Response to ISRP Review of BPA Project #1984-021-00 Mainstem, Middle Fork, John Day Rivers Fish Habitat Enhancement Project
ISRP Comment

“This proposal describes some fish data being collected and shared, as well as photo points, but there is no history of accomplishment of original objectives, only completion of tasks. After 22 years, is this working? The ISRP has constantly noted the need for long-running projects to present results in biological terms, not just as a listing of tasks completed. The lack of presentation of such results in a study with 20+ year duration is unsupportable.”
“Objectives are contingent on landowners, but this appears to be an active program. The project has built an amazing 542 miles of fence alone, to what end? The larger question is overall benefit to fish, or even water quality, flow regimes, and the other original problems. Understanding of the general problems addressed has advanced significantly since 1984, as have approaches to restoration and knowledge relating to the "underlying assumption." It is not clear that this project has kept pace, scientifically or technically. For example "spraying weeds" is now usually part of an IPM strategy, not a strategy itself. Innovations noted are in equipment, not thought, or approach. Is this a biologically effective use of resources?”

Executive SUMMARY OF RESPONSE

The John Day River is managed exclusively for wild anadromous fish production, so the only practical ways to increase numbers of returning adult salmon and steelhead is through habitat enhancement within the basin or through improvements in the migration corridor on the mainstem Columbia River.  The John Day Fish Habitat Enhancement Project is one of the first relatively large habitat enhancement programs in Oregon, it has a long history of implementing projects that improve fish habitat throughout a large part of the watershed, and it has been used as a template for similar programs in the Grande Ronde, Umatilla, Fifteenmile, and Trout Creek subbasins.  Measurable changes in riparian recovery have been documented through annual reports and coordination with RM&E activities.  The project has followed guidance from BPA regarding monitoring and evaluation expenses, keeping the monitoring activities at around 6% of the total budget.  The program has been very popular with landowners and Soil and Water Conservation Districts (see attached letters of support).  The fish habitat project also continues to provide a conduit for landowner cooperation to implement critical fish screen and passage projects.  Continued habitat improvements on many miles of stream will be necessary to recover Mid-Columbia steelhead populations and assist in removing them from the endangered species list.  The John Day Fish Habitat Enhancement project has been widely accepted by landowners as a way to demonstrate the ability to effectively enhance steelhead and chinook spawning and rearing streams.  Project momentum is evidenced by the continued demand from landowners on a new projects waiting list. 

IN DEPTH RESPONSE
According to the review, ISRP’s primary concern was that the project proposal did not show biological benefits through the history of the project or adaptive changes in tasks.   In response, Fish Habitat Enhancement project personnel would like to present the following documented biological and measured physical habitat benefits.

As with much of the recovery activity within the Columbia Basin, the emphasis of this project has been on implementation rather than evaluating because of limited budgets and policy direction from NPCC and BPA.  Due to a lack of consensus for monitoring priorities/protocol as a component of the budget, this project has not implemented a strict Adaptive Management scheme as scientifically conceived which has been identified as a potential problem in resources management (Lee 1999).  In an attempt to address these problems, ODFW and Oregon State University Department of Fisheries and Wildlife organized the “Monitoring Habitat Restoration Projects in Interior Watersheds” workshop in November, 2002, speakers and panel members included representatives of the ISRP and BPA.  When we discussed the subject of how much monitoring is necessary at the individual project level, ISRP members insisted that projects should spend up to 40% of their budgets on M&E.   However, BPA representatives made it clear they would not fund M&E to that extent, and proposed that a maximum of 5% of fish habitat enhancement budgets be used on M&E tasks.  Fish habitat enhancement project managers are caught in the middle with numerous other fish habitat projects in this and other provinces receiving similar ISRP comments.  Project personnel have attempted to address the need for monitoring and evaluation by preparing small, easily implemented M & E programs that comprise approximately 5% of the total project costs.  Additionally, partly in response to critical reviews of these small M&E plans in previous funding cycle reviews, ODFW began discussions that lead to a separate project that addresses some of the M&E issues (Integrated Status and Effectiveness Monitoring Program; John Day Pilot Program, Project No. 200301700).  These activities are now encompassed in project 199801600 (Salmonid Productivity, Escapement, Trend, and Habitat Monitoring in the John Day River Subbasin).
For the John Day Fish Habitat Enhancement project there have been a considerable number of lessons learned, documented changes and adaptations in implementation over the 20+ year term of the project.  In a field review of BPA funded habitat projects, Beschta et al. (1991) stated: 
· Corridor fencing resulted in the most successful examples observed of vegetation recovery, diversity of channel morphology, and improved fish and wildlife habitat. 
· Restoration of riparian vegetation is necessary to recreate sustainable salmonid habitat and should be the focus of fish habitat improvement;

