ISRP Comment/Question Proposal strengths lie in the efforts of previous segments that constructed the various habitat improvement structures. However, the proposal still did not reference studies critical of the use of in-stream structures. (see Kauffman and Beschta, OSU;  ISRP’s FY99 report Appendix A, page 37).

Response: This report (which was not a study, but a report on a one-day site visit by Kaufman and Beschta) was referenced twice in the proposal; however, in one instance, the authors’ names were inadvertently omitted.  The project has taken into consideration much of what Kaufman and Beschta discussed during the site visit, as well as in the above-mentioned report.  Because of their concerns, this project has not installed any instream fish habitat structures since that report was written.  The project's implementation efforts since that time have centered on riparian fencing, providing off-stream watering sites for livestock, and working with the Soil and Water Conservation District and the Fifteenmile Creek Watershed Council to improve riparian areas and upland areas.  At this time, the Fifteenmile Creek Habitat Restoration Project is primarily an operation and maintenance project, not an implementation project.  The Project is bound by 15-year lease agreements with private landowners to maintain the habitat treatment measures that were implemented on their property under this project.

ISRP Comment/Question: The proposal did not give a clear explanation of how a watershed assessment or comprehensive habitat survey within the subbasin was used to prioritize restoration efforts.
Response:  This was an inadvertent omission and failure by the author to clearly articulate how these plans were used in the implementation phase of the Fifteenmile Creek Habitat Restoration Project.  In the Fifteenmile Creek Implementation Plan authored in 1986 by the Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife, USDA Forest Service, and the Confederated Tribes of the Warm Springs Indian Reservation of Oregon.  The factors limiting production within the Fifteenmile Creek Basin were clearly outlined.  The primary limiting factors for winter steelhead in Fifteenmile Creek were found to be downstream and upstream passage problems at unscreened irrigation diversions; lack of summer rearing habitat due to high summer water temperatures; and lack of rearing pools since the channelization work following the 1964 flood.  The Fifteenmile Creek Implementation Plan has been used as a guide for the implementation of habitat treatment measures that address these limiting factors.  These measures included installing fish ladders at large irrigation diversions and screening of irrigation ditches and pumps; fencing to restore streamside vegetation and placement of instream habitat structures to provide rearing pools for juvenile steelhead.  Other planning documents used in the implementation phase of the Fifteenmile Creek Project were the Fifteenmile Creek Subbasin Plan  (September 1990); the Fifteenmile Creek Watershed Action Plan (July 1997), CRITFC; 1996 Wy-Kan-Ush-Mi-Wa-Kish-Wit; and The Columbia River Anadromous Fish Restoration Plan of The Nez Perce, Umatilla, Warm Springs, and the Yakama Tribes.

ISRP Comment/Question: The estimated improvement in smolt production was not adequately justified and seemed overly optimistic, especially because the assumed current smolt production potential is a lot more than the estimate given in proposal 9304001.
Response: The reason for the differences in the estimate in smolt production from the proposal for project #9304000 and proposal #9304001 is easily explained.  In proposal 9304001, the estimate given was for out-migrating smolts for that year.  In proposal 9304000, the estimate given was the estimated carrying capacity of the Fifteenmile Basin after the implementation phase of the Fifteenmile Creek Habitat Restoration Project. 

ISRP Comment/Question: The objective to identify limiting factors (objective 2) – monitor stream temperatures and provide photo documentation – is monitoring, not limiting factor analysis.
Response: This was an error on the author’s part. The goal of Objective 2 was to provide monitoring of completed habitat treatment measures within the Fifteenmile Creek Basin, not to identify environmental factors limiting production of winter steelhead within the Fifteenmile Basin. The environmental factors limiting production were identified in the implementation plan and other planning documents.  The author apologizes for any confusion this may have caused the readers.

ISRP Comment/Question: The authors will document the number of fish screens installed, habitat work done, etc. but what has this done for the fish?
Response: To date, there have been approximately 100 fish protection screens installed within the Fifteenmile Creek basin. This number represents both gravity and pump intakes.  At this time, the sponsors are unable to provide any data as to the number of fish saved by these screens; however, it is assumed that by keeping fish in the stream, they will have a better chance of survival.  Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife intends to submit a FY2001 proposal to trap fish at each of the gravity diversions. All of the currently installed gravity fish screens in the Fifteenmile Basin are equipped with live trap wells; however, funds have not been available to conduct this work.

The Fifteenmile Creek Habitat Restoration Project has installed approximately 100 miles of riparian protection fence protecting 50 miles of stream.  In addition to riparian protection fencing, the project has also installed approximately 1,000 instream fish habitat structures of various types.  While it is difficult to quantify the benefits that have occurred for fish and wildlife as a result of the completed riparian and instream work in the basin, it is apparent in project photo-points that riparian vegetation has been greatly increased and many areas have developed complete canopy closure over the stream.  The Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife intends to submit an FY2001 proposal (probably in conjunction with Project #9304001) to monitor the effects of habitat treatment measures completed in the Fifteenmile Creek Basin

ISRP Comment/Question: Other weaknesses lie in the level of expense and the argument centered around whose responsibility is the maintenance of those same structures.
Response: Currently, the Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife has 83 signed fifteen-year lease agreements with private landowners throughout the Fifteenmile Creek Basin.  These leases are legal documents and are an encumbrance on the title of the property at the Wasco County Court house.  The leases contain 15-year maintenance agreements in which ODFW agreed to provide all maintenance of riparian protection fences and instream structures.  In 1986, when the majority of these lease agreements were signed, agreeing to maintenance of the improvements was the only way that many landowners would agree to the improvements.  It was also at the insistence of BPA that long-term agreements be signed with the landowners.  At the start of the project, BPA insisted on 99-year lease agreements in which the project would be responsible for maintenance of improvements.  After concern from the landowners, the term of the lease was reduced to 15 years.  Cancellation of these lease agreements before the expiration date would increase the risk of losing landowner cooperation; however, any new agreements the project enters into in the future will require the landowner to take responsibility for the maintenance of habitat improvements.  This approach has become possible in recent years as landowners have viewed successful habitat projects on neighboring properties.

ISRP Comment/Question: The need for continuing the work is explained, but the budget is staggering for what the authors propose to do.
Response: To maintain 100 miles of riparian protection fence, including some 150 livestock watering locations, approximately 1,000 instream habitat structures, and six off-site solar powered water developments, and perform needed monitoring activities is not without expense.  The proposed budget is similar to other fish habitat restoration projects in the Northwest.  When reviewing the budget for this project it is important to consider the amount of riparian fence that is being maintained and especially the high number of stream crossings.  This project is somewhat unique compared to other Central and Eastern Oregon projects in that there are many more landowners per mile of stream.  As an example, the Trout Creek Project has leases with 21 landowners maintaining fence protecting approximately 70 miles of stream.  The Fifteenmile Creek Project currently has 83 landowner leases protecting approximately 53 miles of stream.  This greater density of land ownership requires many more stream crossings and many extra livestock water gaps or off-stream water developments.

ISRP Comment/Question: The validity of the warning in boldface type as to the dire consequences of failing to fund this proposal is unclear.  How much of the doomsday scenario is true?
Response:  The boldface type was meant only to bring attention to the reviewers of what could be lost or compromised if the project were not funded.  There have been examples during previous years when O & M funding was inadequate to properly maintain riparian fences when a few cows in an enclosed riparian area for a week have set back the vegetative recovery of streambanks by 3-5 years.

