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ISRP Final Report for the Geographic Review

I. Introduction

This report provides the Independent Scientific Review Panel’s (ISRP?) final recommendations
on 83 proposals submitted for the Northwest Power and Conservation Council and the
Bonneville Power Administration’s Geographic Review of ongoing habitat projects in the
anadromous areas of the Columbia Basin for the Council's Fish and Wildlife Program (Program).
In this final review, the ISRP recommends that 20 proposals meet scientific review criteria
(24%), 55 proposals meet criteria with some qualifications (66%), 4 proposals did not meet
criteria (5%), and 4 proposals were not amenable to scientific review (5%).

In addition to individual project reviews, this report contains comments on issues that cut
across projects and apply to the Program in general. Topics covered include evaluation of
results, regional research, monitoring and evaluation (RM&E), strategic restoration frameworks,
future project reviews, umbrella proposals, productive partnerships, workforce support, and
restoration methods and assessments.

This review covers currently funded projects and a few new Columbia River Fish Accord
projects. This was not an open solicitation. Only projects specifically identified by the Council
and Bonneville Power Administration (BPA) were allowed to submit proposals.

The full review process involves proposal development and results reporting by project
sponsors, ISRP review, and feedback from the public. The reviews culminate in
recommendations from the Council to the BPA. The Council must fully consider the ISRP’s
recommendations and explain in writing reasons for not accepting ISRP recommendations.

This is the last set of projects to be reviewed in the Category Review process. The ISRP, Council,
BPA, and project sponsors have completed the Wildlife; Research, Monitoring, and Evaluation
(RM&E) and Artificial Production; and Resident Fish, Data Management, and Regional
Coordination reviews. These Category Reviews have enabled the Council, the ISRP, and BPA to
review and compare sets of similar projects and highlight issues common to these projects such
as coordination, duplication, and consistency with the broad basinwide objectives and
provisions in the Fish and Wildlife Program. The ISRP is supportive of many features of this
review approach and looks forward to helping shape the next review process based on lessons
learned.

! “|SRP” refers to both ISRP members and Scientific Peer Review Group members.



II. The ISRP Review Process

A. Review Criteria

ISRP reviews are based on criteria provided in the 1996 amendment to the Northwest Power
Act. The amended Act directs the ISRP to review projects for consistency with the Council’s Fish
and Wildlife Program and whether they:

1. are based on sound science principles

2. benefit fish and wildlife

3. have clearly defined objectives and outcomes, and

4. contain provisions for monitoring and evaluation of results.

Pursuant to the 1996 amendment, the Council must fully consider ISRP recommendations when
making its recommendations regarding funding and provide an explanation in writing where its
recommendations diverge from those of the ISRP.

B. Review Steps

In general, ISRP reports provide written recommendations and comments on each proposal
that is amenable to scientific review. These recommendations reflect the ISRP’s consensus. To
develop final recommendations, the ISRP used a multi-step process:

1. ISRP individual reviews. Three reviewers were assigned to independently review each
proposal and provide written evaluations. The ISRP assigned review teams based on expertise
and whether members reviewed the project in the past or participated in site visits. Individual
reviewer’s comments and records of discussions are confidential and not available outside the
ISRP review teams.

2. Site visits. In March through May 2013, ISRP review teams made multi-day tours of projects
in the areas of the basin accessible to anadromous fish. These tours demonstrated that the
projects are led by dedicated and knowledgeable staff and progress is being made. The tours
provided numerous opportunities for wide ranging, nuanced discussions between ISRP review
team members and project staff. Specifically, greater understanding and appreciation of the
Council’s Fish and Wildlife Program goals for ecosystem restoration are evident in the projects
the ISRP visited.

3. Project presentations. As part of the site visits, the project sponsors had an opportunity to
present their proposals to the ISRP, Council staff, and BPA staff. Time was reserved for
guestions. These discussions greatly aided the ISRP in clarifying specific concerns and better
understanding the projects in general.

4. ISRP group evaluation meeting. Individual reviewer comments were compiled, and following
the presentations, review teams met to discuss individual reviews, develop a consensus
recommendation for each proposal, and ensure consistency across reviews.



5. Preliminary report completion. After the evaluation meeting, individual and meeting
comments were synthesized into a consensus statement on each proposal. The full group of
ISRP and Peer Review Group reviewers evaluated and edited these draft consensus statements
to produce the preliminary report (ISRP 2013-4). In the preliminary review, the ISRP
recommended that 13 proposals met scientific review criteria, 33 proposals met criteria with
some qualifications, 1 proposal did not meet criteria, and 3 proposals were not amenable to
scientific review — these ISRP recommendations were final. In addition, the ISRP requested
responses on 33 proposals. Project sponsors for these 33 projects were given an opportunity to
respond to ISRP concerns by July 9, 2013.

6. Response review and completion of the final report. On July 9, 2013, the ISRP received
responses for the proposals for which a response was requested. The ISRP again followed steps
2 and 4 above. Individual reviewers evaluated responses; those evaluations were compiled;
review teams met by teleconference to discuss the evaluations and develop programmatic
comments; and a final draft was circulated to confirm ISRP consensus. Of the 33 proposals
providing a response, the ISRP found that 7 proposals met scientific review criteria (21%), 22
proposals met criteria with some qualifications (67%), 3 proposals did not meet criteria (9%),
and 1 proposal was not amenable to scientific review (3%).

Next Review Steps

At the Council’s September 2013 meeting, the ISRP will present its findings. At the October
Council meeting, Council staff anticipates presenting recommendations for Council discussion.
At the Council’s November meeting, the Council is tentatively scheduled to make
recommendations.

C. Recommendation Categories

The ISRP uses the following terms for final recommendations:
e Meets Scientific Review Criteria

e Meets Scientific Review Criteria (Qualified)

e Meets Scientific Review Criteria - In Part

e Meets Scientific Review Criteria - In Part (Qualified)

e Does Not Meet Scientific Review Criteria

e Not Applicable

For preliminary reviews, the ISRP also uses: Response Requested

The full definitions for our recommendation categories are:

1. Meets Scientific Review Criteria is assigned to a proposal that substantially meets each of
the ISRP criteria. Each proposal does not have to contain tasks that independently meet each of
the criteria but can be an integral part of a program that provides the necessary elements. For
example, a habitat restoration project may use data from a separate monitoring and evaluation
project to measure results as long as such proposals clearly demonstrate this integration.
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Unless otherwise indicated, a “Meets Scientific Criteria” recommendation is not an indication of
the ISRP’s view on the priority of the proposal, nor an endorsement to fund the proposal, but
rather reflects its scientific merit and compatibility with Program goals.

2. Meets Scientific Review Criteria - In Part is assigned to a proposal that includes some work
that substantially meets each of the ISRP criteria and some work that does not. The ISRP
specifies which elements do not meet the review criteria. In general, the proposal element that
does not meet criteria is adequately described, but that element is not sound, is redundant, or
would not benefit fish and wildlife. Required changes to a proposal will be determined by the
Council and BPA in consultation with the project sponsors in the final project selection process.

(Qualified) is assigned to recommendations in the two categories above for which additional
clarifications and adjustments to methods and objectives by the sponsor are needed to fully
justify the entire proposal. The ISRP also uses “Qualified” in two other situations:
e for proposals that are technically sound but appear to offer marginal or very uncertain
benefits to fish and wildlife and
e when further ISRP review of a project’s final implementation plan or analysis of results is
needed before the project moves to full implementation. An example is a proposal for
both background assessment work and concurrent on-the-ground implementation that
cannot be justified before results of the assessment are known. Another example is a
proof of concept research project for which methods need to be tested at a pilot scale
before full implementation. Please note, in past reviews, some ISRP recommendations
to sequence assessment or test phases and full implementation were designated as “In
Part” rather than “Qualified.”

The ISRP expects that needed changes to a proposal will be determined by the Council and BPA
in consultation with the project sponsor in the final project selection process. Regardless of the
Council’s or BPA’s recommendations, the ISRP expects that, if a proposal is funded, subsequent
proposals for continued funding will address the ISRP’s comments.

3. Does Not Meet Scientific Review Criteria is assigned to a proposal that is significantly
deficient in one or more of the ISRP review criteria. One example is a proposal for an ongoing
project that might offer benefits to fish and wildlife but does not include provisions for
monitoring and evaluation or reporting of past results. Another example is a research proposal
that is technically sound but does not offer benefits to fish and wildlife because it substantially
duplicates past efforts or is not sufficiently linked to management actions. In most cases,
proposals that receive this recommendation lack detailed methods or adequate provisions for
monitoring and evaluation, and some propose actions that have the potential for significant
deleterious effects to non-target fish or wildlife. The ISRP notes that proposals in this category
may address needed actions or are an integral part of a planned watershed effort, but the
proposed methods or approaches are not scientifically sound. In some cases, a targeted request
for proposals may be warranted to address the needed action.




4. Not Applicable is assigned to proposals with objectives that are not amenable to scientific
review.

5. Response Requested is assigned to a proposal in a preliminary review that requires a
response on specific issues before the ISRP can make its final recommendation. This does not
mean that the proposal has failed the review. In general, the ISRP requests responses on a
majority of proposals and a majority of proposals provide sufficient information in the response
loop to meet the ISRP’s scientific review criteria.



II1. Programmatic Comments
A. Introduction: A Retrospective Evaluation of Results

The 1996 amendment directs the ISRP to review annually the results of prior-year expenditures
based upon the project review criteria and submit its findings to the Council.2 A major element
of the ISRP’s reviews of ongoing projects is an examination of each project’s reporting of past
results consistent with the retrospective review charge. The proposal form specifically asks for a
concise summary of biological results, a discussion of the adaptive management implications of
those results, and recognition that the ISRP will use the information submitted for its
retrospective review. In this Geographic Review, the ISRP’s comments on individual projects
include an evaluation of the project’s results under the subsection “Evaluation of Results.”
Reviewing the results reported in individual projects is critical to determining whether a project
meets scientific review criteria and in many cases developing qualifications and suggestions for
improved objective setting, monitoring, evaluation, and results reporting. The ISRP has
reviewed and considered the reporting of results for most of the projects in the Geographic
Review multiple times over the past 16 years.

In addition to specific comments on each project, the ISRP provides programmatic comments
related to the proposals and project reporting. Programmatic comments are described in the
sections below. An important conclusion by the ISRP is the need for the projects and the
program to set clear and measurable objectives at several levels and to match these objectives
with the monitoring and evaluation necessary to track the success of the projects and program
toward meeting those objectives, ultimately, as the ISRP review criteria implies, in terms of fish
and wildlife benefits.

The ISRP notes that, in addition to its evaluations, concurrent efforts are being implemented to
track results of the Fish and Wildlife Program. Specifically, BPA has made progress on project
tracking through Pisces and Taurus. The Council uses data from these and other regional
databases to develop High Level Indicators that track the regional fish and wildlife effort in the
Columbia Basin. The Action Agencies for the Federal Columbia River Power System (FCRPS)
produce comprehensive evaluation reports describing progress on meeting Biological Opinion
requirements. These efforts and the ISRP’s retrospective review share a target of not only
reviewing the results that are currently reported but establishing a systematic and meaningful
reporting of project results as a central feature of the Fish and Wildlife Program.

The ISRP highlights a few examples from the Action Agencies’ Draft 2013 Comprehensive
Evaluation, which summarizes some of the accomplishments of the projects covered in the
Geographic Review. For example, from 2007-2012, habitat actions have increased the
complexity of approximately 206 stream miles in select areas of the Columbia Basin (Fig. 1).

> For a detailed description of the three primary ways the ISRP meets the retrospective charge see the ISRP’s
Retrospective Report 2011 (ISRP 2011-25; pages 9-11).
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Figure 1. Miles of stream habitat rehabilitated for stream complexity in the Columbia River
Basin, 2007-2012 (see Fig. 2 for examples). See Draft 2013 Comprehensive Evaluation.

Actions to increase stream complexity include side channel rehabilitation and addition of large
wood, which provide rearing habitat for juvenile salmonids and potentially enhance juvenile
growth and survival (Fig. 2). In addition, approximately 2,053 miles of stream habitat have been
made available since 2007 by removing passage barriers created by humans (Fig. 3). These
examples show improvements in tributary habitats, but the analyses typically do not provide
needed context such as the amount of stream complexity previously lost to habitat
degradation, the miles of stream blocked by anthropogenic actions, or the response of
salmonids to the habitat actions.
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Figure 2. Import of large wood in the South Fork Clearwater basin (previous page) and
reconnection of side channel habitat in the Deschutes basin (above) as a means to increase
stream complexity and improve quality and quantity of rearing habitat for juvenile salmonids.
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Figure 3. Miles of stream habitat made available to salmonids through fish passage
improvements in the Columbia River Basin, 2007-2012. See Draft 2013 Comprehensive
Evaluation.

The Action Agencies used an “Expert Panel” process to provide expert opinions about the
percentage improvements in habitat quality for listed steelhead and Chinook salmon based on
habitat actions through 2011 (Fig. 4). These assessments were compared with percent habitat
quality improvements required by the FCRPS Biological Opinion for each watershed. Although
most populations appear to be on-target to meet the targets in the Biological Opinion for
habitat improvement by 2018, it is important to recognize that these assessments stem from
opinion and limited monitoring and evaluation to date. The opinion-based “Expert Panel”
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process highlights the need for monitoring and evaluation of habitat quality and quantity and
the response of salmonids to changes in habitat. Furthermore, when reviewing tributary habitat
accomplishments relative to the targets in the Biological Opinion, it is important to recognize
that the goal of the Biological Opinion is to avoid jeopardizing the continued existence of the
listed species and, as part of the jeopardy analysis, assure that the actions to be implemented
do not reduce appreciably the likelihood of species recovery. Thus, the habitat quality and
survival targets in the Biological Opinion reflect habitat conditions that are lower, possibly much
lower, than what may be needed to restore salmonid habitat to produce robust populations.
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Figure 4. Tributary habitat quality improvements through 2011 for steelhead. This map of the
Columbia River Basin in Oregon, Washington, and Idaho, depicts (in color) the tributary basins
where habitat is being improved by the Action Agencies and partners. Darkest shades depict
areas with priority populations. Progress as of 2011, based on completed habitat improvement
projects evaluated by the “Expert Panel” process, is shown in the white boxes near each basin.
The number to the left of the slash represents the percent habitat quality improvement through
2011; the number to the right of the slash represents the percent habitat quality improvement
to be achieved by 2018 for steelhead in order to satisfy terms of the Biological Opinion (RPA
Action 35, Table 5). Habitat quality improvements in the light brown shaded watersheds (e.g.,
Yakima River, John Day River) were estimated to be 1-4%, based on a different methodology,
and have achieved the 2018 goal. See Draft 2013 Comprehensive Evaluation.
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B. Implement Research, Monitoring, and Evaluation at a Regional Scale

The Fish and Wildlife Program is making significant progress on developing regional RM&E for
habitat restoration. The ISRP recently reviewed documents describing three related programs
intended to provide a basinwide approach to habitat monitoring and evaluation (ISRP 2013-2).
The programs include:

1. Integrated Status and Effectiveness Monitoring Program (ISEMP; Project #2003-017-00).
ISEMP is a “research and development project to test and develop fish and habitat
monitoring methods, data management tools, and data analysis methods for general use by
Fish and Wildlife monitoring projects across the interior Columbia River Basin.”

2. Columbia Habitat Monitoring Program’s (CHaMP; Project #2011-006-00). CHaMP’s
purpose is to “implement a habitat monitoring protocol for fish habitat status and trends
throughout the portion of the Columbia Basin that is accessible to anadromous salmonids
using a programmatic approach to standardized data collection and management that will
allow effective data summarization at various spatial scales important for the management
of fish and habitat.”

3. The Action Effectiveness Monitoring (AEM) of Tributary Habitat Improvement: a
Programmatic Approach for the Columbia Basin Fish and Wildlife Program (January 2013).
This document was developed to respond to ISRP and Council recommendations to move
toward a standardized, programmatic approach to evaluate the effectiveness of habitat
restoration actions. This paper provides many of the details of how BPA proposes to move
to implement a standardized program in phases beginning as early as 2013.

In the review of these programs, the ISRP found that together ISEMP and CHaMP have achieved
major gains in the collection of habitat data, the elucidation of relationships between fishes and
their habitats, and the effectiveness of tributary habitat restoration actions. The ISRP found
that the AEM plan provides a useful general framework for stratifying action effectiveness
monitoring, but more details are needed, especially with regard to the integration of the AEM
approach into ISEMP and CHaMP objectives. The ISRP concluded that “assuming AEM will
collect data compatible with the CHaMP/ISEMP programs, these three efforts should provide
valuable information on the productivity gains that can be achieved through habitat actions.
This understanding has been lacking for the Columbia Basin, and elsewhere in the Pacific
Northwest, and has likely severely hampered the effectiveness of restoration efforts over the
last thirty years.”
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Figure 5. ISEMP study areas at Bridge Creek, John Day River basin (left) and Entiat River (right).

The Geographic Review proposals and site visits indicated reliance on these programs as
currently implemented (ISEMP and CHaMP) and as proposed for the future. Some projects are
actively engaged with ISEMP in areas where specific studies are conducted: portions of the
Salmon, Entiat, and John Day subbasins (Fig. 5). CHaMP also has a wide reach and is referenced
in the proposals throughout the Basin. The AEM is also referenced. However, the full scope and
reach of ISEMP or other Intensively Monitored Watersheds (IMWs), CHaMP, and especially
AEM are not adequately described in relation to most projects in the Geographic Review. Most
proposals simply mentioned that the effectiveness of their project would be addressed by one
or more of these regional monitoring programs and did not describe specific monitoring efforts
or explain how their project fit into the overall monitoring effort. Fish population data, or
reference to how fish response to proposed habitat restoration actions was to be evaluated,
were rarely presented in the proposals.

This raised concern within the ISRP that some projects were not fully communicating with
monitoring partners and not fully integrated with monitoring efforts. In some regions, such as
the upper Salmon River basin, the lack of monitoring details in proposals was addressed by
ISEMP personnel who were present on the site visit and who could explain the monitoring
effort. Monitoring personnel were not present in most other regions, such as the upper
Columbia, leading to concern that the habitat restoration efforts and the monitoring programs
were not tightly linked. Some project sponsors noted that BPA’s decision to fund RM&E at 5%,
which is mostly for implementation and compliance rather than effectiveness monitoring,
prevented them from studying the effects of their restoration activities on riparian and aquatic
habitat and/or focal species. Nevertheless, habitat restoration efforts and effectiveness
monitoring efforts must be carefully coordinated and integrated, and key personnel of both
programs should be well aware of the overall strategy and ongoing effort in the watershed.
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The ISRP review process demands that all projects include provisions for monitoring and
evaluation. Even projects that are not part of the ISEMP network or using CHaMP protocols
have a responsibility to follow the results of these important effectiveness monitoring efforts to
learn how findings could be incorporated into their own work. Monitoring project effectiveness
is a key tool for implementing adaptive management and to ensure that habitat restoration and
salmonid recovery can be efficient and cost-effective. The ISRP believes a regional monitoring
approach makes sense because many individual habitat projects cannot be efficiently
monitored for habitat and/or fish and wildlife population responses at a meaningful scale. In
many cases specific projects should be able to conduct some informative monitoring at very
low cost, e.g., observations of fish before and after project implementation. This can provide
local information which can supplement broader monitoring efforts. Active participation by the
habitat restoration sponsors in the broader, regional monitoring efforts can also serve to better
inform the regional monitoring team. Regular, structured, effective communication between
project and regional monitoring staff is vital to a successful program (Fig. 6).

Figure 6. Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife monitoring of smolt traps in the John Day
River basin provides an opportunity to share fish data with the habitat restoration staff.

Given the evolving state of RM&E, the ISRP is looking for evidence that projects are clearly
linked to the hierarchical RM&E needs. The ISRP has the following recommendations:

¢ Identify Monitoring Efforts Associated with Habitat Projects across the Landscape

In our preliminary review (June 6, 2013), the ISRP recommended that the Council and BPA
should facilitate development of tables showing how the projects in the Geographic Review
are covered by ISEMP, CHaMP, AEM, and fish monitoring by life stage. The ISRP understands
that regional habitat RM&E teams and BPA are currently developing such tables. A draft
table that BPA shared with the ISRP showed the various monitoring methods used by the
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AEM program to evaluate specific restoration techniques and projects. BPA informed the
ISRP that these tables would be completed in the next few months (fall 2013) and would be
working tables with adjustments on sample size made based on the strengths and weakness
of their evaluations. Continuing efforts are needed to crosswalk between CHaMP and
Pacfish/Infish Biological Opinion (PIBO) on U.S. Forest Service lands.

In the preliminary review, the ISRP noted that this coordinated RM&E effort, including fish
population status, should be continually evaluated to determine if it is sufficient to evaluate
program success and inform adaptive management. The Council’s June 17, 2013 letter to
BPA on these projects specified an ongoing oversight and review role for the Council, BPA,
and the ISRP in these three regional RM&E efforts. By March 2014, the Council requested
that these projects submit a progress report for ISRP and Council review addressing
comments from the ISRP’s recent review (ISRP 2013-2).

Demonstrate Coordination and Integration of Habitat Projects and Monitoring Efforts

The sponsors should be required to describe 1) how they are contributing to the regional
RM&E effort and 2) how the regional RM&E is contributing, communicating, and
coordinating with them. A critical component of the adaptive management loop is for
habitat project staff to communicate their actions and for RM&E project results to inform
ongoing and subsequent habitat restoration projects. The ISAB recently reviewed (ISRP 2013-
2) BPA’s document, “A Framework for the Fish and Wildlife Program Data Management:
Issues and Policy Direction for Development of a Data Management Strategy and Action
Plan.” This document describes data coordination and sharing of project data, but additional
coordination and integration of restoration projects and RM&E efforts are needed.

Clear and open communication is needed among all parties involved in the Fish and Wildlife
Program to identify the best level of monitoring needed at the project level. For example, a
tributary habitat restoration project may involve tree planting. Is it sufficient to verify that a
specified number of trees have been planted, or should stem survival be monitored, or
should amount of stream cover provided by trees be monitored, or should change in water
temperature due to tree shading be monitored, or should fish response to water
temperature change be monitored? In any given situation, there will be differences of
opinion about the level of monitoring needed. Clear communication and justification of the
monitoring effort selected, and how project level monitoring relates to monitoring at the
regional scale, is essential. Ultimately, both project implementation and the response by fish
and wildlife need to be monitored and evaluated.

To facilitate coordination and integration, individual projects should include quantitative
measurable objectives and a time frame for expected accomplishment. This will help focus
RM&E and aid in evaluating success of treatments. Some projects are so large and distinct
that they call for IMW level monitoring; for example, the Oxbow Ranch restoration work in
the John Day basin and Meacham Creek dike removal in the Umatilla basin. Projects
receiving this high level of RM&E should be noted in an overall coordinated RM&E plan.
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Some projects are tackling unusual problems, for example the Mill Creek urban channel work
in the Walla Walla basin, and should have pilot level RM&E to estimate effectiveness of
further implementation. Such pilot level RM&E may be similar to case studies, as identified
in the BPA Framework mentioned above. In watersheds with fish screens, sponsors should
consider use of irrigation screen bypass systems for fish monitoring to augment the use of
smolt traps.

Focus Fish RM&E on Key Viable Salmonid Population (VSP) Parameters of Wild Salmonids

RM&E efforts should focus more attention on limiting factors that may be hindering VSP
parameters: productivity, abundance, diversity, and spatial structure of natural salmonid
populations. In areas where hatchery supplementation is used, RM&E should use tools to
identify hatchery versus wild salmonids as a means to evaluate the viability of the natural
salmonid population. Evaluation of density dependent growth and survival can be used to
inform habitat restoration efforts. For example, if both length-at-age of smolts and smolts
per spawner decline with increasing parent spawner abundance, then food availability is
probably limiting growth and increases in habitat quality and quantity may be beneficial,
especially if spawner abundances are still below viability goals. These important relationships
have been identified in watersheds where sponsors have collected appropriate data, but
such data may be lacking or not fully utilized in many watersheds. Additionally, RM&E should
be developed to encompass all seasons including winter, effects of toxins, and impacts of
invasive species on food webs. It is not clear to the ISRP whether the Expert Panel process is
adequately considering each of these issues.

Measures of juvenile salmonid survival and growth relative to fish density, and juvenile
distribution in rearing habitat are the best indicators of stream habitat quality and quantity,
including how it has been altered or protected by a project sponsor. However, when
documenting improvements in habitat quality and quantity, it is important to acknowledge
that stream habitat is only one part of the fish universe affecting changes in fish population
status, and that habitat quality and quantity may not be the best indicator of limiting factors
to guide future actions. Furthermore, recognition of physical and biological processes that
affect habitat quality is critical. These processes often occur at scales larger than individual
restoration projects but play a dominant role in defining conditions at the stream or stream
reach scale. Understanding watershed-scale condition and trend is an important element in
providing for long-term, sustainable restoration of aquatic and riparian habitats. Ultimately,
RM&E should be developed to consider fully functioning ecosystems as suggested in the ISAB
Landscape report (ISAB 2011-4).

Develop Quantitative Objectives for Guiding RM&E and Adaptive Management
ISAB (2013-1) recommended that the Fish and Wildlife Program develop quantitative
objectives for fish and wildlife populations so that regional monitoring efforts could be

designed to evaluate whether progress is being made to achieve the objectives, or if not to
implement change through structured decision making and adaptive management. The ISRP
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concurs with this recommendation. Quantitative objectives for fish have been developed in
response to ESA listings in some areas, but these could be expanded to identify and prioritize
actions needed to achieve the Program goals throughout the Columbia Basin. Importantly, a
landscape approach is needed for strategic prioritization of habitat actions, so that the
greatest benefit can be achieved from the investment of time and money (ISAB 2011-4).

Some proposals provided quantitative deliverables for their specific habitat actions, for
example, fencing X miles of riparian area to achieve the objective of protecting the riparian
zone from cattle and large animals. But many proposals did not. Additionally, quantitative
objectives for the watershed or subbasin should be identified by the sponsor, and these
should reflect the anticipated outcome for the target species in response to all actions in the
watershed. Reach-specific habitat proposals, which may encompass a small part of a
watershed, should describe how their actions will help achieve objectives for the watershed.
Quantitative objectives provide a valuable means to evaluate outcomes of restoration and to
determine how much additional effort and/or change in restoration treatment design is
needed if objectives are not being achieved. Ultimately, objectives phrased as quantitative
hypotheses will accelerate learning in the adaptive management cycle and enhance cost-
efficiency of the program.

C. Develop a Strategic Framework for Restoration

The ISRP believes that a unified, strategic framework for habitat restoration — one that
considers all dimensions of the aquatic environment — is needed to guide future actions
throughout the basin, and that development of a strategic framework should receive high
priority. A strategic framework for restoration should provide a coherent synthesis of multiple
elements in the plans that currently address fish and habitat restoration. The framework should
include quantitative objectives; identify limiting factors and frame priority areas and actions at
a subbasin scale; and incorporate landscape-scale/whole watershed restoration principles.
These principles are often mentioned but not always reflected in proposed actions. The
framework should clearly link efforts to restore wildlife habitat with efforts to restore fish
habitat at a landscape scale. The framework should integrate upslope processes and issues,
particularly erosion and sediment delivery, toxic chemicals, water temperature changes, forest
health, and public outreach and involvement at a scale beyond that of individual projects.

The ISRP suggests that the BiOp actions in many subbasins could be improved by increasing the
focus on watershed processes at larger spatial scales and on land use activities over longer time
frames. Habitat restoration projects need to address the processes likely responsible for habitat
degradation, not just symptoms that are observed at stream or reach scales. The transition to
planning restoration at larger scales and over longer time frames could be facilitated through
the prudent use of pilot projects that can be ramped up to the full landscape scale once they
are found to be feasible at the demonstration site scale. The strategic framework should
include an inventory of demonstration-scale versus landscape-scale projects and provide policy
guidance for shifting the balance from demonstration to landscape scales.
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Conversations with project sponsors suggest that many members of the Action Agencies’ expert
panel groups are also sponsors for projects and members of local technical advisory
committees. The professional integrity of these individuals is not in question, and

independence with regard to restoration project ranking and selection might not be a problem
at this time. However, although the ISRP is not aware of the makeup of each individual expert
panel, the ISRP believes that options for restoring fish and wildlife populations are best
identified by assuring a wide range of disciplines and expertise on the panels covering this
complex interdisciplinary field.

In our preliminary review, we stated that an independent scientific review of the Expert Panel
Process might be warranted and, at a minimum, we wanted to learn more about the details of
the various procedures. In the response loop, BPA and the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation briefed
us on the Expert Panel Process and provided documents and links describing the process. Based
on what we learned, the current procedures, as we understand them, appear to help achieve
consensus among participants and provide consistency in choices among alternative projects.

However, we believe that improvements can be made regarding the conceptual and empirical
foundations for estimating improvement in habitat quality and then converting estimates of
improvement in habitat into estimates of improvement in salmon survival. Specifically, the
detailed chain of calculations seems overly complicated given the subjectivity of the rankings
and the lack of empirical support for the functional relationships being assumed. It seems that
one could define maximum habitat quality as maximum salmon survival and avoid conversion
steps. Because density effects are not explicitly considered, changes in habitat quality
(productivity) are necessarily conflated with changes in habitat quantity (carrying capacity). For
example, barrier removal must be scored as an increase in habitat “quality” even though any
benefits to the salmon population would arise from access to more habitat (greater carrying
capacity) or improvement in salmon survival due to reduced competition for resources
(compensatory survival) in the annexed habitat, which might have the same (or lower)
productivity than habitat already accessible below the barrier. These conceptual issues are
examined more explicitly in NOAA’s draft report “Life-cycle models of salmonid populations in
the interior Columbia River Basin” currently being reviewed by the ISAB. As noted at BPA’s
briefing to the ISRP, the Expert Panel Process will be updated based on results from NOAA'’s Life
Cycle modeling effort. Accordingly, any recommendation to review or modify the Expert Panel
Process should be considered in light of the ISAB’s recommendations from that review.

The ISRP emphasizes that findings from Expert Panel Processes should be viewed as hypotheses
and that data should be collected to test these hypotheses. Conclusions developed from the
Expert Panel Process should include a clear summary of key assumptions and limitations of the
information and data used in the process.
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D. Refine Future Review Process

To implement the Council’s Fish and Wildlife Program, BPA and the Council regularly solicit and
review projects that propose to benefit fish and wildlife populations affected by the Federal
Columbia River Power System. Review processes have taken many forms including program-
wide solicitations, rolling provincial reviews, targeted solicitations, and most recently Category
and Geographic reviews.

This review marks the completion of the ISRP’s Category and Geographic reviews. These
reviews began in 2008 and 2009 with the Wildlife Category Review encompassing a set of 36
ongoing, wildlife-related projects (see ISRP 2009-17). In 2010, the ISRP completed a review of
99 ongoing projects for the Research, Monitoring and Evaluation and Artificial Production
Category (ISRP 2010-44). In 2011 and 2012, the ISRP completed a review of 71 proposals
submitted for the Resident Fish, Data Management, and Regional Coordination Category
Review (ISRP 2012-6).

Over the next few months, the Council, BPA, and the ISRP, with feedback from the project
sponsors, will develop the next review process. To aid in the discussion, the ISRP will produce a
memo with suggestions to frame and guide the next review process, and to define the ISRP’s
role. This memo will be similar to the memo produced by the ISRP following the review of 540
proposals for the Fiscal Years 2007-2009 solicitation in 2006 (ISRP 2006-7) that helped frame
the Category and Geographic Reviews.

In the upcoming memo, the ISRP will describe, from its perspective, the lessons learned from
the Category and Geographic reviews and other past reviews:

» The ISRP will compare the various review processes, examining effort levels and
recommendation outcomes. The ISRP plans to look at “qualifications” to see what
themes emerge. Are there particular aspects of projects that would benefit from a
focused or different review approach?

» The ISRP will look at the various purposes of the review, which range from program
accountability to project improvement to results reporting and information sharing. To
meet these purposes, what review steps and aspects should be highlighted and
maintained in future reviews? For example, ISRP reviewers uniformly found that site
visits and direct interaction with project personnel were invaluable to the review
process and served numerous purposes, including clarifying missing or confusing project
elements and facilitating collegial and direct information sharing (Fig. 7). Site visits and
presentations were most useful when they included people involved in planning/design,
implementation and monitoring.

» The ISRP’s suggestions will take into account that projects have different review

histories and that the Fish and Wildlife Program continues to evolve. Some projects
have now undergone five complete project reviews. Are there projects or types of
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projects that have consistently met scientific review criteria, and the converse? Should
future reviews focus on areas where the perceived need is greatest?

The ISRP will look at alternative review approaches that best inform a landscape-scale,
adaptive management approach. For example, numerous new hatcheries for a wide
variety of species are proposed through distinct Step Reviews. How will all of these
proposed and recently implemented programs be combined to change the overall
artificial production/wild fish landscape of the Basin? In past reviews, the ISRP focused
on individual proposals, which were often implemented at a relatively small scale or
narrowly focused. In the future, it may be worthwhile to review all projects (proposals)
in a subbasin and evaluate whether the aggregate of projects meets the needs and goals
of the subbasin. This review would require project sponsors to synthesize information
and evaluate their projects in the context of the 2004 subbasin plans.

In the section below, we discuss umbrella habitat restoration projects, including one potential
approach for future reviews. The ISRP plans to consider the issue of umbrella project review in
more depth in an upcoming memo.

Figure 7. The ISRP finds site visits and presentations are an invaluable part of the review
process, regardless of the weather (Clearwater basin site visit, right).

E. Evaluate and Improve Umbrella Projects

During the Geographic Review the ISRP reviewed a number of umbrella projects, including
some that were previously characterized as umbrella-types and some that are de facto
umbrella-types. Among other attributes the ISRP examined umbrella project proposals to
determine if the proposal:

1)
2)
3)
4)

contained a request for individual projects

identified project locations and types

linked restoration actions to an assessment or recovery plan

contained biological objectives for Viable Salmonid Population parameters

18



5) specified quantitative environmental or biological objectives

6) quantified restoration tasks such as miles of fence or number of culverts
7) summarized the project selection process

8) stated if project selection and prioritization criteria have been reviewed.

The ISRP observed much variation among umbrella projects in the level of detail provided on
prioritization of restoration areas, project review, and selection processes. Many of the more
established umbrella projects have refined and adjusted how they select, prioritize, and
monitor habitat restoration projects over time. In the past the Grande Ronde Model Watershed
project has done a good job of identifying the request for individual projects, identifying
locations and types of projects, and providing links between actions and recovery plans. The
project has also quantified some restoration tasks and provided a reasonable summary of the
project selection process. Umbrella project activities in the estuary are making meaningful
contributions to facilitating and coordinating projects, but some questions remain about
scoring systems and selection of the level of monitoring by site. The Upper Columbia
Programmatic Habitat project appears to be poised to make contributions in the region as an
umbrella project. The ISRP suggests that umbrella projects use decision charts to help clarify
the processes for sponsors and reviewers. Including questionnaires, tables, weighting systems,
and example prioritization calculations in proposals, or via links, would help the review process.
Furthermore, the ISRP encourages umbrella project sponsors to look at examples of successful
umbrella efforts in the region, nation, and world (e.g., South East Queensland Healthy
Waterways Partnership [SEQHWP]: Moreton Bay, Australia, which supports 270 bird species,
740 fish species, 40 tropical corals, and several endangered sea turtles
[www.healthywaterways.org/]).

The ISRP could be involved in a less direct review role as umbrella projects develop and can
demonstrate 1) thoughtful and comprehensive coordination, 2) a willingness to learn from
existing monitoring programs, and 3) the ability to address the most important restoration
priorities in the right place and in the right order by adopting a landscape approach. Perhaps
the ISRP could conduct a check-in review every five years or so to review project prioritization
criteria, RM&E plans, and synthesis reports of project results and RM&E findings.

F. Learn from Productive Coordination/Partnerships

Many projects involved partnerships among landowners, agencies, and local communities
including schools. This is a very positive development for achieving effective habitat
conservation and restoration. Additionally, project sponsors are encouraged to maximize their
learning from the experiences of other programs.

A number of good examples were found during the review. For example, in the Lemhi and
Pahsimeroi river watershed (Salmon Basin, Idaho), multiple sponsor entities (Idaho Office of
Species Conservation, IDFG, Lemhi Regional Land Trust, Nature Conservancy, Idaho Department
of Water Resources, Custer Soil and Water Conservation District) and private landowners are
coordinating/partnering to achieve the common goal of conserving salmon and their habitat
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while also preserving the ranching and agricultural operations of private land owners (Fig. 8).
The project sponsors have developed positive relationships with key private land owners,
leading to successful conservation easements that protect/restore key habitats and conserve
water for aquatic resources. The positive relationships and outcomes with private landowners
seem to be instilling social change in the region, which could lead to additional cooperation of
landowners for the benefit of salmon conservation.

Figure 8. ISRP site visits with land owners, fish and wildlife managers, and conservation groups
in the Lemhi River basin.

In the Yakima River basin a variety of groups, including private land owners, are working
together to improve fish passage conditions and to increase flow in streams (see: 200739800 —
Yakima Basinwide Tributary Passage and Flow). Also, in the Yakima Basin, a high school and its
students are restoring tributary habitat adjacent to the school and monitoring change in
conjunction with the Yakama Nation and other fish conservation programs. Involvement of
students in habitat restoration projects provides the means for expanding conservation ethics
to the community.

The ISRP recommends that this fundamentally important aspect of the Fish and Wildlife
Program be expanded to include a larger number and wider range of other projects (where
appropriate) and be supported by Program funds. Learning from productive coordination and
partnerships requires sustained and directed efforts to build adaptive capacity in the workforce
and to develop local acceptance and, in some cases, responsibility for eventual project success.
The specific activities to be supported could take several forms and may include formal
workshops for cross-project coordination and learning, instituting citizen-science programs, and
encouraging community education using easy to read reports, signage and even local festivals
to celebrate project work and the watershed services being restored, among others. A regional
program manager should be charged with seeing that public and project-to-project learning
activities are effectively implemented.
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G. Improve Workforce Support and Development

The levels of experience and education among the staffs and individuals conducting the actions
in the field are quite varied. Yet the programs they implement are ecologically, scientifically,
and administratively complex and often include multi-million dollar budgets. Project sponsors
with limited technical staff, expertise, or experience should partner with individuals or groups
with expertise in both fish ecology and habitat restoration techniques. This expertise is needed
to successfully prioritize and implement restoration projects. The ISRP also recommends that an
organized mentoring program be established to provide support for personnel with limited
experience. Dedicated budgets and support should be provided for professional development
opportunities including regional workshops, national meetings on habitat restoration, online
courses, science policy exchange conferences, and journal publications. Annual habitat
restoration workshops involving the entire Columbia Basin are needed to facilitate the
exchange of ideas; habitat restoration experts should be invited to speak to the group. Use of
Extension Services should be encouraged as well as available statistical advice, such as that
provided by BPA-supported projects. Collaboration between habitat restoration efforts and fish
monitoring efforts should be tightly integrated as a means to achieve maximum restoration
effectiveness. These are vital activities for developing and maintaining a productive workforce
in the region.

Project personnel should describe key lessons learned from their restoration efforts so that
others may learn from this experience, for example, road decommissioning lessons from the
Clearwater Nez Perce Tribe and U.S. Forest Service and successful approaches to engage private
landowners. Reporting of lessons learned could be in the form of a project report, journal
publication, newsletter, conference and workshop presentations, video, or other professional
outlets. For example, the Asotin County Conservation District developed a brief video
documentary that describes their efforts to engage private landowners in habitat conservation
while also providing benefits to the landowners (www.asotincd.net/accd videos.htm).
Reporting of past and present project accomplishments and lessons learned in response to
objectives should be a specific deliverable in each proposal. Further, actively encouraging
professional publications on a regular basis along with presentations builds critical thinking and
adaptive capacity, as well as demonstrates leadership in the rapidly evolving field of habitat
restoration.

H. Expand the Conservation Reserve Enhancement Program (CREP)

The ISRP was impressed with the level of private landowners’ enrollment in the U.S.
Department of Agriculture’s Conservation Reserve Enhancement Program (CREP). This program
is facilitated by cost sharing between the Fish and Wildlife Program and a variety of other
funding sources used by soil and water conservation districts. The CREP program, administered
through the Farm Service Agency, targets high-priority conservation issues identified at the
local, state, or regional level, including the establishment of riparian buffers on private lands.
Some watersheds in the John Day River subbasin had almost full enrollment in CREP or other
conservation programs. Stream banks that, a decade ago, were bare and incised from grazing
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and other agricultural practices now are supporting riparian vegetation that provides shade and
stabilizes stream banks. However, habitat restoration is a slow process and additional years of
protection are needed to produce robust riparian vegetation in many areas. In Wasco County,
Oregon, and surrounding counties, the ISRP saw evidence of recent gains in fish and wildlife
habitat as a result of soil and water conservation district staff enrolling landowners in CREP on
key streams like Fifteenmile Creek. Additional effort is needed to enroll more landowners and
protect additional riparian habitat.

The future of the CREP has, so far, not been affected by the reauthorization of the Farm Bill.
They are enrolling acres at this time. Project sponsors throughout the Columbia Basin should
investigate this program in areas where agricultural practices are impacting riparian habitat and
the program has yet to be utilized. CREP enrollment numbers currently vary greatly among soil
and water conservation districts. Factors contributing to this variability should be examined to
determine the best approach for encouraging land owner participation and for protecting
additional key habitat. For instance, the programs in Oregon started rather slowly because the
USDA had no direct economic incentives for recruiting landowners to the program. However,
the program greatly improved when the soil and water conservation districts were able to hire
technicians designated to recruit for the programs.

A key aspect of success of the county programs is the communication and marketing skills of
the on-the-ground program personnel (Fig. 9). They need good recruiters, that is, people with
knowledge of the ecosystem and human psychology. Recruiters must work well with
landowners and convince them to value the ecosystem and recognize quality of life benefits
associated with CREP, in addition to the short term monetary values. The ISRP believes it is
important for CREP personnel to have workshops where recruitment successes and failures are
discussed as a means to develop a strong protocol for recruiting landowners.

Figure 9. Conservation district staff describing their work on site visits to the John Day (left) and
Asotin basins (right).
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In terms of ecological effectiveness, some riparian plantings in more arid regions were not well-
conceived and not well grounded in ecological reality. Many areas over-planted species that
were not well adapted to the area. In other areas, undesirable species (blackberries, reed
canary grass) caused problems, as did wildlife depredations. It is important for CREP personnel
to know the ecological limitations of regions and specific sites, and to work through an adaptive
management process, finding out what works and what does not, and why, and passing on
knowledge gained to other soil and water conservation districts. Learning at the regional and
local scales is critical to success of the program, and this requires monitoring, assessment and
communication. It is important to note that an initial assessment of stream invertebrate
responses to protected riparian buffers showed a positive response, but riparian conditions did
not. It may be that the riparian conditions require more time to fully express themselves,
probably at least a decade. Tighter assessment methods and more patience may be required.

The ISRP recommends (1) direct support be provided for building the workforce’s skills and
capacity to enroll new landowners, (2) close coordination of the CREP Program with other
habitat programs to prioritize project locations and to enhance effectiveness, and (3) an
ecological assessment of the program be conducted at an appropriate time (perhaps 2016-17).

I. Provide Long-term Maintenance of Fish Screens and Livestock Fences

During ISRP site visits of fish screens, the need for stable and predictable funding for long-term
maintenance was apparent. Although funding appears to be available to build new fish screens,
BPA funding for maintenance and replacement is problematic. Fish screen infrastructure must
be maintained or fish survival and past habitat investments are at risk. Additionally, fences
constructed to keep livestock out of riparian areas also require regular maintenance. Livestock
that enter a riparian area can quickly damage or destroy years of restoration effort.

J. Explore M&E Opportunities at Diversion Fish Screen Installations

The ISRP also saw some high-quality fish screen installations at diversions and some of these
had fish trapping capability in bypass channels. Fish screen bypass channels could be used to
help monitor juvenile salmonids in some situations. The ISRP suggests an assessment of how
existing and planned fish screens can be utilized beyond merely screening fish from diversions.
Some diversion screen structures have potential as a cost-effective tool to assist in monitoring
and evaluation and in answering some fundamental questions regarding fish ecology,
population estimation, and fish movements in relation to river and stream conditions. A
substantial number of the fish screens have fish sampling capabilities in place, and others may
be adaptable to sampling fish at comparatively low cost (Fig. 10). An assessment of their
potential should include not only types of sampling that might be planned, but how to
incorporate them into existing projects for monitoring and evaluation in a statistically valid way.
These screens appear to be an underutilized resource.
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Figure 10. Fish collection at an irrigation diversion in the John Day River basin and a fish screen
facility in the Lemhi River basin.

K. Streamline NEPA Compliance

A number of habitat projects must complete Environmental Assessments prior to implementing
the project. Some project sponsors indicated this effort can be costly and require considerable
time prior to implementation. Project sponsors should consider whether a programmatic
Environmental Assessment or Impact Statement (EIS) could be developed for specific types of
habitat restoration projects on, for example, U.S. Forest Service land. This approach might
reduce overall costs and speed implementation.

L. Consider Forest Health

Many of the projects reviewed included some consideration of how climate change impacts on
water temperature and system hydrology could influence the long-term effectiveness of their
restoration projects. However, very few projects (if any) considered how forest health,
particularly as influenced by climate change, could impact restoration efforts. In many areas
changes in climate are expected to amplify natural disturbance events and play a larger role in
defining the long term success of restoration efforts. Less soil moisture can reduce tree health,
making trees more vulnerable to insects and disease, which can result in tree mortality on a
large scale. Additionally, increased tree mortality can increase fuel loading levels and ultimately
contribute to larger, more frequent, and more intense wildfires with major impacts to riparian
plant communities. Increased tree mortality can also contribute to higher susceptibility to
windthrow during major storms.

These changes in forest health can have major effects on water quality. Decreased stream
shading can increase stream temperatures. Reduced ground cover due to intense fires or
ground disturbance due to blow down events can increase soil erosion and sediment inputs.
Ultimately, these disturbances are also likely to significantly increase the recruitment of large
wood to streams. This can be beneficial for fish by increasing channel and habitat complexity.
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But it can also increase the risk of damage to instream restoration work and/or human
infrastructure, particularly roads at road-stream crossings, including bridges and culverts, and
road drainage systems due to elevated volumes of wood and sediment being transported
during high flow events. In many areas of the Columbia Basin, these changes are already
evident. The selection, design, and long-term sustainability of many restoration treatments
could benefit from increased consideration of the potential effects of expected changes in
forest health.

M. Efficiently Use Large Wood

If habitat project goals include increasing aquatic habitat complexity, restoring floodplains, and
augmenting summer base flows, sponsors might wish to consider adding larger quantities and
size classes of large wood to streams. A valuable project to demonstrate this tactic, using
whole, untethered logs cheaply obtained on land adjacent to the project, is the Taneum Large
Wood project on Taneum Creek near Yakima, Washington. Concern was raised by downstream
landowners regarding movement of large logs during flood events, but in this project most
large wood remained in place and no damage to the downstream channel and adjacent
property occurred during a major flood event.

A separate but related issue, reported by staff of several projects, is difficulty in acquiring large
wood from the U.S. Forest Service in some areas. This appears to be a common problem
throughout the Columbia Basin that is in need of administrative attention. Selective harvests of
trees near the riparian area can be a cost effective way to add wood to the channel, as
demonstrated by the Taneum Large Wood project.

N. Evaluate and Control Pesticides and Toxic Chemicals

In the review of the 2009 Fish and Wildlife Program, the ISAB stated that anthropogenic
chemical proliferation in the Basin is a priority for resolution (ISAB 2013-1).2 After visiting a
large portion of the Basin’s area accessible to anadromous fish over the past few months, the
ISRP reiterates and emphasizes the ISAB recommendation. Chemical inputs into the watershed
are ubiquitous with treated agriculture fields abutting streams, mine tailing being removed,
mines operating and new mines proposed, roads immediately adjacent to rivers, and sewage
treatment plants and chemically intensive industries operating in urban areas. In addition,
chemical treatment is a primary tool for weed management by the Fish and Wildlife Program
habitat projects; this issue is described separately in more detail in the section below.

As recommended by the ISAB, there is an urgent need to quantify and map the spatial patterns
of these chemicals; assess their transfer, accumulation, and persistence; and document their
impact on Columbia River ecosystems. Monitoring can include fish tissue sampling, studies on
sub-lethal effects, and evaluation of chemical bioaccumulation in fish and invertebrates.

* This recommendation follows from the ISAB’s Food Web Report (2011-1) and PNAS article (Naiman et al. 2012).
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Monitoring is a key step in determining how to minimize impacts of chemicals on aquatic
resources. The ISAB noted that the Council has an opportunity to take an active role, through
cooperation with regional partners, to ensure that monitoring of toxic contaminants and
evaluation of their effects on fish and wildlife are addressed. In a recent paper, the National
Research Council found that the federal government needs a coordinated, common approach
when determining the potential effects of pesticides on endangered or threatened species. The
responsible federal agencies include the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, National
Marine Fisheries Service, and Fish and Wildlife Service (NRC 2013).

The habitat projects reviewed in this process employ some remedial strategies to reduce the
potential impact of artificial chemicals posing potential threats to aquatic resources in many
subbasins in the Columbia River system. Projects that reduce sediment inputs into streams,
such as road decommissioning and drainage improvement, moving cattle out of streams, using
no-till agriculture, and preventing pivot irrigators from crossing streams, also likely reduce
chemical inputs. Projects that involve mine tailing removal also monitor for presence of some
chemicals such as mercury used in the mining process. In the Hood River, project sponsors
disconnect ditches from streams and create spray buffers with riparian plantings to limit direct
pesticide input into streams. Spray buffers essentially catch the pesticides in foliage to keep it
from directly reaching the stream. These are useful first steps. However, the ISRP is concerned
that the spray buffer approach may kill riparian insects and other organisms that depend on
that foliage. These riparian insects often drop into or interact with streams and are an
important part of the aquatic food web, especially for juvenile salmonids, which are highly
dependent on riparian insects for food, growth, and survival.

0. Improve Noxious Weed Management and Control

Noxious weed management is a common issue among fish and wildlife habitat restoration,
protection, and maintenance projects. The ISRP and the Council identified this as a
programmatic issue in the Wildlife Category Review (ISRP 2009-17; NWPCC 2009). This was a
recurring discussion topic during Geographic Review site visits.

It is clear that noxious weed species, and invasive species in general, are widely established,
and eradication will be difficult, if not impossible. Identifying which species may disrupt or
perhaps support important processes is essential for restoration of important ecological
purposes. Rather than focus on eradication it may be prudent to identify and maintain the old
and new biotic elements that can retain ecological function, productivity and resilience. As
noted by ISAB (2011-1, 2011-4), it may be prudent to develop approaches and management
practices that embrace hybrid communities. Further, improved public education is needed to
prevent additional introductions of invasive species, including noxious weeds.

