RESPONSE TO ISRP COMMENTS OF FY2002 PROPOSALS FOR THE COLUMBIA PLATEAU PROVINCE

PROJECT ID: 198402100

Protect and Enhance Anadromous Fish Habitat in the John Day Subbasin

ISRP COMMENT 1.  Break the proposal into individual components with separate budgets, objectives, time schedule, etc.

The scope of this question will require more dialogue with ISRP.  The two concepts to address this question would be first to separate each project lease and provide specific budget breakdown, objectives, time schedule and monitoring for each project.  This approach is very different from past program direction and may be difficult to accomplish a complete budget because of the overlap in project materials and personnel time.  Sections four through eight of the application  provides task item budgets for planning/design, construction/implementation, opertions/maintenance, and monitoring/evaluation phases.  Is there a desire for more detail in this structure or in addition to?  The second idea is to combine all the existing fence maintenance leases (ongoing projects) and separate from the four newer projects as described on page 11 of the project narrative.  The narrative already describes the new projects including budget amounts. The annual reports and other special reports include specific results of each project that are shared with other agencies, project cooperators and any interested parties.  Detailed project accomplishments such as the Bear Creek and Long Creek sites in FY 00 are incorporated into addressing additional limiting factors on future proposals through successful passive restoration techniques.

The Project Manager can expand the scope of budget presented in the application if ISRP would provide an exact direction for “the components” along with the goal of the task.  We are particularly interested in this question because it links to other ISRP comments of this project proposal.

ISRP COMMENT 2 and 4. The proposal should be able to report biologically measurable results.  The proposer does not provide credible, science based evidence of the biological benefits of the project.  Ensure that data collection procedures are the same and meaningful.

We believe that because of the lag time of habitat recovery using passive approaches, which is favored by the ISRP, that it should be our first priority to measure the physical changes in the stream environment.  The most direct and easily measured results of this program are changes to the physical environment such as riparian vegetation, stream channel morphology, instream habitat diversity, etc. Measurements to monitor changes in physical habitat characteristics are currently collected, summarized and analyzed by this program.  It is only after significant changes in the physical elements of streams and their riparian zones that changes will take place in fish production.

This program primarily uses passive techniques such as riparian livestock exclusion fencing and planting to restore anadromous fish habitat (a revised section 2 is included for more detail).  Monitoring of physical parameters in N.E. Oregon streams over the past 15 years has shown us that most streams begin to show observable changes in features such as channel morphology and instream diversity by the 10th year.  Recovery of woody riparian vegetation begins immediately, but the affects of these changes on other characteristics usually takes longer and is highly influenced by the occurrence of channel forming flows.

Recovery of streams in NE Oregon is a long process and the 15-year span of involvement in these projects by the Fish and Wildlife Program is not adequate time to evaluate biological responses to passive restoration efforts.  Streams and rivers have been changed significantly over the past 150 years and to restore natural, sustainable stream channel/riparian/floodplain function is not a quick fix.  In most cases it will take several decades for the biological merits of the project to be realized.  The region needs to come to grips with the fact that repairing of habitat that has been degraded over the past 150 years will probably not recover to our level of false expectations in 5, 10 or 15 years.

Funding adequate to carry out a full-scale evaluation of all projects has never been provided in the fifteen-year history of this program.  Moreover, adequate funding to accomplish biological evaluation of the projects implemented would likely double the cost.  Under the current funding constraints of the Fish & Wildlife Program it is unlikely that the necessary funds could be acquired and still continue significant efforts to protect and restore anadromous fish habitat.  Compared to gathering statistically significant results for anadromous fish recovery, measurement of the physical environment is very cost effective.

We believe, based on the above reasons that biological evaluation of habitat improvement projects at the project level is an ineffective use of Fish & Wildlife Program funds.  However, a longer-term regionally based evaluation of habitat restoration techniques in various settings is needed, but the restoration implementation projects are generally not designed to conduct research and evaluation.  The staff associated with these projects specializes in the implementation of restoration techniques and most are not research biologists.  

There are currently two projects sponsored by the OSU Department of Fisheries and Wildlife that could begin to address the need for evaluation.  These projects propose to evaluate various kinds of both passive and active restoration techniques in varying settings in NE Oregon.  This is the kind of approach needed for habitat project evaluation.

We do implement some active restoration work such as LWD placement that is intended to result in short term improvements in fish production.  But again, due to the difficulty in conducting evaluation of anadromous fish species we believe it more efficient and effective to approach evaluation of these kinds of projects on a regional level.  Project implementers can effectively track their effectiveness in accomplishing the desired objectives in physical habitat by conducting physical habitat surveys, etc. 

