Project ID: 200001500

Oxbow Ranch Management and Implementation

Sponsor: CTWSRO

Subbasin: John Day

2002 Request: $306,898

2002-04 Estimate: $534,998

Short Description: Implement protection and restoration actions to improve water quality, water quantity, and fish habitat for anadromous and resident fish; monitor effectiveness of implementation actions

Response Needed: Yes

ISRP Preliminary Comments: 
Fundable if adequate responses are given to ISRP concerns.  This proposal is to restore management funds for Oxbow Ranch after its delayed acquisition and to complete actions identified in the original proposal. The proposal contains good detail of riparian and in-stream problems requiring remediation. Property management and restoration activities are placed in the context of the FWP, BiOp and Subbasin summary. Some tasks are required by the Ranch purchase MOA with BPA. The proposal is fairly straightforward. A list of monitoring activities is presented and a M&E document is referenced. 


CTWSRO Response:  None.

However, more information on the specific recovery objectives for the Ranch and the how progress toward those objectives will be measured would be helpful.   


CTWSRO Response:  The Tribes and BPA have identified, as a task in the BPA Oxbow Statement of Work (SOW) and the Oxbow Memorandum of Agreement (MOA), preparation of a property management plan for the Oxbow Ranch.  A required component of the management plan is to describe property-specific management and recovery objectives.  Although the management plan will not be completed until late 2001, interim objectives have been established in the MOA, as follows:

1. Habitat management will be designed to achieve and maintain native habitat that is naturally self-sustaining and that supports indigenous fish and wildlife species of the area, particularly ESA-listed species.

2. All habitat acquired, improved, or managed will be permanently protected and managed for fish and wildlife and all uses of the property that conflict with these objectives will be prohibited.

Until a property management plan has been prepared and approved, the objectives included in the MOA will guide interim management.  Further, the MOA and SOW describe specific monitoring procedures that BPA has requested the Tribes to complete.  Two elements are included (Hankin and Reeves aquatic inventory and the Habitat Evaluation Procedure; discussed at Project Proposal pages 12-13) that are intended to characterize the existing condition of aquatic and terrestrial habitats.  Upon request and funding by the BPA, the Tribes have agreed to perform additional HEP evaluations to determine trends in resource condition.  These trends will be useful in assessing progress towards restoration goals.

In addition to the Hankin and Reeves and HEP evaluations, the Tribes will complete additional property monitoring and evaluation measures that are guided by an annual monitoring plan (see Project Proposal page 15).  This monitoring plan can be submitted to the ISRP upon request.  While the Hankin and Reeves and HEP evaluations characterize the existing conditions of habitat, the intent of the additional monitoring elements is to characterize species distribution, composition, and production.  The combination of habitat and production evaluations can be used, through comparison to future evaluations, as a measurement of trends towards restoration objectives.

The response should describe the project’s selection of monitoring approach (tier) for establishing the project's biologically measurable results and the justification of this selection (see ISRP's general comments on monitoring).

CTWSRO Response:  The design of the monitoring procedure was completed by an interdisciplinary team of staff biologists.  While it is partially based upon traditional evaluation methods (e.g. spawning ground counts), it also selects methods based on commonly accepted monitoring and evaluation protocols (see page 15 of the Project Proposal for a brief description of monitoring elements and protocols).  While the monitoring elements are primarily organized for assessment, characterization, and evaluation of property-specific resources and management actions, generally each element tiers into a larger evaluation effort at the subwatershed, subbasin, or basin scale.

For example, at the same time that redd counts are being conducted within the property boundaries for spring chinook and summer steelhead, these counts are also being conducted at other index and extensive survey reaches throughout the Middle Fork subbasin and entire John Day basin.  Consequently, trends in redd counts and total spawning escapement can be evaluated at varying scales throughout the subbasin and basin.   Similarly, juvenile rearing densities, avian counts, habitat mapping, and other monitoring information can be used: a)  singularly to evaluate property specific resource questions; or b) in combination with off-property assessments to describe conditions at a larger scale.   

As discussed above, our monitoring protocols use widely accepted scientific methods and are coordinated with other agencies to ensure that gathered information can be compared between projects and across the basin.

BPA is apparently required to provide funding for as long as the hydropower system operates.  Regardless, the proposed budget should be reviewed carefully. 


CTWSRO Response:  None.

Plans for initial construction are appropriate for remediation of leveled tailings piles and headgates for monitoring irrigation water entering ditches on the property.  O&M activities appear to be appropriate for this newly acquired property.


CTWSRO Response:  None. 

We recommend that the monitoring and evaluation component be coordinated with that being conducted on the Pine Creek Ranch by ODFW, DEQ and maybe others. Monitoring for fish should be coordinated with the EMAP John Day basin study being conducted by Oregon DEQ and the USFS’s Hankin and Reeves survey protocol (required by BPA).  This may require that the ODFW add survey sites for summer steelhead, spring chinook and other fish species.  Traditional survey sites for fish might be maintained, but should be supplemented by a random sampling procedure. 


CTWSRO Response: Pine Creek Ranch is located at river-kilometer 178, while Oxbow Ranch is located at Rkm 402—a separation of 224 kilometers.  Notwithstanding the logistical difficulties of coordinating a monitoring and evaluation process between the two ranches, the habitat types, species composition, and project scope make it unlikely that a joint monitoring effort would be beneficial to either property.  However, the need for coordination and consistency regarding study design and monitoring protocols is recognized and the JDBO will continue its ongoing coordination efforts with the Pine Creek manager to ensure this occurs.

Further, the JDBO has coordinated with the EMAP study, and at least one DEQ study site is located within the boundary or immediately adjacent to the Oxbow property.   The Tribes conduct most of the fish surveys for streams flowing through the property and have added redd count survey reaches on all of the tributary streams that were previously not counted by the ODFW.  Most of the mainstem Middle Fork within the property is covered by a Chinook index survey reach-- with the remainder covered in an extensive reach.  Tribal staff is used for these counts, however, the surveys are done in cooperation with the ODFW.  The Tribes also sample for fish at various, randomly selected sites, for all streams the flow through the property.  Further, we cooperate with the ODFW on all other surveys such as characterizing adult holding pools and bull trout distribution surveys throughout the Middle Fork.  

Are there plans for public access? 


CTWSRO Response:  Public access to the property is governed by the MOA and will be considered in the eventual management plan.  The MOA describes the conditions of public access as follows:


“The public shall have reasonable access to the Project.  The Tribes may regulate access, provided that access and transportation regulations shall apply equally to tribal members and non-tribal members.  The Tribe shall not provide public access or use that will result in adverse impacts to fish and wildlife, the reduction of habitat values, or the destruction of other natural resource values for which the Project is managed, or impede the increase in HEP values of improvement HUs…The scope of public access will be defined by the Property Management Plan.”

Until the property management plan is prepared and approved, the Tribes will provide limited public access to the property for research and recreation.  However, access will only be provide which meets the conditions described in the MOA.
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