RESPONSE TO THE ISRP

July, 2006

199604601 – Walla Walla Basin Fish Habitat Enhancement
Sponsor: Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Indian Reservation (CTUIR) 

Province: Mid Columbia   Subbasin: Walla Walla 

Short description: This project works with private landowners, and other government and quasi-governmental agencies to protect and enhance habitat for salmonid fish in the Walla Walla River Basin. 

Recommendation: Response requested


1.  ISRP Question/Comment- The sponsors did not adequately describe the monitoring program other than to discuss the types of data that were being collected (paragraph 1). Abundant data on effectiveness should be available. Available data should be analyzed and presented in a concise and convincing way (paragraph 1). We recognize that, for some projects, measurable benefits from particular actions will be seen only after long time periods. This does not mean that the products of these actions should not be monitored (paragraph 9). 
Response: 
Introduction: 

The monitoring and evaluation of habitat project effectiveness has been a long standing concern for many interested in Columbia Basin salmon and steelhead restoration.  Despite ongoing discussion, meetings, and conferences on this issue, consensus on the appropriate and necessary types and extent of monitoring and evaluation needed has generally not been achieved, nor do project sponsors have adequate funding and consistent direction on how best to design and implement project effectiveness monitoring.  That was most recently illustrated in Bonneville Power Administration and Northwest Power and Conservation Council direction that no more than 5% of habitat project budgets be directed to monitoring and evaluation while the ISRP has suggested that 40% or more be directed to this activity. 

Building of a regional accepted monitoring plan is underway in a number of venues.  Examples include the Pacific Northwest Aquatic Monitoring Partnership and BPA project 200301700- Integrated Status and Effectiveness Monitoring Program (ISEMP): The design and evaluation of monitoring tools for salmon populations and habitat in the Interior Columbia River Basin.  These projects are early in there implementation and may provide the top-down regional monitoring effort that ISRP suggests.  We will keep track of the results of their evaluations by reviewing their annual reports. 
CTUIR technical staff remain sensitive to this concern and continue to work to improve monitoring and evaluation efforts on individual projects through various strategies, including collaboration with project partners, integration, to the extent feasible, with local research projects, and integration of new monitoring protocols as they become available.  Unfortunately, under the current program, it is difficult if not impossible to achieve the desired, hypothesis-driven M&E suggested by the ISRP.  
Please understand that the current annual funding for this project is 277,000 dollars. The costs to operate the project (fuel, wages, insurance, materials, etc.) have continued to increase but equivalent annual increases from the BPA have not occurred.  This has dramatically affected the amount of money reaching “on the ground projects” and our project effectiveness monitoring program.  Cost share funding is the only way the project is able to implement a meaningful amount of restoration work in each year.  More than a million dollars in cost share has been secured by this project since it’s beginning including more than 300,000 dollars in FY2006.  
Understanding the above-mentioned constraints, we have developed what we feel is a responsible approach to quantifying changes to salmon habitat as a result of project efforts which are discussed below. 
Project objectives and approach to monitoring: 
Project “objectives” are designed to meet project goals and also those identified in the recently completed Walla Walla Subbasin plan. How well the project is meeting objectives is determined largely through effectiveness monitoring.   
The physical and biological parameters monitored within each project area depend on the limiting factors and project objectives. We monitor habitat features at the “project level” that we expect to be able to improve. For example we would not expect to be able to significantly change water temperatures over a short stream reach and would therefore not measure this parameter.  However, we would expect to see dramatic positive changes to vegetation, shade, and eventually large woody debris as a result of livestock exclusion and would therefore carefully monitor these features over time.  
The monitoring strategy of the project works under the assumption that “good habitat supports more fish than poor habitat”. This assumption is backed by decades of science and published literature.  With all things being equal, a system with complex stream habitat and fully functioning riparian and upland corridor, will support and generate more fish than one with a poor habitat rating.  In fact, the entire EDT modeling process used in the subbasin planning effort operates under the assumption that habitat improvements will enhance fish populations (NPPC, Walla Walla Subbasin Plan, 2004, page 129). 

Measurable ecological benefits associated with habitat restoration often require years to come to fruition.  And, biological outcomes, fish production in particular, is difficult to directly credit to project level restoration efforts.  For example, are changes in salmonid abundance within project areas over time a response to habitat improvements or are they a result of variation in adult returns, rainfall, harvest, food availability, predation, etc.? At this time,  current “basin wide” trend monitoring being done by the CTUIR Monitoring and Evaluation Project are measuring changes resulting from the entire suite (habitat, hatchery, passage, flow enhancement, etc.) of work being done and are not designed to separate out the success or failure of treatments at the project level.  
The project proponent is working closely with the CTUIR monitoring and evaluation staff in developing a strong, defendable process that will quantify biological contributions resulting from habitat interventions.  Here is one example that has been discussed.  