· The dynamic characteristics of streams need to be considered in habitat improvement programs;

· Hard structures (e.g. rock weirs, log structures, etc) should generally not be considered as a fish improvement strategy; and,

· A narrow focus on limiting factors solely related to fish has often prevented restoration of naturally functioning riverine/riparian systems.
These conclusions have resulted in a more dynamic approach to riparian corridor widths, off-site water developments and innovative planting techniques to further restoration goals.
More recently, Kauffman (2002) compared fenced and unfenced stream reaches in BPA funded habitat projects and concluded:

· Grazing exclosures are simple, holistic and effective restoration strategies;

· Exclosures should be maintained as a long term investment; and,

· Effective restoration of water quality and fish populations requires longer exclosures for a longer period. 

Significant findings of the research (Kauffman 2002, Kauffman et al. 2004) included:
Vegetation

Significant differences were found in the cover, composition and structure of vegetation in all grazed/exclosed reaches. In the majority of exclosed reaches there were increases in the cover of forbs, shrubs, and sedges. Exposed bare ground was more extensive in grazed reaches.

Wetland indicator scores, based upon streamside vegetation composition, indicate that cessation of livestock grazing results in a shift to more mesic wetland riparian vegetation.
Species adapted to herbivory and drier environments were more abundant in grazed riparian areas.

Plant species diversity and richness were higher in exclosed stream reaches.

Composition of shrubs varied between streams. In 88% of the streams where exclosures were over 5 years old, the cover of riparian obligate shrubs (e.g. willows, alder, etc.) was greater in exclosures, with the greatest differences in exclosures over 20 years old.
In meadows alone, below ground biomass of roots and rhizomes was 50-62% greater in exclosures vs. grazed sites.
Geomorphology

Considering all sites together, livestock exclusion resulted in statistically significant improvements in channel geomorphology. The channels in the exclosed reaches are narrower, deeper, and have more pool area than the channels in the grazed reaches.

At the level of individual sites, in most cases the exclosed reach was clearly narrower, deeper and had more pool area than the grazed reach at the same site.

Did not detect any differences between fenced and grazed reaches in maximum pool depth or residual pool depth.

Geomorphic response to livestock exclusion appears to be influenced by multiple factors, including age, vegetation cover, hydraulic conditions, and site geomorphology. Younger exclosures show less vegetation difference with the paired grazed reach and are less likely to show geomorphic adjustment. Other conditions, such as stream power, channel constraint and sediment supply may also limit the effectiveness of restoration projects.

The mean infiltration rate of water in meadows was 2-13 times greater in ungrazed meadow exclosures vs. grazed meadows.
Fish

Densities of young-of-the-year redband trout (Oncorhynchus mykiss) were significantly greater in exclosed reaches compared to grazed reaches. Moreover, the effects of fencing were negatively associated with the dominant warmwater fishes, redside shiners (Richardsonius balteatus) and speckled dace (Rhinichthys cataractae), which are relatively uncommon in the best trout habitats.

Conversely, the research did not detect significant differences in densities of combined juvenile and adult life stages of salmonids between exclosures and grazed reaches, suggesting that recruitment bottlenecks exist and/or diurnal migrations within home ranges that extend beyond exclosure lengths may be occurring.

Fish responses to cattle exclosures were weak because the best experimental design that we could construct from existing exclosures was limited by their lengths which were very small compared to the total stream habitat available and to the home ranges of the fish species of interest.

Another limitation was that six out of the nine exclosures were below reaches of stream that were disturbed by grazing. The downstream effects of livestock grazing on the water column would more likely compromise benefits of fencing a relatively short distance of a small exclosure.

