Response to Comments Received from the ISRP on the Klickitat county Proposal for Funding in FY 2006-2009
ISRP comment:

The proposal was inadequately presented. Justification for the $5M requested needs to be more carefully made before this project can meet the ISRP review criteria. As written, with exception of Little Klickitat falls study, this is a generic proposal that could fit (or really, not fit) almost any catchment in the arid portion of Columbia system. It is not specific to the Klickitat, Little Klickitat, or Rock creek. It mentions that a few habitat surveys have been done but ignores their results. It shows inadequate understanding of existing habitat, fish and wildlife, and potential for restoration/enhancement. The ISRP notes that some of the road relocation/sediment reduction strategies in the County could be beneficial to the fish and wildlife resources. However, the proposal does not adequately demonstrate the priority of these strategies or the actual benefits to fish and wildlife. A large portion of the proposal is to determine if steelhead pass Little Klickitat Falls. 

Response:  A discussion of the studies that have been conducted that are pertinent to applicable strategies/objectives has been added to the narrative.  The project proponents have an excellent understanding of the existing habitat, fish and wildife, and the potential for restoration/enhancement.  

The proposal was reorganized to facilitate understanding and streamline the text.  We have added additional discussion regarding reduction of sediment delivered from roads.  


ISRP comment:

Proposal readability suffers greatly from having 34 pages of objectives and methods in tabular form. The proposal would be improved by a clearer separation of the watershed assessment and fish passage/monitoring components. Portions of the proposal appear redundant with assessments done in Lower Klickitat by the Yakama Nation. The proposal does not provide evidence of collaboration with the Yakama Nation. 

Response:  The narrative has been rewritten.  The tables were removed.  The project objectives have been clearly separated.  Nothing contained in the proposal is redundant to previous work.  The project will not be conducted within the Yakama Reservation or Yakama trust lands.  The proposal will be conducted within the planning areas of WRIAs 30 and 31. The WRIA Planning Units are comprised of representatives from State and local government and area stakeholders.  The Planning units are the lead organizations for water resources and fish habitat management planning and implementation in these Subbasins.  An invitation was extended to the he Yakama Nation to participate on the WRIA 30 and 31 Planning Units.  That invitation remains open.  

ISRP comment:

There is major expenditure associated with reducing the sediment input from roads. The ISRP is concerned over the following quote from the proposal summary Work Elements section: “Traffic is the number one factor affecting sediment inputs to streams; hence, little used roads are seldom major contributors of sediment.” The concern is that this is a fundamental misunderstanding that could affect any road system assessment. Sediment input to streams is caused by poorly designed and maintained roads, especially their drainage ditches and culverts, whatever the frequency of use. 

Response:  Major expenditures were included in the original proposal for roads and for construction of an expensive fish passage monitoring facility.  The actual cost, or even the need, for these facilities will not be known until the planning phase is complete.  Therefore, we have deleted these costs at this time.  Additional funding may be sought in the future once specific actions are identified.
The authors of the proposal are very well informed regarding road issues and agree that not all roads are created equal.  Additional discussion of this has been added to the narrative.  Greater detail in the approach (which addresses the issues in the comment) has also been added. 

ISRP comment:

Klickitat County raises a potential issue concerning public availability of data collected with BPA funds that deserves the Council's inquiry: “The Klickitat Management Plan emphasizes the need for quality control and requires that all data collected in support of the program be available to the public. Data collected in the past using BPA funds have been treated as proprietary in most cases. Hence, that data is not available to support public policy, public decisions regarding habitat improvement, and/or habitat protection.”

Response:  Access to data would facilitate planning efforts conducted in the Subbasins.  
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