonneville to make long-term funding and review path decisions on many of these projects. 

The ISRP has reviewed almost all of these projects before, and for the most part, they met our scientific review criteria. However, many of our past comments raised specific issues with individual projects. Consequently, an important function of our current review is to evaluate how well they have acted upon our scientific concerns. In addition, because these are existing projects, a primary review function is to evaluate project results and whether proposed future actions are responsive to those results. The category review is also designed to address issues that apply across projects and inform future direction of the program. The ISRP is very supportive of this new review approach. It incorporates some of the best features of past reviews such as site visits, presentations, and response loops. It also adds some positive new features such as the ability to review projects topically (e.g., wildlife, RM&E) and a recognition of program commitments. 

This report begins with sections on programmatic issues and the review process. The report concludes with recommendations and comments on each of the 36 wildlife proposals. A proposal index is provided at the end of the document to allow quick access to comments on specific proposals. 
Programmatic Comments

Programmatic comments fall into two categories: issues of substance within the reviews and the review process itself. We commented on many of these same programmatic themes in past reviews, for example, HEP and monitoring and evaluation (M&E). We summarize, cite, and expand on those earlier comments here. In addition, the categorical review approach allowed us to compare similar management approaches across many projects and this highlighted several new programmatic issues, such as weed control. 

Substantive Issues

Research, Monitoring, Evaluation and Crediting

In past reviews we recommended that the program evaluate where and when habitat restoration efforts increase or sustain fish and wildlife populations and at the same time maintain or increase biodiversity. Previous reviews also recommended that M&E of extensive active management (including comparison with passive management) should be emphasized to better understand when the high cost of such ongoing actions is actually justified. Not much progress has been made in this area. The ISRP continues to recommend that overarching coordinated monitoring be used to evaluate effectiveness of alternative land management practices (strategies) (ISRP 2005-14
). The ISRP makes specific recommendations below.
Interaction between wildlife crediting and monitoring 

Previously, the ISRP recommended that the Habitat Evaluation Procedure (HEP) be used only as an initial scoring system for mitigation agreements (ISRP 2006-4a
 and 2007-1
). HEP should not be used for biological (effectiveness) monitoring (ISRP 2006-4a). However, some wildlife proposals treat HEP as an effectiveness monitoring method when it is used in followup assessments, even though it is being called crediting. HEP is a tool to assess parcels and assign credit for fulfilling mitigation obligations, but this use of HEP is confused with biological or effectiveness monitoring. Consistent use of the terminology of “crediting” or “accounting” when referring to HEP and biological or effectiveness monitoring when referring to actual measures or survey data would help to communicate this distinction.

The institutionalization of HEP has created a major and perpetual program expense. It has been stated that HEP, and perhaps IBIS, HAB, and CHAP have a role in subbasin plans. There has been no comprehensive scientific review and comparison of these and other possible means of crediting. Among the suggested solutions is an ISAB review of current and other prospective methods, or a targeted solicitation for either a comparative study or proposed alternate solutions. The objective would be to ensure the Program uses the most scientifically rigorous crediting procedure available. There is also the opportunity to more closely align crediting and effectiveness monitoring, for more efficient and scientifically consistent Program operation. An alternate resolution may lie in the trend toward negotiated settlements.

Status of Monitoring and Evaluation (M&E) and results reporting 

The goal for wildlife monitoring should be adaptive management, scientific use of measurable project results to continually evaluate and improve project outcomes. During the recent review by the ISRP, the lack of monitoring, evaluation, and analyses of biological results were the most common reasons for a requested response. With longer funding cycles, M&E and adaptive management reporting will become even more critical to justifying and evaluating projects. 

The ISRP did a quick comparison of the status of results reporting in the 2009 proposals with its analysis of results reporting in FY 2007-09 proposals for continuing projects. The earlier analysis was included in our Retrospective Report 2006 (ISRP 2007-1). All of the projects with adequate M&E programs reporting results in our FY 2007-09 analysis continued to adequately report. The Pine Creek project is an excellent example of results reporting, as are several others. Those projects needing some improvement in results reporting showed a range of responses. Among the projects most critically needing results, three remain in that status, one is promising improvement during this project cycle, and one was split into a number of individual projects with monitoring programs ranging from excellent to vague. In our individual project reviews, we offer specific guidance to a number of projects. In cases where needed results are expected or promised during the current funding cycle, we request a mid-term review to encourage sponsors to collect and analyze the monitoring data that they need to assess progress towards their objectives, document successes, evaluate the effectiveness of their management, and provide a basis for adaptive management. This will provide additional encouragement and feedback to sponsors and increase the likelihood of having measured outcomes to report from the current funding cycle.

Overall, it does appear some progress is being made on monitoring, evaluation, and results reporting. A number of projects are currently starting regional monitoring plans that we expect will provide substantive data and analysis within the next few years that will enhance the Program's overall M&E efforts. These regional efforts include the Upper Columbia United Tribe’s Wildlife Management and Wildlife Evaluation Plan and WDFW’s regional plan (Schroeder et al. 2008
). We describe the prospects for these regional M&E efforts in more detail below.
Results reporting: inconsistencies between proposals and annual reports

The level of results reporting in proposals and annual reports varies, and there are opportunities to strengthen each. Annual reporting has tended to focus on repeating project justifications, anticipated future benefits, and current activities. In proposals for continued O&M, biological outcomes of previous management are the best argument for continued funding. To the degree these results are included in reports, improvements will be documented over time and future proposals can be prepared more easily and persuasively. Individual projects may or may not require formal monitoring depending on the type of project, its scale, and if other monitoring efforts are covering the lands or populations involved. 

The ISRP could provide sponsors with guidelines for annual reports that emphasize this type of reporting.
Project effectiveness M&E: unclear policy direction on funding

The ISRP was struck reading sponsor responses by the range of interpretations of the Council and Bonneville’s monitoring expectations that were offered as reasons for the lack of results reporting. Some say there is a 5% funding cap for monitoring, but other project’s M&E related work elements are funded substantially above that level. Some project managers say no monitoring has been allowed. Other managers, sometimes on the same project, are monitoring. Some sponsors report that they are only allowed to monitor habitat, not wildlife populations. The ISRP believes that when sponsors have a commitment to monitoring, it gets done. 
Our dialogue with ODFW on the Willamette Wildlife Mitigation project captures the issue well:
Page 5, Willamette Response to ISRP

2)
ISRP: There are frequent references to HEP and two work elements related to "improving" HEP. While not presented as monitoring, there seems to be more commitment to HEP than to effectiveness monitoring. Sponsors really do need both, one for accounting and the other for scientific validity.

ODFW:  “[T]here is a clear disconnect between the desire for basin-wide comprehensive fish and wildlife response monitoring and the crediting requirements based on HEP that BPA imposes for funding for wildlife projects. Unfortunately, the crediting system is the accounting methodology that directs the program not effectiveness monitoring so wildlife managers are continually caught between the need to address crediting and respond to the ISRP desire for more rigorous science. The solutions for this conflict include the development of a comprehensive and comparable basin-wide effectiveness monitoring process by the NPCC and ISRP in collaboration with the managers and the recognition that more than 5% should be allocated for monitoring if needed.

Consistent guidance and definition on this issue from the Council and Bonneville would be a beneficial outcome of this wildlife category review, serving all parties in better communicating and meeting expectations.

Prospects for regional RM&E

The ISRP has addressed this issue frequently, including:

· Include a monitoring and evaluation component in HEP-based management projects or programs that routinely assesses the expected versus actual responses of both target and non-target wildlife species (ISRP 1999-4
, cited in ISRP 2005-14). 
 

· A good model for probabilistic sampling and inventory of terrestrial components of large subbasins should be identified. Develop a general protocol for probabilistic selection of terrestrial monitoring sites and include in a basin-wide plan or append to the subbasin plans (ISRP 2005-14). 


· When monitoring of project effectiveness is to be incorporated into a broader-scale monitoring effort, that project should already be underway, or planned to continue through the proposed projects’ timeline. Evidence that such collaboration has been negotiated should be part of the project agreement (ISRP 2008-7
).


· The Program should include an explicit scientific research component designed to improve mitigation success and adaptive management, with a priority to research designed to evaluate the effectiveness of habitat measures’ impacts on wildlife populations and their ecology (ISRP 1997-1
, cited in ISRP 2005-14).

Again, in this review, we suggest that wildlife goals might be best served by regional monitoring programs that apply to numerous projects. The HEP team model of having a designated team that conducts HEP appraisals program-wide might be applied to biological monitoring. For example, the Upper Columbia United Tribe’s (UCUT) Wildlife Management and Wildlife Evaluation Plan (UMWEP) have begun to conduct monitoring of biological response to habitat restoration for the UCUT member tribes. This approach may be a solution to the effectiveness monitoring needs of programs where sufficiently similar habitats are under management by several entities or staffs, for example WDFW’s shrub steppe units. Monitoring could be conducted by project proponents or contracted out using the best methodologies for the region, species, and project objectives involved. Standardization beyond this level is likely problematic, although the conceptual underpinnings previously elaborated by the ISRP could guide programs.

The UCUT regional M&E approach is a good start because it monitors vegetation and a suite of vertebrates that are appropriate for detecting habitat/wildlife responses. This approach is consistent with previous ISRP recommendations that species should be selected for monitoring that would be expected to show responses at the project scale. Most often this is at a relatively small spatial scale and initially, at a short time scale (ISRP 2006-4a). In addition, we have noted that the time lag between implementation and measurable response in a project might be partially dealt with by selection of short-lived resident focal species to monitor “necessary but not sufficient” interim changes in the direction intended (ISRP 2008-7). 

However, further deliberation is needed on what level of monitoring (or reporting) is needed for focal species, particularly game species. The ISRP understands that animals range beyond the boundaries of most wildlife management areas and monitoring populations may be the responsibility of the states, federal agencies, or tribes. How the Program’s projects use information from or supply information to those larger scale monitoring efforts needs to be made more transparent in proposals and management plans. The Program should initiate a series of meetings with State, Tribal, and Federal programs that monitor wildlife populations to identify opportunities to collaborate in these efforts to the benefit of all parties.

The WDFW wildlife monitoring guideline document (Schroeder et al. 2008, attached to proposal ) is another example of regional monitoring techniques, and the ISRP suggests it as one model for Wildlife M&E in the Fish and Wildlife Program.
Some projects expanded the basic vegetative data needed for HEP for their habitat monitoring without application of the HEP analysis. This approach might be explored by other projects aiming to optimize their HEP and effectiveness monitoring efforts.  Among projects using and/or expanding HEP vegetation measurements as a component of effectiveness monitoring are Logan Valley (20000900), Iskuulpa (199506001), and Rainwater (200002600) projects.
Restoration and Management

In past reviews, we have emphasized that proper management should lead to the need for fewer inputs over time as ecological function is restored and the system becomes more resistant to disturbance, more resilient following significant disturbance, and more self-regulating. Funding should shift over time from O&M to more M&E if management is successful (ISRP 2008-4
).

Invasive species control, regional plans and best management practices 

We previously commented that: 

· State-of-the-art integrated pest management (IPM) approaches are not being used within most O&M programs. 

· Projects should coordinate with adjacent land managers and local governments for a landscape level approach to invasive species management.

· Plans are needed to limit invasions of new non-native species, through “clean” practices, surveillance and immediate response and follow-up.

· Projects should consider invasive control strategies including targeted grazing, use of bio-controls, establishing more desirable species that can out-compete invasives, and maybe the use of herbicides. (ISRP 2008-4)

In the current review, we observed that a number of projects include some elements of vegetation management or control using practices that are no longer considered best practices. For example, herbicide use is often the only strategy used. It is repeated annually and anticipated indefinitely, with no evaluation of results. Herbicide use has many unanticipated collateral effects and is a growing expense to the Program that is not scientifically sound in its current context within the Program. Only one project discussed a systematic program of surveillance for new weeds. Eliminating establishment is the most cost effective strategy. Mapping and monitoring are key to a successful integrated pest management program. Most projects give no indication of this type of approach, although a great deal of time and money is devoted solely to chemical weed control, without much apparent success. Comprehensive training is available through land grant universities and extension programs, and there is an extensive literature to guide sponsors in implementing more effective vegetation management programs. 

Projects should take a more program-wide approach to invasive species management and monitoring. One element of which should be using a mapping or GIS program like the Nature Conservancy’s Weed Management Information System (http://tncinvasives.ucdavis.edu/). Another element would be development of weed control plans that cover a landscape unit that may be larger than the project site (e.g., Cooperative Weed Management Areas). This would foster cooperation with neighbors, target problem areas, and help anticipate new infestations. A final program element would be to develop an incentive system to reduce weed control costs and recognize projects that are successfully managing invasive species, perhaps “weed warriors” awards. Encouraging innovation and working at a landscape scale is especially important as new non-native weed invasions are likely to continue. There are significant grant funds available for combating invasives. Most peer reviewed grant program’s proposals require demonstrated scientific soundness. The Program could encourage sponsors to seek these grants as a means of staying up to date, by offering to cost-share on successful grants proposals.
Invasive reed canarygrass (Phalaris arundinacea) offers an example of the problems we observed in efforts to control weeds. A number of projects struggle with this species in wetland and riparian areas and propose potentially misguided treatments. The mechanical treatments described to maintain wetlands in many proposals have been shown to increase reed canarygrass dominance (Hardesty, unpublished data). There is currently no known protocol to eliminate reed canarygrass, but mechanical control is particularly counterproductive as equipment can transport propagules to un-invaded areas and disturbance stimulates vegetative reproduction on the control site. Long-term herbicide use is not advised, as the only allowable product is non-selective. It is extremely unlikely that any passive management strategy or successional process, as suggested in some proposals, will control the species. The Program might get greater benefit from supporting research on species such as reed canarygrass that are a common concern in the Program but are not the subject of much active research. This could be via a targeted solicitation. In the meantime, there might be value in some educational efforts regarding such common, but intractable problem species. Even if we do not know what to do, there is often good information about what not to do with these species.

Livestock grazing and other agricultural uses of wildlife conservation lands

Some wildlife projects are purchasing grazing allotments and removing cattle. Many wildlife projects include some form of fencing to restrict livestock grazing. Others allow grazing. Each of these approaches may be suitable, depending on the ecological conditions of a property, the focal species being managed for, and the potential to expand a project’s cultural reach. Livestock grazing can be an important management tool. 
Properly managed, grazing can be used to manipulate vegetation, for example to control weeds such as cheatgrass and reed canarygrass, reduce fine fuels or to stimulate late season regrowth of vegetation for use by wildlife on winter ranges. There may be cases where grazing as part of a coordinated resource management (CRM) plan enhances cooperation with neighbors to accomplish fish and wildlife goals on a larger scale. In some circumstances, properly managed livestock grazing could generate income to support land management activities. In areas such as Malheur County, ranching is a strong cultural tradition and economic mainstay. Some Tribes also value grazing with cattle or horses. 
Unmanaged livestock grazing or improperly managed grazing can rapidly degrade a site, increase weed populations and sediment production and cause other resource damage, none of which support program goals. Where livestock grazing is culturally, economically, administratively (or even scientifically) desirable, a grazing plan should be required that includes monitoring to ensure fish and wildlife benefits are not compromised. 

Similarly, some projects include timber harvest and planting of agricultural feed crops rather than native plants. Like livestock grazing, these practices can be detrimental, but they can also be beneficial. Because of a potential conflict with conservation purposes, these practices should be well explained in wildlife management plans. The ISRP recommends that grazing practices, timber harvests, and agricultural practices be justified in proposals and management plans.

Wildlife management plans 
For this review, the ISRP relied primarily on proposal narratives as the basis for review. However, several management plans were used as supporting material. The ISRP looked at this sample of management plans and asked can these management plans contribute to future science reviews, if coupled with annual reports?  The ISRP found that the plans varied in content and quality. Management plans that are general in nature, written primarily to meet legal requirements, are not amenable to scientific review. However, detailed management plans for selected species can have more specific objectives and actions, and thus are more appropriate to review in conjunction with annual reports. Both sponsors and the ISRP should consider this use of management plans to support reviews and enhance consistency between sponsors’ and the ISRP’s expectations.

Wildlife habitat management plans should include:

· identification of focal species, focal habitats, and measurable management objectives

· plans for public access, weed, grazing, crop, and timber management

· an M&E plan to inform adaptive management.
Focal Species: Criteria and Prioritization

The subbasin plans requested selection of focal species to guide planning with the understanding that actions that benefit one species can be deleterious to others, and that some species may be of greater importance than others to sponsors and the Program. Since that time, the ISRP has offered comments on focal species selection and prioritization:

· Develop criteria and procedures for selecting focal (or target) species that will be useful and effective in monitoring and evaluating project effectiveness (ISRP 2005-14). 

· Consider focal (or target) species that represent the diversity of the species that were initially impacted by the hydrosystem development (ISRP 2008-4). Currently, the wildlife program focuses on vertebrates, especially game species and rare and endangered species, and continues to emphasize a narrow definition of habitat (ISRP 2005-14). Ideally, the focal species selected should exhibit three characteristics: (1) they should represent the diversity of aquatic and terrestrial habitats that are the target of restoration actions in the subbasin plan; (2) they should be species that are expected to respond to the actions being implemented; and (3) it should be possible to collect abundance or distribution data for these species – ideally, some of these data will already be available (ISRP & ISAB 2004-13
, cited in ISRP 2005-14). 

· Target critical habitats for focal species in acquisitions (ISRP 2008-4).

· The Council and BPA should consider creating project evaluation criteria that favor projects with documented benefits to both terrestrial and aquatic species (ISRP 2005-14). Similarly, project sponsors should develop project objectives and work elements with documented benefits to both terrestrial and aquatic species. (Not relevant for projects without aquatic components.)

· Better focus on landscape structure and ecosystem dynamics is needed to address the ecosystem and biodiversity-based Program goals (ISRP 2005-14).

· Consider methods and criteria other than HEP evaluation when selecting acquisitions. Land acquisitions could be ranked on the relative importance of a parcel to a particular population of focal species. Factors like relative scarcity of particular habitats, contiguity to other protected habitat, role of the parcel in the lifecycle of a species and degree of restoration (if any) needed could be used to compare acquisition opportunities, or even to predetermine an acquisition strategy. Such a structure of species and parcel priorities would also allow determination of priorities among subbasins, which is currently difficult (ISRP 2008-4). The Council and Bonneville should consider targeted solicitations directed at important species or habitats currently neglected within the Program (ISRP 2008-4).

· The biological and economic costs and benefits of active and passive management practices should be evaluated, and these should be compared with the costs and benefits of land acquisition or protection (ISRP 1998-1
, cited in ISRP 2005-14). The ISRP envisions that this evaluation would likely involve participation from some combination of project sponsors, the Council, BPA, the ISRP, and the Independent Economic Advisory Board.

The current review demonstrates a continuing need to address these concerns and opportunities. Projects targeting “all wildlife” tend to be broad and unfocussed with benefits most likely to accrue to generalist species that do not represent the full diversity of what was lost.
Improving the Review Process

The ISRP found the wildlife categorical review process (described in detail below) to be a significant improvement on the FY 2007-09 review process. Our understanding of wildlife projects was increased, and the ISRP believes our comments can help guide and improve management and monitoring. Visiting sites and talking to land managers was an extraordinarily helpful step in the review process and should be incorporated whenever possible. 

Although the process was successful, we identified a few areas, primarily with the proposal form, where we can better solicit information, increase review efficiency, decrease redundancy, encourage reporting, and facilitate adaptive management. Over the past ten years, project documentation has improved significantly, and new tools such as Pisces and Taurus offer even further opportunities for progress. We will work with Council staff and Bonneville to take advantage of these new tools and improve the proposal forms and project documentation for the research, monitoring, and evaluation categorical review. 
Some specific suggestions include: 

· Explore combining the various forms or links between the forms – Pisces statement of work, administrative proposal form, and the narrative proposal form.

· Request that sponsors include a table of contents for even short proposal narratives, including each appendix. Only appendices actually cited in the narrative need be attached. 

· Put stronger emphasis in proposal guidelines on: "include hyper links to management plans and reports." This was generally ignored in the wildlife proposals but was very useful when included. Linking to these documents could encourage sponsors to maintain continuity in their documentation and would save time for reviewers. 

· Explore structuring work elements such that each is described only once, then indicate which parcels they refer to. Now, it is complicated to review proposals that involve numerous parcels in one proposal.

· Create an "Adaptive Management" section or subsection to emphasize the purpose of monitoring and clarify expectations by better linking the Project History and Monitoring and Evaluation sections of the proposal. Guidance for an adaptive management section could include something like: “what biological responses have you observed from your previous management actions? Please describe any management changes you have made, or plan to make because of these biological responses?” This would include adaptive management influenced by results from the project and information from recent research and literature. 
· For wildlife, add a crediting section separate from M&E (or adaptive management) or ask that crediting be addressed in history section, not M&E (or adaptive management). 

· Explore whether or how annual report structures could be standardized to better support aggregation of project results and benefits to fish and wildlife. Annual reports vary significantly from project to project. There may be a way to make the format of results reporting uniform with an abstract and summary table (comparing years) and perhaps an adaptive management section. 

· Consider guidelines for combining or separating projects. For example, it might improve the review by separating O&M and acquisition proposals for projects with numerous parcels under management (e.g., Willamette). This would allow each program component to be evaluated on its own merits without being hindered by a differing review result of the other component.

The ISRP Review Process

Review Criteria

ISRP reviews are based on criteria provided in the 1996 amendment to the Northwest Power Act. The amended Act directs the ISRP to review projects for consistency with the Council’s Fish and Wildlife Program and whether they:

1. are based on sound science principles; 

2. benefit fish and wildlife; 

3. have clearly defined objectives and outcomes; and 

4. contain provisions for monitoring and evaluation of results.

Pursuant to the 1996 amendment, the Council must fully consider ISRP recommendations when making its recommendations regarding funding, and provide an explanation in writing where its recommendations diverge from those of the ISRP.

Review Steps

In general, ISRP reports provide written recommendations and comments on each proposal that is amenable to scientific review. These reports reflect the ISRP’s consensus. To develop final recommendations on 2009 wildlife proposals, the ISRP used a multi-step review process: 

1. Site visits. In September, October, and early November 2008, the ISRP, Council staff, and some Bonneville staff visited most of the Program’s wildlife projects. It is preferred that site visits occur after project proposals are submitted and are conducted in conjunction with project presentations and ISRP evaluation meetings. This adds context and saves time and costs. However, the wildlife site visits needed to be held before many of the project areas became inaccessible due to winter weather. These visits proved invaluable to our reviews and also demonstrated the project managers’ dedication to stewardship of their properties. 

2. ISRP Individual Reviews. Three reviewers were assigned to independently review each proposal and provide written evaluations. Individual review comments and records of discussions are confidential and not available outside the ISRP review teams. The ISRP assigned review teams based on expertise, whether members reviewed the project in the past, and whether members attended the site visit for the project. At least one scientist with substantial wildlife expertise was assigned to each proposal review team. 