The foregoing limitation partly explains why temperatures between grazed and fenced sections of streams were not significantly different.
Riparian fencing has been the primary method that this project uses to restore habitat within the John Day Basin as recommended by Beschta, et al (1991).  This fish habitat improvement project has constructed 230.9 miles of fence, which protects 144.7 miles of stream, totaling 3,285 acres of riparian area protected, through 2005.  This habitat project currently has 40 landowners with a 15-year signed agreement.  At the end of the 2006 field season the program will have built an additional 12.5 miles of riparian fence protecting 205 acres on five projects.  In addition, we will plant 1500 native trees, juniper rip-rap (1400 ft) of stream for bank stability, establish 25 and retake 75 photopoints, and resurvey bank stability transects on two stream channels previously surveyed on Lake Creek (Lower John Day tributary; John Day, 2003 Annual Report), and Little Beech Creek (Upper John Day tributary; John Day, 2002 Annual Report). These pre-project monitoring sites were established on both riparian fencing projects completed in 2002 and 2003 respectively.  Both sites will be re-measured within the next two years to evaluate the effectiveness of riparian protection/recovery on bank stability.
The Salmonid Productivity, Escapement, Trend, and Habitat Monitoring in the John Day River Subbasin research project (BPA #199801600) recently completed a stock recruitment analysis for spring Chinook in the John Day River basin.  Preliminary analysis indicates that spawning densities have reached their optimum level which leads ODFW biologists to conclude the only way to increase adult returns is through increasing rearing capacity and juvenile survival by improving freshwater habitat. 
Fish Habitat Enhancement Project personnel estimated abundance of juvenile trout (Oncorhynchus mykiss) within the Mountain Creek riparian fencing project reach.  At the beginning of the project in 1994, O. mykiss comprised 0.7% of all fish (7 of 999) within the sampled reach.  After five years O. mykiss comprised a significantly greater proportion (4.11%, 112 of 2,728; Z-test, P < 0.001) of all fish within the sampled reach— a 16-fold increase in abundance of O. mykiss.  After another five years of riparian recovery, habitat complexity and the incidence of beaver ponds had increased to the point where a population estimate was impractical using electrofishing techniques, due to the depths of the large beaver pools.  Additional information will have to be gathered with the help of snorkel crews which are in place for 2006 with the current RM&E project (BPA #199801600).
Fish Habitat Enhancement Project personnel have measured channel profile transects at project sites on the mainstem John Day River just above the town of John Day and on Fox Creek three miles below Highway 395.  The transects showed a decrease in active channel width from 90.6 feet in 1987 to 67.7 feet in 1999 on the John Day River (a 25% change) and a decrease in active channel width from 19.8  feet in 1987 to 14.5 feet in 1999 (a 23% change).  The width to depth ratio for the mainstem site was 41.8 in 1987 and 25.0 in 1999.  For Fox Creek, the width-to-depth ratio was 3.8 in 1987 and 3.1 in 1999.  These transects demonstrate that both sites are moving toward the ideal width to depth ratios of 14 for the mainstem and 2 for Fox Creek (Rosgen, 1996).  Channel profile transects were established in 2002 on the Lake Creek/Hoover project in 2002 and will be compared to transect measurements in 2007 (Figure 1).
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Figure 1.  Lake Creek/Hoover pre-project transect, 2002.
Neotropical bird surveys (a measure of riparian vegetative complexity) have been conducted on the project site on the Mainstem John Day River above Prairie City for at least 8 years.  The number of species observed has increased from an average of 25.3 during the first three years of monitoring to an average of 37.3 during the last three years of monitoring.

Steelhead redd counts have been completed each year on Fox Creek since the project was completed in 1987.  The five year average has increased 53% from 17.0 redds within the project area to 26 redds, while five-year average redd densities in index areas throughout the John Day River basin actually declined from 1987 to 2004.  The program also established steelhead redd counts on the Lake Creek/Hoover project in 2002.  In addition, the fish habitat program has implemented projects on the Cottonwood and Canyon Creek drainages which are within adjacent reaches that ODFW Fish District personnel in John Day conduct redd counts (Figure 2). 


[image: image2]
Thermograph data has been acquired from one of our projects on Cottonwood Creek (tributary to the Mainstem near Dayville) in which the lease has now expired.  Many different agencies are currently gathering thermograph data through sections of streams within the fish habitats project areas.  A considerable amount of time would be needed to compile all of the data from different agencies and potentially compare to above and below reference points.   
Photopoints have been established on every project site.  Although photopoints are much more difficult to use to quantify the biological results, it is abundantly evident from the comparative photographs in Figures 3-6 that riparian vegetative and general stream recovery has taken place.  Numerous other photographs of the same or even more dramatic results of acquired stream health by riparian protection are available in past annual reports.
Vance McGowan (Fish Habitat Biologist, LaGrande, OR) has summarized all photopoints taken in the Grande Ronde Fish Habitat Program by comparing before/after photographs (Table 1).  The John Day fish habitat program would be willing to complete the same data summary table to depict stream physical changes if ISRP considered the evaluation valuable.