In the Wildlife Category Review, borrowing from past reviews, the ISRP commented that
projects and the Fish and Wildlife Program should coordinate with land managers and local
governments for a landscape level approach to invasive species management. For example
develop weed control strategies that cover a landscape unit, one that may be larger than the
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project site. This would foster cooperation with neighbors, target problem areas, and help
anticipate new infestations. Other suggestions from the Wildlife Category Review that are
relevant to the Geographic Review include:

e Use a mapping or GIS program like the Nature Conservancy’s Weed Management
Information System (http://tncinvasives.ucdavis.edu/) to quantify trends in spatial
patterns and to prioritize target areas for treatment.

e Pursue comprehensive training through land grant universities and extension programs,
and survey the extensive literature on vegetation management to keep abreast of new
approaches. This will assist in establishing and employing state-of-the-art integrated
pest management (IPM) approaches.

e Consider invasive control strategies including targeted grazing, fire, use of bio-controls,
and establishing more desirable species that can out-compete invasives in targeted
habitats. If these approaches are not effective then perhaps consider the use of
herbicides. Avoid strategies that have been shown to be ineffective.

e Coordinate with other agriculture grant programs, and potentially design a targeted
solicitation to develop methods to address species that are difficult to control.

e Develop an incentive system to reduce weed control costs and recognize projects that
are successfully managing invasive species, perhaps “weed warriors” awards.

e Monitor treated sites to ensure weed control effectiveness and to verify that other
invasive plants are not replacing treated species.

On the site visits, the ISRP heard about a wide range of weed management approaches which
are generally consistent with the comments above. For example, some projects worked within
Cooperative Weed Management Areas which provides an opportunity for staff to pursue
training on best practices for weed management. Road decommissioning projects avoided
unintentional transfer of weeds by cleaning of equipment and attempted to control the spread
of weeds immediately following project completion. Riparian projects selected and even
cultivated native plants that would shade and/or out-compete weeds. However, herbicide
spraying remains an unacceptably large part of weed management. Interestingly, one project
sponsor noted that their weed control program improved their relationship with local
landowners who were then more open to conservation practices.

When properly managed, livestock grazing can be used to manipulate vegetation, for example
to control weeds such as cheatgrass and reed canarygrass, reduce fine fuels and/or to stimulate
late season regrowth of vegetation for use by wildlife on winter ranges. There may be cases
where grazing as part of a coordinated resource management (CRM) plan enhances
cooperation with neighbors to accomplish fish and wildlife goals on a larger scale. In some
circumstances, properly managed livestock grazing could generate income to support land
management activities. In many areas, Tribes value grazing with cattle or horses and ranching is
a strong cultural tradition and economic mainstay.

Some conservation projects include timber harvest and planting of agricultural feed crops
rather than native plants. Like livestock grazing, these practices can be detrimental to noxious
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weed management, but they can also be beneficial according to the sponsors. Because of a
potential conflict with conservation purposes, these practices should be well explained in
management plans and be justified with scientific findings in proposals.

P. Evaluate and Improve Winter Habitat

The ISRP’s recent review of CHaMP noted that sampling focuses on summer habitat. There
were no protocols for winter habitat, including key biological, physical, and chemical factors
that are important to salmonids. The ISRP believes there is increasing evidence that the quality
of winter habitat plays a critical role for juvenile anadromous and resident salmonids, especially
during their first winter. The ISRP urges users of CHaMP results to recognize the basic
limitations of seasonally limited CHaMP information. Winter habitat should be monitored and
evaluated because it is critically important to survival. Additional or alternative monitoring
protocols may be needed to properly assess winter conditions.

Many proposals mentioned the intent to improve winter habitat, but the proposals provided
little information about actual winter conditions in project sites. It is not clear that monitoring
associated with projects included an assessment of winter habitat use by salmonids, including
habitats occupied by juveniles that emigrated downstream from initial rearing areas.

It is important to distinguish between coastal and interior stream conditions. For coastal
streams, winter water temperatures seldom drop below 3°C and the greatest risk for juvenile
salmonids may be winter flooding, although floods can have both beneficial and detrimental
effects. Much has been learned from these systems, especially with coho salmon whose most
valuable winter habitat is off-channel ponds and alcoves, especially those influenced by
groundwater. Dense wood cover along the banks in channels has also been identified as
valuable winter habitat (Beechie et al. 2005, Ebersole et al. 2009). Concealment behavior, as
described below, has also been described in coastal areas. For interior streams, physical
conditions (Brown et al. 2011) are different and fish respond accordingly. As water cools in
autumn, juveniles cluster in loose aggregations and begin to enter concealment cover during
the day, reducing their vulnerability to mammalian and avian predators (Van Dyke et al. 2009,
2010). They emerge at night to feed on the invertebrate drift they need. Larger fish, adult
resident trout for example, may also adopt concealment behavior (Meyer and Gregory 2000),
but it appears important that first winter fish find quality habitat at the onset of winter and that
if that habitat deteriorates during winter, for example interstitial spaces fill with sediment, their
ability to survive is very limited (Hillman et al. 1987). High quality habitat consists of interstitial
spaces provided by larger angular rock clusters and dense wood, in or immediately adjacent to
water of moderate velocity, and not in pools. Pools with dense submerged habitat provide good
winter habitat for larger juveniles (Van Dyke et al. 2009).

As yet, it is not feasible to directly measure interstitial space, but fish can be extracted from
concealment by electrofishing when streams cool below 9°C, often in October, but before
streams become inaccessible or iced over. Fish pulled from concealment will be completely
black as their melanophores will have expanded in the absence of light. Such electrofishing will
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enable observers to identify what habitat is being utilized and what is not (but the anode of a
fish shocker can sometimes cause a black “burn” mark). Night snorkeling has also been used to
observe juveniles during winter (Allen 2000), but such information appears secondary to
assessment of the day habitat requirements that likely determine carrying capacity through the
initial winter (Harwood et al. 2002).

The installation of complex wood instream structures has been used to provide additional
habitat (Nagayama et al. 2012). Habitat restoration can also reduce the formation of frazil and
anchor ice formation (Brown et al. 2011) by decreasing the width to depth ratio, increasing
woody riparian vegetation, and reconnecting side-channels. However, habitat created by single-
log plunge pools and diagonal-boulder weirs in Wyoming was often not usable for fish because
of the forming, dissipation, and reforming of ice features (Barrineau et al. 2005).

The ISRP encourages project staff to become more knowledgeable about winter habitat for
juvenile salmonids, especially if they are working in interior streams. A comprehensive
summary of winter ecology research from North America and Europe is provided by Huusko
(2007). Many knowledge gaps remain. For fall Chinook (Connor et al. 2005; Hegg et al. 2013)
and to some extent spring Chinook in the Salmon River, a typical pattern is to begin gradual
downstream movement early in life and spend the first winter in a lower mainstem or
hydrosystem pools. Other fishes may spend their first winter in headwater habitat. An
important and testable hypothesis is that salmonids that migrate downstream have lower
survival than members of their cohort that winter in headwater habitats. New tagging
technology is capable of providing answers, and this information could be used to further guide
restoration efforts.
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IV. ISRP Recommendations and Comments on each Proposal

The sequence of ISRP proposal comments below is organized geographically by subbasin
starting at the estuary moving upriver covering the mainstem tributaries through the upper
Columbia (Wenatchee, Entiat, Methow, and Okanogan), and then covering proposals for
actions in Snake River tributaries. Within each subbasin, proposal comments are arranged by
project sponsor, location in the subbasin, and proposal number (oldest first). The proposal
titles, sponsor names, and short descriptions were generated from Taurus and authored by the
project sponsors.

A. Estuary Programmatic Comments
1. Improving Strategic Planning for Estuary Restoration

The estuary effort benefits from numerous plans including the Action Agencies’ Columbia
Estuary Ecosystem Restoration Program (CEERP); the BiOp and Estuary Module; the Lower
Columbia Recovery Plan; and the Subbasin Plan. However, the estuary effort would benefit
further by a strategy that builds on CEERP and also considers issues such as upslope/upstream
disturbances, sediment, toxics, water temperature, and public outreach and involvement at
more than the individual project scale. This strategic plan should extend beyond a one-year or
project review time frame and cover a decade.

As noted in the original proposal, synthesis of the many current plans was to be provided by
"...a proposed ESA Recovery Plan for Lower Columbia River Coho Salmon, Lower Columbia River
Chinook Salmon, Columbia River Chum Salmon and Lower Columbia River Steelhead (NMFS
2012).This plan is the culmination of all the recovery plans for the lower Columbia basin and
synthesizes the salmonid recovery plans in Oregon, Washington, White Salmon as well as the
Estuary Recovery Plan Module. NMFS anticipates its completion in early 2013. This plan lists
limiting factors, threats and identified actions from these plans. This proposal will address those
categories of actions that pertain to habitat protection and restoration."

This plan has recently been released, but it is unclear as to how it will be used given the
discussion of ongoing development of an Ecosystem Restoration Plan for the Lower Columbia
mentioned in the sponsor’s response. It is stated, “The expanded strategy is compatible with
CEERP, broader than Pacific salmon recovery, and is focused on multiple focal species from the
Subbasin Plan (NPCC 2004), including avian using Pacific flyway habitats and Columbia White-
tailed deer.” Having spatially explicit target areas for Pacific salmonids as well as other focal
species will allow the region to compare priorities for different species across the lower river
and better understand the tradeoffs of restoring individual areas focusing on a subset of
species over others. The current prioritizations are useful but are very broad. A finer scale
prioritization is needed. It remains unclear as to when a unified, strategic plan will be in place to
guide this very complex restoration effort.
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The strategic plan could describe a division of duties among the various estuary projects that is
scientifically credible, maintains autonomy but coordinates and makes efficient use of the
particular strengths and skills of each entity, fosters cooperation, and promotes healthy
competition. Delegation and cooperation is especially important in terms of land protection
and acquisition. The estuary program is being conducted by a number of entities (Columbia
Land Trust [CLT], Columbia River Estuary Study Taskforce [CREST], Cowlitz Indian Tribe Estuary
Restoration Program, Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife Estuary Memorandum of
Agreement [WA MOA], and Lower Columbia River Estuary Partnership [LCREP]). Thus the
program certainly needs to avoid the hypothetical situation where different groups might
compete for the purchase of a property using BPA funds and potentially drive up the cost and
confuse landowners. A strategic plan could help avoid such a situation. A strategic plan could
also broaden the approaches used to restore salmon habitat by linking to and using approaches
in well-developed tributary plans such as the Willamette River program. One restoration
strategy in the Willamette River program (2009-012-00), for example, is to protect critical areas
of aquatic habitat for native fish species that are referred to as anchor areas. Such an approach
might provide a useful template when a strategic plan is developed. Abernathy Creek might be
serving this purpose to some extent in the Estuary and lower Columbia. Another example of
planning are management plans developed for the Fish and Wildlife Program’s wildlife projects,
which also acquire, restore, and maintain habitat conservation properties. It is not clear if the
estuary projects develop similar documents that describe ongoing O&M, M&E, restoration, and
invasive species treatments.

2. Improved Monitoring Strategy for Estuary Restoration Projects

Johnson et al. (2013) described a draft programmatic plan for restoration Action Effectiveness
Monitoring and Research (AEMR) in the Lower Columbia River estuary. This document should
receive a separate scientific review as it includes a number of important conceptual and
statistical issues that are highly relevant to estuary monitoring.

While a preliminary review revealed the document was helpful and forward looking, the ISRP
noted there are several key items that need to be resolved before the plan is implemented. It
was also noted that the specific examples of monitoring projects were preliminary in nature.

Thus several important questions remain concerning AEMR in the estuary:

e The ISRP understands that the sponsors will be working with BPA to provide coordination
with freshwater monitoring schemes (ISEMP/CHAMP). It would be helpful to include an
update on progress in the 2014 CEERP Strategy Report and Action Plan.

e It would be helpful to clarify the statistical aspects and weighting criteria for moving
between estuary monitoring levels of standard, core, and intensive.

e Metrics for AEMR should be tied to objectives. This linkage was acknowledged by Johnson
et al. (2013), but it would be useful to give some examples of the range of objectives that
the various projects encompass. Some projects appear to have objectives over and above a
straight-forward restoration goal and, for example, involve research to improve our
understanding of ecosystems.
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e More detail is required concerning the reference areas for the present set of projects.
Another project aligned with LCREP is providing, “a suite of reference sites for use as
endpoints and to place results of RM&E in context with the larger ecosystem (via 2003-007-
00)” (page 1 of proposal 2003-011-00). Fifty-one reference sites have been chosen in the
estuary. But, as pointed out by Johnson et al (2013), a rigorous statistical analysis is required
to decide which of them should be used and how long they should be monitored to
document natural variation. As mentioned in the response, a more thorough presentation
of the use of reference and control sites will be included in the next version of the AEMR
Strategy. The ISRP looks forward to reviewing that document.

3. ISRP Review Role in the CEERP Program

The ISRP’s review role in the estuary and Lower Columbia has evolved into a review of the
scientific soundness of a project prioritization process, RM&E planning, and the results of
projects, when reported. The ISRP review does not look at the justification for individual
restoration or acquisition actions or the site specific restoration designs. The Estuary
Partnership, mainly through LCREP, has developed science review criteria for their Scientific
Work Group (SWG) to review each of the projects for preliminary selection. The Expert Regional
Technical Group (ERTG) then seems to be a key science group that has an important role in final
project selection by estimating Survival Benefit Units (SBUs) for proposed projects and in
making recommendations regarding RM&E. The Action Agencies and Bonneville mainly then
appear to make funding decisions based on ERTG recommendations on estimated Survival
Benefit Units for the proposed restoration actions.

Over the years this program, through efforts of the umbrella projects (LCREP, CREST, CLT), has
done a thorough job in developing a comprehensive program to attempt major improvements
in restoring important habitat functions for aquatic organisms of the Columbia River Estuary
and lower Columbia River. They have helped to assemble a strong team of federal, state, and
local agencies and organizations to work together on these habitat improvement projects. As
these projects have proceeded over the past several years, the ISRP has not been closely
involved in their development or review. However, there seems to be strong evidence that
reasonable science review and expertise, from the ERTG, has been well-applied during the
projects’ development and implementation.

At this point it appears that the ISRP role in review of the program could be achieved doing a
check-in review once every five years or so. The ISRP could continue to review project
prioritization criteria, RM&E plans, and synthesis reports of results, especially evidence that
Survival Benefits are actually being realized. It would be preferable to review the Corps’
Anadromous Fish Evaluation Program projects concurrently with the Fish and Wildlife Program
projects. Te ISRP looks forward to discussing this review model as the next review process is
developed.
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4. Public Outreach, Education, and Involvement

The estuary projects should include objectives for community/public outreach and
engagement. These objectives would help foster a true landscape approach to estuary
management (ISAB 2011-4). It is not clear if current LCREP prioritization criteria for choosing
restoration sites involve socio-economics. The present strategy uses a “multiple-lines-of-
evidence” approach which is also known as a “multi-criteria decision analysis” from Malczewski
(1999) to identify priority areas for habitat protection and restoration. This approach appears to
emphasize the physical or geographic landscape.

Most proposals discussed getting community and landowner approval for implementation

of specific projects. For restoration to be sustainable, a change in attitude and actions by a large
number of people that live in/adjacent to the estuary will need to occur (ISAB 2011-4). At
present, most of the projects are staffed by people with good technical talents, but fostering
public involvement may require an expanded viewpoint of program goals and tasks, and staff
with different skills including public involvement and communications. The project sponsors
have demonstrated some work in this area including attending community meetings; the
Cowlitz Tribe envisioned a cultural meeting place and access at the Walluski Confluence project;
and LCREP performs education outreach with canoe trips and restoration opportunities for
volunteers. Some simple outreach efforts, however, such as signage at ongoing and completed
projects would enhance the visibility of projects, and if done correctly, increase public
acceptance and interest in these and future habitat restoration efforts.

5. Comments on Restoration Methods
Methods for assessing restoration opportunities

The overall reliance on LIDAR and historical surveys was reasonable in assessing restoration
opportunities at the technical level.

Dike Breaching and Large Woody Debris

Restoration methods that relied on dike breaching and floodplain reconnection seemed sound
(Fig. 11). In some cases dikes were not totally removed, and the recruitment of large woody
debris (LWD) is likely going to be limited. It would be interesting to compare restoration sites
with LWD added as a treatment, to those that will rely on natural recruitment of LWD, or that
will likely not get LWD recruitment because dikes were only partially breached. Many projects
used or propose a notch and flow approach. Therefore, it will be important to monitor whether
desired flows are achieved or if the re-opened areas become settling basins for sediment, which
has happened at other estuaries where flow through has been restricted or not accounted for,
for example Puyallup River estuary in Puget Sound (Simenstad and Thom 1996).
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Barriers to Fish and Aquatic Organism Passage

It is unclear whether there has been a comprehensive assessment of fish and aquatic organism
passage problems due to blocked culverts for the lower portions of streams in the estuary. Are
there road culverts that can be replaced with more fish friendly structures? This is a daunting
task, but a comprehensive assessment of passage issues on estuary tributaries seems central to
development of a strategic approach for reconnection of habitat and meeting objectives for
broad-scale restoration of the estuary. The LCREP proposal referenced a database for barriers,
but other proposals did not mention a comprehensive assessment. It would be useful to assess
the barriers and determine which additional streams and floodplains could be reconnected
without requiring land acquisition.

Revegetation

Revegetation is a critical element of many of the estuary restoration projects (Fig. 11).
Developing a resource for native plants can be a great opportunity for public interaction and
cooperation. It was encouraging to see that increased attention is being paid to invasive plant
control in the estuary. There are numerous approaches to reed canary grass treatment, and it
would be useful to summarize data and describe the most successful approach. The Council’s
Fish and Wildlife Program’s wildlife projects confront many similar issues regarding invasive
species. A forum for sharing would be useful.
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Figure 11. Columbia River estuary project moved back dikes, added large woody debris, and
revegetated the tidal floodplain.
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B. Estuary and Lower Columbia River Proposal Comments

200301100 - Columbia River Estuary Habitat Restoration

Sponsor: Lower Columbia Estuary Partnership

Short Description: This project builds on our regional ecosystem restoration program focused
on restoring ecosystem structure and function, specifically on improving the survival of juvenile
salmonids through the lower Columbia River. It continues work to strategically identify,
prioritize, implement and monitor sound habitat restoration actions, emphasizing increasing
the quantity and quality of salmon habitats and to adaptively manage it by incorporating results
of action effectiveness and emerging research.

ISRP response loop recommendation: Meets Scientific Review Criteria (Qualified)
Qualifications:

1) In response to ISRP's concern about AEMR monitoring (Question 1), the sponsors stated the
Johnson et al. (2013) plan is in a pilot phase of implementation. This document answered a
number of important questions regarding the design and rationale for monitoring the
effectiveness of the estuary restoration projects. However, because it was a draft, the ISRP or
ISAB would like to review the final plan when it is available. An estimated date for completion
of the pilot project is also requested.

2) Please provide details of how the 51 reference monitoring sites were selected and justified
(including statistical or rating scores) and any explanatory material that will help to understand
how these sites were selected (Question 2). This should be included in the finalized AEMR
monitoring plan per Johnson et al. (2013).

Comment:
General observations

The Lower Columbia River Estuary Partnership provided a comprehensive and thoughtful
response to our questions. The Partnership indicated that they are currently focusing on
activities that restore fish access and improve habitat that has been cut-off from the mainstem
Columbia. In addition, they and their partners are working to combine multiple actions to
create larger projects. The roles of the various partners were clearly presented and are
coordinated to avoid conflicts over project management and actions. The partners include the
Columbia Land Trust, the Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife, the Cowlitz Indian Tribe,
the Partnership, and the Columbia River Estuary Study Taskforce. The Partnership is currently
developing a broader ecosystem approach for its restoration activities. A description of this
method was provided, and it will be used in the future to prioritize areas in the lower Columbia
that should be protected or restored.
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The Partnership indicated that the AEMR approach it is using (Johnson et al. 2013) to evaluate
its projects is a work in progress and they would be receptive to a review of the document by
the ISRP if needed. An AEMR leadership team has been created. Since BPA staff members are
on the leadership team the sponsors state that the results of their monitoring work will be
coordinated with ISEMP, CHaMP, and BPA’s AEM methods so that project data can be used in
basinwide analyses. The methods used to determine the level of monitoring each project will
receive were described in adequate detail. Some additional discussion about how the
Partnership’s 51 reference areas will be used was not addressed. Use of these sites should be
indicated in future AEMR designs for the Partnership’s projects.

The Partnership is seeking funding to include socio-economics in its project selection process.
Currently it receives no funding for outreach and signage. We recommend that the sponsors
work with their partners to include signage as a project endpoint to educate the public on what
restoration work was done and the biological benefits it is designed to create. This will be a
valuable addition to the significant amount of public education that the Partnership does
through its school and volunteer programs.

Comment on specific responses

Question 1: In response to ISRP's concern about monitoring, the sponsors stated the Johnson et
al. (2013) plan for AEMR monitoring in the estuary is in a pilot phase of implementation. A
qualification is to provide the results of this pilot project as soon as they are available.

Question 2: The integration of the 50+ reference sites into the monitoring program is
impressive. In general this appears to be a well thought out RM&E program. In response to the
ISRP question about the criteria for determining the level of monitoring needed by a project,
the description provided of the scoring method used for selection was adequate but should be
qualified. A qualification is to provide some examples of how monitoring sites were justified
(including statistical or rating scores) to help understand how these sites were selected.

In response to the question asking for an elaboration of the methods used to select monitoring
sites, the sponsor responded that “the proposal format for the ISRP Geographic Review was
problematic in that it did not allow for a description of our technical approach.” This seems a
programmatic issue that should be addressed, perhaps by enabling appendices to proposals.

Note, a reference is to Roni et al. 2002, but this is probably a typo that should be Roni 2005.

Question 3: This question concerned the scientific basis for the numerical goal of acres to be
restored. The sponsors stated that the numerical goal for restoration is based on opportunism
and the anticipated pace of restoration. What the ISRP was asking for was the biological
rationale behind their restoration actions—what are the anticipated biological benefits
associated with restoring 25,000 acres and is more protection and restoration needed? The
answer was only partially adequate, and the ISRP suggests the sponsor survey the scientific
literature for possible methods (e.g. modeling) to improve the scientific basis for establishing
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targets for restoration and employing more suitable metrics. A good description of the rate of
restoration in the estuary was provided.

Question 4: The flow chart was very useful to understand the procedures for restoration site
selection. A final metric is an economic/ecological mixture ($/SBU), which puts considerable
weight on the veracity of SBU determination. The ISRP should be kept informed as results of
restoration are developed and expressed as SBUs.

The ISRP also requested information on how or if a landscape approach was included in site
selection, but the response was only partially adequate. The physical landscape is clearly
considered in the procedure. However, while numerous partners are consulted, the socio-
economic aspects of a true landscape approach (ISAB 2011-4) do not appear to be addressed or
incorporated in the current process.

Question 5: More details were requested on the annual goal of starting and managing four to
eight new habitat restoration projects. The response was adequate.

Question 6: Information was requested on chemical analysis of adult Chinook otoliths, a sub-
project proposed to resolve a critical uncertainty. The question was not answered directly. The
ISRP was referred to a draft publication by Roegner et al. 2013, but no link was provided to this
document. A short explanation for how barium and strontium deposition in otoliths are being
used to estimate body size at estuary entry and residence times would have been useful.

Question 7: This question related to a proposed habitat suitability index for juvenile salmonids
in the estuary and on how its use can be justified in an Ecosystem Management approach. The
response was partially adequate. The index was explained and shows promise to be useful.

However, its role in an ecosystem management approach was not fully explained and justified.

Question 8: The ISRP asked what is the working definition that LCREP uses for resilience?

The response was adequate although the definition offered by Holling (1973) is rather more
restricted than the contemporary meaning described in the ISAB report, Using a Comprehensive
Landscape Approach for More Effective Conservation and Restoration (ISAB 2011-4, 179 pages).

Preliminary ISRP comment requesting a response:
The ISRP requests a response on following issues:

1) Does the sponsor plan to use the AEM methods recently produced by Roni et al. (2013) in
their Action Effectiveness Monitoring of Tributary Habitat Improvement: a Programmatic
Approach for the Columbia Basin Fish and Wildlife Program? If so how will they use them and
how does the Roni et al. (2013) report relate to the Johnson et al. (2013) report on estuary
monitoring? What is the status of the Johnson et al. (2013) plan and how close is it to being
implemented?
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2) What are the criteria for determining the level of monitoring needed by a project?

3) The project has a measurable goal to restore 25,000 acres by 2025 which is commendable.
What is the scientific basis for this goal?

4) A flow chart to help understand the procedures for choosing sites to be restored is
requested. Details of community involvement in keeping with a true landscape approach would
be particularly useful.

5) More details are requested on the annual goal of starting and managing four to eight new

habitat restoration projects. It appears that the Partnership performs some of its own habitat
restoration work, mainly in the area that lies upstream from Portland to the Bonneville Dam.

How many of the new projects will be directly undertaken by the Partnership, and where will
they take place?

6) “Chemical analysis of adult Chinook otoliths from Grays, Coweeman, Lewis, Willamette,
Sandy, Priest Rapids, Wenatchee, and Methow; Water chemistry of tidal tributary and main-
stem sites to evaluate whether otolith barium can be used to reconstruct salmon entry into
tidal-fresh environments; consider strontium marking pending results from 2011 analysis” is a
very key objective under “critical uncertainties” and more information is required. What is the
design of this work?

7) The Habitat Suitability Index (HSI) may be incompatible with the ecosystem approach
advocated by the sponsor and often thought to be problematic in its application to the real
world (Petts 2009). Further details are requested on how it can be justified in an Ecosystem
Management approach.

8) The sponsors advocate the incorporation of difficult ecological variables in their Ecosystem
Management approach but offer few definitions or ways to measure them. For example
resilience which is used 7 times in the proposal either as a deliverable or a scoring attribute.

What is the working definition that LCREP uses for resilience?

Also see the ISRP’s programmatic comments for the estuary projects.
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1. Purpose: Significance to Regional Programs, Technical Background, and Objectives

The project is key to Columbia River estuary restorations programs as it is, as the sponsors
state," the umbrella of the “umbrella projects.” Therefore it is very significant to regional
programs and is clearly connected to CREST, Columbia Land Trust, Watershed Councils and
other related estuarine projects.

The objectives are well stated. The technical background is comprehensive, but the narrative
could be improved by clearly stating the uncertainties that are based in lack of scientific
knowledge.

Ecosystem management is stated to be a backbone of the project, but some aspects of
ecosystem management are poorly known and no definitions of them in the context of the
Columbia River Estuary are given. An example is resilience which is used seven times in the
proposal either as a deliverable or a scoring attribute. Another is biological integrity.

Objective 3 under Critical Uncertainties Research is given as "Juvenile salmon rearing to adult
return: Evaluate juvenile salmon life history strategies and their contributions to adult returns
in selected tributaries (2014-2018). Methods: Chemical analysis of adult Chinook otoliths from
Grays, Coweeman, Lewis, Willamette, Sandy, Priest Rapids, Wenatchee, and Methow; Water
chemistry of tidal tributary and main-stem sites to evaluate whether otolith barium can be used
to reconstruct salmon entry into tidal-fresh environments; consider strontium marking —
pending results from 2011 analysis."

This is a very key objective, and more information is required. What is the design of this work?
It is likely this objective is more important than several of the others in the areas of critical
uncertainties.

2. History: Accomplishments, Results, and Adaptive Management (Evaluation of Results)

The history of the project is thoroughly documented. The program has made excellent
accomplishment toward estuary restoration. Unfortunately information on how survival of
salmonids will be improved is still lacking and is not really focused on as a critical uncertainty
(see ISAB 2012-6 review of CEERP). The draft report by Cooney and Holzer (2011) (cited in the
proposal) dealing with efforts to establish juvenile survival rates in restored areas at the
mouths of tributaries including Coweeman River, Grays River, Germany Creek, Mill Creek and
Abernathy Creek is a step in the right direction.

The Partnership appears to be constantly refining its activities over time, and adaptive
management is well thought out. The addition of the landscape databases, tools to help
prioritize restoration site selection, and the creation of a three level AEMR protocol are just a
few examples. There is still the lingering issue of how adaptive management will be practiced to
cope with some emerging factors, especially invasive species, but presentations indicated some
good progress is being made to control invasive plants. Management modifications are made as
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a result of evaluation of past actions and results but do not seem to include active experimental
manipulation to test and revise hypotheses as a formal adaptive management implementation.

It would be useful to have a listing of reports and papers that have specifically resulted from the
efforts of project members, split out by projects under the umbrella and the umbrella project
itself. An indication of good coordination and cooperation might be a list of papers co-authored
by people in both categories.

3. Project Relationships, Emerging Limiting Factors, and Tailored Questions

As described in the proposal, the Estuary Partnership works with many partners. Major funding
sources include BPA, USACE, NOAA, and USEPA. Partners performing restoration or other
contractual work under the Partnership include CREST, CLT, PNNL, Cowlitz Indian Tribe, WDFW,
ODFW, watershed councils, soil and water conservation districts, and other entities. The
Partnership has established itself as the focal institution for habitat restoration and protection
in the region by its relationships with the above groups and local private and public landowners.
It serves as the region’s main means of dispersing habitat restoration monies from federal
agencies to local entities. Solicitation, review, and selection criteria are clearly documented. A
conflict of interest policy is clearly detailed.

The tailored questions were answered. It was noted that the partners, not LCREP, deal with
data management and protocol development.

The integration of the 55 reference sites into the monitoring program is an impressive aspect of
the monitoring program. In general this appears to be a well thought out RM&E program.

A number of emerging limiting factors were identified in the proposal but it should be noted
the problems are not really emerging. They are here now. Foremost among those was climate
change. Changing weather patterns are expected to create warming trends in water
temperature, shift the Columbia River plume and raise sea levels causing inundation of
floodplain areas. Additionally, increasing storm intensities and wave heights are expected to
exacerbate flooding and coastal erosion. Sustained periods of coastal upwelling caused by
climate change will reduce dissolved oxygen in coastal waters and also increase acidification of
ocean waters which will likely impact the food web and decrease salmonid survival in near
coastal waters. The restoration actions carried out by the Partnership cannot address these
large issues. However, the sponsors point out that habitat actions in the lower river can
improve water temperatures and food web integrity at landscape scales. The occurrence of
contaminants or toxics is another acknowledged emerging limiting factor. Contaminants can
clearly influence salmonid survival by inducing sub-lethal effects and by reducing the prey base.
Lack of funding to address this issue is a major problem. The Partnership is working with a
number of partners including the Yakama Nation to identify high priority contaminant sites in
the lower river for potential cleanup actions.
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4. Deliverables, Work Elements, Metrics, and Methods

Deliverables are clearly identified and related to work elements. Objectives are clearly related
to deliverables. Metrics and methods are linked to cited documentation.

One specific concern was identified in the Large Habitat Program:

1. Holistic Vision and Plan - It is stated that the Restoration Prioritization Strategy will use a
Habitat Suitability Index (HSI) Model for juvenile Chinook salmon, which uses model outputs
from an Oregon Health and Science University (OHSU) hydrodynamic model to predict times
and locations that meet suitable water temperature, depth and velocity criteria (Bottom et al.
2005a) for juvenile salmon. However, HSI can be difficult to interpret ecologically (Petts 2009)
and is somewhat incompatible with the ecosystem approach advocated by the sponsor. It
would be helpful to find out how HSI results will be used in the various restoration projects.

Reference

Petts, Geoffrey E., 2009. Instream Flow Science for Sustainable River Management. Journal of
the American Water Resources Association (JAWRA) 45(5):1071-1086.

Specific comments on protocols and methods described in MonitoringMethods.org

This group has developed most of the protocols and methods used in estuary monitoring and
most of the techniques are reliable and widely adopted (Roegner et al. 2009).

One question for the Partnership would be how or if they will incorporate or use AEM methods
recently produced by Roni et al. (2013) in their Action Effectiveness Monitoring of Tributary
Habitat Improvement: a Programmatic Approach for the Columbia Basin Fish and Wildlife
Program. If so how will they use them and how does the Roni et al (2013) report relate to the
Johnson et al. (2013) report cited below on estuary monitoring? What is the status of the
Johnson et al. (2013) plan and how close is it to being implemented?
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201000400 - CREST Estuary Habitat Restoration

Sponsor: Columbia River Estuary Study Taskforce (CREST)

Short Description: CREST proposes to continue to identify, prioritize, design, permit, and
construct estuarine habitat restoration actions on public and private land. Restoration actions
are specifically designed to restore estuarine processes to disconnected floodplain areas and
focus on improvements to habitat opportunity, capacity, and realized function for juvenile
salmonids and other estuarine species.

ISRP recommendation: Meets Scientific Review Criteria (Qualified)
Qualifications:

See the programmatic comment for the estuary and the response request for LCREP. Continued
work on justifying prioritization, coordinating RM&E, and report results at the programmatic
level is recommended.

The ISRP’s issues can be dealt with in contracting and future project reviews.
Comment:
1. Purpose: Significance to Regional Programs, Technical Background, and Objectives

The project is an important part of a larger set of activities to protect and restore the ecological
structure, function and biodiversity of the Columbia River estuary. There has been a significant
amount of strategic planning and ecological assessment to provide a foundation for the work.
There has also been substantial effort to coordinate activities with an array of
agencies/organizations all working towards protection and/or restoration of the estuary.

However, a program goal, "Protect and restore the Columbia River Estuary ecosystem, focusing
on habitat opportunity, capacity and realized function for aquatic organisms." is given, rather
than a series of objectives. The objectives need to be better defined to focus on key questions,
such as: 1) How will protection be achieved? 2) How will be restoration be accomplished?
Where will the projects be located? 3) What ecological functions will be restored? 4) What
benchmarks and reference sites will be used? The technical background provided was very
general, and only a few references are provided for problem to be addressed. The proposal
does not specify how CREST will address problems, and detail is lacking.

The objective, actually the goal as noted above, of CREST is succinctly stated as to implement
on-the-ground salmon restoration projects and to focus on habitat opportunity, capacity and
realized function for aquatic organisms. However the objective does not mention achieving
increased survival targets for salmon and steelhead which seems to be a driving element of the
work. If it is assumed that survival and habitat opportunity, capacity and realized function are
synonymous, it would be helpful to discuss this.
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The sponsors state:

"...Proposed ESA Recovery Plan for Lower Columbia River Coho Salmon, Lower Columbia River
Chinook Salmon, Columbia River Chum Salmon and Lower Columbia River Steelhead (NMFS
2012).This plan is the culmination of all the recovery plans for the lower Columbia basin and
synthesizes the salmonid recovery plans in Oregon, Washington, White Salmon as well as the
Estuary Recovery Plan Module. NMFS anticipates its completion in early 2013. This plan lists
limiting factors, threats and identified actions from these plans. This proposal will address those
categories of actions that pertain to habitat protection and restoration."

This recovery plan is apparently a new development. It would be useful learn if it is now
available. It is not cited in this proposal.

There is a mix of strategic direction referenced, but it is unclear if there is an overarching
strategy to guide this complex effort. The questions posed for umbrella habitat projects dealing
with the steps to solicit, review, prioritize, and select habitat projects were answered. A flow
chart or road map of some kind would be useful to help understand the procedure.

As part of the landscape assessment process, it does not appear that there has been an
assessment of fish and aquatic organism passage, particularly as related to tide gates and road-
stream crossings. This information is important to ensure that the maximum connectivity is
achieved when acquiring and restoring parcels. Correcting passage issues, on lands adjacent to
those restored, can also serve to increase the scope of benefits beyond the immediate area of
restoration

2. History: Accomplishments, Results, and Adaptive Management (Evaluation of Results)

A good history of project achievements was provided. It appears that the program has had
some impressive accomplishments, and there has been sound use of available funding.

The implementation metrics could be useful tools to describe a variety of desired outcomes,
but it is not clear how these outcomes are measured. Additionally, in the summary of
completed projects, these metrics were not applied. This would have been useful in better
understanding and appreciating them.

The photos of each project helped get a perspective on what was done. However, the project
result abstracts were lacking detail or references. For example, following the Fort Columbia
photo the statement was made "Genetic analysis indicated use by multiple ESUs including up-
river stocks." A reference to a CREST report or one by others should be included. The 2011
Annual Report to BPA contained some good data related to fish monitoring for the Fort
Columbia site. It is unclear if this monitoring will be continued in the future for Fort Columbia
and other sites. The explanations given in the field were essential to understand the
significance of technical items such as the setback levees required by USACE.
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There does not appear to be any formal documentation of lessons learned through the
adaptive management process or their application to adjust current work activities. It appears
the sponsors defer to the CEERP adaptive management process under the umbrella. It is not
clear that this process is driven by designed experiments.

3. Project Relationships, Emerging Limiting Factors, and Tailored Questions

The sponsor has excellent working relationships with the sponsors of other restoration projects
in the estuary. There has been good progress in establishing cost share agreements with other
entities. However, there is no mention of any accomplishments for community or public
involvement in the project/program. Given the landownership of the area and the commitment
to sustainable, long-term protection, and restoration, this seems to be a critical element that
needs to have elevated importance. Development of the ONCOR data base, described in the
proposal, sounds like a good step for improving information sharing with the public and local
communities and landowners but is reportedly still under development.

It is difficult to determine from the proposal what procedures are in place to determine when
success has been reached and how long monitoring is required. There does not seem to be a
long term monitoring program in place. This may be because of irregular funding schedules, but
it would be helpful to find out if the sponsor has plans or procedures such as performance
bonds or other procedures to ensure funds are available for long term monitoring and
adjustment to projects going forward.

The sponsors state the following concerning limiting factors:

"Action effectiveness monitoring will be incorporated in to adaptive management for site
maintenance and restoration design moving forward. CREST does address climate change, non-
native species, predation and toxics through our project designs and implementation. For
example the restoration of natural processes addresses resilience of specific sites to factors like
climate change. CREST has also built in topographic diversity within our restoration sites to
allow for multiple water elevations and vegetation types within a treated area. Much effort is
put in to eradicating non-native plant species as well as improvements of water quality to
address non-native fish species."

However, no details are provided on how they will actually deal with these concerns or they will
influence project selection and evaluation of the success criterion.
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4. Deliverables, Work Elements, Metrics, and Method

DELV - 2 "The vast majority of CREST's effort under our contract with BPA is in the designing,
permitting, and construction phases." And DELV-4 is mainly coordination. This work is not
amenable to scientific review.

Monitor the effectiveness of restoration actions. (DELV-3) - the sponsors state "When funding
agencies desire more intensive monitoring CREST biologists assess fish utilization using trap
netting, seining, and PIT tag arrays." It would be helpful to clarify what criteria the sponsor uses
to determine restoration success and how long they think it take to achieve success.

A strategic framework for project prioritization and selection appears to remain a work in
progress (see comments in Q1 regarding needs for a comprehensive, over-arching strategy or
strategic framework). Two sets of selection criteria were described, one for the Lower Columbia
Restoration Enhancement Partnership and one for the BiOp Technical review group. The LCREP
criteria are straight forward and seem logical, but there is no discussion on the logic or basis for
how the points/weightings for each of the three major components were developed. The sub-
elements under each main component, Ecological benefits, Implementation and Cost, are quite
comprehensive but lack individual weights or scoring. Given this, it seems like the current
arrangement would allow for a wide range of different interpretations and scoring for
individual parcels. As mentioned in Johnson et al. (2013) it appears that there remains a need
for additional work to refine and document this process. See programmatic comments for
additional comments.

There are a number of metrics described to measure accomplishments. It is not clear when or
how these are measured for each land acquisition. This list does seem to provide a good source
for use in development of project specific objectives.

There is a lengthy description of the AEMR process under the CEERP program. It was not
apparent what actual monitoring has been selected for individual projects being planned or for
those completed under this program. It is not clear if only Level 3 standard extensive metrics
will be collected for all project actions unless funding agencies desire more monitoring. It would
seem that there should be an opportunity to more actively seek cooperation with other
programs to allow more extensive monitoring at some sites in order to allow a more complete
evaluation of restoration impact. Additionally, there is no acknowledgement or discussion on
how monitoring will be transitioned into the ISEMP/CHAMP/AEM program.

Specific comments on protocols and methods described in MonitoringMethods.org
All methods are satisfactory, except they seem to be only 56% complete. Please see the

comments above. The Roegner et al. (2009) document prepared under the umbrella project is
the main provider of methods.
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201007300 - Columbia Land Trust Estuarine Restoration

Sponsor: Columbia Land Trust

Short Description: The Columbia Land Trust acquires private property in the historic Columbia
River floodplain for the purpose of conserving intact habitat lands and to restore full or near full
tidal influence to areas that have been historically disconnected from tidal and fluvial
hydrologic processes of the Columbia River by levees, roads, dredge material, and railroad
causeways.

ISRP recommendation: Meets Scientific Review Criteria (Qualified)
Qualifications:

See the programmatic comment for the estuary and the response request for LCREP. Continued
work on justifying prioritization, coordinating RM&E, and results reporting at the programmatic
level is recommended.

The ISRP's concerns, questions, and comments can be dealt with in contracting and future
project reviews.

Comment:
1. Purpose: Significance to Regional Programs, Technical Background, and Objectives

The program is highly significant and is one of the key restoration programs in the estuary and
relates to major regional documents as the Council's Monitoring Evaluation Research and
Reporting (MERR) plan, the BiOp, and subbasin plan for the estuary. This is a generally solid
proposal, and activities are well organized and explained. Justifications for estuarine restoration
are well supported, but the sponsors do not specify how their program will meet these
restoration needs.

The Columbia Land Trust is continuing to improve connections to other projects in the estuary
and to improve effectiveness and transparency of project solicitation, review, and selection
activities.

Objective statements are stated as goals. Objectives should be quantified and include a
projected date or time frame for completion. Both elements are important to aid in tracking
actual accomplishment of actions. There are three stated objectives (actually goals) covering re-
accessing of habitats, increasing productivity and capacity of habitats and for improving realized
function of the ecosystem. Deliverables for each of the objectives (goals) are included, but to
see the details, the ISRP was referred to the 2012 Synthesis Memorandum which was
developed by CEERP. No linkage to the document was provided.

Projects under the habitat umbrella are supposed to describe all the steps in the program's
process to solicit, review, prioritize, and select habitat projects for implementation. This was
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done fairly well in the proposal, but it appears the sponsor totally delegates these steps to
others, especially The Lower Columbia Estuary Partnership’s Project Review

Committee. Therefore a flow chart or road map of some kind would be useful to understand
the procedure.

The sponsor is sometimes a subcontractor to LCREP, but some projects are conducted
independently. Although this seems to be a workable arrangement, it would be helpful to
clarify how the sponsors determine which projects they will independently implement and if
there are any criteria for the sponsor to conduct projects separately. Is this a function of the
solicitation process?

2. History: Accomplishments, Results, and Adaptive Management (Evaluation of Results)

The Columbia Land Trust has permanently conserved 6,222 acres of Columbia Estuary
floodplain over the last twelve years which is about 30% of the LCREP 19000 acre goal by 2014.
The sponsors should be complimented for this achievement. It is encouraging to note that
several applied research projects are being conducted by NOAA and others on areas purchased
by the sponsor.

No results were reported specifically by this project, only those reported by others were given.
The history of reporting accomplishments is not stellar.

In general, the sponsors seem well aware of the needs and benefits of adaptive management
and have identified a number of lessons learned, for example weed control, but do not appear
to have fully incorporated it into the current project design. One reason given is that invasive
plant control could not occur due to prohibition of using necessary chemicals. It seems that the
sponsors should have been aware of this prohibition before the activity was planned. Another
delay was due to unresolved permitting issues which may be beyond the control of the
sponsors.

It would be helpful to clarify what role the sponsor actually has in adaptive management since
they do not appear to do any monitoring themselves. The CEERP adaptive management
approach is used. A summary of accomplishments and recent research findings of others is
provided, but there is no discussion as to how these findings are actually being applied in the
current program. A number of the findings appear particularly relevant to prioritizing sites for
acquisition and for the design of restoration treatments.

3. Project Relationships, Emerging Limiting Factors, and Tailored Questions
It is stated that there are no RM&E protocols identified for this proposal, but elsewhere in the

narrative many are given. The sponsors presumably are relying on monitoring data produced
by others under the umbrella.
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All current projects are assigned a Level 3 monitoring status under the CEERP Action
Effectiveness program. It is stated that a subset of CLT projects are included in more intensive
Level 1 and 2 monitoring. It is not clear how or when these projects are selected for more
intensive monitoring.

There is no discussion of transitioning from the current CEERP action effectiveness monitoring
approach to the ISEMP/CHAMP/AEP protocols.

There are a number of emerging factors that the sponsors recognize, especially sea level rise
and invasive species. For the latter, the sponsors state, "Columbia Land Trust actively manages
newly restored lands to ensure that these invasive species do not gain a foothold on these sites
is an ongoing responsibility," but no details are given on how this is done.

The relationship of this project with other projects in the estuary is described fairly well.
However, there is no discussion regarding community, landowner or public outreach
engagement. This appears to be an important component for the project that needs future
consideration.

A useful table showing limiting factor prioritization is provided. Two principal factors

limiting the amount of habitat opportunity in the estuary are the loss of estuarine wetlands and
the reduction in the spring freshets due to the hydrosystem. It is not clear if the constraints
imposed by the hydrosystem operations mean that making changes to the first factor will have
limited impact.

The review process for this umbrella project is outlined in the proposal but is described in
greater detail in project proposal #2003-011-00. The evaluation criteria have been reviewed by
the ISRP. Membership on the Project Review Committee is listed in this proposal. The proposal
states that the Estuary Partnership may modify the review criteria to accommodate the
objectives of particular funding sources. This flexibility seems reasonable.

4. Deliverables, Work Elements, Metrics, and Methods

The discussion of the two-level process for project prioritization was clearly stated. There is a
solid review process that includes site visits and application of a two-step prioritization
screening. The Estuary three-component prioritization model is used for the first stage. This
scores projects on a 100 point scale. There is limited discussion of how the primary components
were weighted and the sub-elements of each are qualitative and are not assigned individual
weights or points. Including this in the model would be an improvement. Selection of three
focus areas for acquisition and restoration is a solid foundation for a more strategic and
efficient program.

Given the complexity of achieving meaningful restoration of the estuary, an overarching

strategic approach is needed. There is discussion about development of an improved strategy
for restoration using the Estuary Partnership Restoration Priority Strategy and Restoration
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Inventory in conjunction with the BPA Landscape Planning Framework. Also, completion of an
ESA Recovery Plan is mentioned. Both are to be completed in the spring of 2013. It is not clear if
they will replace the current sources of guidance for prioritization or if they will ultimately be
synthesized into a single unified strategy. A review of these final products by the ISRP may be
worthwhile.

Metrics for gauging accomplishment appear limited to acres and miles of acquired and/or
restored habitat. They do not link with the three stated objectives for the project. Doing so
would provide a more complete picture of accomplishments relative to the stated objectives.

Specific comments on protocols and methods described in MonitoringMethods.org
No link to monitoring.methods.org is provided.

On a budgetary note, it is not clear why a fully equipped office is need in both Portland, Oregon
and Vancouver, Washington.

201007000 - WA Estuary MOA Project Scoping & Implementation

Sponsor: Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife (WDFW)

Short Description: WDFW Umbrella Project to scope and implement habitat restoration actions
to enhance and protect anadromous salmonids under the Washington Estuary Habitat
Memorandum of Agreement (MOA 2009). The intent of this work is to increase rearing habitat
and survival of all ESA-listed anadromous fish stocks utilizing the Lower Columbia River, tidal
reaches of tributaries, and estuarine habitats in support of the NPCC Fish and Wildlife Program,
ESA Recovery Plans and NOAA Fisheries FCRPS Biological Opinion.

ISRP recommendation: Meets Scientific Review Criteria (Qualified)
Qualifications:
The ISRP’s issues can be dealt with in contracting and future project reviews.

1) See the programmatic comment for the estuary and the response request for LCREP.
Continued work on justifying prioritization, coordinating RM&E, and reporting of results at the
programmatic level is recommended.

2) For restoration site selection criteria, WDFW uses a blend of their own criteria and those
used by the Estuary Partners. Some more details describing and explaining these differences in
the criteria should be included in the proposal. It would also be useful to determine if any
differences arose between the results of the Expert Panel process and Washington’s original
benefit estimate in any of the projects in this proposal. Some “disagreements" are mentioned
in Table 1 under the Results: Reporting, Accomplishments, and Impact section of the proposal,
but they are not elaborated upon.
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Comment:

The organization, technical background, site selection/descriptions, reporting, vision, and
planning described in this umbrella proposal seem to be a model for many of the other estuary
projects, if future work plans are successfully achieved. The sponsors also did a good job
describing the emerging limiting factors by raising the issues and describing how they were
being addressed. Their inclusion of hypotheses for adaptive management was also
commendable.

1. Purpose: Significance to Regional Programs, Technical Background, and Objectives

The Inter-Agency Coordination effort described in the proposal is noteworthy. It would be
interesting to see results of an evaluation by participants. The project goals and objectives are
linked to many regional programs/plans such as the Council’s FWP 2004 Subbasin Plan, the
NMEFS Estuary Module (2011), and the 2008 BiOp.

The problem statement is well crafted and the objectives are realistic. The sponsors have
provided an excellent technical background document which could almost be a template or
model for the other estuary umbrella projects.

Although the proposal is lengthy, it is well organized and easy to follow. The work is supported
by solid science, and the sponsors appear to have made a serious attempt to incorporate the
latest scientific findings into their selection and implementation of projects. Program activities
are well-coordinated with other restoration groups/programs in the Lower Columbia River
Estuary.

Program objectives are similar to the other projects reviewed. For individual projects, a
hierarchy of expectations is presented as vision, goals, and objectives. In most cases, the
objectives tie well to the vision and goals and link to proposed treatments. The objectives are
generally not quantitative and do not include an expected timeframe for results. A positive
aspect is that unique success criteria are developed for each project. It appears that these are
mostly qualitative statements with no time frame for expected results.

A positive feature of the proposal was a description of how the program linked to and
incorporated information and direction from other sources. There was a very useful description
of how elements of The Ecosystem Approach to Restoration of the LCRE by Johnson (2003)
have been incorporated into the program. Similar discussions would have been useful in the
other proposals that were reviewed. This section also mentioned the NPPC program and
mentioned MERR but did not discuss how this linked to proposed activities.

Although it was noted that community and landowner support is critical to the long term
success of the program, there are no programmatic goals, vision statements or objectives that
address this critical element. It appears that this support is limited to landowner and
community support for individually proposed projects. Additionally, in the discussion of
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emerging limiting factors, it was acknowledged that development and resource management in
upstream portions of treated watersheds were important in helping to define downstream
conditions, but it was stated that influencing watershed land uses was beyond the control of
the program. This seems to be a key area that could be addressed in activities designed to
involve and inform the local communities and landowners and the general public.