3. Project presentations. On March 3 and 4, 2009, the project sponsors presented their proposals to the ISRP, Council staff, Bonneville staff, and other wildlife managers. Time was reserved for questions. These discussions greatly aided the ISRP in clarifying specific concerns and better understanding the projects in general. A major goal of the wildlife categorical review is to share information across projects. Based on feedback after the meeting, the presentations served this purpose of raising wildlife managers’ understanding of other managers’ strategies and challenges. 

4. ISRP group evaluation meeting. Individual comments were compiled, and following the presentations, review teams met to discuss individual reviews, develop a consensus recommendation for each proposal, and ensure consistency across reviews. 

5. Preliminary report completion. After the evaluation meeting, individual and meeting comments were synthesized into a consensus statement on each proposal, which was verified by each of the three reviewers. The full group of ISRP and PRG reviewers evaluated and edited these draft consensus statements to produce a preliminary report that was released on March 26, 2009. We found that 12 proposals met scientific review criteria, and 3 proposals met our criteria with some qualifications. Our review of those 15 proposals was complete. However, we requested responses on 21 proposals, and just under a month was provided for the project proponents to respond to our comments. 

6. Response review and completion of the final report. On April 21, 2009 we received responses for all 21 proposals as requested. We again followed steps 2 and 4 above. Individual reviewers evaluated responses; those evaluations were compiled; review teams met to discuss the evaluations and develop programmatic comments (May 6); and a final draft was circulated to confirm ISRP consensus. 
Next Review Steps 

At the Council’s June 9 or 10 meeting, the ISRP will present its findings and Council staff will present its recommendations for Council discussion. At its July 15 or 16 meeting, the Council will decide on wildlife category recommendations. 
Recommendation Categories

For each proposal, we provide a recommendation: 

· Meets Scientific Review Criteria

· Meets Scientific Review Criteria (Qualified)

· Meets Scientific Review Criteria - In Part

· Meets Scientific Review Criteria - In Part (Qualified)

· Does Not Meet Scientific Review Criteria

· Not Applicable
For preliminary reviews we also use “Response Requested.”
The full definitions for our recommendation categories are:

1. Meets Scientific Review Criteria is assigned to a proposal that substantially meets each of the ISRP criteria. Each proposal does not have to contain tasks that independently meet each of the criteria but can be an integral part of a program that provides the necessary elements. For example, a habitat restoration project may use data from a separate monitoring and evaluation project to measure results as long as such proposals clearly demonstrate this integration. Unless otherwise indicated, a “Meets Scientific Criteria” recommendation is not an indication of the ISRP’s view on the priority of the proposal, nor an endorsement to fund the proposal, but rather reflects its scientific merit and compatibility with Program goals. 

2. Meets Scientific Review Criteria - In Part is assigned to a proposal that includes some work that substantially meets each of the ISRP criteria and some work that does not. The ISRP specifies which elements do not meet the review criteria and recommends that initiating work be delayed until certain technical issues are properly addressed. Examples are proposals that include objectives that are not scientifically supported, for instance, a proposal for both background assessment work and concurrent on-the-ground implementation that cannot be justified before results of the assessment are known, or proposals that include use of unsound methods to meet a particular objective. “In Part” is also used for proposals that are justified for a portion of the years proposed for funding, but would benefit from an interim review within those years – for example, a proof of concept research project for which methods need to be tested at a pilot scale before full implementation. Required changes to a proposal will be determined by the Council and Bonneville in consultation with the project sponsors in the final project selection process. 

(Qualified) is assigned to recommendations in the two categories above for which additional clarifications and adjustments to methods and objectives by the sponsor are needed to fully justify the entire proposal. The ISRP expects that needed changes to a proposal will be determined by the Council and Bonneville in consultation with the project sponsor in the final project selection process. The ISRP also uses “Qualified” for (1) proposals that are technically sound but appear to offer marginal or very uncertain benefits to fish and wildlife, and when (2) further ISRP review of a project’s final implementation plan or analysis of results will be needed before the project moves to full implementation. Regardless of the Council’s or Bonneville’s recommendations, the ISRP expects that, if a proposal is funded, subsequent proposals for continued funding will address the ISRP’s comments.
3. Does Not Meet Scientific Review Criteria is assigned to a proposal that is significantly deficient in one or more of the ISRP review criteria. One example is a proposal for an ongoing project that might offer benefits to fish and wildlife, but does not include provisions for monitoring and evaluation or reporting of past results. Another example is a research proposal that is technically sound but does not offer benefits to fish and wildlife because it substantially duplicates past efforts or is not sufficiently linked to management actions. In most cases, proposals that receive this recommendation lack detailed methods or adequate provisions for monitoring and evaluation. Some propose actions that have the potential for significant deleterious effects to non-target fish or wildlife. The ISRP notes that proposals in this category may address needed actions or are an integral part of a planned watershed effort, but the proposed means or approaches are not scientifically sound. In some cases, a targeted solicitation may be warranted to address the needed action. 
4. Not Applicable is assigned to proposals that are not amenable to scientific review, such as coordination or administrative proposals that need to be grouped with other projects that are amenable to scientific review. 
5. Response Requested is assigned to a proposal in a preliminary review that requires a response on specific issues before the ISRP can make its final recommendation. This does not mean that the proposal has failed the review. The ISRP requests responses from a majority of proposals, and a majority of proposals provide sufficient information in the response loop to meet the ISRP’s scientific review criteria. 

ISRP Recommendations and Comments on each Wildlife Proposal

This section contains our recommendations and comments on each of the 36 wildlife proposals. The proposals are arranged by province starting with basinwide projects and moving up the river from the Lower Columbia to the Mountain Columbia and Upper Snake. If a proposal was part of the response loop, our preliminary comments are included and follow our final comments. If a project met ISRP criteria in the preliminary review, the preliminary comments are final comments. 

Systemwide

 XE "200307200" 200307200 - Habitat and Biodiversity Information System For Columbia River Basin

Sponsor: Northwest Habitat Institute

Province: Mainstem/Systemwide   Subbasin: Systemwide

Budgets: FY10: $954,740   FY11: $958,556   FY12: $983,075   

Short description: A principal habitat and biodiversity informational source for ecoprovinces and subbasins within the Columbia River Basin, within the region it is considered  a "Core Program", "Key Informational Source",  "Best Available Science", and as "Best Practices".

ISRP final recommendation: Meets Scientific Review Criteria

Final comment:
The principal goal of this phase of the project is to continue development of common data sets and methods to inventory, monitor, and evaluate habitats for fish and wildlife. Among other uses, this information would be used in future subbasin planning efforts. This product was used during subbasin planning in all subbasins. Regular updating is necessary to ensure current data are easily available to users. With advances in small scale mapping and data storage, the product may be useful for monitoring of noxious weeds. 

In the future, the ISRP recommends that more formal efforts be used to document use of the products produced by the project as well as to evaluate user satisfaction with services provided.

 XE "200600600" 200600600 - Habitat Evaluation Procedures (HEP)

Sponsor: Columbia Basin Fish & Wildlife Authority

Province: Mainstem/Systemwide   Subbasin: Systemwide

Budgets: FY10: $575,619   FY11: $585,391   FY12: $600,025   

Short description: This proposal is to conduct Habitat Evaluation Procedures (HEP) or Combined Habitat Assessment Protocol (CHAP) evaluations on extant and new mitigation project lands and to provide technical oversight, review, and/or audit of current/past HEP data.

ISRP final recommendation: Meets Scientific Review Criteria - In Part (Qualified)

Final comment:
Qualifications: HEP is acceptable for accounting/crediting purposes. Although it is not perfect, it is consistent. It's a policy decision to keep using it, not a scientific decision. Additional sites are being surveyed.  Lacking habitat suitability indices for most species in the Willamette, CHAP is being used there. In part qualification: There is no scientific basis for expanding HAB and CHAP beyond the Willamette subbasin. Provision should be made that the HAB and CHAP procedures developed under this project be in the public domain.

The response is somewhat helpful, but deficiencies remain that should be addressed in the next proposal submission:

Section B. Problem statement: Technical and/or scientific background is only two sentences – identifying that HEP was developed by the USFWS and that CHAP is being developed by NHI. This section should provide some history and explanation of (1) the loss assessments for wildlife species owing to dam construction and inundation of the terrestrial habitats by reservoirs, (2) how wildlife loss is reflected in Habitat Units (HUs), and (3) how habitat acquisitions are assessed using HEP. This should contain a brief explanation of HEP including how surveys are conducted and how HUs are ultimately determined.

Section F. Biological Objectives. Objective 1 is to increase the number of HEPs by 30%. There should at least be one objective that identifies they are going to be estimating HUs for habitat crediting accounting. 
In the methods subsection some mention is made of surveys to initiate HEP, but there is no description of what happens after the field data is collected. The HEP Sampling Design and Measurement Protocols (Ashley 2006) are helpful. Documentation does not explain how CHAP gets to actual numbers for a particular species. What assumptions and calculations are employed? The sponsor is encouraged to look at the Kootenai Operational Loss Assessment as an example of a modeling project where the sponsors present the formulas and assumptions within the "black box", participate in scientific conferences and publish their work in the refereed literature. 

Section G. Monitoring and evaluation. This section only states that HEP is not an M&E tool and cannot provide wildlife species response data. There is no discussion in this section on CHAP or HAB. There should be monitoring and evaluation to validate HEP as an accounting tool. There seems to be general agreement between sponsors, the ISRP, and the Council that HEP is not a diagnostic tool for wildlife management and is inappropriate as an effectiveness monitoring index. HEP is monitoring in the sense that it is used as a follow-up to assess HUs since acquisition, but this is implementation monitoring.

Accounting does not substitute for habitat or species monitoring. While the sponsors acknowledge the distinction, many other sponsors need education on the limits of HEP and why it is not effectiveness monitoring. 
Section H. Facilities and equipment: The sponsor reported NA (not applicable). They use data loggers, and computers, run analyses and write reports. Where and how is this accomplished?  NHI has facilities and equipment that will be used for the CHAP work. This should be briefly described.

Many of HEP’s problems likely could be corrected or negotiated at less expense than further investment in CHAP for use in only one subbasin. When it comes to methodology, the response is slightly more detailed than before, but no more compelling in its promotion of CHAP over HEP. The reply makes HAB and CHAP no more transparent than previously, and does not clearly state that IBIS, which is a necessary element in CHAP, is another NHI proprietary product. HEP is in the public domain.

There is a simplification that goes into HAB before getting into CHAP. The matrix in HAB involves putting 1s in cells and adding them up. With weeds, as one example, you have variable threats, but this gets simplified to where the detail may be lost. Less detailed information is recorded in the HEP approach, e.g., percent tree canopy closure vs. tree species and multiple layers of closure if present (fine feature habitat elements). Apparently, the two approaches theoretically cannot be directly compared because CHAP compares values against an observed reference, while HEP compares against an "ideal." Both models are used to indirectly "predict wildlife responses." Modeling experts should review the CHAP procedure to verify its utility.

The appendix “Habitat Accounting and Appraisal Method (HAB)” was confusing and full of jargon that made it hard to interpret. Specifically, we question the statement (page 1):  “Unlike many previous efforts to calculate the wildlife habitat value on a piece of land, the HAB approach does not rely on predictive models of species population or population response to derive intrinsic value. Rather, it is based first and foremost on standardized field inventory of existing conditions within a framework of a robust geographic information system.” The habitat value calculation is derived from two sets of matrices that characterize species-function and habitat-function. Why are the species-function and habitat-function matrices not considered as predictive models of wildlife response?

The Council has incorporated HUs as the measure of mitigation accounting and HEP as the method to estimate HUs. So the argument that the sponsor needs to provide a better method is probably not appropriate. 
For both HEP and HAB/CHAP there has been little validation to establish whether they actually do a reasonable job of acting as a surrogate for counting animals or measuring or inventorying specific habitat elements and estimating the capacity and productivity of the unit for specific wildlife species. There are internal assumptions about habitat to wildlife relationships that need validation. Under either HEP or CHAP, habitat scoring can be high for a species without having that species present. 

Preliminary comment (response request):
The sponsors did not follow the narrative instructions. Please resubmit in requested format, with attention to recommended page limits. Budget calculations are not needed in the narrative. A number of appendices were submitted as part of the proposal but are never mentioned in the narrative. If they are relevant, link to or quote significant passages and omit extraneous appendices. Some of the appendices go beyond HEP, raising other scientific issues and contradictions.

This proposal involved both scientific and administrative issues that will be discussed separately:

Science: 

The HEP/HSI method is scientifically outdated, but it can be used consistently, to make a rough estimate of habitat conditions. There is tremendous value in the HEP survey in creating baseline information. The field component also provides collateral information that can be used for many planning purposes. The problem in the Willamette: choosing to mitigate elk habitat with habitat for another species such as a butterfly, is primarily a policy decision, which HEP may be able to inform as well as any other approximation. One advantage of HEP promoted in the proposal is its flexibility to be used on different ecosystems, but the CHAP discussion seems to imply that HEP cannot do this? Appendix A, the HAB primer pages 42-46, shows how to convert between HEP HU and “HAB currency” used in CHAP. This conversion suggests that the methods are interchangeable.

The CHAP issue has been recently addressed in detail by the ISRP, and we remain doubtful of its scientific superiority. That said, the use of GIS and reference sites are both scientifically valid tools for a more precise HEP. 

If use of CHAP is scientifically justified, the ISRP contends there needs to be a comparison of HEP and CHAP together with actual wildlife survey data and habitat inventories. Perhaps data from existing projects that have monitoring results could be the basis for a comparative evaluation. If this is done, it should be through an RFP and conducted by a neutral party.

Policy/administrative:

The CHAP component accounts for approximately 24% of the proposed budget. Is this reflective of its priority of the project? 

Additional comments for each of the proposal sections are provided below:

1. Technical Justification, Program Significance and Consistency, and Project Relationships

The requested format was not used, thus these categories must be inferred. The reasoning in the narrative seems to be, we have to do accounting with HEP/CHAP, so here is what it will cost. Use of HEP is a policy decision. The sponsors began their presentation emphasizing this point: HEP is for accounting, not monitoring. There is no explanation of the "stacking" or the "out of site/out of kind" issues used later to justify promotion of CHAP methodology.

2. Project History and Results

This section provided only a very general list of "clients" served each year. The ISRP requests information about the number of sites, acres, or proportion of baseline to repeat evaluations.

3. Objectives, Work Elements, and Methods

Objectives and work elements appear straightforward, with questions of methods omitted (perhaps in appendices that are not cited?). Operating two HEP crews seems justified. On many snow-free sites, field work could continue for more extended periods, perhaps even year-round in some cases. Why not? Unless the sponsors have completed significant enhancements or reported significant changes in site conditions, is HEP needed every five years? For example if at four years out, sponsor just planted several acres of trees, their survival and habitat contributions would not yet be apparent. Some sponsors include HEP in their budgets, and the HEP team also operates with its own budget. It is not clear if these are independent HEP efforts or why this duplication exists.

4. M&E

This is not relevant to an accounting procedure. Sponsor and Council should continue to emphasize to other project sponsors that HEP is in no way an effectiveness monitoring method. Terminology such as “accounting” and “effectiveness monitoring” as separate activities would help in this regard as many sponsors still appear to be unclear on this distinction.

Lower Columbia

 XE "199107800" 199107800 - John R. Palensky Wildlife Area (was Burlington Bottoms Wildlife Mitigation Project)
Sponsor: Oregon Department of Fish & Wildlife

Province: Lower Columbia   Subbasin: Willamette

Budgets: FY10: $147,934   FY11: $153,133   FY12: $161,043   

Short description: This project will restore and maintain wildlife habitat for a variety of fish and wildlife species on 417 acres of wetlands & riparian forests. On-going work includes wetland restoration, O&M, and monitoring and evaluation of enhancement activities.

ISRP final recommendation: Meets Scientific Review Criteria

Final comment:
Overall, this proposal was exemplary, and the project is clearly a benefit to wildlife through a wide range of habitat restoration efforts that are technically supported and were apparent from the site visit. Reporting of project results has improved significantly in recent years, and the technical justification and rationale, described for this project, are very thorough, with sound rationale provided for habitat restoration actions.

The project has done a good job in monitoring the response of vegetation to the new water flow regime that approaches the historic water regime. Native vegetation is responding positively (e.g., Wapato, historically important, is now becoming re-established), while non-native invasive plants, such as reed canary grass, are declining with the new water regime. 

Comments/recommendations from past ISRP reviews of this project seem to have been thoroughly addressed including improvements in reporting of project survey results and indications that adaptive management is occurring by modifying habitat restoration efforts in response to findings during monitoring surveys.

One important deficiency in the proposal was that the descriptions of methodology were too general and not detailed sufficiently to fully evaluate the scientific and technical merit. The project might benefit in the future by working with a statistician to develop statistically valid survey designs for M&E. 

1. Technical justification, program significance and consistency, and project relationships:

The technical justification and rationale described for this project are very thorough with sound rationale provided for habitat restoration actions. The Willamette Subbasin Plan is cited throughout as the program that this project is responding to, but no other references or technical reports are cited in this section. Many other references could be cited for justification or continuation of this project.

The relationships to the regional Willamette Subbasin Plan, the 2000 Fish and Wildlife Program, the Oregon Conservation Strategy, and the ODFW 2005 Wildlife Strategy Plan are very well described. Relationships to other projects are only generally described and although cooperative partners are named, the cooperators activities are not described in any detail. Also, no project numbers were given for BPA projects. 

2. Project History and Results

The recent project history is well documented including data on removal of invasive species and planting of native species. In addition, long-term survey data series from red-legged frogs, salamanders, neo-tropical migratory land birds are valuable, and should be continued and expanded to include associated environmental variables. Time series of other key species and related environmental conditions would also be valuable to record in the future.

In the proposal, no reports documenting project results are cited. However, after searching the BPA site for reports, we found that five have been submitted to BPA including: the HEP evaluation in 1993, the five-year management plan produced in 2001 (which is quite good), two BPA reports in 2005 and 2007 (which contain appendices with monitoring and survey data and results of breeding bird surveys and amphibian breeding surveys which are very useful) and a BPA report from 2008 (which is brief and only reports on tasks accomplished in narrative format). In future proposals, these documents need to be cited so reviewers can more efficiently evaluate the proposal and others can benefit from what is learned.

3. Objectives, work elements, and methods

The objectives are somewhat general and need to be more clearly defined and measurable so they can be linked to benefits for wildlife and fish. For example, Objective 4 is to "Restore upland oak-savannah habitat." This is really a goal (from the Willamette Subbasin Plan) and if re-stated as an objective would go something like – "Restore X hectares of upland oak-savannah habitat in the John R. Palensky Wildlife Area to provide additional feeding and nesting habitat for red-tailed hawk and white-breasted nuthatch." 

The work elements are well done, but the methods lacked sufficient detail. For example, surveys of wildlife and vegetation are being conducted, but a detailed survey design was not provided in the proposal. The sponsors should work with a statistician to develop statistically valid survey designs. References can be cited relative to details of methods.

4. M&E

The project has done a good job in monitoring the response of vegetation to the new water flow regime that approaches the historic water regime. Native vegetation is responding positively, while invasives are declining. Data on frog and salamander egg masses (1998-2007) are provided with some interpretation (lowest counts understandably in dry years before water control), thus water control can be very important. Similarly, neo-tropical bird counts (1995-2007) show strong evidence of increase in relative abundance and species diversity over time. It seems that adaptive management is occurring in response to observed findings, e.g., also improving nesting and sunning habitat for western pond turtles (which from surveys were determined to be in short supply). The setting of performance criteria and the adaptive management approach are commendable.

One improvement in this section would be to provide more detailed descriptions of monitoring methods. For example, an objective is to "measure seeding survival twice per year and assess causes of seeding failure," however, how this is to be done is not described. For photo-point monitoring methods the sponsors should consider a technique for quantifying changes in vegetation from the photos.

 XE "199205900" 199205900 - Amazon Basin/Eugene Wetlands
Sponsor: Nature Conservancy

Province: Lower Columbia   Subbasin: Willamette

Budgets: FY10: $3,537,812   FY11: $10,365,722   FY12: $3,518,942   

Short description: Continue restoration and enhancement of Willow Creek Wildlife Mitigation Area. Habitats being protected or restored include riparian zones of seasonal streams, wet prairie, upland prairie, forested wetland, oak woodland, and dry coniferous forest.

ISRP final recommendation: Meets Scientific Review Criteria

Final comment:
The Amazon Basin Project is an appropriate land conservancy project as a mitigation and restoration effort. The project operates under a site management plan with appropriate partners. Each iteration since 2000 appears to have been improved, increasingly focused, and responsive to ISRP's review comments. 

In general, the sponsors show an impressively broad ecological and naturalist's approach to restoration/enhancement of the Willow Creek watershed habitats, flora, and fauna. The work is proceeding well with documented progress. Based on this group’s experience in the Willamette Valley (and success at Willow Creek) and their initial evaluations of other potential locations, land acquisitions with similar management approaches in other locations in the valley seem appropriate.

1. Technical Justification, Program Significance and Consistency, and Project Relationships

Based on the ISRP site visit, the project appears to have an important focus on restoring Fender's Blue butterfly and its habitat (especially, Kincaid’s Lupine). In addition there are six habitat types that are addressed for restoration as well as the priority focal species that rely on these habitats. The technical justification is well written and persuasive. The proposal could be improved with maps showing the location of the specific projects. 

3. Objectives, Work Elements, and Methods

In some cases the objectives have well-defined and measured performance metrics and in others less so. There are several instances where comparisons with baseline data are proposed. If in fact this is the case (Objective 2), more details would be useful. 

Using a method described by Hulse et al. (2002) to rank 1 km sections of the mainstem Willamette River for floodplain restoration opportunities shows the proponents have a solid understanding of landscape heterogeneity and are taking a systematic approach to the problem.

Especially critical has been the increasing inclusion of specific "effectiveness monitoring" metrics and work elements. These are important to demonstrate whether the various conservation efforts, e.g., weed removal, bullfrog removal, controlled burns, have improved or changed the habitat as a course-filter effect. Ultimately, future efforts will need to increasingly include fine-filter (specific population responses) monitoring.

4. M&E

The sophisticated analyses of the Bradshaw's Lomatium at Willow Creek indicated that proper data are being collected and analyzed for adaptive management.

 XE "199206800" 199206800 - Willamette Basin Mitigation

Sponsor: Oregon Department of Fish & Wildlife

Province: Lower Columbia   Subbasin: Willamette

Budgets: FY10: $794,632   FY11: $787,293   FY12: $780,107   

Short description: ODFW's proposal provides an integrative mitigation program that protects, conserves, and restores areas containing diverse habitats that assist the life history needs and resources for multiple terrestrial and aquatic species in the Willamette Basin.