ISRP COMMENT 3.  Monitoring of juvenile and adult chinook should be coordinated with other proposals (Project Nos. 199801600, and potentially 25010 and 25088).
Personnel involved with Project No. 199801600 work closely with ODFW District and Habitat project personnel to prevent duplication of efforts.  Personnel from the Habitat project assist Research personnel with adult spawning surveys located on project reaches of the Middle Fork John Day River and Mainstem John Day River.  Results from Project No. 199801600 are incorporated into annual and monthly reports submitted for Project No. 198402100.  There are plans being developed for Project No. 199801600 to further evaluate chinook spawner to spawner survival rates and begin evaluating steelhead life history and effectiveness of spawning surveys for determining the number of adult steelhead returning to the John Day River.  This research should prove helpful in evaluating the trends in abundance of salmon and steelhead populations in the John Day River basin.  The results of the monitoring and evaluation of spring chinook and steelhead populations can be incorporated into the habitat project.

For a response as to why this habitat project has not completed or is not proposing to conduct comprehensive monitoring and evaluation of juvenile chinook production, see response to ISRP Comment 2 and 4 above.

ISRP COMMENT 5.  Consider replacing this habitat project with personnel to support CREP and CRP contracts with landowners.

Project personnel from this project have taken many years to develop the trust and respect of landowners within Grant and Wheeler counties where most of the higher priority streams are located.  Within the last two years there has been a dramatic increase in the number of landowners requesting participation in this riparian fencing program administered by ODFW, even though the CREP and CRP programs have been available to these same landowners.  Recently, landowners who were originally interested in CREP changed their mind after learning of restrictions and terms of the CREP contracts and later signed fencing leases with the BPA funded ODFW program.

Project personnel have also implemented a less costly program that has started to catch on with landowners within the subbasin.  The project provides the landowner with fencing materials and helps with construction of the fence, but the landowner is responsible for maintenance.  The major difference between these types of projects and the typical project is that the lease is good for 10 years instead of 15 years.

The Umatilla Fish Habitat Improvement Program undertook an across the board approach for enrollment of every lease to CREP.  This involved numerous hours coordinating with NRCS and the landowners to outline program objectives and assist with enrollment (providing maps, soil data, crop history and lease data from lease monitoring).  In many cases some acreages within the lease properties did not qualify because there were too many stems per acre (e.g. recovering habitat).  There was landowner resistance to another governmental program such as CREP when the current BPA lease program is working fine in their opinion.  Liability was expressed as a concern as well as difficulty to enroll “quality habitat” such as those areas in current BPA leases.  Additionally, the BPA monies would still be necessary to cost share as part of the CREP process.

ODFW believes that the proposed project offers the most effective method of placing riparian habitat restoration projects on the ground.

ISRP COMMENT 6.  Explain the incentives for landowners to continue maintenance of fences.  The proposal argues persuasively for 15-year leases and continued maintenance, but there is inadequate information on what may follow.  Are there appropriate incentives for landowners to continue maintenance?

To date, we have implemented these projects anticipating landowners will realize benefits from the project that will be sufficient for them to maintain the project after the 15-year lease expires.  When initiated in 1984, the approach used by this project and many others was very much demonstrational.  The question posed by the ISRP is one of the uncertainties of cooperatively restoring streams with private landowners.  Only now are we gaining an understanding where the majority of these projects are headed after the lease expires.  Recently, the Conservation Reserve Enhancement Program (CREP) has come about that can be a means of compensating private landowners for establishing riparian buffers.  This CREP program is most applicable for new projects, as existing ones likely exceed stem per acre standards for woody vegetation; they have recovered to the point that they are no longer eligible for sign-up.  However, the CREP program has not been well received by landowners in Grant and Wheeler counties (see response No. 5 above)