2. History: Accomplishments, Results, and Adaptive Management (Evaluation of Results)

History of the project is documented in a well written narrative. Diagrams on funding flows and
arrangements were presented which make it easy to understand what has been done. The
abstracts of project reports are detailed and include photos, so it is easy to see the results of
the restoration projects.

This is a fairly new project, but some initial work has been started. Nice photos showing sites
are included and some good preliminary data providing fish use by species is included in tables.
The accomplishments are well documented and the project’s timely completion of deliverables
is 90%. The program appears well organized and managed.

A good example for the incorporation of adaptive management is given for the Chinook
restoration project. Additionally, examples were provided to indicate how recent research
findings have been incorporated into revised designs for restoration treatments. The adaptive
management framework is explained very well. Figure 1, based on Johnson et al. 2013, is very
informative and provides good context for a discussion of uncertainties.

3. Project Relationships, Emerging Limiting Factors, and Tailored Questions

Project relationships look excellent, and it is especially gratifying to see coordination with the
long-term IMW study (Kinsel et al. 2009) which is monitoring and evaluating effects of the
Abernathy Tidal Restoration in the context of fish population and monitoring in the Abernathy
Creek watershed. This type of work is needed to obtain data on the effects of estuary habitat
restoration on salmonid survival.

Three emerging limiting factors were identified: 1) land conversion in the contributing
watersheds, 2) potential changes to the hydrologic regime because of factors including climate
change and FCRPS operations, and 3) invasive plant species. The sponsors have suggested
buffers as possible ways to deal with 1 and 2. Control of invasive species, in particular reed
canary grass, is a more difficult task, and no real plan to deal with it is offered.

Each tailored question was appropriately answered.

4. Deliverables, Work Elements, Metrics, and Methods

“Identify and scope 5-10 ecosystem restoration projects in the historical floodplain of the LCRE.
(DELV-1) and Design, permit, and plan construction for 2 ecosystem restoration projects in the
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historical floodplain of the LCRE; build at minimum 1 new project. (DELV-2)": these
deliverables are mainly plans to develop a plan but are appropriate for this kind of project.

“Continue AEMR and O&M for ongoing restoration projects and initiate AM for at least 1 new
restoration project to ensure sustainability and resilience. (DELV-3)”: it would be useful to
determine how the sponsors plan to assess “sustainability and resilience.” Metrics for these
deliverables are not given in MonitoringMethods.org and presumably are being developed in
the “science for critical uncertainty” component of the estuary umbrella project. This should be
clarified.

Although there have been only five projects to date, an average 90% accomplishment rate is
reported. Quantitative metrics are limited to acres and miles. There are a number of other
metrics described, but they are in generally qualitative terms.

The summary of completed projects is well organized and informative. The reporting template
that is used would serve as a good example for reporting other Lower Columbia River Estuary
project accomplishments.

The methods provided in MonitoringMethods.org are partially done (41%) following Roegner et
al. 2009.

Specific comments on protocols and methods described in MonitoringMethods.org

Current monitoring occurs within the CEERP framework following Roegner et al. 2009. The
Abernathy Creek project is contained within an IMW being monitored by the Washington
Department of Ecology. Implementation monitoring appears well done and supported by
success metrics for each project. A limitation of these metrics is that they are stated
qualitatively.

201201500 - Cowlitz Indian Tribe Estuary Restoration Program

Sponsor: Cowlitz Indian Tribe (CIT)

Short Description: Address estuary and tidal tributary habitat limiting factors through
implementation of high priority recovery plan actions in the form of protection and process-
based restoration actions consistent with Tribal cultural interests. Increase quantities of diverse
habitats for ESA-listed fishes by removing constraints to access and hydrology, and improve
guality and complexity of key aquatic habitats in the Columbia estuary, especially juvenile
salmonid habitat identified in the 2008 FCRPS BiOp.

ISRP recommendation: Meets Scientific Review Criteria (Qualified)
Qualifications:

The ISRP’s issues can be dealt with in contracting and future project reviews.
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1) See the programmatic comment for the estuary and the response request for LCREP.
Continued work on justifying prioritization, coordinating RM&E, and reporting results at the
programmatic level is recommended.

2) The proposal needs clarifications of how this project will accomplish its objectives and
interact with the Estuary Partnership. Details regarding the site selection process should also be
included along with descriptions of habitat restoration actions. If this has not been completed,
then the ISRP should/could review in the future after the selections have been made.

Comment:
1. Purpose: Significance to Regional Programs, Technical Background, and Objectives

The program is very significant because extensive areas are sought for habitat restoration; 13
ESUs and several RPAs in the 2008 BiOp are addressed.

The sponsors are mainly relying on the LCREP Science Work Group for technical background,
although they are also involving graduate students. In general, not a lot of specific technical
background is given for the projects. Specific restoration sites are to be chosen with input from
expert panels. Much of the narrative is from other planning documents dealing with the estuary
(Johnson et al. 2012) which seems to be appropriate as the project is being conducted under an
umbrella type project with five other lead agents. Specific detail on how the primary elements
of the Johnson (2012) document were incorporated into the design of the program would have
been useful.

The project objective is the same one used by other umbrella projects, "Protect and restore the
lower Columbia River Ecosystem focusing on habitat opportunity, capacity, and realized
function for aquatic organisms." As stated this is a goal and to refine to objectives should
answer questions such as: Protect how and where? How much capacity? Which functions for
which stocks or species?

2. History: Accomplishments, Results, and Adaptive Management (Evaluation of Results)

The project has been in existence for just five months, so there are no project-specific
accomplishments as of yet. However, during the past ten years the CIT has helped identify, and
implement eleven habitat restoration projects. Therefore, the sponsors have experience
performing habitat restoration work in the lower Columbia River. Additionally, the CIT states
that it is committed to using utilizing new information to inform its current and new projects
using the tribe’s adaptive management guidelines.
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3. Project Relationships, Emerging Limiting Factors, and Tailored Questions

Project relationships are well-described and the sponsors have obviously reached out to a
network of collaborators. Involvement of community and recognition of tribal values shows a
true landscape approach is being taken.

Climate change was recognized as a future limiting factor, but the potential effects of climate
change, for example, low dissolved oxygen of coastal waters due to prolonged upwelling, ocean
acidification, increases in storm intensities and frequencies were not mentioned. Additionally,
potential interactions between contaminants and restoration action were not considered. The
sponsors state that restoration of normative processes in project areas will help to ameliorate
the impacts of climate change.

4. Deliverables, Work Elements, Metrics, and Methods

The project has three deliverables: 1) Identify and prioritize habitat protection and restoration
actions in the lower Columbia River and its estuary, 2) Design, permit, construct, and manage
restoration actions, and 3) Monitor the success and effectiveness of its restoration actions for
adaptive management. Some clarification on how these deliverables will be achieved is needed.
First, it appears that CIT staff will identify project sites and these will be reviewed and
prioritized by the Estuary Partnership. Selected projects will go through a cycle of analysis,
design, permitting etc. that will be done by CIT staff and their consultants. Then apparently the
projects go through the Estuary Partnership selection process for potential funding? Second, if
funded CIT staff will be responsible for final designs, construction, permitting, and project
management. However, funds from the Estuary Partnership will be used to perform the
restoration work. And third, CIT staff will be responsible for AEMR after project completion. Is
this the actual process that the CIT anticipates will be used?

The methods used for project prioritization, selection, and AEMR are those previously
established by the Estuary Partnership and are generally adequate. Additional detail on the
definition and weighting of main and sub elements of this prioritization is needed.

Specific comments on protocols and methods described in MonitoringMethods.org

Protocols and methods for estuary sampling and monitoring are appropriate for the project
following Roegner et al. 2009 in MonitoringMethods.org. No metrics are described.
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C. Willamette River

200901200 - Willamette Bi-Op Habitat Restoration

Sponsor: Oregon Watershed Enhancement Board

Short Description: This project links BPA funding with State and private foundation funding to
implement critical mainstem habitat protection and restoration activities associated with RPA
7.1.2 and 7.1.3 of the Willamette Flood Control Program Biological Opinion. The project uses
criteria to select among opportunities for restoration of floodplain function within "anchor
habitats" used by native fish species.

ISRP recommendation: Meets Scientific Review Criteria
Comment:

The ISRP commends the project sponsors for developing a well-designed program that is
worthy of further support. It provides a way for non-profits, local governments, and private and
public landowners to participate in the recovery of important floodplain habitats in the
Willamette Basin. Its prioritization of restoration areas, project review, and selection processes
appear well founded. Its actions are fulfilling the Willamette BiOp and the NPCC Fish and
Wildlife Program goals and objectives.

The proposal meets scientific review criteria. However, the ISRP recommends that the sponsors
consider the suggestions and recommendations made in the following sections of the proposal.

1. Purpose: Significance to Regional Programs, Technical Background, and Objectives

This project responds closely to the priorities and action items in the Willamette Subbasin Plan
and the Willamette BiOp. The BiOp identified two Reasonable and Prudent Alternatives (RPAs
7.1.2 and 7.1.3) that needed to be addressed in the Willamette River Basin. The requirements
of the RPAs were to establish a program to identify habitat restoration projects and to select
and implement at least two restoration projects per year from 2011-2023. The Willamette Bi-
Op Habitat Restoration project meets these needs. It is good to see that the project sponsors
are realistic, and they articulate the limitations of the impact that habitat restoration can have
in this highly modified system.

This is an important regional program. The lower Willamette River is tidal and should

be managed as part of the estuary-river continuum that was recognized in the recent ISAB
review of the Fish and Wildlife Program (ISAB 2013-1). While the sponsors acknowledge this
linkage they only mention it in passing under Additional Relationships Explanation. Future
proposals need to provide a more detailed explanation of why this linkage has not been
developed.

The four project objectives are straightforward and outcomes easily tracked. Progress on all of
these objectives has been made. Protocols for identifying and prioritizing areas for restoration
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and performing status and trend monitoring have been established. Additionally, methods for
soliciting project proposals; creating scientific review teams; and reviewing, selecting, and
funding projects have been installed. The project is serving an important role in identifying,
selecting, funding, and monitoring floodplain restoration projects in the Willamette River Basin.

2. History: Accomplishments, Results, and Adaptive Management (Evaluation of Results)

When the project first began, outreach efforts were directed toward agricultural and gravel
mining landowners to identify areas that would allow expanded floodplain use. At the same
time properties were purchased and restoration work was begun on previously acquired land.
So far approximately 2,800 acres of conserved land has been acquired and 480 acres of
floodplain has been reforested.

Since its inception, the project has refined and adjusted how it selects, prioritizes, and monitors
habitat restoration projects. For example, it funded the development of a map of the
Willamette Basin which shows the parts of the floodplain that will be inundated with a two-year
flood. This information has been coupled with the occurrence of anchor habitats, that is areas
that can support cold water fishes, to help prioritize where recovery work should take place.
The project has also completed a draft of a monitoring and evaluation plan which will be used
to track status and trends in restored areas. Additionally, it is currently seeking a quantitative
method that can be used to assess its reforestation efforts in floodplain areas. The project is
accomplishing its restoration objectives and appears to be adjusting its methods as new
information becomes available. This is a good initiative and is line with ISAB recommendations
for a true landscape approach to habitat restoration in the Columbia River Basin.

The sponsors describe ongoing changes and continuing reassessment of success. As such there
does not seem to be adaptive management in the sense of designing experiments with the
intention of using results to adaptively manage. Rather, the approach seems to focus on a
series of modifications to improve the project selection process as well as restoration
strategies. Future changes in projects will be based on results, for example, results of re-
vegetation will guide future plantings.

Evaluation of Results

This is a fairly new project so there are not many results to report yet. The 2011 Annual report
detailing the Green Island levee removal showed, with photos, that after the levee removal, a
high flow event occurred in 2011 and the floodplain area was covered with up to 3.5 feet of
water which had not happened since the mid-1960s. Also non-native invasive plants have been
reduced by removal and new plantings of native species planted. Early data on monitoring of
fish distribution and abundance indicated that there appeared to be an indication that more
complex habitats contained higher species richness and abundance than less complex habitats.
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3. Project Relationships, Emerging Limiting Factors, and Tailored Questions

The sponsors clearly identify relationships to other projects and to limiting factors in the region.
The Oregon Watershed Enhancement Board, Meyer Memorial Trust, and the Willamette
Special Investment Partnership have formed a partnership to perform this project. This group
collaborates with the Willamette Action Team for Ecosystem Restoration and a Habitat
Technical Team. It is also receives cost sharing support from the Willamette Wildlife Mitigation
Program for land acquisition. The project also is closely linked to the USACE because of
revetment removal actions and flow modification programs on the McKenzie and Santiam
Rivers. Because of its overarching goal of restoring floodplain habitats, it is closely aligned to
the Willamette subbasin plan and the NPPC Fish and Wildlife Plan.

One of the emerging limiting factors identified by the project was climate change. It is
anticipated that as temperature regimes shift the availability of cold water, habitats along the
mainstem will decrease. Restoration activities are expected to provide access to, or maintain
such areas. Another future limiting factor is the expansion of urban areas and increasing levels
of aggregate mining and agriculture. These increases will influence how much of the floodplain
can be managed for conservation purposes. An incomplete understanding of how fish use this
portion of the Willamette and the conditions in a floodplain that benefit fish were also
recognized problems. Additionally, all the existing flood control infrastructure, dams, and
revetments constrain how much of the floodplain can be restored.

Another limiting factor, although not discussed in the proposal, is the presence of agricultural
and industrial contaminants. As land use in the basin increases there will likely be a rise in their
occurrence. Contaminants may cause direct sub-lethal and lethal impacts and indirect effects
via alterations in the food web and thus should be considered in future work.

4. Deliverables, Work Elements, Metrics, and Methods

Six deliverables appeared in the proposal. The first one was to develop an action effectiveness
monitoring program for floodplain re-vegetation. When completed this AEM program would be
used to monitor six re-vegetation programs in the upper Willamette. The remaining five
deliverables deal with project solicitation, review, funding, and project administration. These
administrative processes appear to be adequately designed and carried out.

Work elements, metrics, and methods are nicely detailed in the RM&E plan found via the
website link found in the proposal.

Specific comments on protocols and methods described in MonitoringMethods.org
Nothing related to this project was found in MonitoringMethods.org. However, the protocols
and methods are well detailed in the RM&E plan. The ISRP recommends that the protocols and

methods from the RM&E program be entered directly in the proposal, plus in the
MonitoringMethods.org website.
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D. Wind River

199801900 - Wind River Watershed

Sponsor: Underwood Conservation District (UCD), US Forest Service (U.S. Forest Service), US
Geological Survey (USGS), Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife (WDFW)

Short Description: The Wind River Watershed project is a collaborative, multi-agency effort to
restore wild Wind River steelhead through watershed-scale habitat improvement and RM&E.
The project has been funded since 1998 and involves the US Forest Service, Underwood
Conservation District, USGS Columbia River Research Lab, and Washington Dept of Fish and
Wildlife. The RM&E components of the project have already been vetted through the RM&E
Review. See: http://www.cbfish.org/Proposal.mvc/Summary/RMECAT-1998-019-00

ISRP recommendation: Meets Scientific Review Criteria
Comment:

This is a scientifically justified proposal. The ISRP suggests that the project sponsors dedicate
some additional effort to evaluate fish and habitat response to some of the restoration
methods being employed in the watershed. An improved understanding of the canyon life
history also would be useful. The project sponsors should continue to pursue funding to
address these issues.

1. Purpose: Significance to Regional Programs, Technical Background, and Objectives

Overall, the project significance and problem statements were well written and persuasive. The
relationship between this project and regional restoration programs was explained in detail.
This project appears to be well-aligned with regional priorities. The steelhead in the Wind River
represent a key population for recovery of the ESU. And the Wind River watershed, by virtue of
federal ownership, is unlikely to be impacted by significant changes in land use. Therefore, this
site represents a great opportunity to establish a healthy watershed that can serve as an anchor
for the restoration of steelhead in this area of the Columbia Basin.

The technical background provided in the proposal was brief, but links to other documents
provided sufficient detail to illustrate that the approach being used to identify restoration
projects and to monitor habitat and fish populations in the study area are scientifically sound.
Additional summary data of steelhead abundance over time in the Wind River in the body of
the proposal would have provided useful context. The land use and dam construction section
was very helpful. The objectives section summarized the biological and habitat monitoring
aspects of the project but did not address the habitat restoration actions. It would have been
helpful to summarize the major restoration projects being carried out with partners, especially
the Forest Service.
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2. History: Accomplishments, Results, and Adaptive Management (Evaluation of Results)

The proposal provides a thorough review of project history and accomplishments. A summary
of results to date was provided in the proposal. Results of research and monitoring projects
that have been associated with this project also are provided through links to reports and
publications. This project has an excellent history of cost-sharing. The restoration work itself
has included a wide variety of activities ranging from barrier removal to riparian re-vegetation
to instream structure placement. The major restoration project has been the removal of
Hemlock Dam on Trout Creek and another small dam on Martha Creek. The table and photos
showing major habitat accomplishments by year was very informative.

The section on adaptive management was generally well done and included information about
how learning has taken place in both the restoration and biological monitoring aspects of the
study. Restoration project selection is still largely based on an EDT assessment and a Forest
Service Watershed Analysis that were conducted almost ten years ago. At some point it would
be valuable to use the monitoring results generated after these initial assessments to update
and revise the analyses.

The project sponsors are encouraged to publish results in peer reviewed journals.
3. Project Relationships, Emerging Limiting Factors, and Tailored Questions

This project appears to be well aligned with other efforts on habitat restoration and fish and
habitat research in the Columbia Basin. Some of this coordination is a product of interaction of
the project participants with scientists involved in the ISEMP, CHaMP and PNAMP processes.
These relationships help to ensure a high level of data compatibility between this project and
monitoring efforts elsewhere in the Columbia Basin. This project further benefits from the
collaboration among multiple management/research organizations including the U.S. Forest
Service, U.S. Geological Survey, and the Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife.

The biological monitoring in this project far exceeds most of the other habitat-focused projects
funded by BPA, and the ISRP continues to applaud project sponsors for their efforts.
Investigators have learned much about steelhead life history in the Wind River, and their
discovery of two rearing strategies, the headwater tributary and lower mainstem or canyon
rearing, have allowed them to design monitoring systems to evaluate the significance of both
strategies and the role of habitat restoration in recovering the overall population. The PIT-tag
detection network in Wind River tributaries is among the most complete in the Columbia River
Basin.

There is a very good process in place to assess adult fish returning to the system, parr
abundance and movement, and smolt production. Given the significance of the canyon life-
history strategy for steelhead, additional research on the canyon life history would be
appropriate. The addition of a CHaMP habitat monitoring program to the Wind River will
provide a very good indication of habitat status and trends in condition overall. The Hemlock
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and Martha Creek dam removals represent an excellent opportunity to study small dam
removals as a model of addressing an obvious limiting factor, and it appears that project
sponsors are monitoring the outcomes as best they can with available resources. We are
encouraged that the Hemlock Dam removal project is receiving biological effectiveness
monitoring.

The project sponsors provide a very clear explanation of why they feel that PIT tags are the
most appropriate technology to use in answering the questions to be addressed through this
project. The PIT-tagging network allows project sponsors to track adult and juvenile steelhead
movements to and from Wind River tributaries.

4. Deliverables, Work Elements, Metrics, and Methods

The deliverables were adequately identified for the steelhead life history studies and steelhead
response to restoration. The proposal did an excellent job of explaining or providing links to the
biological response metrics and methods that would be used to track fish movements. Because
this project is well integrated with ISEMP and CHaMP (although it is not an IMW), the biological
and habitat monitoring work elements are generally on solid scientific ground. There does,
however, appear to be a lack of project-effectiveness monitoring. There is a very good process
in place to assess adult fish returning to the system, parr abundance and movement and smolt
production. The addition of a CHaMP habitat monitoring program to the Wind River will
provide a very good indication of habitat status and trends in condition overall. But there is very
little mention in the proposal about efforts to evaluate habitat or fish response to many of the
restoration projects that have been completed, with the exception of the assessment of the
effect of the removal of Hemlock Dam. Some additional evaluation of the effectiveness of the
less-dramatic restoration treatments would be useful for refining the process for prioritizing
projects in the future.

About 25% of the funding requested by this proposal will be used to implement restoration
treatments. Details about proposed habitat restoration actions were not as complete as were
details about life history and habitat monitoring. Some discussion of how far along the program
of restoration is in the Wind River drainage would have been useful. Project sponsors explain
that it takes several years to plan and execute a restoration activity, and specific project
locations are often opportunistic. The proposal does, however, provide reasonable detail about
the general types of restoration efforts that are taking place. Nevertheless, a little more
information about what restoration work is critical and what efforts are "in the pipe" would
have been helpful.

Specific comments on protocols and methods described in MonitoringMethods.org

This proposal does an excellent job of linking the monitoring methods to existing protocols and
techniques as described in MonitoringMethods.org.
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E. Fifteenmile Creek

199304000 - Fifteenmile Creek Habitat Improvement

Sponsor: Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife (ODFW)

Short Description: This proposal continues the O&M of previously installed instream and
riparian habitat improvements and the maintenance of antennas at four PIT tag arrays
throughout the Fifteenmile subbasin. Planned future restoration projects target the increase of
instream habitat complexity through the additions of large woody debris complexes along with
the protection of the adjacent riparian areas. Project staff will continue to refine construction
techniques on MUX based antennas and All-Flex technology.

ISRP response loop recommendation: Meets Scientific Review Criteria
Comments:

The project sponsors have provided reasonably detailed answers to most of the ISRP's
guestions. However, as the project progresses, we feel that more thought should be given to
establishing metrics that will enable biological assessment of restoration success. The response
to question 1 (What quantitative evidence exists that habitat projects have led to increases in
steelhead abundance or distribution within the drainage system?) shows that steelhead
spawning is now more dispersed in the drainage network than was the case a decade ago, but
the link between this observation and restoration actions was not fully discussed. As pointed
out, the monitoring period has likely not been sufficiently long to detect trends in smolt
production or adult steelhead escapement, but it would be very helpful to identify a time frame
for expected benefits, the life history stages most likely to be influenced by restoration actions,
and a target trajectory for population recovery. We realize that annual variability makes it very
difficult to establish meaningful, realistic fish population goals. But without some quantitative
biological metrics and targets, it will be impossible to gauge long-term restoration success.

The response to Question 6 was not complete. The ISRP asked how biological targets for
steelhead were being established for Fifteenmile Creek. The project sponsors indicated that the
objective was to achieve "highly viable" status for the steelhead population as at least one
eastside Cascade tributary needs to achieve this status for recovery. The project sponsors
should collaborate with the group conducting the RM&E project on this stream to develop
realistic, quantitative objectives for the steelhead population recovery.

Adult and smolt data from the RM&E project were provided, but interpretation of these data
was very brief. The project sponsors suggest fish data have not been collected for a sufficiently
long period of time to detect any response to habitat improvements. However, there are also
suggestions of a response in terms of improved distribution of spawning steelhead and an
increase in smolts leaving the system the last several years. Continuing these monitoring efforts
should eventually provide some indication of the overall success of the restoration program for
steelhead. Juvenile steelhead density and distribution will be monitored at large-scale habitat
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projects. These data will be most useful if they are collected in a manner that enables
estimation of the contribution that fish from these project sites make to system productivity.

The photo-points and descriptions of riparian habitat improvements in the Fifteenmile subbasin
were appreciated. More detailed description of how the working relationship with the ODFW
research and habitat project has benefited the project (including the use of data to develop
specific steelhead population goals) would improve the project proposal and help focus future
habitat improvement work.

Evaluation of Results

The restoration efforts in the Fifteenmile Creek subbasin are remarkable in that they have
covered a very significant portion of privately owned lands. The extent of restoration coverage,
and the obviously successful collaboration between conservation organizations and local
stakeholders, is an example for other subbasins to follow. Given this high level of cooperation
and the high percentage of riparian zones enrolled in the CREP program, measureable
improvements in freshwater production ought to be achieved over time. Carefully selected
biological metrics can help document long-term population recovery.

Preliminary ISRP comment requesting a response:

The project has achieved important improvements in stream and riparian habitat on private
lands in the Fifteenmile Creek subbasin, and the ISRP continues to find this effort justified.
Because the project has been in place for two decades, we would like more details about the
results of the restoration efforts to date. Specifically in the response, we would like to know (1)
what gquantitative evidence exists that the habitat projects have led to increases in steelhead
abundance or distribution within the drainage system, and (2) what improvements in riparian
communities have resulted from livestock exclosures and alternative watering sites. The
response also should include summarized results from the ODFW monitoring project,
acknowledging that monitoring is indicating that more adult steelhead are spawning in
Fifteenmile Creek and that smolt production has increased. We would also like a little more
detail about the budget requests for habitat complexity improvements in FY 2017 and 2018,
and about the methods being used to monitor restoration success.

The components of the proposal related to O&M of existing habitat projects are adequately
justified. We request more detail about the process being used to identify and prioritize new
projects to determine if this part of the proposal is scientifically sound. Also, a more thorough
description of the process to be used for adaptive management should be included. The
existence of research programs for steelhead and lamprey in the Fifteenmile Creek watershed
provides the opportunity to develop a very powerful adaptive management strategy for
identifying future habitat projects, and a formal process should be established to ensure the
research results are utilized to their full potential.
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Other questions include:

If the project is intended to become a programmatic umbrella project, how will future
restoration actions be selected and prioritized?

How are biological/fish targets for restoration benefits derived?
1. Purpose: Significance to Regional Programs, Technical Background, and Objectives

This project is now in its 20th year and deals with stream and riparian habitat restoration in
Fifteenmile Creek, the easternmost limit of winter steelhead distribution in the Columbia River.
Currently, Fifteenmile Creak supports one of two viable steelhead populations in the mid-
Columbia, although adult population estimates are believed to be only about 30% of pre-
development numbers. The steelhead population is also notable in that is entirely of natural
origin and has never been supplemented with hatchery fish, and thus it is of interest for
assessing the success of habitat restoration in a location where artificial production has not
confounded the interpretation of population status and trends. Project sponsors have done a
good job of relating this project to regional restoration programs. The technical background
was clearly explained, and the habitat objectives in general were clear. No quantitative targets
for habitat conditions over the entire subbasin were given, but the specific objectives of
projects to be implemented in Fiscal Years 2014-2018 were clearly delineated.

This proposal covers a wide range of habitat restoration activities on Fifteenmile Creek.
Effectiveness assessments associated with these projects have included photo points and water
temperature monitoring. In addition, a project designed to assess steelhead population
attributes has been implemented in this watershed. However, the only information provided
about results from these efforts was before-after photos of vegetation recovery at several of
the riparian fencing sites. Little information is provided about the temperature response at
restoration locations or if water temperatures, in general, in the watershed are trending
downwards as a result of the efforts. The proposal did not include information about steelhead
response to the projects that have already been implemented. Even if insufficient data have
been collected to determine the response of steelhead to the restoration efforts, some
discussion of current status of the population would have provided valuable context for the
habitat restoration program.

The objectives are appropriate for the project, but they are rather generic. Objective 1 does
provide a quantitative goal in terms of increased steelhead smolt production. There is no link
between this goal and the contribution past and future habitat restoration projects are
expected to make towards achieving this goal.

The ISRP would like to have seen more information about what is being done to monitor
agricultural chemicals. Because most steelhead spawning takes place above Dufur and a large
fraction of Fifteenmile Creek spawning habitat lies in privately owned lands, chemical
contamination of aquatic ecosystems could constitute a limiting factor.
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2. History: Accomplishments, Results, and Adaptive Management (Evaluation of Results)

Habitat accomplishments to date were adequately summarized. Although barrier removal and
instream structure placement have figured prominently in the project's history, the centerpiece
has been fencing 206 miles of riparian zones and installing 52 off-channel livestock watering
sites. The photographs were helpful, although adding dates of the photos would have provided
useful time references. The ODFW has also devoted resources and expertise to installing PIT-tag
detectors and a screw trap to monitor juvenile movements on private lands, although data
management has largely been given over to project 2010-035-00.

As noted above, there is relatively little presentation of results from the monitoring that has
been conducted under this project or the companion steelhead monitoring project (2010-035-
00). It would have been informative to provide an overview of the monitoring results to date to
complement the description of the types of habitat projects that have been implemented.

The adaptive management discussion in the proposal needs further detail. The project sponsors
focus on the critical need for good landowner relationships and the problems they have
encountered with noxious weeds at their project sites as evidence of an adaptive management
element for this project. However, no description was provided of how results from the
steelhead population studies or the water temperature monitoring at project locations are
being used to guide the selection of future projects. The existence of the steelhead research
program in the Fifteenmile Creek watershed could provide information that could greatly
improve the effectiveness of future habitat restoration efforts. There should be a formal
process for reviewing the fish data regularly and incorporating these findings into the process
for identifying and prioritizing future projects. This type of process would represent a true
adaptive management component for this project.

The recent history of accomplishments, which uses photo point comparisons and documents
208 miles of fencing, is generally adequate.

Evaluation of Results

In our last review (2006) the ISRP requested information on how the restoration projects were
affecting the distribution and abundance of steelhead and secondary focal species in the
Fifteen Mile Creek subbasin. In this proposal, the project sponsors essentially point to project
2010-035-00 for a summary of population trends. We feel, however, that it would be helpful to
show, in brief summary form, a graph or table of estimated adult steelhead escapement to
Fifteenmile Creek over the last decade (or however long a reasonable database exists); a map
or graph showing the current distribution of steelhead in the subbasin relative to the
distribution prior to passage barrier removal; and a graph or table of the number of estimated
steelhead smolts leaving Fifteenmile Creek. These data would help indicate whether the
anticipated benefits of habitat restoration have been expressed over the last decade or so.
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In addition, it would also be helpful to know how riparian areas are responding to livestock
exclosures. Apart from before-after photos, have any vegetation plots been established to
document riparian recovery over time? As well, can an indication of the extent of spread of
invasive plants be provided? These data would provide evidence of the anticipated benefits of
riparian protection.

3. Project Relationships, Emerging Limiting Factors, and Tailored Questions

The other projects occurring in the Fifteenmile Creek watershed were listed and briefly
described. However, the actual linkages between these various projects and the one described
in this proposal were not provided. For example, the proposal indicates that the monitoring
projects for steelhead and lamprey in Fifteenmile Creek will generate information relevant to
the design of habitat restoration efforts, but no evidence is provided that results from these
projects were considered in identifying the new habitat actions included in this proposal. A
more detailed description of the relationships among these projects is needed. Also, some
discussion of the extent to which this habitat project is attempting to take advantage of results
from the large habitat research programs in the Columbia Basin, for example ISEMP and
CHaMP, should be included in the proposal.

The emerging limiting factors discussed in the proposal are climate change and the problems
that have been encountered with noxious weeds. The climate change discussion is appropriate,
and it is clear that many of the activities that have been included in this restoration program do
have the potential to help mitigate for the expected changes in water quantity and quality
caused by a warming climate. It is gratifying to know that the emphasis has been on improving
habitat on private lands, which have often been overlooked in other subbasins. One of the
climate-related factors that could affect habitat in Fifteenmile Creek and its tributaries is a
change in the incidence of wildfire. In the event of a severe fire season, it will be interesting to
examine how the riparian fencing projects hold up.

The significance of the noxious weed issue as a limiting factor for steelhead was less clear.
Noxious weeds can certainly impact terrestrial systems, especially wildlife, but the manner in
which these undesirable plants impact steelhead survival or the productive capacity of
freshwater habitats in the Fifteenmile Creek watershed was not convincingly presented.
Continued vigilance with respect to invasive plants is appropriate as an O&M activity associated
with this project; however, this activity would likely be of greater significance to terrestrial
system conditions than aquatic.

4. Deliverables, Work Elements, Metrics, and Methods

The deliverables, work elements, and methods were described in a straightforward manner.
The Dufur water intake bypass project seems appropriate. The additional 2 miles of riparian
fence will only increase the fenced total in the subbasin by 1%, so it is assumed that most of the
work will be on maintaining and repairing existing fences. A little more detail could have been
provided for the Schanno, Remington, and Fulton habitat complexity projects, including
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location in the drainage network and perhaps a schematic diagram of the 5-mile reach after
restoration has been implemented.

The project budget shows a large increase in facilities and equipment in FY2017 and 2018, but
few details are given about these significant cost increases. What, specifically, will the funds be
used for in these two fiscal years?

Maintaining the integrity of the fenced riparian areas and instream structures will be required
for restoration efforts to positively influence steelhead production. The work elements
associated with the new restoration projects, however, are not yet described fully enough to
assess their technical merit. A more complete description of the process being used to identify
the highest priority projects should be included in the proposal. Landowner willingness to
participate is identified as the major factor for selecting projects in this watershed. However,
the process being used to select projects from among those with a willing landowner is not fully
described. The manner in which research results from the steelhead and lamprey projects has
influenced the selection of the sites for future restoration projects also was not described. A
clear description of how projects are prioritized and the manner in which research results will
be used to modify the project selection process should be incorporated into the proposal.

Specific comments on protocols and methods described in MonitoringMethods.org

The methods listed in the proposal all address assessing the impact of livestock on streams.
Because livestock exclusion from riparian areas is a major restoration element in this project,
these methods do seem appropriate. However, several of the methods are related to assessing
sediment levels in the stream or assessing the extent of bank erosion. The proposal indicates
that the only monitoring associated with this project is compliance monitoring of project
implementation, photo points, and temperature monitoring. If the project-scale monitoring
does include an assessment of sediment, the manner in which these methods will be applied
should be included in the proposal. None of the listed methods appear to be relevant for
assessing the effectiveness of instream structures. What monitoring will be associated with the
placement on logs or other structures in the stream?
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200102100 - 15 Mile Creek Riparian Buffers

Sponsor: Wasco County Soil and Water Conservation District (SWCD)

Short Description: Wasco County SWCD will provide technical assistance working with
landowners and partner agencies to plan and implement riparian buffers to improve
anadromous fish habitat in the Fifteenmile Subbasin and other direct tributaries to the
Columbia River in northern Wasco County. This project is important because it helps implement
FCRPS 2008 BIOP RPA 35, and strategies to address limiting factors identified in the subbasin
plan and Mid-Columbia Steelhead Recovery Plan.

ISRP response loop recommendation: Meets Scientific Review Criteria (Qualified)
Qualifications:

This is a well-organized project that has achieved real progress in protecting riparian zones in
the Fifteenmile Creek subbasin. The qualification is that project sponsors should continue to
bolster efforts to increase biological effectiveness monitoring associated with the buffers. The
response indicates that Wasco County SWCD is closely working with ODFW to assess site-
specific restoration effectiveness and that efforts are underway to implement ISEMP/CHaMP
monitoring protocols on a group of 25 sites within the system. These efforts are critically
needed, and the ISRP recommends that effectiveness monitoring of selected CREP buffers be
implemented as soon as is feasible. In addition, the plan of work should state how plant
assemblage goals were specifically determined. NRCS standards were used to select plant
assemblages, but a summary of NRCS plant assemblage standards (with species of plants
typically used) should be included in the project description with a reference to how these
assemblages will benefit aquatic habitat.

Comment:

The project sponsors provided thoughtful and detailed responses to the ISRP’s questions. These
responses included (1) riparian buffer dimensions, types of restoration actions, and adaptive
management plans, (2) additional information on the rates of riparian recovery after fencing
and replanting as measured by SVAP protocols, as well as a link to the OWEB macroinvertebrate
study report showing improvements in caddisflies, stoneflies, and mayflies at buffered sites,
and (3) additional details on coordination activities between Wasco SWCD and ODFW, and
plans to include ISEMP monitoring and CHaMP habitat survey protocols in Fifteenmile Creek.
The coordination with partners and landowners has been excellent and the working
relationship with the ODFW habitat improvement project is described in reasonable detail. The
ISRP was impressed with the level of coordination between federal, state, county, and local
landowners in the subbasin. The ISRP was also encouraged that the project sponsors are aware
of the need to increase effectiveness monitoring efforts and are taking steps to make this
happen.
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Evaluation of Results

The high percentage of riparian buffers that have been enrolled in the CREP program and the
number of landowners that are not eligible for CREP but are voluntarily participating in Wasco
SWCD and ODFW restoration efforts suggest that the Fifteenmile Creek can be considered a
regional model for cooperation in restoring wild steelhead. When effectiveness monitoring
results become more complete, the project sponsors together with ODFW should publish their
results. Thus others in the Columbia Basin can appreciate their success and learn from their
experiences.

Preliminary ISRP comment requesting a response:

The ISRP understands that the project supports the administration of CREP buffers and that
currently over 90% of private landowners have enrolled in the CREP Program — Wasco County
leads the state in this regard. However, a little more information is needed on a few key items.

An adequate response should address the following questions. First, we would like to know
more about the buffers themselves: what are their typical width dimensions, how are riparian
plant assemblage goals established, and what are the different types of restoration actions in
the CREP buffers? Second, what riparian results have been achieved by implementation of CREP
buffers to date; specifically, how quickly are riparian areas moving toward desired conditions,
and are project sponsors satisfied with progress to date? Finally, more details are needed about
how the Wasco SWCD interfaces with ODFW in coordinating restoration activities along
Fifteenmile Creek and its tributaries.

1. Purpose: Significance to Regional Programs, Technical Background, and Objectives

This primarily administrative project enables the local soil and water conservation district in the
Fifteenmile Creek subbasin to negotiate riparian protection agreements with private
landowners under the Conservation Reserve Enhancement Program (CREP). The agreements
involve native riparian plant re-establishment, weed control, and livestock exclusion along
Fifteenmile Creek, some of its tributaries, and other small streams draining directly to the mid-
Columbia River. Much of the cost of the CREP program in Fifteenmile Creek is borne by the
USDA, with the Wasco SWCD requesting a modest $86-91K for planning and contract execution
over the next five years.

Some of the original CREP agreements are expiring, and the project sponsor wishes to renew
them as well as to add new agreements with private landowners to fill gaps identified in the
first map: 38 stream miles in total, including Fivemile, Eightmile, Fifteenmile, Ramsey and Dry
Creeks. The project's objective is to negotiate 80 CREP agreements (16 per year) committing
landowners to abide by CREP rules and to maintain the riparian protections implemented as
part of the restoration effort.
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While the background and objectives are clearly explained in general terms, little detail is
provided about the buffers themselves such as width, specific riparian objectives, or types of
restoration actions. A chart or table breaking down restoration actions into general categories -
revegetation, weed control, livestock exclusion - would be helpful. There is considerable
collaboration between this project and the companion ODFW habitat improvement project in
the Fifteenmile Creek subbasin (1993-040-00), and more details are needed about how these
two projects work together and share resources.

2. History: Accomplishments, Results, and Adaptive Management (Evaluation of Results)

Because the project is administrative in nature, its accomplishments are described as successful
CREP agreements with landowners. The reported results, therefore, are given as contracts
signed and miles of stream affected by the agreements. The proposal did not provide any
specific data or evidence about improvements in riparian condition over time since the
contracts were executed. On the other hand, it is clear from the map that the extent of CREP
coverage on the subbasin and adjacent streams is extensive, and if the CREP objectives for
riparian condition are being met there is little doubt that the project has led to significant
improvements in riparian condition and stream habitat.

Although the ISRP requested project sponsors to show a link to biological improvements
resulting from the project in a previous review, the current proposal is still somewhat deficient
in this regard. We understand that a convincing demonstration of improvement in steelhead
productivity is in the future, but what evidence is available to demonstrate that the buffers
have resulted in desired changes in riparian condition? There must be some data showing that
the CREP agreements are working. Additionally, even though the results of the stream visual
assessment protocol surveys are preliminary they are still of interest to the ISRP and should be
included in the proposal.

In the section on adaptive management, the project sponsors state that individual agreements
can be modified as needed. It would be helpful to describe how decisions are made regarding
modifications and what evidence is required for a modification to take place.

Over the first 11 years this project has signed up 142 contracts covering 3809 acres and
protected 128.7 miles of creek riparian habitats. The future goal is to average 10 new contracts
per year through 2023 (Is this future goal consistent with the objective for 16 per year under
this contract?). Past ISRP reviews have asked for ties to biological/fish monitoring. This proposal
indicates that ODFW project 2010-035-00 will do the monitoring. However, the proposal should
provide a link or brief summary of that project's results to date that relate trends in benefits to
fish from habitat protection applied to Fifteenmile Creek.

Evaluation of Results
The ISRP notes that the 15-year CREP enrollment period may not be long enough to allow

monitoring to assess the full habitat benefits of CREP protection. This could be remedied by
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either extending the contract time or by establishing interim habitat goals that can be
monitored during the 15-year period, for example at 1, 3, 5, and 15 year intervals post-
enrollment.

3. Project Relationships, Emerging Limiting Factors, and Tailored Questions

As pointed out above, the relationship between this project and the older ODFW habitat
improvement project in Fifteenmile Creek (1993-040-00) should be made clearer. How are
duplicative efforts avoided? How are riparian improvements coordinated between the two
projects and how are workloads shared, if at all?

With regard to emerging limiting factors, the ODFW habitat project identifies the spread of
non-native invasive plants as a significant threat to the subbasin. While weed control is
mentioned among the supported CREP actions, it was not clear if efforts to control invasives
will need to be stepped up in the coming years.

4. Deliverables, Work Elements, Metrics, and Methods

The deliverables and work elements were administrative such as landowner coordination,
preparation of NRCS checklists, conservation plan development, CREP agreements, report
preparation, and thus there were no technical metrics or methods to review. The proposal did
do an adequate job of describing administrative details, however. Based on the funding
requested here it is evident that most of the cost of the CREP buffers will be supported by the
USDA Farm Service Agency.

The ISRP was intrigued by the macroinvertebrate monitoring studies that were discussed during
the site visit and hopes that such sampling can be expanded in the future.

Specific comments on protocols and methods described in MonitoringMethods.org
The proposal states that no RM&E protocols will be needed; however, project sponsors will be

implementing the NRCS stream visual assessment protocols as mentioned earlier. It would have
been helpful for the proposal to briefly describe the SVAP technique.
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F. Hood River

199802100 - Hood River Fish Habitat

Sponsor: Confederated Tribes of Warm Springs

Short Description: The goal of this project is to restore fish habitat to increase natural
production of salmon and steelhead in the Hood River Subbasin. Over the past 15 years project
staff has worked with subbasin partners to improve instream and riparian habitat and water
quality using a variety of restoration techniques. We work with irrigation districts, agencies and
other stakeholders to plan and implement projects that restore instream flow, conserve water,
and improve water quality and fish passage.

ISRP recommendation: Meets Scientific Review Criteria (Qualified)
Qualifications:

The two issues below may be addressed in contracting and focused on in future project
planning and proposal development.

1) The proposal lacks technical background and details regarding the nature of the habitat
degradation and the purpose for the extensive efforts to re-introduce large wood into the
stream network. How far below wood loading targets is the system currently?

2) The ISRP repeats its belief that this project deserves to be coupled to a biological monitoring
effort (potentially ODFW Project #198805304) so that the benefits of the restoration can be
demonstrated. Further information about how effectiveness monitoring could take place
should be provided.

Comment:

The comments and questions in the sections below are intended to assist the sponsors in
improving their project. The ISRP does not request a response.

1. Purpose: Significance to Regional Programs, Technical Background, and Objectives

The Hood River Fish Habitat Project responds to goals and objectives in the following regional
plans/programs: Western Hood Subbasin Total Maximum Daily Load (DEQ, 2002), ESA Recovery
Plan for Lower Columbia Steelhead (NMFS, in progress), ESA Recovery Plan for Hood River Bull
Trout (USFWS, 2002), Hood River Subbasin Plan for Fish and Wildlife (NPPC 2004), plus others.

This project focuses primarily on restoring spawning and rearing habitat for Chinook and
steelhead in the Hood River subbasin. Categories of actions include increasing instream flows
during the irrigation season, monitoring water quality for agricultural chemicals (used primarily
by fruit growers), restoring access to blocked habitat, and increasing channel complexity
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through large wood additions. The project is in its 15th year and seems reasonably well
integrated into other restoration programs in the Columbia Gorge area.

The technical background and problem statements were explained in general terms, but it
would have been helpful to provide more details about the extent and nature of habitat
degradation. For example, why has there been an extensive effort to re-introduce large wood
into the stream network (how far below wood loading targets is the system currently)? Overall,
however, the project sponsors have placed their restoration emphasis on addressing obvious
problems and their objectives seem clear and well grounded.

2. History: Accomplishments, Results, and Adaptive Management (Evaluation of Results)

Accomplishments to date are summarized primarily as miles of channel restored, for example
treated in some way to achieve habitat targets such as wood loading, pools per mile, area of
suitable spawning gravel, miles of stream made available through barrier removal, or additional
stream-flow during the irrigation season. Summaries of habitat improvements in the proposal
clearly explained what has been done in the past.

How the restoration sites were prioritized and ultimately selected in the Hood River subbasin
was somewhat less clear. The proposal does not mention if the EDT analyses were used to
prioritize habitat improvement activities, although later in the proposal it is stated that Intrinsic
Potential (IP) modeling formed the basis for some of the wood addition projects.

We wish there were a summary of the status and trends of fish populations in the Hood River.
The ISRP called for monitoring of fish response to habitat actions in our 2007 review of this
project, but the linkage between restoration and population improvements appears to have
remained unexamined. Perhaps fish monitoring is taking place as part of other projects, but if
so it would have been very helpful to have shown the connection between the habitat work
here and what others are learning about population trends.

Fish passage projects completed include installation of two fish screens on irrigation diversions,
upstream migrant passage restoration on the Middle Fork Hood River, and preliminary design
for a diversion replacement on the East Fork Hood River. Without a presentation of the extent
of the problem and the extent to which past efforts have been successful, it is not easy for
reviewers to assess these activities. No mention is made of fish abundance. Nevertheless, it
seems reasonable progress is likely being made with regard to this objective.

The ISRP was also concerned about the potential effects of residualized hatchery Chinook on
naturally produced fish, and the proposal suggests that hatchery residualism might not be as
high as formerly thought. Even though the results are stated to be preliminary, it still would
have been helpful to see the evidence.

Adjustments in the water quality sampling program in response to what was learned from prior
chemical monitoring is an excellent example of adaptive management and shows that the
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project sponsors have been willing to change their water quality monitoring protocols to
address key questions.

Evaluation of Results

Over a decade and a half this project has accomplished an extensive number of habitat
protection and restoration actions. Results of these actions as far as the physical characteristics
have been adequately reported in the current proposal in the format of summary tables and in
annual reports to BPA.

In the ISRP FYO7 review of this project the following recommendations were made:

"FYO7 review: A history of watershed assessment and prescription within the Hood River
indicates good planning, based on previous Provincial reviews, and has served as an example
for other studies. Lacking to date, however, is an understanding of results in terms of benefits
to fish. There is an ongoing fish M&E effort in the subbasin that this project might have drawn
from, but benefits to fish and wildlife were not indicated in the proposal or response. The lack
of fish data and results within the proposal or the response is viewed by the ISRP as a serious
concern. In addition, the reporting of activities towards achieving project goals was lacking, and
only a short list of activities exists for the time since commencement (1998).

The response leads to the ISRP recommendation of "Fundable (Qualified)" with the qualification
that sponsors: (a) develop and implement monitoring and evaluation of the fish response to
their habitat-related actions and (b) assess the extent to which the residualism of hatchery
steelhead is resulting in the displacement of wild fish from Hood River habitat. It is expected
that much of both tasks will be done in close conjunction with projects 198805303 and
198805304."

In response, the sponsors provided an adequate discussion of results from project 198805303
indicating the level of impact of hatchery steelhead on wild steelhead. But no information was
included responding to the request for M&E data to measure/evaluate the habitat benefits to
fish. The only statement was that the project was waiting for BPA to provide funding to meet
their obligations for monitoring. The sponsors should at least coordinate with ODFW project
198805304 to summarize such information and see if changes in fish population status may be
correlated with timing of habitat work. The last report from this ODFW project (2011) provided
extensive fisheries data regarding the current status of steelhead and Chinook populations in
the subbasin. The opportunity to discuss how the habitat restoration work completed may have
affected the current status should be explored.

3. Project Relationships, Emerging Limiting Factors, and Tailored Questions
Restoring summer water flows, reducing herbicide and pesticide inputs, eliminating passage

barriers, and increasing channel complexity are the main emphases of this project and in
general the proposal does a good job of explaining how project staff has worked well with local
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landowners, irrigation districts, DEQ, and the Forest Service to accomplish objectives. Emerging
limiting factors such as glacial recession leading to lower summer flows and the spread of
invasive riparian and aquatic species are touched upon, but strategies for dealing with them are
not identified.

Tailored questions are answered briefly.
4. Deliverables, Work Elements, Metrics, and Methods

Overall, the description of deliverables was reasonably complete. There were a few questions,
however:

1) What is the anticipated benefit (in CFS to the Hood River) of the combined water
conservation and irrigation efficiency actions?

2) The proposal suggests that thousands of logs will be introduced into the channel network
over the next four years. Will this wood be anchored to prevent downstream movement, or if
not, is there any concern that the mobilization of large quantities of wood during a severe
storm could endanger capital structures downstream of the restoration?

3) A few more details about the engineered side channel in the lower Hood River would be
helpful. Is it anticipated that the channel will need annual maintenance to continue to function

as intended?

4) What species of plants will be planted in riparian buffers between orchards and the stream
channels? What, if any, steps will be taken to reduce browse damage on these plants?

Specific comments on protocols and methods described in MonitoringMethods.org

Protocols and methods have been entered in MonitoringMethods.org and are completed with
adequate details for all objectives.

77



G. Klickitat River

199705600 - Klickitat Watershed Enhancement

Sponsor: Yakama Confederated Tribes

Short Description: KWEP works to restore, enhance, and protect watershed function within the
Klickitat subbasin. Project work emphasizes restoration and protection in watersheds and
reaches that support native salmonid stocks, particularly steelhead (Oncorhynchus mykiss),
spring Chinook (O. tshawytscha) salmon, and bull trout (Salvelinus confluentus).

ISRP recommendation: Meets Scientific Review Criteria (Qualified)
Qualifications:

These two issues can be dealt with in contracting, statement of works, and preparation of
papers.

1) In order to continue to justify the investment in restoration actions, there needs to be a
more explicit tie between these projects and fish responses. It is ok if another project does the
biological monitoring to determine if the habitat restoration work is having a positive impact on
fish, macroinvertebrate, and wildlife populations. It appears that companion project
#199506325 is doing such monitoring. A brief summary of their pertinent findings should be
included in the proposal or an explanation of how the results from the fish monitoring work is
being incorporated into this watershed enhancement project.

2) The ISRP is impressed with the accomplishments of this extensive restoration project and
recommends that the sponsors pursue publication of the long-term results of their efforts.

Comment:

The comments and questions in the sections below are intended to assist the sponsors in
improving their project and the ISRP does not request a response to these.

1. Purpose: Significance to Regional Programs, Technical Background, and Objectives

The purpose of this project is to continue actions that improve watershed processes and fish
habitat in the Klickitat River Subbasin, and as the proposal indicates, this project responds to
goals and recommendations in the Council's Fish and Wildlife Program (2000), the Klickitat
Subbasin Plan (2004), the USFWS 2005 Bull trout BiOp, and several other tribal and state plans.

