Response to ISRP’s Draft Comments for:

Project # 199705600, Lower Klickitat Riparian and In-Channel Habitat Enhancement

October 19, 2000

1.
Fundable only if response adequately addresses ISRP’s concerns, specifically, costs are specified and expected benefits are projected.  Proposal provides little information on what will be done with the requested funds.  

A more detailed presentation of costs and tasks is provided in the attached table with refined objectives.  Expected benefits from work planned for FY01 include: increased channel stability on the Little Klickitat River between river miles 11 and 12, reduced fine sediment introduced from agricultural fields in the Little Klickitat watershed, exclusion of livestock from ½ mile of stream on the Little Klickitat, habitat restoration on ¼ mile of Swale Creek, and fish passage along Snyder Creek above the Klickitat Mill. 

2.
The objectives stated are very general and there was not indication about how priority activities would be determined.

Refined objectives are presented in the attached tables.

Habitat prioritization criteria are under development.  Priorities are assigned to projects that address sites where the potential to destabilize or otherwise adversely affect upstream and/or downstream locations exists (e.g. headcuts, sediment sources, etc.)  Conceptually, some limiting factors will cause certain projects to rank higher than others, such as 1) known locations of channel instability (with an emphasis placed on vertical instability, i.e. headcuts), 2) stream segments where anadromous production is adversely affected by one or more limiting factors (e.g. fine sediment, high water temperatures, etc.), and 3) documented passage obstruction where suitable habitat exists upstream.    Once EDT analysis has been completed, it can be used to identify stream reaches limiting production and prioritize restoration work at the reach level.  On the ground investigation can further refine (spatially) below reach level.
3.
Proposal does not offer a rationale for how the particular restoration activities were identified.

Sites identified for restoration activities in FY01 were identified based on one or more of the following: 1) documented passage obstruction where suitable habitat exists upstream, 2) known locations of channel instability (with an emphasis placed on vertical instability, i.e. headcuts), and 3) stream segments where one or more limiting factors (e.g. fine sediment, high water temperatures, etc.) is believed to limit anadromous production.  Non-site specific activities such as cost-sharing for no-till agricultural practices are oriented toward reducing fine sediment production and delivery at a watershed level.  
4.
What is the budget based on and how do these M&E costs relate to those in project #199506325?

The budget is based upon tasks outlined in Table 1.  M&E costs are for installation of permanent monitoring transects at sites where restoration activities are scheduled to occur.  Project 199506325 provided a cursory inventory of basin-wide habitat data for development of the EDT model.  It is the responsibility of 199705600 (this project) to fill data gaps and collect subsequent habitat data, specifically as it relates to pre- and post restoration conditions of individual projects.  Supplemental parameters such as riparian vegetation canopy cover and substrate distribution will be collected in addition to standard TFW inventories.  Fish utilization inventories associated of specific restoration activities will be coordinated under YKFP project 199506325.  

5.
There is no information presented on the current stage of progression of existing programs.

Unclear what is meant.  Pages 9-11 of the proposal identify past work associated with this project and benefits to fish.  If the intent of the question is “How do historic and proposed activities fit within a comprehensive project management plan?” such a plan does not currently exist, but is in progress and should be completed by March.
6.
It is difficult to reconcile support ongoing restoration work in the absence of a comprehensive watershed assessment.  If results of prior assessment work are available, then they should be presented to provide a rationale for the ongoing habitat work.  If watershed assessment still needs to be completed then how can specific restoration measures be identified and a budget developed?

Watershed assessment will be conducted using EDT analysis.  However, in the interim sight specific projects have been preformed using a “triage” approach.  These are projects, without immediate attention would continue to manifest into greater problems.  If not addressed immediately the problem would persist, potentially requiring considerably more financial resources to remedy in the future.  

For example, historic accounts indicate that Snyder Creek supported a sizable steelhead run prior to construction of the Klickitat Mill.  Subsequently, steelhead have not been able to access habitat above the mill dam where surveys indicate some of the best habitat in the lower Klickitat exists.  Thus, money spent to restore passage at the mill site has merit.

Sites that are actively downcutting are also a major concern because associated channelization increases bedload transport (and scour) by a given discharge, drawdown of the adjacent riparian water table, and eventually, bank erosion (and more introduction of fine sediment) as the stream attempts to establish a new floodplain.  

Money spent to restore fish passage on historically productive streams and to arrest active downcutting is well spent because, left untreated, those influences continue to negatively affect salmonid populations whether a watershed assessment exists or not.

7.
How will success be determined?

Success will be dependent upon how well limiting factors are resolved.  Since the number and type of LFs differ by watershed in the Klickitat subbasin, measurement of success will be watershed-specific.  For example, excessive sediment production and warm stream temperatures associated with present and historic land management in the contributing watershed limit steelhead production in the lower six miles of the Little Klickitat.  The M&E associated with project 199506325 will monitor habitat use and production of lower reaches as one measure of success.  This project will consider decreased fine sediment, increased riparian vegetation cover, and decreased water temperature as measures of success in the Little Klickitat. 