ISRP final recommendation: Meets Scientific Review Criteria (Qualified)

Final comment:
This is a large, exciting, and important project in the Willamette Valley that has focused primarily on land acquisition and project initiation, possibly to the detriment of higher level (subbasin) planning and the establishment of a coordinated monitoring and evaluation plan for the subbasin. 
Qualifications:

1. Sponsors should follow The Nature Conservancy (TNC) lead on organizing and documenting partnerships, progress, and development of a coordinated monitoring and evaluation approach. This can be done in-house with ODFW or by contracting to qualified partners. 
2. Sponsors should plan to provide the ISRP with additional information on the progress of the Willamette Subbasin projects over the next several (3-5) years. This report should come in two forms:

a. Provide the ISRP with an Annual Summary Report. This should include a short summary section for the entire Willamette Basin project that succinctly captures work accomplished for the year and describes significant milestone events, or progress toward milestone events. In addition to the brief Summary section, the Annual Report should include 3-5 page reports for each property/project that summarize accomplishments for the year in both narrative and summary tables for that specific project. Summary results can be presented in tables and graphs, but should not include large tables of raw data. The ISRP is primarily interested in biological results and a synthesis of the M&E results for each property/project. 
b. Sponsors should plan to present a day-long update to the ISRP on the Willamette Basin projects after two more field seasons of progress (perhaps scheduled for the fall of 2010 or winter of 2011). The presentation should summarize accomplishments and lessons learned to date and what has been learned by the development and implementation of the coordinated monitoring and evaluation system described in Qualification #1. 
These steps will help document the success or failures of this important process and project (or more appropriately, set of projects). The Willamette basin project is an important pilot of landscape scale restoration and could serve as an example for others, if documented appropriately and reviewed at regular intervals. 

Summary

In their response, the sponsors provided detailed information about each project that provided a more comprehensive view of its accomplishments. There is no doubt that the collaborations they have developed are key to what they have been able to accomplish. With respect to monitoring, there is a basic level of accountability wherever NPCC invests O&M funds; however, that need not require comprehensive effectiveness monitoring on every parcel. At this point, it appears that management of many parcels is not in the hands of the sponsors, which makes monitoring issues appear secondary to the urgency of securing expensive properties in the face of rapid urbanization. In this circumstance, contracting monitoring might be a useful approach. Following The Nature Conservancy approach may adequately resolve this issue. Ongoing work and partnerships with the NHI (Northwest Habitat Institute) may also prove fruitful. 
Reviewers acknowledge that the project, in spite of a start date 15 years ago, has in fact only been operating with appropriate funds for the last five years or so. Efforts during that time have focused on acquisitions; consequently, the time is now ripe for development of a coordinated monitoring and evaluation plan for the various components in this Willamette basin landscape restoration project. 
Management planning usually includes specifying a desired future condition, which becomes the basis for monitoring comparisons. Monitoring needs will vary depending on the condition of the site at the time of acquisition, and it is key to have an assessment of conditions at acquisition; not, as many suggest as a baseline, but as a point in time from which to plan and evaluate future management. The actual assessment and monitoring need not be by the sponsor as long as the sponsor is involved in the decision process and accepts accountability. The current suggestion to delay monitoring works against the desperately needed accumulation of knowledge of the functions of these ecosystems and means to sustain or restore them.

These considerations suggest separating acquisition from O&M and from M&E as three separate projects. Other sponsors have done this successfully with multiple partners and properties and working under similar development pressure. The acquisition component is scientifically sound, but the O&M requests, in light of the monitoring record, need further work.

Similarly, sponsors should look to the Oregon Conservation Plan for examples of meaningful monitoring and for a model of an adaptive management approach. A regional approach for monitoring and evaluation of habitat (and wildlife responses), such as work presently being conducted by the Upper Columbia United Tribes (project #200800700), is being developed A comparable program seems warranted for the Willamette.

Finally, the ISRP appreciated the Project’s "on the ground' summaries (p.6 - 44) and the project histories RM&E (p. 44 - 53) and the list of the proposed new projects (starting on page 53). The ISRP was not clear on why Camp Adair is a target as a new project; the argument that Camp Adair provides potentially critical linkage appears weak ecologically unless Camp Adair is a center of biological diversity, which was not indicated. 

Preliminary comment (response request):
The project needs to have a more detailed M&E plan and summary of M&E results and adaptive management to date. The project is 15+ years old and does not have a well-documented set of results that reflect systematic accomplishments. This is a critical deficiency. The lack of monitoring, (or monitoring results) precludes our ability to determine if management is scientifically sound. This is a stark contrast to the obvious scientific rigor applied to developing the acquisition strategy and criteria. It does not appear that there are plans to remedy the situation, leaving the ISRP in the same situation as 2007, supporting the acquisition component of the project, but not the O&M, until a credible monitoring report and future monitoring strategy and plan are submitted.

In its last review the Council reiterated this concern in their funding decision: "At the same time, the recommended expense funding for operation and maintenance should be considered interim, with a final recommendation pending the outcome of the wildlife land operation and maintenance review. In addition, the project sponsor should make special efforts in its annual reports and in the next project review cycle to report anything that it possibly can as to the benefits to fish and wildlife actually realized by the project that can be gleaned from the ongoing monitoring and evaluation efforts in the Willamette basin, as well as some assessments of what it would take to know more about the benefits to fish, assuming it is even possible." No monitoring results are reported in this proposal, even for the earliest acquisitions, although monitoring is listed as an activity in several project histories and management plans. For example, the South Pasture Plan was created in 2001 and included 5 years of monitoring by the subcontractors. Was this done? Could it be reported here?

While the project is complimented for its many effective collaborations, this may also complicate accountability, perhaps being part of the monitoring issue. The sponsors are encouraged to consider how their collaborations might be an asset in the task of summarizing biological effectiveness to date, and ensuring adequate monitoring of biological results of Program investments going forward.

This is a large, complex project, growing larger and more complex over time. Given the continuing differences in scientific merit between the acquisition and O&M components, it might be useful to split this into two separate projects that could be funded separately. The monitoring issue might then be more easily addressed. The sponsors might consider contracting out the monitoring, or adding a monitoring specialist to their team. This project is a priceless opportunity to apply adaptive management to unique and rare landscapes, the results of which will greatly leverage the investment in acquiring and managing these lands for the benefit of fish and wildlife. The Willamette subbasin is 94% privately owned (surface area), housing a majority of Oregon’s human population. This project may be a model for addressing fish and wildlife goals associated with a large river in a human dominated landscape, offering important lessons for the future of the entire region.

1. Technical Justification, Program Significance and Consistency, and Project Relationships

The Willamette Wildlife Project is a network of over a dozen terrestrial habitat projects in the subbasin. The subbasin is 94% privately owned (by surface area coverage) and harbors a majority of the Oregon human population. The primary goal and outcome will be to secure, conserve, and restore habitats within the subbasin. The project provides excellent background with lots of justification with references for need of habitat restoration in the Willamette Valley Subbasin and addresses goals in the Willamette Subbasin Plan and the Oregon Conservation Strategy. Relationships and linkage to regional programs and plans are also described in good detail including the 2000 Fish and Wildlife Program, the 2004 Willamette Valley Subbasin Plan, the Oregon Conservation Strategy, the BiOp, and others. 

The sponsors list what appear to be all vertebrate communities in the subbasin as "primary" or "other" species (i.e., all salmon, steelhead, lamprey, resident chub, and all wildlife). This is probably true at some level if the ecosystem functions as it should. Consequently, there is a lengthy list of "objectives" and work elements outlined in the project. Most are broadly stated goals (e.g., "Connect Diverse Habitats", "Increase Interaction between Rivers and Floodplain) rather than measurable objectives and include work elements with coarse-filter activity targets (such as acres or stream miles treated). 

The Willamette Wildlife Project is a network of terrestrial habitat projects in the Willamette subbasin. The projects are loosely related and function more as a “program” than a project making it difficult for the ISRP to review it effectively. The project is large and diffuse. Reviewers were left to wonder how the larger project all fit together. The Willamette Subbasin Plan was notable for its extensive analyses of floodplain habitats (historic and present) and for its attempt to prioritize actions and opportunities. That approach is evident in the Willamette Wildlife Project; however, the reviewers had a hard time understanding the scope and details. Questions included: What is the strategic planning needed for?  How does the project fit together? 

A great strength of this project is the numerous collaborations that sponsors have developed. The cost sharing is one significant result, as are the number of management activities contracted out. Integration of this program with the Oregon Conservation Strategy is another synergy. The flip side of this, however, is sorting out which activities serve which objectives, when the objectives of programs are not completely overlapping. This complicates accountability, which may be part of the monitoring issue. The sponsors are encouraged to consider how their collaborations might be an asset in the task of summarizing biological effectiveness to data, and ensuring adequate monitoring of biological results of Program investments going forward.

2. Project History and Results

This section is incomplete – plans, ongoing accomplishments (mostly from various Subcontractor's status, accomplishments, and planning reports) are described in some detail, but documentation/reporting of results very weak. Detailed project histories and "results" are presented as actions, rather than outcomes of actions. This is suitable to finite tasks such as acquisitions, but problematic for management activities. See M&E below. 

The project has been ongoing since 1992. Monitoring and results reporting is a critical element for a project of this duration. After more than 10 years, there should be a substantial reporting of results to date. These should include both coarse-filter changes to the habitats (acres treated), as well as a fine-filter accounting of focal wildlife species responses. 

We searched Bonneville’s annual reports on the web and found only four Willamette reports done since initiation of the project in 1992, including a very detailed monograph on western painted turtle status (good to see but hardly covering all of the other habitat restoration activities). The 2005-06 progress report to BPA was the only one that included useful information on recent results of habitat restoration work and recent acquisitions. Why wasn't this report cited or used in the proposal? 

3. Objectives, Work Elements, and Methods

Objectives are only stated as broad goals (Willamette Subbasin Plan Goals?). Revising work elements into a series of objectives would make more sense. Methods and metrics were almost non-existent for Objectives 1 and 2, and Objective 3 mostly describes the revised HEP related plans and development activities. Objectives and work elements are lengthy and diverse, which reflect the patchwork of habitats included in the project. 

Objectives are broad and general, for example "pursue acquisitions," rather than something like "secure acquisitions sufficient to add X HU/year to program." There is a broad, un-measurable monitoring objective and a work element for a database, but no work elements to collect, analyze or evaluate monitoring data. For sites with management plans, the plans include monitoring. No work elements are in sufficient detail to offer methods where the scientific basis might be evaluated.

There is a $30,000 work element for acquisitions, but this does not appear in the actual budget. Later a note states: "Approximately $800,000 for both FY2010 and FY2011 for the expense side of the budget (Personal Services, Supplies, and restoration subcontracts. Approximately $3,000,000/yr for easements and acquisitions.)" Are no acquisitions planned until the out years?

4. M&E

Monitoring and results reporting is a critical element for a project of this duration. After more than 10 years, there should be a substantial reporting of results to date. These should include both coarse-filter changes to the habitats (acres treated) as well as a fine-filter accounting of focal wildlife species responses.

Broad general plans for future monitoring are presented but not linked to any particular projects or practices. Compared to the level of detail presented in most sections, these plans are not credible. Meanwhile, restoration techniques appear to be being replicated from site-to-site, with no validation as to their success in restoring habitat to benefit fish and wildlife. Further, no scientific justification for selection or use of any restoration strategy is offered. This region is under-mitigated, and this project is an ambitious effort to remedy that situation. Not monitoring the results of management practices in these unique habitats means there is limited opportunity to validate and improve restoration practices as the project continues. Mistakes will likely be repeated, and opportunities will be missed. This is an economic as well as scientific weakness.

It appears that M&E is to be planned, developed, and coordinated in upcoming workshops. The outline for this looks good and hopefully will get done. Until then, this is a failing point of this project. Consequently, the ISRP requests a more complete description of how progress will be monitored. Measurable objectives are not always listed and hinder future monitoring. For instance, the objective “remove exotic vegetation,” where, when and how, what species? Work elements are often stated in terms of amount of habitat obtained or restored rather than in terms of fish and wildlife outcomes. They need a region-wide reporting program. Defenders of Wildlife have an on-line program that they are encouraging reporting to, but no project results were found when it was searched.

There are frequent references to HEP and two work elements related to "improving" HEP. While not presented as monitoring, there seems to be more commitment to HEP than to effectiveness monitoring. Sponsors really do need both, one for accounting and the other for scientific validity. Appendix #6 discusses the HEP issue in the Willamette Valley, primarily its history, calculation and problems. It is not really clear why this is included, except perhaps in support of Appendix 7: Wildlife Monitoring and Evaluation (Wildlife Advisory Committee-CBFWA) 2008, which appears to be a recommendation for the Program Amendment. None of this is relevant to the problem of effectiveness monitoring. The ISRP requests that the authors address fish and wildlife responses. Appendices include #5 which is a discussion of monitoring associated with the Oregon Conservation Strategy (OCS). While there is logical overlap and apparent efficiency in combining these efforts, it appears that the OCS team is years away from actually being able to monitor on the ground at the resolution currently needed for this project. This need not constrain current monitoring expected by the Fish and Wildlife Program. What the Program needs is considerably more explicit and site specific than what may be needed by the OCS

 XE "200001600" 200001600 - Tualatin River NWR Additions

Sponsor: Tualatin River NWR

Province: Lower Columbia   Subbasin: Willamette

Budgets: FY10: $2,012,125   FY11: $1,494,393   FY12: $1,594,132   

Short description: Continue restoration of historic native habitat types on several land parcels within Tualatin River NWR. Projects benefit a variety of wildlife and anadromous fish.

ISRP final recommendation: Meets Scientific Review Criteria

Final comment:
The sponsors document an impressive increase in post-restoration waterfowl counts and shorebird records at the Oleson wetlands. The vegetation survey plots seem adequate to the monitoring program. They have learned from the relatively poor survival of the first year plantings (don't plant too late in the growing season) and have incorporated these lessons into subsequent efforts. The response shows that the Tualatin NWR staff is continuing to improve their monitoring program and is practicing adaptive management.

The summary responses indicate past management successes and failures. The sponsors appear committed to continuous improvement of management techniques. The use of stratified (systematic random vegetation transects, bird point count surveys in open and forested habitat, and winter waterfowl counts, and marsh bird surveys) provide data to support project evaluation. Reporting percent survival of planted species is noteworthy and applauded.

Data summaries such as are presented are useful and increase confidence in the project. The sponsors are encouraged in the future to determine if sustained changes are statistically significant. This would be an excellent location to add amphibian studies and this might be considered in the CCP process. Nearby colleges could be a helpful resource for monitoring, and questions of scale, urbanization and climate change could all be addressed, thus contributing to knowledge of these vulnerable species.

Preliminary comment (response request):
The ISRP requests a response: a summary of the monitoring results to date, to provide evidence that management activities are achieving desired habitat objectives, and that results are being used to adjust activities as needed. It would be useful to see tables, graphs, or evidence of statistical analysis. A map showing the location of the key acquisitions and restoration sites would be helpful.

The proposal described a worthwhile project that could benefit a variety of fish and wildlife near the Portland-Vancouver area by acquiring and continuing to restore the area in and adjacent to the former Wapato Lake. 

1. Technical Justification, Program Significance and Consistency, and Project Relationships

The project was adequately justified and related to other restoration programs in the area. Because the Tualatin National Wildlife Refuge is in close proximity to a very large metropolitan area it is likely to be highly visible and of interest to policy makers looking for success stories of wildlife habitat restoration. The proposal did a good job of summarizing the goals and objectives in a concise manner. It could have more effectively pointed out how this project would help connect the local network of wildlife habitat acquisitions in the vicinity of Wapato Lake, but otherwise the justification and significance was clearly presented.

2. Project History and Results

Annual summaries of project accomplishments were given. In most cases the proposal clearly stated the implementation accomplishments; however, it could have been more complete in describing the results of ongoing wildlife surveys. For example, what was the evidence that restoration actions such as native vegetation plantings or bird nesting boxes were achieving desired results? Have any quantitative targets for focal species abundance been established?

Some monitoring has occurred. The proposal states "Point count surveys in 2006 revealed 33 species of birds using this area...; During vegetation surveys of the scrub shrub wetland dozens of songbird nests were noted on the sapling trees and shrubs planted here the previous year...; Weekly waterfowl counts revealed an annual average of 12,591 ducks and 4866 geese used the area following restoration of the seasonal wetland compared with 1731 ducks and 1103 geese prior to restoration." It would be useful to see tables, graphs, or evidence of statistical analysis in the proposal itself. Links to annual reports were included; however, the reports themselves lacked some detail.

3. Objectives, Work Elements, and Methods

The proposal provided a good description of the restoration methods being used on the Tualatin NWR. It also explained why there was a very large acquisition budget (the owner of several parcels would only sell them in their entirety). It would have been helpful to describe the non-native vegetation threats to the restoration of a native plant assemblage; for example, were they seeing an increase in the incidence of Asian knotweed? Otherwise, the procedures were adequately described. 

4. M&E

The use of monitoring data in modifying management activities was a little unclear, although this was implied in the work elements. Descriptions of some procedures are quite detailed, and it would be useful to know how the outcomes will be used in future management plans. For example, if the grasses that are being mowed include reed canarygrass, mowing may be shown to actually enhance the spread and persistence of the species.

It is noted that monitoring is largely supported by the NWR; however, these results may indicate success of BPA funded activities and thus be useful here. The project sponsors state that "surveys have been developed to provide quantitative data for evaluation and adaptive management," but not many details were provided. As noted earlier, there were hints of monitoring results, but summaries of findings were lacking. The description of monitoring methods included reference to standard methodologies, but there were no citations for clarification.

 XE "200301200" 200301200 - Shillapoo Wildlife Area

Sponsor: Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife

Province: Lower Columbia   Subbasin: Columbia Lower

Budgets: FY10: $404,314   FY11: $311,922   FY12: $319,720   

Short description: The Shillapoo Wildlife Area's principal purpose is to provide high quality habitat for migrating and wintering sandhill cranes, waterfowl and several other key species as mitigation for losses associated with Bonneville, John Day and The Dalles dams.

ISRP final recommendation: Meets Scientific Review Criteria

Final comment:
The sponsor response indicates a desire to include more effective monitoring and evaluation in the project. Budgetary constraints make this desire difficult to implement. Continuation of low cost monitoring such as photo points to illustrate progress toward enhancement goals, as well as unanticipated results or unexpected events, is encouraged. Wetland vegetation monitoring of plant cover along transects with the goal relating vegetative changes to wildlife use should be a priority. Effective methods to monitor species of interest such as great blue heron, bald eagles, mourning dove, winter waterfowl, and western pond turtles will require creative strategies to be sustainable. The ISRP applauds the sponsor's willingness to find ways to effectively monitor weed control efforts.

The ISRP is also sympathetic to the WDFW budget situation and appreciates the Wildlife Area's attempts to achieve the goals and objectives of this conservation reserve with a small group of dedicated staff and a few volunteers. With regard to the assertion that the staff is trying to increase their effectiveness monitoring by going beyond HEP ("we do feel that monitoring wildlife response to habitat enhancement measures is important as well and we hope that the ISRP will support our efforts to include this type of monitoring in our future contracts") we can only say "Amen."

Preliminary comment (response request):
The ISRP requests a response from the project sponsors including a more detailed description of what will be monitored or a justification why an important wildlife or habitat component of the project cannot be monitored. We realize that funding for monitoring is limited, but with so many possibilities for the area and its wildlife to be affected by non-native species (e.g., exotic plants, feral cats) it is essential that there be some way of tracking the results of restoration actions. Overall, the ISRP felt this project is strategically located and will benefit a variety of wildlife species.

1. Technical Justification, Program Significance and Consistency, and Project Relationships

The technical justification and project significance were well described. This project will help maintain and restore wetland conditions in an area near Lake Vancouver. It will assist in filling gaps between a series of wildlife habitat areas between the City of Vancouver and the Lewis River. The stated emphasis is to create and improve migratory bird habitat, particularly species that occupy riverine lowlands and floodplains, e.g., sandhill cranes. The ISRP previously suggested that the habitat implications for native fishes could be addressed in this project, since the Shillapoo Lake area was undoubtedly an important off-channel rearing site for salmonids and other native species. The sponsors have added some language stating that there should be some benefits to fish habitat along the river, but because of the risk of invasion by non-native species (particularly carp) fish screens will continue to be used to exclude fishes from many of the wetland restoration sites. Other wildlife habitat programs in the area were adequately described, although it does not appear from this proposal that there will be much resource sharing among them. Local universities might be a resource for volunteer monitoring assistance.

2. Project History and Results

The proposal did an adequate job of describing the project history and series of actions surrounding the initial and subsequent land acquisitions in the Shillapoo Lake area. Although most of the information was qualitative it does appear that the sponsors have achieved the majority of their habitat restoration goals. Given the duration of the project, however, it would have been helpful to have seen some wildlife data to demonstrate that the newly created habitat was being utilized.

3. Objectives, Work Elements, and Methods

The objectives, strategies, and tasks were clearly described. Most have to do with re-establishing native vegetation, controlling non-native vegetation, and promoting wetland hydrology over the majority of the Shillapoo area, and are a continuation of ongoing efforts. Many of the actions involve elements of both wetland restoration and lowland agriculture as the area is gradually transformed from a diked and drained riverine lake to a natural wetland. There were many items listed in the work elements and for some tasks few details were given. For example, the monitoring section mentions tracking the effects of burning as a management tool, but there did not appear to be any tasks targeting non-native vegetation control or native vegetation establishment that specifically involved controlled burns.

4. M&E

Project sponsors state that they will continue to perform periodic HEP evaluations for crediting. The ISRP is pleased to see that they have incorporated permanent reference points, treatment/control comparisons, and focal species wildlife surveys into an effectiveness monitoring plan. However, the M&E plan remains the weak link in this proposal. The project managers state their hands are full with the actual tasks of restoring the property.

The ISRP needs more details about what will be monitored and how the findings will be used to guide future management activities. For example, the use of photo reference points was not clear (how will they be used to document change?). This area is flood prone, and some flexibility will be needed to get out after a flood to see what happens to wildlife habitat after the flood event. Standardized monitoring by Washington State is mentioned, but no details are presented. Given Washington’s fiscal situation, it is unlikely that the state is going to fund the M&E needed for this project. Although habitat surveys in general will occur on a five-year rotation (except for reference points, which will be monitored annually), more frequent monitoring may be needed for some things. We also encourage the sponsors not to abandon the possibility of monitoring amphibians and reptiles. There are several sensitive amphibians that could make use of the new habitat, and at least one reptile (western pond turtle). Any permanent water bodies created by the restoration work should be occasionally checked for non-native fishes – particularly carp and other warm-water species – and control actions implemented if they are detected. Project staff appears well qualified to carry out or supervise the monitoring work.

 XE "200102700" 200102700 - Western Pond Turtle Recovery - Columbia River Gorge - Washington

Sponsor: Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife

Province: Columbia Gorge   Subbasin: Columbia Gorge

Budgets: FY10: $88,933   FY11: $91,158   FY12: $93,437   

Short description: This project will continue with recovery efforts for the western pond turtle in the Columbia River Gorge. Emphasis will be habitat improvement and predator control. Population augmentation will continue at select sites to aid in recovery.