Suppose a hypothetical tributary stream containing summer steelhead is 10 miles in length.  Adult redd counts conducted on the stream find a total of 100 redds.  Juvenile out-migrant production resulting from these redds produces a total of 5000 smolts (measured with screw traps).  After five years and 6 miles of intensive stream restoration work has been completed, adult redd counts and subsequent juvenile numbers are collected again and measured against the “pre-implementation” juvenile production. Of course there is still variation in this example and it would need to be repeated over time and place but it would give fish managers a strong indication of how well various habitat improvement projects are working.  This level of monitoring however is not likely to be funded at this time.  
Current project effectiveness parameters: 

We currently have eight “project areas” on private lands in the basin that have been signed into 15-year conservation easements.  We are collecting long-term monitoring parameters (photo points, cross sections, longitudinal surveys, etc.) on four of the project areas.  A list of parameters typically repeated every three years for a select number of projects include: 

· Stream and vegetation transects: These transect studies measure specific physical and biological characteristics (i.e. channel substrate, channel width, bank height, flow features, ground cover type, stream shading, etc.) in selected study areas.  They are designed to measure long term changes in the riparian vegetation and stream channel morphology, and help determine expected rates of recovery on other streams.  

· Photo points:  Photo points provide visual qualitative changes in riparian vegetation (such as increased canopy and shading, improved bank stability, etc.), and adjustments in stream channel morphology (such as narrowing and deepening of the channel).  They also help document success or failure of specific instream structures or plantings.  Several photo points are established at each individual project prior to implementation.  Pictures are then retaken from most of these sites at 1-2 year intervals.

· Shade: Using a concave spherical densiometer, shade is measured at mid-channel at transects along the stream corridor.  The surveyor faces first upstream, then downstream, and finally to the right and left banks.  

· Woody Debris: Woody debris is classified into five possible wood classes, each categorizing the complexity and amount of woody debris according to ODFW protocol developed in 1993.  Large wood is frequently limiting production in project areas and may be added as part of a long-term restoration strategy. 
· Bank Stability: This parameter has recently been added to the list of measurements taken for each project area.  A qualitative description for the observed stability of both the right and left bank is done using the classification developed by ODFW, 1993. Stream banks are identified as NE-non-erodible, BC-boulder cobble, VS-vegetatively stabilized, or AE-actively eroding. Percent of total shoreline meeting each of these categories is then determined and compared over time.    

· Longitudinal Survey: starting at the bottom of the project area and continuing to the top, the surveyor measures the length of each stream habitat type (riffle, pool, glide, etc.).  A percentage of each habitat type for the entire project area is then determined. Often project areas lack stream complexity and are comprised of predominately riffle habitat. A trend toward a mixture of pool, glide, and riffle habitat is most desired.
· Water Temperatures: Water temperatures are taken at the stream thalweg with a hand-held thermometer at each cross section.  This measurement only provides a quick comparison of water temperatures at one time during the day from one sampling year to another and is not intended to measure success or failure of restoration approaches. Far more detailed water temperature monitoring is done by a myriad of agencies including the CTUIR throughout the basin. 

Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife (ODFW).  1993.  Methods for stream habitat surveys:  Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife, Aquatic Inventory Project.   Version 3.1, April 1993.  Kelly M.S. Moore, Kim K. Jones, and Jeffrey M. Dambacher.  Corvallis, OR.

Example of effectiveness monitoring data and results: 

A summary of monitoring data collected from one project site on Blue Creek in 1996 (pre-project), 2000, 2001, and again in 2005 is provided in Table 1 below. Blue creek is a small perennial stream that contains predominately summer steelhead/redband trout but also provides habitat for bull trout during some parts of the year.  
The stream form and surrounding riparian and upland habitat on Blue Creek was severely damaged as a result of high water in February of 1996.  All riparian vegetation was removed as a result of this event (please see the Figure 9 photo-series in the proposal).  In the fall of 1997, the project installed several large log and rock structures to promote channel stability and pool habitat and planted several thousand native plants. As a result of these efforts, stream shade has increased from less than 10% pre-project to 23% in 2000 and more than 60% in 2005. Some portions of the stream outside of the monitoring locations are covered by shade 100% of the time.  A total of 100% of the area contained “no vegetation” pre-project, 45% in 2000 and finally 10% in 2005. The project is showing a progressive trend from annual grasses to a more stable and mature mixture of tree and shrub component.  Pool habitat pre-project was at 5% of the total area and in 2005 had increased to 25% of the total area. 
Table 1: Summary of monitoring data for the years of 2000, 2001, and 2005 on Blue Creek, Walla Walla County.   