Table 1.  Summary of changes in Stream Habitat Conditions of all projects based on comparison of before\after project photopoints, 1988-2001 (Source McGowan 2001)

	Change Noted
	Bank Stability
	Rushes/Sedges
	Shrubs/Trees
	Width/Depth Ratio
	Instream Habitat Complexity

	Improved
	42.3%
	67%
	59.9%
	22.1%
	14.2%

	No Change
	18.4%
	6.4%
	13.1%
	10.9%
	16.5%

	Degraded
	2.2%
	2.2%
	1.1%
	2.2%
	4.1%

	Not Applicable*
	37.1%
	24.3%
	25.8%
	64.8%
	65.2%

	Totals:
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%


* “Not Applicable” indicates that condition could not be observed from a photo.
Additional ways to potentially evaluate project success would be to estimate juvenile fish density every 3-5 years on project areas.  Unfortunately, due to ocean conditions, passage conditions in the Columbia River are not constant, making adult (steelhead/chinook) returns variable.  A logical approach would be Before-After-Control-Impact (BACI) studies of the restoration projects influence on fish responses. This approach has been proposed by a current ODFW, RM&E project (BPA #199801600) in the subbasin. We intend to coordinate with RM&E personnel to begin more rigorous evaluations of our project impacts on stream fishes.
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Figure 3.  Indian Creek in 1998, before riparian fence construction (2002 Annual Report). 
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 Figure 4.  Indian Creek 2002, four years after fence construction a dense canopy of willows and alders has developed (2002 Annual Report).
[image: image5.jpg]



Figure 5.  Lake Creek 2003, pre-fence construction photograph.
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Figure 6.  Lake Creek 2005, two years of livestock exclosure of riparian area.  CREP planted riparian area with 15,000 native stocks.
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July 9, 2006

RE: ODFW Sponsored Mainstem, Middle Fork, John Day River Fish Habitat
Enhancement Project #198402100

To Whom It May Concern:

This letter is being written in support of the John Day River Fish Habitat
Enhancement Project #198402100.

A parcel of land we purchased in the 1990’s had a riparian fencing project along
the Mainstem of the John Day River implemented thru this program. We
observed the fencing project to be a win-win situation for all involved. As
landowners the fence provided us with a valuable management tool. It enabled us
to have greater flexibility in the use of the pasture while reducing the risk of
grazing cattle along the John Day River. The riparian area fenced has seen an
increase in bank stabilization and vegetation growth resulting in an enhanced
shade component along the river.

In our opinion this riparian fencing project provided benefits in many areas. We
gained a valuable management tool and the riparian area was protected
improving water quality and fish habitat.

We strongly encourage you to continue the riparian fencing program provided
through the John Day River Fish Habitat Enhancement Project #198402100.

Sincerely,

mqv @aﬁ‘7 )

Ken and Pat Holliday
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Grant Soil and Water Conservation District
721'S. Canyon Bivd. - John Day, Oregon 97845 - Phone (541) 575-0135 - Fax (541) 575-0646

July 5, 2006

Subject: Support for ODFW Sponsored Mainstem, Middle Fork, John
Day RiverFish Habitat Enhancement Project # 198402100

To Whom it May Concern:

The Grant Soil and Water Conservation District (District} strongly supports the subject program and
believes the action to eliminate BPA funding will seriously restrict or eliminate the program. The District is
very concerned regarding the ISRP rating for the subject project and the subsequent OSPIT
recommendation of no FY07-09 funding for the project.

This program was initiated as an early conservation effort in the Upper John Day Basin and has
effectively implemented riparian protection for over 20 years. The decision to not fund this program will
effectively end it. Such a decision will be one that all conservation partners concerned with anadromous
and resident fish recovery in the basin will regret

Protecting riparian resources has been supported by every group the District has toured with in this basin
since 1989. The program has been applauded by all fish habitat and watershed restoration supporters as
the number of protected river miles have grown over these many years.

The District finds the ISRP comment on the budget spreadsheet referring to the project as a "study"
confusing and should be revisited. The District has been familiar with the program since it's inception two
decades ago; it was never considered to be a "study” by any parties involved. The overwhelming
evidence, including the models used to derive the subbasin ptan, supports the benefit of and need for
riparian protection as a watershed restoration and fish habitat treatment.

The District has prioritized fish passage, water quality and uplands restoration in the Upper John Day
Basin. This ongoing work, plus the work completed by other basin conservation partners, effectively
complements the benefits of the ODFW Fish Habitat Enhancement program. The significant BPA
investment in riparian leases and protective agreements will be sacrificed if this valuable program is lost.

Thank you for your consideration of our position and your support for continuing the program through
BPA funding.