ISRP final recommendation: Meets Scientific Review Criteria

Final comment:
The sponsors response provided thorough information (backed up with citations from the recent scientific literature) and well thought-out plans for addressing all ISRP comments and recommendations. The response included a useful discussion of population monitoring. As the ISRP recommended, they have contacted Dr. Skalski, and he has agreed to consult with them in further developing their mark-recapture model and statistical analyses of the data. 
With potential bullfrog productivity very high, it seems that bullfrog control must continue (we did not see that point mentioned) as well as turtle population monitoring after supplementation stops. The project managers may need to adjust the recovery plans if natural production does not occur. It was of interest that some toxicological data was available in 1991 at the beginning of the study, and that issue should perhaps be revisited soon. The response to climate change and a possible sex ratio issue is also of interest and proves that they are seriously thinking about many factors. The history of turtle population numbers was addressed with the "best available information." 

The ISRP compliments the sponsors on their innovative efforts to recover this species and encourages them to continue and expand biological, toxicological, genetic, and climate change research. Innovative techniques to improve predator control and natural production are needed. 

Preliminary comment (response request):
This is an important species recovery project, which will benefit western pond turtles if successful. A recovery goal of 200 or more western pond turtles for each of the four populations in the Columbia River Gorge project area is stated, but no information was provided to justify how that number was determined. Reliable estimates of western pond turtle population numbers are needed in any case and are proposed to be developed through a mark-recapture program, but the proposal lacks sufficient detail to determine if/when a successful population monitoring technique will be forthcoming. One concern is that RM&E is accompanied by a reduction in supplementation efforts. If this is due in part to funding constraints, then, should requested funding for supplementation be increased so it can continue at current levels?  Several factors that might affect recovery are not considered in the proposal and should be addressed including: water quality impacts, genetic diversity of the four populations, and long-term climate change effects. 

In addition, the reporting of results is not well done in this proposal and was mostly provided in narrative style. The data and information from the Annual Progress reports to BPA should be summarized in the proposal and those reports cited. For example, an important finding from the FY 2006 Annual report indicates that: "During the 2006 field season trapping effort, 414 western pond turtles were captured in the Columbia Gorge, including 374 previously head-started turtles. These recaptures, together with confirmed nesting by head-start females and visual re-sightings, indicate the program is succeeding in boosting juvenile recruitment to increase the populations." This type of data should be included in the proposal. A response should indicate how the project will respond to problems in mark-recapture protocols (the problem may be solved by choosing a model with different assumptions for data analysis) and focus on defining criteria for success in removal of bullfrog egg masses and reduction in population of adult bullfrogs through bullfrog population survey data and results. 

A response is requested to address the following questions/recommendations:

Population Monitoring

A mark-recapture project is being conducted with the program “Mark” to estimate survival. Some analyses have been conducted but the model seems to be yielding biased data/estimates from heterogeneity of capture probability. The ISRP recommends that the project sponsors seek statistical support such as that provided by Dr. John Skalski’s BPA statistical support project for assistance with mark-recapture model alternatives and project statistical design. Additional analyses may be needed in addition to modifying trapping techniques. If these models continue to result in poor estimates, please respond by identifying what other estimators/techniques will be used for M&E?

Bullfrog Management Efforts

Can removal of bullfrog egg masses be shown to cause a reduction in populations of adult bullfrogs through concurrent bullfrog population surveys? What would these surveys cost? Can increases in juvenile turtle survival over time be linked to bullfrog egg mass or adult bullfrog population declines?

Genetic Concerns

An understanding of the genetic diversity of these populations is needed. Will supplementation of these populations from the same nests year after year further reduce the genetic diversity? Is increased genetic diversity available from other nearby source populations?   

Future Monitoring Recommendations 

For future monitoring efforts the sponsors should consider (1) developing a plan to respond to future climate-change effects on restoration sites and western pond turtle populations, and (2) developing a plan for monitoring and evaluation of water quality at turtle restoration sites and bioaccumulation of chemicals and contaminants in turtles at restoration sites.

Additional comments on each of the sections of the proposal are included below:

1. Technical Justification, Program Significance and Consistency, and Project Relationships

The history of loss of western pond turtle habitat and decline of populations in the Columbia River Gorge are really not documented with references and only generally described in this section. Apparently, the only reporting of past project results is in the required BPA quarterly/annual reports, but these reports are not summarized or cited in this proposal. Is there an annual status report on western pond turtles that is updated each year?  Is there an information exchange network between agencies involved in western pond turtle recovery? This proposal is not technically well justified until some documentation of western pond turtle habitat loss and population declines are added. Also, Part B. of the proposal should come first, because the introduction of the proposal jumps right into recovery plans for planting protectively reared juvenile western pond turtles in various project area locations. 

One of the main linkages to regional programs or plans is the statement that the western pond turtle is a Washington State listed endangered species and is a federal species of concern. It is also stated that the 1994 Fish and Wildlife Program and the Columbia River Gorge Subbasin Plan have specific objectives to restore western pond turtles to their native habitats. This project also has a number of partnerships with the Woodland Park Zoo, the Oregon Zoo, WDFW, and the USFS and describes and uses these partnerships effectively, especially for the head-starting program. 

2. Project History and Results

The project’s history was adequately described by providing lists of accomplishments for various categories such as Habitat Acquisitions, Habitat Enhancement, Surveys (pre-project), etc. However, as the sponsors note, monitoring is needed to determine whether the various recovery activities are resulting in the recovery of western pond turtles.

Reporting of results is very general with little or no documentation. This is a long running project. Annual reports to BPA are required, but none are cited in the Literature Cited. However, a search of the BPA PISCES site indicated that Annual Reports have been fairly regularly submitted through FY 2006. These reports were well done, providing data from annual population counts indicating that the Head Started juveniles were adding to recruits in the field. A summary of the data should be included in the proposal, and those reports cited in the proposal.

3. Objectives, Work Elements, and Methods

Several questions or comments are given for each of the four biological objectives.

•
Objective 1. Restore western pond turtle populations - How was the population-size goal of 200 animals determined? Does this need to be revisited? It seems reasonable to expect considerable spatio-temporal variation in population numbers that will achieve self-sustainability and maintain biodiversity.

•
Objective 2. Develop methods to conduct population monitoring - The proposal would be improved if proponents had provided a specific experimental/sampling design and more background information on "Mark" and results of estimation procedures using this software. 

•
Objective 3. Supplement existing populations when needed - Further justification is needed for reducing this aspect of the program while the monitoring/evaluation of natural production is occurring.

•
Objective 4. Enhance, restore, maintain, manage western pond turtle habitats - Most of the effort is focused on terrestrial habitat. No mention of whether water quality and quantity are issues. More specifics on control of non-native species would be useful. Are bullfrogs and warm water fish (species?) the only non-native predators?

The Work Elements and Methods were described in adequate detail. 

4. M&E

In the 2007 review of this project, the ISRP was concerned about recruitment problems (need to record age/size classes captured) and the need to better understand population dynamics and critical evaluation of the head start program. A mark-recapture project is being conducted with the program Mark to estimate survival. Some analyses have been conducted but the model seems to be yielding biased data/estimates from heterogeneity of capture probability. The ISRP recommends that the project sponsors make use statistical support, such as that provided by Dr. John Skalski’s BPA statistical support project, for assistance with mark-recapture model alternatives and project statistical design. Additional analyses may be needed in addition to modifying trapping techniques. If these models continue to result in poor estimates, please identify what other estimators/techniques will be used for M&E?

This project indicates generally that bullfrog predation on young turtles is the main limiting factor for western pond turtles. To address this limiting factor the project currently removes bullfrog egg masses in the spring plus does lethal removal of adult bullfrogs while in the field for the egg-mass removals. Counts of egg masses removed from all four sites appear to be declining hence adult bullfrogs may be declining. However, there is still no sound criterion for success of this measure until bullfrog population surveys are conducted to see if the removal of egg masses is a good index of declines in bullfrog population levels. Adult frogs from neighboring sites could be regularly invading the supplementation sites.

For future monitoring efforts the proponents should consider (1) developing a plan to respond to future climate-change effects on restoration sites, and (2) monitoring and evaluation of water quality at turtle restoration sites and bioaccumulation of chemicals and contaminants in turtles at restoration sites.

Columbia Plateau

 XE "199009200" 199009200 - Wanaket Wildlife Area

Sponsor: Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Indian Reservation

Province: Columbia Plateau   Subbasin: Umatilla

Budgets: FY10: $256,251   FY11: $262,656   FY12: $269,222   

Short description: Continue operations and maintenance of the 2,817 acre Wanaket Wildlife Area to provide 2,334 habitat units of protection credits and generate 2,495 habitat units of enhancement credits. Primary habitat types include wetland and shrub-steppe/grassland.

ISRP final recommendation: Meets Scientific Review Criteria

Final comment:
The sponsor responses thoroughly addressed the concerns expressed by the ISRP. The additional information provided on the monitoring associated with this project addressed the primary issue raised in the initial project review. 
The waterfowl data are very complete. The project sponsors note the decrease in the number of breeding waterfowl at Wanaket since surveys began in 1994. They suggest that this decrease may be partially explained by the decrease in waterfowl numbers throughout the Columbia Basin. The ISRP suggests that a comparison of the rate of change in waterfowl numbers at Wanaket and throughout the Columbia Basin be included in future reports on waterfowl use of the project site. This comparison will partially account for the effect of regional waterfowl population changes on the utilization observed at Wanaket and enhance the ability to identify project-level responses. 

The ISRP appreciates the sponsor's positive response to the comment concerning monitoring of shrub-steppe-dependent wildlife populations by adding songbird population monitoring. The sponsors may want to consider some modifications of the shrub-steppe bird monitoring in the future to better focus this effort on the effectiveness of their upland habitat projects. Many of the species observed in the shrub steppe are incidental and not closely associated with this habitat type. The most meaningful measure of the success of the upland habitat restoration measures would be increasing numbers of associated species and nesting by these species: sage sparrows and shrikes for example. Modifying the monitoring protocols to focus on these shrub-steppe associated birds will produce more useful results. 
The sponsor's plans for initial evaluation of the Interplug Project (Pilot) with a combination of belt transects to evaluate survival of plugs and transects to estimate canopy cover and frequency of herbaceous vegetation are appropriate. 
Preliminary comment (response request):
Before providing a final evaluation of the Wanaket Wildlife Area proposal, the ISRP requests that a summary of results from M&E data that have been collected be provided. In the last review cycle, reporting of results was identified as a weakness of the proposal. This deficiency remains in the current proposal. Specific questions and concerns to be addressed are included in the text below. 

The project proposal is clearly written and justified. The objective of the project is to protect and increase the availability and quality of wetland and shrub-steppe habitat in the Umatilla-Willow Subbasin. Maintaining and enhancing these habitat types is consistent with the objectives of the subbasin plan. The Wanaket Wildlife Area protects about 160 acres of wetland habitat and over 2000 acres of shrub steppe habitat. As the representation of both these habitat types has declined severely from historic levels, the habitat provided by Wanaket is regionally significant. The approaches being used to restore habitat in the project area are generally, technically sound. However, some methods are experimental and should be evaluated thoroughly before widespread implementation (see comments on M&E below). A timeline for completion of habitat enhancements, where appropriate, should be included.

The project was initiated in 1993, and significant progress on habitat restoration has been accomplished. The creation of wetland habitats and removal of Russian olive have been among the more prominent activities. Project results have been reported in a series of annual reports, which are cited in the proposal. However, results in terms of biological response to habitat protection and enhancement are generally lacking. For example, there does not appear to be a report that compiles and analyzes the information being collected on water bird use of the project area. This information would be useful in illustrating the response of key wildlife populations to the project. 

The objectives, work elements, and methods are appropriate for this project. The primary objectives of the project are to maintain the habitat improvements that have been made to date and to implement additional enhancements. The actions required to achieve these goals are clearly explained in the proposal, and their relation to achieving the project objectives is explained. Investigation of innovative techniques to increase efficiency of maintenance and operations of the irrigation system and to reduce dumping of debris by humans is encouraged.

Monitoring and evaluation are described, but reporting in the proposal is limited to Habitat Units and tasks completed. The water bird census work appears to be thorough and should provide a good indication of temporal changes in their populations. The proposal would have been improved with brief graphical and numerical summaries of the water bird data, such as number of breeding pairs over time, and other information on wildlife response. The sponsors should consider using the Weed Management Information System that is used elsewhere in the region rather than developing a new system.

Plant monitoring appeared to be appropriate for assessing the effectiveness of the vegetation restoration efforts being implemented at the site. However, insufficient detail was provided on the evaluation of the small, circular plant restoration plots to determine the technical merits of this approach. Are various sizes of treated areas being evaluated?  Are different combinations of native plants being introduced to the treated sites?  A thorough evaluation of the efficacy of this approach would require the application of a set of replicated treatments. However, it was not mentioned in the proposal whether this was the approach being used. 

Assessment of population response to the restoration of the shrub-steppe habitats in the Wanaket Wildlife Area does not appear to be a component of the current M&E plan. As the restoration of this habitat type is a major management goal for the area, population monitoring of some shrub-steppe wildlife species should be included in the M&E plan.  

This proposal is clearly organized and well written. With improvements in reporting of monitoring results, this would be a good example for other sponsors to follow.

 XE "199106100" 199106100 - Swanson Lake Wildlife Mitigation Project (Swanson Lakes Wildlife Area)

Sponsor: Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife

Province: Columbia Plateau   Subbasin: Crab

Budgets: FY10: $254,046   FY11: $261,476   FY12: $277,470   

Short description: Protect, increase, and maintain a viable sharp-tailed grouse meta population, increase mule deer use of the project site, and enhance  habitat for shrub steppe obligate species, as mitigation for losses associated with the Grand Coulee Dam.

ISRP final recommendation: Meets Scientific Review Criteria

Final comment:
The ISRP found the responses adequate. The ISRP would encourage the use of another HEP evaluation within the next five years and/or the agency use vegetation sampling of their own design.

Preliminary comment (response request):
We are very interested in ensuring that the agency understand as much as possible about management and recovery of sharp-tailed grouse on project lands and have several questions about this process. There are grouse populations that are somewhat similar (relict populations, few leks, supplemented with translocated birds) that are responding/performing differently. We wonder if there are empirical data that can be used to understand differences among grouse populations on various projects.

A response is requested to address the following questions/recommendations:

1. Can you summarize vegetation differences (and other differences) between Swanson and Scotch Creek that may be used to explain differences in sharp-tail grouse numerical responses?  Vegetation data could be micro-site information or landscape scale mapping data. Are there vegetation differences (i.e. structural? pattern?) between Swanson Lake and Scotch Creek?  The presentation by the Swanson Lake site manager raised some hypothetical reasons for the difference in sharp-tailed grouse population dynamics.

2. The sponsors should identify how they will evaluate grouse supplementations. 

3. Are there objectives for vegetation management on the project?  If not, the reviewers request some objectives for structural features of vegetation (height, Robel pole) and vegetation types. The authors should summarize the riparian habitat restoration including acres impacted and some measure of survival of the shrubs planted.

4. Regarding the HEP vegetation data presented in Appendix B, Table 1, how is herbaceous cover defined? Please add a footnote in this table to give readers the definition of herbaceous cover. The differences in herbaceous cover (%) in shrub-steppe in the two survey periods caught our attention.

5. How might this project move forward based on vegetation data?

6. Can you report long-term (10-15 years) data on deer numbers and harvest on or in the Game Management Unit that encompasses the project?

7. Could this project be linked with the UMWEP project, or are the data incompatible?

 XE "199506001" 199506001 - Iskuulpa Watershed Project

Sponsor: Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Indian Reservation

Province: Columbia Plateau   Subbasin: Umatilla

Budgets: FY10: $205,000   FY11: $210,126   FY12: $215,378   

Short description: Continue operations and maintenance of the Iskuulpa Watershed to protect and enhance watershed resources to provide benefits for seven HEP Target Species and anadromous and resident salmonids.

ISRP final recommendation: Meets Scientific Review Criteria

Final comment:
The sponsors’ response addressed the ISRP’s concerns. The sponsors provided a point-by-point response to ISRP comments, most of which were related to monitoring the effectiveness of the riparian habitat restoration measures that are being implemented at this site. 
The response explains that the primary focus of the Iskuulpa Watershed Project is terrestrial habitat-based, and aquatic habitat and fish monitoring are not a responsibility directly associated with this project. However, these elements are being monitored by other organizations. Monitoring fish populations is conducted by the Umatilla Basin Natural Production Monitoring and Evaluation Project. Aquatic habitat methods developed by Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife were used to inventory aquatic habitat as part of the Umatilla Anadromous Fisheries Habitat Project. Coordination of the Iskuulpa Watershed Project with the natural production monitoring project and the fish habitat project is clearly explained in the response. The project sponsors are to be commended for the close coordination between their project and those teams that are conducting the riparian and aquatic work.  

Trends in vegetation since the inception of this project have been monitored using only qualitative information including riparian photo points and observations of project staff. This information suggests that riparian vegetation is improving. Quantitative vegetative trend data are not available but are necessary to evaluate project effectiveness and inform adaptive management. Some remote-methods are available that can provide quantitative data on riparian vegetation. Infra-red aerial photography could be useful in monitoring shrub recovery in riparian areas with minimal field verification. Information also can be obtained from regular color aerial photography. 
The sponsors note that HEP data collection is scheduled to be repeated in 2012, enabling evaluation of long-term trends in vegetation on transects established in 1999 and 2000. To be clear, the ISRP does not view HEP as a monitoring tool; HEP is an accounting tool for estimating mitigation credits. However, supplementary analysis of the field data collected for the HEP models can provide an indication of changes in some habitat conditions over time.  Such may be the case with the vegetation transect data to be collected in 2012 for Iskuulpa. It is not clear if the established HEP transects are fully representative of the conditions occurring in the Iskuulpa watershed. If not, this deficiency could easily be addressed by establishing additional vegetation transects. These transects should be re-measured more frequently in the future. In particular, grassland transects can vary greatly year-to year with changes in precipitation.  These changes can be orders of magnitude greater than any response to a management action. Therefore, determining effectiveness of a management action will require an understanding of the influence of precipitation. Once data has been collected over a range of precipitation levels (particularly spring precipitation), it will be possible to differentiate the response to project actions from those related to variation in climate. 
Although a more rigorous scheme of vegetation monitoring will greatly enhance the ability of the project sponsors to determine project effectiveness, the ultimate measure is the response of the wildlife species that the project is intended to enhance.  The ISRP encourages the project sponsors to consider including wildlife population evaluation of wildlife responses to the Iskuulpa project. Because of the expense of such an effort, it might be best accomplished by partnering across several projects in the region that are attempting to restore habitats comparable to those at Iskuulpa. The monitoring of wildlife population responses would be conducted at a subset of these sites, but all sites would apply similar treatments and vegetation/habitat monitoring.  For example, such collaboration could be a very efficient way to begin to quantitatively address the broader issues of grazing effects on wildlife and restoration of terrestrial and aquatic habitats damaged by livestock. 

Preliminary comment (response request):
This project is especially significant in that this watershed contains habitats of considerable significance for several species, including summer steelhead. Results from M&E efforts in the watershed should be reported, including:

1. a summary of vegetative trends;

2. more detail on survey methods for monitoring fish habitat to determine how sensitive to habitat change these surveys may be;

3. more detail on spawner or redd surveys of the fish spawning in Iskuulpa Creek;

4. more explanation of coordination with other projects doing M&E is needed. For example, relationship to the Umatilla Basin Natural Production Monitoring and Evaluation Project 1990-005-01, could be expanded, e.g., explain the M&E plan and how benefits of activities accomplished by the Iskuulpa project will be quantified, and how the results of M & E are used to adapt to new, innovative habitat maintenance and restoration procedures. 

1. Technical Justification, Program Significance and Consistency, and Project Relationships

The justification, significance and relationship to other restoration projects in the Umatilla/Willow Subbasin are appropriate for this project. The proposal asks for ongoing support to continue the implementation of a restoration effort being implemented at a watershed scale. This project is especially significant in that this watershed contains habitats of considerable significance for several species, including summer steelhead. However, the proposal did not present the results of their M&E efforts in the watershed. The justification for the project would be much stronger if this was provided.

2. Project History and Results

This project was initiated in 1994, and considerable progress has been made since then both in terms of extending protection to additional lands through acquisition or lease and enhancing the quality of habitat on lands previously secured. Although the project sponsors do not have the budget to conduct a comprehensive assessment of project results, they have used the monitoring resources at their disposal to implement an effective program to evaluate the results of their restoration efforts in the watershed (see comments below related to the monitoring elements of the project). 

3. Objectives, Work Elements, and Methods

In general the objectives, work elements, and methods are appropriate for this project. Many of the activities for which the project sponsors are seeking funding involve the continuation of activities that are intended to maintain and improve project elements previously implemented. Continuing these activities is critical to the long-term success of the project. Maintaining fences, ensuring that noxious weeds are controlled and controlling recreational activities within the watershed are all necessary actions to ensure continued improvement of watershed conditions.  The sponsors are encouraged to continue investigating new techniques to accomplish, reduce, or eliminate maintenance and operations tasks over the long term. The review team applauds the use of integrated pest management strategies and the use of local sources of plant materials for restoration activities.

4. M&E

The M&E effort is very commendable, given the relatively low level of funding dedicated to this activity. Most monitoring of riparian and upland vegetation work is provided by fixed photopoints. This technique is appropriate for providing a qualitative indication of plant response. There also appears to be some quantitative data available on the vegetation from the ecological reconnaissance plots. A summary of vegetative trends should be provided in a response. 

The monitoring of fish habitat is based on results of surveys conducted in 1994 and 2008. Not enough detail was provided on survey methods to determine how sensitive to habitat change these surveys may be. More detail on survey methods and results should be provided in a response. More frequent re-surveys would be valuable to provide a better indication of how rapidly stream habitat responds to the application of a given restoration action. As one of the objectives of the watershed restoration project is the reduction of fine sediment and water temperature, it was surprising that some monitoring of these parameters has not been included. Determining temporal changes in temperatures and sediment levels can require significant effort, which may be beyond the monitoring resources for this project, but would be very valuable additions to the monitoring plan for the Iskuulpa Creek watershed. Spawner or redd surveys on the creek were mentioned only very briefly in the section on relationships with other projects. More detail on what these surveys have found regarding the fish spawning in Iskuulpa Creek should be provided in a response.

More explanation of coordination with other projects doing M&E is needed. For example, relationship to the Umatilla Basin Natural Production Monitoring and Evaluation Project 1990-005-01, could be expanded; e.g., explain the M&E plan and how benefits of activities accomplished by the Iskuulpa project will be quantified, and how the results of M & E are used to adapt to new, innovative habitat maintenance and restoration procedures.

 XE "199802200" 199802200 - Pine Creek Conservation Area: Wildlife Habitat and Watershed Management on 33,557-acres to benefit grassland, shrub-steppe, riparian, and aquatic species.

Sponsor: Confederated Tribes of Warm Springs Reservation of Oregon

Province: Columbia Plateau   Subbasin: John Day

Budgets: FY10: $362,043   FY11: $365,294   FY12: $361,253   

Short description: Ongoing wildlife habitat and watershed management on the Pine Creek Conservation Area in FY2010-2012 (includes Pine Creek Ranch and Wagner Ranch acquisitions).