Restoration efforts primarily include floodplain reconnection, road decommissioning, large
wood placement, and riparian re-vegetation. The technical background of the project was
adequately explained, although a little more information about the status and trends of focal
species (spring Chinook, steelhead, and resident rainbow trout) would have been helpful in
order to provide context for the project.
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The four objectives are really stated as broad goals and need to be better defined. For example,
Objective 1 "Protect ecological and geomorphic functions that are at present productive for fish
and wildlife populations to provide a base for expansion." Which populations and how much
expansion? Where? There are metrics following each objective, but they also are too general to
be of much value unless they are refined. Examples of the metrics used are "Fish/habitat usage
and Flow duration." These are incomplete metrics. In the following section of the proposal,
Project Goals are listed for each restoration project. These could/should be put in the
Objectives section they are really measurable/quantifiable objectives.

2. History: Accomplishments, Results, and Adaptive Management (Evaluation of Results)

The proposal gave a detailed description of restoration efforts to date and the before-and-after
photos were helpful. The project sponsors did not mention if continued maintenance of some
of the enhancements have been needed, but perhaps the projects have not required
maintenance (suggesting that they were well designed in the first place). A helpful addition
would have been a discussion of the alternative activities considered for each project, and a
description of why those other options were rejected.

Results in the proposal are nicely detailed for the habitat work, but here and in annual reports
the results are just of implementation monitoring - no biological monitoring results.
Information is needed on fish and other biological responses to restoration actions. For
example, what is the evidence that salmon and steelhead have made use of the added length of
streams resulting from barrier removal? Are juvenile fishes using floodplain habitats that have
been opened up by road re-location? What are the sources of mortality of trees planted in
riparian zones? In terms of adults returning to the Klickitat River and its tributaries, what is the
evidence that restoration projects have contributed to focal species productivity?

The only specific example of adaptive management was mention of adjustments in plant
sources and pruning treatments to improve survival. One or two other examples of how lessons
from past projects have been incorporated into current plans would be useful.

Evaluation of Results

This is a fairly long running project with an extensive list of habitat restoration projects. Since
earlier ISRP reviews, which requested more details regarding the selection and prioritization
process, the KWEP has improved the proposals with more details on project selection and
functions they are seeking to rehabilitate. The annual reports have also significantly improved.

3. Project Relationships, Emerging Limiting Factors, and Tailored Questions
Relationships with most other projects are very generally stated and the sponsors did not
describe how the information generated by those interacting projects was used. The sponsors

did mention that they had close interactions with their M&E project #199506325 but gave no
basic summary results from that project.
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Limiting factor analysis has been conducted using both EDT (for summer steelhead and spring
Chinook) and expert opinion. This is commendable, but a specific presentation of just how this
analysis has been applied to specific life stages of a species is missing. Much more detail is
needed.

Emerging Limiting Factors - The sponsors only provide a simple list of limiting factors with no
discussion of how they will specifically respond to these.

4. Deliverables, Work Elements, Metrics, and Methods

Deliverables and work elements were, in general, adequately described. It was not clear
whether heavy equipment will be used to change stream morphology from a plane bed to
forced pool-riffle morphology (DELV-1). A couple of the actions included "maintain/remove
vegetation," which suggests that invasive species control will be used. A little more detail is
needed on this aspect of the work. Some of the large wood additions involved placing the logs
by helicopters. Does this mean that the logs will simply be placed in the channel or along the
stream-bank, or will they be anchored by cabling or burial? Some information was provided
during the site visit, but a few more restoration details are needed.
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H. Rock Creek

200715600 - Rock Creek Fish and Habitat Assessment

Sponsor: Yakama Confederated Tribes

Short Description: The Rock Creek Fish and Habitat Assessment project's primary goals are to
gather information on the anadromous salmonid populations' (steelhead, fall Chinook, and
coho) status within the subbasin, assess habitat conditions, and identify factors limiting
anadromous salmonid populations. The information collected on the abundance, growth,
genetics, diseases, habitat use, and life-history of salmonids in Rock Creek was used to create a
scientifically based restoration plan.

ISRP recommendation: Meets Scientific Review Criteria - In Part (Qualified)
Qualifications:

The elements of this project related to data collection generally meet scientific criteria.
However, proposal elements related to the identification and execution of habitat restoration
actions are not adequately justified from a scientific standpoint. It is not possible to assess the
technical merit of the project identification process until the geomorphology and salmonid
population assessments are completed in 2014. The ISRP looks forward to reviewing these
reports and the process to be used to identify priority projects.

Qualifications include:

1) Geomorphology and fish population reports should be reviewed by the ISRP when they
become available.

2) The strategy for incorporating these data into the restoration prioritization process needs to
be clearly described.

The ISRP should review the reports and the prioritization process as a package rather than
individually.

Comment:

1. Purpose: Significance to Regional Programs, Technical Background, and Objectives

This project proposes to continue an ongoing effort to collect and analyze salmonid population
and habitat data on Rock Creek for the ultimate purpose of identifying habitat restoration
projects that would be most beneficial to the fish. The Rock Creek watershed appears to be an

appropriate location for such an effort. The proposal indicates that this population is a focus of
recovery efforts for the Mid-Columbia ESU.
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The four objectives for this project are:

(OBJ-1) Understand the current habitat conditions

(OBJ-2) Protect and conserve existing good quality habitat and expand upon these focal areas
(OBJ-3) Identify protection/restoration sites and actions

(OBJ-4) Restore and enhance habitat

The general approach being taken is consistent with the guidance provided by the ISRP for
years: identify restoration actions based on a thorough understanding of how the focal species
are using the watershed. The technical background on the project activity to date was sufficient
to illustrate what has been accomplished. However, key elements of the watershed assessment
have yet to be completed (geomorphic assessment and juvenile fish assessment reports due in
2014). It appears that these reports will form the basis of a new EDT analysis that will be used
to identify project locations and limiting factors. An evaluation of the technical adequacy of the
process that will be used for project identification would require that these reports be included
in the proposal. Therefore, Objectives 1 and 2 are justified in the proposal. However, the
adequacy of the process that will be used to identify priority restoration sites (Objective 3)
cannot be assessed with the information provided in the proposal. As a result, Objective 4 is not
appropriate at this time.

2. History: Accomplishments, Results, and Adaptive Management (Evaluation of Results)

The history and past accomplishments of this project are described briefly in the proposal.
However, it appears that relatively little rigorous analysis of the fish or habitat data that have
been collected to date has been completed. The discussion of results is similar in scope to that
examined in the previous ISRP review (spring 2012) and is only slightly improved in terms of
providing a comprehensive understanding of the situation. The proposal mostly contains a
description of the types of data being collected and provides examples of some of these data
including number of spawners and index of juvenile density. Additionally, the location of stream
reaches that experience significant dewatering should be displayed. Also, it would be useful to
know if the presence of non-native fishes in lower Rock Creek has had any effect on the survival
of juvenile steelhead as they emigrate from the watershed. It seems that the reports due in
2014 on channel geomorphology and salmonid fishes will include detailed analyses of the data.
The ISRP would require these reports and a description of the process to be used to identify
priority projects in order to fully evaluate this proposal.

There is no explicit description of an adaptive management process associated with this
project. However, there is a clear indication of an intention to use adaptive management
principles as a foundation of the restoration process. Data being collected is intended to be
used to identify high-priority projects. It appears that EDT will be the tool used to achieve this
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goal. Development of a more formal adaptive management process for this project could help
ensure that the data being collected are used to fullest advantage.

Evaluation of data collected by this project to date was not provided in this proposal. The
reports planned for release in 2014 should contain a thorough data analysis and a discussion of
the implications for habitat restoration.

3. Project Relationships, Emerging Limiting Factors, and Tailored Questions

The proposal provides only a very high-level description of the relationships between this
project and other habitat RM&E and habitat restoration projects in the Columbia Basin. They
apparently are using some sampling protocols developed through the CHaMP and PNAMP
processes. But the actual relationship between this project and the large habitat RM&E efforts
in the basin, like CHaMP and ISEMP, is not described. It would seem that considerable leverage
could be gained by aligning the sampling protocols being used in this study with efforts
attempting to achieve similar objectives. The data management system described for this
project in the proposal also might benefit by closer association with the large RM&E programs,
which have developed very sophisticated data management systems.

The proposal generically identifies limiting factors for the Rock Creek watershed, but it also
indicates that site-specific limiting factors can only be reliably identified once data collection
and analysis is complete. This approach is technically sound. Water temperature is identified as
a limiting factor in the proposal, and the work has also included pathogen sampling, although
results of that sampling are not presented here. Is there any possibility that high temperatures
have exacerbated disease or parasite problems in Rock Creek? The proposal does not address
any of the key emerging limiting factors such as climate change, invasive species, or future
development of the watershed. A careful assessment of how these things may affect
restoration actions should be incorporated into the process being developed to identify priority
restoration actions.

This project uses PIT tags and two instream PIT tag readers to assess juvenile steelhead
movement, smolt production, and adult returns. The proposal clearly explains why PIT tags are
the best choice for application in this project. However, it is not clear if an adequate number of
fish have been PIT-tagged to get sufficient recoveries to make generalizations about fish
movements.

4. Deliverables, Work Elements, Metrics, and Methods

The deliverables, work elements, and metrics associated with the collection of fish and habitat
data for Rock Creek appear to be appropriate for project objectives. However, there was little
description of how these data are being analyzed (other than that EDT is being used); some
additional information on this point would have helped assess the technical merit of the
analysis methods being used. Presumably, these items will be addressed through the reports
planned for completion in 2014. It was stated that genetic analysis of steelhead is being
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discontinued. No information was provided in the proposal on how the information from this
part of the study will be used to help inform habitat restoration priorities.

There is insufficient information provided to determine if the methods that will be used to
identify the most effective restoration projects are scientifically sound. The use of EDT to
examine these data is a reasonable approach. However, until the reports on system
geomorphology and fish populations are completed in 2014, it is not possible to assess whether
or not these data will be sufficient to accurately parameterize the EDT process. In addition, it
would be wise to use EDT in conjunction with a second analytical approach. Consistent
outcomes from the two approaches would add considerable assurance that the most significant
projects are being correctly identified.

Specific comments on protocols and methods described in MonitoringMethods.org

The proposal was adequately cross-referenced with respect to the MonitoringMethods.org
protocols.

84



I. Northeast Oregon Multi-basin Projects - Deschutes, John Day, Umatilla,
Walla Walla (OR), and Grande Ronde

200820700 - Umatilla Tribe Ceded Area Stream Corridor Conservation &

Protection

Sponsor: Umatilla Confederated Tribes (CTUIR)

Short Description: The project focuses on securing permanent protection of priority
anadromous fish core habitats in the Grande Ronde, Umatilla, Walla Walla, and John Day River
watersheds through conservation easement and capital acquisition of fee title. Continued
pressure from development and commodity based resource management threatens to
seriously degrade watershed productivity and function. Process is guided by the subbasin plans,
focused on filling BPA's BiOp gaps for habitat conservation.

ISRP response loop recommendation: Meets Scientific Review Criteria (Qualified)
Qualifications:

The ISRP's qualifications from its previous review of this project in 2011 remain (see ISRP 2011-
23). Informed by the ISRP's 2011 review, the Council recommended in January 2012:
"Bonneville will include as part of contracting specific deliverables for 1) the details of the
framework the CTUIR references as a tool for prioritizing properties for potential acquisition, 2)
a comprehensive plan or statement of reference condition that can be used as the basis to
evaluate or compare each property presented as a priority for acquisition, and 3) additional
detail regarding CTUIR monitoring and how acquired parcels will be accounted for within the
context of the regional framework for habitat status and trend monitoring.

Based on the CTUIR’s development of the aforementioned detail as part of contracting, the
Council recommends this project to Bonneville for implementation. This recommendation is
conditioned on the sponsor addressing in contracting the issues raised by the ISRP. The Council
requested that follow-up be provided by Bonneville that reflects these contractual elements
were incorporated. In addition, the revised prioritization framework and updated narrative will
be reviewed as part of the geographic review."

BPA has not issued a contract for this project, and the issues and conditions in the Council’s
January 2012 recommendation have not been addressed. Therefore, the ISRP recommendation
for the Geographic Review remains unchanged from the 2011 review recommendation of
Meets Scientific Review Criteria (Qualified) (ISRP document 2011-23). The Council’s January
2012 recommendation, as informed by the ISRP’s review, still applies. The ISRP looks forward to
reviewing a response addressing the qualifications.
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Preliminary ISRP comment requesting a response:

While this version of the proposal was marginally better than the last one, the sponsors need to
adequately address some basic ISRP concerns. Acquisitions and easements on critical streams
and land parcels should be a high priority and could provide significant opportunities for
enhancing habitat and improving fish growth and survival. However, those actions need to be
completed with a clear vision of how they contribute to larger goals, how the
acquisition/easements will be affected by future environmental conditions, and how they will
be monitored to show if the strategy is working.

The ISRP requests a response as follows:
1) Provide further responses to ISRP 2012 comments 2, 3, and 8.

ISRP Comment 2: Provide more detail on how the sponsors will determine
guantitative anticipated benefits of land acquisition and leasing to fish and wildlife in
terms of protection or restoration of productivity, abundance, diversity, and spatial
structure.

ISRP Comment 3: Provide a rationale for the five criteria in the Acquisition Project
Area Prioritization Worksheet, and for the implicitly equal (additive) weighting of each
criterion. In particular, justify how criterion 5 (administrative value) should be
combined with the other four criteria that measure biological value.

ISRP Comment 8: Outline how effectiveness monitoring of habitat and fish populations
will be conducted. A detailed monitoring plan is not necessary at this point.

2) Provide an adaptive management process or strategy to evaluate whether the
acquisitions/easements are fulfilling their intended purposes.

3) Provide a strategy or plan to address questions about “emerging” factors as noted above.
1. Purpose: Significance to Regional Programs, Technical Background, and Objectives

This proposal is for acquisition of land or easements in the Grande Ronde, Umatilla, Walla
Walla, and John Day subbasins for protection and restoration of riparian areas to benefit ESA-
listed spring Chinook and summer steelhead. The project focuses on securing permanent
protection of priority anadromous fish core habitats in these subbasins through conservation
easements and capital acquisition of fee title.

This project is identified as the CTUIR's primary project for providing permanent conservation
of habitats under the Columbia River Accords agreement, and as contributing directly to the
vision of Fish and Wildlife Program. The proposed work is consistent with the subbasin plans for
the four subbasins, and other federal, state, and tribal recovery plans. The project has clear
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significance to regional programs. The sponsors and their partner organizations appear to have
the technical background to successfully complete the activities

The emphasis is on acquiring core, high quality habitats that have been minimally disturbed or
have a high potential for restoration. The approach seems to entail using the priority
geographic areas identified in the subbasin plans as well as the Atlas as the basis for identifying
and selecting acquisitions. When land acquisition opportunities become available in the priority
geographic areas, the sponsors will prioritize these potential acquisitions for their conservation
value using a set of criteria that numerically rank the acquisitions. Evaluations will be done by a
multidisciplinary team.

The ISRP previously reviewed this project in 2012 and found that several issues needed to be
addressed. The project was approved with a directive to review it again in this round of
proposals when outcomes of the three tiered project prioritization were available. Three of
these issues were not addressed adequately in the proposal.

Below, the ISRP comment from their 2012 review is noted first. CTUIR's response
(dated10/12/11) to the each comment is given next. Finally, the ISRP comments on the
response and whether it is adequately addressed in the present proposal are provided.

ISRP 2012 Comment 2: “.... more explanation is needed on the quantitative anticipated benefits
to fish and wildlife in terms of protection or restoration of productivity, abundance, diversity,
and spatial structure (presumably from EDT/QHA estimates).”

e Sponsor’s Response (partial): .... “Quantitative changes in productivity, abundance, etc
will be evaluated at a watershed and subbasin scale as part of ongoing natural
production R,M and E and not at the project or reach scale.”

¢ ISRP Comment: The present proposal does not offer a clear description of how this will
be accomplished. The sponsors should develop a criterion that directly addresses the
potential of a property for increasing abundance and productivity of fish.

ISRP 2012 Comment 3: “Some indication is needed of (a) the prioritization of the four subbasins
— Grande Ronde, Umatilla, Walla Walla, and John Day — that are components of the acquisitions
and (b) the anticipated extent of the acreage to be acquired.”

e Sponsor’s Response (partial): “The “Hillman Method” used by the Action Agencies to
estimate population productivity improvement was not conducted in such a way as to
permit comparison between subbasins.”

¢ ISRP Comment: The accumulated experience of the sponsors and other quantitative
methods should allow prioritization of subbasins. This concern could be addressed more
adequately in the present proposal.

The sponsors propose a process for identifying, prioritizing, and acquiring through purchase or
lease floodplain sites in each of the four subbasins. The proposal includes a worked example of
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the prioritization process for an anticipated land acquisition. While this example was
informative, the description of the prioritization process is still too vague to allow rigorous
evaluation. The example in the Acquisition Project Area Prioritization Worksheet on pages 5-7
does not explain the three-tiered prioritization based on EDT/QHA analysis nor does it explain
the rationale for using the 5 criteria for ranking sites. Choosing weights for multiple attributes in
additive ranking schemes is a tricky business and warrants some testing in worked examples to
demonstrate that ranks remain robust over a range of scenarios. The first two of the five
criteria judge potential biological benefits of the site considered in isolation of other sites,
resulting in subtotaled scores ranging from 2 to 6. The next two criteria adjust the total score
upwards or downwards depending on the duration of benefits or potential synergies through
connectivity with other actions, resulting in a modified subtotal ranging from 0 to 10. This
sequence seems reasonable in principle.

The last criterion is poorly explained, but appears to be qualitatively different in that it scores
administrative advantages or problems resulting from choosing the site in question, that is an
attribute not directly related to biological benefits. Moreover, applying the fifth criterion
produces a peculiar total that ranges from -3 to 13. Because the last criterion is qualitatively
different, its appropriate weight will be difficult to judge without some experience; it probably
makes more sense to graph the subtotal for criteria 1-4 (biological value) against the fifth
criterion (administrative value) and to develop isopleths of perceived equivalent value by
consensus. For example, in the current scoring procedure, two sites with total score of 10
would be considered equivalent, that is on the same isopleth in the plot suggested, even
though the first has a biological value of 13 and an administrative value of -3, whereas the
second has a biological value of only 7 and an administrative value of +3. Plotting values for trial
examples and reflecting on the reasonableness of the outcomes would provide a way to gain
confidence in the weighting system before applying it systematically. Perhaps this has already
been done. If so, the process should be described in more detail.

ISRP 2012 Comment 8: Develop a monitoring and evaluation framework.

e Sponsors Response (partial): “.... CTUIR will continue to coordinate and integrate efforts
of model watershed (s), ODFW, WDF, CRITFC, U.S. Forest Service, BOR to meet VSP,
hatchery, and habitat effectiveness monitoring.”

e ISRP Comment: The present proposal did not provide enough detail to judge if the
monitoring is appropriate or adequate to show that the land acquisitions have improved
or maintained habitat and fish survivorship, abundance, and diversity.

The proposal lists one objective that is very broad and merely restates the purpose of the
project. An outreach and education objective should be included to inform neighboring
landowners and other members of the public about what activities in the acquisition are
ongoing or planned, and the progress that is being made. Outreach and education could be
highly beneficial in encouraging landowners to participate in some way in the conservation
process.
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2. History: Accomplishments, Results, and Adaptive Management (Evaluation of Results)

This is a new project, and it does not provide accomplishments or results. No adaptive
management process or strategy is articulated. A strategy for adaptive management clearly is
needed.

Evaluation of Results

The purpose of this project is to acquire or lease land to protect or improve habitat to benefit
ESA listed summer steelhead and spring Chinook. Acquisitions and easements on critical
streams and land parcels should be a high priority and could provide significant opportunities
for enhancing habitat and improving fish growth and survival.

The proposal was reviewed by the ISRP in 2012. The review identified several issues of concern
and requested a response. The sponsors provided a response dated 10/12/11. In the current
review the ISRP found that several of their original concerns were adequately addressed in the
sponsor’s response and in the current proposal. The ISRP found that other issues (ISRP
comments 2, 3, and 8) were insufficiently addressed in the proposal and again requested a
response.

3. Project Relationships, Emerging Limiting Factors, and Tailored Questions

The sponsor has a long history of relationships with other groups and agencies. The sponsors
cite relationships with several ongoing projects in the Grande Ronde, Umatilla, John Day, and
Walla Walla subbasins but provide little information on how they are cooperating or
coordinating with these projects. The counties do not appear to be directly involved in
significant ways.

The proposal includes thoughtful consideration of the likely impacts of climate change, and how
site acquisition decisions might reduce these impacts. It is not clear, however, that this
reasoning was included in the five criteria used to rank sites.

Climate change is noted as an emerging limiting factor. However, it could easily be argued that
it is no longer an “emerging” factor. Climate change started in the region about 1950 and this
“phase” of loss of late summer snowpack is thought to be completed around 2030. There are
new modeling environments available that the sponsors may wish to examine that give insights
into future stream conditions. These modeling environments may help guide restoration
actions.

Other “emerging limiting factors,” or just limiting factors, that received little attention in the
proposal include non-native species, hatchery effects on native salmonids, predation, toxic
chemicals, and trends in agricultural water withdrawals and land use. How will the proposed
acquisitions be affected by these factors? Or, how can the acquisitions help mitigate some of
their ecological effects?
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Mussels should be listed as species of concern and should be considered in acquisitions.
Mussels appear to be in serious decline in the region, and it would not be surprising to see
some species proposed for listing in the next decade. It is important to start protecting them
now so as to be prepared for future restrictions.

4. Deliverables, Work Elements, Metrics, and Methods

The Deliverables describe the steps in the process of identification, prioritization, and
acquisition or leasing of land. To ensure confidentiality, acquisitions and leases that are planned
or are in process were not identified. The sponsors do not explicitly describe expected
outcomes or products of the acquisitions. A clear set of specific objectives that describe what
the sponsors hope to accomplish with each acquisition or lease and the means for
accomplishing them would help define outcomes.

Specific comments on protocols and methods described in MonitoringMethods.org

No comments.

200820600 - Instream Flow Restoration

Sponsor: Umatilla Confederated Tribes (CTUIR)

Short Description: The Columbia Basin Water Transactions Program, a partnership between
BPA and the National Fish and Wildlife Foundation, works through qualified local entities to
acquire water rights to enhance instream flow for the benefit of threatened and endangered
anadromous and resident fish species. Water transactions provide an effective and appropriate
response to address inadequate stream flows, often cited as a key factor limiting the
productivity of both anadromous and resident fish species.

ISRP recommendation: Meets Scientific Review Criteria (Qualified)

Qualifications:

The Columbia Basin Water Transactions Program can point to numerous successes in acquiring
or leasing water rights to improve stream flow. The sponsors have developed what appears to

be a sound approach for selecting and monitoring projects. A particular strength of this project
is the outreach and education provided by the QLEs that both inform and encourage

landowners to participate in the water transaction program.

The following qualifications should be addressed during contracting and in future proposals and
reports:

1) Ensure that the sponsors provide appropriate Deliverables for Objectives 4, 5, and 6; or
delete them from the proposal as stated objectives.
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2) Ensure that the sponsors provide defensible biological targets for late summer flows in the
targeted streams.

3) Ensure that the sponsors provide a long-term strategy for integrating the suite of “emerging”
factors with the E-flow program.

4) Ensure that the sponsors provide an integrated scenario analyses for targeted streams into
the work plan.

5) Ensure that an appropriate M&E program is in place or will be developed to evaluate the
effectiveness of the water transactions. Include more explanation of how monitoring will
conducted to evaluate progress towards objectives 4 (“Improve egg to smolt survival”) and 5
(“Improve species diversity and abundance”).

Comment:
1. Purpose: Significance to Regional Programs, Technical Background, and Objectives

Inadequate stream flow is a major factor limiting salmon survival and growth, and impeding
migration in interior Columba River basin streams. This proposal is to support the Columbia
Basin Water Transactions Program (CBWTP), a partnership between BPA and the National Fish
and Wildlife Foundation (NFWF). The CBWTP works through Qualified Local Entities (QLEs) to
acquire or lease water rights to enhance instream flow, especially during critical low flow
periods in late summer, for the benefit of threatened and endangered anadromous and
resident fishes. The focus of the project is the Walla Walla, Umatilla, and Grande Ronde
subbasins. If done properly, this effort can yield important benefits for ESA listed salmon and
resident fish.

The proposal describes the Columbia Basin Water Transactions Program's project goals,
objectives, means of acquiring water rights, and accomplishments. The priority of the Program
is acquiring or leasing senior water rights. The CBWTP program seems to be well organized and
managed. The project is clearly significant to regional programs and is strongly guided by the
subbasin plans and ESA recovery plans for the Walla Walla, Umatilla, and Grande Ronde
subbasins, and other federal, state, and tribal recovery plans. It appears to be well-coordinated
with other regional programs and, therefore, is an important component of the regional
restoration strategy.

The Problem Statement provides a good description of the issues being faced. The fourth
paragraph implies that low water flow currently delays steelhead migration upstream into the
Touchet River. Is there evidence that they previously were able to migrate upstream earlier, or
that earlier migration would be beneficial?

While all the Objectives are relevant, only the first three are adequately addressed. Objective 4
(Improve egg to smolt survival ratio), Objective 5 (Improve species diversity and abundance),
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and Objective 6 (Address Limiting Factors), while vitally important, basically are not addressed
by the work elements and deliverables in the proposal. They should be important parts of the
proposal and, as such, need to be fully developed with quantifiable deliverables.

The challenges to achieving Objectives 4 and 5 are significant and are not well explained.
Multiple factors can influence egg-smolt survival and species diversity and abundance. An
important consideration is whether immigration and emigration can be estimated or ruled out
as factors confounding estimates of egg-to-smolt survival. Also, why would the challenge of
controlling for environmental variability and biophysical changes, for example requiring control
streams, be greater for Objective 5 than for Objective 4? Objectives 3 and 6 appear to be much
the same except that temperature is mentioned in Objective 6 but not in Objective 3. If there is
a difference between these objectives, more explanation is required; if not, they should be
combined.

As the sponsors clearly recognize, M&E is crucial for accomplishing Objectives 4, 5, and 6 via
Deliverable 3. However, the current status of the RM&E program is unclear. On the one hand,
the sponsors imply that a monitoring program to evaluate the effectiveness of water
transactions in improving habitat and fish survival and growth was developed in 2011 (for
example, see the Executive Summary) and therefore currently is in place. If an M&E program is
in place, the sponsors should provide details of that program. While the sponsors cite methods
and metrics for monitoring in MonitoringMethods.org, for example CHaMP, they do not
provide critical elements essential for a successful monitoring program such as its objectives, a
sampling design, how sample sites will be selected, and the scale of the monitoring program,
that is, will monitoring occur at the site, reach, or watershed scale. Will there be uniformity of
monitoring design and methods among all transactions or will it be adapted to local conditions?

On the other hand, the sponsors also imply that a comprehensive habitat and biological
monitoring program currently is not in place but will be developed or at least implemented as
part of the current project. The proposal states that the CBWTP will be working with QLEs to
establish the baseline information needed to increase monitoring of biological response to
enhanced instream flow. If an M&E program is not in place, the approaches and strategies for
developing one need to be described in reasonable detail. Developing and implementing a
comprehensive M&E program for habitat and fish is a large and complex undertaking, and likely
will require participation of partners such as ODFW. The sponsors should clearly define the
roles of these partners and ensure that they will participate to the fullest extent in
development of the M&E program.

2. History: Accomplishments, Results, and Adaptive Management (Evaluation of Results)
This project has completed an impressive number of water transactions to enhance flows.

Although it is reassuring to see continuing improvements through the years, the
accomplishments seem to pre-date the initiation of this project.
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The sponsors appear to have a well-defined process for selecting and implementing water
transaction projects. The projects are selected using criteria approved by the ISRP. A link is
provided that discusses the criteria in detail. Once projects have been implemented, an
Accounting Framework will be used to track the effectiveness of the flow enhancement
projects. This framework will be implemented in 2013.

The program's responsiveness and ability to deliver large quantities of information in a timely
manner are key strengths. It is reassuring to note that increasingly more of the annual budget is
going towards transactions as the program develops (19% in 2010, 24% in 2011, and 28% in
2012), and that correspondingly greater amounts of water volume and flow have been secured.
It is difficult to understand the ecological importance of acre-feet of water and cubic feet per
second of flow by themselves. What percentage of the flow expected to occur naturally or
historically is being conserved? A comparison to historical flow estimates during the low flow
months would be more meaningful. The figures on pages 8, 11, and 12 would provide greater
perspective if the amount of water secured by transactions was also expressed as a proportion
of the total water volume, and if targets were indicated. Also, more explanation is needed of
the forecasted amounts of water reserved for instream flow (2013-2030 and perpetuity) in the
figures on page 8; presumably the decline in forecasted amounts is due to past transactions
expiring over time. Have forecasts of reduced flow due to climate change been incorporated, or
could they be an additional scenario? Some effort in this direction is needed to reassure
reviewers that the program is gaining or at least maintaining flow.

While it is encouraging to see improvement in flows, are there quantifications of what the ideal
flow for fish would be? Considering the costs and efforts involved in flow restoration, having an
ideal target flow that can be ecologically defended, is essential. Further, these streams probably
are ecologically important for mussels, fishes other than salmonids, and for other organisms.
What are the E-flow requirements for these species? After all, the ultimate goal is to establish
vibrant ecological systems.

The figures on page 10 and 11 that show an increase in adult steelhead abundance in the
Touchet River after water transactions began in 2010 are out of date. What has happened since
2010? What mechanism is proposed to account for the increased abundance and the relatively
greater increase in wild than hatchery adults?

The sponsors should avoid statements that cannot be statistically supported. For example, the
proposal states that “In 2010, when transactions were implemented on the Touchet River, the
number of adult fish went up dramatically. Thus providing a correlation between the
importance of instream flows and fish population numbers.” This increase is only for one year.
It is not clear if these were hatchery or wild fish, or resulted from natural year-to-year
variations in stock strength.

Adaptive management appears to be a strong aspect of this program as evident in the diversity

of approaches being tried, including the novel experiment to store spring runoff in underground
aquifers so that it could be pumped into Catherine Creek as needed later in the season.
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Sustainability is enhanced by these deliberate efforts to experiment because they generate new
ideas and options, thereby increasing cultural adaptability. Following an ISRP recommendation,
the CBWTP has instituted an improved process for selecting and implementing project and
coordinating with state, federal, and tribal entities. Nevertheless, adaptive management could
be practiced more effectively. Perhaps, because of the nature of the activities conducted by the
CBWTP, adaptive management may not be fully appropriate. In that case, it might be better to
employ Structured Decision Making, which the sponsors seem to be doing already.

Evaluation of Results

This project facilitates a partnership between the CTUIR and the National Fish and Wildlife
Foundation (NFWF) enabling funds from the Accords agreement to be used by the NFWF’s
Columbia Basin Water Transactions Program (CBWTP; BPA project 2002-02-301) to acquire or
lease water rights to improve instream flow. The CTUIR will work with the CBWTP and the
National Fish and Wildlife Foundation to identify flow restoration opportunities, purchase
water rights, and implement flow enhancement projects. The core of the CBWTP is the
Qualified Local Entities (QLE), which include state water agencies and nonprofits. In
coordination with the NFWF and CTUIR, the QLEs work in local communities to identify,
develop, and negotiate water transactions.

This project has completed an impressive number of water transactions since its inception and
appears to have a well-defined process for selecting and implementing water transaction
projects. It has enacted over 340 water transactions that returned over 1000 cubic feet per
second of flow to subbasin tributaries, has secured over 4.9 million acre-feet of water, and
enhanced flow for over 1500 miles of stream. Since CTUIR partnered with the CBWTP in 2010,
20 transactions have been funded through the Accords agreement.

The sponsors recognize that RM&E is critical for evaluating the effectiveness of water
transactions in enhancing instream flow and improving fish survival and growth. Objectives 4, 5,
and 6 in the proposal pertain to biological responses to water transactions, but they are not
addressed adequately by the work elements and deliverables. It is clear that a robust and well-
designed M&E program is crucial for accomplishing these Objectives.

3. Project Relationships, Emerging Limiting Factors, and Tailored Questions

The project appears to be well coordinated with the QLEs and other partnering entities. It is
clear that the success of a program like this one depends on the capacity of the sponsors to find
willing partners by undertaking extensive outreach, planning, and coordination with the
community at large and other QLEs. The record of success to date suggests that project
relationships have been a strong aspect of the program.

This work, understandably, appears to be done in isolation of other limiting factors such as

temperature, toxic agricultural chemicals, sediment delivery, beaver, and riparian conditions.
What is the longer term view on how these factors will be integrated with E-flows?
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The implications of climate change are discussed in some detail. Nevertheless, climate change
effects could be addressed more effectively. More quantitative projections of the effect on
water flow and timing under a variety of scenarios would be useful to demonstrate that this
approach has a reasonable probability of achieving its ultimate objectives (4 and 5 in the
proposal). There are approaches in use to gain insights into future flows. These include scenario
analyses to inform and improve existing instream flow restoration projects (see Donley et al.
2012, Global Change Biology (2012), DOI: 10.1111/j.1365-2486.2012.02773.x). It is important to
assess the sensitivity of late summer (July, August, and September) flows to the following
scenario simulations singly or in combination: climate change, changes in the quantity of water
used for irrigation and possible changes to existing water resource policy. As the sponsors are
aware, flows can be modeled using the Water Evaluation and Planning system (WEAP; as well
as other modeling platforms) under historical and projected conditions, for example 2020 and
2040, for each scenario. It is surprising that models to perform these analyses were not
mentioned in the proposal.

4. Deliverables, Work Elements, Metrics, and Methods

Deliverables one and two are crucial to the success of the water transaction program. Adequate
Deliverables are required for Objectives 4, 5, and 6. These Objectives are essential for
determining whether water acquisitions are effectively improving instream conditions and fish
growth and survival. The Deliverables are far too general, make simple assumptions about the
relationships between water transactions and biological responses, and lack detail concerning
the proposed M&E program. The Deliverables will not, by themselves, be sufficient to achieve,
or even to monitor progress to achieving the success of Objectives 4 and 5. No Deliverables are
given for Objective 6 (Address limiting factors).

Work elements should include scenario modeling for the target streams to assess vulnerability
to climate change, agricultural water withdrawals, and policy change. If WEAP is not being used
or is inappropriate, then a statement is needed as to why it is not employed.

One or two professional publications in a refereed journal should be listed as a Deliverable. It is
important for large scale projects, like this one, to provide leadership in the broader restoration
community.

Specific comments on protocols and methods described in MonitoringMethods.org

No comments.
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199306600 - Oregon Fish Screens Project

Sponsor: Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife (ODFW)

Short Description: The Oregon Fish Screen and Passage Project provides immediate and long-
term protection for anadromous and resident fish species in the Deschutes, John Day, Umatilla,
and Walla Walla River basins by installation of NOAA Criteria fish screens (irrigation diversions,
pump intakes, barriers, etc.), passage structures (ladders, siphons, culverts at road crossings,
habitat improvements associated with passage, etc.), or water efficiency devices, and the
removal of complete passage barriers.

ISRP recommendation: Meets Scientific Review Criteria (Qualified)
Qualifications:

The program has identified a significant number of diversions as high priority projects that will
take decades to address. The need is very clear on these projects — project completion could
significantly improve fish survivorship. The ISRP encourages the program to expedite the
completion of work on the high priority screening projects. In order to accomplish this, we are
encouraging the Council and BPA to increase funding in order to improve the implementation
rate. If the Council and BPA agree, the sponsor will need to produce an expanded proposal to
meet these needs.

A specific suggestion: explore research opportunities for using screen outfalls for sampling fish
parameters. The irrigation diversions possibly could be used for basic fish M&E. Note that PIT
tag release designs will not work for this because fish are captured, tagged, and released above
the sites.

There are a number of issue-related suggestions in the following text. The ISRP encourages the
sponsors to seriously consider and, where appropriate, address the issues to improve the

project.

The comments and questions provided are intended to improve the statement of work, project
implementation, and future reviews. The ISRP is not asking for a response.

Comment:

This is a solid proposal with a long track record. The questions raised may seem insignificant on
the surface, but concerns about hatchery straying, effectiveness monitoring, improving passage
of non-natives, any active removal of beaver dams, and the lack of any adaptive management
leave some lingering concerns.

1. Purpose: Significance to Regional Programs, Technical Background, and Objectives

The Oregon Fish Screen and Passage Project is of significance to regional programs by providing

immediate and long-term protection for anadromous and resident fish species in the
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Deschutes, John Day, Umatilla, and Walla Walla River basins by installation of NOAA Criteria fish
screens, irrigation diversions, pump intakes, and barrier removal as well as passage structures
including ladders, siphons, culverts at road crossings, and habitat improvements associated
with passage plus water efficiency devices. The project and personnel have many years of
experience and thereby have developed the technical expertise to carry out the passage
installations and modifications.

The Obijectives are straightforward and appropriate.

Given the very large number of sites needing treatment a question arises as to what efforts are
being used to prioritize work. How many individual projects remain? There are currently 300
diversion sites identified as important. Is there a target date to complete them? Also as projects
are added so is maintenance, but the O&M budget is not increasing.

2. History: Accomplishments, Results, and Adaptive Management (Evaluation of Results)

The accomplishments and results to date are as expected, and are assisting the recovery of
native fishes.

While there is a good discussion of lessons learned and subsequent program improvement,
adaptive management is not being practiced nor is Structured Decision Making. This needs to
be corrected by setting quantitative goals and timelines for improving fish passage for each
project activity and by articulating hypotheses that can be tested statistically via appropriate
monitoring data.

3. Project Relationships, Emerging Limiting Factors, and Tailored Questions

The project has a long history of working with landowners, Tribes and agencies — and these
relationships appear to be working well. Nevertheless, it is not clear to what extent this
program coordinates with others that are working on fish passage restoration, especially
correction of culvert passage at road-stream crossings and irrigation diversions. The process for
prioritization is described as primarily driven by ODFW with some reference to subbasin plan
priorities. Given the wide area covered by the program and the multiple players involved in an
array of restoration activities, including passage, it appears that additional coordination is
needed.

Further, it appears that some of the instream activities proposed for the John Day River are not
well coordinated with the Warm Springs Tribe and their proposed activities. Clarification is
needed on this point.

Specific questions:

1) In the Umatilla Basin, it is proposed to construct pool and riffle habitat using instream
modifications. Where opportunities exist, work on public, federal, state, tribal and private lands
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will be conducted to increase the quantity of pools and gravel dominated riffles, as opposed to
cobble. What agreements are in place to conduct this work? Is there any overlap with other
proposals or projects?

2) The river systems being considered for fish passage improvements contain many native
fishes as well as non-natives. Have analyses been conducted to compare the positive versus
detrimental effects of improving passage for non-natives? Further, hatchery strays are a serious
consideration, especially on the spawning grounds of native salmonids. Have similar analyses
been conducted to weigh the advantages and disadvantages of improved passage?

3) Is there any way to use the screens and diversions to restrict the movements of non-native
fishes?

4) What is the project’s policy concerning beaver dams?

It is refreshing to see that the project is taking climate change seriously as an emerging limiting
factor and planning for it. The reality is that this region is already more than half way through
the transition from snow-dominated late season runoff to more winter precipitation as rain.

4. Deliverables, Work Elements, Metrics, and Methods

The program is grounded in screening and passage yet is reliant on personal observation and
word of mouth for the identification of many sites. Unfortunately, there is no assessment of
irrigation diversions for the Deschutes River basin and there was no discussion as to when that
might occur. Additionally, there is no reference to other assessments such as the Forest
Service’s comprehensive assessment of fish passage at road-stream crossings.

Project prioritization is accomplished primarily by ODFW personnel using sets of rating criteria.
It is not clear if these are only considered or whether they are actually scored for setting
priorities. Additionally, there seems to be little if any coordination with restoration activities of
other stakeholders which may be an important consideration in establishing a multi-year work
plans.

The reporting rate is very low in comparison to other projects. This needs to be improved.
Otherwise, the deliverables, work elements, metrics, and methods are appropriate.

In the budget, overhead is charged at 22%. In addition, there is a line item for rent and utilities
(water, sewer, power, telephone, postage, office supplies, propane, garbage service,
inspections, build). Should this line item be paid through the overhead rate?

Specific comments on protocols and methods described in MonitoringMethods.org

The need for improved Effectiveness Monitoring was previously identified by ISRP. According to
the proposal this was not possible at most sites, for a variety of reasons. As a result, three by-
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pass traps were installed in the John Day watershed and three additional sites were to be
established in 2013. There is no discussion of how these sites were selected or any findings,
other than the number and species of fish trapped. As well, no location is given for the new
sites. It was also mentioned that there are continuing difficulties in funding of effectiveness
monitoring. Effectiveness monitoring needs additional attention. Further, there was no
mention of ISEMP or AEM or any future program involvement with monitoring.

200201500 - Coordination and Technical Assistance to Watershed Councils and

Individuals in Sherman County, Oregon

Sponsor: Sherman Soil and Water Conservation District (SWCD)

Short Description: Private Landowners who are striving to mitigate the effects of the
watersheds' limiting factors to steelhead and redband trout populations will be assisted by the
funded staff during project planning, implementation, and yearly maintenance/monitoring.
High stream temperature, low stream flow, and sediment load are some of the limiting factors
that will be addressed, which have a direct impact on steelhead and redband trout populations.

ISRP response loop recommendation: Does Not Meet Scientific Review Criteria
Comment:

The importance of the CREP program is well justified; however, the sponsor’s responses to the
ISRP concerns raise serious doubts about continued project effectiveness. Our major concerns,
that the program appears to have accomplished very little over the past three years and the
need to explain why the program has been so unsuccessful recently, were not adequately
addressed in the responses. Further, several responses to our eight specific concerns indicated
a lack of understanding about the need for quantitative goals, use of the Adaptive Management
process, and, importantly, the need for revised deliverables, work elements, metrics, and
methods to support a revised proposal. These were not provided; therefore, it is not possible to
evaluate the proposal in any meaningful way. Further, a plan/strategy to stem the high
turnover rate of personnel is essential. It seems that the sponsors need time to re-group,
address the substantial shortcomings of the project, and prepare a greatly revised proposal.

Preliminary ISRP comment requesting a response:
This program appears to have accomplished very little over the past three years. The reason
may be intransigent landowners or lack of effort to recruit them. As a minimum, there is a clear

need to explain why the program has been so unsuccessful recently.

In addition, a response should address the following concerns:
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1) Provide a monitoring plan to assess the effectiveness of the proposed actions, and a timeline,
on the abundance of the focal fish species (steelhead and redband trout). Juvenile fish —and
appropriate wildlife — should be included in this plan as well as Chinook and lamprey.

2) Restoration programs similar to this one have seen their actions undermined by excessive
herbivory from native ungulates and beaver. If this is a problem, how will it be addressed?

3) Provide an explanation of the information on past performance related to the number of
contracts, miles of buffered stream, and acres buffered. Include information on fish abundance.

4) Provide a revised adaptive management plan that includes hypotheses for individual actions
and systematic monitoring to be conducted in order to determine if actions will be effective.

5) Describe how SWCD cooperates with core personnel in the catchments to accumulate
knowledge to improve effectiveness of SWCD efforts.

6) Provide evidence that the SWCD is working cooperatively with the Tribes and other key
agencies conducting restoration in the catchments. It will be important to show a cooperative
effort with ODFW to monitor fish populations and stream habitat response through the
implementation of riparian buffers.

7) Provide a strategy or plan to effectively address the consequences of climate change and
non-native plant proliferation in future restoration efforts.

8) Revised deliverables, work elements, metrics, and methods will be needed to support the
revised proposal.

1. Purpose: Significance to Regional Programs, Technical Background, and Objectives

The proposal’s purpose is for Sherman County SWCD to provide local leadership in the
implementation of watershed enhancement projects focused on improving fish and wildlife
habitat, overall watershed health, and water quality. The SWCD works closely with the four
Watershed Councils in Sherman County to develop and implement scientifically sound,
economically feasible natural resource conservation plans for private landowners.

They have accomplished these activities in the past and thereby appear to have the technical
expertise to successfully complete the proposed work.

The Objective is to increase adult returns and long-term average annual runs in the Deschutes
and John Day subbasins within Sherman County. Unfortunately, there is no monitoring to
assess the effectiveness of the proposed actions and no timeline given; therefore, the objective
cannot be evaluated.
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2. History: Accomplishments, Results, and Adaptive Management (Evaluation of Results)

Reporting of five miles fenced in three years is not an adequate indication of program success.
Information is provided on number of projects, stream miles protected, and acres buffered.
Unfortunately, the effectiveness of these actions on improving the abundances of steelhead
and redband trout cannot be determined since the fish were not monitored. Further, the
restoration actions were not monitored after installation to determine if they remained
effective. There is information provided by year in a Table on the number of contracts, miles of
buffered stream and acres buffered. Unfortunately, there is no explanation of Table
components or temporal trends, or information on fish abundance. As such, it is not possible to
determine if the objective is being met.

Adaptive management is not being practiced as intended. There are no hypotheses offered for
individual actions and no systematic monitoring conducted to determine if the actions are
effective. Therefore, it is not possible to learn efficiently from the program activities. Further, it
does not appear that personnel associated with this project have been associated with the
program for very long — also limiting the adaptive capacity of core personnel to accumulate
knowledge from their collective experiences.

3. Project Relationships, Emerging Limiting Factors, and Tailored Questions

It does not appear that the SWCD is working cooperatively with the Tribes and other key
agencies conducting restoration in the catchments. Further, the SWCD needs to show that they
have a cooperative effort with ODFW to monitor fish populations and stream habitat response
through the implementation of riparian buffers. The SWCD state that they work closely with
ODFW on all projects involving fish and wildlife habitat within the boundaries of their district,
but the nature of that relationship is not articulated.

The ISRP is surprised that climate change was not listed as one of the emerging limiting factors,
especially since summer water temperatures and late summer flows are of great concern in
both catchments. Near all of the factors mentioned are not “emerging” but existing ones
generated from past land use practices. The one exception might be the proliferation of non-
native plants. Sadly, invasive species are here to stay. While some control may be attempted —
usually at very high costs and effort — the fact is that managers are faced with the emergence of
dynamic hybrid communities going forward. The ISRP suggests that it would be more effective
to develop strategies that accepted the presence of hybrid communities, increase riparian
shade to naturally repel invasive plants (an ecological approach), and only institute chemical
control measures for species causing extensive ecological harm to the river (for example,
knotweed on rivers west of the Cascades). Has fire been considered as a control measure? It
has been very effective in other fire dominated communities including riparian zones.
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4. Deliverables, Work Elements, Metrics, and Methods

The deliverables, work elements, metrics, and methods are adequate for the scope of the
proposal, as written. ISRP concerns relate to items identified above.

Specific comments on protocols and methods described in MonitoringMethods.org

Monitoring with ODFW is only vaguely discussed.

200201900 - Develop Riparian Buffer Systems in Lower Wasco County

Sponsor: Wasco County Soil and Water Conservation District (SWCD)

Short Description: Wasco County SWCD will provide technical assistance working with
landowners and partner agencies to plan and implement riparian buffers to improve
anadromous fish habitat in the lower Deschutes and lower John Day Subbasins. The main goal is
to establish riparian buffers for 90 miles of stream (average 18 mi/yr). This project is important
because it helps implement FCRPS 2008 BIOP RPA 35 and strategies to address limiting factors
identified in subbasin plans and Mid-Columbia Steelhead Recovery Plan.

ISRP response loop recommendation: Meets Scientific Review Criteria (Qualified)
Qualifications:

The qualification relates to further development of the monitoring program. Although limiting
factors for effectiveness monitoring as related to stream conditions and fish production are
provided, a more robust well-rounded program to monitor effectiveness is needed. The
sponsors indicate that they have the tools to do the monitoring. During contracting the
sponsors should describe a systematic sampling design including a procedure for selecting
monitoring sites, a time frame for sampling the sites, and plans for analysis and a periodic
summary of results. The ISRP will review progress in achieving a robust monitoring program, as
outlined in comments below, during future proposal reviews.

Comment:

It would appear that SVAP monitoring could be the foundation of a monitoring program for
vegetation recovery, tied to different treatment types and site conditions. To be most effective,
it would need to be stratified by vegetation/treatment type (plant stock species/age, planting
technique, irrigation vs. no irrigation) and some basic measures of site character (valley bottom
type, general soils/geology, existing vegetation type and coverage, aspect, etc.) and conducted
on a regular re-sampling basis for a pre-determined number of treatment sites annually.
Additional low cost techniques to quantify percent canopy and/or ground cover, stem, or plant
density by species, percent stream surface shading and/or water temperature, plant survival by
species and planting technique could be used to supplement SVAP. It is suspected this could be
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done for a relatively modest increase in cost and would provide very useful information to
inform future work and to complement future OWEB effectiveness monitoring. SVAP
assessments, performed to date, indicate general improvement in stream channel and riparian
conditions following habitat restoration. It was informative to see the SVAP information that
was provided, but it was not clear as to why the average time between surveys, shown in the
bar graphs, was 1.7 years while the recommended time between sampling on the SVAP forms
was 5 years. It appears that with some planning, and a slight re-balancing of time and costs, a
very useful program to monitor vegetative recovery could become an integral part of the
restoration program. These assessments should continue but need to incorporate a systematic
sampling design, including a procedure for selecting monitoring sites, a time frame for sampling
the sites, and analysis and periodic summary of results. The ISRP looks forward to reviewing the
results of the SVAP assessments in future proposals.

Comments on climate change in the response were adequate.

For fish assessments, in the 2006 review, the sponsors suggested that ODFW’s fish monitoring
projects on two tributaries to Deschutes River could enable evaluation of the effectiveness of
the SWCD’s stream enhancement projects in these basins. In the recent response the sponsors
indicate that this evaluation was not possible because ODFW’s monitoring is at the watershed
scale and will not enable evaluation of effectiveness at the scale of individual habitat
enhancement projects in these streams. Nevertheless, the ODFW monitoring projects could
help in evaluating the cumulative effectiveness of SWCD’s habitat projects within each
tributary, which would be better than no evaluation at all. The sponsors should continue to
explore with ODFW the possibility of using their fish monitoring data to assess effectiveness of
habitat projects at the watershed scale in these streams.

The Oregon Watershed Enhancement Board (OWEB) funded a study, completed in 2009, to
evaluate the effectiveness of some of the sponsors’ projects. The study indicated that buffered
sites had greater abundances of some aquatic insects than un-buffered sites. Although these
results are encouraging, it would have been useful if the sponsors had provided more detail on
the study design and results of this study. Apparently there is the possibility that in the future
OWEB will fund additional effectiveness evaluations of the sponsors’ projects. This direction is
encouraging, and the sponsors are to be commended for developing what could be an
important cooperative relationship with OWEB. The sponsors should ensure that any future
work with OWEB is carefully designed so as to yield meaningful scientific results. It would be
useful in future proposals for the SWCD to involve OWEB and their new staff person in planning
a low cost assessment protocol. Hopefully, some assessment of fish response will be included in
future effectiveness evaluations. More information on progress should be made available in
future reporting.