Our current assessment of existing projects is that there will need to be a continued level of cooperation between landowners and project implementers if the majority of projects are expected to continue to recover, or maintain the level of recovery (some projects have met our recovery objectives).  While few of these leases have expired to date, it is our anticipation that about 10% percent of the landowners will want no further involvement by ODFW and will not maintain the project, another 10% will continue to maintain the project without any assistance and the remaining 80% will at some time need assistance in maintaining the projects effectiveness.  Most of the 80% in the middle have good intentions toward the project, but will lack the funds or time to meet all of the projects maintenance needs over the long-term.  Some level of assistance will be needed whether it be on a formal (continued lease) or an informal (seek funding as a need arises) basis.  As a program we have observed many projects that have turned all the maintenance responsibilities to the landowner severely fail.  Generally landowners enter into such a maintenance agreement with good intentions.  However, the landowners highest priority is to make a living.  When push comes to shove the landowners operations take priority over that of the habitat project.  A frequent result is that the habitat project (fences in particular) are not adequately maintained and the project fails.  ODFW’s top priority is improvement of fish habitat.  We feel that the methodology of implementing the projects that we have used has been effective as cooperation gains momentum.  We are now getting more commitment from landowners to do project maintenance.  We will continue to seek increased commitment from landowners at a level “the market will bear”. 

In recent years we have put some effort into retrofitting projects, to make them more easily maintained based on what we have learned over the past 15 years. We have refined designs of riparian exclosure fence and have a good understanding of how to fit different designs/styles into the most appropriate situations (geography, substrate, livestock characteristics, wildlife usage and landowner needs).  High-tensile smooth wire fence is the style most commonly used, but barbed wire is also used in certain situations.

As this is written, we are in the process of developing strategies for determining which leases, if any, to continue and for methods of providing financial assistance from BPA to help landowners maintain projects not requiring personnel time from the project.  One possibility is to provide the landowner with a certain amount of funding on an annual basis to maintain the fencing.  The amount of funding required would be minimal and would free project personnel to focus on project implementation. 

As the program matures landowners have observed the benefits of the completed projects, have become more responsive toward developing cooperative projects, and have shown greater interest in taking on the maintenance responsibilities of the project.  Cooperation is the key to making significant habitat improvements on private lands.  We are making constant progress in gaining increased landowner buy-in to our projects.  

ISRP COMMENT 7.  Show linkages to other John Day River habitat projects, coordination may be desirable with other entities.

Other habitat projects within the basin are designed with a different focus and to address different limiting factors than this project.  This projects primary purpose is to restore riparian habitat with the use of fencing, and also to restore floodplain form and function by removing mine tailings.  The Grant Soil and Water Conservation District, with funding from BPA through the Confederated Tribes of the Warm Springs Reservation (CTWSR), is addressing passage issues and overland flow of irrigation return water.  The CTWS is addressing restoration of degraded habitats by acquiring and permanently protecting lands with critical spawning and rearing habitats for spring chinook salmon, bull trout and summer steelhead.  The proposed project will be able to assist CTWSR personnel with technical expertise on floodplain restoration and fencing projects.  The Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Indian Reservation (CTUIR) has a project to restore degraded riparian habitat in the North Fork John Day River subbasin.  Although the CTUIR project has similar goals as the proposed project, it is located in a geographic area that is difficult to administer from John Day.  Travel time from John Day to Camas and Desolation creeks (where the greatest potential for recovery is located) and the North Fork subbasin precludes efficient use of personnel in John Day from administering a successful riparian habitat restoration program in that area.

Project personnel from this project work very closely with Grant SWCD, CTWSR, and other ODFW personnel within the John Day River subbasin.  Because all agencies are located in the town of John Day or Canyon City (within 2 miles of each other) good communication and coordination between all the separate entities is possible.  The good "team approach" within the John Day River subbasin is being used as an example by Bureau of Reclamation and other SWCD's for project implementation throughout Oregon and the rest of the Columbia River basin.  Projects are prioritized in cooperation with private landowners, ODFW District personnel, the local CTWSR Biologist and Grant SWCD District Manager and SWCD board.  New restoration techniques are shared with others as they are developed.  There is also liberal use of personnel from each project to lend technical assistance to other projects as needed. 

ISRP COMMENT 8. Improve resumes of personnel.

The following should complete Section 10 of 10. Key Personnel

Jeff Neal


Fisheries Habitat Biologist

Permanent, Full time

James Jerome


Fish Habitat Technician II

Permanent, Full time

Vacant



Fish Habitat Technician I

Seasonal, 9 months

Jeff Neal

EDUCATION

Bachelor of Science in Fisheries,  1981




Oregon State University, Corvallis, OR   97331

PROFESSIONAL EXPERIENCE

1988 to Present
Fish Habitat Biologist, John Day River Basin



Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife, John Day, OR  97845

Duties:  Project Leader for the John Day Basin Fish Habitat Enhancement Project. Management responsibilities include implementation, monitoring, and maintenance of 34 individual fish habitat projects on private lands in John Day Basin streams.  Specific duties include: working with private landowners to develop and implement fish habitat projects in anadromous fish bearing streams; conducting stream habitat inventories; preparing riparian easements or leases and construction contracts for fish habitat projects; develop biological and physical monitoring and evaluation plans; provide program oversight and direction for collection, analysis and interpretation of data; inspect and assess project maintenance needs; provide technical assistance, make presentations and coordinate with various public agencies, private landowners and tribal agencies; prepare reports on program activities; develop and track program budgeting; and provide supervision of one permanent technician and one seasonal technician.