ISRP final recommendation: Meets Scientific Review Criteria

Final comment:
The project should move forward as planned. This project has produced one of the best monitoring reports in all of the wildlife projects (i.e., the Feb 2006 monitoring report is very comprehensive and thorough). Once again, this is a strong and exemplary proposal that could serve as a reporting model for others. 

A search of BPA Annual reports finds regular reports which usually were brief narrative reports of accomplishments, but the 1999-2005 monitoring report is what is needed for proper review and evaluation. If shorter periods existed between similarly thorough reports, benefits from the project could be tracked in a timelier manner to adapt to successes and failures – adaptive management. 

The ISRP FY 2007-09 review comments still hold true, "This proposal meets the ISRP review criteria, benefits wildlife, and is an exemplary proposal among the wildlife set of proposals. The project sponsors may want to explore work with their neighbors to expand the benefits of this project."

The ISRP regrets the sponsors did not participate in the project proposal presentations during the March 3-4, 2009 ISRP meeting. Presentations are informative and allow for dialogue with the review team members to enhance understanding of the projects goals, objectives, and progress. We encourage sponsors to present their project and work in the next review cycle. 

Additional comments on each of the sections of the proposal are provided below:

1. Technical justification, program significance and consistency, and project relationships:

This is an exceptionally well constructed and presented project proposal. It provides a clear description of the project's significance to the Program, its relationships to other subbasin and regional projects, and its technical justification. Technical justification for this proposal is excellent and includes a large number of supporting references, links to further supporting information/reports, photo comparisons, etc. The project is fully justified with significant potential benefits, to not only wildlife and their habitats, but also fish and aquatic habitats. Significance to regional plans and programs is well detailed including the Council’s 2000 Fish and Wildlife Program, John Day Subbasin Plan, Oregon Land Trust and many others. This project is linked with many local projects and partnerships including: CWCD, ODFW, OMSI, USFWS, and USGS. 

2. Project History and Results

This section is well done. The sponsors use this extensive section of the proposal as a detailed reporting document, and it includes a good summary of much of the M&E reporting and results. This section is somewhat difficult to review because of its size, but it is better to include too much than not enough. The monitoring results report in the appendix are excellent and are outstanding as an example of how M&E data can indicate the value of well thought-out habitat restoration projects. This proposal is a model worthy of emulation.

A search of BPA Annual reports finds regular reports which usually were brief narrative reports of accomplishments but the 1999-2005 monitoring report is what is needed. If shorter periods between such reports could be done, benefits from the project could be tracked in a timelier manner to adapt to successes and failures - adaptive management. 

3. Objectives, work elements, and methods

The sponsors provide a complete and detailed response. This is a large project with many work elements ranging from noxious weed control, to habitat improvements on Pine Creek, which when water conditions allow, appears to be a significant steelhead spawning area. Objectives, work elements, and methods seem appropriate to the management goals for the project. 

4. M&E

This is an excellent example of what a detailed monitoring program should look like. 

We support continuation of the photo-plot monitoring but recommend more rigorous analysis (Dr. Fred Hall has a fine publication on this). Validation with on-the-ground monitoring is recommended because of resolution/interpretation difficulties associated with satellite imagery.

 XE "200002600" 200002600 - Rainwater Wildlife Area Operations and Maintenance

Sponsor: Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Indian Reservation

Province: Columbia Plateau   Subbasin: Walla Walla

Budgets: FY10: $307,500   FY11: $307,500   FY12: $307,500   

Short description: Focus of project is to protect, enhance, maintain, and mitigate fish and wildlife impacted by the Federal Mainstem Columbia River Hydropower System. The project contributes to protection of critical anadromous fish (summer steelhead/bull) in the Walla Walla

ISRP final recommendation: Meets Scientific Review Criteria

Final comment:
The protection and enhancement of these habitats at the Rainwater project area makes a significant contribution to the ecological health of the subbasin. In addition, the stream habitat within the project area has been identified as high priority for steelhead and Chinook salmon in the subbasin plan. This project is one of the few that includes efforts to assess the response of fish and wildlife populations to habitat restoration. The M&E effort for the Rainwater Wildlife Area is generally well-designed. The effort should provide adequate information on the habitat and population responses to restoration efforts at the project site. There are a few areas where improvements in the M&E effort should be implemented (see below). 

1. Technical Justification, Program Significance and Consistency, and Project Relationships

The project sponsors provide a strong technical justification for this project. Habitat types represented on the project area, including grasslands and riparian wetlands, are poorly represented in the Walla Walla Subbasin as a whole due to human activities. Very few of the remaining areas that do support these habitat types are protected. Therefore, the protection and enhancement of these habitats at the Rainwater project area makes a significant contribution to the ecological health of the subbasin. In addition, the stream habitat within the project area has been identified as high priority for steelhead and Chinook salmon in the subbasin plan. There was a bit of confusion regarding the priority of the project streams for steelhead and Chinook in the Technical Justification section. The authors indicate that stream reaches in the project area were prioritized as 12th for steelhead and 15th for Chinook out of 47 stream reaches in the subbasin (page 2 of narrative). But in the following sentence they indicate that the priority ratings were 10th for steelhead and 3rd for Chinook. Either rating establishes the significance of the aquatic habitats at the Rainwater project area, but this seeming discrepancy should be resolved. 

The Rainwater Wildlife Area Project is closely linked with other projects in the subbasin and takes advantage of some subbasin-scale monitoring programs to generate information relevant to the effectiveness of the restoration measures being implemented at Rainwater. In particular, the linkage with the Walla Walla Basin Natural Fish Production and Monitoring and Evaluation Project provides very complete information on the response of salmonid fishes to restoration at the Rainwater Wildlife Area. 

2. Project History and Results

Significant progress has been made in expanding and enhancing habitat at the Rainwater Project Area since its establishment in 1998. The evolution of the project since its inception is clearly presented in this section. 

3. Objectives, Work Elements, and Methods

The Objectives, Work Elements and Methods are appropriate for this project. Most activities are focused on the maintenance of the area and implementation of new habitat enhancement measures (especially related to the improvement of upland habitats). But the objectives and methods for the M&E program also are well designed. 

A large part of the work is devoted to project management and administration. The sponsors should continue to investigate new techniques to accomplish, reduce, or eliminate maintenance and administrative tasks over the long term. Note that in work element 11, methods of biological monitoring and evaluation, were not provided. 

4. M&E

The M&E effort for the Rainwater Wildlife Area is generally well-designed. The effort should provide adequate information on the habitat and population responses to restoration efforts at the project site. HEP measurements are augmented with supplemental measurements of habitat and vegetation response to restoration treatments, constituting effectiveness monitoring. These data should provide a relatively good picture of changes in habitat quality over time. In addition, this project is one of the few that includes an effort to assess the response of fish and wildlife populations to habitat restoration. 

There are a few areas where improvements in the M&E effort should be implemented. 

1) Stream habitat surveys were conducted in 1999-2000 but have not been repeated. A new habitat survey is planned for 2009-2010. More frequent habitat assessments would provide a more sensitive gauge of habitat response to restoration efforts. These surveys do not have to be annual but they should be repeated at least every five years and after major disturbance events. A repeat survey after the 2006 fire would have been informative. 

2) Annual monitoring of juvenile fish populations is an M&E element that is very rarely included in project M&E plans. Its inclusion in this project is a real strength of the M&E effort for aquatic habitats. The inclusion of juvenile index sites outside the project area in 2004 will provide some context for interpreting annual changes in fish abundance at the index sites in the project area. However, it appears that the index sites are not sampled consistently. The data presented in Table 4 indicates that some index sites within the project area are sampled in one year and a different set sampled the next year. These data also suggest that the "control" reaches outside the project area were only sampled in 2004. The primary purpose for collecting these data is to determine if there is a temporal trend in fish populations. Therefore, the same set of reaches should be sampled each year (or on some consistent schedule) and the "control" reaches should be sampled on this same schedule. It is not noted in the narrative whether habitat restoration projects have been implemented at any of the juvenile abundance index sites. If not, one or two sites where projects have been implemented should be added.

 XE "200201400" 200201400 - Sunnyside Wildlife Mitigation

Sponsor: Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife

Province: Columbia Plateau   Subbasin: Yakima

Budgets: FY10: $325,556   FY11: $287,096   FY12: $349,904   

Short description: Maintain funding for ongoing O&M and enhancement of floodplain and shrub-steppe focal habitats on the Sunnyside Wildlife Area. These subbasin plan priorities will partially meet BPA's Columbia River mitigation obligations.

ISRP final recommendation: Meets Scientific Review Criteria

Final comment:
The proponents provided a nice summary of annual activities (restoration, enhancement, weed control, etc.). The choice of subprojects was adequately addressed and noted both scientific and opportunistic drivers, although wildlife management concepts such as connectivity and carrying capacity are also very important. The concern about salmonids seemed to be adequately addressed (both adults and young). Giffen Lake and possible dredging was shelved because of inadequate funds, which still leaves the issue unresolved and possibly getting worse. The ISRP agrees with the manager who rightfully states that the way to monitor wildlife responses is with a team that is specially trained to collect and analyze data. This would be more efficient and produce more accurate results. The response seems to indicate that WDFW "will be" putting together a monitoring team for multiple species on their BPA mitigation projects. It was noted by the sponsor that when a habitat project was monitored for success, he apparently makes a qualitative determination of, e.g., "sparse stand." Hopefully, the activity, specific field observation and response are recorded so that a learning process occurs about what works at each site. The quality of water entering the system was a concern to the ISRP and contacts have been made to evaluate the quality of water entering the system and leaving the system. The responses to the questions are positive and informative. 

Schroeder et al. 2008, WDFW - Terrestrial Wildlife and Habitat Assessment on Bonneville Power Administration-Funded Wildlife Areas in Washington: Monitoring and Evaluation Activities, includes some coverage of Sunnyside M&E. Future proposals and annual reports should incorporate this information.

Preliminary comment (response request):
This project is an important program with elements of major riparian and wetland habitats along the Yakima River with potential to benefit numerous focal species in terrestrial, semi-aquatic and aquatic ecosystems. A response is requested on the following:

1. a summary table of how many acres (using current 10,538 acres), have been restored, purchased, treated for weeds, etc… arrayed by time.

2. is a scientific rationale for choosing subprojects - any kind of a habitat network plan or are they chosen on availability/opportunity? 

3. are there conflicts between oxbow lake objectives and river reconnection goals for specific fish objectives?

4. original plans to dredge Giffen Lake have not been addressed, it is not clear if the Giffen Lake issue is resolvable by dredging, what will the "renewed attempts" involve?

5. M&E is extremely limited. As stated on p.26-28, several miscellaneous past surveys describe incomplete M&E and need attention, e.g., neotropical birds (only one year of data collected and exists in rough form). Establishment of breeding bird surveys is an important first step as baseline information which is key to gauging success of the habitat work and for linking wildlife population responses to restoration and enhancement. It would be useful to include the "secretive marsh bird" data in the proposal. 

6. The statement on p.28 that "Habitat restoration projects are monitored for success, but not formally through the actual vegetative sampling process" needs some clarification as elsewhere in the proposal vegetation sampling is proposed (p.26).

7. The ISRP is concerned about the quality of water being placed on wetlands (it may or may not be a problem). Can this be addressed?

1. Technical Justification, Program Significance and Consistency, and Project Relationships

The sponsors have been consistent in their efforts to restore and enhance and are commended for their efforts to win back habitat values. The project has reached out to partners and co-sponsors to achieve results or resolve problems. The neighboring Yakama Nation projects have similar goals to the Sunnyside work although the Yakama Nation is depending on natural processes over large areas of the landscape for restoration processes whereas the Sunnyside Project relies more on expensive pumps and pipes to reintroduce and maintain hydrological processes. There may be a potential for more interactions between the two projects. They both face onto Yakima River and a common "reach plan" might be worthwhile. 

2. Project History and Results

The sponsors present a history of the project on a land unit by land unit basis which helps the reviewers understand progress over the years. However, a summary table of how many acres (using current area of 10,538 acres), have been restored, purchased, treated for weeds, etc… arrayed by time would be a very useful addition to the proposal. It would also be useful to learn if there is any scientific rationale for choosing subprojects - is any kind of a habitat network in their sights or are they chosen on availability/opportunism? Are there conflicting objectives between oxbow lake work and goals to reconnect with the river for specific fish objectives? 

In general, progress towards objectives has been satisfactory, with a few notable exceptions: 

(1) Giffen Lake project was originally designed to control aquatic vegetation, reduce the amount of pesticide/sediment laden water flowing from agriculture drains, increase waterfowl production, and recover the resident fishery within Giffen Lake. BPA mitigation funds were originally planned to dredge Giffen Lake which has not occurred. It is not clear if the Giffen Lake issue is resolvable by dredging. No details are given on what the "renewed attempts" will involve. Perhaps it might be more ecologically responsible to let the lake fill-in and become terrestrial habitat. Based upon limited field trip observations, the lake now has low fish and wildlife values. 

(2) Weed and Russian Olive control. The sponsors have a realistic view of invasive vegetation control and note it is a never-ending battle with present technology. 

Seventeen projects are listed which is a good explanation of accomplishments, but it would be useful to learn how many are specifically related to BPA funding. 

3. Objectives, Work Elements, and Methods

No specific comments.

4. M&E

The ISRP in 2007 was concerned about using HEP and HSI for M&E rather than effectiveness monitoring. Although some before and after photos and general observations of various birds and mammals were presented, M&E is extremely limited. As stated on p.26-28, several miscellaneous past surveys describe incomplete M&E and need attention, e.g., neotropical birds (only one year of data collected and exists in rough form). The sponsors note that there are no established breeding bird surveys on and near the wildlife area, and recognize that the establishment of breeding bird surveys is an important first step for obtaining baseline information. This task is a high priority for M&E since baseline data are key to gauging success of the habitat work and for linking wildlife population responses to restoration and enhancement. It would be useful to include the "secretive marsh bird" data in the proposal which was collected over several years by a volunteer. The statement on p.28 that "Habitat restoration projects are monitored for success, but not formally through the actual vegetative sampling process" need some clarification as elsewhere in the proposal vegetation sampling is proposed (p.26). 

There is recognition that contaminant concentrations of pesticides and herbicides in water in the region often exceed allowable concentrations, but apparently no evaluation has been made of water coming out of the agricultural drain pipe and flowing into their wetland areas. The ISRP is concerned about the quality of water being placed on wetlands (it may or may not be a problem). This project has included construction of ponds and associated wetlands, construction of catch basins and culverts, installation of a lift pump, and installation of a pump to have moist soil management on 114 acres. The ISRP believes it is critical to first analyze the water coming out of the pipe from the agricultural lands for a series of contaminants used on the agricultural lands. Then, as a further evaluation, sample the water after it goes through the ponds and wetlands to determine any improvements in water quality (this could become a classic study). Washington Department of Ecology (perhaps Chad Furl) would be a good contact regarding water quality tests. This could also become a great thesis study at a university, which could perhaps also evaluate movement of various contaminants that bio-concentrate through the food web in the various ponds and marshes. A recent review of monitoring and assessing organic chemical removal in constructed wetlands is available in the journal Chemosphere 74(2009):349-362 and includes sampling designs and techniques. But, the most important phase is to determine what is coming out of the pipe.

 XE "200600300" 200600300 - Desert Wildlife Area O&M (Wetland Enhancement)

Sponsor: Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife

Province: Columbia Plateau   Subbasin: Crab

Budgets: FY10: $163,325   FY11: $167,438   FY12: $171,623   

Short description: Completion of, and operation/maintenance for, two wetland enhancement construction projects initiated with BPA funding (MOA and FY06 contract) on the Desert Wildlife Area.

ISRP final recommendation: Meets Scientific Review Criteria (Qualified)

Final comment:
The qualification is that project sponsors should complete a progress report summarizing the results of this 10-year effort and describe how (if) their findings have been incorporated into revised management activities in the Desert Wildlife Area.

Because the Desert Wildlife Area wetlands are in part caused by human activity (agricultural surface water returns and elevated groundwater), it is likely that these nutrient-rich wetlands will undergo rapid vegetation succession and be vulnerable to exotic weed and fish invasions. This is likely to result in the need for frequent habitat restoration to maintain conditions suitable for target waterfowl species. This project will require considerable O&M to achieve its goals. Therefore it is important that a reasonable monitoring program be implemented to track the project's success. Currently there appears to be no plan to monitor the effectiveness of many of the restoration actions. We also strongly encourage the sponsors to initiate an appropriate water quality testing program.

1. Technical Justification, Program Significance and Consistency, and Project Relationships

This proposal is for continued funding of O&M operations for seasonal wetlands in the Crab Creek subbasin, and for completion of the construction of two wetland enhancement projects. The technical justification and program significance were explained, but other wetlands creation or enhancement programs in the area were simply listed without explaining how their actions have influenced the O&M actions that are being used at this site. However, the project sponsors did a good job of laying out the problem of wetland succession reducing waterfowl abundance in the Desert Wildlife Area (DWA), threats from the expansion of non-native plant species, and continued harm caused by the spread of carp to some of the DWA wetland sites.

2. Project History and Results

Restoration actions implemented at DWA from 1998 to 2009 are summarized in bullet form. It was somewhat disappointing to read that the response to requests for information on both Project Reports and Adaptive Management Implications was "None to date", as this project has been underway for a decade and some evidence that the restoration is having the desired effect, or is being improved, would be very helpful. Although the project description is somewhat vague on this point, some implementation and effectiveness monitoring has apparently taken place at the TD1 and TD2 sites, but no results are presented.

3. Objectives, Work Elements, and Methods

The goals, objectives, and methods were reasonably described. Most of the activities, except fish poisoning, will occur during the season when the wetlands are dry. This project has very explicit vegetation and waterfowl targets, and it would be helpful to know how year-to-year variation in weather, surface and groundwater hydrology, and other factors, can affect these targets. Invasive plant and fish species will be heavily managed both physically and chemically. Because the DWA wetland enhancement efforts are focused primarily on waterfowl, potential effects of project actions on other wildlife were not predicted.

4. M&E

M&E activities were described in moderate detail. The ISRP recommends that project sponsors perform a post-treatment fish survey of the site(s) that will be treated in 2009 with rotenone to control carp. Because elimination of carp is one of the three main goals of the project, there should be some monitoring to verify that removal efforts were successful. At the review meeting, the sponsors told the ISRP that they would check the sites for carp removal success.

Because wetlands in the DWA can be strongly influenced by agricultural activities in the surrounding landscape, water quality should be monitored for chemical contaminants. Although it is possible this is already being done through some other agency program (e.g., WDOE), we note that contaminants have been identified as a significant threat to both birds and fish in this area.

The ISRP requests that sponsors complete a report summarizing the results to date. The report should contain a description of the wetland restoration actions undertaken, the results of any monitoring, a summary of how the data are being archived and made available to others, and an explanation of how lessons learned from the project thus far have been used to improve current O&M activities.

 XE "200600400" 200600400 - Wenas Wildlife Area O&M

Sponsor: Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife

Province: Columbia Plateau   Subbasin: Yakima

Budgets: FY10: $448,442   FY11: $445,109   FY12: $802,685   

Short description: Protect and enhance shrub-steppe, riparian and forest habitats for focal species on the Wenas Wildlife Area as mitigation for losses associated with Grand Coulee, McNary and John Day hydroelectric dams.

ISRP final recommendation: Meets Scientific Review Criteria

Final comment:
The project history with timeline was presented as requested and was quite informative. It indicates that several monitoring projects need to be started. It was useful to learn that some of the native-like grasses may not be self-sustaining in the long-term and that some competition exists between native and native-like species. In most cases weed issues are important, and there is a need to establish native forbs after the weeds are controlled. The rationale for choosing projects was based on those areas in poorest condition, usually related to overgrazing. Choice of projects also included proximity to present sage grouse populations and soil depth which provided a better chance of success. This empirical approach seems reasonable and appears to include the wildlife management concepts of connectivity and perhaps carrying capacity. Some preliminary data (using about 50% of information) was presented from the nested frequency plots, as requested, but the data shows considerable variability which limits the ability to detect changes at this time. The ISRP is hopeful that the nested frequency plots will become very useful in the future. As implied in the Sunnyside comments, WDFW is proposing a more deliberate M&E strategy that will be integrated across all WDFW eastern Washington BPA mitigation projects (refers to Schroeder report), and it seems like a great concept.

Preliminary comment (response request):
This is a thoroughly prepared proposal and meets most scientific criteria with the exception of reporting results. If no data are produced to indicate if the project is meeting goals and objectives (with accruing benefits to wildlife) how can it be evaluated or justified?

The sponsors are asked to respond to the following:

1. tabulate the project history along a timeline so that patterns of success and problems can be assessed;

2. metrics are rarely given for Work Elements that have measurable attributes, e.g., Work Elements 1.1 and 1.2;

3. what is the scientific rationale for choosing projects, is any kind of a habitat network planned or are they chosen on availability/opportunity? 

4. 125 permanent nested frequency plots established in 2002 to monitor establishment and success of native and native-like seedings - 52 plots were revisited, but no data are presented although there was some general discussion of the findings. Please present this analysis;

5. "Preliminary surveys have been conducted on many of the wildlife areas enabling a brief assessment of data collected to this point. Not all wildlife areas have been surveyed at this stage, primarily because of the time and money required to initiate surveys." How do the proponents plan to prioritize this survey work?

1. Technical Justification, Program Significance and Consistency, and Project Relationships

The justification for the Wenas Wildlife Area habitat restoration project is very detailed and builds a strong case for its support using many references and appropriate supporting data. The program is large and clearly significant and enables inclusion of a complete set of landscape and habitat elements for focal species (including major habitats for anadromous fish) with extensive home ranges and migration patterns. The sponsors have good working relationships with numerous other agencies which share common goals for restoration of the habitats of key focal species. 

Relationships to other projects are described in detail and this project is coordinated with shrub-steppe recovery efforts that are consistent with WDFW’s LT Murray, Oak Creek, Quilomene/Whiskey Dick, Sunnyside, Asotin, Sagebrush Flat, Scotch Creek and Swanson Lakes Wildlife Areas. 

2. Project History and Results

The project history is described thoroughly in a detailed narrative, but it would be useful to tabulate this information along a time line so that patterns of success and problems can be assessed by reviewers. The sponsors state "When restoration efforts began native species from local watersheds were not commercially available, so cultivars were chosen that had the closest resemblance to the native species." These cultivars are referred to as "Native-like." The proposal would be improved by inclusion of further details on these species. Do the native-like species perform the same ecological functions as native species, and have they caused any problems in the area?

3. Objectives, Work Elements, and Methods

Work elements and objectives are commendable and similar to other areas, including reintroducing the sage grouse by 2020, connecting the functional core habitat units by 2015, restoring the natural fire regime (maintain fire breaks), and thinning stands of trees. However, in most instances metrics are not given for Work Elements which could have measurable attributes, e.g., Work Elements 1.1 and 1.2. It would be useful to learn if there is any scientific rationale for choosing projects. Is there any kind of a habitat network in mind or are they chosen on availability/opportunity? 

