199705600 - YKFP - Klickitat Watershed Enhancement Project

Response to ISRP Comments for FY07 – 09 Solicitation
1) The overall goal of the Klickitat Watershed Enhancement Project (KWEP) is to restore watershed health and stream habitat to aid recovery of native salmonid stocks in the Klickitat Subbasin. A response is needed to describe how the program will bolster and protect fish resources, i.e., how the goal will be met. This response thus needs to include a summary of results tied to fish. 

As noted in Section “B” of the Narrative, KWEP implements project actions that address factors limiting salmonid populations in the Klickitat Subbasin.  These limiting factors and associated geographic priorities have been identified via both data-based modeling exercises as well as a professional-opinion based exercise composed of fisheries biologists and resource professionals familiar with the watershed.  The limiting factors, geographic priorities, and action needs are identified in such documents as the Klickitat Subbasin Plan, Klickitat Lead Entity Strategic Plan, and NOAA’s recovery plan for mid-Columbia steelhead (in progress).

Several examples of projects implemented by KWEP benefiting fish include:

· Klickitat River Meadows – The M&E project identified eroding banks (both in terms of poor direct habitat value and introduction of fine sediment) and low pool quality, as factors limiting salmonid production in the upper portion of the Klickitat River.  In 2004, ten LWD jams were constructed at locations that generally satisfied both criteria.  Adult Chinook salmon were observed inhabiting our structures, frequently within 24 hours of completion.  In addition to preventing or moderating erosion rates, the jams provided much needed cover for vulnerable pre-spawn migrants and spawners in a reach where poaching been a problem.
· White Creek Roads -  The White Creek watershed has accounted for up to 40% of the total observed steelhead spawning in the entire Klickitat subbasin.  Channel incision, bank mass wasting, and overall simplification of many streams suggested changes in peak-flow hydrology as a proximal cause.  Assessment and modeling work conducted in 2003 and 2004 implicated roads increasing bankfull discharge by 6 – 32% in several subwatersheds.  Additionally, McNeil samples from the watershed have shown fine sediment content of 26%.  In 2005, the first ten priority groups of road segments were treated with roughly 94 waterbars constructed along 7.8 miles and eight pre-existing, but ineffective tank traps (previously constructed by BIA) enhanced to eliminate vehicular access to another 2.8 miles of road.  Additional priority groups will be treated to further reduce artificially high inputs of fine sediment and peak runoff.  This will facilitate passive habitat recovery for salmonids as well as increase the likelihood of success for site-specific in-channel treatments downstream of these roaded areas.
· Klickitat Mill – Snyder Creek runs through the old the Klickitat Mill site near the town of Klickitat.  The project restored passage through a 2600’ long concrete flume, removed a low-head dam, and replaced two perched culverts upstream of the flume.  The project involved a partnership between the Yakama Nation (KWEP funding), WDFW, Klickitat County (SRFB funding), Mid-Columbia Regional Fisheries Enhancement Group, and two private landowners.  The project was completed in two phases (2003 and 2004) and fish passage was restored to roughly 2.5 miles of some of the best tributary habitat in the lower Klickitat subbasin for the first time in roughly 90 years.  Spawning surveys conducted by the Klickitat M&E project (BPA project # 199506335) have documented adult steelhead spawners and redds upstream of the project reach and coho and steelhead spawners and redds within the project reach since project completion.
Other project actions are noted in annual reports.  The current work statement is an additional source of information for project work that is underway.  
With regard to the request for a “summary of results tied to fish,” quantification of fish response to treatments falls within the duties of the Klickitat M&E project (BPA project # 199506335).  Basinwide fisheries monitoring results are present in the M&E project’s annual reports.  To date, monitoring of project site-specific fish response has been limited, but plans are to increase such activity depending primarily on funding levels.  Please see the M&E project proposal narrative, section F > 3.1 and 3.2 for more information on proposed effectiveness monitoring of habitat actions with regard to fish population response.  
2) There has been a large amount of time and money spent on assessing the watershed (10 years). This is a long-standing effort with some $2.55 million invested since 2000, and over $3 million in non-BPA matching funds for active and upcoming projects; the cost-share is impressive. A large sum is requested once again. Other projects include the YKFP Klickitat Management, Data and Habitat (Project 198812035) and the Monitoring and Evaluation Project (M&E, 199506325). After this time, and considering the costs and several reviews over these years, by now there should be clear documentation of the assessments of fish habitat, prescriptions listed by priority, and much of the rehabilitation work completed or underway. In addition, a well-planned monitoring and evaluation plan should be available and presented in this proposal. If these are available, they need to be clearly summarized. 
There seems to be some confusion about relative roles/responsibilities of YKFP activities in the Klickitat Subbasin.  Please see Section D of the narrative attached to the proposal to clarify KWEP’s roles relative to other YKFP projects (and vice versa).  