	Category
	Parameter
	1996 Pre-Project
	2000
	2001
	2005

	Channel Description
	Water Temp. (C)
	
	23.3
	17.2
	NA

	
	Land Use
	
	Rural Residential
	Rural Residential
	Rural Residential

	
	Wetted Width (m)
	
	3.6
	3.8
	3.3

	
	Bankfull Width (m)
	
	9.5
	4.8
	NA

	
	Wood Class (#)
	
	1
	2
	1.3

	Substrate
	% Fine
	
	33%
	33%
	3%

	
	% Gravel
	
	38%
	30%
	32%

	
	% Cobble
	
	23%
	35%
	56%

	
	% Boulder
	
	5%
	2%
	9%

	
	% Bedrock
	
	0%
	0%
	0%

	 % Shade

Average of averages
	% Shade Upstream
	3%
	23%
	45%
	59%

	
	% Shade Right Bank
	3%
	6%
	52%
	69%

	
	% Shade Downstream
	6%
	42%
	12%
	25%

	
	% Shade Left Bank
	3%
	17%
	40%
	66%

	
	% Shade Average
	
	22%
	37%
	55%

	Vegetation Cover

Average of averages
	% No Vegetation
	100%
	45%
	19%
	10.7

	
	% Annual grasses/herbs
	0%
	45%
	16%
	40.6

	
	% Perennial grass
	0%
	0%
	36%
	13.7

	
	% Shrubs
	0%
	10%
	37%
	16

	
	% Deciduous dominated
	0%
	0%
	0%
	16.5

	
	% Mixed conifer/deciduous
	0%
	0%
	8%
	2.6

	Habitat Units
	% Dry
	0%
	0%
	0%
	0%

	
	% Glide
	0%
	15%
	9%
	12%

	
	% Riffle
	93%
	63%
	64%
	61%

	
	% Riffle With Pockets
	0%
	0%
	0%
	0%

	
	% Rapid
	0%
	0%
	0%
	0%

	
	% Cascade over Bedrock
	2%
	2%
	2%
	2%

	
	% Pool
	0%
	0%
	0%
	0%

	
	% Lateral Scour Pool
	5%


	7%
	5%
	5%

	
	% Plunge Pool
	0%
	11%
	14%
	13%

	
	% Straight Scour Pool
	0%
	0%
	5%
	7%

	
	% Trench Pool
	0%
	1%
	0%
	0%


2. ISRP Question/Comment-Project methods are difficult to assess because project objectives are not adequately presented (paragraph 2). Objectives need to be consolidated and focused (paragraph 10). Quantifiable objectives need to be given (paragraph 11). 

Response: 
We are confused by the comments made by the ISRP regarding objectives.  From our perspective, the objectives, tasks and methods are clearly outlined in Table 4 of the proposal. In fact, this exact objective and method format has been used for years in a contract form between the project proponent and BPA.  Nevertheless, the objectives and methods have been provided again in a modified form below in an attempt to provide further clarification and understanding to ISRP reviewers. 
Objective 1: Identify, select, and design habitat restoration projects that provide long-term benefit to biological systems, watershed limiting factors, and the salmonid fish relying on them. 

Methods: 

1. Identify and select projects;

2. Obtain Long-term conservation easements with private landowners
3. Produce project design

4. Obtain environmental clearances

5. Coordinate cost-share funding

Objective 2: Implement fish habitat enhancement and restoration actions including passive and active methods to improve anadromous fish habitat and water quality. 
Methods: 

1. Direct placement of whole trees on the South Fork of the Touchet River. 

2. Direct work activities involved in the obliteration of unnecessary and abandoned logging roads impacting stream function and water quality on the South Fork of the Touchet River. 

3. Direct construction of instream structures on South Fork of the Walla Walla River. 

Objective 3:  Conduct routine maintenance to project areas signed into long-term conservation easements to ensure long term goals and objectives are met.