4. M&E

The ISRP in 2007 pointed out that HEP and HSI should not be emphasized as management tools. These are for accounting, not effectiveness monitoring. The ISRP wanted to see the number, length, and location of transects used for monitoring and also wanted to see the results of these surveys. This report describes the plots as requested and lists 125 permanent nested frequency plots established in 2002 to monitor establishment and success of native and native-like seedings – 52 plots were revisited, but no data are presented although there was some general discussion of the findings. The ISRP is interested in seeing data, which are important for making proper management decisions. 

Five exclosures were constructed between 1968 and 2003 to monitor use by big game (especially elk). In 2005, intensive vegetation sampling occurred in all 5 exclosures. One table of percent cover inside and outside the exclosures was presented. No wildlife data were presented, no data on success of weed control activities, or effects of fertilizing on native or native-like vegetation. On page 26-27 the importance of M&E is recognized, but it appears that the collection and use of the data is planned to occur in the future (including integration of wildlife information with habitat information). 

Schroeder et al. (2008) and Chao 2004 are cited, wherein future comparisons will be made between reference and treatment sites. We wonder if Dr. Schroeder is spread too thin on all of these projects. The sponsor states on p.26 "Preliminary surveys have been conducted on many of the wildlife areas enabling a brief assessment of data collected to this point. Not all wildlife areas have been surveyed at this stage, primarily because of the time and money required to initiate surveys." It would be helpful to learn how the proponents plan to prioritize this survey work. A strategic approach might be encouraged. It seems that data collection schemes for M&E are transitioning.

Blue Mountain

 XE "199608000" 199608000 - NE Oregon Wildlife Project (NPT) Precious Lands

Sponsor: Nez Perce Tribe

Province: Blue Mountain   Subbasin: Grande Ronde

Budgets: FY10: $432,977   FY11: $449,800   FY12: $460,895   

Short description: This project provides an estimated 21,118 Habitat Units for mitigation credits for the Lower Snake Dam complex. It provides 16,286 acres of wildlife habitat and protects 16.3 miles of listed steelhead habitat within the lower Grande Ronde Subbasin.

ISRP final recommendation: Meets Scientific Review Criteria

Final comment:
The project is well described, well documented, and in good hands. It should proceed as planned. 

The Precious Lands project provides critical habitat and corridor linkages for fish and wildlife populations in the Joseph Creek drainage. The area is steep, remote, and rugged with 18-22 inches rainfall annually. Cheatgrass is diminishing and native bunch grasses are increasing. Lack of fire has increased the shrub component. Their M&E plan, and status and trend monitoring, is guiding the sponsors through the proposed vegetation changes on the landscape. Sponsors are also monitoring cryptogrammic crust and have data. Agricultural land conversions have shown increases in cryptogrammic crust, indicative of increasing ecological integrity. 

The areas’ remoteness could affect whether sponsors can accomplish many restoration tasks. Breeding bird biodiversity is very high on the property. One project task is the addition of nest boxes to provide nesting locations for cavity nesting birds due to a lack of large standing snags. Would it be possible for sponsors to girdle large Douglas fir trees to establish snags over time and diminish the use of nest boxes?  

To enhance steelhead spawning and rearing habitat, particularly for juvenile steelhead, sponsors are considering the addition of large woody debris (LWD) to Joseph Creek. Joseph Creek has almost no holding pools or deeper runs due in large part to a lack of LWD. The sponsors are aware of the difficulty of seeding streams like Joseph Creek with LWD and retaining it due to flood events. However, they own 9 miles of the stream so have some capacity to absorb logs that may be moved during flood events. They have no timber cutting plans (BPA agreement). The sponsors need to work with fish managers for steelhead monitoring on their project. 

1. Technical Justification, Program Significance and Consistency, and Project Relationships

This section is reasonable and well done.

2. Project History and Results

Project history and results are well described. Actions are justified and preliminary data (including tables and figures with results) are promising on some actions. Other actions have not been as fruitful, but have lead to adaptive learning and altered future plans. 

3. Objectives, Work Elements, and Objectives

Project objectives, work elements, and methods are detailed and appropriate to the site, and project goals. The site is remote, arid, and very difficult to work in (steep arid canyons, with difficult winter weather and significant hazards in the summer [fire, falls in rocky steep terrain]). This limits what can be done annually, particularly in the canyon and riparian section. Upland work around the old ranch site and preliminary results are very promising for increasing native vegetation and bird diversity. 

4. M&E

The sponsors articulate a plan for monitoring and evaluation. It appears that quality data are being collected on the various bird and vegetation projects conducted on the Precious Lands property. Staff appears competent and well-informed.

 XE "200002100" 200002100 - Securing Wildlife Mitigation Sites - Oregon Ladd Marsh Wildlife Area Additions

Sponsor: Oregon Department of Fish & Wildlife

Province: Blue Mountain   Subbasin: Grande Ronde

Budgets: FY10: $285,461   FY11: $182,036   FY12: $129,107   

Short description: Maintain and monitor wetland restoration projects on Ladd Marsh WMA.

ISRP final recommendation: Meets Scientific Review Criteria

Final comment:
The sponsors should be complimented for the partnership and outreach aspects of the project and their use of a multidisciplinary approach. With a few exceptions the project is on track and meeting objectives. M&E data collected in the past are shown. Additional monitoring effort will be required in the coming years for fish, notably if water from Conley Lake will be used to recharge the aquifer.

1. Technical Justification, Program Significance and Consistency, and Project Relationships

The justification for the project is described well in the proposal. The significance of the additions to the Ladd Marsh Wildlife Area is demonstrated by the close alignment with subbasin priorities and is amply substantiated by the presentation of some monitoring data. This project is obviously well coordinated with the Ladd Marsh program but also compliments many other BPA-funded efforts in the Grande Ronde Subbasin. The sponsors have engaged a wide variety of additional organizations ranging from other ODFW biologists to a nearby city (La Grande) to local school groups, and the relationships among the groups are working well. 

2. Project History and Results

The proposal provides not only a chronology of activities since project inception in 1998 but also provides an indication of biological response to project implementation by summarizing some of the monitoring data that has been collected. Improvements in habitat condition and the response of wildlife populations to these changes clearly illustrate the effectiveness of the restoration measures that have been implemented at the project site. Activities detailed include purchases, easements, dikes, stream channel construction, fish ladder, planting shrubs and native grasses, weed control, and water management. Results have generally been positive - some invasive species such as reed canary grass have out-competed native vegetation in some areas but the sponsors are confident their management methods will reverse this trend. 

3. Objectives, Work Elements, and Methods

The objectives, work elements, and methods are appropriate for the project. The activities to be supported by this proposal are largely maintenance of habitat improvements that have been implemented over the last decade. The methods have been successful to date, as indicated by monitoring data. The manner in which this section was organized required a considerable amount of repetition of work elements and methods. Some streamlining of the text would have made review of the proposal a bit easier. Objectives include: install nest structures; control water levels and vegetation; install perimeter fencing; compile and analyze data already collected; and conduct vegetation and wildlife surveys.

4. M&E

The M&E program for this project is very complete. Both habitat condition as well as population responses to the restoration actions are being monitored. Despite the authors’ claim that resources are insufficient to implement a comprehensive monitoring strategy, they are conducting a very thorough assessment of project effectiveness. In addition, it is quite evident from the discussions in this proposal that the monitoring results are being used to inform management decisions.

The photo points are producing good qualitative data but should be combined with vegetation measurements wherever possible. 

Additional monitoring effort will be required in the coming years for fish, notably if water from Conley Lake will be used to recharge the aquifer. Monitoring of this work will be ODFW’s responsibility. The proposal indicates that the current fish trap has not been operated since 2004 due to some design problems. However, the trap worked well enough to establish the presence of Chinook fry and an adult bull trout in the project area. The fact that these key fish species did use the new channel of Ladd Creek is important information. The water temperature monitoring data is important, although the data might be related to thermal tolerances of fish and turtles for more effective interpretation. Some information on seasonal patterns of use and the survival and growth of the fish at this site would also have been very useful. Improvements to the fish trap, as suggested in this proposal, would help improve the understanding of fish response to the project. In view of the fact that a proposal has been submitted to restore habitat on six miles of Ladd

Creek upstream from the project location, a more intensive monitoring effort for fish at the project site and upstream becomes even more important. Much of this type of monitoring is outside the primary focus of the Ladd Marsh Wildlife Area Additions Project. The sponsors should work with those proposing or conducting fish habitat restoration work in the subbasin to ensure that sufficient monitoring resources are directed towards the fish habitat restoration efforts on Ladd Creek.

 XE "200600500" 200600500 - Asotin Creek Wildlife Area O&M (Schlee Acquisitions)

Sponsor: Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife

Province: Blue Mountain   Subbasin: Asotin

Budgets: FY10: $152,632   FY11: $155,123   FY12: $157,688   

Short description: The Asotin Creek Wildlife Area (Schlee Acquisitions) provide habitat for salmonid species residing in George Ck and Asotin Creek as well as upland wildlife as mitigation for losses of wildlife habitat due to dams on the lower Snake and Columbia rivers.

ISRP final recommendation: Meets Scientific Review Criteria (Qualified)

Final comment:
The ISRP thanks the Agency for responding to our requests for the grazing plan and the explanation for maintaining the agricultural fields on the property. The ISRP qualifies its recommendation with an explicit expectation that results of monitoring vegetation and wildlife response to grazing will be included in the next review cycle.

Preliminary comment (response request):
The reviewers request:

a) A clear justification for maintaining the agricultural fields. 

b) More details on how they plan to restore habitat. They mention replanting native plants. Please provide some methodological detail about this restoration. For example, what plants seeds will be used?

c) A better link among objectives, work elements, and M&E.

The objectives need to be more detailed. For example, please describe in greater detail in the M&E section where and when you will sample the vegetation using vegetation sampling points. We would like to see an example of a grazing plan if cattle are going to be managed on the Project.

d) That any M&E work completed since 2004 be summarized, including bird surveys, elk counts, deer counts, sheep counts, vegetation response to plantings/restoration, and weed control efforts.

Columbia Cascade

 XE "199404400" 199404400 - Sagebrush Flat Wildlife Area (SFWA)

Sponsor: Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife

Province: Columbia Cascade   Subbasin: Columbia Upper Middle

Budgets: FY10: $313,064   FY11: $308,001   FY12: $309,952   

Short description: Protect and enhance habitat to expand and protect pygmy rabbit, sage grouse, sharp-tailed grouse and other shrub-steppe obligate species populations as mitigation for habitat loss associated with the construction of Grand Coulee and Chief Joseph Dams.

ISRP final recommendation: Meets Scientific Review Criteria

Final comment:
The sponsors have presented many useful data and analyses. Graphs and mapped data are well presented and clearly show the decline of focal species (pygmy rabbit, sage grouse, etc.) as well as efforts to restore those populations and their habitats. Land-use changes are described in detail. Work elements are linked to objectives, which are reasonable and use standard methods. 

The project is on track, with a few exceptions noted below. These issues should be addressed in future annual reports and proposals. 

1) The appendices include results and elements of project history.

a) It would be useful to analyze existing data so they may be used in an adaptive management strategy. For example p. 49 "Although the Sagebrush Flat Unit is monitored annually for breeding birds, the data is not yet available. Because the data has been collected over a longer time interval than the breeding bird surveys conducted as part of the shrub steppe restoration study, it should be useful for examining trends." In other instances clarification of statistical methodology would improve the proposal (e.g., p. 49 re western meadowlark "None of the data illustrated significant long-term trends, although the western meadowlark was close (slope of -0.0165, P = 0.0551)." The statement is equivocal.

b) WDFW biologists will monitor the progress of the recovery program and evaluate additional release sites including the Dormaier and Chester Butte Units (p. 11 - what methods?).

c) Generally, wildlife species were not monitored with much intensity, although radio-marked sage grouse and sharptails were released; any relocation of these individuals?  If so, please summarize with survival rates for radio-marked birds and size of area used by marked birds.

2) The reduction in Conservation Reserve Program acres is of concern and the proposal would be improved by further explanation of how serious this issue is relative to overall progress of the project. Scientific guidance for restoration/enhancement and M&E comes from WDFW scientists. The sponsors should be complimented for bringing the researchers into their project as the publications resulting from the work are applicable to other WDFW Areas. However, the scientists must be stretched thinly to cover all M&E concerns at this area as well as the others in the state.

3) Could the authors present a citation for the statement in their presentation that 2 million sharp-tailed grouse were harvested in one year (1880's) in the Palouse alone and sent back East?

 XE "199609401" 199609401 - Scotch Creek Wildlife Area

Sponsor: Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife

Province: Columbia Cascade   Subbasin: Okanogan

Budgets: FY10: $387,721   FY11: $399,324   FY12: $453,156   

Short description: Protect, increase, and maintain a viable sharp-tailed grouse population and increase mule deer use of the project site. Enhance shrub-steppe, riparian and forested habitats for sharp-tailed grouse, mule deer and other obligate species.

ISRP final recommendation: Meets Scientific Review Criteria

Final comment:
This project supports the recovery of sharp-tailed grouse and mule deer and complements sharp-tail projects at several other locations in the region. The goals and objectives described in the Scotch Creek mitigation project support both the WDFW management strategies and goals for sharp-tailed grouse and the Okanogan Subbasin Plan goals and objectives. Much progress has been made at Scotch Creek on weed control and seeding with about 3200 acres converted back to native shrub-steppe habitat. 

This project is linked and coordinated with a number of other similar projects including sharp-tailed grouse and shrub-steppe recovery efforts at Sagebrush Flat Wildlife Area, Swanson Lakes Wildlife Area and on the Colville Confederated Tribes (CCT) Reservation. This project has collaborated with the CCT in many ways to develop strategies to establish and maintain meta- populations within the Okanogan (Columbia Cascade Province), Crab Creek (Columbia Plateau Province), and Lake Roosevelt (Mountain Columbia Province) subbasins. 

The inter-project cooperation and collaboration is commendable. The ISRP asks that because all of the sharp-tailed grouse populations on the various Wildlife Areas are not responding in a similar manner (some increasing, some decreasing), in the future can the habitat data being collected (apparently using the same protocols with Schroeder as the coordinator) be used effectively to better understand observed sharp-tailed grouse population responses to habitat conditions at each Wildlife Area? Perhaps the issues are more complicated than general habitat condition, e.g., wintering habitat issues at some areas vs. nesting conditions at others? 

Basically, the ISRP is asking if the other Wildlife Areas are benefiting, or can benefit more, from the knowledge gained at Scotch Creek. It was noted that future data analyses will compare treatment sites with reference sites (hopefully among the Wildlife Areas and not just at local sites on a Management Area). Some Scotch Creek habitat data were presented (1996 vs. 2006) from HEP sites, but there appears to be a desire to collect additional habitat information. The ISRP believes that results from this and other similar projects have great potential to result in adaptive management at a regional scale.

Intermountain

 XE "200800700" 200800700 - The UCUT Wildlife M&E Program (UWMEP)

Sponsor: Upper Columbia United Tribes

Province: Intermountain   Subbasin: Columbia Upper

Budgets: FY10: $220,000   FY11: $220,000   FY12: $220,000   

Short description: UWMEP is a 5-nation cooperatively managed, habitat and wildlife monitoring program for evaluating the effects and outcomes of protection and restoration projects in and proximate to the reservations and aboriginal lands of the Member Tribes.

ISRP final recommendation: Meets Scientific Review Criteria (Qualified)

Final comment:
The ISRP thanks the authors for their responses, but the ISRP requests that the following Qualifications be resolved.

Qualification 1. The ISRP remains concerned about the number of reference sites, frequency of surveys, and characteristics of sites. The ISRP recommends that three reference sites would be used, rather than the proposed two sites. The ISRP recommends that reference sites be monitored in perpetuity, in subsequent years, for the M&E program's duration. This approach would allow the ability to use other statistical methods. The authors should also draft a plan for monitoring after a major disturbance. If resources are extremely limited, the ISRP emphasizes three or more reference sites be surveyed periodically, rather than two sites surveyed three years in a row. 

The ISRP requests that the authors more fully define their use of “intact” - what about natural disturbances?  Would it still be a reference cite with a massive disturbance such as a wildfire, while the managed site did not have the disturbance?  The disturbed reference site can still be useful. Some disturbances such as agricultural/subdivision conversion do make the site lose the value as a reference site. Because of this threat, the reference site criteria should include a requirement (or preference) that the land is protected through a conservation easement or the like, likely public land. 

The ISRP found the goal of reference sites as pristine habitat and managing treatment sites to move toward the conditions of the reference site – managing for the future desired condition based on the pristine reference site – an interesting choice. The ISRP requests that a more heuristic approach would be to select reference sites with the goals of the managed sites in mind. The ISRP requests that the authors seek guidance from the management agencies on selecting reference sites. 
The ISRP is concerned that three years in a row is not enough for a robust estimate of interannual variation. For example, rodent populations vary greatly with changes in snow conditions. This issue becomes less important if the authors survey reference sites as well as the restored sites every five years. The more regularly sites are monitored, the better the authors will understand variation. 

The ISRP acknowledges that this approach could document changes between reference and management sites and this approach will not necessarily get at the "why" behind the changes. 

Qualification 2. The ISRP requests a preliminary analysis of data to better assess statistical procedures, analytical approaches, and results in two years.  

Preliminary comment (response request):
The ISRP wants to acknowledge and applaud this consortium’s unique, regional approach to M&E. The technical background generally describes the inability to evaluate the effectiveness of acquisition and subsequent active and passive management of lands to mitigate for the loss of various habitats now inundated by reservoirs. More successful management decisions are likely because of the coordinated effort across subbasins and habitat types. The consistency with the Fish and Wildlife Program and subbasin plans is adequately outlined. The relationship of this coordinated project with the projects acquiring, managing, and restoring tracts of land is sufficient. Clearly integration of monitoring, consistency with protocols, and open access to evaluations are needed and this proposal begins that process in one region.

Several questions or requests need to be addressed in the response:

1. include the statistical information from the presentation in the proposal;

2. include a detailed list of criteria used for selection of reference sites;

3. could reference sites include post-disturbance successional states (e.g. post fire)?

4. regarding the choice of indicator species, amphibians, mammals, and birds, will these same indicator species be used on dry upland sites?  

5. give more details of how the data will be analyzed, including an expansion of how the species metric will be analyzed with an example data summary; the test statistics suggested for analyzing response of the metric; and the statistical power and probability levels they anticipate using;

6. what is the rationale for sampling reference sites for 3 years at the beginning but not revisiting these sites?  Or will reference and mitigation sites be sampled simultaneously?  A timeline (e.g. 20 years) might help reviewers interpret the sampling strategy;

7. the scale and duration of the project present obstacles for sampling

 XE "199204800" 199204800 - Colville Confederated Tribes Wildlife Mitigation Project

Sponsor: Colville Confederated Tribes

Province: Intermountain   Subbasin: Columbia Upper

Budgets: FY10: $1,428,000   FY11:    FY12:    

Short description: The focus of the CCT Wildlife Mitigation Project is the protection/restoration/enhancement of critical winter habitat, riparian, shrub-steppe, and other species and habitats on lands purchased/managed for mitigation on the Colville Indian Reservation

ISRP final recommendation: Meets Scientific Review Criteria

Final comment:
The ISRP agrees that invasive species are difficult to control. This fact makes it all the more important that an effective monitoring plan be in place to inform adaptive management. Re-treatment using the same methods, e.g., continuous heavy spraying, may not be the most effective strategy. The ISRP acknowledges and supports the sponsor's determination to increase monitoring of treated and non-treated areas in an effort to better understand the effects of various weed control practices. Basically, the response indicated that limited data has been collected in the past to evaluate weed management activities on the property (under-staffed, turnover of staff, land-base doubled in last four years). Now, the sponsor notes that the budget increase permits increased staffing beginning April 20, 2009 to conduct this important work. It was noted that the sponsor has been working with several weed control organizations plus Monsanto and UAP Timberland to test weed control chemicals (hopefully including integrated pest management) on plots and will use funds in 2010 to monitor invasive species and vegetation treatments. Complete elimination of invasive weed species may not be reasonable, but establishing desired vegetative cover that can be maintained with less effort should be attainable. Seems like the sponsor has the correct concept, but hope they have personnel to make it happen? The ISRP offers its support for the new efforts to monitor and evaluate weed control efforts. Results from monitoring and evaluation of weed control efforts need to be included in future reports. 
Preliminary comment (response request):
This winter range project has been active for many years with acquisitions listed by year, HU cost and acres. Management has included the installation and maintenance of fencing, removal of trespass livestock, and weed management. Weed management acreages have increased dramatically in recent years with expenses estimated at $500,000 in 2009. 

In the past, the ISRP noted that future funding of the active management part of the budget should be contingent upon a meaningful analysis of data, i.e.,  a summary is needed of weed/native vegetation response data to management activities with graphs, tables, etc…. Further, the sponsors were requested to show how results are incorporated into future management with interpretative dialogue. It is noteworthy that the management area has been divided into 160 acre grids to prioritize weed treatment on 10 grids per year. However, photopoints and hopefully other data were collected in past years. 

Are the weed control projects successful, and what weed management approaches work best in the area? Data is needed to answer this question, and hopefully such data is available from over the years. It is noted that M&E will be provided by UCUT UWMEP in 2009, but that in 2010 M&E will be reinitiated by the project. The ISRP is not sure what this means. It is doubtful that UWMEP can evaluate of the weed control program on the short term basis, a successful adaptive management plan is urgently needed for this large and expensive program.

We are also interested in population data on sharp-tailed grouse in the area because the species was only briefly mentioned.

 XE "199206100" 199206100 - Albeni Falls Wildlife Mitigation

Sponsor: Albeni Falls Interagency Work Group

Province: Intermountain   Subbasin: Pend Oreille

Budgets: FY10: $4,500,000   FY11: $4,500,000   FY12: $4,500,000   

Short description: Protect, restore, enhance, and maintain wetland and wildlife habitat in Pend Oreille, Coeur d'Alene, and Kootenai Subbasins as ongoing mitigation for impacts associated with the construction and inundation of the Albeni Falls hydroelectric project.

ISRP final recommendation: Meets Scientific Review Criteria

Final comment:
The project proponents provided focused, clear answers to our questions. The data summaries are clear, as are comparisons to reference sites for wildlife. A 100-page Appendix was provided with data on plants, waterfowl (breeding pair counts), mammals, amphibians, and breeding birds. It was noted that since 2001 their data was collected in connection with Albeni Falls M&E Plan which is comparable to UWMEP. It was also noted that the Kalispel tribe has the most extensive data set collected which is all compiled into the UWMEP data base. Their reference sites are being used by other cooperating tribes. The ISRP has one question remaining: when and how frequently will vegetation be compared?  All in all, this was a good response to the information requested. 

