Response to ISRP Comments – Project No. 25081

Improve Upstream Fish Passage in the Birch Creek Watershed

1.
In Part 1, the city and state are not given for the PI and Objectives and tasks are not presented (although they are given in narrative form Part 2).

Part 1 of the proposal has been revised to incorporate these edits and is attached.

2.
The narrative does not have a full breakdown of objectives and tasks, either, that would match the cost breakdown of Part 1.

Below, the objectives and tasks have been rewritten to include more detail and discussion of methods.  These revised objectives and tasks have been included in the edited Part 1 that is attached.

Proposal, objectives, tasks and methods

The biological objective of this project is to improve upstream passage for both juvenile and adult anadromous salmonid fish in the Birch Creek watershed, thereby increasing production.

Following are objectives and tasks involving the development and implementation of work to accomplish the above biological objective:

Objective 1:
Develop plans and conduct pre-construction work for improving passage at two existing barriers in 2002.

Task a:  With involvement of landowners, investigate alternatives for improving passage at two sites and select preferred alternative based on passage effectiveness, site characteristics, landowner needs/concerns, cost, and long-term maintenance needs.

The preferred alternative, where diversion dams are no longer in use for delivering water, is to remove the structure and restore/stabilize the stream channel.  As an example, the Whitney diversion dam is still in use, but the landowner has an interest in selling the water right for instream use and removing the dam.  The opportunity for removal relies solely on the sale of the water right.  Rather than proceed in the short term with plans to build a passage structure, we would like to complete negotiations with the landowner, the Oregon Water Resources Department and the Oregon Water Trust to put water instream and remove the barrier.

The preferred alternative for barriers where removal is not an option, is the construction of channel spanning ladders.  This alternative is chosen for several reasons: 1) no problems with attraction flows as do conventional fish ladders; 2) minimal problems with debris accumulation as; 3)  minimal operations and maintenance is required.

We have experience with several technological solutions for fish passage including mechanical dams that can be raised and lowered, infiltration galleries, and conversion of flood irrigation to pressurized sprinklers.  Whenever possible we try to facilitate conversion from flood to pressurized sprinkler irrigation. 

Infiltration galleries are problematic in streams that have high percentages of fine sediment in the substrate such as the case in the Birch Creek watershed.  While this type of diversion structure may work, it would likely require high levels of maintenance and thereby lead to landowner discontent and confrontation.  Long-term maintenance costs are also a concern.  The same is true for other kinds of technological fixes such as rubber dams and other kinds of mechanical structures.  They all require operations and maintenance, which in the case of these remote sites, is not preferable.  We intend for the landowner to be responsible for day-to-day operations and maintenance of these facilities so as not to further burden our O & M staff with more workload at a high long-term cost to BPA.  Without regular and involved O & M, technological fixes such as mechanical dams would not provide the intended benefit.  Our preference in these more remote sites is to install the structure that is most effective over the long term with little requirement for maintenance.  Larger diversions involving irrigation districts with O & M staff are more suitable for technological passage solutions.  We prefer to put in place structures that require very little in the way of operations and maintenance which will lead to the structure functioning at its potential to the highest extent practicable.

Following are the preferred alternatives for each Barrier:

Whitney Diversion:  Dam removal is the preferred option if the existing water right can be sold by the landowner.  The secondary alternative is a channel spanning ladder.

Weinke Diversion Dam:  Dam removal is the preferred option if the irrigation system can be converted to a pressurized pump and/or water rights sold for instream use.

Hoeft Diversion Dam:  The preferred alternative is to construct a channel spanning ladder over the existing diversion dam.  Removal is not an option.  In an incised stream, the diversion dam serves to control grade of the stream.  Removal of the dam would lead to significant further channel incision upstream and would hamper stream restoration efforts upstream.  There is no secondary alternative at this time.

Cunningham Bridge.  The preferred alternative is to raise the grade downstream by using weirs to reduce jump height to six inches.  The secondary alternative is contingent on a stream restoration project occurring on a two mile reach of stream encompassing the bridge.  Under this scenario a meander reconstruction would lead to a new channel and bridge alleviating the barrier/impediment.

Hascall Diversion Dam:  The preferred alternative is to remove the dam as it is no longer in use.  There is no secondary alternative  

Task b:  Develop designs and contract documents for the preferred alternatives of the projects planned for FY 2002 (Whitney and Hoeft sites).

Preliminary designs for a channel spanning ladder were developed by Montgomery Watson for the Hoeft site in 1996.  This design will need to be modified to decrease jump height and then contract documents developed.  Montgomery Watson will likely be hired to carry this out.

For the Whitney site preferred alternative of removal, ODFW staff will develop designs for removing the structuring and stabilizing the stream channel.  For the secondary alternative of a channel spanning ladder the development of a design will be contracted out.