8.
Limiting factors and priority restoration needs are not defined.

Limiting factors are identified on pages 2-4 of the proposal.  Definitions were not provided because it was assumed the ISRP knows what passage barriers are and understands the consequences of high water temperatures on salmonid survival and reproduction (among other Limiting Factors).  Priority needs were not presented because we are presently developing prioritization criteria that accommodate goals of Wy-Kan-Ush-Mi-Wa-Kish-Wit (Spirit of the Salmon, Tribal Anadromous Fish Restoration Plan) and the Columbia Basin Fish and Wildlife Program.  See question number 2 regarding a more specific prioritization process. 
9.
The use of land acquisition is potentially very important but was not described in detail.

Land acquisition and/or leasing will become an increasingly important conservation tool as pressure from residential development in the Columbia Gorge continues to increase.  While we cannot provide specific mechanisms at this time, we will be developing a plan that incorporates acquisition and leasing as a strategy for protecting habitat and would be funded in FY02 and subsequently.

Planning and Design

	Objective
	Task
	Estimated FY01 Cost

	1. Manage Project Funds to Implement Project Goals and Biological Outcomes
	a. Foster and develop additional community based support.
	2,500

	
	b. Participate in watershed groups and councils.  Develop focus and direction for Klickitat basin aquatic resources.
	7,500

	
	c. Meet with prospective landowners for project participation.
	10,000

	
	d. Solicit additional project funds through various sources for cost-share opportunities.
	2,500

	
	e. Query recently completed Klickitat basin spring chinook and steelhead EDT model and other databases to identify and prioritize restoration actions with benefits.
	15,000

	
	f. Using available information, generate conceptualized plans for in-channel structures, riparian restoration actions, and grazing management plans.
	12,000

	
	g.  Develop sub-contracts with labor force, engineering contractors, and construction contractors to implement planned actions
	2,000

	
	h.  File all necessary permits, and NEPA related documentation.
	3,300

	
	i.  Write periodic progress reports and annual report.
	2,350

	
	
	57,150


Construction and Implementation

	Objective
	Task
	Estimated FY01 Cost

	1. Restore aquatic habitat via in-channel (bio-engineered) structures and bank stabilization.  
	a.  Construct in-channel habitat structures, using existing guidelines with proven contractors.
	90,000

	
	b. Construct streambank stabilization structures, using existing bioengineering protocol with proven contractors
	53,000

	2.  Restore aquatic habitat and reduce water temperatures through enhancement of riparian habitats (exclosures, fencing, plantings). 
	a.  Plant native vegetation in identified locations to promote streambank stablization and canopy shading.
	20,000

	
	b.  Construct riparian fencing to exclude livestock from riparian zone.
	40,000

	
	c.  Construct water gaps or off-channel watering facilities in association with riparian fencing projects.
	8,000

	3.  Restore upland health and function that directly affects aquatic habitat.  
	a.  Collaborate with NRCS officials and landowners to implement Grazing Management Plan.
	1,000

	
	b.  Implement Grazing Management Plan, through use of fencing, alternative lease site cost-share or purchase
	10,368

	
	c. Cost-share with non-till farming demonstration plots in Klickitat County.
	6,000

	4 .  Protect refugia habitat which enhances overall production as identified in EDT model.     


	a.  Investigate land acquisition oppurtunities and potential.  Develop appraisal and lease protooal with BPA.
	1,000

	
	b.  Develop cost-share protocol with Columbia Land Trust
	1,000

	
	c. Develop Habitat Conservation Easements with NRCS officials and landowners.
	1,000

	
	
	231,368


Operation and Maintenance

	Objective
	Task
	Estimated FY01 Cost

	1.  Maintain existing structures in working condition to ensure protection of habitat values
	a.  Conduct fence line surveys.  Note: 50% of Task 1.a, born by SRFB grant to maintain all Klickitat Basin restoration projects.  Repair or replace ineffective structures where necessary.
	8,650

	
	b.  Conduct periodic inspections to assure 80% survival of riparian planting, and restock as needed.
	1,000

	
	
	9,650


Monitoring and Evaluation

	Objective
	Task
	Estimated FY01 Cost

	1. Continue monitoring and evaluation of existing structures and restored areas using standardized protocols to determine Project effectiveness at reaching and maintaining desired habitat values.
	a.  Continue and implement additional standardized vegetation transects within Project locations
	10,000

	
	b.  Continue and implement additional photo documentation points at Project sites.
	3,800

	
	c. Continue and implement additional TFW habitat inventory transects at Project sites.
	0; YKFP in-kind

	
	d.  Continue and implement addtional standarized fisheries inventories (electrofishing or snorkeling) at Project sites.
	0; YKFP in-kind

	2.  Assess Monitoring Information
	a.  Conduct semi-annual M&E reviews
	800

	
	b.  Based on semi-annual M&E review, implement new habitat restoration action to meet project goals
	550

	
	
	15,150


Sub-contractors

	Task
	Sub-Contractor
	Estimated FY01 Cost

	
	
	

	C & I
	Sub-contract for equipment and operator costs for in-channel (1.a) and bank stabilization (1.b). 
	93,000

	
	Passage improvement at Klickitat Mill (in conjunction with Salmon Recovery Grant)
	50,000

	
	Labor Force to conduct Tasks (2.a - 2.c).  Existing contact w/ Northwest Service Academy (NWSA).
	48,000

	O & M
	NWSA labor force, in conjuction with Klickitat County SRFB maintenance crew (in-kind)
	3,000

	
	
	