1987 to 1988

Fish Habitat Biologist, Umatilla River Basin



Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Indian Reservation, Pendleton, 



OR  97801

Duties: Implement, monitor, and evaluate fish habitat projects in the Umatilla River basin including:  Supervise and conduct the design and layout of instream fish habitat work and riparian fences, conduct biological and physical monitoring of fish habitat projects using fish population surveys, stream habitat surveys, photopoint pictures and riparian and stream habitat transect data.  Monitor stream temperatures using thermographs; Maintain fish habitat, instream structures and riparian fences; prepare reports, data summaries and track program expenditures; purchase and maintain equipment and supplies and supervise one to three seasonal employees.

1985 to 1987

Fish Habitat Technician II, John Day River Basin



Oregon Dept. of Fish and Wildlife, John Day, OR   97845

Duties:  Assisted the biologist with aspects of project administration by:  organizing  and supervising seasonal employees; purchasing field equipment and supplies and completing proper documentation; determining materials needed for projects; and assisting with report writing and budgeting aspects.  Implemented new projects by:  assisting with design, layout and construction of new fences, watergaps and instream work projects; inspecting the work of  contractors; and conduct plantings of native species within riparian areas.  Assisted with project monitoring by:  taking photopoint pictures; thermograph maintenance, deployment and data summarization & graphing; collecting habitat transect data; and conducting spawning surveys of spring Chinook and summer Steelhead.  Maintained project areas and equipment by:  inspecting and repairing fences, watergaps, and spring developments; maintaining vehicles and equipment; communicated with landowners frequently to continue ODFW/landowner rapport.

6/84 to 9/85

Laborer 1, John Day Screens Program




Oregon Dept. of Fish & Wildlife, John Day, OR   97845

Duties:  Inventoried fish at various locations while checking fish screens.  Collected scales and snouts of tagged salmon.  Conducted redd counts on the  John Day River.  Constructed and installed fish ladders and screen boxes at various stream locations.   Maintained vehicles and equipment.

1981 - 1984

Biological Aide,  John Day and Deschutes Basins.



ODFW Research and Development, Corvallis, OR.

Duties:  Perform aquatic stream inventories on assigned stream reaches, conduct summer Steelhead angling creel census and assist biologist with different types of biological sampling involving juvenile and adult salmonids.

SKILLS/INTERESTS:
Certified SCUBA diver, tree faller, CPR and First Aid.  Member of the American Fisheries Society, Oregon Bowhunters and Ducks Unlimited.

Trained in HAZMAT response and natural resource damage assessment.  Trained in fish habitat enhancement techniques and bioengineering.

Interests include camping, fishing, hunting and target archery.

James Jerome

EDUCATION

Associates of Science Degree in Fisheries Technology, 1973




Mount Hood Community College, Gresham, OR   97331

PROFESSIONAL EXPERIENCE
1991 to Present
Fish Habitat Technician II, John Day River Basin




Oregon Dept. of Fish and Wildlife, John Day, OR   97845

Duties:  Assisted the biologist with aspects of project administration by:  organizing  and supervising seasonal employees; purchasing field equipment and supplies and completing proper documentation; determining materials needed for projects; and assisting with report writing and budgeting aspects.  Implemented new projects by:  assisting with design, layout and construction of new fences, watergaps and instream work projects; inspecting the work of  contractors; and conduct plantings of native species within riparian areas.  Assisted with project monitoring by:  taking photopoint pictures; thermograph maintenance, deployment and data summarization & graphing; collecting habitat transect data; and conducting spawning surveys of spring Chinook and summer Steelhead.  Maintained project areas and equipment by:  inspecting and repairing fences, watergaps, and spring developments; maintaining vehicles and equipment; communicated with landowners frequently to continue ODFW/landowner rapport.