Objective 2:  Implement corrective actions.

Task a: Develop contract documents, solicit bids and award contracts for construction ladders and or removal of barriers.

The ODFW will do all contracting work to subcontract out construction work.  ODFW will contract out the administration and inspection of contracts to build ladders.  ODFW will do the administration and inspection for contracts to remove dams and stabilize the stream channel.

Task c: Implement construction contracts to complete work.

3.
The possible barrier remediation projects to be undertaken, among the options referenced from the Subbasin Summary (but not listed in the proposal) are not specified.

The sites are listed in the objectives above and shown on the attached map.

4.
It would be helpful if the proposal gave alternative ways to solve passage barrier problems followed by why the proposed approaches were selected.

This discussion is in response number 2 above.

5.
The work would be subcontracted from the ODFW office, but there is no indication of who would do further planning, contracting, or work (not much listed for facilities).

Additional information provided in response number 2 above.

6. This project needs effectiveness level monitoring at a minimum.

The following objective and tasks are proposed.

Objective 3:  Monitor the effectiveness of the projects in accomplishing the biological objective.  

Note:  The funding requested in the original proposal is not adequate to carry out this objective.  To carry out effectiveness monitoring additional funding is required as specified in the attached budget for M & E.  In addition, we are somewhat apprehensive regarding implementing such monitoring work.  Significant research has been done on passage requirements for various life stages of anadromous fish.  ODFW’s passage standards are based on this research.  As long as the work adheres to ODFW’s passage standards it is very likely that the work will result in providing the intended outcome of passing both juvenile and adult steelhead.  However, if the ISRP believes that effectiveness monitoring of such a project is necessary we will carry out the work if funded to do so.

If the sites involved were full barriers it would be relatively easy to document the presence of adult or juvenile steelhead upstream.  However, the structures are only partial barriers to adults, and while they are full barriers to the upstream movement of juveniles, juveniles exist both above and below the barriers.  Assessment of trend data such as redd surveys and/or juvenile abundance would not provide insight on the effectiveness of the passage barriers because of the many other factors involved in the survival of the affected fish.  Monitoring results could not be attributed to the proposed passage improvements.  The most direct means of showing effectiveness of the structures or natural stream channels in passing fish upstream is to use methods that track the movements of individual fish.  Therefore, if adequately funded, we propose to use radio tags to track the movements of individual fish at the project sites.  However, for those projects where the barriers are removed and natural stream channel stabilized we propose no such monitoring.

Task a:  Track the movements of adult steelhead at new ladders with radio telemetry equipment.

Study Plan:  Fixed site receivers will be installed at existing barriers where ladders are to be installed so that adult steelhead movement at the barriers can be documented prior to treatment.  This pre-treatment monitoring will be done in the case that a window of opportunity exists before construction.  The most expedient construction timeline will be the priority.  Post treatment monitoring will be conducted for two years.  

Adult steelhead will be collected in the lower mainstem of Birch Creek by angling or other low impact collection techniques.  Radio tags will be inserted in the fish and then the fish released back into Birch Creek.  Steelhead will be collected throughout the run to monitor passage effectiveness through differing flow conditions. Monitoring of the fixed site receivers will be conducted throughout the run until all fish have passed upstream of the monitoring locations or until June 1, whichever comes first.

Two years of pretreatment monitoring will be done beginning in FY 2002.  Since work at the five barriers is planned over three years, this seems the most prudent approach.

Post monitoring will be conducted for two years following completion of all five barriers.

Twenty adult steelhead will be tagged each sampling year.

Task b:  Track the movement of juvenile steelhead at new ladders with radio telemetry equipment.

Study Plan:  Fixed site receivers will be installed at existing barriers where ladders are to be installed so that juvenile steelhead movement at the barriers can be documented prior to treatment.  This pre-treatment monitoring will be done in the case that a window of opportunity exists before construction.  The most expedient construction timeline will be the priority.

Juvenile steelhead will be collected immediately downstream from the passage barrier/structure as flows begin to drop and water temperatures begin to substantially increase; the time when juveniles will need to move upstream to find more suitable environmental conditions.  Juveniles of sufficient size will have radio transmitters implanted.  Fixed site receivers will be monitored for a maximum of one month after the last fish is tagged or until all fish have passed above the structure, whichever comes first.

Pre-treatement and post-treatment monitoring will be conducted at the Hoeft and Weinke sites.  Pre-treatment monitoring will be done for one year at the Hoeft site and two years at the Weinke site.  Post Treatment monitoring will be done for two years at both sites.

Ten juveniles will be tagged at each sampling site each year sampling is conducted.

Task c:  Analyze data and report results.
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