Methods: 

1. Maintain livestock exclusion fences within existing project areas. 

2. Maintenance reintroduced native vegetation (weeding, watering, replanting) as necessary to ensure project success. 

3.  Landowner and agency coordination-coordinate with the participating landowner and various agencies as needed on project needs. 

Objective 4:  Conduct effectiveness monitoring and evaluation to assess progress towards goals and objectives and to identify adaptive management needs.

Methods:

1. Collect and generate effectiveness monitoring data

2. Analyze and interpret data

Objective 5:  Provide information transfer and continued learning through the completion of quarterly and annual reports of progress and sharing of project methods, results, and discussion.  
Methods:

1. Produce annual report of progress

2. Produce Status/quarterly reports

3. ISRP Question/Comment-Why were the areas of project focus designated as high priority for restoration?  Are there areas of higher priority that have not received attention? What is the rationale for selecting restoration sites (paragraph 4)? 

Response: 
The rationale for project selection is based on:   

1. Subbasin Planning Prioritization-the prioritization process was determined through EDT Modeling and compares various portions of the basin to one another based on current, past, and potential for salmonid production. The project relies heavily on the Subbasin Plan because of the amount of local knowledge and scientific input used to generate the information.   

2. Private Landowner interest and cooperation

3. Access

4. Project Location

5. Level of expected benefit to target species (cost/benefit)
Based on the selection process above, we have chosen to focus our efforts in the 2007-09 funding period on: 
1. The South Fork of the Walla Walla River and; 

2.  The South Fork of the Touchet River, Rainwater Ranch. 
South Fork of the Walla Walla River: The South Fork of the Walla Walla River contains some of the highest water quality to be found in the Northwest.  All of the South Fork of the Walla Walla River is identified as “priority” for restoration and protection in the Walla Walla Subbasin Plan (page 59).  Out of 26 priority areas in the basin, the South Fork of the Walla Walla River ranked number 3 in “restoration” potential for spring chinook and number 7 for summer steelhead (Tables 3-2 and 3-4).  The EDT predictions for “protection benefit” ranked the South Fork of the Walla Walla (mouth to Elbow Creek which includes the proposed project areas) as number 1 for spring chinook and summer steelhead.    
In the summer of 2005 a physical survey of approximately 10 miles of the South Fork of the Walla Walla River was completed by staff of the CTUIR Walla Walla Monitoring and Evaluation Project.  This survey was done in an effort to better understand the factors most limiting salmonid fish in the priority reach and design out-year habitat restoration and monitoring approaches to meet these needs.  Monitoring data collected from this effort has been summarized and is currently being incorporated into a document entitled “Habitat Assessment of the South Fork and Mainstem Walla Walla Basin” (Hoverson, draft 2005).  Throughout privately owned lands on the South Fork of the Walla Walla River (approximately 10 stream miles) extensive levee construction and straightening has occurred as a means of flood control. This has eliminated considerable river length and reduced habitat quality. Habitat has been simplified and the relationship between the floodplain and river is now less functional. Steep gradient and levees has resulted in excessive fast water habitat where velocity and substrate size act as limiting factors to fish at different life stages. Pool habitat has been virtually eliminated and replaced by long sections of riffle habitat; levee removal is not an option in most cases because of adjacent homes, farms, roads, etc.   This has left one of the most productive sections of the Walla Walla River Basin compromised predominately of high stream velocities, inadequate pool habitat and LWD. Factors limiting stream complexity are not being addressed at this time by any state, federal or local resource entity.  It is for the above stated reasons that we have chosen to focus our efforts in this area during the next funding cycle. 

South Fork of the Touchet River: All of the South Fork of the Touchet River is identified as “priority” for restoration and protection in the Walla Walla Subbasin Plan (page 59).  The South Fork of the Touchet was ranked 12 out of 47 priority reaches for restoration potential for summer steelhead and 15th for spring chinook.  The same reach was ranked 10th for protection of summer steelhead and 3rd for spring chinook. Proposed work will be done on approximately 8 miles of river habitat owned by the CTUIR within the Rainwater Wildlife Area.  