Preliminary comment (response request):
This project justification is both detailed and compelling. Having a separate acquisition "project" from the associated O&M projects is quite useful. This project has picked up quite a bit of high priority land in a relatively short time. In 2007 the ISRP said meaningful analyses of monitoring data collected to date were lacking, precluding scientific evaluation of active management strategies. These analyses were not presented in the current proposal, although plans for future monitoring through UWMEP appear sound.

A response is requested on the following:

1. Provide a summary and interpretation of monitoring data collected prior to 2008.

2. How will data from the new monitoring plan (UWMEP) that began in 2008 be integrated with data collected in the past?  The ISRP asks that the authors to provide details on where this data is stored.

 XE "199206102" 199206102 - Albeni Falls Wildlife Mitigation - Kalispel Tribe

Sponsor: Albeni Falls Interagency Work Group

Province: Intermountain   Subbasin: Pend Oreille

Budgets: FY10: $734,609   FY11: $734,609   FY12: $734,609   

Short description: Protect, restore, enhance, and maintain wetland and wildlife habitat in Pend Oreille, Coeur d'Alene, and Kootenai Subbasins as ongoing mitigation for impacts associated with the construction and inundation of the Albeni Falls hydroelectric project.

ISRP final recommendation: Meets Scientific Review Criteria

Final comment:
Same ISRP comments as on 199206100. The project proponents provided focused, clear answers to our questions. 
Preliminary comment (response request):
The narrative is nearly identical to 199206100, except this project centers in Pend Oreille subbasin and includes some management activities. The proposal included well-crafted sections on technical justification, program significance, and project relationships. The project history section described past work, and individual projects are described in the project reports. However, the only data shown was change in HUs on one parcel. Generally no monitoring data were presented, although digging into linked reports reveals that monitoring was done in 2004. In the future, the ISRP request a summary of the monitoring data collected since 2002 and identification of the linkages between previous data collection and the proposed UWMEP plan. Information on criteria for prioritizing and identifying potential projects would also be useful. HEP can be used as a tool for crediting but not for effectiveness monitoring.

A response is requested on the following:

1. Provide a summary and interpretation of monitoring data collected prior to 2008.

2. How will data from the new monitoring plan (UWMEP) that began in 2008 be integrated with data collected in the past?  The ISRP asks that the authors to provide details on where this data is stored.

 XE "199206103" 199206103 - Albeni Falls Wildlife Mitigation - IDFG

Sponsor: Idaho Department of Fish & Game

Province: Intermountain   Subbasin: Pend Oreille

Budgets: FY10: $3,498,906   FY11: $3,483,926   FY12: $3,476,182   

Short description: Protect, restore, enhance, and maintain wetland/riparian wildlife habitat in Pend Oreille, Coeur d'Alene, and Kootenai Subbasins as ongoing mitigation for impacts associated with the construction and inundation of the Albeni Falls hydroelectric project.

ISRP final recommendation: Meets Scientific Review Criteria - In Part (Qualified)

Final comment:
The ISRP is concerned that the Agency's reed canary grass treatment described does not meet scientific review criteria. Before proceeding with attempts to treat reed canary grass, the ISRP requests that the Agency conduct a literature review, develop a weed control plan and submit the plan to the ISRP. The plan should not only address reed canary grass control but also plans to avoid potential cross contamination of sites. Part of the weed control plan should include a monitoring plan to evaluate reed canary grass treatment. After several vegetative cycles, the ISRP requests that results be reported and reviewed in the next review cycle.

Preliminary comment (response request):
The proponents have consistently implemented a variety of actions (land acquisition, habitat restoration, and revegetation) to mitigate and restore habitat. They are well organized and have taken a very professional approach over the years. The ISRP thought the agency did a good job of linking with students and the public, and found their differentiating between new and established weeds enlightened. There is much confusion regarding monitoring methodology that needs to be clarified in the response (see below).

Project History and Results

"On-site/in-kind mitigation opportunities with the Pend Oreille subbasin are allocated with the highest priority for the Project" (p.4). Is this priority based upon a strategic process or is this where opportunities are best in this subbasin? Please explain the strategy for project selection. On p. 17 the proponents state: "During 2006 - 2007, the four members of the Albeni Falls work group met to discuss possible strategies to allocate remaining habitat units. It was recognized that efforts by the work group members seemed to protect small parcels at a rate of two to five per year. Work group members believed that this rate of protection was not keeping up the rate of development. These discussions lead the work group members to consider strategies to settle the mitigation debt to BPA allowing more flexibility for entities to protect or enhance larger tracts of wildlife habitat. Through these discussions it became apparent that the four entities had, up to this point, different mitigation strategies for the Albeni Falls Wildlife Mitigation Project" The proposal would be improved by an explanation of this statement. What are the mitigation strategies used by the three key partners with IDFG (CDAT, KT, KTOI), and what are different scientific approaches being taken by each? More importantly do the approaches of the three key partners complement those of the sponsor?

Regarding off-site and out-of-basin mitigation, more details on this are needed. Some information is given on page 28 but an example would be useful.

Important baseline data are being obtained as the Albeni Dam is being decommissioned. For perspective, it would be useful to find out when this is planned. 

Can you offer explanations of why weed control was successful on some properties and not others. For example, Canada thistle was controlled in the meadows, but no details were given on how (page 21). Common tansy, common St. Johnswort, and spotted knapweed increased on 4 properties, decreased on 3 properties, and stayed the same on 2 properties. This is important information to share. 

Objectives, Work Elements, and Methods

Please provide more detail on methods for weed control as in some instances only general statements are given stating that weeds will be controlled by spraying, pulling, mowing, or other means (Objective 3, work element a). On the same page they state methods prescribed by the USFS will be used but give no details about what they are. The USFS document cited in the other Albeni Falls proposals is significantly out of date. The sponsors are optimistic that reed canary grass will decline over time (p. 41). The proposal needs references to the literature that the methods they are using work or other evidence that this in fact will occur in their WMA. 

Similarly, the sponsors are optimistic that natural succession will occur (p. 47 "In general, natural succession can be expected to increase on WMA scrub-shrub wetland areas over the next several decades. The increase of scrub-shrub wetlands at the expense of pasture will be encouraged....” What methods will be used to "encourage"?

In other instances such as Objective 2, work element 2, the methods statement is confusing, "Increase wetland diversity and density. Standardized methods will be used to innovative methods (blasting and heavy equipment scraping) improve wetland diversity and density by restoring micro-topography to areas." Please clarify.

It appears the agency is using HAB, which is part of CHAP in collaboration with NHI for crediting. The sponsors are trying to get beyond # of acres as a metric by trying new habitat evaluation methods (e.g. using IBIS and KEF). Will these results be acceptable to BPA in these subbasins? 

The ISRP requests the agency provide more details on FTEs including position descriptions, location of individuals, and what the individuals will do on the project. 

M&E

The ISRP commends the agency for including tables with % cover for various types of native and invasive vegetation as baseline data. 

There are a number of apparently contradictory statements about past and future monitoring. The ISRP found, with some digging, that monitoring is being done using the Idaho Plan (Unnasch et al. 2003) and suggests that Idaho Plan details be integrated into, or linked to the M&E section of the proposal. The agency seems to target some plant communities with photo records at permanent monitoring points (Unnash et al. 2003). The authors also state that they can't do population monitoring, but the Idaho Plans calls for some population monitoring. Please clarify this in your response. Page 37 states: "All monitoring data collection is conducted in a manner to detect that a 2.5% annual change over the span of ten years with a statistical power of 80%." The proposal would be improved by further explanation of how this methodology was decided upon and its statistical basis. 

Further, the proponents plan "Continued development of long-range, intensive biological survey methodologies in combination with guidelines that offer standardized use within the Albeni Falls wildlife management properties. We suggest the agency explore coordinating with the UWMEP project, so the data could be aggregated for all Albeni Falls projects. If the agency is not able to coordinate M&E efforts with UWMEP, an explanation would be helpful. 

Under the current plan (p.35) M&E is apparently restricted to vegetative monitoring or measurements necessary to estimate HUs for crediting. Is the vegetation sampling completed on all IDFG mitigation properties in 2004 and updated in 2007, and continued every 5 years at each sample point, the HEP sampling or effectiveness monitoring? The presentation suggested that HEP was analogous to effectiveness monitoring and that CHAP management scenarios are fact rather than estimates or hypotheses. This suggests the need to clarify monitoring strategy and results, as distinct from crediting.

The ISRP requests a concise summary or tabulation of when and where monitoring is actually going to be conducted as well as quantitative information on trends (e.g., at least graphical analysis) in habitat restoration in the previous funding periods. Perhaps monitoring has not been done frequently enough to establish trends or statistically quantify differences, but if so it would be useful to have an explanation.

It would be helpful to provide the methods for monitoring of the restored wetland at Albeni Cove (p.31) as the bottom of this site apparently may not self seal. 

The ISRP requests some M&E of the use of the GeoTube. The site visit raised many questions on the use of this technique to ameliorate wave action eroding wetlands. We also recommend development of M&E for water level manipulations

 XE "199206105" 199206105 - Albeni Falls Wildlife Mitigation - Kootenai Tribe O, M and E

Sponsor: Kootenai Tribe of Idaho

Province: Intermountain   Subbasin: Pend Oreille

Budgets: FY10: $378,482   FY11: $397,425   FY12: $475,806   

Short description: Protect, restore, enhance, and maintain wetland and wildlife habitat in Pend Oreille and Kootenai Subbasins as ongoing mitigation for impacts associated with the construction and inundation of the Albeni Falls hydroelectric project.

ISRP final recommendation: Meets Scientific Review Criteria

Final comment:
This is a well designed and implemented project. Taking the time upfront for the types of planning and prioritizing demonstrated will ultimately make the project much more effective. Choosing to involve the public and to cultivate partnerships is also a wise investment in project success. This project demonstrates not only sound science, but sound planning practice as well.

1. Technical justification, program significance and consistency, and project relationships:

These sections are well organized and make a compelling case. The project is related to subbasin plans and other relevant plans and programs.

2. Project History and Results

This is a very useful history with sufficient results in terms of data and interpretation to illustrate scientific credibility of the project. This could be used as an example in the Albeni Falls group for results reporting.

3. Objectives, work elements, and methods

These are well described, and the choice of methods is based upon work that is often site-specific. Adaptive management is already evident. 

We suggest looking at more recent references for noxious plant management – there has been great progress since 1988. For example biological control, targeted grazing and new understanding of plant life histories should be considered.

The problems with funding options to purchase and reaching traditional agricultural land owners with education on easements might be assisted by the American Farmland Trust, if you have not investigated this possibility already. Also UI Forestry Extension does easement workshops for landowners and might be a good partner in this effort.

4. M&E

The sponsors monitor burned area vegetation response and evaluate water level response of vegetation. The same new approach as other Albeni Falls tribal projects, working with UWMEP, is proposed. However, they have some specific objectives for Trout Creek parcel including 4 sampling locations and present some data including avian point count data 2005-2008, invertebrate data 2005-2008, fine scale habitat data (p.34).

The sponsor's strong commitment to M&E is obvious from the beginning of the project, in spite of logistic changes along the way. Results reporting in project history and appropriate discussion of monitoring in other sections demonstrate a sophisticated understanding of the value of monitoring in long-term projects. These data will contribute to increasing project effectiveness and efficiency over time.

 XE "199206106" 199206106 - Albeni Falls Wildlife Mitigation - Coeur d'Alene Tribe

Sponsor: Albeni Falls Interagency Work Group

Province: Intermountain   Subbasin: Coeur d'Alene

Budgets: FY10: $505,558   FY11: $478,668   FY12: $466,774   

Short description: Protect, restore, enhance, and maintain wetland and wildlife habitat in Pend Oreille, Coeur d'Alene, and Kootenai Subbasins as ongoing mitigation for impacts associated with the construction and inundation of the Albeni Falls hydroelectric project.

ISRP final recommendation: Meets Scientific Review Criteria (Qualified)

Final comment:
Qualifications: 1) Develop an Integrated Pest Management (IPM) plan using current references, then implement and monitor that plan's effectiveness. This should be part of the contract, and the ISRP will examine the results in the next review process. 2.) M&E – Project-wide effectiveness monitoring should begin this year to be able to provide the results of previous O&M activities in the next review cycle. 

Please keep in mind that the intent of the review is to be helpful by identifying ways in which the program can be strengthened scientifically. This project was split off from an earlier Albeni Falls Interagency Work Group project which has been monitoring since 2001. Reports were cited in the response with the address of a site to search for the cited document, but not the actual links. Next time direct links to these should be provided. The only annual report located was 2002 in which the Tribe noted monitoring was not funded, although other project participants at that time did report monitoring results or plans. This report also describes additional monitoring in the coming year (2003). No other annual reports were located, nor any management plans authored by the Tribe or Work Group. From this further research by reviewers it does appear that, to date, there has been no monitoring by the Tribe on wildlife lands, and thus there is no issue as to the fate of previously collected data. Implementation of the Unnasch et al. monitoring plan should begin this year such that analyzed results will be available for the next review.

Technically, pest and pesticide refer inclusively to insects and weeds. Integrated Pest Management is a well known weed management strategy, and although monitoring is part of the process, it is not itself a monitoring procedure. The sponsors should develop an integrated weed management plan using current references. The plan should include effectiveness monitoring. The most recent weed management reference cited is 1988. If more recent guidelines are being used, these should be cited. 

This might be useful: http://weeds.ippc.orst.edu/pnw/weeds?01W_INTR01.dat. 

The proposal and response give no indication of strategies to prevent establishment of new weeds, surveillance, mapping, tracking results, or progress in eliminating existing weeds and preventing new infestations from neighboring lands. Mechanical treatment, use of competing species, bio-controls, and targeted grazing may all be components of an integrated pest management strategy. Spraying weeds is only one component that will hopefully diminish over time. Participation in a CWMA is useful if activities are coordinated across ownerships such that management is implemented on a landscape scale.

Regarding relationships to other projects, why not name other Albeni Falls Interagency Work Group partners when funds are requested to coordinate with these groups? CWMA partners would also be appropriate in this section.

Preliminary comment (response request):
Response is needed on what are the sponsors going to do with their old monitoring data as they transition to UWMEP plan?  Also, the sponsors should provide more information on results and adaptive management implications of monitoring to date.

1. Technical justification, program significance and consistency, and project relationships:

Much of this is boilerplate also used by other Albeni Falls projects. See comments on 199206105. The only notable difference is that these sponsors did not develop project relationships very substantially.

2. Project History and Results

The history is useful. However, results are reported as actions (e.g., planted trees), rather than biological outcomes. For the earlier acquisitions, enhancement HUs are reported. Biological outcomes from effectiveness monitoring would be useful for evaluating project success on earliest acquisitions. The history section also includes some future plans, which are covered in more detail elsewhere and budget justifications that might be better in an appendix.

3. Objectives, work elements, and methods

This section is well organized and detailed, basically same as 199206105, except that acreages are changed. Weed control methods are outdated and should be put into an IPM (integrated pest management) context and coordinated with county and neighbors. One detail unique to this proposal merits comment: some of the likely noxious species would be more effectively controlled with fall rather than spring spraying if spraying is necessary.

4. M&E

Future monitoring is delegated to the UWMEP project and details provided are consistent with those in 199206105. However, there is little mention of any previous monitoring, for example in project history section. The only reference to any previous monitoring was a statement that tree survival was below the 80% standard. Are there other monitoring results and if yes, they should be included in response.

Not a scientific issue, but this project seems heavily staffed compared to similar projects. That may be reasonable, but the justification is not apparent, even with budget justifications included in history section.

 XE "199800300" 199800300 - Spokane Tribe Wildlife Mitigation Operations & Maintenance

Sponsor: Spokane Tribe

Province: Intermountain   Subbasin: Spokane

Budgets: FY10: $419,806   FY11: $429,344   FY12: $439,109   

Short description: Proposal will be for continued Wildlife Mitigation O&M and enhancement for lands acquired as partial mitigation for Grand Coulee Dam wildlife losses. Project will focus on the management of existing and/or new lands acquired during the project period.

ISRP final recommendation: Meets Scientific Review Criteria (Qualified)

Final comment:
The sponsors partially responded to ISRP concerns by describing activities that would occur on the properties. The sponsors provide an outline listing the number of acres to be restored for each parcel of land with general statements concerning restoration activities. The response provides a link between work elements and subbasin objectives and a general discussion of the timeline of work. 

The organization of the proposal and response made it difficult to assess the completeness of the description of activities for each unit. For example, activities associated with work elements for controlled burns and road decommissioning at McCoy Lake are not listed, except in the full Wildlife Management Plan.

The Bonneville properties are small acreages within a large management area. It is unclear from the proposal and response how the individual areas fit in the big piece. Because of the large number of small parcels, it remains difficult to integrate the disparate actions and tasks into a comprehensive program. 
Biological results from previous project activities are not available to show any responses. Monitoring and evaluation by UWMEP will provide information on vegetative, small mammal, bird, and amphibian status that may be related to project activities. This focus should allow a quick response to habitat activities and changes that take place on the project lands. However, the overall scope of biological monitoring is not adequate to evaluate the success of the project or inform adaptive management. It appears that the only data to be collected in the future will be UWMEP with no collection of big game or upland game bird data planned. Also, it is not clear how the results of weed control and road decommissioning will be monitored and evaluated.

Qualification 1 – A comprehensive plan is needed in the next review process to address integration across parcels, WMAs, and the subbasin plan. A discussion of how management of these small parcels links into the larger program in a holistic manner is necessary. The Wildlife Mitigation Area Management Plan states that the sponsor will begin development of a WMA land consolidation proposal in 2009 to combine lands within the six WMAs. The ISRP agrees that creating larger contiguous WMAs will improve management efficiency, while providing greater benefits for wildlife.

Qualification 2 – The UWMEP may be sufficient for habitat response in general, but it is not obvious that it will cover the numerous parcels adequately. An examination of the extent to which the management actions on the many parcels are adequately monitored is needed. In addition, a plan is needed that identifies how focal species, including big game, will be monitored and how the monitoring results will be related to the project’s management actions.    

Preliminary comment (response request):
The explanation of how the major units contribute to enhancing wildlife species within and adjacent to Spokane Tribal lands is useful. The project history is effectively summarized.

Because of the extensive nature of responses requested it may be more efficient to revise and resubmit the project proposal to provide the requested information:

1. Give clear statements identifying the scope of restoration on each parcel are requested.

2. More clearly link the work elements to the objectives to the subbasin plans.

3. Provide Time lines for proposed work should be included in a response.

4. Please report biological results or the response of wildlife to previous project activities.

5. Describe how relevant data on big game and upland birds will be collected in the future and how data collected in the past will be used in relation to the new data anticipated. 

6. Clarify how monitoring of road decommissioning success and work at McCoy Lake will be accomplished.

1. Technical Justification, Program Significance and Consistency, and Project Relationships

The explanation of the major units – Blue Creek, Cottonwood, Fox Creek, McCoy Lake Watershed Wildlife Mitigation Area, Tshinikan Creek, and Wellpinit Mountain/Peaks, and how they contribute to enhancing wildlife species within and adjacent to Spokane Tribal lands is worthwhile. Given the size of some of these units, it is hard to understand how the BPA-funded acquisitions have lead to securing the ecological function of the whole. For example, the Wellpinit Mountain WMA is 29,000 acres, and BPA supported a 1,352 acre acquisition. A response is requested to explain how the addition of 1,352 secured acres enhanced the remainder of the 29,000. The explanation of what needs to be improved on each parcel does not effectively communicate the scope of restoration required. Clear statements identifying the scope of restoration on each parcel are requested.

Technical justification for the work that is conducted on wildlife mitigation lands is lacking in the proposal. The unstated assumption is that the activities: "fencing, noxious & invasive plant control; access road management; site clean-up; water development; forest management; and some small scale agricultural activities" will enhance and maintain wildlife habitat so that wildlife species will benefit. Evidence that these activities have benefited species of wildlife and plants of interest is lacking. It is not possible to conclude that the most appropriate work elements are being prioritized and sequenced to meet the overall goals. 

2. Project History and Results

The project history is effectively summarized. However, results are presented as tasks accomplished such as miles of fence built or removed, acres of weeds treated, and miles of decommissioned roads. To communicate what is needed to the BPA, the Council, and the ISRP, there should be a citation to an assessment and a quantitative description of the problem. For example, “Joe Doe (2007) identified that unauthorized cattle grazing reduced the forage for white-tail deer by 30%; consequently, 8 miles of fencing along ridge JKL is needed to exclude trespassing livestock.” The proposal does not report biological results or the response of wildlife to project activities.

3. Objectives, Work Elements, and Methods

The objectives are clearly identified as objectives in subbasin plans. Work elements are clearly identified but are not linked to objectives. The unstated assumption appears to be that if the work elements are completed the wildlife will respond as desired. Some work elements will take many years to complete (e.g., 15 miles of road to decommission at 1 mile per year). Methods appear to be appropriate for the work elements. However, it is not clear how they are going to be sequenced through time to meet the objectives for any specific parcel. Timelines for proposed work should be included in a response.

4. M&E

In an earlier review the ISRP was concerned that the project may cease to collect relevant data on big game and upland birds (target species of management) leaving only point counts as data for evaluation. As a result of UWMEP activities, further details on future accomplishments of this project, in terms of benefit to wildlife, should be available and should be included in future proposals. At this time a response is requested to describe how relevant data on big game and upland birds will be collected in the future and how data collected in the past will be used in relation to the new data anticipated. A response is needed to clarify how monitoring of road decommissioning success and work at McCoy Lake will be accomplished.

Mountain Columbia

 XE "200201100" 200201100 - Kootenai Floodplain Operational Loss Assessment, Protection, Mitigation, and Rehabilitation.

Sponsor: Kootenai Tribe of Idaho

Province: Mountain Columbia   Subbasin: Kootenai

Budgets: FY10: $1,279,412   FY11: $1,291,473   FY12: $2,295,872   

Short description: Produce an Operational Loss Assessment Tool to estimate aquatic, riparian and associated terrestrial ecological losses due to Libby Dam operations in the Kootenai River floodplain and is applicable to other post-development large river-floodplain systems.

ISRP final recommendation: Meets Scientific Review Criteria

Final comment:
Development and validation of the Operational Loss Assessment tool are technically and scientifically justified. Although long and detailed, this is an outstanding proposal that continues to model how research can be usefully integrated into more immediate program goals. This project is not only benefiting the subbasin but the Program overall by demonstrating what could be achieved elsewhere in terms of interdisciplinary value, program integration, and community involvement, all to benefit fish and wildlife.

There is an excellent discussion of problems with HSI/HEP relative to interactions and subjective assessment of variables. This promises a more usable model for accounting and effectiveness monitoring based on current science, as a future alternative to HEP. This model might be considered for adaptation/application in the Willamette Valley where HEP has been particularly problematic and similar regional integration exists.

1. Technical Justification, Program Significance and Consistency, and Project Relationships

The development of a process to determine habitat and wildlife resource losses related to dam operations is a very worthwhile objective, and the approach being used by the sponsors is technically sound. Success in developing a tool that can be applied at other locations in the Columbia Basin will make a significant contribution to the region. The clear relationship to the subbasin plan, degree of integration with other regional efforts and Program-funded projects is exemplary. Continuing community involvement following subbasin planning is a wise investment. Table D-1 concisely demonstrates relationships among projects. In some ways it seems to be premature to request funding for property acquisition and restoration projects before the Operational Loss Assessment (OLA) methodology has been completed. 