Regarding assessment and reporting of past SWCD experience with contract preparation and

implementation, it was useful to see the summary table that was provided and to be informed
of the informal information exchange that is occurring. It appears that a bit more effort to
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incorporate and document this information would allow a much more comprehensive
discussion of lessons learned.

The comments on buffer width were informative. Emphasis on widening them beyond
minimums is undoubtedly a result of interaction between the SWCD and individual landowners.
The table on what has and has not worked is useful, but a bit brief. It would also be useful to
indicate what the sponsors found to be the reasons behind why particular actions worked and
did not work.

Preliminary ISRP comment requesting a response:

ISRP Qualifications in the previous review were: "that the project should develop: 1. a
collaboration plan (with ODFW) for buffer effectiveness monitoring; and 2. a work element to
assess SWCD experience with buffer contract development and implementation. Council
gualifications were similar." These qualifications do not appear to have been addressed. A
response is requested for each of these items.

Additionally, this project coordinates with several other SWCD projects. The Oregon
Department of Fish and Wildlife (ODFW) is conducting fish productivity studies in two of the
streams where this project is performing riparian restoration. It is not clear how these latter
two projects will be coordinated. Will the ODFW project be explicitly assessing fish production
at the sponsor’s project sites? It is also unclear if this project is coordinating with other tribal
and state habitat restoration plans ongoing in the Deschutes and John Day, such as BPA-funded
projects 1984-021-00 (John Day Habitat Enhancement), 2000-031-00 (Enhancement of Habitat
in North Fork John Day), and 2007-397-00 (John Day Passage, Flow, and Habitat Enhancement).
Additional information on these items is requested.

1. Purpose: Significance to Regional Programs, Technical Background, and Objectives

Wasco County SWCD has developed this proposal to "provide technical assistance working with
landowners and partner agencies to plan and implement riparian buffers to improve
anadromous fish habitat in the lower Deschutes and lower John Day subbasins. The proposed
work is relevant to several plans and programs in the two subbasins. It addresses riparian
degradation, one of the leading limiting factors to salmonid production in the two subbasins, by
contracting with private landowners to establish riparian restoration projects. The project
engages largely in planning and implementation of riparian projects through CREP. The main
goal is to establish riparian buffers on 90 miles of stream (average 18 mi/yr)." The overall
background and need is well established. Identification of limiting factors for salmonid
production leading to this prescription came from EDT.

Objective three is the only objective that directly describes the activities of this project.
Objectives one and two pertain to increasing fish productivity in the Deschutes and John Day
Subbasin. This project only indirectly addresses fish productivity. Hopefully, the proposed
riparian restoration projects will increase freshwater productivity, but additional actions, for
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example improved fish passage and irrigation diversion screening, also are needed to improve
freshwater fish survival and growth. This project is not undertaking these additional activities.
Additional detail on how the proposed work links to other important restoration in the
subbasin is needed.

Although this is an important program that has been in place for nearly 15 years, there are a
number of program elements as outlined below that need to be incorporated before another 5
years pass.

2. History: Accomplishments, Results, and Adaptive Management (Evaluation of Results)

The sponsors have initiated a substantial number of riparian projects with landowner
involvement. This project appears to be effectively cost-shared by other agencies. The sponsors
present a table showing, by year, the number of contracts initiated and the number of miles
and acres of riparian buffer that has been established. However, no quantitative results relating
to project effectiveness in improving habitat were presented. The only statement of results was
that the projects are showing a “positive trend.” This statement conveys little information
about project success to date. In future proposals more information on pre- and post-riparian
conditions should be presented.

The adaptive changes mentioned by the sponsors mostly have involved modification of ongoing
projects on a site-specific basis. The proposal did provide details on widening buffers from 35
feet to 180 feet. There was no discussion as to what prompted this broad-scale change.

3. Project Relationships, Emerging Limiting Factors, and Tailored Questions

The sponsors recognize climate change as a limiting factor but seem to believe that its impact
will not be so severe in the John Day and Deschutes. The sponsors maintain that their projects
will help ameliorate climate change impacts. Further consideration of these issues is needed.

Little information on an RM&E program is given. Effectiveness monitoring is not currently an
integral part of the program. The ISRP, in its last review of this project, gave the Qualification
that the project should develop, in collaboration with ODFW, a plan for effectiveness
monitoring of their riparian projects. This Qualification apparently has not been met. The
sponsors provided no explanation of why they did not develop one. The sponsors should have
explained why it has not been developed. This issue is still relevant.

4. Deliverables, Work Elements, Metrics, and Methods
The Deliverables currently define the steps in the implementation process. They will lead to

accomplishment of Objective 3 but only indirectly support Objectives one and two. No metrics
and methods, other than procedures in the planning and implementation process, are given.
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A progressive intermediate goals-met approach may need to be used to assess intermediate
results. What kinds of ecological responses are expected and measurable after 1, 3, 5, 10, and
15 years? What kinds of rapid bioassessment approaches might be useful for riparian and
instream responses? More effort needs to be expended in this area. More coordination for
specific activities in monitoring by ODFW would be beneficial.

Specific comments on protocols and methods described in MonitoringMethods.org

SVAP effectiveness surveys are to be done prior to establishing a landowner agreement and
then every 5 years after, yet the proposal states that in a span of 15 year only a few follow up
surveys have been completed and this "shows positive trends were established." There is no
description of desired conditions for successful restoration or a definition for fully functioning
riparian areas.

Although the sponsors have coordinated with ODFW and have screw traps in Bakeoven and
Buckhollow Creeks, they provided no statement on how the data informs riparian buffer
treatment effects. They also stated that the ODFW monitoring project on Fifteenmile Creek "is
expected to provide, for the first time, a solid basis for buffer effectiveness evaluation." It is not
explained how this study will isolate the possible effects of riparian buffers from an array of
other habitat restoration actions.

The project has a solid history of implementing riparian habitat restoration projects. A
particularly positive aspect of this work is enlisting landowner participation, and outreach and
education. With the success the sponsors have had enlisting landowner cooperation it would
have been interesting to know how successful the projects have been, both in terms of
biological results and landowner satisfaction.

Overall, the information presented indicates that this is a very cost-effective project with large
potential habitat benefits that should continue and improve.
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J. Deschutes River

200830100 - Habitat Restoration Planning/Design/Implementation within

boundaries of Warm Springs Reservation, lower Deschutes River, Oregon

Sponsor: Confederated Tribes of Warm Springs

Short Description: The primary purpose of this project is to protect and restore aquatic habitat
critical to the production of anadromous and resident salmonids along with Pacific Lamprey on
the Confederated Tribes of the Warm Springs Reservation of Oregon lands in the Deschutes
River Sub-basin. This work is important because it is mitigation for fish lost through the federal
hydro power system in the Columbia River. This work will allow Tribal members to exercise
their treaty right to harvest wild salmon.

ISRP recommendation: Meets Scientific Review Criteria (Qualified)
Qualifications:
Response to Qualifications on Beaver and Mill Creeks

The ISRP review of the Beaver and Mill creek restoration proposal, completed in December
2012, indicated that two areas of the plan still required some additional attention:

1. Essential details of actions at a number of project restoration sites have not yet been worked
out (see first two paragraphs under Section lll, p. 21). The general approach to identifying
candidate sites and addressing specific limiting factors appears to be sound, but site-specific
details should include (1) quantitative habitat information on existing conditions and
improvements expected after restoration, (2) descriptions of how restoration of the site will
contribute to improvement in viable salmonid population (VSP) parameters of focal species,
and (3) estimates of the increased carrying capacity of the site following habitat improvement,
which can be tracked over time to see if initial assumptions were justified. These issues should
be addressed adequately as detailed information is gathered as part of annual reporting
requirements, and certainly before restoration work begins.

2. More details about the habitat project monitoring efforts are needed. The proposal states
that PNAMP protocols will be followed, with physical and biological components of the
monitoring constituting separate phases of the monitoring and evaluation work. Each project
site should have its own monitoring and evaluation plan, as the specific restoration actions will
vary from place to place and will require different habitat and fish population metrics for
monitoring purposes. Site-specific monitoring details should be developed and reported as part
of annual reporting requirements, and the details should be clear before restoration work
begins. The ISRP understands that the level of detail in plans will vary according to the scope
and scale of restoration actions at a particular site and recommends that project-specific
scientific review be commensurate with the complexity of the proposed action.
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The revised proposal does address several of the issues raised by the ISRP in the last review.
More detail on the activities associated with the projects on Quartz and Coyote creeks (projects
sites in the Beaver Creek system) has been provided. This additional information does provide a
much more comprehensive picture of what will be done at these sites and why it is considered
important for fish recovery in Beaver Creek. Additional information also has been added on the
exiting habitat conditions at the project sites. The discussion provided as to the expected
response of the focal species to the habitat actions remains very generic and no quantitative
estimates of improvements in carrying capacity for the project sites have been included.
Developing these estimates would be very useful for designing a monitoring approach for these
projects (see comments below on RM&E). Nonetheless, the description of the projects is much
more complete than it was in the prior proposal. The revised proposal does include more
detailed information about the methods that will be employed to track changes in physical
habitat over time. Channel form will be monitored using channel cross-section and longitudinal
profile measurements. This information should provide a good indication of changes in width-
depth ratio and pool frequency and size, basic habitat elements that are considered key to
improving ecological conditions at the project sites.

As reduction in sediment delivery is an objective of several of the planned habitat actions, the
inclusion of a sampling element to track fine sediment levels in streambed gravel is appropriate.
A well-designed process for photo points also has been included in the proposal and should
provide useful information about the response of vegetation to the riparian fencing projects.
The major remaining deficiency in the revised monitoring plan appears to be the lack of any
biological information. The proposal does contend that measuring biological response to the
individual projects would be too expensive and labor intensive to include as a component of
this project. This point would be valid if there were not any other monitoring efforts in place in
the project area that are already collecting data on the fish populations. It would be very
beneficial for the restoration program on the Warm Springs Reservation if the biological
monitoring in Beaver and Mill creeks could be done in a manner that provided some indication
of the contribution the habitat projects were making to any change in fish population metrics.
As improvements in fish populations are the ultimate goal of all these projects, some
understanding of how fish are responding to habitat restoration actions would be extremely
valuable for modifying the process used for selecting future habitat projects.

Comment:
Warm Springs River Wood Placement - Response Requested

The portion of this proposal package that deals with the plans for restoration of the Warm
Springs River (WSR) was well done for many elements but incomplete for others. The process
used to identify the project location was very complete. The method used to determine habitat
limitations and design habitat actions to address these deficiencies also was very well done.
However, the proposal does not include a description of work elements. Presumably, most of
these would be associated with the implementation of the restoration design and
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establishment of the monitoring program. But they need to be included in the proposal to
complete the review.

The ISRP understands that the Council recommended that RM&E needs for the Warm Springs
River wood placement project be met through BPA's new Action Effectiveness Monitoring Plan
(AEM). This AEM process is in its infancy. The ISRP recommends that it review the pilot study
design once it is drafted. This applies to the full suite of Warm Springs’ projects that the ISRP
has reviewed - Mill, Beaver, and the Large Woody Debris projects. It would be preferable to do
this through the response loop time period, but if this is not feasible the ISRP will review the
study design when a detailed draft is prepared.

1. Purpose: Significance to Regional Programs, Technical Background, and Objectives

This proposal does a very good job of explaining the significance of this project to the regional
effort to increase fish populations in this area of the Deschutes River watershed. The technical
background for the project is complete. Information on current habitat conditions throughout
the Warm Springs River watershed is provided. The discussion of wood delivery and routing and
how this understanding was used to select sites and design of LWD treatments was very
thorough. A discussion of WSR hydrology and incorporation into project design was included
but there was minimal discussion of how long it will take for expected flows to scour the
habitats that are anticipated to develop at project sites. Table 2 does a nice job of projecting
expected habitat responses to treatment and focal species response to the new habitat. Also, it
was mentioned that sediment is limiting factor but no discussion on dominant sources. If
upland sources are dominant, additional information on priority locations and treatments is
needed. If bank erosion is a major sediment source, the potential for LWD projects to
accelerate local bank erosion should have been evaluated.

Increases in fine sediment and elevated water temperatures are both listed as limiting factors.
There is no discussion of complementary treatments to LWD additions such as riparian
reforestation and/or silvicultural treatments to increase stream shading and enhance long-term
LWD recruitment and/or road decommissioning or improvement to reduce erosion and
sediment delivery. Given that LWD recruitment is described as occurring locally through fire
and windstorm disturbance events, it would seem that identification and treatment of riparian
areas that are understocked with trees (future LWD) would be beneficial. Although this is not a
requirement, it would be useful to help understand the entire suite of projects envisioned for
restoring conditions in the Warm Springs River.

Information on spawner distribution and some data on juvenile salmonid abundance also are
provided. These data are used to justify the priority reaches selected for restoration and to
identify the appropriate restoration approaches and designs. Although there is no explicit
statement of objectives in the proposal, the description of the current habitat conditions clearly
indicates that the objective is to increase spawning and rearing habitat for salmonid fishes and
lamprey in a reach of the Warm Springs River where these actions have the potential to have
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the greatest possible benefit. The appropriateness of this objective is well supported by the
information provide in the proposal.

2. History: Accomplishments, Results, and Adaptive Management (Evaluation of Results)

This project is new and, therefore, there were no past accomplishments to include in the
proposal. However, the process described in the proposal for the identification of the
restoration reach and the development of a series of LWD structures to achieve different
habitat objectives clearly indicates that this project already has been employing certain
elements of the adaptive management process. Project site selection was based on a thorough
assessment of current habitat conditions in the Warm Springs River augmented with
information of fish distribution and abundance. These data, in conjunction with published
information from unmanaged watersheds with climate and vegetation similar to the Warm
Springs River, were used to identify the reach within the Warm Springs River where habitat was
degraded but with a high potential for response by the focal species. Designs for wood
structures were, in part, based on observations of the architecture of wood accumulations in
the unmanaged, headwaters reach of the WSR. The project sponsors also sought design advice
from BPA engineers. An additional resource could be restoration practitioners on the Mt. Hood
and Deschutes National Forests. Both of these National Forests have a long history of LWD
placement and monitoring of physical response. Specific locations for wood structures in the
restoration reach were determined using a LiDAR-based DEM coupled with on-the-ground
verification. Finally, an estimate of the potential gain in abundance of spawning steelhead and
Chinook salmon based on the predicted increase in gravel availability and a prediction of
increased juvenile parr density based on increases in pool area and cover were provided. These
estimates could form the basis of a monitoring program to assess the effectiveness of this
project (more on RM&E below). At each stage of the project development the sponsors used
available information or collected new data to improve the design of the project.

3. Project Relationships, Emerging Limiting Factors, and Tailored Questions

The relationship between this project and the other ongoing habitat restoration and fish
monitoring projects on the Warm Springs Reservation was not described. It seems likely that
some of the fish data presented in the proposal were collected by the fish monitoring program
on the reservation. If so, there is a link between this project and the monitoring program, and
this linkage could be very productive in the development of a monitoring plan for this project.
The habitat RM&E effort associated with this project is only briefly mentioned. This project will
be one of the projects evaluated under the new Action Effectiveness Monitoring Program. The
ISRP recently reviewed the proposal for this monitoring program, and this project would be
very appropriate for inclusion, given the availability of existing data and an ongoing program
collecting fish population data. However, it is not possible to judge the technical adequacy of
the monitoring effort that will be associated with this project until the monitoring design and
methods are developed. The ISRP should review a revised version of the proposal that includes
the details of the AEM effort and clearly describes the linkages between this project-scale
monitoring and the fish population monitoring that is already occurring.
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The proposal did include a discussion of probable, local flow responses to climate change.
Models developed for drainages with similar hydro-geomorphic characteristics were used to
predict potential changes in flow with expected changes in precipitation patterns and
temperature. However, it is not entirely clear how this analysis is being incorporated into
conservation and restoration planning for the area. Climate change also may affect general
forest health and increase the frequency of fires. Some consideration of this factor in project
design also would be worthwhile.

4. Deliverables, Work Elements, Metrics, and Methods

The process used for designing the project was very complete, and the methods employed to
collect the information used in the design phase were appropriate. The work elements to be
completed as part of this project were not completely specified in the proposal. Presumably,
most of the work elements would be related to the placement of the wood structures. Some
information on the timing and logistical details of implementing the project should have been
included in the proposal.

A description of methods that will be employed in executing the RM&E component of this
project should be included in a revised proposal (or a link to a description of AEM project that
will assess this project). This project will be a pilot for the new AEM program. The proposal
indicates that habitat monitoring will be conducted in years 1, 3, 5, 7 and 10 after treatment.
The most recent stream surveys were completed in 2000, but it is not clear if additional pre-
project data will be gathered. In addition to the planned surveys, evaluations should be
conducted after any flood events with a return interval equal to or greater than 5 to 10 years.
The sponsors also may consider continuing habitat monitoring for longer than 10 years given
dependence of the treatments on flows sufficient to scour stream bed materials. If no flows of
sufficient magnitude occur within the planned 10-year monitoring period, the effectiveness of
the treatments could not be completely assessed. There is no mention of fish population
monitoring response to restoration treatments. If information useful for this purpose will be
collected by other monitoring programs, a description of this activity should be included in the
proposal.

Specific comments on protocols and methods described in MonitoringMethods.org

The proposal did not reference MonitoringMethods.org protocols.
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199802800 - Trout Creek Watershed Restoration

Sponsor: Jefferson County Soil and Water Conservation District (SWCD)

Short Description: The primary goal of this project is to increase the abundance of ESA listed
Middle Columbia River DPS summer steelhead. The Trout Creek steelhead account for 25-33%
of the entire run of wild summer steelhead in the Lower Deschutes Subbasin. Continued habitat
restoration work in the Trout Creek Watershed, including in-stream, riparian, and upland will
continue to increase the viability of the population, eventually leading to de-listing of the MCR
DPS.

ISRP recommendation: Meets Scientific Review Criteria (Qualified)
Qualifications:

If a project management plan is not in place, one should be developed. The plan should include
background information including a thorough discussion of limiting factors, specific objectives,
and a strategy for addressing these factors. A means of selecting and prioritizing potential
restoration sites should also be included. Ideally, the plan should provide specific information
on the projects that will be undertaken and a timeline.

Comment:

This proposal is concisely written, and the projects that will be undertaken are well described. It
is apparent that this is a successful program doing a good job and likely making a positive
difference. The two major drawbacks to the proposal are a clear and comprehensive discussion
of the RM&E program and a better documented strategic approach to prioritizing and
completing work in a reasonable time frame. Additionally, adaptive management and
effectiveness monitoring need to be modified to provide feedback information for program
operation and project location and design.

The sponsors appear to be doing an excellent job of community and landowner outreach and
engagement. It appears that some information materials, targeted for this audience, could be
useful to show the projects that have been completed and what the results have been to date.
Also, these materials should also identify what remains to be done and the role of landowners
and the community in helping to achieve that.

In the future, the sponsors should consider more directly formalizing the relation between the
District and ODFW on this long-term project, especially their respective roles regarding
monitoring. They appear to be working well together but should resolve how best to monitor
the progress across the watershed and whether to request additional funding for such an
effort.
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1. Purpose: Significance to Regional Programs, Technical Background, and Objectives

The purpose of this project is to enhance stream and riparian habitat to benefit ESA listed
summer steelhead. Trout Creek steelhead make up a large percentage of the summer steelhead
run in the Lower Deschutes River. As is usually the case in Columbia Basin watersheds, reduced
watershed health and aquatic habitat degradation is a threat to sustainability of the fish
population. This project is consistent with the Deschutes Subbasin Plan, the 2008 FCRPS
Biological Opinion and the Oregon Middle Columbia (Mid-C) Steelhead Recovery Plan (2010).

This project is well justified. The proposed work is intended to serve as a demonstration project
for what can be achieved through the restoration of private lands. The sponsors state that they
have gained the trust of landowners and access to their land over the course of this project.
This accomplishment is significant because it is likely that increased abundance of steelhead
cannot be achieved without habitat enhancement on private lands. The project appears to be
very cost effective in relation to other habitat enhancement projects in the Columbia Basin. PGE
apparently provides substantial funding for this project.

It would be helpful to know how much private land is in the basin, on how much of this land
projects have been implemented, and what are the locations of the private land. A map of the
locations of past and future projects would provide this information. The sponsors state that
there is a lot of high quality habitat in the basin. It also would be helpful to know the amount
and location of this habitat, perhaps shown on a map.

It is not apparent if there is an overall action/management plan to guide restoration across the
watershed. If there is such a plan specific for Trout Creek in place, the sponsors should have
discussed what the priority restoration actions are, where they are located, and how the
proposed work relates to the plan. Such a plan would provide objectives, direction, and
justification for the proposed work. Evaluation of this project could then consist, in part, of a
determination of whether the proposed work is meeting the plan's objectives. If a plan is not in
place, one should be developed immediately.

Although the objective of this project is to increase abundance of summer steelhead, the
project deals almost exclusively with riparian and aquatic habitat improvement. Hopefully
habitat enhancement will lead to increased abundance of steelhead, but comprehensive fish
monitoring is required to demonstrate this increase. Apparently, current monitoring is limited
to redd counts by ODFW. Monitoring of juvenile abundance and productivity would be
desirable but does not appear to be taking place.

Planning, funding, and implementation activities are closely coordinated. The restoration
program is guided by a basinwide approach based on 1983 and 1998 ODFW surveys, a 2002
watershed assessment, and a 2005-2007 action plan. The sponsors also stated that this work
"resulted in restoration actions that are concentrated in subbasins where actions are thought
to maximize and increase in fish populations." Unfortunately these subbasins are not identified
nor is the project action plan provided to show how past work has been focused in them. It
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would be very useful to see these documents and discuss more on this potentially solid,
watershed-wide approach. It would also be interesting to hear how well the sponsors feel this
approach is working given that this approach has apparently been used for more than 10 years.

Objectives for the proposal are stated as goals and lack quantitative description of desired
results and a time frame for the expected response to restoration treatments.

2. History: Accomplishments, Results, and Adaptive Management (Evaluation of Results)

There is a wide range of completed projects and some excellent accomplishments for Trout
Creek. Results were primarily presented through photo points. The sponsors also provided
guantitative summaries of general habitat changes following implementation of enhancement
projects at several sites. Taken together, the photo points and quantitative information suggest
that improvements in habitat and perhaps redd counts have occurred at project sites. It is
unclear, however, whether the limited presentation of results is due to lack of monitoring or a
lag in data analysis.

There is a good discussion of changes in restoration practices, for example instream treatment
designs and materials, riparian planting practices, and materials and approaches used to avoid
the use of push up dams that have resulted from past lessons learned. There is no discussion of
programmatic changes in the overall restoration strategy, division of duties or in the approach
to monitoring fish and habitat. The sponsors are using adaptive management in the sense of
learning what works and what does not work with the flashiness of the system. For example,
they have adapted by using more wood instead of j-hook structures because the latter are
deemed ineffective at flashy high flows and have altered expectations for width/depth ratio
based on the distinct conditions of their stream.

Although a number of very good photo sequences showing riparian and stream response are
provided, there is no associated, quantitative habitat data to validate the visual changes in
habitat other than increase in stream length and number of pool-riffle sequences. There is not
fish data to show even local responses nor is there water temp data to show reach scale
response. After many years of restoration, this type of information to quantitatively describe
the results of past treatments is a major shortcoming.

There is also a thoughtful observation that "true restoration" will only be achieved if
sustainable agricultural practices are adopted. This could also be said for sustainable forestry
practices. It appears that this approach is a guiding principle in working with local landowners.

The history of the project since 1998 is well laid out. Accomplishments are presented mostly in
terms of photos and redd counts, the latter conducted by ODFW. Coordination between the
sponsors and ODFW seems well-established, although, it would have been useful to clearly
identify what ODFW has committed to do on the project, and perhaps have developed a joint
proposal to ensure collaborative dovetailing of habitat actions and fish/aquatic monitoring.
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In sum, there is little or no monitoring to document an improved ecological situation for
salmonids, other than what is willingly done by ODFW. It was not quantitatively indicated how
well one structure type did versus another.

3. Project Relationships, Emerging Limiting Factors, and Tailored Questions

The sponsors appear to be closely coordinating habitat restoration activities with the ODFW
Trout Creek Project. ODFW has provided results from their fish monitoring program to the
sponsors. More details about the collaborative effort would have been helpful. For example,
how did the sponsors decide which parts of the basin they each would be working in? Are data
being shared?

The sponsors state that their restoration projects will help ameliorate impacts of climate
change on stream water temperature. This should be discussed in more detail as the
importance of this issue is likely to increase over time.

The sponsors could have provided a better explanation of the RM&E plan including the
objectives and sampling design. The sponsors state that a lack of funds limits the amount of
RM&E that can be conducted. In this case, they should consider measuring only those habitat
variables that are likely to show the greatest change in response to habitat restoration actions.
They also should consider restricting monitoring activities to a few representative sites.

Limiting factors for fish were identified through EDT. It would be useful to know more about the
fish monitoring especially its design and whether it is conducted at a scale that will allow status
and trends or effectiveness monitoring to be meaningful. It appears that the only fish data that
are being collected are redd counts. It is unfortunate that juvenile abundance and productivity
are not being measured. It also appears that there is some uncertainty about how long fish
monitoring will continue.

There was some discussion on climate change and the need for riparian restoration to respond
to potentially increased stream heating and reduced flows. No mention was made about
potentially important changes that will be needed in land and resource management on private
land. Also, no mention was made of non-game fish and possible challenges of future increased
water temperatures.

4. Deliverables, Work Elements, Metrics, and Methods
Most deliverables clearly describe the enhancement projects that will be undertaken. If
properly implemented, these projects should lead to improvements in habitat conditions. It

would be informative to know how the sites were selected and prioritized.

There is a long list of deliverables that appear to reflect important restoration treatments. Most
of these are described in terms of completed actions, such as remove three culverts, not in
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terms of the desired results, for example provide fish passage to x miles of habitat. The projects
appear to use accepted methods that have shown positive results in Trout Creek in the past.

Specific comments on protocols and methods described in MonitoringMethods.org

The proposal states that ODFW does the monitoring but later includes deliverables for habitat
monitoring. This is a bit confusing. It also appears that the habitat monitoring has not provided
much information as none is summarized on the excellent photos sets and stream information.
There was no discussion of ISEMP, CHAMP or AEM or how it may be incorporated into future
program work.

199404200 - Trout Creek Operations and Maintenance (O&M)

Sponsor: Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife (ODFW)

Short Description: The project goal is to increase ESA listed Mid Columbia summer steelhead
smolt outmigration from the Trout Creek Basin. Accomplishing this goal will be done through
continued development, design, and implementation of new habitat restoration projects that
focus primarily on improvement to the riparian and instream habitat. Additionally, this project
will continue to maintain and monitor the existing habitat restoration work, and will continue
the ongoing monitoring of focal species in the watershed.

ISRP recommendation: Meets Scientific Review Criteria (Qualified)
Qualifications:

The ISRP does not request a response. However, prior to contracting the sponsors should
evaluate monitoring data and provide a summary of conclusions. This should be done for each
discrete area of monitoring and integrated findings provided for the full suite of past
monitoring. A protocol for monitoring vegetative or riparian area should be specified. Also a
protocol for monitoring the response to restoration by non-salmonids, such as reptiles and
amphibians, should be described.

During contracting a comprehensive review of lessons learned is needed that includes: an
examination of the strategic use of the watershed-scale assessment; the value of focusing
restoration treatments into a subset of priority sub-watersheds; progress that has been made
to fill key data gaps identified in the watershed assessment; findings on the need to move to
longer term CREP agreements, given that the time frame for expected response has been
changed to 25 years and CREP agreements are for 15 years.

During contracting a discussion is needed of how the current monitoring program is likely to be
affected by ISEMP, CHAMP and AEM.

The project has shown much hard work and on the ground project completion. There is a need
for a more organized and strategic approach to program organization and delivery.
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Comment:

Overall, this is an effective project. It is refreshing that it both implements and monitors
projects and promises to yield improved monitoring information based on PIT tagging.
Additional monitoring by augmenting fisheries expertise to the project could increase benefits.

1. Purpose: Significance to Regional Programs, Technical Background, and Objectives

The purpose of this project is to enhance stream and riparian habitat to increase outmigration
of ESA listed summer steelhead smolts in Trout Creek. Trout Creek steelhead make up a large
percentage of the summer steelhead run in the Lower Deschutes River. As is usually the case in
Mid-Columbia Basin watersheds, degradation of riparian and aquatic habitat is a threat to
sustainability of the fish population. The project is consistent with the Deschutes Subbasin Plan,
the 2008 FCRPS Biological Opinion and the Oregon Middle Columbia (Mid-C) Steelhead
Recovery Plan (2010), among others. The project involves continued development, design, and
implementation of habitat restoration projects that focus primarily on instream and riparian
habitat improvement Additionally, this project continues to maintain and monitor the existing
habitat restoration work, and monitors focal species in the watershed. The long-term,
watershed scale program has reportedly contributed to a "viable" rating for summer steelhead.

All the proposed work will be on private lands. The sponsors state that they have gained the
trust of landowners and access to their land over the course of this project. This effort is
significant because it is likely that increased abundance of steelhead cannot be achieved
without habitat restoration on private lands. The project’s work is consistent with each of the
twelve strategic actions in the Oregon Middle Columbia Implementation Spreadsheet for the
Deschutes Eastside Summer Steelhead Population. This is important because it places the Trout
Creek project in the context of a larger strategic plan. Is there a management plan specific for
Trout Creek, for example a Watershed Restoration Action Plan? If so, an overview the plan and
its objectives would have been informative.

This project is unusual in that it proposes not only to implement habitat restoration actions
(Objective 3) but also to monitor smolt out migration (Objective 1) and adult abundance
(Objective 2). More specific objectives for smolt out-migration and adult abundance monitoring
need to be established. There are some questions on this monitoring. Is fish monitoring
intended primarily to assess trends in abundance or is it also intended to determine whether
fish are responding to habitat enhancement actions, or both? What are the trends in fish
abundance? Apparently juvenile distribution and abundance is not being assessed and
monitored, which is unfortunate.

A substantial amount of fish and habitat data apparently has been collected, providing a data
series that spans 14 years. The fish data that is being collected should allow the sponsors to
estimate freshwater survival, one important measure of freshwater productivity, and smolt to
adult returns, a measure of the impacts of out of basin factors on survival. In addition, the
sponsors indicate that they have been collecting a considerable amount of habitat monitoring
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data. It seems that this project provides the opportunity to determine basin scale cumulative
effects of habitat enhancement actions to improve fish abundance and productivity.

The sponsors have more than 20 years of experience working in the watershed and know the
system and landowners well. A watershed assessment was completed for the drainage that
examined watershed processes and function, identified major data gaps, and reportedly
prioritized each of six sub-watersheds for their importance for restoration. However, no details
were given on findings of the assessment, how watersheds were prioritized, or whether the
assessment was used to frame a watershed scale restoration strategy.

Objectives are qualitative and do not incorporate a time frame for accomplishment of expected
results.

Can what happened in 1998 that led to high out-migration numbers be replicated? The
population responds to high water flow years and high rainfall. Late summer rainfall is
especially important. Are there any habitat features, for example water depth, that can
effectively substitute for the high flows?

2. History: Accomplishments, Results, and Adaptive Management (Evaluation of Results)

Riparian and aquatic habitat restoration has been ongoing for 30 years in Trout Creek. There
have been substantial accomplishments to improve habitat conditions, but there are few,
cumulative and quantitative results provided either for improved habitat conditions or fish
numbers. It appears that there is a long history of monitoring activities but a very limited
evaluation and summary of findings. The project has been monitoring smolt out migration and
adult abundance annually for about 14 years. Several tables of fish data were presented in the
proposal, but there was little data analysis or interpretation. Results from only a few projects
were presented and these consisted of photo point information and brief summaries of
guantitative changes in a limited number of habitat variables. Again, there was little or no data
analysis and interpretation. The sponsors made little attempt to relate changes in habitat
conditions to changes in fish abundance or productivity. They apparently have collected a
considerable amount of data on fish and habitat but, based on the results presented in this
proposal, it seems that data analysis should be progressing at a more rapid rate. The sponsors
should consider enlisting additional agency help in addressing this deficiency. Some analyses
such as trends in smolts per redd might prove informative.

Management changes discussed by the sponsors are primarily focused at the project and/or
treatment scale. There do not appear to be any planned major project wide changes in
direction and restoration methodology. It is likely that a critical evaluation of general program
organization, management, and overall performance could provide some insights for further
improvement of program efficiency and effectiveness, particularly at a sub-watershed scale.

Additionally, after 30 years of work one would think that the amount of priority work remaining
could be located, prioritized and given initial cost estimates. This proposal merely calls for
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another 5 years of funding without discussion of how to complete priority actions in priority
locations.

There are some good specific examples of changes to restoration activities that have resulted
from lessons learned, but there is not a coherent program to incorporate an adaptive
management approach to the program.

An ISRP review (2006) suggested a summary of lessons learned was needed. A limited summary
is provided, but much of the information is actually personal observation and is not
accompanied by clear statements as to the lessons learned or how these have been
incorporated into the current program.

3. Project Relationships, Emerging Limiting Factors, and Tailored Questions

Although coordination with Jefferson SWCD seems excellent based on the site visit the
sponsors could have provided more details about their working relationship with the closely
related BPA-funded project, Trout Creek Watershed Restoration (1998-028-00). Both projects
are engaged in habitat enhancement, although the Trout Creek Watershed Restoration is not
monitoring fish abundance. If one of the goals of the proposed work is to evaluate fish response
to habitat enhancement actions, then the two projects will have to work more closely, including
sharing data.

Although it appears that the sponsors are collecting a considerable amount of habitat
monitoring data, the actual RM&E plan is not clearly described. The sponsors should have
provided the objectives and design of the RM&E program in some detail. The sponsors also
should have indicated whether monitoring is occurring at the site, reach, tributary, or basin
scale, and discussed the frequency of sampling and the measurements that are being made at
each scale. They also should have discussed the status and plans for data analysis.

There is a limited discussion of emerging limiting factors including feral swine, noxious weeds
and straying of hatchery fish. Broader-scale emerging issues such as climate change, water use
and availability, and forest health are not mentioned.

4. Deliverables, Work Elements, Metrics, and Methods

The sponsors identify several new enhancement projects that they propose to begin. To
determine the benefits to fish, it would be informative if the sponsors had estimated changes in
aquatic habitat expected for each project such as how much spawning and rearing habitat
could be created. It would have been helpful if they provided a map showing the locations of
the smolt traps, adult counting facilities, redd surveys, and monitoring sites. These locations are
important because they will determine the scale at which fish response to habitat
enhancement actions can be assessed.
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There is a long list of deliverables that are stated in general terms and do not offer a
guantitative description of desired results.

There appears to be a consistent completion of planned work and a strong linkage to local
landowners and the general community. Project staff appears to be effective at addressing
habitat issues.

Specific comments on protocols and methods described in MonitoringMethods.org

A wide range of monitoring is conducted including smolt outmigrants, returning adults,
spawning counts, habitat monitoring and riparian evaluation for agreement compliance. Data
are summarized, but there appears to be limited evaluation and summary of findings for
individual monitoring elements or for the combined suite of monitoring. This is unfortunate
given the long term data sets that are in place.

There is no discussion of future involvement in ISEMP, CHaMP or AEM, although ISEMP
methods are cited. It appears that much of the current monitoring program could be affected

by these monitoring activities.

PIT arrays should help with monitoring. Resulting data should be analyzed for its benefits to
assessing project success.

It is important to monitor juvenile fish densities in addition to smolts. There is more that could
be done in this area.
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K. John Day River

200001500 - Oxbow Conservation Area

Sponsor: Confederated Tribes of Warm Springs

Short Description: The Oxbow Conservation Area was purchased to aid in the recovery of
Chinook salmon and summer steelhead in the Middle Fork John Day River. The property's
habitat was degraded in the past 120 years due to dredge mining activities and intensive
agricultural use. This Project's goal is to protect, manage, and restore habitat that supports
culturally significant fish populations and other biota for the Confederated Tribes of Warm
Springs and secure access to these resources for its tribal members.

ISRP response loop recommendation: Meets Scientific Review Criteria
Comment:

The sponsors provided an adequate response regarding the physical and biological monitoring
related to this project, clarified the relationship between the various entities conducting
monitoring on the Middle Fork John Day (project sponsors, ODFW, Middle Fork IMW), and
described the data sharing that takes place among these entities. The sponsors’ present data
suggests a positive response in fish abundance following habitat enhancement, but only one
year of post-project data are available. The data are from three reaches within the project. The
sponsors plan to continue to collect post-project data.

It is important that there be effective monitoring and evaluation (M&E) of the effects of this
very intensive habitat management project on invertebrates, fish, and riparian habitat within
the manipulated areas. The sponsors need to be sure that the monitoring program’s objectives
and overall design moving forward are adequate. There needs to be quantitative evidence that
the objectives are being attained within a reasonable time frame and that the target fish are
the beneficiaries of the actions. The projects are experiments and should be treated as such;
each action requires a hypothesis. The data may be collected by others, but the sponsors
should use the results of the data analysis to evaluate what is working and what aspects need
improvement or alteration.

The sponsors indicate that there is difficulty in detecting fish population responses, but it is not
clear why this is so. Even snorkel counts or minnow traps give data for comparisons. The use of
regional status and trend data is not sufficient for detecting whether or not local actions are
being effective. It would be informative to see the data collected on Chinook spawning
(collected by ODFW) and on other components by the IMW within the property.

While considerable monitoring data were presented in the proposal, in future proposals the
sponsors should (1) strive to improve the organization of the presentation of monitoring
results; (2) provide more detailed interpretation of the data, i.e., not just a table or graph but
an explanation of what the data are implying; (3) provide a better description of the design of
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the project monitoring program; and (4) draw general conclusions. This information is critical
for the ISRP’s evaluation of the success of the project. The sponsors indicate that more effort
will be placed on analysis of monitoring data and that a monitoring report will be completed by
2016. This prospect is encouraging and signals a commitment by the sponsors to M&E.

Preliminary ISRP comment requesting a response:

This project has a history of favorable ISRP reviews and many strong components. However, the
ISRP requests a response of the following items:

1) Provide data to show how the past actions are affecting fish abundance or production.

2) Provide details on how this project fits mechanistically with associated regional programs. In
other words, which project is responsible for what activities and how is the information shared,
integrated and used?

3) Provide more detail on the status of the RM&E program, the specific role of cooperators in
RM&E on the Conservation Area, and progress on data analyses and reporting. Details are
provided in the narrative of this review.

In addition, the ISRP offers the following recommendations to improve the project. The
sponsors do not have to address these recommendations in their response.

1) Develop an overarching restoration model that can be used to guide and integrate the
activities. The sponsors need an overall description of how the project and other related
projects fit into an overall model of restoration.

2) Develop a more detailed accounting of specific monitoring actions and analyses. The work is
very intensive in a small portion of the watershed. Sponsors need to identify some measures
within the restoration areas that will show a response.

3) Develop quantitative objectives and timelines that eventually can be used to evaluate
success. Some specific 1, 5, and 10-year monitoring benchmarks for progress should be
established for this ambitious, intricate project. It is important to specify what kinds of
responses the sponsors are anticipating over these time frames.

4) Provide evidence that the proposed modifications to the stream/mine tailings will produce
positive results. This evidence may include data, literature review or an adequate rationale to
suggest that this action will be successful.

5) Consider alternative actions. For example, would the benefits to fish be greater if the funds

were used for other actions over a broader area of the watershed, for example, to control
water temperatures?

122



6) Considering that most invasive species are here to stay, develop strategies that address the
presence of hybrid communities, that increase riparian shade to naturally repel invasive plants,
and that only institute control measures for species causing extensive ecological harm to the
river, such as knotweed does to riparian areas west of the Cascades.

1. Purpose: Significance to Regional Programs, Technical Background, and Objectives

The Oxbow Conservation Area was purchased in 2001 with the commendable goal to “protect,
manage, and restore habitat in the Oxbow Conservation Area ... to aid in the recovery of
Chinook salmon and summer steelhead in the Middle Fork John Day River that supports
culturally significant fish populations and other biota for the Confederated Tribes of Warm
Springs and secure access to these resources for its tribal members." Protecting and enhancing
habitat is anticipated to benefit ESA-listed spring Chinook and summer steelhead and help
maintain a sustainable harvest of fish for tribal members. The project sets aside a substantial
amount of floodplain, riparian, and upland habitat. Habitat has been severely degraded, so
substantial habitat enhancement work is needed.

A comprehensive Habitat Management Plan for the Forrest and Oxbow Conservation Areas was
developed in March 2010 (a link to the Plan was provided in the proposal). The Plan has well-
defined objectives, general approaches for accomplishing the objectives, a prioritized set of
projects related to each objective, and a timeline for completion. That Plan should provide the
context, direction, and justification for the work outlined in this proposal. A critical element in
this review is whether the work is progressing according to the Plan, whether the sponsors have
encountered any difficulties, and how these difficulties will be dealt with. An overview of the
Plan in the Problem Statement section of the proposal would have helped set the stage for the
proposed work.

The proposal would have been improved significantly if its objectives, deliverables, and timeline
for expected results for the project were more directly linked to the Plan, making clear how the
proposed work directly contributes to accomplishment of the Plan’s objectives. The objectives
in the proposal could have been more closely aligned with the objectives in the Habitat
Management Plan. For example:

Objective 1: At some place in the proposal the sponsors should have defined high quality
habitat and discussed how it is identified, how much of it is available, and where it is located

within the Conservation Area.

Objective 2: This objective is very broad in scope and encompasses at least four objectives in
the Plan.

Objective 3: The proposal narrative implies a broad commitment to RM&E. The ISRP concurs
that monitoring should be an essential part of the proposed work.
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Objective 4: The ISRP concurs that a managed grazing program that both protects riparian
vegetation and provides economic benefits is worthwhile, and it can serve to demonstrate to
neighboring landowners that conservation values are not necessarily inconsistent with properly
managed livestock grazing. The Habitat Management Plan describes in some detail a Riparian
Pilot Grazing Project to be developed by 2014. The sponsors should have explained how
Objective 4 relates to this pilot project.

Objective 5: The sponsors have put a lot of effort into outreach and education. This is one of
the strongest aspects of the proposed work.

Objective 6: A practical necessity.

It would also have been helpful if the proposal had provided more information specifically
related to fish. For example, what life stages would most benefit by habitat restoration in the
Conservation Area? How much habitat will be created for each life stage and where is this
habitat located within the Area? The Habitat Management Plan does not explicitly define
guantitative goals for fish abundance and production; however, it would be useful for the
sponsors to estimate the abundances of juvenile and spawning fish that can be expected to
result from habitat enhancement. Results from fish surveys in “high quality” habitat may be
useful in developing this estimate.

It is also important for the sponsors to discuss how they identified and prioritized potential
habitat enhancement sites. Was the prioritization based on expected benefits of each project
for habitat and fish? If so, how were expected benefits determined?

In addressing these issues, it would also be beneficial if the project sponsors had provided more
background and framed their proposed and ongoing activities in terms of an overarching
ecological-based model to guide and integrate the restoration activities.

Like most restoration projects in the Basin, this project is small-scale from a landscape
perspective. The funds and activities are targeted on a short stretch of the river which has
received major perturbations in the past rather than less intense actions at larger and better
integrated scales. Therefore, the project by itself may not measurably improve basin-wide
salmon conditions abundance as measured in a basin-wide way. With their current data the
sponsors may not be able to tie any juvenile improvement to the habitat project. The ISRP
suggests that it is important to have a way to assess if investments made in the restoration
actions are having a positive outcome on fish abundance or production. The ISRP is concerned
that because monitoring is very limited, the adaptive management process will not work as
efficiently. Monitoring, when it occurs, is apparently conducted mainly by other projects and
partners. The IMW work will work nicely in conjunction with this effort. However, the sponsors
could also do some additional basic monitoring, with a well-crafted design, such as some
electro-shock runs or minnow traps a couple of times a year.
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Although the project may have some significance to regional programs and cooperation with
other projects is indicated, it is not clear how this project fits mechanistically with those
programs. In other words, which project is responsible for what activities and how is the
information shared, integrated and used?

2. History: Accomplishments, Results, and Adaptive Management (Evaluation of Results)

The sponsors have successfully implemented numerous specific projects. Photo points and
some quantitative information on stream temperate suggest that improvement in riparian
vegetation and stream habitat has occurred. However, it is difficult to evaluate the overall
success of the project’s efforts to date. While some quantitative information on habitat and fish
was presented more explanation would be useful.

It would have been helpful if the sponsors had used the Habitat Management Plan as a
framework for structuring a discussion of accomplishments and results. One of the crucial
guestions that reviewers need to consider is whether the work to date is achieving the
objectives set forth in the Plan. Results presented in the proposal should clearly demonstrate
the progress that is being made. Several habitat surveys were conducted by various agencies in
the early 2000s. The sponsors suggest that these surveys can serve as a baseline which can be
compared to current habitat conditions to assess the effectiveness of enhancement actions.
This is a viable approach for demonstrating progress. Data should be clearly and concisely
explained and general conclusions drawn about whether the project is achieving its overall
goals and its future needs.

A strength of this proposal is its excellent outreach and education program. The sponsors have
gone to great length in enlisting the participation and support of landowners and other
members of the public and keeping them informed of the project’s progress. The sponsors
engage in many conservation-oriented programs and projects, including conservation
education for children.

Past accomplishments and results are individually summarized in the proposal as follows:

Establish Vegetation

Install Large Wood Structures

Phase 1 Mine Tailings Rehabilitation

Phase 2 Mine Tailings Rehabilitation

Build Browse Exclosure Cages Around Phase 2 Riparian Planting Zone
Maintain Vegetation

Information Sign Updating, Access Regulation, Hunting Program
Project Outreach and Opportunities, Information Distribution

Fish, Weather, and Habitat Monitoring

LN AWNPRE
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The text describing the accomplishments and results reinforces the need for an overall model
or strategic plan guiding the research to assure that the collective actions are having the
desired effect on fish abundance, survivorship or production.

In addition, information provided on 1. The Middle Fork Intensively Monitored Watershed
Program 2. Data Gathering Conducted by OCA Staff 3. Bureau of Reclamation Reach
Assessment 4. Caged vs. Browsed CREP Planting Study suffers from insufficient integration and
analysis of effectiveness in terms of the stated goal. Further, information is given on Complete
Grazing Season, Facility Maintenance, Dredge Tailing Restoration Design, and Install Fences.
While relevant to the stated goal to restore Chinook and steelhead, connections are not made
as to whether the information and actions are improving fish abundance, survival or
productivity.

The ISRP suggests that beaver should be considered as an active participant in the restoration.
What efforts are being made to include that natural ecosystem engineer in the restoration
process?

The project has been ongoing for 12 years so data should be presented to show whether the
actions are having any effects on salmonid abundance or productivity. The management plan
calls for status and trend and effectiveness monitoring so analysis of data should be presented.

3. Project Relationships, Emerging Limiting Factors, and Tailored Questions

Project relationships (to other projects) are not easily understood. The sponsors appear to have
a close working relationship with the Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife (ODFW) and the
Bureau of Reclamation (BOR). The sponsors state that they use fish data collected by ODFW for
project monitoring within the Conservation Area. It is not clear, however, whether these data
are collected specifically for monitoring projects in the Conservation Area. The BOR provides
technical assistance and assists with development of restoration project designs.

The Habitat Management Plan expresses a clear commitment to RM&E. The Habitat
Management Plan broadly outlines the kinds of RM&E that will be undertaken in the
Conservation Area including status and trends and effectiveness monitoring. Objective 3 and
Deliverable 12 in the proposal explicitly call for RM&E. However the status of the RM&E
program is unclear. The sponsors should provide an up-to-date summary of ongoing monitoring
activities. Apparently several cooperators will be involved in conducting RM&E. The role of each
of these cooperators needs to be clarified. For example, it appears that ODFW will be involved
with monitoring fish populations. Is their monitoring program tailored to the objectives of
CTUIR’s management plan or is it a part of a larger subbasin-wide program where fish sampling
sites happen to occur in the Conservation Area? The sponsors also should clarify the role of the
Middle Fork IMW in RM&E. The proposal needs more detail on how the independent
monitoring efforts such as the IMW are providing results. Will the IMW design provide
evaluation of whether the mine tailing restoration work is having positive results?
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The sponsors should discuss how monitoring data from different cooperators will be compiled,
who will conduct the data analyses, and when the analyses will be brought up to date. It seems
that data analysis and interpretation are lagging behind other proposed work.

It was good to see climate change listed as an emerging limiting factor. The sponsors are
encouraged to use the newer climate-hydrology models to prepare forecasts for the John Day
River in terms of flows and temperatures for the coming decades (see, for example, Donley et
al. 2012. Strategic planning for instream flow restoration: a case study of potential climate
change impacts in the central Columbia River basin. Global Change Biology doi: 10.1111/j.1365-
2486.2012.02773). The results may be revealing and could help guide the restoration activities.

4. Deliverables, Work Elements, Metrics, and Methods

The Deliverables represent actions and activities that should lead to habitat improvement. They
would be more meaningful if they were linked directly to elements of the Habitat Management
Plan. The sponsors should provide the rationale for selection of the sites that will be enhanced.

DELV-1: Restore Mine Tailings Site. The restoration of the mine tailing work can act as a
demonstration project. More evidence is needed that the proposed modifications will produce
positive results. There are no data, literature review, or adequate rationale presented in the
proposal to suggest that this action will be successful. DELV-2: Noxious Weed Control. The ISRP
suggests that because many invasive species are here to stay, managers are faced with the
emergence of dynamic hybrid communities going forward. It may be more effective to develop
strategies that accepted the presence of some hybrid communities, increase riparian shade to
naturally repel invasive plants, and only institute control measures for species causing extensive
ecological harm to the river (for example, knotweed, to the west of the Cascades).

DELV-7: Grazing Program. This activity seems a bit peripheral to the goal of restoring fish
abundance and should be carefully evaluated for relevance.

DELV-8: Reduce Forest Fuels. This activity seems a bit peripheral to the goal of restoring fish
abundance and should be carefully evaluated.

DELV-11: Irrigation Ditch Efficiency. If the purpose of the project is to restore fish populations,
why is water being diverted for pasture? This aspect should be carefully examined and justified,

as it seems at odds with the stated goals of the project.

DELV-12: Monitor Fish and Habitat. This monitoring should include documenting hatchery
strays on the spawning grounds.

DELV-14: Maintain Restoration Project. Timelines should be established beyond which the each
restoration action becomes self-maintaining.
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A professional publication (or two) in a refereed journal should be listed as a deliverable. It is
important for large scale projects, like this one, to provide leadership in the broader restoration
community

200104101 - Forrest Ranch Conservation Area

Sponsor: Confederated Tribes of Warm Springs

Short Description: The Forrest Conservation Area was purchased to aid in the recovery of
Chinook salmon and summer steelhead in the Mainstem and Middle Fork John Day River
systems. Our mission is to protect, manage, and enhance habitat that support culturally
significant fish populations for The Confederated Tribes of the Warm Springs Reservation of
Oregon. The work is important in order to support sustainable harvest of fish populations and
ensure access to these populations for the tribal membership.

