Proposal 199801800: John Day Watershed Restoration
Comments from ISRP:

Chinook Mid-Columbia ESU, Steelhead Mid-Columbia ESU in addition to a range of wildlife and resident fish should benefit from this project. The project is tied to the limiting factors identified in the subbasin plan: stream flows, water temperature, passage, channel stability, sediment loads, habitat diversity, predation, harassment, and oxygen. It is also relevant to the 2000 BiOp RPAs, 2000 and 2003 modifications to the Fish and Wildlife Program, the John Day Subbasin Plan, BOR Water Optimization Plan for the Upper John Day, Wy-Kan-Ush-Mi Wa-Kish-Wit, and the CBFWA Integrated System Plan for Salmon and Steelhead Production. The project is linked to others doing watershed research and restoration in the subbasin. It specifically references the ODFW habitat restoration work, the ODFW fish screening project, the Oregon Water Trust, and the SWCDs. 

1) Q. It would be helpful to have proposers clarify objectives and work elements, with rationale for priorities and work distribution. 

1) All work elements and objective priorities are tied to the John Day Subbasin plan for restoration priorities as listed below; 

1. Fish Passage and Habitat Connectivity.

With emphasis on, Tributary and Juvenile passage, Screening, and Mainstem passage.

Reference: John Day Subbasin Plan 2005, Strategies A and B Pages 252 – 256.

2. Enhance Riparian and Instream Habitat.

Reference: John Day Subbasin Plan 2005, Strategies C, D, E Pages 257 – 266.

3. Flow Restoration

Reference: John Day Subbasin Plan 2005, Strategies C Pages 257- 259 and H Pages 273 – 277. 

4. Protect High Quality Existing Habitat

Reference: John Day Subbasin Plan 2005, Strategy G Pages 270 – 272.

Work distribution is tied to the priority HUC 5 units as listed also in the Subbasin Plan;

Lower and Mid John Day River:

· 30 Mile

· Bridge

· Butte Creek
· Lower John Day River Ferry Creek
· Lower John Day River Muddy Creek

· Lower Rock Creek - "Change in ranking due to severe degradation of passage"

· Pine Hollow

Middle and North Forks John Day River:

· Camp Creek

· Cottonwood Creek

· Granite Creek

· Long Creek

· Lower Camas Creek

· Upper Camas Creek

· Upper Middle Fork John Day River

Upper Mainstem and South Fork John Day River:

· Canyon Creek

· Fields Creek

· Laycock Creek

· Mid South Fork John Day River

· Strawberry Creek

· Upper John Day River

· Upper Mid John Day River

· Upper South Fork John Day River

2) Q. Objectives seem reasonable but are not associated with timelines or metrics. The sponsors are involved in a variety of activities and subcontracts, and it is difficult to discern how priorities are developed.
2) Timelines associated with the projects are directly tied to available funding and current landowner cooperation. Many times it takes 2 or more years to get all project cooperators together on a timeline only to have funding issues delay the project. This delay many be furthered by land ownership changes causing a definite timeline to be a variable issue. As far as setting priorities the following is an outline of how theses are set

a) Local landowners come forward or are recruited to do projects.

b) Projects that are located in the above listed HUC 5’s are given priority.

c) Projects must also fall into one of the Subbasin Plan restoration strategies as listed above.

d) Funding is then applied for with BPA and/or additional sources.  
3) Q. Work elements are somewhat difficult to track and are described in varying detail (e.g. monitoring is described in detail, while work elements associated with "restore habitat diversity, improve water efficiency are not described). Most descriptions are general. 
3) Many of these projects are still in the developmental stages at this time with final designs waiting for funding sources to be confirmed. Once funding is secured final designs and surveys will be completed to address individual project needs and components. With the plans and final designs not completed it is difficult to give exact details at this time for each project.
4) Q. The proposal would benefit from more presentation of biological results achieved thus far. A description of project history and activities, with summaries of habitat improvements resulting from projects is provided but it is not well quantified or evaluated. Monitoring is a component of the objective "improve and monitor water quality and project effectiveness." Examples are provided of both qualitative and quantitative monitoring that is conducted. The quantitative monitoring is better described. Monitoring is done both by this project and in cooperation with other projects.

4) Among other considerations, monitoring objectives are based on project type, of which there are the following:  permanent diversions, infiltration galleries, pump stations, return-flow cooling, irrigation conversions, riparian corridor fence, culvert restoration and pipeline crossings, off-channel watering systems, and juniper control.  In general, all monitoring objectives serve to evaluate the affects of water conservation and watershed restoration projects through various project-specific methods.  The monitoring objectives are based on perceived benefits to the resource as well as other site characteristics.

To demonstrate some of the biological results achieved to date;

· A 7% increase in tributary base flows has been demonstrated from juniper control projects with the control projects being the only activities within the drainage and have sustained these flows for 3 years now.

· Rate of riparian recovery within drainages associated with off-channel water development is currently under assessment. Installation time and livestock removal time has not yet been adequate to allow change to be evident. 

· RFC temperatures have demonstrated on average a 17 degree decrease in temperatures from waters reaching the fields for irrigation to the water leaving the field and returning to the river. Local refugium is evident at the return pipes with the thermal plume extending downstream for 30 – 50 yards. The pipelines have also added safe rearing habitat for juvenile salmonids. Decreased fecal counts are also associated with RFC installation as opposed to open return ditches.
· Planting survival rates on average are as follows; Year one – 80%

· Year two – 60%

· Year three – 55%

· Years four on – 55%

· The increases in riparian vegetation benefits are being monitored through channel cross sections, temperature loggers, woody surveys and photopoints. The oldest planting sites are now beginning to show bank stabilization and a 1% decrease in channel widths. Continued monitoring of these sites is an ongoing goal of the project.

· Efficiency projects and improved diversion of water for irrigation has added approximately 20cfs throughout the mainstem John Day River to base flows yet no actual instream leases have been initiated at this time. 

· Over 17 miles of riparian corridor fence has been installed to reduce impacts from agricultural and private use. Of these 17 miles there are 10 permanent photo point locations and 5 greenline/woody and cross section recovery sites. Thus far the results are the basically same as the planting locations with some of the older locations showing up to a 3% decrease in with to depth ratios. 
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