The comment also suggests there is some confusion regarding KWEP expenditures.  As stated in Section “D” of the Narrative, KWEP has expended roughly $1,502,113 (not $2.55 million) since 2000.  As the primary implementer of YKFP watershed and habitat actions in the Klickitat Subbasin, the vast majority of KWEP funds (direct and matching) have been directly associated with project work (see Table D-2) not inventory, assessment, or monitoring.  
With regard to other points specifically mentioned above:

· Clear documentation of fish habitat assessments – This is one of the functions provided by the Klickitat M&E project (BPA project # 199506335).  Please see responses to ISRP comments on the M&E project and on the Klickitat Management, Data, and Habitat project (198812035) for more information on status of habitat database development and habitat assessments.
· Prescriptions listed by priority – KWEP addresses priorities identified in at least three different major planning documents: the Klickitat Subbasin Plan, the Klickitat Lead Entity Salmon Recovery Strategy (KLESRS), and NOAA’s Recovery Plan for Mid-Columbia Steelhead.  The most current version of limiting factors and geographic priorities has been uploaded as an attachment to the proposal.  It is adapted from the KLESRS and the content was produced cooperatively by the Klickitat Technical Advisory Group.
· Rehabilitation work completed or underway – The narrative attached to the proposal summarizes (abstract) and presents (Table D-2, Section E) this information.  More detail on completed projects as well as assessment and planning for current projects is included in the KWEP FY04 annual report submitted to BPA in March 2005.  We have uploaded a copy as an attachment to the proposal for the reviewers’ convenience.
· Well-planned monitoring and evaluation plan – This is one of the functions provided by the Klickitat M&E project (BPA project # 199506335).  Please see that project’s proposal (especially Section F > 3) for more information.
It should be noted that the level of detail the ISRP appears to consider necessary for effective technical review of the KWEP project is not readily provided under the 25 page-limit proposal format originally established by the Council.  This may be addressed in the future through modification of the format.  In the meanwhile, we stand ready to provide the necessary information and to discuss its justification and pertinence with the ISRP.

3)Most of the work over past few years appears to have largely focused on planning, design, and data organization and reorganization. The latest annual report available electronically (2002-03) is similar in format to this proposal - itemized lists but no cohesive narrative putting results in terms of realized or potential benefits for fish and wildlife. It is good that the process used to prioritize reaches and tributaries that will receive initial restoration and protection was based on EDT and the subbasin plan. However, the proposal lacks any narrative explaining how the program will bolster and protect fish resources. No fish data is presented that indicates a fish response to past efforts.

The KWEP FY04 annual report submitted to BPA in March 2005 provides an overview of several completed projects as well as rationale for currently active and future projects.  We have uploaded a copy as an attachment to the proposal for the reviewers’ convenience.
With regards to “results in terms of realized or potential benefits for fish and wildlife”, “narrative explaining how the program will bolster and protect fish resources”, and “no…data is presented that indicates a fish response to past efforts”, quantifying the fisheries response from various treatments falls under the scope of the Klickitat M& E project (BPA project # 199506335).  Data that have been collected will be presented in upcoming M&E project reports (FY2005 and FY2006).  Please see the M&E project proposal (especially Section F > 3) for future monitoring plans.