2. Project History and Results

The project history is thoroughly described, and it is evident that significant progress has been made towards developing a comprehensive Operational Loss Assessment tool. They have assembled a 17-member research design and review team, started avian point counts; evaluated hydrologic data before and after the dam; continued avian and invertebrate point counts; used remote sensing land classifications; validated avian data 2002-2007; assessed sampling design and intensity; evaluated vegetation hydraulic model; and assessed sample size and power of invertebrate sampling in 2008. Publications and presentations are useful results that add scientific credibility. The timeline makes flow from history to future clear.

3. Objectives, Work Elements, and Methods

The project has four phases: (1) operational loss assessment, (2) habitat and population protection, (3) mitigation, and (4) restoration. It is currently in phase 1 with objectives to collect and refine monitoring data based upon statistical needs, to document methodologies and analyses, to develop an Operational Loss Framework Manual in 2010- 2012, and to develop an Index of Ecological Integrity.

The objectives, work elements, and methods for development of the OLA process appear to be appropriate. Assessing sample size and power of data collection protocols add rigor and credibility to the data and their use in model development. The centralized database is an advantage. References cite current efforts of project participants and others active in the fields of science involved. 

There were several work elements for which additional information would be useful. The method by which the avian and invertebrate IBIs will be combined into a terrestrial IBI was not fully explained. Similarly, the method by which the IHA, IFA, IVA, T-IBI, A-IBI and any other information sources will be combined into an overall IEA was only described briefly. The pie-chart diagrams used to display the deviation from historical function for the IFA are one possible method for combining metrics into an IEA. This would indicate which components were most severely degraded but how would this be interpreted in terms of establishing restoration priorities? More description of possible approaches to developing the IEA would provide a better idea how difficult this final step is likely to be. 

Validation of many model parts will be occurring during 2010 and 2011. Therefore, determination of the value of this approach for informing restoration planning processes will not be complete until late 2011 or 2012. Is there a plan for external review of results at this point? 

4. M&E

The OLA development is essentially a research effort. A large proportion of the proposal could be considered as RM&E, and most of these elements are very well done. The model development and database are a foundation for future M&E. A comprehensive M&E plan will be developed as a part of the restoration plan that will be based on OLA results. Evaluation of the M&E approach in the restoration plan cannot occur until that time.

Middle Snake

 XE "199505701" 199505701 - S Idaho Wildlife Mitigation

Sponsor: Idaho Department of Fish & Game

Province: Middle Snake   Subbasin: Boise

Budgets: FY10: $1,986,188   FY11: $1,990,496   FY12: $1,995,022   

Short description: This is for on-going coordination within the Council's CBF&W Program; HU acquisition, and for on-going annual operation, maintenance, and monitoring for the Boise River (Kruger & Smith) properties

ISRP final recommendation: Does Not Meet Scientific Review Criteria

Final comment:
See response to 199505700. Ideally, this proposal should be rewritten emphasizing project and site specific conditions, plans, actions, and results. In its current form the biological objectives are too vague to meet the standard established for the Fish and Wildlife Program. Quoting program documents and other general material provides an insufficient basis for the ISRP to evaluate the scientific merit of this project. Most of this response is excerpts from previous documents, rather than any interpretation of project efforts to date. No adaptive management is reflected, no innovations or changes are proposed, and yet there is no monitoring evidence that current management is successful in achieving even the broad, vague project goals. This proposal process and response loop have provided the sponsors an opportunity to evaluate the project and build upon past experiences, but the sponsors have not taken this opportunity or the advice from the ISRP intended to assist in strengthening the scientific foundation of the project and assisting in its success

In the technical and scientific justification, quoting program documents and the subbasin plan does not justify specific actions to be taken on these specific properties. For example, what is the science behind passive management? What does your monitoring tell you about the success of this strategy to date on these parcels?

Project history refers to the specific project, not the general program.

Project relationships: who are the other government and NGO partners and what is the nature of the collaboration? Cost sharing, collaborative planning, in-kind, grants?
Objectives are meant to be site-specific, not programmatic. Quoting the Fish and Wildlife Program is not sufficient, but describing the detailed actions you plan to contribute to fulfilling those objectives through your management of specific properties would be helpful. "For each BPA-funded wildlife mitigation project, site-specific management objectives will be identified and incorporated in the project's M&E plan." Invasive species management results should be monitored and reported within the context of an Integrated Pest Management plan. The issue of an acquisition strategy is only obliquely addressed.

Earlier management plans and reports suggest a monitoring plan will be developed in the future. The current proposal budgets $1000 for this, which suggests that minimal action is contemplated. If the sponsors have no intention to monitor, then they should make that explicit and explain why. There could be some acceptable reason for this decision, although even "passive management" can have unexpected results and justify some degree of monitoring. The Rice Management Plan and both subsequent annual reports refer to monitoring and report bird data, but present no actual weed or vegetation data. Each document suggests this will be done, but when? Will there be a more comprehensive M&E plan? Have any project reports been produced for the Krueger parcel? Has this plan ever been updated since 2001? The Boise River Plan is new and very specific regarding management targets to be evaluated by monitoring, but the plan specifies no procedures. Assuming the sponsor uses Unnasch et al., how will this be accomplished with a $4000/yr budget for all parcels?

Preliminary comment (response request):
With a few changes, this is the same proposal as 199505700 with all the same responses needed. The exception is that this proposal does not include any information on how acquisition priorities, if they exist, were formulated. This should be added. Not enough information is provided on the properties. Details of the acquisition, site features, connections to adjacent properties, and expected actions and goals must be included in the response. The sponsors need to address M&E with a plan and summary of past work.

 XE "199505703" 199505703 - Southern Idaho Wildlife Mitigation

Sponsor: Shoshone Paiute Tribes

Province: Middle Snake   Subbasin: Owyhee

Budgets: FY10: $2,675,850   FY11: $2,758,682   FY12: $2,777,468   

Short description: The Shoshone-Paiute Tribes propose to protect, enhance/restore and maintain native habitats through land acquisition in the Middle Snake Province as mitigation for the construction of Anderson Ranch, Deadwood, and Black Canyon hydroelectric project

ISRP final recommendation: Meets Scientific Review Criteria (Qualified)

Final comment:
This project is worthwhile; the purchase would link a considerable stretch of riparian area in shrub-steppe habitat. The qualification – the question of future grazing on the lands, and on the Wilson Ranch needs to be addressed. Proper management of grazing (if permitted) is important to the ability to restore the ecosystem. How and when will decisions on this be addressed? If the acquisition goal is fish and wildlife benefits, the land-use plan needs to be consistent with this.

1. Technical justification, program significance and consistency, and project relationships:

These sections are reasonable and appropriate given that no program lands are currently managed. This project attempts to provide out-of-place and out-of-kind mitigation for hydro impacts from dams in the Boise and Payette River drainages. The project proposes to acquire the Wilson Ranch property that includes about 75% of the Owyhee River riparian and floodplain corridor below Wild Horse Dam in Nevada. 

The Owyhee River is home to native redband trout, and the riparian corridor is likely an important wildlife habitat, particularly for migrating and breeding birds. Having the opportunity to aggregate these lands into a conservation-directed management scheme would likely yield significant local and regional benefits. 

2. Project History and Results

The sponsors are commended for their persistence in pursuing this project in spite of external obstacles. Some mention of the issue of potential pollution from upstream sources is needed in the proposal, as these effects could compromise expected biological benefits from habitat and management improvements (copper may be a problem from mining). 

3. Objectives, work elements, and methods

This section is organizationally confusing, skipping from acquisition to management and back again. Until lands are acquired and management planning is complete, how can it be known if, or what fencing or other restoration activities will be needed?  This section of the proposal focuses on aspects of acquisition and has yet to define more specific biological and conservation work elements and objectives, much less specific methods. However, all the acquisition pieces are in here somewhere and are presented credibly. The parcel identification and prioritization work element is particularly well thought out and presented.

4. M&E

This section is not well-developed and will require additional details from the sponsor to provide more specific biological objectives (and work elements) in order to specify appropriate M&E metrics and methods. We recognize that it is difficult for the sponsors to plan M&E for future parcels; however, there is concern that HEP may be being confused with biological monitoring. As the project moves forward with acquisitions and management planning, this should be clarified.

Beyond the need to mitigate and the Tribes' approach to identifying parcels, this project is not yet at a point where scientific criteria are key. As acquisition and management planning proceeds, there will be more need for evaluation of scientific merit. The general information presented here suggests that the sponsors will be able to provide all the necessary information and expertise as it is needed.

 XE "200000900" 200000900 - Logan Valley Wildlife Mitigation Project

Sponsor: Burns Paiute Tribe

Province: Middle Snake   Subbasin: Malheur

Budgets: FY10: $150,511   FY11: $154,274   FY12: $158,131   

Short description: Logan Valley Wildlife Mitigation Site is an ongoing project allowing the Tribe to manage 1760 acres of wet meadow, wetland, forest and sagebrush steppe habitats at the headwaters of the Malheur River while addressing multiple goals for fish and wildlife.

ISRP final recommendation: Meets Scientific Review Criteria

Final comment:
The project is well described, justified, described, planned, and documented. The location of this project makes it likely that fish and wildlife will benefit from the actions taken. The monitoring and evaluation plan is good. The sponsors are encouraged to effectively summarize their quantitative and qualitative results to provide further evidence of the value of the project. The long-term grazing allotment and grazing issues will be important issues affecting the landscape. Institutional policy decisions concerning grazing should be clearly articulated.

1. Technical Justification, Program Significance and Consistency, and Project Relationships

The technical justification of the project is written clearly and is compelling. This ongoing work is in a good geographic position to improve water and riparian conditions downstream as well as in the immediate area. The logical need for the project is clearly explained. The restoration activities are likely to benefit several fish and wildlife species. The proposal identifies the importance of the project to the Malheur subbasin. Focal species were identified and related to both the Malheur subbasin plan and to ODFW's wildlife species of concern. Relationships to other restoration efforts in the region were given in general terms. 

2. Project History and Results

The history of the project is clearly reported and provides context that includes cultural justification to complement the biological justification. Partial results from 2006-2008 are presented in the proposal, but the short time series and lack of effective interpretation make evaluation of project success difficult. It would have been helpful to include monitoring data, even though preliminary, on upland and riparian vegetative recovery since grazing exclusion.

3. Objectives, Work Elements, and Methods

The objectives, work elements, and methods are described in a coherent manner. Several work elements involving alternative strategies are used to address the same objective. It is likely that such a strategy will result in useful information to share with others concerning successes and lessons learned. A map of the area showing where different actions would occur (fencing, controlled burning, and noxious weed control) for each biological objective would help. In general the work description and methods were adequately detailed.

4. M&E

Similar to the ISRP FY 2007-09 review, the monitoring and evaluation includes vegetative monitoring through four different methods: photo monitoring, noxious weed monitoring, HEP and forest inventory monitoring. The sponsors note that HEP provides an additional source of information that can be used to assess vegetative changes specifically for the focal species used in the baseline HEP, even though the ISRP does not recommend HEP as a monitoring tool. We note once again that field observations complement photography in understanding mechanisms involved and in developing any needed modifications or replicating success. More information should have been provided on how the data would be analyzed and archived.

 XE "200002700" 200002700 - Malheur River Wildlife Mitigation Project

Sponsor: Burns Paiute Tribe

Province: Middle Snake   Subbasin: Malheur

Budgets: FY10: $332,722   FY11: $341,040   FY12: $349,566   

Short description: Malheur River Wildlife Mitigation Site is an ongoing project allowing the Tribe to manage 6385 deeded acres of wet meadow, wetland and sagebrush steppe habitats along the Malheur River while addressing multiple goals for fish, wildlife and tribal members.

ISRP final recommendation: Meets Scientific Review Criteria (Qualified)

Final comment:
The sponsors have provided most of the detail to support approval of the scientific merit of the proposal. The material provides a better understanding of the management objectives of the Burns Paiute Tribe for this land parcel. Consistency in staffing will contribute to effective adaptive management in this challenging environment. The ISRP qualifies the recommendation with the suggestion that in two to three years there is a review of monitoring progress. 
For the most part, the response was helpful in framing the various work elements. One answer that is lacking is to the question concerning what proportion of funds is for O&M and what is for future acquisition.

The four-year rotation is an excellent plan, but it is also important to consider when in the year grazing occurs and for how long. To shift plant populations and create patchiness with grazing will probably result in overuse of key perennial forage species and may also be detrimental to livestock gain. If possible, yearlings would do a better job of this than pairs. Small burns could give these same results faster. With off-stream water and salt, most cattle should be discouraged from loafing in riparian areas unless the weather is hot and this is the only shade.

Wet meadows and hayfields would be easier and less costly to manage if they are in native grasses that do not require regular haying or periodic replanting. Grazing will keep these plants in a vegetative stage that produces good quality winter forage.

Vegetation data taken during the HEP survey can be statistically analyzed independently from the HEP analysis and used to monitor vegetation changes, if enough sites are sampled and they are measured more frequently than the five-year HEP interval. Line intercepts and plots are preferred over step point sampling for less common species. These are quick methods amenable to statistical analysis, as is the ISRP recommendation for more photo-points that could be accomplished with very minor budget increases. 
The ISRP suggests that a review occurs in the next two to three years to evaluate monitoring progress.

Preliminary comment (response request):
The project has good potential for benefiting fish and wildlife but does not adequately describe activities or present a convincing case that objectives can be accomplished. The relationship between O&M and acquisition should be stated. The response should better organize objectives and justify and explain work element and methods. Using livestock grazing and haying to improve fish and wildlife habitat should be explained in more detail. Monitoring efforts are commendable, although some suggestions are offered below. Lessons learned from events such as “failed” seedings should be related, so that others might benefit from your experience. The ISRP requests a response that includes more data summaries and descriptions of activities to evaluate mitigation activities (e.g., weed management). HEP is appropriate for crediting, but the science is outdated for effectiveness monitoring. Metrics for M&E should be provided and justified in a response.

1. Technical Justification, Program Significance and Consistency, and Project Relationships

As noted in a previous review, the logic for the project is that multiple fish and wildlife species could benefit from these restoration activities. The proposal includes cultural justification that complements the biological justification. The project has good potential for benefiting fish and wildlife but does not adequately describe activities or present a convincing case that objectives can be accomplished. A response that better justifies work elements and monitoring and evaluation is needed. More details are provided below.

The proposal states that this is an ongoing project to manage 6385 deeded acres of various habitats along the Malheur River. Later the proposal states that this is an acquisition project. The sponsors should clearly state what type of project is proposed and if both, make that connection obvious. 

2. Project History and Results

The proposal provides an interesting chronological history summarizing work activities and cost for the restoration actions that have taken place over the last eight years. The results are explained in qualitative terms. It would be helpful to explain which efforts have been perceived as most successful and why, and which have required the most maintenance or adaptive management. It was useful to see the results of the 2006-2008 wildlife surveys, although there are insufficient results yet to be able to determine whether the restoration actions are having the desired effects. Evaluations of lessons learned from past events such as plantings failing, haying not completed, and no amphibians trapped despite activities such as irrigating to keep wetlands full, should be provided.

Some objectives are repeated in number or in repeated wording. It is not clear that using salt to attract cattle away from riparian areas without fences will be adequate to protect the riparian habitat. Opportunities for off-stream watering should be explored. Using livestock grazing and haying as management tools where the goal is to improve fish and wildlife habitat should be explained in more detail in a response. Establishment of a long-term grazing policy as part of a management plan should be a priority. 

It was not clear why only nine photopoints were selected for long-term photo documentation of stream and riparian condition. Justification should be provided in a response. The 5-year aquatic habitat surveys in "critical streams" and 10-year surveys in secondary priority streams are probably too infrequent to document restoration-associated changes. The ISRP recommends at least 3-year survey intervals or more frequent surveys in case a large natural disturbance event (wildfire, flood, or multi-year drought) occurs. The annual temperature monitoring and fish survey plans appear adequate. The wildlife surveys, also conducted yearly, are well described, and project personnel are qualified for the work. We applaud the use of the Weed Information Management System as part of the weed control activity.

The ISRP discourages use of HEP to determine vegetation trends or to evaluate if habitat needs of each target species are improving. HEP is appropriate for crediting, but the science is outdated for effectiveness monitoring. Metrics for M&E should be provided and justified in a response.

Upper Snake

 XE "199505700" 199505700 - S Idaho Wildlife Mitigation

Sponsor: Idaho Department of Fish & Game

Province: Upper Snake   Subbasin: Snake Upper

Budgets: FY10: $2,604,388   FY11: $2,386,217   FY12: $2,421,776   

Short description: This is for on-going coordination within the Council's CBF&W Program; and for operation, maintenance, monitoring and evaluation at wildlife mitigation properties previously acquired with BPA funding, for the Southern Idaho Wildlife Mitigation project.

ISRP final recommendation: Does Not Meet Scientific Review Criteria

Final comment:
The sponsors provided much material in their response, but the ISRP’s concerns were largely unaddressed. To bolster scientific and technical justification, the sponsors provided tables of HUs and a few general comments, but this was inadequate scientific or technical justification for the actions proposed.

What monitoring and evaluation has actually taken place other than HEP?  The use of HEP does not substitute for effectiveness monitoring. One of the objectives of the Columbia River Basin Fish and Wildlife program is to monitor and evaluate habitat and species responses to mitigation actions. In the sponsor response there is ample acknowledgement that M&E should be conducted, and plans for monitoring in general are included.  However, data and summaries of actual monitoring and evaluation are still lacking.

Attaching management plans and annual reports is useful, but reviewers spent fruitless hours rummaging through these looking for information missing from the proposal. The narrative refers reviewers to the annual reports for monitoring data and analyses, but neither are included in the reports and the reports refer only to Deer Parks. What is the status of monitoring on the other units? The Deer Parks management plan shows what data are supposed to be collected, but the appended monitoring plan is undated and there is no indication it has been used. In lieu of monitoring results, observations or conclusions are offered without any data to support them. The monitoring outlined in the management plan differs from what is in this proposal. Both, however, include HEP as effectiveness monitoring. Once parcels have been acquired and management plans put into place, more specific monitoring and adaptive management should occur than is included in or supported by HEP. Annual reports from 2006-2008 document numerous activities including sharecropping, weed control and facilities upgrades. When did, or will the first round of vegetation monitoring occur? This is what will tell us about the success of these habitat activities. Likewise, year to year comparisons of wildlife data will eventually provide some insight into the success of habitat manipulations. 

Neither objectives, nor work elements have been put into quantifiable terms. For example, how many acres do you plan to treat for weeds? How many acres do you plan to plant with native vegetation? Quoting the Fish and Wildlife Program objectives is not sufficient. The individual projects are intended to operationalize the Program, and hence must be more detailed so that it can be seen what contribution to Program goals can be expected from individual projects. Without measures, how would you ever know if you had been successful and were fully mitigated, or if your efforts failed? 

Most earlier comments on this proposal are repeated below as most still apply. 
Preliminary comment (response request):
These are partially edited from the preliminary review. 

A simple response to ISRP concerns will not be sufficient. A rewritten proposal is needed. We suggest the sponsor take a look at the Pine Creek Wildlife Proposal as a model. As written, this proposal is very general and does not follow the narrative instructions. There is not enough specific information to evaluate the scientific merit of the project. There is no indication of biological results from the prior 13 years. Management plans for parcels in addition to Deer Parks are important because activities on 8 separate parcels are lumped together. References include nothing more recent than 2003.

1. Technical Justification, Program Significance and Consistency, and Project Relationships

It appears the sponsors did not look at the narrative instructions. The technical and scientific background section lacks technical or scientific information. The project relationships section does address subbasin plans and other programs in general terms, but does not provide any specificity regarding future project activities.

2. Project History and Results

Except for a section on acquisition priority formulation, there is nothing more detailed than acres and HUs. What enhancements have been accomplished? Monitoring is mentioned, but are there any results? Has there been any adaptive management based in prior years' activity? This section includes very little of what was requested.

3. Objectives, Work Elements, and Methods

Objectives are not in a measurable form. For example, how many acres or HUs do they anticipate acquiring in what priority habitats or areas? Are they actively seeking lands and if they are, how?

4. M&E

It sounds as if monitoring is all in the future. Has there been monitoring yet? Adaptive management section is also very unclear. When will the data be evaluated and by whom? Has there been any M&E, and if so, what are the results?

 XE "199505702" 199505702 - Southern Idaho Wildlife Mitigation

Sponsor: Shoshone-Bannock Tribes

Province: Upper Snake   Subbasin: Snake Upper

Budgets: FY10: $380,000   FY11: $380,000   FY12: $430,000   

Short description: Shoshone-Bannock Tribes on-going  Southern Idaho Wildlife Mitigation project. Part of the CBF&W Program; and for operations and maintenance activities and habitat restoration/enhancement on Soda Springs Hills and Rudeen Ranch mitigation project

ISRP final recommendation: Meets Scientific Review Criteria (Qualified)

Final comment:
This is a substantial improvement from the 2007 proposal. Completion of management plans and selection of implementation methods will provide a stronger base for future program evaluation. Acquisitions and management planning are scientifically justified, but future O&M is not justified until management plans are complete and linked to M&E. This is the qualification on this proposal. The M&E should consist of effectiveness monitoring tools. HEP is suitable for crediting, but not scientifically credible for monitoring. It is important to use population monitoring to validate the results of habitat work. Results from ongoing projects like this one should summarize results to date in the proposals. It would have been informative to have seen the deer radio telemetry results and ruffed grouse point counts summarized. Similarly, there is a need to summarize baseline information.

1. Technical justification, program significance and consistency, and project relationships:

The response is adequate, although these sections and abstract include more administrative history than is really needed. Section B includes details of losses, but no scientific approach to mitigation – just acres and HUs. Much of the information that might have been here is in the detailed project history that follows.

2. Project History and Results

This section provides significant insight into how the sponsors are envisioning and implementing the project. Results to date are acquisitions and acquisitions in process, with clear priorities guiding those decisions. Results of O&M to date are not detailed. Management plans are being developed, as is a monitoring strategy.

3. Objectives, work elements, and methods

The form version of this seems to lack order and there are work elements orphaned from any objective. Objectives need to be put into quantifiable terms and linked to work elements. The narrative clarifies the technical work elements, but not those related to coordination and compliance. These sections need to be better coordinated. Not many methods are cited except for monitoring.

4. M&E

General M&E plans are presented, and the overall emphasis on adaptive management seems genuine. Of particular note is formulation of desired future conditions as a point of reference for monitoring and adaptive management. This is too often lacking; nevertheless, more details are needed on the proposed use of adaptive management and how this will fit into M&E. There should be a link to the monitoring protocols referenced, as was requested. It is possible to believe the sponsors consider HEP as a monitoring method; thus, the role of HEP, as distinct from biological monitoring, should be clarified.
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