Best Regards,

Fn
Kenneth Delano

District Manager

cc: Russ Powel, ODFW Habitat Biologist

CONSERVATION - DEVELOPMENT - SELF-GOVERNMENT
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Patty O'Toole

Program Implementation Manager
Northwest Power and Conservation Council
851 SW Sixth Ave. Suite 1100

Portland, Oregon 97204

July 5, 2006
Dear Ms. O'Toole,

The North Fork John Day Watershed Council (NFIDWC) would like to cornment on the newly
completed report by the Independent Scientific Review Panel concerning the preliminary review
of fiscal year 2007-2009. The Northwest Power and Conservation Council’s Fish and Wildlife
Program has always indicated a concern to protect “the best” habitat first, and the John Day
Basin arguably supports some of the most important and intact habitat in the Columbia Basin
largely due to the lack of dams and fish hatcheries. At this Juncture a vast majority of habitat
projects in the basin remain unfunded, yet the primary intent of the subbasin plan was to identify,
protect, and improve fish and wildlife habitat. Our concern is to fund the projects in the John
Day subbasin that have received previous funding, as years have been dedicated to restoration
and gaining landowner support and trust of habitat recovery in the basin; this is now at risk of
being thwarted due to loss of funds. The criteria sent by BPA to the NPCC last summer,
including being responsive to explicit biological and environmental performance objectives and
explicit consideration appropriate responsibility by other parties and complimentary to other
management, Considering the significant role of the John Day River in the Columbia Basin we
urge for a siding with the subbasin prioritization committee and to suppott all of the proposed
projects with the exception of BPA Project #200735900 as priorities within the John Day
subbasin. It is also suggested that BPA Projects #199306600 and 199801800 be returned to
Capital funding as this would allow for the continued funding of crucial monitoring and
restoration projects within the John Day subbasin.

Sincerelij zi /

Rick Henslee, Chairman
North Fork John Day Watershed Council
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) June 30, 2006
“~Russ Powell, Fisheries Habitat Biologist
Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife
W. Hwy 26 Patterson Bridge Rd.
John Day, OR 97845

Dear Russ,

I apologize for taking so long to express my appreciation concerning the
assistance ODF&W provided in constructing the 2/3 mile of riparian fence
on my property, which borders the John Day River. I appreciate it every day
but have needed to articulate that to you,

We have farmed this parcel for 27 years and for 17 of those years, there was
no barrier to prevent cattle from having access to the river. The willows
were stripped and trampled, the grass was eaten to the dirt, the cattle trails
from the meadows to the river were deep and the water was muddied. 1
struggled with knowing that we were irresponsible in regards to the
treatment the river deserved.

A small farmer, however, labors every day to keep out of debt and the
expenditure to erect a fence of that length kept procrastination alive and
well. Then I learned that ODF&W sponsored a program to assist in making
riparian fencing a reality. The first section went in before you came to John
Day and the remainder was completed under your direction. ODF&W was
certainly the catalyst that made this happen.

The happy result of this project was the short length of time for a
transformation to be apparent. In three years, the willow thickets have filled
out, the perennial grasses have created a firm turf, the paths to the river have
grown over and I am relieved to know that my cows are not creating silt for
the river’s flow.

1 have always considered myself conservation minded but, sometimes, the
resources to put values into practice seem unavailable. When 1 began
farming, it was infrequent to hear comments among farmers and ranchers





[image: image11.jpg]that pertained to stewardship of the land and health for the river. That is
changing and most progressive ag people now recognize that leading your
cow to the last blade of grass on the riverbank is counterproductive. But
many people are in my situation and it is the incentive from your agency that
puts wheels on the practices that need to be incorporated.

I am a frugal person and it angers me when my tax dollars are promiscuously
spent. Given that, my conviction is that the funds expended on the riparian
fencing program are a most productive and honorable delegation of the taxes
that I contribute. It tips the hesitant person in the right direction, benefit’s
the fish and wildlife, creates an aesthetic aura and is a win/win situation.

ODF&W is not without it’s critics, but many of these are people who resent
any authority who suggests things differently. Over the years, I have had
frequent exchanges with the Grant office of ODF&W. [ am curious and
often stop by to ask questions, get help in identifying a wildlife observation,
or discuss a potential farming practice. I must say that I have never had a
negative experience with your agency in Grant County. All of you have
been knowledgeable, responsible, willing, flexible, respectful, a pleasure to
associate with and [ look forward to future relationships.

Thank you again for assisting in a major improvement on my farm; it
tangibly benefit’s a whole spectrum of environmental needs and, thus, the

total community.

Sincerely,

s Prve




Figure 2.  Cottonwood and Canyon Creek Steelhead Redd Density, 1983-2006
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