ISRP response loop recommendation: Meets Scientific Review Criteria (Qualified)
Qualifications:

The ISRP recommends that the project sponsor develop a long term plan for public engagement
and submit it for ISRP review early in 2014.

Comment:

ISRP Request 1: Evidence of success in the social arena should be provided, as well as a plan to
assess future success. The sponsors indicated that they have engaged in some social activities
such as involving local landowners in stream habitat conservation efforts. They also helped
sponsor a free fishing day for kids. However, the ISRP would like to see a more formalized plan
for social engagement, a long term plan for engaging the public, with more formal milestones
and deliverables. Such a plan is not provided in adequate detail in the proposal or the response.
A goal of the project is to "Participate and cooperate with the community, agencies, and
organizations to facilitate and promote education, recreation, natural resource planning,
monitoring, and research of these properties and conservation activities." The entire project
has a substantial social component. As such, the social aspects should have activities that can
be quantified.

ISRP Request 2: The importance of this study in a broader landscape context should be
described. The sponsors only partly addressed this request. They should consider, for example,
how land use practices outside the project will influence watershed processes (e.g., occurrence
and magnitude of floods) that could affect the project. They should also consider whether fish
abundance in the watershed (e.g., redds or number of spawners) is simply following watershed-
wide trends or whether abundance within the project area is trending higher. These comments
are also relevant to the Oxbow Project. This issue should be addressed in future proposals.
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ISRP Requests 3 and 4. The sponsors adequately addressed these requests.
Preliminary ISRP comment requesting a response:

This project has a history of favorable ISRP reviews and is an impressive demonstration project.
However, the ISRP requests a response of the following items:

1) Evidence of success in the social arena should be provided, as well as a plan to assess future
success.

2) The importance of this study in a broader landscape context should be described.

3) Provide details on how this project fits mechanistically with associated programs. In other
words, which project is responsible for what activities and how is the information shared,
integrated and used?

4) Additional information is needed on the approach to data management.
1. Purpose: Significance to Regional Programs, Technical Background, and Objectives

The Forrest Conservation Area was purchased in 2002 with the goal of promoting “natural
production and ecological functions to increase the larger focal species recovery effort of the
John Day Subbasin.” More specifically, the project will protect and enhance habitat to benefit
ESA-listed spring Chinook and summer steelhead and help maintain a sustainable harvest of fish
for tribal members. The Project is a key component of the John Day Subbasin Plan as it
addresses habitat protection and improvements, passage improvements, flow augmentations,
upland improvements, education and outreach, and restoration of altered landscapes that help
achieve the full natural production potential of the subbasin and the Columbia River Basin. The
project sets aside a substantial amount of floodplain, riparian, and upland habitat. The habitat
has been severely degraded and so substantial habitat enhancement is needed. The sponsors
have well-defined goals and provided a good discussion of factors limiting fish production on
the Conservation area.

A comprehensive Habitat Management Plan for the Forrest and Oxbow Conservation Areas was
developed in March 2010 (a link to the Plan was provided in the proposal). The Plan has well
defined objectives, general approaches for accomplishing the objectives, a prioritized set of
projects related to each objective, and a timeline for completion. The Plan should provide the
context, direction, and justification for the work outlined in this proposal. A critical element is
whether the work is progressing according to the Plan, whether the sponsors have encountered
any difficulties, and how these difficulties will be dealt with. The proposal would have been
improved significantly if its objectives, deliverables, and results were more directly linked to the
Plan, making clear how the proposed work directly contributes to accomplishment of the Plan’s
objectives. An overview of the Plan in the Problem Statement section of the proposal would
have helped set the stage for the proposed work.
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It would have been helpful if the proposal provided more information on fish. For example,
what life stages would be most benefitted by habitat restoration in the Conservation Area?
How much habitat will be created for each life stage, and where is this habitat located within
the Area? The Habitat Management Plan does not explicitly define quantitative goals for fish
abundance and productivity; however, it would be useful for the sponsors to estimate the
abundances of juvenile and spawning fish that can be expected to result from habitat
enhancement. Results from fish surveys in “high quality” habitat may be useful in developing
this estimate.

It also would be helpful if sponsors discussed how they identified and prioritized potential
habitat enhancement sites. Was the prioritization based on expected benefits of each project
for habitat and fish? If so, how were benefits determined?

The objectives in the proposal could have been more closely alighed with the objectives in the
Habitat Management Plan.

Objective 1: At some place in the proposal the sponsors should have defined high quality
habitat and discussed how it is identified, how much of it is available, and where it is located
within the Conservation Area.

Objective 2: This objective is very broad in scope and encompasses at least four objectives in
the Plan.

Objective 3: The proposal narrative implies a broad commitment to RM&E. The ISRP concurs
that monitoring should be an essential part of the proposed work.

Objective 4: The ISRP concurs that a managed grazing program that both protects riparian
vegetation and provides economic benefits is worthwhile, and it can serve to demonstrate to
neighboring landowners that conservation values are not necessarily inconsistent with properly
managed livestock grazing. The Habitat Management Plan describes in some detail a Riparian
Pilot Grazing Project to be developed by 2014. The sponsors should have explained how
Objective 4 relates to this pilot project.

Objective 5: The sponsors have put a lot of effort into outreach and education. This is one of
the strongest aspects of the proposed work.

Objective 6: A practical necessity.

The proposal would be improved if quantitative goals had been provided. For example, how
much can fish abundance and freshwater productivity be expected to increase over given time
periods? Is it possible to develop these estimates using habitat data? It would be beneficial to
establish some intermediate benchmarks for success at 1, 3, 5, 10, and 15 year intervals. For
example, with riparian restoration - what will be the shorter term trophic effects on primary
and secondary production?
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The sponsors should consider how large disturbances might affect the ability of the project to
meet its objectives. Will the restoration work lead to more resilient ecosystems, less flood
damage, and vegetation that responds to fire?

The ISRP has the following concerns: 1) While there is considerable activity planned, there
should be an overarching model to guide and integrate the activities. 2) The objectives should
state quantitative goals and timelines for specific activities to be successful. 3) The monitoring
is sparse and has no systematic structure. Monitoring is apparently mostly conducted by other
projects and partners. 4) As a result of concerns 1-3, there is no way to determine if the
investments made in the restoration actions are having a positive outcome on fish abundance,
survivorship or production. The project may have some significance to regional programs but it
is not clear how this project fits mechanistically with programs beyond the John Day catchment
as well as within it. In other words, which project is responsible for what activities and how is
the information shared, integrated and used? Certainly, there is considerable cooperation.

This is a demonstration project for showing harmony of grazing and conservation work. It is a
good site for this. The sponsors could benefit from communication with others doing similar
work in the Pacific Northwest. For example, the sponsors should contact the Nature
Conservancy to share the results of grazing work at Sycan Marsh in the Klamath Basin.

2. History: Accomplishments, Results, and Adaptive Management (Evaluation of Results)

The sponsors have implemented a number of projects intended to improve riparian conditions,
quality and quantity of instream habitat, and fish passage. Although some quantitative
information is presented most results are shown with high quality, effective photographs
illustrating the kinds of enhancement activities that have taken place and habitat conditions
pre-and post enhancement. It would have been helpful if the sponsors had used the Habitat
Management Plan as a framework for structuring a discussion of accomplishments and results.
One of the crucial questions that reviewers need to consider is whether the work to date is
achieving the objectives set forth in the Plan. Results presented in the proposal should clearly
demonstrate the progress that is being made. Several habitat surveys were conducted by
various agencies in the early 2000s. The sponsors suggest that these surveys can serve as a
baseline which can be compared to current habitat conditions to assess the effectiveness of
enhancement actions. This is a viable approach for demonstrating progress. Data should be
clearly and concisely explained and general conclusions drawn about whether the project is
achieving its overall goals and its future needs.

A strength of this proposal is its excellent outreach and education program. The sponsors have
gone to great length in enlisting the participation and support of landowners and other
members of the public and keeping them informed of the project’s progress. The sponsors
engage in many conservation oriented programs and projects, including conservation education
for children.
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Management changes discussed by the sponsors are modification of ongoing enhancement
projects that typically would be made in a project like this. There do not appear to be major
project wide changes in direction and restoration methodology.

The ISRP is skeptical about the overall project being able to meet the goal by 2030 (see the
stated vision in the proposal). There are no testable hypotheses (at least none are provided),
the objectives are vague (not quantitative and no specific timelines), monitoring is inadequate
and, therefore, the adaptive management process cannot work as intended. Without testable
hypotheses and the monitoring data to test them, the Adaptive Management process cannot
work efficiently. It is not clear if Structured Decision Making is being used.

The sponsors indicated that “The Forrest Conservation Area’s contracted deliverable history is
81%, which seems an average, reasonable percentage rate of success.” In addition to
completion of deliverables, success should be measured ultimately by improvements in the fish
population and secondarily in steam and riparian conditions.

In terms of past deliverables, the information provided was limited. For example, statements
such as “The Tribes attempt to monitor the property and the restoration projects as much as
possible given limited funds and time to do so” and “The Tribes are in the early phases of
developing a web based data storage site to host all the data and make it accessible to
interested parties.” Monitoring of restoration actions should be a core activity and data
management should be well developed. Concerning data, how does the project interface with
ISEMP or CHaMP? Further, redd counts are conducted for steelhead but what about Chinook
and bull trout? How are lamprey monitored? How are the photo point images used? What data
are generated?

P.29: What species is being stocked in the ponds for recreational fishing?

Further, beaver should be an active participant in the restoration. What efforts are being made
to include that natural ecosystem engineer in the restoration process?

The project has been in place since 2002 but the few data provided appear to show no
response from the fish.

3. Project Relationships, Emerging Limiting Factors, and Tailored Questions

Project relationships (to other projects) are not easily understood. The project expresses a clear
commitment to RM&E. The sponsors appear to have a close working relationship with the
Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife (ODFW) and the Bureau of Reclamation (BOR). The
sponsors state that they use fish data collected by ODFW for project monitoring within the
Conservation Area. It is not clear, however, whether these data are collected specifically for
monitoring purposes in the Conservation Area and so is suitable for assessment of project
effectiveness, or whether it is part of a larger scale monitoring effort in which some of the
sample sites happen to fall within the Area.
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The Habitat Management Plan broadly outlines the kinds of RM&E that will be undertaken in
the Conservation Area including status and trends and effectiveness monitoring. Objective 3
and Deliverable 12 in the proposal explicitly call for RM&E. The status of the RM&E program,
however, is unclear. The sponsors should provide an up-to-date summary of ongoing
monitoring activities. Apparently several cooperators will be involved in conducting RM&E. The
role of each of these cooperators needs to be clarified. The sponsors also should clarify the role
of the Middle Fork IMW in RM&E. The sponsors should discuss how monitoring data from
different cooperators will be compiled, who will conduct the data analyses, and when the
analyses will be brought up to date. It appears that data analysis and interpretation is lagging
behind other proposed work.

It was beneficial to see climate change listed as an emerging limiting factor. The sponsors are
encouraged to use the newer climate-hydrology models to prepare forecasts for the John Day
River in terms of flows and temperatures for the coming decades (see, for example, Donley et
al. 2012. Strategic planning for instream flow restoration: a case study of potential climate
change impacts in the central Columbia River basin. Global Change Biology doi: 10.1111/j.1365-
2486.2012.02773). The results may be revealing and could help guide the restoration activities.

4. Deliverables, Work Elements, Metrics, and Methods

With some exceptions the Deliverables are not specific regarding project locations and desired
outcomes of restoration actions. Deliverable 3 pertains to conduct of RM&E, but few details of
the RM&E plan are given. Methods and metrics for RM&E are cited in MonitoringMethods.org,
but they would be more meaningful if they were in the context of an RM&E program. The
sponsors should provide the rationale for selection of the sites that will be enhanced.

Operation of the nursery is a step in the right direction. However, its capacity to produce plants
is relatively limited. The 12,000 plants per year equates to a community density of less than a
hectare on a young native riparian stand (~15 years old). Nursery operations should be carefully
examined with a focus on increasing capacity in the near future. The scale is small for the work
they are doing. They offer the ability to collect materials from the specific restoration sites and
local areas. They may want to expand their nursery aspect.

Planting in stages looked like a good strategy to allow stratification. They should monitor the
success of this approach.

Most invasive species are here to stay. While some control may be attempted — usually at very
high costs — the fact is that managers are faced with the emergence of dynamic hybrid
communities going forward. It may be more effective to develop strategies that in some
instances tolerate the presence of hybrid communities, increase riparian shade to naturally
repel invasive plants, and only institute control measures for species causing extensive
ecological harm to the river (for example, knotweed, west of the cascades). Has fire been
considered as a control measure? It has been very effective in other fire dominated
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communities (including riparian zones). See review: Pettit, N.E. and R.J. Naiman. 2007. Fire in
the riparian zone: Characteristics and ecological consequences. Ecosystems 10:673-687.

A professional publication (or two) in a refereed journal should be listed as a deliverable. It is
important for large scale projects, like this one, to provide leadership in the broader restoration
community.

Specific comments on protocols and methods described in MonitoringMethods.org

P. 47: What type of data are you collecting and how are you documenting supporting
metadata? “This information is covered by the protocol(s) set up in monitoringmethods.org
account linked to this geographical review. Data is documented with the metadata where
possible.” A more comprehensive response is needed for this question. Perhaps provide a Table
showing how the metadata are linked to each deliverable.

200739700 - John Day Passage, Flow and Habitat Enhancement

Sponsor: Confederated Tribes of Warm Springs

Short Description: The primary goal of this project is to address limiting factors identified for
anadromous fish and listed species in the John Day River Basin. Limiting factors identified in the
2008 FCRPS BiOp will be addressed through a basinwide implementation strategy based on
local and regional plans, stakeholders, and technical advisory teams, and multi-agency
partnerships.

ISRP recommendation: Meets Scientific Review Criteria (Qualified)
Qualifications:

In contracting and future reviews, the project sponsor should describe how project
prioritization will mesh with activities of ODFW and other management entities. The sponsor’s
work and that of other agencies appear parallel in approach, but coordination could be
improved. A past ISRP request for prioritization seems to not have been completed or
coordinated with other basin entities. The sponsors need to ensure that their project works
cooperatively with partners to develop priority restoration areas with no duplication of effort.

The ISRP should review the criteria that are used to review projects, the composition of the
TAC, and the overall M&E plan as part of a review of the Implementation Strategy scheduled for
completion in 2014.

Comment:

This proposal, largely conceptual in format, has two distinct aspects: habitat implementation

and project prioritization and selection. It is intended to develop an implementation strategy,
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including stakeholder and advisory committees, development of scientific scoring of biological
integrity, and a feasibility scoring system to guide the selection and completion of suites of
habitat restoration projects for 2014-2018. Overall, this project has a successful record of
accomplishments, especially related to improving fish passage. The discussion of plans for
restoration and desired elements of a restoration strategy including protect and maintain
highest quality habitat areas, manage land to ensure ecological integrity and function and
restore highest priority watersheds and habitat are presented but are not thoroughly
incorporated into the proposal.

The project, as written, intends to be an umbrella project for fish habitat restoration in the John
Day basin. However, it was not clearly indicated how much support the sponsor’s strategy for
the basin will have from other entities doing work in the subbasin and operating independently
for decades. What is the overall plan for the basin? How does this proposed project mesh with
other basin activities? What is the exact nature of the cooperation and how are the sponsors
going to include all the managers, Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife (ODFW), the soil and
water conservation districts, and other stakeholders in their strategic planning? The sponsors
should bring the TAC in early in the process to assist with a strategic plan for implementation
and monitoring.

1. Purpose: Significance to Regional Programs, Technical Background, and Objectives

This project is consistent with multiple tribal, federal, and state agency regional and subbasin
recovery plans. The problem is clearly defined. The sponsors concisely discuss the major factors
limiting fish production in the John Day subbasin and the kinds of restoration actions that
should be taken to remediate them. Based on the discussion in Project History, it appears that
significant progress has been made in the John Day subbasin in improving fish passage, habitat,
and land management.

The sponsors provided a detailed description of a formalized Implementation Strategy that they
are in the process of developing to prioritize restoration activities. This Strategy apparently was
developed in response to a recommendation in the ISRP’s 2006 project review. Development of
the Strategy is the first objective in the proposal. The remainder of the objectives pertain
primarily to protection of high quality habitats and restoration of degraded habitats prioritized
by the Implementation Strategy and thus these objectives are contingent on successful
completion of Objective 1, "Develop Strategy Document,” which the sponsors say will be
completed in 2014.

The ISRP commends the sponsors for developing what appears to be a rational, systematic
procedure for project site selection and action. This approach could serve as a model for other
restoration planning efforts in the subbasin, however many entities are working in the John Day
Basin. Will they participate in the Strategy and follow the priority listing of projects? If so, how
will they participate? There is a need to avoid duplication of effort in planning. The proposal
states that "The Tribes would like to coordinate with basin partners and technical experts to
leverage existing scientific data, physical information, and stakeholder input for the
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development of a strategic, prioritized restoration implementation strategy”. With the
extensive planning efforts that have already been undertaken within the subbasin, including the
Subbasin Plan and the Mid-Columbia Steelhead Conservation and Recovery Plan, it seems that
much of what the Strategy proposes to do, that is determine fish use of stream reaches by life
stage, limiting factor identification, site prioritization, appropriate remedial actions should have
been completed some years ago. Why are partnerships still being built after 5 years? It seems
they should have been already in place. It is not clear how well this proposed work is
coordinated with ODFW, Soil and Water Conservation districts, and other basin entities. Why is
prioritization only occurring now? It seems as though it should have been done prior to ongoing
enhancement actions. The implementation phase of this work seems to be getting ahead of the
coordination. It would have been helpful if the sponsors were more explicit about why their
strategic approach is needed in lieu of other subbasin planning efforts. What will it provide that
other planning documents have not?

As criteria for site selection, the sponsors may want to consider the locations of other
restoration sites in the basin and proximity to high quality habitats.

The project objectives are actually goal statements and lack quantitative description of desired
products or specified dates for completion. These need to be provided.

2. History: Accomplishments, Results, and Adaptive Management (Evaluation of Results)

Restoration actions undertaken so far by this project are primarily passage improvement,
juniper removal, riparian planting, LWD placement, and installation of cattle exclosures. Results
consist primarily of descriptions of projects that have been undertaken to date. Few
guantitative results were presented. The proposal could have been improved if the sponsors
had discussed in more detail what sort of M&E program is currently in place, what kind of
monitoring data has been collected, and whether the data have been analyzed and utilized.

The sponsors discuss extensively the Middle Fork John Day Intensively Monitored Watershed
(IMW) project in which they are a cooperator. It is unclear, however, how this project is related
to the work set forth in the current proposal. The sponsors should have clearly identified how
they will make use of the results from the IMW project in their proposed work and what role it
has in development of the sponsor’s Implementation Strategy.

The sponsors consider development and implementation of the Strategy to represent adaptive
management.

Restoration in the John Day has been ongoing for 30 years. Past ISRP comments (2006)
suggested the need for clear criteria to prioritize projects, more M&E, development of an
accomplishments report and review, and additional detail to be included in work elements. It
appears that no retrospective analysis of past actions has been done. There is limited discussion
of lessons learned and their application into program design or operation. A positive aspect is
that there has been some upslope work that includes juniper treatment to improve streamflow.
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Unfortunately, there was no mention of the extent of this treatment needed to actually result
in measurable increases in flow.

There are no clearly established criteria for prioritizing projects and there is little detail
provided regarding key designs or considerations for work elements. There has been additional
staffing for effectiveness monitoring.

To understand project significance at the landscape scale, the sponsors need to conceptualize
at a wider scale than the reach scale. This is because many important processes, potentially
affecting habitat quantity and quality, operate at broader than the reach scale. A
geomorphologist should be included on the TAC for the project.

3. Project Relationships, Emerging Limiting Factors, and Tailored Questions

There are a large number of projects pertaining to both fish and habitat on-going and planned
in the John Day basin as well as IMW and other ISEMP projects. Many of these projects appear
to be taking place in similar parts of the subbasin and some have different objectives than
others. One of the major questions is how all of these projects coordinate their restoration and
monitoring activities so as to be complementary and not duplicative, and maximize the
probability that the projects, taken together, have a positive cumulative impact on fish and
habitat. For example, is project site selection done cooperatively with all major entities
involved? It seems that the proposed Implementation Strategy could be used cooperatively by
all entities working in the subbasin. Are the monitoring efforts consistent among projects in
terms of the monitoring design, data collected, and analyses conducted? The ISRP recognizes
that answering these questions should not solely be the responsibility of the sponsors of this
project but rather it should be a joint response by all cooperators in the subbasin.

The sponsors discuss climate change as a potential problem and maintain that their habitat
restoration work will help to mitigate climate change impacts especially to the extent that the
restoration actions reduce water temperatures. No potential effects on lamprey are discussed.
Additionally, there is no discussion of forest health and potential effects of major fires or
disease outbreaks on aquatic habitat.

4. Deliverables, Work Elements, Metrics, and Methods

The first five Deliverables pertain to development of the Implementation Strategy which will
prioritize project locations and is scheduled to be completed in 2014. Many of the remaining
Deliverables are nearly restatements of the Objectives. Specific project locations are not
identified in the Deliverables. They will be selected based on the outcome of the
Implementation Strategy process. This approach is reasonable and should not delay
commencement of the projects beyond 2014.

The work in public education and outreach is a positive element and it appears that a wide
range of activities have been developed and implemented in the past few years.
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Specific comments on protocols and methods described in MonitoringMethods.org

There is limited discussion on specific monitoring changes since the last ISRP review. There is no
mention of future needs to become involved in ISEMP and AEM.

200203500 - Riparian Buffers in Gilliam County

Sponsor: Gilliam County Soil and Water Conservation District (SWCD)

Short Description: Gilliam County SWCD will provide technical assistance working with
landowners and partner agencies to plan and implement riparian buffers to improve
anadromous fish habitat in the lower John Day Subbasins. The main goal is to establish riparian
buffers on at least 50 miles of stream (10 mi/yr). This project is important because it helps
implement FCRPS 2008 BIOP RPA 35, and strategies to address limiting factors identified in
subbasin plans and Mid-Columbia Steelhead Recovery Plan.

ISRP response loop recommendation: Meets Scientific Review Criteria (Qualified)
Qualifications:

The sponsors provided adequate responses to all of the ISRP’s qualifications of the original
proposal, with the exception of one item. The exception, and the reason for the qualification on
this version of the proposal, is that the ISRP believes the sponsors need a reasonable
plan/strategy to monitor the effectiveness of the restoration actions. This can be accomplished
in cooperation with others (e.g., ODFW and OWEB). Further, it appears that much of the
baseline strategy could be extracted from the SVAP process elements and used in the
development of the objective statements. This could establish a sound foundation for post
project monitoring. The monitoring should include all fish species of concern (i.e., steelhead,
Chinook, lamprey, bull trout), their food supplies (e.g., aquatic insects), and riparian responses
to the conservation and restoration actions. It would be useful in future proposals for the SWCD
to involve OWEB and their new staff person in planning a low cost assessment protocol. This
work does not need to be expensive to implement. More information on monitoring progress
and results should be provided in future reporting.

Comment:

See the qualifications statement above.

Preliminary ISRP comment requesting a response:

This is basically a good proposal, but the ISRP has some concerns. General issues that were

identified by ISRP in 2006 do not appear to have been resolved. It seems that now is the time to
bring this program up to standard by providing a response that includes:
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1) identification of areas of linkage to other plans/efforts for conservation/restoration,
2) a clear method for the prioritization and focus of treatments,

3) a clear description of desired vegetative conditions that reflect a fully-functioning riparian
area and

4) a more complete description of method for monitoring project and program effectiveness

5) a description of a strategy for improving enrollments in light of the recent low rate of
enrollments and low miles protected.

Other concerns are articulated in the review and may have important implications for activities
on the ground and for the eventual success of the project —these should be also addressed in a
response.

1. Purpose: Significance to Regional Programs, Technical Background, and Objectives

The purpose of the proposal is for Gilliam County SWCD to “provide technical assistance
working with landowners and partner agencies to plan and implement riparian buffers to
improve anadromous fish habitat in the lower John Day Sub basins.” They plan is to establish
riparian buffers on at least 50 miles of stream (10 mi/yr). Gilliam County believes that this
project is important because it helps implement FCRPS 2008 BIOP RPA 35, and strategies to
address limiting factors identified in sub basin plans and Mid-C Steelhead Recovery Plan. As
such, it supports other BPA funded projects in the John Day catchment. The staff involved
appears to have adequate technical training and experience to accomplish the proposed
activities.

The objectives are clearly stated and have quantitative goals and timelines. However, it is not
clear how a goal of 24,900 adult steelhead in 25 years was determined. Further, there are no
guantitative goals for Chinook, bull trout, or lamprey — all species of concern.

Riparian area restoration, particularly on private land, is key element to meet improved habitat
conditions in the John Day catchment. SWCD has, or can obtain, technical expertise to address
conditions and needs on private land has reported consistent accomplishments over the last
several years.

Actual project objectives are generally qualitative regarding riparian and habitat outcomes to
be achieved. They focus primarily on numbers of agreements and miles of stream per year.

There appears limited coordination, other than with the ODFW JDEP and Wheeler and Wasco
County riparian buffer programs, with the variety of other restoration projects in the basin. This
array of programs does not seem to be unified by an overarching strategy and accompanying
list of geographic and treatment priorities.
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The proposal notes that there are 7 priority locations for restoring natural riparian vegetation
and 4 priority geographic locations for protecting high quality habitat. How these are used as a
basis for work is unclear. The sponsors state "the SWCD has some programmatic constraints the
CREP program limiting our ability to prioritize where buffer work occurs." This apparently
relates to the fact that a conservation plan is first prepared for an area (scale not described for
this) and then landowners must agree to participate. Overall, it appears that lack of defining
how much work needs to occur, where it should occur, and the ability to focus that work
remain major issues.

2. History: Accomplishments, Results, and Adaptive Management (Evaluation of Results)

It is not clear how effective past actions have been in terms of improving fish abundance and
productivity, improving instream habitat, for example water temperature, or riparian condition.
Limited data on temperature, EDT riparian function ranking, and miles of stream protected by
year are provided in the proposal. None of these data specifically address fish. Further the
temperature and riparian data appear to be one-time measurements; no temporal trends are
provided. Data need to be provided on these and other related aspects of the restoration
actions to reveal trends over time. Also, the number of stream miles protected by the program
has declined in recent years, and are well below the 10 miles/year goal set for future years.
How realistic is the goal for future years? An indication of landowners showing an inclination to
adopt riparian protection would be useful.

Adaptive management could go beyond the project level where it is limited to site-specific
adaptations for individual conservation plans. While each site may be somewhat unique, there
are generalities that would apply to all sites; the adaptive management process could be better
used to achieve overall program effectiveness. Hypotheses at the individual project scale or as a
collection of sites could be used to rigorously test restoration actions and assumptions. Further,
there is some discussion on adaptive management which discusses application of lessons
learned for site specific project implementation. It is stated that these changes greatly
increased success although no quantitative description is provided. A state-wide, programmatic
change which allows treatment of all streams, not just those with anadromous fish, is
mentioned and will be a benefit for dealing with water quality issues including elevated stream
temperature.

The project has had consistent accomplishments over the last 10 years averaging 7 contracts,
11+ stream miles and 228 acres per year. Details on the ecological response to the work are
much less clear despite implementation of an NRCS SVAP monitoring effort looking solely at
vegetative response.

There seems limited progress in incorporating suggested changes in prioritization and
effectiveness monitoring (ISRP, 2006).
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3. Project Relationships, Emerging Limiting Factors, and Tailored Questions

Gilliam County has developed a relationship with ODFW but the details of that relationship are
not especially clear. As well, there is limited linkage to the wide array of other conservation and
restoration work occurring in the basin.

It is refreshing to see climate change listed as an emerging limiting factor. The sponsors are
encouraged to use the newer climate-hydrology models to prepare forecasts for the John Day
River in terms of flows and temperatures for the coming decades (see, for example, Donley et
al. 2012. Strategic planning for instream flow restoration: a case study of potential climate
change impacts in the central Columbia River basin. Global Change Biology doi: 10.1111/j.1365-
2486.2012.02773). The results may be revealing and could help guide the restoration activities.
Possible program adjustments including wider buffers given more frequent high flow events
and use of more drought tolerant plant species should be considered.

4. Deliverables, Work Elements, Metrics, and Methods

In general, deliverables are clearly spelled out although a number appear to be somewhat
vague and relate to administration, coordination and oversight. Preparation of conservation
plans is a major activity but there is no mention of what the plans should contain and whether
they have evolved in response to lessons learned over the last several years. Also, metrics deal
with treated areas such as acres and steam miles, rather than the actual, desired
vegetative/ecological response that is desired.

Provisions should be made to quantify the number of returning adult steelhead each year and,
as well, the use of the streams by adult Chinook, bull trout and lamprey and their juveniles.
These data will be essential in evaluating the effectiveness of the restoration actions. Also, a
couple questions about the scope of the restoration:

1) Beaver can be useful ecosystem-scale engineers in riparian rehabilitation. How are they
being used in this project?

2) The riparian actions should restore benefits to wildlife, and should be quantified over time.
What actions are being taken to acquire these data?

3) Does the fencing only exclude cattle or does it exclude native ungulates too? This will be
important when active plantings are part of the restoration actions.

Manage and Administer Project (DELV-8): Why is this a deliverable when overhead is charged
on the budget?
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Specific comments on protocols and methods described in MonitoringMethods.org

Effectiveness monitoring remains weak for the project. An initial ODFW stream survey has been
completed on 30 Mile Creek, where there are a number of treatments in various stages of
implementation/completion. Follow up surveys are planned to evaluate changes that may have
occurred. There are no target attributes or expected changes described and a follow up survey
has not occurred. Additionally a standardized visual monitoring protocol (SVAP) has been
initiated to evaluate vegetative response (Pre and post) treatment. Apparently only initial
surveys have been completed. It seems likely that this method will offer a broad indication of
vegetative response. There are no metrics regarding species diversity or density for the
vegetation considered to be a desired condition for a recovered riparian area.

198402100 - John Day Habitat Enhancement

Sponsor: Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife (ODFW)

Short Description: The John Day Fish Habitat Enhancement Program was developed as part of
the implementation of the Northwest Power Planning Council's Fish and Wildlife Program
(NPPC 1987). The John Day subbasin supports the largest remaining wild runs of spring Chinook
salmon and summer steelhead in Northeast Oregon. The primary goal of the John Day Program
is to improve ecological river functions on private lands for anadromous fish, thereby
maximizing opportunities for freshwater productivity.

ISRP recommendation: Meets Scientific Review Criteria (Qualified)
Qualifications:

The ISRP's concerns, questions, and comments can be dealt with in contracting, project
document development, and future reviews.

1) The sponsors should clarify the role of ISEMP's IMW projects in M&E. If the sponsors are
relying on the IMWSs to provide site and reach scale evaluations of the effectiveness of various
kinds of habitat actions, they should be certain that the IMW project has reached the point
where its results can be extrapolated to the sponsor’s project within the current project period
and, if not, when this can be expected to occur.

2) This project appears to be a solid program that is continuing important work. Some
additional work to refine the program through strategic site selection, longer term agreements
with landowners, and a more clearly stated plan for long term monitoring would improve
effectiveness and efficiency and should be considered.

3) The sponsors should ensure that their project is closely coordinated with the Confederated
Tribes of the Warms Springs’ project, including identifying priority locations for restoration and
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division of activities. They should identify plans to cooperate with BPA's Action Effectiveness
Monitoring program.

Comment:
1. Purpose: Significance to Regional Programs, Technical Background, and Objectives

The goal of this project is to enhance riparian and instream habitat through fencing, planting in
riparian areas, non-native plant eradication, and improvements in passage. The work is
intended to benefit recovery of ESA listed summer steelhead and spring Chinook salmon. The
sponsors provided a thorough review of current knowledge of the effects of grazing on habitat
and fish in the John Day basin. They also provided a program summary in response to the 2008
ISRP review which had a lengthy discussion of projects and accomplishments. The report was
informative and provided evidence of ecological responses to riparian restoration.

The project appears to be well-coordinated with an array of other programs and projects in the
John Day subbasin. It is consistent with the FCRPS BiOp, the Oregon Plan for Salmon and
Watersheds, and the Grande Ronde Subbasin Plan.

The sponsors plan to develop relationships between a measure of freshwater productivity (the
residuals of the relationship between smolts/redd or smolts/ number of redds) and habitat
variables at the watershed scale to determine which variables are having the greatest and least
impact on fish productivity. The sponsors assert that using residuals filters out the effects of
density-dependence. The results of this analysis are intended to guide future habitat
enhancement actions.

The sponsors are moving in the right direction in trying to sort out the effects of habitat
variables and density-dependence on freshwater fish productivity. Using the residuals from the
regression of smolts/redd (or spawner) against number of redds will remove the linear effect of
number of redds. Another approach the sponsors should consider, which would provide more
information, would be to use multiple regression with smolts /redd regressed against number
of redds and habitat variables in the same model. The advantage in this approach is that it
would determine how much correlation there is among the habitat variables and number of
redds. Another consideration is that the sponsor’s analytical approach is not able to determine
which life stage, for example egg-fry or fry-parr survival, is being benefitted most by habitat
enhancement. They should consider using life stage specific measures of productivity and
survival.

The goal of the project is clear. It is intended to improve ecological river function on private
lands. The sponsors present two rather general objectives, the first of which largely restates the
project goal in slightly more specific terms. The objectives are stated in qualitative terms and
lack a time frame for expected response. These objectives should be re-stated in more
quantitative terms.
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2. History: Accomplishments, Results, and Adaptive Management (Evaluation of Results)

A large number of enhancement projects have been implemented since the inception of this
project. The program has a long history and reports "restoring" nearly 200 miles of stream. A
little surprising is the fact that, although response times of habitat to enhancement actions are
slow (15-30 years), current agreements with landowners expire after 15 years. It would be
beneficial for habitat recovery if there was a movement toward longer-term agreements with
landowners, given the investments made and longer expected response times for habitat
recovery. Additionally, there was no mention of how enhancement sites were selected, and if
and how that process has been improved over time to be more strategic and effective. It would
seem that with the large number of potential stream miles needing treatment (about 50%
based on rough estimates provided by ODFW) and the limits to the actual miles that can be
treated, a strategic approach for treatment area selection would be critical.

Although not quantitative, a series of more than 250 photo points for 42 projects is discussed
and examples provided. These show good visual characterization of riparian response with a
reported 87% positive response. There was no mention if there had been an effort to stratify
sites by channel and valley type or even stream order to see if there might have been
informative relationships. Additionally temperature, bank stability, neotropical bird counts, and
channel transects have been used and, although quantitative results appear limited, those
reported in the proposal indicate some promising trends. It appears that currently only channel
transects and bank cover measurements are being used, but there is no discussion of why other
channel morphology parameters were not reported.

In their latest review of this project (ISRP 2008-8) the ISRP expressed serious concern that
habitat results were not adequately reported and wondered if an M&E plan was even in place.
To a degree this concern still exists. Although some fish data were analyzed quantitatively at
the watershed scale, presumably as part of the Middle Fork John Day River Intensively
Monitored Watershed (MFJDR IMW) project, little analysis and interpretation of habitat data
are presented, and no RM&E protocols are identified in the proposal.

The sponsors provide a rationale implying that there may be little need for them to conduct
comprehensive site specific M&E in the future. Apparently the effectiveness of the suite of
habitat enhancement projects implemented in the upper Middle Fork, including those executed
by this project, will be inferred from work being conducted by the MFIDR IMW. The IMW will
determine freshwater productivity (smolts/redd) at a location downstream from multiple sites
where habitat enhancement actions have been implemented. The IMW project thus is intended
to evaluate the cumulative effectiveness of all upstream habitat enhancement actions. This
type of watershed or “population” scale evaluation is appropriate and could yield valuable
information on freshwater productivity of focal species. It would have been useful if the
sponsors stated what proportions of these sites were implemented by their project.

The sponsors contend that site specific M&E can be compromised by fish movement into the
treated sites from areas outside them. Fish movement has been considered as a confounding
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factor in several studies evaluating fish response to habitat enhancement. Fish movement,
however, could be viewed as a positive outcome of a restoration action. For example, if juvenile
fish move into a newly created pool or into a fenced reach where habitat is recovering, they
may have moved to these areas from less favorable habitat. The inference is that as a
consequence of movement from less to more favorable habitat, fish survival and growth and
subsequently freshwater productivity may improve. Movement, then, is a benefit to fitness and
so can be viewed not as a confounding factor in evaluating effectiveness of a habitat project but
as a positive outcome of the project.

In lieu of conducting site level effectiveness monitoring of habitat actions, the sponsors are
relying on work being conducted by the Bridge Creek and Middle Fork John Day IMW to
establish a “cause-effect relationship between habitat restoration and fish response” at the site
or reach scale. Supposedly, the benefits for fish of particular kinds of site specific habitat
enhancement actions, for example fencing and beaver dams, will be determined by this work.
From the IMW results, the sponsors will infer effectiveness of their projects so alleviating their
need to monitor each of them.

There is some justification for this approach as one of the purposes of ISEMP is to evaluate
effectiveness of individual kinds of habitat restoration actions, recognizing that there is neither
time, nor funds to evaluate individually the hundreds of habitat enhancement projects in the
Columbia Basin. The sponsors, however, do not discuss whether ISEMP has reached the stage
where their results can be applied to this project and when those results are expected. Nor is it
clear that IMW results will be generalizable to all sites. There was no mention of future
coordination or involvement with the Action Effectiveness Monitoring program. A base level
implementation and compliance monitoring for each treatment type should be considered to
augment IMW monitoring.

A variety of lessons learned and how they have changed project design and implementation is
provided.

Evaluation of Results

This project began in 1984, and during this time has implemented an impressive number of
habitat enhancement projects on private lands. The project appears to be well-managed and
continues to produce expected products. It appears to enjoy good relationships with local
landowners which should ensure its continued success.

Since its inception, the project has almost exclusively been dedicated to implementation of
enhancement projects and has conducted only very limited effectiveness monitoring. Very little
guantitative data pertaining to effectiveness monitoring was presented in the proposal and in
its annual reports. Although M&E has been was mentioned in all annual reports, the only
monitoring information that was reported consisted primarily of informative photo points and
limited data on stream temperature and channel morphology at selected restoration sites. The
sponsor’s rationale for lack of M&E is that watershed-scale effectiveness monitoring and site

145



specific evaluation of particular kinds of enhancement actions is the purview of ISEMP’s IMW
projects thus alleviating the need for M&E by this project. Whether M&E should be the
responsibility of the IMW's or the individual projects continues to be a concern for many
habitat enhancement actions in the interior Columbia basin.

3. Project Relationships, Emerging Limiting Factors, and Tailored Questions

Program activities appear to be well coordinated with tribal, state, federal agencies, and private
landowners. Of particular importance is the apparent positive coordination with land
management agencies that are responsible for about 1/3 of the upper watershed but a
disproportionate share of higher quality habitat. This project closely coordinates with ISEMP
and will rely on results of ISEMP’s work in Intensively Monitored Watersheds in the John Day to
determine whether particular enhancement actions produce positive benefits for habitat and
fish.

The sponsors provided a good review of possible climate change effects on fish in the Mid-
Columbia. They maintain that the enhancement actions they are undertaking may help to
detect and ameliorate these changes. There was a detailed discussion regarding the role of
healthy riparian ecosystems as a hedge against climate change. There was no mention of
improved connectivity as a similar important consideration. Additionally, there was no mention
of issues like minimum stream flows or long term forest health, land use, and resource
management changes that are, or could likely occur.

4. Deliverables, Work Elements, Metrics, and Methods

The Deliverables seem straightforward. There are no deliverables for M&E. Again, it appears
that a very limited M&E program mostly involving photo points is in place.

Specific comments on protocols and methods described in MonitoringMethods.org

A variety of past monitoring activities were discussed and some results from them were
discussed. Examples of periodic before and after photos for multiple years were provided.
These examples showed clear visual tracking of vegetation response to habitat enhancement. It
appears that monitoring activities have consisted of photo points and bank cover and channel
transect monitoring at a few sites. There was no discussion of why these particular measures
were selected. There should be more emphasis on monitoring to understand why some
plantings and other activities work or do not work in particular situations.
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200003100 - Enhance Habitat in the North Fork John Day River

Sponsor: Umatilla Confederated Tribes (CTUIR)

Short Description: This project protects, enhances, and restores functional floodplain, channel
and watershed processes to provide sustainable and healthy habitat and water quality for
aquatic species in the John Day River Subbasin. This project will achieve biological objectives
and strategies established in the John Day River Subbasin Plan, address limiting factors in the
FCRPS BiOp and Fish Accords and support physical and ecological conditions for the CTUIR First
Foods Framework and the Umatilla River Vision.

ISRP response loop recommendation: Meets Scientific Review Criteria (Qualified)
Qualifications:

There are potentially many good aspects to the proposal, but the proposal’s narrative and the
responses to several of the ISRP’s qualifications are unclear. The main qualifications are that the
sponsors need to better explain the proposal rationale and to enlist the collaboration of
specialists to aid in project implementation and evaluation. It is also important that relevant
RM&E efforts outside this project are well coordinated with project activities listed in this
proposal. More specifically, the sponsors need to address several issues that arose from their
responses to the ISRP’s questions on the original proposal:

Response No. 2: The goal is much broader than the stated objectives of the project. The goal
should be revised to reflect a balance with the objectives, or vice versa. As presented the
objectives are not comprehensive enough to attain the goal.

Response No. 3: The objectives should be stated in quantitative terms and time lines provided.
As stated, the Deliverables are generally fine, but since the Objectives are not stated
guantitatively, these need to be so. Quantitatively recasting the deliverables as environmental
benefits or improvements expected to be realized after the individual projects are completed is
essential to evaluate the project success.

Response No. 5: The ISRP would still like to see the monitoring results collected since 2007.
Please provide appropriate metrics and data to show that the restoration actions are making
progress.

Response No. 7: What is being done to control or eradicate non-native fishes? If this is an
important issue with respect to the recovery of native salmonids, as it seems to be, it should be
a program component.

Response No. 9: The response does not address the question about how fish monitoring data
are used to evaluate the effectiveness of habitat projects and only partially addresses specific
collaborations between projects. The ISRP needs more fully developed responses to these
guestions in order to evaluate the proposal. As well, the ISRP expects that considerable ongoing
collaboration will occur among the various programs.
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Response No. 10: The ISRP would appreciate clarification to the following issue: The sponsors

state that they will reconcile their monitoring plan with other habitat monitoring plans such as
CTUIR’s Fisheries Habitat Monitoring Plan, CHaMP and ISEMP, but more description is needed
on what will be done.

The ISRP is unsure what the response to No. 11 means. Please provide a revised response for
consideration by the ISRP.

Response No. 15: The details of cost-sharing, who will do the work among the partners, and
timelines for completion, are not provided under Response No. 3. Please provide them.

Response No. 16: Issues of data management, as requested in the ISRP qualification, are not
addressed under Response No. 5. They should be described in a response.

Responses to these qualifications should be submitted for ISRP review by the end of 2013.
Comment:

See the ISRP’s qualifications statement above.

Preliminary ISRP comment requesting a response:

This is a very ambitious project that should proceed in prioritized stages or program phases.
CTUIR should prioritize actions and implement them as a means to develop expertise and
better achieve success. Further, the sponsors should consider establishing a scientific advisory
committee to assist with the staging of project phases and prioritization of activities.

The sponsors need to address the following issues in a response:

The status and direction of the RM&E program needs clarification. Are the sponsors modifying
the program and, if so, how? What changes will be made and why? What is the status of data
analysis? Is data analysis ongoing and, if so, when can results be expected? What is the
relationship between this project's RM&E and CTUIR's Biomonitoring Plan and Fisheries Habitat
Management Plan? How is the RM&E for this project similar to and different from these plans?
If the sponsors are modifying their RM&E, what specific elements of the two plans will be
incorporated?

1. Purpose: Significance to Regional Programs, Technical Background, and Objectives
The project is consistent with a number of regional plans including the John Day Subbasin Plan,
the Mid-Columbia Steelhead Recovery Plan, the FCRPS BiOp, and the Fish Accords Agreement.

The North Fork John Day supports the largest populations of ESA-listed spring Chinook salmon
and summer steelhead, and maintains some of the highest quality habitat in the subbasin. In
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general, the technical background adequately reviews limiting factors and fish population
abundances in the study area.

Nevertheless, this was a difficult proposal to understand and evaluate, for three main reasons:

The proposal was poorly written in terms of clarity of ideas and actions, extensive use of vague
words to describe outcomes, and use of acronyms without definition. Proofreading was also
needed. The document should be carefully edited. In a number of instances statements in the
same paragraph appear to contradict each other.

The goal of the project was not clearly stated. For example, in the Executive Summary the
goal/purpose of the project varies in three separate paragraphs. In the first instance, it is stated
as “This project protects, enhances, and restores functional floodplain, channel and watershed
processes to provide sustainable and healthy habitat and water quality for aquatic species in
the John Day River Subbasin.” In the second instance it is stated as “The purpose of this project
is to protect and enhance habitat for improved natural production of indigenous, Mid-Columbia
River (MCR) Evolutionary Significant Unit (ESU) summer steelhead (Oncorhynchus mykiss), listed
as threatened under the Federal Endangered Species Act (ESA), and spring Chinook salmon
(Oncorhynchus tshawytscha) within the North Fork of the John Day River Basin.” In the third
instance it is stated as “The goal of the CTUIR North Fork John Day Habitat Enhancement
Project (the Project) is to protect, enhance, and restore channel, riparian, and floodplain
function and function relating these locations to upland adjacent upland areas using a ‘ridge
top to ridge top’ approach to provide sustainable and healthy habitat and water quality for
aquatic species in the North Fork John Day River Subbasin.” Although related in spirit, these are
not the same. As such, it was very difficult to equate objectives and evaluate activities in the
proposal to the stated goal.

Ten Objectives are provided but, for several, there are no deliverables (OBJ 4, 7, 8, 9, and 10).
The topics related to the Objectives are discussed in the text, and they are listed as important
concerns, but it is not clear how they will be addressed.

There is no overarching model or form of Structured Decision Making to guide the activities or
set priorities, and this hampers taking a comprehensive approach to restoration. The activities,
while individually important, are not treated as an integrated network of sites and actions
chosen for their effectiveness at meeting clearly stated goals. Further, many sites are not
monitored to determine if the actions have been effective, thereby undermining the Adaptive
Management process.

A coherent discussion of the strategy for selecting and prioritizing restoration sites would have
improved the proposal. In particular, since the NFJD supports significant areas of high quality
habitat, it would be helpful to know how the project sites are located relative to these habitats
and whether the location of these areas is considered in site selection.
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The objectives appear sufficient to address the major limiting factors in the North Fork John
Day.

2. History: Accomplishments, Results, and Adaptive Management (Evaluation of Results)

A number of habitat enhancement projects have been initiated in the North Fork John Day
since the project’s inception. While the sponsors summarized habitat enhancement actions for
a number of projects, discussed the outcomes of these actions to date, and provided pre-and
post-project photographs, few quantitative results were presented. Has the monitoring data
been analyzed and, if not, what are the plans for data analysis? The project needs to establish a
comprehensive model or institute Structured Decision Making, as well as monitoring, to guide
actions and evaluate outcomes.

During the 12-year project history, the CTUIR has helped administer and implement 29 efforts,
developed 26 stock water sites to help protect 9.7 miles of stream channel, and entered 1600
acres of riparian, floodplain, and upland areas into Conservation Agreements. Additional
cooperative work constructed 24.75 miles of riparian exclusion fence outside of the
Conservation Agreements, replaced 5 passage barriers, provided weed control on over 300
acres, and redistributed 276,640 cubic yards of mine tailings. Additional work to develop efforts
which did not mature included a fence construction, a watershed analysis, and a range
inventory in the Desolation GA, aspen plantings with associated fencing along Upper Owens
Creek (Lower Camas Creek GA), guzzler development above Rudio Creek (Lower NFJD GA), and
road stabilization above Ukiah, Oregon (Lower Camas Creek GA) where landowners backed off
of cooperative efforts, and one boundary fence and culvert replacement in the Desolation
Creek GA dropped due to a shortfall in available funding. This equates to ~2.4 efforts annually,
~3 miles of stream protection, and ~133 acres of conservation.

Due to the lack of consistent monitoring, it is not clear that the individual or collective actions
are having positive effects on focal species or environmental concerns. Further, without a
general model or Structured Decision Making, it is not clear that the efforts are targeted at sites
with a strong potential for aiding species’ recovery or ameliorating environmental concerns.

Several topics, which the ISRP suspects are locally important, are only lightly touched upon in
the proposal. These are invasive non-native plants in riparian areas, impacts of non-native
fishes on native populations, use of agricultural chemicals (toxics), browsing by native ungulates
in restored areas, and strategies concerning beaver. These should be addressed in a substantive
way in the proposed actions.

The ISRP is surprised and concerned that climate change models and scenarios are not

consulted when planning activities. After all, on-the-ground activities need to be resilient to
future environmental changes; there are several “user friendly” techniques available.
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3. Project Relationships, Emerging Limiting Factors, and Tailored Questions

The sponsors could have provided a more detailed discussion of the relationship between their
project and others that are ongoing in the North Fork John Day. For example, how are fish
monitoring data collected by Project 1998-016-00: "Escapement and Productivity of Spring
Chinook and Steelhead" used to evaluate the effectiveness of the habitat projects? In addition,
the sponsors could have discussed in more detail the coordination with ODFW’s John Day
Habitat Enhancement project (1984-021-00). For example, what sort of collaboration between
the projects is occurring? Are sites being selected in a complementary way so as to optimize the
potential benefits of habitat enhancement actions?

The status of the RM&E program, especially of effectiveness monitoring, and whether there are
plans to modify the program, as the proposal implies, needs clarification. A concise overview of
the M&E plan would be helpful including whether data collection at project sites and data
analysis is currently being undertaken. The sponsors state that they will “reconcile” their
monitoring plan with other habitat monitoring plans such as CTUIR’s Fisheries Habitat
Monitoring Plan, CHaMP and ISEMP but it is not clear what they mean by “reconcile.” The
sponsors present a lengthy discussion of CTUIR’s Biomonitoring Plan. How does this Plan relate
to current project monitoring? Will elements of the Biomonitoring Plan be incorporated into a
revised M&E plan for this project? Clarification of the status and direction of the project's
monitoring program is needed.

The sponsors recognize climate, non-native plants, predation, and toxic chemicals as emerging
limiting factors — and this is good to see. However, in reality, these are not emerging limiting
factors but ones that are already present at significant levels. As such, they should be addressed
directly by program actions.