The 8,678-acre Rainwater Wildlife Area was purchased by the CTUIR in September 1998 under the NPPC Fish and Wildlife Program for the purpose of providing perpetual protection to fish and wildlife resources.  Since 1999, CTUIR fisheries staff have documented baseline habitat conditions and developed resource objectives through the management plan development process.  The Draft Rainwater Wildlife Area Watershed Management Plan (CTUIR, March 2001) documents existing conditions, desired conditions and objectives, and management strategies for achieving desired future conditions.
Key limiting factors identified during habitat surveys for the natural production of summer steelhead, bull trout, and resident rainbow trout include poor riparian conditions: draw bottom roads constraining floodplain function, lack of mature vegetation, canopy closure (shade) (<40%); fair stream bank stability (63%); poor width: depth ratio (43.8); lack of large woody debris (<15 pieces/mile); poor large pool frequency and quality (<9/mile).  Desired future conditions include mature vegetation, >80% stream bank stability; 29.3 width: depth ratio; >45 pieces of large wood/mile; and >20 large pools/mile (Moore, et al. 1993). This limiting factor data was incorporated into the EDT modeling exercise in the subbasin plan and may be found on page 39 of the Final Addendum.  The EDT analysis demonstrates that achieving all of the quantitative habitat objectives identified for the South Fork Touchet River area will result in a capacity of almost 3,000 juveniles.  

The Rainwater Wildlife Area was clear-cut logged and heavily grazed for more than a century.  As a result, the stream corridors are lacking the channel form benefits provided by the recruitment of large wood.  Logging efforts also included the construction of a number of roads, many of which have already been removed by the project.  The bottom three miles of the project area along the South Fork of the Touchet River still contains a draw-bottom road which we propose to remove during the 2007-09 funding cycle.  The road is causing a disconnect in the stream channel and preventing proper side-hill drainage and riparian and floodplain function. 

It is our intention to mimic natural recruitment of whole trees in a forested riparian ecosystem with the addition of whole conifer trees throughout the 7 miles of stream reach in the project area.  Approximately 300 of the trees have already been purchased with a total of 400 trees planned for the final project.  The trees will be distributed throughout the 7 mile reach with 3-5 pieces per complex placed on point-bars, gravel bars, and also in braided reaches to encourage the formation of a single stream channel thread.  The wood will be placed in a manner consistent with the natural movement of large wood in a forested ecosystem and will follow the experience and literature recommendations of similar projects completed by the CTUIR in the Umatilla Basin and elsewhere.  Because there are no roads in the uppermost four miles of this project area a helicopter will be used to place the trees.  In the lower three miles of the stream with road access a cat-track excavator will be used to position the trees.  Following this work, the project intends to obliterate the valley bottom road and construct a number of grade control structures and cross-vanes to protect project investments. 

The stream surveys, mapping, tree placement and road removal engineering will be   contracted out in 2006 and 2007. Funding for the project will be shared between this project, the Rainwater Ranch Project (BPA Project 200002600), the Pacific Coastal Salmon Funding Board, and the Snake River Recovery Board in Washington. 

In addition to ranking high in the subbasin planning effort, the Rainwater Wildlife provides this project with an opportunity to positively impact a very large portion of headwater salmon habitat.  The area provides 8 miles of stream and 8,000 acres of riparian and upland habitat, all of which is owned and managed by the CTUIR.  The property is located in the upper reaches of the subbasin and provides indefinite opportunity for long-term trend monitoring and the perpetual protection and enhancement of native fish and wildlife species. 

4. ISRP Question/Comment- How much of this work will be done on private land? Has landowner permission been received? What actions have received permission and is there a fall back position if permission is not granted (paragraph 6)?

Response: 
Permission for all areas has been secured and proposed work is ready to go forward.  Work will be conducted on four separate private lands in the Walla Walla River Basin.  Two of these areas are owned by the CTUIR (the Kentch Property and the Rainwater Wildlife Area); the other two are signed into 15 year conservation easements with private landowners. The landowners are very excited about the proposed work and have legally agreed to instream restoration activities through the 15-year conservation contract. 
5. ISRP Question/Comment- Conveyance of project results to stakeholders would seem to be particularly appropriate for this project (paragraph 13). 

Response: 
Coordination with participating landowners, agencies, and interest groups are maintained through various basin-wide meetings, presentations, educational training, electronic mail, and tours.   The project leader participates in several local meeting groups including the Mill Creek Group, the Walla Walla Watershed Council, the Snake River Recovery Board, and the Priority Project Process.  Project updates, results, and concerns are shared with local landowners and agency personnel in these forums. 
Annual and quarterly reports of progress are provided to the BPA for this project. These reports include among other things, detailed information regarding projects methods and results.  A summary of all monitoring data is also included in the reports. This information is available to the public through the BPA website.  

Site specific information and coordination between this project and the CTUIR Monitoring and Evaluation staff will soon be available through the CTUIR Web Site and various basin-wide links.  
Thank you for your consideration of the above comments. 