1983 to 1991

Fish Hatcheryman




Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife, Cascade Salmon 




Hatchery, Cascade Locks, OR   97014

Duties: Spawned fall chinook, coho and winter steelhead.  Fed fish, cleaned ponds, treated fish diseases, maintained hatchery grounds and equipment.  Kept all records of fish numbers, pounds produced and food converted.  Cross trained with the Fivemile and Trout Creek fish habitat projects where I repaired and maintained riparian fences, removed debris from watergaps, changed batteries on electric portions of fence and coordinated with landowners for accessing fence project sites and irrigation screen sites.

SKILLS/INTERESTS:
Certified SCUBA diver, CPR and First Aid.  Member of the American Fisheries Society, Veterans of Foreign Wars, Vietnam Security Police Association.

Trained in HAZMAT response and natural resource damage assessment.  Trained in fish habitat enhancement techniques and bioengineering.

Interests include camping, fishing, hiking and hunting.

SECTION 2  Past Accomplishments

1985   Constructed 7 miles of livestock exclosure fence to protect 4.25 miles of John 

           Day River, 9.6 miles of fence to protect 10.2 miles of Fox Creek, 13 miles of 

           fence to protect 6.5 miles of Deer Creek, one fishway to allow access to 10       

           miles of the upper Deer Creek, reestablished 1,100 feet of stream meander on Fox Creek, constructed 10 spring developments in Fox Valley for better livestock distribution

1986   Constructed 0.6 mile of fence to protect 1.0 mile of John Day River

1987 Constructed one fishway to allow access to 25 miles of upper Five Mile Creek, 4.1 miles of livestock exclosure fence to protect 2.1 miles of John Day River, constructed 3 spring developments in John Day River Valley for better livestock distribution

1988 Constructed 4.8 miles of livestock exclosure fence to protect 2.9 miles of the John Day River, removed impassable culverts from Canyon Creek which improved access to 37 miles of good habitat

1989 Constructed 2.5 miles of livestock exclosure fence to protect 1.1 miles of the John Day River, 3.7 miles of livestock exclosure fence to protect 2.4 miles of Canyon Creek, 3.3 miles of livestock exclosure fence to protect 2.0 miles of Long Creek, constructed 8 spring developments in Canyon Creek valley for better livestock distribution

1990 Constructed 1.0 mile of livestock exclosure fence to protect 0.5 mile of Cottonwood Creek, 3.2 miles of livestock exclosure fence to protect 1.68 miles of Canyon Creek, constructed 2 spring developments in Cottonwood Creek for better livestock distribution

1991 Constructed 9.83 miles of livestock exclosure fence to protect 3.5 miles of Middle Fork John Day River, 1.5 miles of livestock exclosure fence to protect 0.75 miles of Cummings Creek

1992 Constructed 10.4 miles of livestock exclosure fence to protect 6.2 miles of Mountain Creek, constructed 7 spring developments on Mountain Creek for better livestock distribution

1993 Constructed 7.9 miles of livestock exclosure fence to protect 3.5 miles of Middle Fork John Day River, constructed 2 spring developments on Long Creek for better livestock distribution

1994 Constructed 1.7 miles of livestock exclosure fence to protect 0.8 miles of Fox Creek, placed 2 solar powered livestock watering sites on Fox Creek

1995 Constructed 2.6 miles of livestock exclosure fence to protect 1.8 miles of Middle Fork John Day River, 1.43 miles of livestock exclosure fence to protect 1.1 miles of Canyon Creek

1996 Maintained existing projects, approximately 14 miles of  livestock exclosure fence, placed 4 solar powered livestock water sites, one spring development on Fox Creek

1997   Constructed 1.63 miles of livestock exclosure fence to protect 0.5 miles of Camp Creek

1998 Constructed 3.52 miles of livestock exclosure fence to protect 1.76 miles of Indian Creek, placed 3 solar powered watering sites on Fox Creek

1999 Constructed 2.7 miles of livestock exclosure fence to protect 1.2 miles of Grub Creek, constructed 3 spring developments on Grub Creek for better livestock distribution

2000 Constructed 0.4 miles of livestock exclosure fence to protect 1.8 miles of Granite Creek, reestablished floodplain on approximately 1.8 miles by leveling 230,00 cubic yards of mine tailings and planted 7,450 trees on Granite Creek, constructed 2 spring developments on Fox Creek for better livestock distribution

2001 Pounded posts for 7.5 miles of livestock exclosure fence to protect 3.75 miles of Middle Fork John Day River, pounded posts for 1.5 miles of exclosure fence to protect 1.7 miles of John Day River