There are ongoing program relationships with landowners, the U.S. Forest Service, local
counties, and others. It is a small community, and the ISRP suspects there is ongoing
communication at several levels. Our deeper concern is at a larger spatial scale. There are
several other entities in the region proposing similar restoration actions. Efforts should be
made by all entities, and coordinated by the Council, BPA and other funding agencies, to see
that working relationships are established at the larger spatial scale. This will encourage local
learning and build regional adaptive capacity.

4. Deliverables, Work Elements, Metrics, and Methods
Although the sponsors refer to monitoring methods and metrics in MonitoringMethods.org, the
extent of this project’s monitoring in the North Fork, especially effectiveness monitoring, is

unclear.

There are no deliverables for 5 of the 10 Objectives; this is mentioned above. The Objectives
need to be recast as quantitative statements to identify specifically and quantitatively what will
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be achieved and provide realistic timelines. The deliverables need to reflect this quantitative
approach.

Many of the deliverables, as stated, are generally fine. However, there are numerous specific
guestions about details of cost-sharing, who will do the work among the partners, and timelines
for completion.

Data management: It appears that there is some in-house data management and perhaps some
cooperation with partners, but the levels of sophistication and analyses are far from clear.
These aspects should be fully articulated in a revision to this proposal.

Specific comments on protocols and methods described in MonitoringMethods.org

No comments at this time.

200203400 - Riparian Buffers in Wheeler County

Sponsor: Wheeler County Soil and Water Conservation District (SWCD)

Short Description: Wheeler SWCD will provide technical assistance working with landowners
and partner agencies to plan and implement riparian buffers to improve anadromous fish
habitat in the John Day Subbasin. The main goal is to establish riparian buffers on at least 50
miles of stream (10 mi/yr). This project is important because it helps implement FCRPS 2008
BIOP RPA 35, and strategies to address limiting factors identified in subbasin plans and Mid-C
Steelhead Recovery Plan.

ISRP response loop recommendation: Meets Scientific Review Criteria (Qualified)
Qualifications:

The sponsors provided adequate responses to all of the ISRP’s qualifications of the original
proposal, with the exception of one item. The exception, and the reason for the qualification on
this version of the proposal, is that the ISRP believes that the sponsors need to provide a
reasonable plan/strategy to monitor the effectiveness of the restoration actions. This can be
accomplished in cooperation with others (e.g., ODFW and OWEB). Further, it appears that
much of the baseline strategy could be extracted from the SVAP process elements and used in
the objective statements. This could establish a sound foundation for post project monitoring.
The monitoring should include all fish species of concern (i.e., steelhead, Chinook, lamprey, bull
trout), their food supplies (e.g., aguatic insects) and riparian responses to the conservation and
restoration actions. It would be useful in future proposals for the SWCD to involve OWEB and
their new staff person in planning a low cost assessment protocol. This work does not need to
be expensive to implement. More information on monitoring progress and results should be
provided in future reporting.
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Comment:
See the qualifications statement above.
Preliminary ISRP comment requesting a response:

This is basically a good proposal, but the ISRP has some concerns. The following issues should
be addressed in a response:

1) What is the strategy for improving enrollments in light of the recent low rate of enroliment
and low miles protected?

2) Beaver can be useful ecosystem-scale engineers in riparian rehabilitation. How are they
being used in this project?

3) The riparian actions should restore benefits to wildlife and should be quantified over time.
What actions are being taken to acquire these data?

4) Does the fencing only exclude cattle or does it exclude native ungulates too? This will be
important when active plantings are part of the restoration actions.

5) What provisions are being made to quantify the number of returning adult steelhead each
year and the use of the streams by adult Chinook, bull trout and lamprey and their juveniles?

1. Purpose: Significance to Regional Programs, Technical Background, and Objectives

The purpose of the proposal is for Wheeler County SWCD to “provide technical assistance
working with landowners and partner agencies to plan and implement riparian buffers to
improve anadromous fish habitat in the lower John Day Subbasins.” They plan to establish
riparian buffers on at least 50 miles of stream (10 mi/yr). Wheeler County believes that this
project is important because it helps implement FCRPS 2008 BIOP RPA 35 and strategies to
address limiting factors identified in subbasin plans and the Mid-C Steelhead Recovery Plan. As
such, it supports other BPA funded projects in the John Day catchment. The staff involved
appears to have adequate technical training and experience to accomplish the proposed
activities.

The objectives are clearly stated and have quantitative goals and timelines. However, it is not
clear how a goal of 24,900 adult steelhead in 25 years was determined. Further, there are no
guantitative goals for Chinook, bull trout, or lamprey, which are all species of concern.

2. History: Accomplishments, Results, and Adaptive Management (Evaluation of Results)

It is not clear how effective past actions have been in terms of improving fish
abundance/productivity, instream habitat, or riparian condition. Few data are provided in the
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proposal —only temperature, EDT Riparian function ranking, and miles of stream protected by
year — and none specifically address fish. Further the temperature and riparian data appear to
be one-time measurements; no temporal trends are provided. Data need to be provided on

these and other related aspects of the restoration actions to reveal trends over time. Also, the
number of stream miles protected by the program has declined in recent years and are well

below the 10 miles/year goal set for future years. How realistic is the goal for future years? An
indication of landowners showing an inclination to adopt riparian protection would be useful.

Adaptive management could go beyond the project level where it is limited to site-specific
adaptations for individual conservation plans. While each site may be somewhat unique, there
are generalities that would apply to all sites; the adaptive management process could be better
used to achieve overall program effectiveness. Hypotheses at the individual project scale or as a
collection of sites could be used to rigorously test restoration actions and assumptions.

3. Project Relationships, Emerging Limiting Factors, and Tailored Questions

Wheeler County has developed a relationship with ODFW, but the details of that relationship
are not especially clear.

It is refreshing to see climate change listed as an emerging limiting factor. The sponsors are
encouraged to use the newer climate-hydrology models to prepare forecasts for the John Day
River in terms of flows and temperatures for the coming decades (see, for example, Donley et
al. 2012. Strategic planning for instream flow restoration: a case study of potential climate
change impacts in the central Columbia River Basin. Global Change Biology doi: 10.1111/j.1365-
2486.2012.02773). The results may be revealing and could help guide the restoration activities.

4. Deliverables, Work Elements, Metrics, and Methods

All seem adequate to meet the Objectives. However, provisions should be made to quantify the
number of returning adult steelhead each year and, as well, the use of the streams by adult
Chinook, bull trout and lamprey and their juveniles. These data will be essential in evaluating
the effectiveness of the restoration actions.

A couple questions about the scope of the restoration:

1) Beaver can be useful ecosystem-scale engineers in riparian rehabilitation. How are they
being used in this project?

2) The riparian actions should restore benefits to wildlife, and should be quantified over time.
What actions are being taken to acquire these data?

3) Does the fencing only exclude cattle or does it exclude native ungulates too? This will be
important when active plantings are part of the restoration actions.
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Manage & Administer Project (DELV-8): Why is this a deliverable when overhead is charged on
the budget?

Specific comments on protocols and methods described in MonitoringMethods.org

No comments at this time.
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L. Umatilla River

198710002 - Umatilla Anadromous Fish Habitat-Oregon Department of Fish and

Wildlife (ODFW)

Sponsor: Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife (ODFW)

Short Description: The Umatilla Anadromous Fish Habitat Program was developed following a
directive by the Northwest Power Planning Council's Fish and Wildlife Program (NPPC 1987),
which calls for the rehabilitation of Umatilla River salmon and steelhead populations (Section
703)(c)(1). ODFW is implementing fish habitat improvement projects as part of its mission
statement: "To protect and enhance Oregon's fish and wildlife and their habitats for use and
enjoyment by present and future generations."

ISRP response loop recommendation: Meets Scientific Review Criteria
Comment:

ODFW has provided a thoughtful and reasonably complete response to the ISRP's questions. In
particular, it is now apparent that more flexibility exists in project prioritization and lead
responsibility assignment than existed when ODFW and CTUIR basically maintained largely
separate geographic responsibilities. We view the evolving relationship between the two
entities as a healthy indication of improved collaboration.

In 2010, ODFW, along with the CTUIR and other key partners in the basin, formed the Umatilla
Basin Restoration Team. Participation in the team has led to greater coordination, resource
sharing, and a reduction in duplication of restoration efforts between ODFW and CTUIR.
Participation in the Basin Restoration Team has also promoted some data sharing between
ODFW and the CTUIR. Yearly prioritization of projects continues to be guided by the
Umatilla/Willow Subbasin Plan. Effectiveness monitoring of the ODFW’s Anadromous Fish
Habitat projects in the Umatilla falls under the purview of other associated projects. The
sponsors, however, state they will continue to work with BPA to determine if any of their
proposed projects may be candidates for inclusion in the AEM program.

ODFW and CTUIR do not use shared databases but claim that data are being shared among
members of the Umatilla Basin Restoration Team. A formalized arrangement should be put into
place so that responsibilities of each party for data sharing, custody, response to data requests,
are clear. The recent document on Data Management from BPA discusses some of the issues
that need to be addressed.

Evaluation of Results
The Umatilla subbasin is a good example of a river system that has achieved real progress in

cooperation between management entities in identifying and implementing restoration actions,
In particular, the working relationship between ODFW and CTUIR has led to a wide variety of
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habitat improvements in areas that have been highly altered. The ISRP continues to believe that
biological effectiveness monitoring in the Umatilla has lagged somewhat behind the progress
made in on-the-ground implementation. We feel the highest current RM&E priority is to
understand factors that limit survival in the mainstem Umatilla River and what can be done to
remedy problems.

Preliminary ISRP comment requesting a response:

This is a worthwhile project that is implementing important restoration actions primarily in the
mid- and lower Umatilla subbasin. The ISRP requests additional clarification of the relationship
between this project's activities and those of the tribal Umatilla anadromous fish habitat
project (1987-100-01).

1) What methods are used to ensure coordination and resource sharing?

2) How is duplication of effort avoided?

3) How are restoration priorities established from year to year?

4) Have any provisions been made for data co-management?

5) What will be this project's role in long-term biological effectiveness monitoring?

1. Purpose: Significance to Regional Programs, Technical Background, and Objectives

The significance to regional programs and technical background were adequately explained.
This project continues a long-term ODFW program of restoring fish habitat in the Umatilla
subbasin with emphasis on two important anadromous salmonid spawning and rearing
tributaries — Birch Creek and Meacham Creek. The objectives of this proposal are to continue
the maintenance of existing restoration sites involving dam removal, bank stabilization, riparian
revegetation, noxious weed control, riparian fencing, and to continue the effort to improve fish
passage, instream habitat, flow augmentation, and water quality including primarily stream
temperature and sediment. The project's objectives are consistent with the goals of the Fish
and Wildlife Program, recovery plans for listed fishes, and the Umatilla Five year Action Plan.

Restoration activities have been guided by several regional plans, the Umatilla/Willow subbasin
plan, the Mid-Columbia River Conservation and Recovery Plan for Oregon Steelhead, and an
expired five-year action plan developed for the project that was designed to recover and
maintain habitat in the Umatilla subbasin.

The project has two objectives, to restore and enhance riparian areas and stream ecosystems in

Birch Creek and to maintain existing fish habitat improvement projects in Birch and Meacham
Creeks. It provides ODFW with a way to restore degraded habitat, create cooperative
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agreements with local landowners, maintain existing restoration actions, and engage in
outreach and education. Consequently it is an important regional program.

2. History: Accomplishments, Results, and Adaptive Management (Evaluation of Results)

According to the proposal, this is an implementation project that involves very little RM&E;
therefore, accomplishments and results are presented as units of habitat improved (34 projects
along 25 miles of stream protecting 449 acres of riparian and instream habitat) rather than
estimates of increased fish productivity. In general, the descriptions of previous habitat
restoration actions were clear, and the proposal suggests that future actions will be more of the
same. Although the proposal lacked some specificity about what would be done over the next
four years, it did state that the primary objective would be to remove another irrigation dam
and to maintain a number of existing restoration sites. The before-and-after photographs were
helpful, but they mostly dealt with irrigation dam removal and not with other types of activities.

Thirty-three cooperative agreements have been established between private landowners and
project personnel. These arrangements allow the project to lease and protect lands and carry
out restoration actions on private lands. They typically last from 10 to 25 years. While the
agreements are in place the project makes annual inspections and performs maintenance as
needed. After expiration, the private landowners are expected to maintain the restoration
actions that took place on their lands. Currently there are 16 active and 17 expired cooperative
agreements.

Since its inception, the project has made a number of adaptive management changes.
Placement of riparian fencing was changed to account for impacts of flooding. Additionally, the
types of plants used to restore riparian vegetation have changed over time. Originally rooted
stock was planted soon after a project was completed. Now, they allow natural adjustments to
restored habitat to occur before planting, and cuttings of willow and cottonwood rather than
rooted plants are predominately used. Rooted plants are still utilized; however, they are now
grown in deeper pots to create longer root systems to reduce watering and maintenance after
planting.

The project sponsors acknowledged that more effectiveness monitoring was needed, but lack
of funding has hindered the development of an adequate monitoring program.

3. Project Relationships, Emerging Limiting Factors, and Tailored Questions

The description of deliverables and work elements suggests that there is broad overlap
between this project and the Umatilla habitat restoration project administered by the CTUIR.
The relationships between the ODFW and CTUIR efforts that involve coordination, resource
sharing, and identification of priorities need to be clearer. How do these two projects, which
address a variety of fish habitat problems in the Umatilla River and tributaries, work together to
maximize efficiencies? The site visit was helpful, but we still have questions about information
exchange between the two projects.
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The section on emerging limiting factors focuses on climate change impacts but does not
describe what steps might be taken to make the stream and riparian ecosystems more resilient.
Some acknowledgment of the spread of invasive species including which ones are likely to pose
future problems would also be helpful.

Project personnel work with the CTUIR, USACE, Umatilla Basin Watershed Council, Umatilla Soil
and Water Conservation District, BOR, Oregon Water Resources Department, OWEB, and Blue
Mountain Habitat Restoration Council and private landowners in the Birch and Meacham Creek
subbasins. They also serve on the Umatilla watershed restoration team which meets quarterly
to coordinate habitat restoration actions with local partners in the Umatilla basin.

Increased air and stream temperatures, reduced snow pack levels, snow to rain transition,
earlier and higher peak stream flows, lower summer through fall stream flows, increased
periods of drought, more frequent and extreme storms, changes in ocean conditions, and more
severe fire events all brought about by climate change were identified as the major emerging
limiting factors.

4. Deliverables, Work Elements, Metrics, and Methods

The project has nine deliverables that include establishing cooperative agreements with
landowners, writing and procuring grants to implement restoration projects, removing fish
migration barriers, constructing riparian fencing and re-vegetating protected areas, stabilizing
stream banks and channels, maintaining restored habitat and fencing, collecting temperature
and stream flow data, and education and outreach. Project selection appears to be
opportunistic to a certain extent as cooperative agreements with private landowners must be
in place before a restoration action can occur. Proposed projects are, however, reviewed by
CTUIR, Soil and Water Conservation District, BOR, U.S. Forest Service, ODFW, and the USFWS
staff. No formal process for selection was described.

More information is needed on the procedures used to identify restoration priorities and
sharing of duties with CTUIR. Do these two projects use the same methods to identify candidate
restoration sites and habitat improvement techniques? Although the proposal states that the
project does not monitor and evaluate effectiveness, more information is needed on how
effectiveness monitoring will be coordinated if and when additional funding becomes available.
In particular, what will be ODFW's role in managing the monitoring program? The ISRP
understands that an integrated effectiveness monitoring program has taken shape more slowly
than hoped, but this proposal, as well as others in the Umatilla subbasin, should be proactive in
being ready to implement effectiveness monitoring as funding becomes available. This includes
identifying locations where no restoration will occur, and which will serve as unenhanced
reference sites.

Recently, three M&E projects have begun. Smolt monitoring is now occurring in Birch and

Meacham Creeks as well as in the upper Umatilla River. Little habitat restoration has apparently
occurred in the headwaters of the Umatilla River, so it will be possible to compare smolt
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production from watersheds with varying amounts of restoration activity. Steelhead redd
surveys are now also occurring using a GRTS approach. Visual inspections of existing restoration
projects are made annually and repairs are made as needed. It would be helpful however, if
additional data were collected. For example in areas with riparian fencing some measure of
plant cover, species present, solar radiation over the streambed, insect production or other
metrics should be routinely collected over time to track how the habitat has responded. In
general, some form of action effectiveness monitoring should be taking place.

Specific comments on protocols and methods described in MonitoringMethods.org

According to the proposal no RM&E will occur; however, the proposal also states that the
project monitors stream temperatures at 9 locations and streamflows at 2 permanent gauging
stations. Whether this monitoring is consistent with MonitoringMethods.org was not clear.

198710001 - Umatilla Anadromous Fish Habitat-Umatilla Tribe

Sponsor: Umatilla Confederated Tribes (CTUIR)

Short Description: This project will protect, enhance, and restore functional floodplain, channel
and watershed processes to provide sustainable and healthy habitat and water quality for
aquatic species in the Umatilla River Subbasin. This project will achieve biological objectives and
strategies established in the Umatilla Subbasin Plan, address limiting factors in the FCRPS BiOp
and Fish Accords and support physical and ecological conditions for the CTUIR First Foods
Framework and the Umatilla River Vision.

ISRP response loop recommendation: Meets Scientific Review Criteria (Qualified)
Qualifications:

The response states that project sponsors are unable to engage in additional RM&E, as the ISRP
suggested, without additional support. If that is the case, two qualifications are required to
ensure that the project meets scientific criteria:

1) Monitoring plans for each project site should be clearly referenced in the BPA statement of
work/contract. If any biological effectiveness monitoring will take place at a site through the
efforts of other programs (for example, ISEMP, AEM, or the CTUIR effectiveness monitoring
project), there should be a description of how such monitoring information will be utilized in
this project. If monitoring will be limited to design assessment monitoring, it should be clear
that the restoration site will not include biological effectiveness monitoring or inclusion in the
CHaMP habitat status and trends monitoring program.

2) The project sponsors should be strongly encouraged to add additional sites to the AEM or

ISEMP networks. The ISRP is very impressed with the monitoring taking place at Meacham
Creek. However, restoration actions at some other Umatilla sites address limiting factors for
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which the Meacham Creek work is not particularly applicable, and therefore the Meacham
Creek restoration monitoring should not be used as a surrogate for all other habitat
improvement projects in the subbasin. Adding other restoration sites to the AEM or ISEMP
network will expand monitoring coverage to a greater range of environmental issues in the
Umatilla River system.

Comment:

The sponsors state that this project is not tasked with implementing action effectiveness
monitoring. Instead monitoring will be performed by projects that are referenced in the
“Relationship to Other Projects” portion of their proposal. They will, however, work with BPA
and Council Staff to determine whether their proposed restoration actions could be considered
for use in a future AEM or ISEMP monitoring programs.

Comments on sponsor responses to specific ISRP questions:

1) Fish population sampling by species. For example, bull trout are not listed as a focal or
secondary focal species but this threatened species is apparently present in the upper Umatilla
system. Is any of the restoration work specifically targeted at bull trout or lamprey?

The response asserts that the restoration efforts are comprehensive and will benefit all native
aquatic species, although the emphasis is clearly on anadromous salmonids. Statements about
limiting factors, while plausible, should be backed up with field data, i.e., evidence that clearly
shows an improvement in some aspect of native fish life cycles when a limiting factor is
addressed. The Meacham Creek restoration efforts, for example, will likely benefit native fishes
and freshwater mussels. Hopefully, monitoring will demonstrate improvements in these
resources in addition to Chinook and steelhead.

The hypothesis that restoration actions, which are designed to address such factors as water
temperatures, high sediment loads, and channel simplification, will benefit multiple species
should be tested. For example, will before and after assessments or other types of monitoring
be performed to document expected changes in abundance of salmonids, lamprey, and mussels
in response to improvements in water quality and physical habitat at restoration sites?

2) How will long-term sustainability of the restoration work be monitored? Some of the
improvement projects such as dam removals need little follow-up, but other types of work such
as riparian re-vegetation, in-stream structure placement, and bioengineered side channels
deserve post-treatment monitoring.

The response indicates that “design assessment monitoring” can take place for up to 3-5 years
for “large” projects. Based on the response, we interpret this to mean that project staff
members check on the implementation of the restoration action to ensure that the work was
implemented as designed and has not been rendered ineffective by some unforeseen factor.
While this is very useful information, it is somewhat different from answering the question “did
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the project achieve the desired ecological benefits that were intended?” which was why we
suggested additional effectiveness monitoring. The ISRP was also hoping that at least some of
the project sites would be monitored to determine if periodic maintenance or repairs would be
required to maintain desired ecological functions. The response to the question about riparian
improvement was excellent, and we encourage vegetation transect monitoring for a time
sufficient to show that riparian plantings have not experienced excessive browse damage.

We were encouraged to hear that CHaMP sampling protocols have been established in
Meacham Creek, and we urge the sponsors to seek additional CHaMP, ISEMP, or AEM sites on
other projects.

3) What is being done to identify production bottlenecks that may be hindering the anticipated
response to habitat improvements? Are there other factors that are not currently being
monitored that could be included in future monitoring efforts? How can new hypotheses be
tested?

It was somewhat unclear how monitoring the production of juvenile steelhead from the Upper
Umatilla River, Meacham Creek, and Birch Creek would provide a direct measure of habitat
restoration effectiveness unless there was a corresponding (and relatively accurate) estimate of
spawning adults in these tributaries, which would enable measurement of changes in smolts-
per-adult over time. Hopefully both returning adults and emigrating smolts will be enumerated.

The mainstem Umatilla research should remain a priority. PIT-tagging emigrating steelhead or
Chinook at tributary junctions may allow overall estimates of passage survival to Three-Mile
Dam, but the actual causes of mortality (e.g., water quality problems, predation, winter habitat
deficiencies) cannot be known without developing testable hypotheses that address specific
potentially limiting factors. The response does suggest this, but what those testable hypotheses
might be and how they would be addressed through monitoring has apparently not yet been
described in detail. The CTUIR’s biomonitoring program is mentioned, but additional
information in the response would have been helpful.

A collaborative study to identify factors limiting salmonid production in the Umatilla was
recently started by the CTUIR and ODFW. The production of juvenile steelhead in Meacham and
Birch Creeks and in the Upper Umatilla is being measured. Fish are receiving PIT tags and the
survival of these fish to Three Mile Falls Dam is being estimated. Identification of factors that
are influencing survival would be accomplished by correlating selected factors with survival. An
efficient approach would be to directly investigate the importance of the factors hypothesized
to influence survival, e.g. water temperature, predation, stream flow and turbidity, and the
abundance of over-wintering habitat. In the case of predation, surveys could be conducted to
determine the abundance of potential avian and fish predators and their diets during different
times of the year by location. The abundance of juvenile steelhead would also need to be
measured at each location during each time period. Additionally, such factors as stream
temperature, flow, velocity and turbidity on species-specific predation rates would need to be
considered before estimating the potential impact of each predator species on juvenile
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steelhead. Directed research of this type would help identify where and what might be reducing
juvenile steelhead survival in the mainstem Umatilla River. We realize that the project sponsors
have stated that they are not able to conduct such monitoring as part of this project; however,
we strongly encourage them to work with partners who are engaged in effectiveness
monitoring so that key questions about limiting factors can be answered.

4) An assessment of how these habitat improvements will provide buffering to shocks to the
system, for example climate change may increase the variability in precipitation over years. How
will the habitat actions deal with a wetter than normal year or a drier than normal year?

The response makes a persuasive case for restoring floodplains to help buffer streams from
unusual environmental variability. The response also states, with reference to Meacham Creek,
“Restoration of floodplain processes shall be duplicated throughout the Umatilla Subbasin.”
However, it seems unlikely that floodplain restoration will be significantly enlarged in
agricultural lands to the extent seen along Meacham Creek. What can be done along streams
where full floodplain restoration is not feasible?

The potential of hyporheic flow to help lessen the impact of high temperatures was adequately
discussed, but it was not completely clear how the information from the hyporheic studies
would translate into management actions.

Evaluation of Results

The project sponsors have demonstrated an excellent track record of getting things done and
working with landowners in a subbasin where receptivity to ecological restoration is uneven.
We hold the Meacham Creek restoration effort and accompanying effectiveness monitoring
near the gold standard in assessing tributary habitat improvements. However, we are also
concerned that some other types of restoration work included in this project may not be
receiving the monitoring attention they deserve. Because the CTUIR staff does not possess the
resources to carry out the biological effectiveness monitoring that is needed, we strongly
encourage continued collaboration with other projects that are engaged in such monitoring in
the Umatilla subbasin and also that a few of the restoration sites be considered as candidates
for inclusion in the AEM and ISEMP programs.

Preliminary ISRP comment requesting a response:

The proposal contains abundant detail, and the ISRP compliments project sponsors on
submitting a thorough description of the project. A little more information is needed on the
effectiveness monitoring components. Specifically, we would like additional information on:
1) Fish population sampling by species. For example, bull trout are not listed as a focal or

secondary focal species but this threatened species is apparently present in the upper Umatilla
system. Is any of the restoration work specifically targeted at bull trout or lamprey?
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2) How will long-term sustainability of the restoration work be monitored? Some of the
improvement projects such as dam removals need little follow-up, but other types of work such
as riparian revegetation, instream structure placement, and bioengineered side channels
deserve post-treatment monitoring.

3) What is being done to identify production bottlenecks that may be hindering the anticipated
response to habitat improvements? Are there other factors that are not currently being
monitored that could be included in future monitoring efforts? How can new hypotheses be
tested?

4) An assessment of how these habitat improvements will provide buffering to shocks to the
system, for example climate change may increase the variability in precipitation over years.
How will the habitat actions deal with a wetter than normal year or a drier than normal year?

1. Purpose: Significance to Regional Programs, Technical Background, and Objectives

This is a large project that involves a suite of habitat restoration efforts in the Umatilla
subbasin. Many of the activities have been underway for a decade or more; for example, the
Meacham Creek floodplain restoration work was in progress when the ISRP last visited the area
six years ago. The significance to regional programs, technical background, and project
objectives were, in general, explained in considerable detail. The emphasis of the project on re-
establishing natural watershed processes is commendable and is consistent with regional plans
that call for establishing healthy, sustainable habitats and fish populations.

The Umatilla subbasin is divided into two areas: agriculturally-dominated lowlands and forested
headwaters. In this proposal, priority is given to restoration activities in a headwater stream
(Meacham Creek), a transitional stream (Birch Creek), and the lower Umatilla River mainstem
(agricultural lands). Each stream has its own set of environmental challenges, but they all share
a few potentially limiting factors such as stream temperature in common. Likewise, the
portfolio of restoration activities in the proposal addresses a variety of restoration issues and is
more limited to one or two problems. The ISRP agrees that diversifying restoration actions is
more likely to improve the overall spawning and rearing environment of the Umatilla River and
its tributaries than focusing on a limited subset of problems.

All actions are predicated on habitat being limiting, but it was not clear which feature of the
habitat is limiting, for example is it water temperature, gravel for spawning/eggs/fry, juvenile
habitat? In some cases, such as a barrier removal to allow access to spawning areas or fish
ladders to improve access to spawning areas, these actions seem immediately justified, but
other actions such as noxious weed removal, while appearing to be worthwhile so that native
plants can reestablish, need a clearer link to what habitat features are being improved; that is,
non-native plants still provide cover.

The project prioritizes where restoration should occur, develops conservation agreements with
private landowners, engages in fish passage and habitat restoration, maintains existing habitat
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restoration actions, develops and evaluates effectiveness monitoring tools and also performs
effectiveness monitoring. And project staff members participate in public processes to review
proposed developments in the Umatilla that may adversely impact existing floodplain habitat.

Project activities are guided by the Umatilla River/Willow Creek Subbasin Plan, a five-year
action plan co-developed with ODFW, Umatilla River Vision, Conservation and Recovery Plan for
Oregon Steelhead Populations in the Middle Columbia Distinct Population Segment, a Bull Trout
Recovery Plan, Meacham Creek Watershed Analysis and Action Plan, and the Umatilla and
Meacham Watershed Assessment.

2. History: Accomplishments, Results, and Adaptive Management (Evaluation of Results)

The proposal goes into great detail about previous restoration activities, and their progress
reports contain many documents authored by one of their principal contractors, TetraTech.
Project sponsors state that monitoring, in general, is not focused on individual restoration
actions but rather on gaining a basinwide perspective. While this objective is worthwhile, much
of the evidence in the results section of the proposal describes project-specific improvements,
and we were given limited information about basinwide conditions although the temperature
data were an exception. Some of the actions are innovative and have been worth the
monitoring effort. The attempt to reconnect hyporheic flow pathways with the stream channel
to provide natural nutrient inputs and thermal refugia is a good example.

Because the proposal was so long and there was considerable redundancy in some of the
sections, it was a little unclear how the results of the different restoration activities have been
incorporated into management changes. Evidence for adaptive management is clear with
regard to securing water rights and decommissioning irrigation dams, but the proposal did not
provide much detail about how the monitoring program had been altered in response to new
findings or questions. In fairness to project sponsors, however, the biological monitoring
portion of the project is just now ramping up.

There have been extensive habitat improvements in the past, but these have yet failed to show
any evidence of improvements in outcomes. Given the high variation in the natural response
over time, this is not surprising. Many habitat actions may not increase the mean responses,
but reduce the variability in response; for example, good habitat is better able to buffer
populations against disturbances. In future years, rather than reporting on changes in the mean
response, some exploration should be undertaken about the resiliency of the system to
changes brought about by improvement to habitats.

Most of the project’s activities have taken place in the Meacham Creek watershed. The most
significant one was renovation of over a mile of simple stream channel into a braided system.
To accomplish this over 2,800 feet of levee was removed and complex pools and large woody
debris were added. The project has also completed extensive riparian fencing, planted
thousands of native plants, monitored stream temperatures, completed CHaMP based surveys
in Meacham Creek and classified stream segments in the basin using standard and statistically
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derived methods. In addition, the project is developing two new tools to assess habitat
restoration actions. One relies on macroinvertebrates and is being developed by Oregon State
University. The other employs hyporheic water temperatures and turnover rates and is being
developed by Montana State University.

The sponsors hypothesize that high mortality during the juvenile out-migration period may be
largely responsible for the inability to demonstrate positive fish responses to tributary
restoration. The project is using adaptive management, and results from previous restoration
actions are guiding new efforts. For example, new channel restoration efforts are now
incorporating designs that promote hyporheic exchange by removing levees and spur dikes to
control water temperature. Furthermore, data from a fish use survey were used to identify high
use areas and the attributes of these locations are now being replicated in their habitat
restoration projects.

This project is a good example of a serious effort to address a variety of habitat improvement
issues over an entire subbasin. The missing link in the effectiveness monitoring program is lack
of knowledge of mainstem Umatilla River survival. With this added component, the project
should be able to demonstrate long-term improvement in abundance and resiliency of target
species.

3. Project Relationships, Emerging Limiting Factors, and Tailored Questions

The habitat restoration project is a part of a larger four-part program designed to recover
salmonids in the Umatilla subbasin. Other parts include a hatchery program, flow restoration,
and fish passage remediation. Project staff coordinate and participate with many agencies,
including the Umatilla Basin Restoration Team, ODFW, U.S. Forest Service, Umatilla Soil and
Water Conservation District, Umatilla Basin Watershed Council, Freshwater Trust, OWEB,
Oregon State University, Montana State University, and Union Pacific Railroad.

Climate change was recognized as an emerging limiting factor. Changes in runoff timing, water
guantity, water temperature regimes, and snowpack could have profound effects. Elevated
stream temperatures and reduced water flows could also reduce the availability of cool water
habitats. Channel restoration efforts that produce sinuous multithreaded channels, however,
are expected to provide significant temperature buffering. The current plan is to use such
designs and build some resiliency into their restored habitats.

Some thought should also be given on how to measure the resiliency of the system to
environmental shocks. This system may be better served by improving connections with
floodplains that have no impact on available habitat for most years but serve as a buffer for
severe rain storms events.

From the graphs of the number of naturally produced steelhead smolts (Fig. 6; Fig. 13) and egg-

to-smolt survival (Fig. 7; Fig. 14) it appears that productivity of anadromous salmonids in the
Umatilla River system may be declining in spite of the extensive investment in habitat
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restoration. This suggests that there might be an unrecognized environmental factor limiting
production. It would be helpful for the proposal to suggest hypotheses about why biological
performance, of summer steelhead at least, has declined, as well as steps that could be taken
to test these hypotheses. This could include factors that are currently receiving little attention,
such as a buildup of fish predators in the system.

4. Deliverables, Work Elements, Metrics, and Methods

Deliverables and work elements were described in detail, and metrics and methods were
referenced to CHaMP and monitoringmethods.org protocols well enough to get a clear picture
of what will be done.

The ISRP hopes that the partnership with ODFW will result in increased biological monitoring.
Because the amount and diversity of habitat improvements is high, the Umatilla River system is
an ideal location to examine the relationship between restoration and fish response. Some
suggestions include: (1) expanding the food web studies. Once per year sampling is not enough
to gage restoration effectiveness; (2) monitor the persistence of habitat improvements, such as
riparian plantings; (3) install some PIT-tag detectors in selected tributaries (Meacham Creek,
Birch Creek, and perhaps Butter Creek) to study seasonal fish movements and smolt timing.
Because these streams get very warm, it would be useful to see where juveniles go to avoid
high temperatures and when they leave the tributaries as smolts; and (4) surveys of upstream
use of streams opened up by irrigation dam removals.

Project sponsors state that many habitat improvement sites will be studied using a BACI
approach. If this is the preferred approach, identification of suitable unenhanced reference
sites will be critical to measuring restoration success. It would be helpful if the proposal showed
the location of reference locations and explained why they are suitable controls for treated
areas. Project staff could also consider using a "staircase" approach to monitoring results, in
which one or two streams are designated as unenhanced reference watersheds and restoration
is applied to other streams in a sequential manner. In effect, this is what has been happening.

We also suggest that additional monitoring be focused on juvenile survival and growth. The
declining egg-to-smolt survival trend is illuminating, but it would be very helpful if the life
history stage suffering the greatest mortality increases were known in better detail. Are limiting
factors more apparent in summer than winter, for example? Information on fish growth rates
and condition can also reveal when food resources could be limiting, and if restoration is
improving trophic productivity.

Specific comments on protocols and methods described in MonitoringMethods.org
Macroinvertebrates are highly variable in space and time. For example, collecting samples 500
meters away from a specific location and a week later can give completely different answers.

This proposal revisits the same sites at the same time during the year. We suggest expanding
the sampling around the target time to account for shifts in emergence of invertebrates. It may
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be preferable to try and match the sampling to events in the life history of the fish, for example
which invertebrates are present when smolts start their outmigration to provide food?

198802200 - Umatilla Fish Passage Operations

Sponsor: Umatilla Confederated Tribes (CTUIR)

Short Description: Project Goal: Assist in fisheries restoration efforts by increasing survival of
migrating juvenile and adult salmon and steelhead in both the Umatilla and Walla Walla Basins
by coordination and operation of passage facilities, flow enhancement measures, trapping
facilities, and transport equipment to provide adequate passage conditions. In addition, the
project is responsible for collecting broodstock for the Umatilla production program and adult
return data for the Umatilla River.

ISRP recommendation: Meets Scientific Review Criteria (Qualified)
Qualifications:

This is a straightforward project that is needed for the operation and maintenance of fish
passage facilities. Two qualifications should be addressed in contracting and in future reviews:

1) There should be a clear procedure describing how observations on fish passage mentioned in
the proposal will be incorporated into management actions. The project sponsors should look
for opportunities to use trap/haul and fish passage facilities to monitor juvenile migration. In
addition, progress reports should explain how O&M procedures have changed as a result of
learning from past operations.

2) Collection of adult salmon and steelhead selected for use as broodstock should continue to
follow HSRG guidelines for the Umatilla and Walla Walla subbasins.

Comment:
1. Purpose: Significance to Regional Programs, Technical Background, and Objectives

This project conducts trap and haul and fish passage facility maintenance and operations in the
Umatilla and Walla Walla Rivers. It provides the personnel and equipment for capturing
hatchery broodstock for propagating Chinook, steelhead, and coho at hatcheries in the two
subbasins. As the proposal states, it is not itself a habitat restoration project but is a member of
a suite of projects that are attempting to restore natural production to both river systems.

The significance to regional programs, technical background, and objectives of the project are
described in a straightforward way. The project's actions have evolved over the years and now
include various fish passage O&M activities as well as trap and haul. In addition, some activities
have been transferred to other projects.
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Project personnel monitor flow and passage conditions, provide oversight for the operation and
maintenance of fish passage and trapping facilities, maintain fish hauling equipment, offer
technical input and coordinate passage improvement efforts and produce annual operating
plans. The project also provides the broodstock for the Umatilla Hatchery programs. The two
objectives are to increase the survival of migrating adult and juvenile salmonids and to collect
and disseminate adult return information for the Umatilla River.

2. History: Accomplishments, Results, and Adaptive Management (Evaluation of Results)

Agricultural activities in the Umatilla and Walla Walla subbasins have created significant fish
passage issues for adult and juvenile salmonids. In the lower Umatilla, modern fish screens
were installed at the five major irrigation canals, juvenile bypasses and adult ladders were
constructed, and adult and juvenile trapping facilities were built so that fish could be
transported around river reaches during low flow periods. In the Walla Walla, irrigation
diversions have been removed, fish passage facilities have been constructed, trap and haul
efforts have been initiated, and minimum instream flow requirements have been established.
This project is responsible for trapping fall Chinook, spring Chinook, coho, and summer
steelhead broodstock for the artificial propagation programs in the Umatilla River.

Currently, principal activities include river flow regulation and enhancement, facility
maintenance, broodstock collection, and overall coordination of the fish passage programs in
the Walla Walla and Umatilla basins. Some adaptive management has occurred, as initially
there was an emphasis on trap and haul. Now natural volitional up- and down-stream migration
is preferred over transportation where natural migration results in higher overall survival rates.

Accomplishments of the project were described in qualitative terms; data on returning
numbers of adults trapped and hauled or smolts counted at Threemile Dam were not
presented. The proposal mentions observations made during fish migration seasons, but does
not give any examples of what kind of observations are recorded or how the observations are
used to guide management. The proposal also did not describe if any changes had been made
to the trapping and hauling procedures, adult release points, or other techniques as a result of
learning from past actions.

Because this project has been in place for about 25 years, it would have been helpful to identify
efficiency improvements in O&M that have been implemented since the project's inception.

3. Project Relationships, Emerging Limiting Factors, and Tailored Questions

The project is closely linked to the Umatilla Basin Project Power Repay and the Umatilla Fish
Passage Facilities O&M projects. Coordination with BOR’s Umatilla Basin Project, the Oregon
Department of Water Resources, and local irrigation districts occurs in the Umatilla subbasin. In
the Walla Walla subbasin, the project is closely associated with the Walla Walla River Juvenile
and Adult Passage Improvements project. In the Walla Walla, the project interacts with ODFW,
WDFW, USACE, Oregon Department of Water Resources, the Washington Department of
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Ecology, and local irrigation districts. Relationships with other projects in the two subbasins are
adequately described.

The proposal does not address emerging limiting factors, but it would be helpful to know if trap
and haul mortality has changed over the years, or if they have noticed any unusual sources of
anadromous salmonid mortality at any of the new fish passage facilities. When low flows occur,
poor water quality leads to poor survival and an increase in trapping and hauling fish. Such
years may be a consequence of climate change.

4. Deliverables, Work Elements, Metrics, and Methods

Nine deliverables were described. They included: inspection of river conditions and facility
operations, coordinating the Umatilla passage program, transportation of adult and juvenile
fish, maintaining and operating fish hauling equipment, collecting and disseminating adult fish
counts, providing broodstock for the Umatilla Hatchery programs, out-planting adults for
natural production, and performing technical reviews of fish passage improvement efforts.
Some of the methods used for data collection are fairly well described while others, for
example determining adult fish condition, needed more detail.

One aspect of the work that needs additional description is how a random sample of returning
adults is selected for broodstock (see p. 4 of the proposal). Are fish for broodstock selected
over the entire run time? Are fish selected randomly with respect to sex, size and age, for
example are jacks included in broodstock? If the run is small, are hatchery needs satisfied
before surplus fish are allowed to spawn naturally, or does the hatchery simply get a fixed
proportion of the escapement? It would have been helpful to address these questions in the
proposal.

Specific comments on protocols and methods described in MonitoringMethods.org

One Protocol entitled Umatilla 3 Mile Falls Fish Passage Operation was listed. It has six
monitoring methods. The video enumeration of adults, salmonid processing at migrant traps,
fork length and mid-orbital to hypural length methods are fairly well described. The hypural
plate method, however, should be refined. As it currently exists, no clear instruction is provided
for identifying the posterior edge of the hypural plate. This can be consistently found by laying a
fish on its side and bending the caudal fin up toward the head. A visible crease occurs at the
trailing edge of the hypural plate. The methods used to determine fish abundance and
condition could use some additional explanation.
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198902700 - Umatilla Basin Power Repay

Sponsor: Umatilla Confederated Tribes (CTUIR)

Short Description: The Umatilla Basin Power Repay project is a congressionally mandated Act
(Umatilla Basin Act, Report 100-488, Senate Bill S.16(3), August 1988) whereas the Bonneville
Power Administration pays pumping costs associated with providing Umatilla Irrigation Districts
water from the Columbia River for forgoing irrigation withdrawals on the Umatilla River during
critical time periods for salmonid migration. The effort is further described in the ISRP's
Umatilla Initiative document (Umatilla Initiative Review 2007-15;
www.nwcouncil.org/media/32843/isrp2007_15.pdf).

ISRP recommendation: Not Applicable
Comment:

This is a contextual project (not requiring ISRP technical review) that is an important part of the
overall Umatilla subbasin initiative to maintain Umatilla River flows. This project helps alleviate
a significant limiting factor in the Umatilla subbasin. Benefits derived from the project are
calculated and presented in the Umatilla River Fish Passage Operations Project. The CTUIR
Pacific Lamprey Research and Restoration project may also quantify some of the benefits
produced by this project.

1. Purpose: Significance to Regional Programs, Technical Background, and Objectives

In the early 1980s, the CTUIR and ODFW began implementing the Umatilla Fisheries Restoration
Plan, which was instituted to supplement steelhead and re-establish salmon in the Umatilla
River. The plan had three parts, to construct and maintain fish passage facilities, provide trap
and haul operations, and implement flow enhancement. The Power Repay project is directly
linked to the flow enhancement portion of the restoration plan as it reimburses the Umatilla
Electric Cooperative and Pacific Power and Light Company for pumping Columbia River water
into Umatilla Irrigation districts. The project is regionally significant because it provides flow
enhancement to maximize passage conditions during critical adult and juvenile migration
periods. Without flow augmentation the fisheries restoration program would be compromised,
as low flows remain an important limiting factor for anadromous salmonids and lamprey in the
Umatilla subbasin.

2. History: Accomplishments, Results, and Adaptive Management (Evaluation of Results)

Prior to the project, considerable water was removed from the Umatilla River for irrigation
purposes. During the spring and fall little or no flow would occur in the reaches below Westland
Dam (rm 27.5) and Threemile Dam (rm 4). These conditions prevented adults from migrating
upstream and also stranded out-migrating juveniles. This project pays the costs associated with
pumping water from the Columbia River to three irrigation districts, the West Extension
Irrigation District, Hermiston Irrigation District, and the Stanfield Irrigation District. Initially
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water was pumped from August through June 30 (Phase I). In Phase Il of the project, water will
be pumped year around to facilitate lamprey recovery efforts in the Umatilla.

The flow enhancement produced by the project has led to a 90% reduction in the number of
juveniles and adults trapped and hauled on an annual basis.

3. Project Relationships, Emerging Limiting Factors, and Tailored Questions

The Power Repay project along with the Umatilla River Fish Passage Operations, and Umatilla
Fish Passage Facilities O&M are parts of the Umatilla River fish passage effort. The Bureau of
Reclamation, Oregon Department of Water Resources, ODFW, local irrigation districts and
Umatilla Electric Cooperative and Pacific Power and Light Company are all associated with the
project in various capacities. No emerging limiting factors were mentioned, although clearly any
factors affecting irrigation water use and water availability in the basin will affect the project.

198343600 - Umatilla Passage Operations and Maintenance (O&M)

Sponsor: Westland Irrigation District

Short Description: The Umatilla Passage O&M Project is part of an integrated plan for the
restoration of fish species in the Umatilla basin that was reviewed by the ISRP in 2007. This
specific project's role in the integrated plan is solely O&M of existing fish passage and hatchery
acclimation facilities located on the mainstem Umatilla River. Habitat restoration is not
implemented under this project.

ISRP recommendation: Meets Scientific Review Criteria (Qualified)
Qualifications:

This is a straightforward project to maintain and repair fish passage facilities at five irrigation
diversions and to maintain five acclimation ponds. As part of a larger suite of habitat
restoration projects in the Umatilla subbasin it meets scientific criteria. The qualification is that
project staff should work with other Umatilla habitat projects to develop ways of monitoring
migrant mortality at the passage facilities to verify that the maintenance actions are meeting
objectives. This qualification should be addressed in contracting and in future reviews. In
addition, opportunities to use the screening facilities for monitoring downstream migrants
through tag recoveries should be considered if the ability to detect marked individuals is in
place.
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Comment:
1. Purpose: Significance to Regional Programs, Technical Background, and Objectives

Although this project does not engage in habitat restoration per se, it serves as part of a suite of
projects that aim to improve habitat and fish access to the Umatilla River and its tributaries. As
the project title implies, the objectives are to maintain fish passage facilities, primarily in the
lower river (irrigation diversions), but the project also maintains hatchery salmon acclimation
ponds in the Umatilla River subbasin. The maintenance of fish passage facilities is carried out by
the Westland Irrigation District, while project oversight is provided by the Umatilla Fish Passage
Operations project. The technical background and significance to regional programs were
adequately explained. River conditions, for example discharge, debris load, and bedload
transport, can affect fish passage and screening efficiencies. Maintaining and operating passage
facilities according to established criteria are important regional functions.

2. History: Accomplishments, Results, and Adaptive Management (Evaluation of Results)

Inadequate up- and downstream passage was identified as the primary cause for the
extirpation of Chinook and coho salmon and decline of summer steelhead in the Umatilla
subbasin. In the 1980s, ODFW and CTUIR began implementing the Umatilla Fisheries
Restoration Plan. An important part of this plan was to construct fish passage facilities on BOR
and irrigation dams. Once built, these structures needed to be maintained. Project personnel
remove rocks and debris from fish ladders, screens, by-pass outlets, and forebays. They ensure
that gates and screens meet passage criteria, repair screens, and maintain trash racks.
Additionally, the project assists the Umatilla Hatchery Satellite Facilities O&M project maintain
juvenile acclimation sites. Project personnel do not initiate changes to maintenance activities;
all such changes originate from the biological staff of the Fish Passage Operations project.

The history and accomplishments of the project were adequately explained. Results were
described in general terms as maintenance and repairs on fishways and pipes. Although the
proposal states that improvements in Chinook and steelhead passage and survival have
occurred as a result of these maintenance actions, no biological data were presented. Likewise,
the proposal states that adjustments to maintenance activities have occurred following
feedback from the biological staff of the Fish Passage Operation project, but no specific
examples were given. An example or two would have helped illustrate project results and
adaptive management.

Because this is an operation and maintenance project that performs no RM&E, there was no

evaluation of results. However, the ISRP believes that O&M projects such as this one can assist
RM&E projects by providing infrastructure for tag detection and other monitoring activities.
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3. Project Relationships, Emerging Limiting Factors, and Tailored Questions

The project is closely linked to the Umatilla Fish Passage Operations, Umatilla Basin Power
Repay, Umatilla Hatchery Satellite Facilities O&M, Umatilla Basin Natural Production M&E, and
Juvenile Salmonid Outmigration and Survival in the Lower Umatilla River Basin projects. Project
personnel work closely with CTUIR and ODFW. Biological oversight is provided by staff from the
Umatilla/Walla Walla Fish Operations project. No emerging limiting factors where listed.

The relationship of the fish passage O&M work to other habitat-related projects in the Umatilla
subbasin was adequately described. No emerging limiting factors were identified, and the
project does not involve tagging fish to estimate passage survival at the irrigation diversions,
although this function could be added at some point in the future.

4. Deliverables, Work Elements, Metrics, and Methods

Deliverables and work elements were clearly explained. However, the proposal gave somewhat
more detail about the fish passage O&M methods than the acclimation pond maintenance
methods, for example, how are the ponds cleaned when not in use?

Two deliverables were identified. One was to preserve passage at Umatilla water diversion sites
by maintaining fencing, removing debris, cleaning trash racks, adjusting flow gates, and
performing annual repairs as needed. The other deliverable was to help maintain hatchery
acclimation sites by performing repairs as needed to intake structures, screens, spawning areas,
and other hatchery infrastructure. No scientific data are collected, although there are anecdotal
records of fishes recovered during the cleaning operations.

General Comment

The project sponsors are providing support for other projects in an effective manner.
Collaboration with sponsors of other projects appears to be excellent.
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M. Walla Walla River

200721700 - Walla Walla River Passage Operations and Maintenance (O&M)
Sponsor: Gardena Farms Irrigation District #13

Short Description: The primary goal of this project is to increase adult returns of spring Chinook
salmon, summer steelhead, and bull trout to the Walla Walla River annually by increasing the
survival of migrating juvenile and adult salmonids.

ISRP recommendation: Meets Scientific Review Criteria
Comment:

The maintenance of the passage and screening facilities on the Walla Walla River will contribute
to improved survival of adult and juvenile salmonids in this system. The proposal does a good
job describing the maintenance problems and the methods being used to correct problems.
Like other passage structure projects, the sponsors should look into the opportunity to use the
facilities for juvenile migrant enumeration.

1. Purpose: Significance to Regional Programs, Technical Background, and Objectives

The purpose of this proposal is to obtain support to maintain four fish-passage and diversion
screen installations in the Walla Walla River. The issues with fish passage at these sites and a
summary of the history of the installation and improvements of the screens and ladders was
adequately described. The objective of this project is to manage and maintain these
installations. These facilities have had a positive impact on adult and juvenile survival of
migrating salmonids and their maintenance will be critical to recovery of steelhead and the
success of the spring Chinook re-introduction effort.

While maintaining these facilities, the sponsors also cooperate with ongoing M&E efforts
including helping the USFWS preserve its PIT tag arrays. Also when passage facilities are shut
down for routine maintenance they perform fish salvage operations. For example, Brook and
Pacific Lamprey juveniles are often recovered in mud deposits adjacent to irrigation screens.
These fish are returned back to the river. A variety of material including large woody debris
needs to be removed from the passage and diversion facilities. The sponsors use guidelines in
the BiOp to determine what can be removed from the river what should be returned. An
ongoing challenge is budgeting for equipment replacement.

2. History: Accomplishments, Results, and Adaptive Management (Evaluation of Results)

Since their construction the Hudson Bay District Improvement Company (HBDIC) and Gardena
Farms Irrigation District (GFID) have operated and maintained the fish ladders and diversions
located at the Little Walla Walla River, Nursery Bridge, Gardena, and Garden City/Lowden. Silt
and other debris move throughout the Walla Walla River. This project removes debris from
dam forebays and tailraces, fish ladder entrances, slots, and exits. It also cleans diversion
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channels, screens and bypass structures. During the irrigation season, project personnel make
daily visits to these facilities inspecting them for damage and debris loads to ensure that flows
and water levels meet operating criteria. Standard maintenance is also performed and flow and
water level data are recorded. The project does engage in adaptive management as flow and
water use conditions affect maintenance cycles. In addition operating criteria and infrastructure
at the sites are changed as needed to facilitate fish passage.

Evaluation of Results

Inadequate upstream and downstream passage was largely responsible for the extirpation of
spring Chinook and decline in abundance of summer steelhead in the Walla Walla subbasin. The
subbasin plan for the Walla Walla identified fish passage improvement as a critical factor for
salmon and steelhead restoration. In the mid 1990s the CTUIR requested that outdated fish
screening and passage facilities in the Walla Walla subbasin be replaced. Shortly thereafter,
BPA, Walla Walla Irrigation Districts, NOAA Fisheries, WDFW, ODFW, WDOE, and the CTUIR met
to establish easement agreements, develop, review and modify plans for passage facilities, and
inspect on-site work. From 1999 to 2003 four significant fish passage facilities were built in the
Walla Walla subbasin. Two of them, the Little Walla Walla River Diversion and Passage facility
and Nursery Bridge fish ladder are operated and maintained by the Hudson Bay District
Improvement Company (HBDIC). The Gardena Farms Irrigation District (GFID) operates and
maintains the remaining two projects, the Gardena or Burlingame fish ladder and the Garden
City/Lowden #2 diversion. Flow conditions, water withdrawals for irrigation and other factors
can affect up- and downstream passage through these structures. For the past 10 to 14 years
the GFID and HBDIC irrigation districts have been maintaining and operating these facilities.

The successful re-introduction of spring Chinook salmon by the CTUIR into the Walla Walla
subbasin indicates that both upstream and downstream passage has been significantly
improved. Spring Chinook had been extirpated from the Walla Walla River since 1925. Their
disappearance was due to the construction of the Nine Mile (Reese) Dam in 1905 which caused
the Walla Walla River to run dry each summer. In 2001, an agreement was reached among
three irrigation districts, the Umatilla Tribe, and federal agencies that allowed year-around
water flows to occur in the Walla Walla River. The spring Chinook reintroduction program
began in 2000 and the first adults returned in 2004. Since then returns of spring Chinook into
the upper Walla Walla River and Mill Creek have increased from 200 adults in 2004 to 1,135 in
2009 (CRITFC web page). This program has benefitted from the flow agreement and the
operation and maintenance of the four fish passage facilities performed by the HBDIC and GFID.

3. Project Relationships, Emerging Limiting Factors, and Tailored Questions

Project personnel work closely with Walla Walla Fish Passage Operations staff to coordinate
canal startups and shutdowns, fish removal operations, screen inspections, annual heavy
equipment use, and debris removal from fish ladders, screens, and diversion channels. WDFW
and ODFW are also consulted and involved with the approval of annual operation and
maintenance plans. NOAA Fisheries, WDOE, the Walla Walla Basin Watershed Council, Walla
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Walla Habitat Conservation Plan, and Walla Walla Watershed management Partnership also
interact with project staff.

The project focuses on O&M at four existing fish passage and screening facilities. Monitoring for
these facilities is limited to maintaining a log of operational and maintenance issues
encountered during each site visit. These records provide information useful in improving
project operation. This type of monitoring is adequate for the project objectives.

No emerging limiting factors were listed. However climate change may produce more frequent
extreme storm events which could impact the operation and maintenance of the project’s fish
passage structures. Have any risk analyses been performed to estimate how the structures
might perform under extreme conditions? For example, will extreme precipitation events put
the structures at risk? Perhaps some floodplains above the barriers can be established to
increase storage? Similarly in the case of low precipitation events, will there be enough water in
the entire system for the fish passage devices to work? Another potential emerging limiting
factor is the projected lifetime of fish passage and irrigation diversion structures. Are regular
reviews undertaken to determine when or if existing structures should be updated? If updates
are required how will planning, design, and implementation costs be covered?

4. Deliverables, Work Elements, Metrics, and Methods

The project has one deliverable, to operate and maintain BPA’s Walla Walla fish passage
facilities per NOAA guidelines. To accomplish that, regular daily visits and inspections are
conducted along with routine annual maintenance work. Water flow and height data are
collected at each site and recorded in site-specific log books. The work elements are all related
to the maintenance and repair of the facilities. They are adequately described and appropriate.

Specific comments on protocols and methods described in MonitoringMethods.org

No RM&E protocols were listed.
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199604601 - Walla Walla River Basin Fish Habitat Enhancement

Sponsor: Umatilla Confederated Tribes (CTUIR)

Short Description: This project will protect, enhance, and restore functional floodplain, channel
and watershed processes to provide sustainable and healthy habitat and water quality for
aquatic species in the Walla Walla River Subbasin. This project will achieve biological objectives
and strategies established in the Walla Walla Subbasin Plan, address limiting factors in the
FCRPS BiOp and Fish Accords and support physical and ecological conditions for the CTUIR First
Foods Framework and Umatilla River Vision

ISRP recommendation: Meets Scientific Review Criteria (Qualified)
Qualifications:
The issues can be dealt with in contracting and future project reviews.

1) Further information on how and when action effectiveness will be monitored and evaluated
is needed.

2) Some additional discussion on how restoration actions are prioritized is needed. For
example, how do local partners affect the Riverine Ecosystem Planning Approach used by the
sponsors to identify where restoration actions should be focused? Additionally, explanations for
how selected project activities fit into the larger subbasin landscape would be useful as they
would help justify why the habitat restoration actions proposed were chosen.

Comment:
1. Purpose: Significance to Regional Programs, Technical Background, and Objectives

This project will protect and restore habitat to benefit spring Chinook and ESA-listed summer
steelhead, and bull trout mainly by improving connectivity and complexity in riparian habitat
areas. It addresses the objectives of the Walla Walla Subbasin Plan, the Upper Walla Walla River
Habitat Restoration Action Plan, the FCRPS 2008 BiOp, and the Snake River Salmon and Bull
Trout Recovery Plans. The sponsors provide an adequate discussion of the primary limiting
factors in the subbasin. The objectives address the limiting factors and the proposed work
appears to be justified. The significance to regional programs, technical background, and
objectives were for the most part adequately described.

Annual reports for the project indicate that representative portions of previously completed
projects have been monitored using modified protocols from a variety of sources. Both physical
and biological parameters were measured. Recently, the sponsors worked with Stillwater
Sciences and built a habitat effectiveness bio-monitoring procedure. The bio-monitoring
method uses both BACI and BA designs to evaluate adult and juvenile salmonid abundance.
Additional details about this approach were provided during the site visit. A physical habitat
assessment monitoring plan is also being produced. In this case, the sponsors are working with
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USGS and NOAA Fisheries personnel. Explanations on how and when these two new tools will
be used to assess the effectiveness of the work being proposed are needed as the status and
future plans for RM&E for the project are unclear.

The sponsors participate in a number of local working groups including the Mill Creek, Oregon
Solutions, Priority Projects, and Lower Walla Walla working groups and are also active members
in the Snake River Salmon Recovery Board and the Regional Technical Team. Some discussion of
how local partners affect the Riverine Ecosystem Planning approach employed by the sponsors
to prioritize habitat restoration areas is needed. Once projects have been identified, the River
Restoration Analysis Tool (RiverRat) that was developed by the USFWS and NMFS is used to
plan, design, and implement selected projects.

2. History: Accomplishments, Results, and Adaptive Management (Evaluation of Results)

An impressive number of projects have been implemented including conservation easements,
land purchases, and passage improvements. Since its inception the project has completed 13
habitat restoration projects and is currently working on an additional four projects. Ten of these
increased habitat complexity by replanting native vegetation, installing fencing, reconnecting
the floodplain to the stream and enhancing riparian areas. An additional four projects were
directed toward improving fish passage and three others were largely instituted to protect
existing habitat from development. The sponsors provided short summaries of results and
photo points for each ongoing project. These summaries were instructive, but more
information would have been helpful. What percentage of the Walla Walla River system
accessible to anadromous salmonids, for instance, has been affected by restoration projects?
What is the distribution of existing and planned projects, and can they be connected to build a
linked network of functioning stream and riparian environments? Additional quantitative
information, especially on fish response, would have also improved the discussion.

The sponsor’s state that with additional funding provided through the Accords Agreement they
were able to improve their restoration planning process. This is a positive step and is adaptive
because it undoubtedly draws on past planning and implementation experience. A number of
other adaptive management actions have also occurred. Originally restoration efforts were not
directly linked to primary limiting factors, now they are. Additionally, tools like LiDAR, FLIR,
topographic and bathymetric surveys, physical habitat surveys, riparian inventories, hyporheic
assessments, and hydraulic modeling are now being used to plan and design projects. Project
Administration has also changed, now before a project is started a five-step process is put in
place that establishes goals, time lines, organizes planning teams, and ensures that proper
permits are obtained. Finally, the knowledge gained from ongoing habitat restoration activities
is being applied to new projects, not just in the Walla Walla subbasin but in the John Day,
Umatilla, and Grande Ronde as well.
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Evaluation of Results

For over 180 years the Walla Walla River basin has been impacted by anthropogenic impacts
that have ranged from dam construction, dewatering due to irrigation, channel simplification,
levee construction, logging and splash dam use, and over grazing. These impacts caused the
extirpation of spring Chinook in 1925 and in the late 1990’s Walla Walla River summer
steelhead and bull trout were listed as threatened by the ESA. Prior to the establishment of the
2008 Accords, the CTUIR had performed a number of localized restoration actions. After the
Accords were established funds were available for larger projects. Once this occurred, lengthy
assessment and design phases were started. Pre-project metrics that are being measured
include: acres of riparian forest, percentage of floodplain available to the stream under various
flows, percentage of streambed that can be used for spawning and rearing, and total stream
length vs. valley length. After a project is completed these metrics are measured again, typically
once every three to five years.

Additionally, the tribe instituted its First Foods paradigm and coupled this with its River Vision
plan. This approach has been used to guide all subsequent restoration actions. In response to
concerns raised by the ISRP in previous reviews, the sponsors developed a bio-monitoring and a
physical habitat assessment plan. Both were recently completed, and the ISRP has reviewed the
bio-monitoring plan. It is hoped that these M&E plans will be used to assess the effectiveness of
the proposed projects.

3. Project Relationships, Emerging Limiting Factors, and Tailored Questions

The sponsors list a number of agencies and organizations with whom they are coordinating, but
they do not describe in any detail the nature of the coordination. For example, do the projects
share data or participate together in planning, implementing, or monitoring projects?

Two emerging limiting factors were identified, climate change and aquatic and terrestrial
invasive species. Climate models predict that winter precipitation will shift from snow to rain
and that will cause lower summer flows to occur. Additionally higher peak flows and warmer
water temperatures are expected. The middle and lower parts of the Walla Walla River will be
most impacted by these changes. Currently the hydrograph and water temperatures in these
parts of the river are primarily controlled by irrigation withdrawals. Climate change will likely
alter irrigation needs, and this may worsen the impacts of irrigation on flow and temperature.
As water temperatures warm, invasive predaceous fish species are expected to expand into
areas that presently have cools waters. Terrestrial noxious weeds may also expand.

No specific actions to deal with expanding non-native predator populations or altered water
use patterns are mentioned. Instead, the approach taken to meet these emerging challenges is
to expand habitat resilience by increasing natural and self-sustaining processes in floodplain
and riparian habitats. The degree of resiliency each project might provide is best determined by
biological and physical habitat monitoring efforts designed to measure habitat diversity,
connectivity, and fish use among other attributes. Thus the implementation and consistent use
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of such monitoring programs should be regarded as key component for each proposed habitat
restoration action.

4. Deliverables, Work Elements, Metrics, and Methods

The project has eight deliverables. Seven of them are explicit habitat restoration projects that
address one or more of the project’s five objectives. For example, five of the projects, Kentch,
Middle Walla Walla Fish Passage, Tumalum Levee setback, Bolan-Kelly, and South Fork Touchet
River Habitat Enhancement address the objective of making the stream channel more complex.
Four of the above projects are also being performed to connect streams to their floodplains and
to enhance riparian zones, another project objective. Fish passage enhancement and
improvement in water quality are two additional objectives that are being met by several of the
proposed projects. The non-project deliverable is to contribute cost-share funds to in-basin
habitat work being led by other partners. Overall, the deliverables are described only in general
terms, nearly all are in the early planning stage. While many of them are relatively
straightforward, it is difficult to assess their technical merit without more site-specific details. It
is clear that a lot of planning will be required before most of the actions can be implemented.

The ISRP also wishes that implementation of an effectiveness monitoring program across the
subbasin and its neighbors would move at a faster pace. We called for an integrated action
effectiveness monitoring program at our last review and project sponsors agreed that one was
needed. We continue to believe that monitoring action effectiveness remains one of the most
pressing needs in both the Walla Walla and Umatilla subbasins, and we hope that one can be
completed and implemented soon.

Specific comments on protocols and methods described in MonitoringMethods.org
One RM&E protocol, Umatilla Subbasin Fish Habitat Restoration Monitoring Plan, was cited. It
has twenty methods some of which are fairly well developed while others are lacking

explanations for how a procedure should occur. The protocol and methods cited appear to be
appropriate for the types of data that will be collected.
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200902600 - Walla Walla Juvenile and Adult Passage Improvements

Sponsor: Umatilla Confederated Tribes (CTUIR)

Short Description: Provide safe passage for migrating juvenile and adult salmonids in the Walla
Walla Subbasin by constructing and maintaining passage facilities at irrigation diversion dams
and canals and other passage barriers.

ISRP recommendation: Meets Scientific Review Criteria (Qualified)
Qualifications:

Studies to quantitatively measure the action effectiveness of specific passage projects need to
be developed and implemented.

The ISRP’s qualification and comments can be dealt with in contracting and future project
reviews. The ISRP is not requesting a response.

Comment:

The sponsors and their local partners worked with three engineering firms to develop fish
passage solutions for a six-mile long section of Mill Creek. This portion of the stream flows
through the town of Walla Walla. For two miles, it passes through a concrete flume and
approximately 800 feet of the flume is roofed over by parking lots and other structures. An
additional 3.2 miles of the stream contains 263 concrete sills or channel stabilizers that are six
feet wide and stretch across the stream. Some twelve different types of stream reaches were
identified in this six-mile section, each with its own fish passage challenges. A physical model of
parts of the flume was built and dye studies were performed to estimate how flow patterns and
water velocities would react to physical modifications. In addition, a fish energetics model plus
field calibrated HEC RAS and spreadsheet models were used to calculate hydraulics. Fish
passage ability through the six mile section of Mill Creek at different flow rates and fish sizes by
species was estimated via modeling. These results were used to help design modifications to
the six-mile section of Mill Creek that would enhance fish passage. Cost estimates for each type
of modification were also produced. Additionally, on-the-ground alterations using the
suggested designs were made to a portion of the flume and also on a few concrete sills.

The purpose of two of the project’s deliverables is to continue to alter the flume and sills using
the same type of modifications that were employed in the pilot work. We suggest that the
sponsors install PIT tag detectors and other possible sensors in some of the modified portions
of the flume to determine if resting areas and other portions of the modified structures are
performing as expected. Corrections or alterations to existing designs that are based on model
outputs cannot be made without empirical passage assessments. If the sponsors have pre-
treatment fish passage success data under different flow regimes it may also be possible to
perform BA or BACI analyses on the cumulative effects of all changes made in the six mile
section of Mill Creek.
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During the ISRP field visit it was also mentioned that the roofed portion of the Mill Creek flume
was in poor condition. We hope that the sponsors and their partners can work with the City of

Walla Walla to see if the roof can be removed and that during this process the stream channel

in this part of the flume can be redesigned to enhance fish passage.

The Nursery Bridge Dam is another significant fish passage challenge in the Walla Walla
subbasin. Currently high velocities at the dam are causing the streambed to undercut areas
directly below the dam and are also reducing the effectiveness the dam’s fish ladder. One of
the project’s deliverables calls for installing rough material immediately below the dam to
reduce water velocities and simultaneously help with entry into the fish ladder. The river
channel at the dam is restricted and water flows can also be impacted by irrigation
withdrawals. The sponsors and their partners appear to have a holistic plan for this site which
calls for widening the river channel below the dam which would reduce water velocities and
installing three or more aquifer recharge sites to provide flows during the irrigation season. This
appears to be a good approach to solving a significant fish passage problem and we hope that
timely progress can be made on completing this plan.

Overall the project is making an important contribution to fish recovery in the Walla Walla
Basin. The proposal, however, would have benefitted from additional detail about work
elements, deliverables, past project activities, and information about project effectiveness.

1. Purpose: Significance to Regional Programs, Technical Background, and Objectives

Inadequate passage at irrigation diversion dams, canals and other passage barriers were
identified as top imminent threats to salmonids in the Walla Walla subbasin plan. The objective
of this project is to provide safe passage for migrating juvenile and adult salmonids by
constructing and maintaining fish passage facilities. The sponsors state that important passage
work has been accomplished in the subbasin but that additional problems still exist. Forums
such as the Walla Walla Technical Work Group and Mill Creek Working Group identified and
helped plan the work being proposed. Projects were prioritized based on their expected
impacts on migrating fish. That is mainstem structures that all fish must pass and large
irrigation diversion screens were considered high priority projects. In the current proposal, six
out of the eight proposed passage projects will help anadromous fish reach portions of upper
Mill Creek. The significance of this project to the fish resources of the Walla Walla Basin is clear.
The project addresses a mortality factor identified as a key limiting factor in most of the
restoration plans that have been developed for this watershed.

2. History: Accomplishments, Results, and Adaptive Management (Evaluation of Results)

Results and accomplishments of the project are presented as a list of actions that have been
completed. For example, under this project two decommissioned irrigation diversion dams
have been removed, six new fish ladders have been installed at low head dams, modern fish
screens have been installed at seven irrigation diversions, three irrigation ditch consolidations
have been completed which helped reduce the number of passage facilities needed, and
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alterations to a concrete channel located in lower Mill Creek were made. However, there is
insufficient information provided to convey the relative significance of these projects. More
detailed information on project accomplishments should be included in the proposal.

Radio telemetry studies on spring Chinook from 2004-2008 were performed to document adult
passage in the Walla Walla River. Results from this work were used to make improvements to
passage facilities at Hofer, Mill Creek, Gose Street, and the Nursery Bridge Dam. So there is
some element of adaptive management incorporated into the project. However, the lack of
project-specific effectiveness evaluations limits the availability of information that is required to
adaptively improve project effectiveness. For example, even though a project might meet
NOAA fish passage standards was there some specific feature at the site that required some
modifications? Is there a central site where past experience is stored so that future learning can
take place? Some enhancement in project-level effectiveness monitoring would be worth
considering.

Evaluation of Results

The Walla Walla River has been heavily diverted for irrigation purposes. Two major irrigation
diversions, one at river mile 36 and another at river mile 47 along with numerous smaller
diversions exist in the subbasin. These structures played a significant role in the extirpation of
spring Chinook and in the reduction of summer steelhead and Bull Trout abundance. Migrating
juveniles were lost down irrigation canals and injured by impingement on inappropriate fish
screens. Adults were prevented from making upstream migrations either by a complete
absence of water or by impassable barriers. Numerous passage improvements have been
made. The effectiveness of individual projects, however, has not been evaluated. Visual
inspections are made to see if adults or juveniles show any reluctance to moving through
specific passage structures but are not done in a quantifiable manner. However, the sponsors
have performed studies that show mean travel time of spring Chinook from McNary Dam to the
Nursery Bridge Dam has decreased from 30 days in 2000 to 18 days. SAR values for spring
Chinook have also gone up a bit since 2004 and the successful re-introduction of spring Chinook
into the South Fork of the Walla Walla and into Mill Creek indicate biological benefits have
been derived from the passage work that has occurred in the subbasin.

3. Project Relationships, Emerging Limiting Factors, and Tailored Questions

The Walla Walla Juvenile and Adult Passage Improvement project is directly linked to the Walla
Walla Fish Operations and Maintenance and the Walla Walla Basinwide Tributary Passage and
Flow projects. The juvenile and adult passage project provides support for the installation of
screens and passage structures at irrigation diversion sites, dams, and other sites where fish
passage has been impaired. The operation and maintenance project handles the O&M for these
installations while the basinwide tributary passage project focuses on flow augmentation.
These projects have made significant progress towards addressing fish impacts related to the
irrigation system in the Walla Walla Basin.
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Project identification is done by the Walla Walla Technical Work Group, the Mill Creek Working
Group, and other interested entities. Private engineering firms design and construct passage
improvements, and these plans are reviewed by the sponsors (CTUIR) along with WDFW,
ODFW, NMFS, and the USFWS. PNNL personnel are engaged by the project to inspect newly
completed projects to determine if they are operating under accepted NMFS criteria. The
project also provides cost share funds for fish passage projects led by the Army Corps of
Engineers, Snake River Salmon Recovery Board, NOAA, Milton-Freewater Water Control
District, and the Walla Walla Basin Watershed Council.

Additionally, the project is linked to the Walla Walla Basin Monitoring and Evaluation Project
(BPA Project Number 2000-039-00) which performs basinwide assessments of fish response to
habitat improvement efforts. This Monitoring and Evaluation project appears to be collecting
comprehensive data on steelhead and spring Chinook populations in the river and some of the
results from this study are presented. VSP parameters appear to be trending upwards.
However, it is not possible to determine the role improved passage survival is playing in this
trend. Assessments of effectiveness of the screens and passage structures installed under this
program appear to be limited to behavior displayed by radio-tagged adult fish near passage
structures and casual observations of fish behavior around project sites. A more rigorous
assessment of the efficacy of the structures should be considered.

No emerging limiting factors were presented. It is clear however, that climate change and
possible shifts in irrigation water use will impact fish passage. How to accommodate these
changes in flow regimes and water temperature will need to be considered in future fish
passage planning, design, and construction.

4. Deliverables, Work Elements, Metrics, and Methods

Ten project deliverables are presented. Eight of them are for specific fish passage projects.
Many of these have been designed and are ready for construction. One of the remaining
deliverables is for cost-sharing. In this case funds from the project will be provided to other
subbasin groups that are performing fish passage work. Previous examples of cost sharing
include projects on the Touchet, Garrison Creek, Spring Creek, and at Gose Street. The final
deliverable pays PNNL personnel to perform post-project evaluations to ensure that newly
completed projects meet NOAA fish passage criteria. The work elements and deliverables for
this project seem appropriate. They are primarily related to the construction of new screens or
fish ladders or modification of existing facilities. However, the detail about each work element
and deliverable was quite brief. Additional detail or links to information about each planned
project would have been useful in reviewing the proposal.

Specific comments on protocols and methods described in MonitoringMethods.org

No RM&E protocols were listed in the proposal.
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200739600 - Walla Walla Basinwide Tributary Passage and Flow

Sponsor: Walla Walla Basin Watershed Council

Short Description: Provide safe passage for migrating juvenile and adult salmonids in the Walla
Walla Subbasin by addressing fish passage issues and other passage barriers, utilizing aquifer
recharge to improve the alluvial aquifer in order to sustain river, tributary and spring flows, and
implementing water efficiency projects such as irrigation ditch piping that will result in more
water being left instream for fish passage.

ISRP recommendation: Meets Scientific Review Criteria
Comments:

This project is clearly addressing a factor that is limiting fish production in the Walla Walla
Basin: limited instream flow. There is very good evidence that they have made significant
progress in addressing this issue. For example, the project has performed useful fish passage
and habitat restoration in the Walla Walla subbasin and has identified additional sites where
irrigation efficiencies, aquifer recharge actions, fish passage improvements and restoration of
floodplain processes should occur. The project has a strong RM&E component and is using the
information generated to modify restoration plans. In future proposals, the project sponsors
should include additional information on project relationships in the Walla Walla Basin. A little
more detail on how fish movement and presence/absence data will be collected would have
been helpful. Also, some additional information on the bank stabilization deliverable below the
Nursery Bridge grade control structures should have been included in the proposal.

1. Purpose: Significance to Regional Programs, Technical Background, and Objectives

This project is significant regionally as seasonal lack of instream flow impacts listed fishes in the
Walla Walla River. The activities proposed are consistent with the Walla Walla Subbasin Plan,
the priority actions listed in the Bi-State Habitat Conservation Process, and in the Draft Bull
Trout and Steelhead Recovery Plans. The project has three goals, to restore up- and
downstream passage for juvenile and adult salmonids; to recharge aquifers to sustain and
augment river, tributary, and spring flows; and to implement irrigation efficiency programs to
increase stream flows. Ten objectives, including improving water quality, providing additional
instream flows, promoting water conservation, protecting conserved water via Oregon and
Washington Water Trust laws, monitoring and management of hydrologic data, expanding the
size and duration of cold water refugia, and improving base river flows through floodplains are
being used to address these goals. The objectives are appropriate for this project. They all focus
on restoring appropriate flow conditions and water quality throughout the Walla Walla River
watershed.

The history of the water projects on the Walla Walla is described sufficiently. Efforts to enhance

flow in the river have been ongoing for over a decade with some notable successes. Previously
dewatered reaches now have year-round flow. The extensive hydrology monitoring network
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enabled the identification of declining groundwater levels (partly due to increased efficiency of
the irrigation system). Reduced ground water levels have eliminated many springs, which had
made an important contribution to summer base flow and provided thermal refuge. They have
been experimenting with various methods of enhancing groundwater storage in the basin and
have had some success.

2. History: Accomplishments, Results, and Adaptive Management (Evaluation of Results)

The Walla Walla Basin Watershed Council (WWBW(C) and partners developed a water
monitoring network in 2001 to understand the role that ditches and irrigation practices had in
aquifer maintenance in the subbasin. Results from this monitoring work have guided future
restoration actions. For example, during the past eight years the WWBWC has worked with
multiple partners to develop aquifer recharge projects, for example the Hulette Johnson, Hall-
Wentland, and Stiller Pond sites and the Anspach and Trumbull projects. Also the WWBWC
recently completed a Walla Walla Basin Aquifer Recharge Plan. Additionally, the WWBWC
collects groundwater and surface water data and distributes it to basin partners and local,
state, and federal agencies. Some of these data were used to develop the TMDL for water
temperature in Oregon’s part of the Walla Walla River.

A thorough discussion of project history is provided in the proposal along with links to other
project related documents. The project has been using adaptive management processes to
improve its program of flow enhancement. Initially the project focused on areas where
immediate short-term savings in water would occur. Now, projects are taking place in areas
where water savings can improve stream flow later on. Experiments were performed that
evaluated the effectiveness of four water distribution systems in an aquifer recharge area. One
distribution system that was identified as being the most effective is now being used in other
aquifer recharge projects. Additionally, the newly completed Walla Walla River Alternatives
Analysis and Conceptual Design Milton-Freewater Levee and Habitat analysis is being used to
identify opportunities for fish passage and fish habitat improvements. The analysis includes
some HEC-RAS modeling which performs channel flow determinations and floodplain
identification.

Evaluation of Results

Prior to this proposal submission, the Walla Walla Basin Watershed Council, Walla Walla
Conservation District, Gardena Farms Irrigation District, CTUIR, and WDFW had projects funded
by this project. Previous work involved establishing over 100 monitoring wells, 60 stream flow
gauges, the production of a hydrologic data base called AQUARIS, the creation of 124 miles of
Conservation Reserve Enhancement Program (CREP) riparian buffers, the installation of over
300 fish screens by ODFW and WDFW, removal of 15 significant fish barriers, over 18.6 miles of
ditch piping in Oregon, 85 on-farm water efficiency projects, aquifer recharge research and
implementation, the enactment of soil retention practices on 80% of the steep wheat land in
Columbia County (WA), and the completion of the Walla Walla Basin Aquifer Recharge Strategic
Plan. This work has helped restore fish passage, instream flows, and recharge shallow aquifers.
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3. Project Relationships, Emerging Limiting Factors, and Tailored Questions

The project is linked to the Walla Walla River Basin Fish Habitat Enhancement, Walla Walla
River Juvenile and Adult Passage Improvements, Walla Walla River Basin Monitoring and
Evaluation, Walla Walla River Hatchery Operations and Maintenance, and Umatilla Fish Passage
Operations projects. Partners include ODFW, WDFW, CTUIR, OWRD, WDOE, OSU, USDA,
Hudson Bay District Improvement Company, Walla Walla Irrigation District and Fruitvale Water
Users Association, ODEQ, Walla Walla County Conservation District, and private landowners.
However, how this project and the other projects mentioned above coordinate with one
another is incompletely described. Some additional discussion of how this project interacts with
the habitat restoration and fish monitoring efforts in the watershed would have been useful.

The sponsors have established a very thorough hydrological monitoring system in the
watershed. Detailed data on river and stream flow, groundwater level, water temperature and
water chemistry are being collected. The proposal also demonstrates that these data are being
used to inform restoration project designs. There is a good data storage system in place and the
data are available online. Maintaining this system is critical to ensure compliance with water
agreements.

Climate change was recognized as an emerging limiting factor. A climate change projection
specifically for the Walla Walla Basin has been produced and results indicate that there will be
an increase in cold-season flows and a decrease in late spring-summer stream flows. They are
planning for such changes by shunting higher winter flows into aquifer recharge areas so that
summer flows can be augmented from the recharged aquifers. Additionally, new piping is being
installed to reduce seepage and improve irrigation efficiencies, so this emerging limiting factor
is being addressed. There was no discussion, however, of how future development or changes
in agriculture could influence water availability. Some consideration of these factors should be
included in the project. Additionally, it is not clear if the hydrological model has been used to
forecast what happens under extreme events? For example, suppose that drought conditions
occur in two or more consecutive years, can the model be used to forecast water availability
under this circumstance? And if so, have plans been made on how water will be allocated to
irrigators as well as for fish passage?

4. Deliverables, Work Elements, Metrics, and Methods

The project has seventeen deliverables; fourteen of them are directed toward specific projects
in the Walla Walla subbasin. The general goals of the specific projects are to improve irrigation
efficiency and fish passage, restore floodplain processes, and start aquifer recharge programs.
In several instances, engineered drawings or other plans have already been developed for these
projects. The remaining three deliverables have more general goals. In one case, the objective
is to monitor irrigation flows via telemetry and use automation to open and close valves or
gates to improve water management. In another instance the sponsors wish to establish water
right “maps” in project areas so that easements or other arrangements can be made to protect
instream flow enhancements. The project has also used hydrologic mapping and monitoring to
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help determine where restoration projects should occur. The sponsors wish to continue this
work to monitor status and trends in water temperatures and flow. Additionally, these data will
be connected to fish presence and movement information to see how fish react to water flow
and temperature improvements. Some information on how fish movement and
presence/absence data are collected should have been included in the proposal.

The deliverables are mostly appropriate for the objectives of this project, and the work
elements are described adequately. The deliverable for channel stabilization below the Nursery
Bridge grade control structures, however, does not contain enough detail on the nature of the
bank stability issue or the measures that are planned to address the problem. More detail on
this deliverable should be included.

Specific comments on protocols and methods described in MonitoringMethods.org

Three major RM&E protocols are listed and all were developed by project personnel. Most are
largely complete and are appropriate for the types of data being collected.
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N. Tucannon River

199401806 - Tucannon Stream and Riparian Restoration

Sponsor: Columbia Conservation District (SWCD)

Short Description: Restore habitat functions to improve limiting factors identified for Tucannon
River ESA listed species in the 2008 FCRPS BiOp in coordination and cooperation with Tucannon
River Programmatic Project and is a critical component in addressing the diverse habitat
deficiencies within the basin.

ISRP recommendation: Meets Scientific Review Criteria
Comment:

This proposal generally described the actions to be supported by this project quite well. The
ISRP comments provide suggestions that the project sponsors should consider as the project
proceeds. The habitat restoration process being implemented in the Tucannon River watershed
is among the most technically-advanced in the Columbia Basin. A comprehensive evaluation of
current habitat conditions and fish distribution by life stage was used to establish project
priorities. As projects are implemented, a very complete RM&E program with the inclusion of
the Tucannon as a CHaMP site will provide information on the physical and biological response.
The proposal’s only shortcomings were a lack of detail on work elements and an incomplete
description of the adaptive management process to be used.

1. Purpose: Significance to Regional Programs, Technical Background, and Objectives

This project is one of a set of projects focused on improving salmon and steelhead habitat in
the Tucannon River. The significance of this project is emphasized by the fact that the Tucannon
River supports the only population of spring Chinook for the Lower Snake River major
population group. Therefore, increase in this population is essential if this major population
group is to recover.

The introduction to the proposal describes the process that has been used to assess the current
status of habitat and fish populations in the watershed and how these data were then used to
identify the locations for restoration projects with the highest probability of positively
influencing the fish. The proposal presents a well-organized plan for implementing stream and
riparian improvements. The project selection process that has been used in this watershed is
one of the most technically-sound in the Columbia Basin.

2. History: Accomplishments, Results, and Adaptive Management (Evaluation of Results)
The history and accomplishments of this project are described in the proposal. Perhaps the
most impressive past accomplishment is the very complete assessment of the current condition

of the watershed that was completed prior to selecting restoration projects. The geomorphic
assessment, VSP parameter monitoring, sediment and temperature measurements provide a
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very clear picture of how the fish are using this watershed and the factors that are impacting
the fish within each reach. This information was then used very effectively in project
prioritization.

The dramatic improvement in stream temperature since the implementation of riparian
protections was impressive. Some additional presentation of monitoring results for other
parameters would have been useful. Much work on sediment control has been undertaken, but
it was difficult to assess the effectiveness of these actions from the information included in the
proposal. There was mention that positive trends in streambed sediment also have been
observed, but these data were not presented.

This project has yet to implement many projects, so the extent to which they will modify their
habitat restoration plans adaptively remains to be seen. The extensive evaluation of habitat
conditions that was utilized to establish restoration project priorities, however, indicates that
the sponsors of this project understand how to collect, analyze, and apply data to their
management decisions. Similarly, the modification of restoration plans in response to a major
forest fire in the watershed indicates the capability to adaptively modify restoration plans.
Therefore, they should be able to implement a very effective adaptive management process.
The project sponsors should consider developing a formal adaptive management process to
ensure that restoration planning progressively becomes more effective as responses to
previous actions are assessed.

Some additional presentation of results of habitat monitoring conducted to date would have
been useful, especially the sediment monitoring. However, the proposal and the links provided
did provide a relatively complete description of how past monitoring results are being used.

3. Project Relationships, Emerging Limiting Factors, and Tailored Questions

This project is one component of a program for habitat restoration in the Tucannon River. This
project will focus on implementation of restoration actions. A process for prioritizing
restoration projects was developed as part of another project. The RM&E effort for habitat will
be covered by the CHaMP process, and a BPA-supported project is collecting the VSP
parameters for Chinook and steelhead to compliment the habitat assessments. These projects
appear to be well coordinated.

The RM&E process for habitat restoration in the Tucannon is very well developed. The
Tucannon has been selected as one of the sites where CHaMP will be established. The CHaMP
assessment will provide data on 45 randomly-selected sites annually. Four additional sites will
be added each year at locations where projects have been implemented. The additional sites
will ensure that habitat responses to restoration actions will be adequately assessed. Coupled
with the steelhead and Chinook monitoring in the watershed, the RM&E program should
provide a very clear picture of how habitat conditions and fish populations change over time as
the habitat restoration program is executed in this watershed.
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There was little discussion of emerging limiting factors in the proposal. Clearly, climate change
and development within the watershed are issues that will need to be incorporated into
restoration planning. The promising response in water temperature that has been observed
over the last several decades indicates that actions that can help to mitigate for impacts from
climate change are being implemented. However, a discussion of how these factors are being
considered in the design of the restoration program for the Tucannon should have been
included in the proposal.

4. Deliverables, Work Elements, Metrics, and Methods

There was very little specific information on Work Elements included in the proposal. A general
list of the types of actions that will be used to restore habitat function was provided. But there
was no indepth discussion of restoration designs for specific locations. Given the systematic and
comprehensive approach that was used to identify and prioritize projects, it seems highly likely
that detailed study plans for the priority sites have been developed. A link to these plans would
have aided in the ISRP assessment of this project.

Specific comments on protocols and methods described in MonitoringMethods.org

The project uses CHaMP protocols for habitat monitoring.

199401807 - Garfield County Fall Chinook and Steelhead Habitat Improvement
Sponsor: Pomeroy Conservation District

Short Description: This proposal is the continued effort of the farmers and ranchers of Garfield
County to reduce erosion and the resulting sedimentation into the Salmonid bearing streams by
aiding more producers into the conversion from conventional tillage practices to a reduced
tillage and eventually to a Direct Seed program and over time with the use of cover crops to
protect the land year round.

ISRP response loop recommendation: Does Not Meet Scientific Review Criteria
Comment:

The response from the project sponsors addressed a few of the ISRP’s concerns but did not deal
with some of the major concerns. In particular, the responses to our concerns about
prioritization of projects, relationships with other projects in the county, and adaptive
management were not sufficient. In addition, the apparent reluctance to present any of the
temperature and sediment monitoring data collected by this project in the past is puzzling.
These data could provide clear evidence that the project has made progress in addressing its
major objectives. Without this information it is not possible to determine if the projects
implemented to date have had a positive influence.
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Priority areas for project implementation need to be identified. This type of assessment should
form the foundation of a habitat restoration program. The response to ISRP concerns on this
issue indicates that the sponsors feel that any project anywhere in the county has the potential
to benefit aquatic system health in some way. This contention may be true, but there will be
locations where execution of a project will have the greatest benefits for fish. Targeting actions
to these locations could greatly enhance the effectiveness of this program. A priority for the
sponsors of this proposal should be the development of a project prioritization process. The
inability to identify high-priority projects was the greatest weakness of this project proposal.

The project sponsors responded to the ISRP concern about the lack of RM&E and a formal
adaptive management design by stating that monitoring is not a component of this project.
However, they do indicate that temperature and sediment monitoring have occurred as part of
this project, so some level of monitoring has been included in this project in the past. The
response did not include any results from these monitoring efforts in the proposal. The
sponsors indicated that they were unable to include the temperature information because the
database was too large. The entire database does not have to be incorporated into the proposal
to provide some indication that the riparian projects that have been implemented to date are
having a positive influence of water temperature. A single graph displaying average summer
water temperatures over the monitoring period at a subset of the monitored sites would have
provided some concrete indication of whether or not the restoration efforts were having the
desired effect. The fact that steelhead now spawn in Pataha Creek and that this stream has
been re-designated from a minor spawning area to a major spawning area was offered as
evidence that water temperature is declining. However, increased steelhead spawning may
have nothing to do with water temperature. Barrier removal may be the action that has caused
this response. Data from both the sediment and temperature monitoring should have been
used in the proposal to demonstrate that the project is making progress against objectives.

The ISRP’s concern about lack of coordination between activities on Pataha Creek supported
through this project and the large Tucannon habitat program and Tucannon monitoring project
was not considered a serious issue by the project sponsors for two reasons: 1) Pataha Creek
enters into the Tucannon 10 miles from its mouth, below the area that is the focus of the
Tucannon program, and 2) Pataha Creek does not support Chinook, the focal species for the
Tucannon program. Nonetheless, it seems obvious that, as both these projects are addressing
habitat concerns in the same watershed, some degree of collaboration, or at least close
communication, would be beneficial. At a minimum, some discussion of the relevance of the
fish data being collected by the Tucannon monitoring effort for assessing biological response to
the projects being implemented on Pataha Creek should have been included in the proposal.

The ISRP question concerning the need for annual reconnaissance flights to survey for fish
passage barriers was adequately clarified. The sponsors have decided that annual flights are
unnecessary as some of the barriers they thought were limiting fish movement (tumbleweed
accumulations in the channel) were only temporary and did not present a migration blockage.
The response also indicates that their barrier assessment is incomplete; barrier assessments on
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some private lands have not been conducted. Apparently, the locations for which landowner
permission can be secured will be surveyed on foot. This approach seems reasonable.

The concern about lack of landowner participation in the no-till program was partially
addressed. The response indicates that the no-till funding provided through this project was
simply being used to provide farmers an opportunity to try a no-till approach with limited
financial risk. They indicate that many of the program participants ultimately employ no till on
part or all of their land. They also clarified that landowner concerns about increased regulatory
focus if they participated in the program was specifically related to certain funding sources to
reduce livestock impacts on water quality. The sponsors are developing alternative mechanisms
for addressing these issues that minimizes landowner concerns about regulatory exposure. But
the response did not provide any detail about the results of experimental trials on the
effectiveness of the cultivation practices being supported through this program. The proposal
indicates that no-till practices "can lower fertilizer application rates and reduce herbicide use
over time." Is there any concrete evidence that the nutrient or agricultural chemical delivery to
streams been reduced?

Evaluation of Results

The proposal did not incorporate information on program actions completed to date in the
body of their proposal, but the response directed reviewers to annual reports that do contain
some of this information. However, results of temperature and sediment monitoring were not
provided and the relationship of this project with biological monitoring efforts occurring under
other projects in Garfield County, notably in the Tucannon River, was not described. This
program can make an important contribution to habitat recovery in the county as it has access
to multiple funding mechanisms. However, the lack of a process for identifying priority actions
in the county and the apparent absence of an adaptive management program are limiting
effectiveness.

Preliminary ISRP comment requesting a response:

This proposal lacked sufficient information to enable a technical review. The proposal should be
resubmitted for ISRP review after addressing the concerns detailed in the comments below.

1. Purpose: Significance to Regional Programs, Technical Background, and Objectives

This project proposes to employ several techniques to improve steelhead habitat in four creeks
in Garfield County, Washington. The significance of this work to regional programs is not well
described in the proposal. The authors do provide evidence that these streams either support
steelhead or have some potential to support these fish if habitat conditions are improved. But
there is no specific information provided that indicates to what extent the deliverables
associated with this project would contribute to habitat improvement. There also is very little
discussion of the integration of this effort with the large Tucannon River restoration program.
This proposal does not discuss the Tucannon effort nor was there any mention of this project in
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the Tucannon habitat proposal that was included in this review process. The components of this
project related to Pataha Creek would benefit from a closer alignment with the Tucannon
restoration effort.

The technical background for this project is incomplete. There is some indication given in the
proposal that stream temperature data have been collected since 1993 and have shown
improvement as restoration actions have been implemented. The temperature information was
not included in the proposal. Any information about past and current habitat conditions on the
project creeks would have been helpful in establishing the need for this project.

The project has generic goals such as reduce sediment flow into waterways and remove
barriers, but little explanation is provided as to how these goals will be accomplished.
Reduction in sediment delivery to the project streams is likely an appropriate objective but
without supporting information on the current habitat conditions in these streams, judging the
significance of the sediment problem relative to other possible limiting factors is not possible.
Increased participation in no-till agriculture is viewed as one mechanism to reduce sediment
delivery to streams. However, the proposal indicates many challenges with the existing no-till
cost-share project. There is no indication in the proposal of steps that will be taken to address
the current reluctance of farmers to participate in the program. The objective dealing with
barrier assessment is somewhat puzzling. The proposal suggests that barriers form frequently
enough to require annual surveillance fights. Barrier surveys in other watersheds are usually
done very infrequently, assuming that barriers are long-term features that do not appear and
disappear rapidly. There also was a statement in the proposal about barriers being formed by
windblown debris. The process by which barriers are formed in these systems should have been
described more fully to justify the annual reconnaissance flights.

2. History: Accomplishments, Results, and Adaptive Management (Evaluation of Results)

The history of this project was briefly described, focusing on the changes in agricultural
practices over the last 20 years and how these changes have affected the nature of the cost-
share program in the county. The proposal also provides a high-level description of some of the
riparian protections that have been implemented over this time. However, little information
was provided about changes that have been observed in stream habitat as a result of efforts to
date. Some mention was made about improvements in stream temperature and streambed
embeddedness, but no data were provided to support these observations.

Although this project has been in existence, in some form, since 1993, there does not appear to
be any plan that has identified the specific areas within the project watersheds where the
implementation of sediment controls, riparian protections, or barrier removal would be most
beneficial to the focal species. Improvement of habitat conditions could be much more
effective if restoration and protection actions were focused on the most critical sites. Even
though landowner participation in the programs supported through this project is voluntary,
with some understanding of the most ecologically significant sites, a targeted effort might be
made to encourage key landowners to participate in the program.
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A troubling aspect of the description of the history of this project is the apparent decrease in
participation by farmers in the cost-share program for no-till agriculture. This decline in
participation was attributed to the fact that farmers can apply for cost share only a limited
number of times and many have reached this limit and the fear that accepting cost share will
expose the landowner to additional regulatory scrutiny. As one of the primary deliverables of
this project is to increase the acres in the county utilizing no-till practices, the reluctance of
landowners to participate would appear to be a serious barrier to project success. What steps
are being taken to encourage greater participation in the cost-share program?

The adaptive management component of this proposal was very brief and really did not
describe a process for adaptively improving the effectiveness of restoration actions over time.
In fact, there was no description of an RM&E component associated with this project, without
which adaptive management is not possible.

In sum, results of past restoration efforts from this study were incompletely described. Given
that this project has been in existence since 1993, a substantial amount of information on the
habitat response to project actions should be available. This information should be included in
the proposal.

3. Project Relationships, Emerging Limiting Factors, and Tailored Questions

As mentioned above, the proposal does not describe the relationship of this project to other
projects occurring in Garfield County. The most obvious oversight in this regard is the failure to
discuss relationships with the major restoration effort occurring in the Tucannon River. Given
that the Tucannon will be one of the CHaMP sites, there could be a significant amount of
information on habitat condition generated that would be useful in evaluating the response to
the actions undertaken by this project.

The proposal acknowledges that climate change may be an issue of some significance in the
project area but concludes that as there is nothing that can be done to increase late summer
flow, there are no available actions to help mitigate impacts. There are actions, other than
increased late summer flow, that might help address impacts from climate change. For
example, the proposal does indicate that there have been improvements in stream
temperature since project inception. Elevated temperatures are an expected product of climate
change. Actions to reduce temperature, therefore, represent one possible option for addressing
climate change impacts. A more careful consideration of the options for addressing the effects
of climate change should have been included in the proposal. Also, given the rapid changes that
have occurred in farming and ranching practices over the life of this project, it seems
reasonable to assume that practices will continue to evolve. What types of changes might be
anticipated and what might be the environmental consequences of these potential changes in
management?

No RM&E component for this study is described in the proposal. However, there is mention of
the collection of temperature data and the project has purchased ISCO water samplers,
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suggesting that sediment concentrations in stream water are being monitored. Some
description of how these data are being analyzed and used to improve project effectiveness
needs to be included in the proposal. In addition, there are some monitoring efforts occurring
in the county that will provide information useful for assessing the effectiveness of actions
undertaken by this project. Most notable in this regard is the initiation of CHaMP monitoring on
the Tucannon River. Although it may not be feasible to incorporate a comprehensive
monitoring and research effort into this project, the proposal should include some description
of how the project sponsors will utilize information being generated by the other assessment
efforts occurring in the region.

The proposal describes a program to be funded under this project entitled “improve soil
health.” The details of this program are not provided, but it appears that it will represent a new
approach to no-till farming with a focus on restoring soil health sufficiently to reduce the need
for fertilizer and other agrochemicals. A significant research effort to determine its
effectiveness of this new approach to agriculture would seem to be critical. No RM&E for this
new program was included in the proposal.

4. Deliverables, Work Elements, Metrics, and Methods

A more thorough description of the work elements that will be used to achieve the deliverables
should be included in the proposal. There are two deliverables for this project: reduce
sedimentation in the project creeks and conduct an annual assessment for fish barriers.
However, the work elements that will be used to achieve these deliverables are only described
very briefly. As noted earlier, efforts to reduce sediment production could be made much more
effective by prioritizing the sites within the four project watersheds where sediment production
and delivery to the drainage network is most problematic. Apparently, no such prioritization
plan has been developed. The deliverables on barrier removal require a substantial amount of
further explanation. In fact, it is not clear that barrier removal is an appropriate component of
this project. An organization with more expertise in fisheries science may be better suited for
barrier identification, assessment, and development of plans for removal. If the deliverable
related to barrier assessment remains in this project, additional explanation of the issue being
addressed and the methods to be used to assess barriers is required, especially some rationale
as to why annual reassessments are considered necessary.

Specific comments on protocols and methods described in MonitoringMethods.org

Monitoring was not discussed in the proposal.
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201007700 - Tucannon River Programmatic Habitat Project

Sponsor: Snake River Salmon Recovery Board

Short Description: Restore stream channel processes and improve habitat function to address
the limiting factors identified for Tucannon River spring Chinook in the 2008 FCRPS BiOp.

ISRP recommendation: Meets Scientific Review Criteria (Qualified)
Qualifications:

This is a well-designed habitat restoration program and the proposal, on the whole, was well
written. The project prioritizations are based on a thorough understanding of current habitat
conditions and the factors that are limiting spring Chinook productivity.

Four areas of the proposal would have benefitted from additional detail. These qualifications
can be addressed in contracting and responses to these concerns provided in future reviews
and reports. A response is not requested.

1) What is the landscape strategy for implementing these restoration actions? If such a strategy
has been developed, but is part of a different project, more information should be given on
how the projects fit together and are coordinated.

2) The ISRP is pleased that the project sponsors will be conducting surveys using CHaMP
protocols, but how will ISEMP's biological effectiveness monitoring take place, who will do the
work, and how will results of fish response studies be incorporated into revised restoration
actions?

3) Project-scale biological monitoring does not appear to be part of this project. Will
ISEMP/IMW projects elsewhere provide an assessment of the project-scale effectiveness of the
types of projects being implemented under this program? If not, this project should include
some of project-scale biological assessment.

4) The project sponsors should consider some assessment of how factors such as climate
change or increase in human population could compromise the effectiveness of the restoration
effort.

Comment:

1. Purpose: Significance to Regional Programs, Technical Background, and Objectives

This proposal seeks support to implement 28 reach scale restoration projects in the 30-mile
section of the Tucannon River where the majority of spring Chinook salmon spawning and

rearing takes place. The groups working in this watershed have also identified the life stage for
spring Chinook that is limiting productivity: egg to parr survival. The projects are designed to
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address habitat problems that are impacting survival of this life-history stage. The ISRP has
previously reviewed the process used by the authors of this proposal to identify the highest
priority projects in the watershed. This selection process is based on a thorough geomorphic
assessment of all reaches accessible to anadromous fish in the basin and information from the
fish research that is occurring; the approach is technically sound. This information is reviewed
by a regional technical team that selects and prioritizes project sites and implementation
sequencing. Overall, the project is well integrated into regional programs. The technical
background was adequately described.

The project objectives are consistent with priorities identified in various restoration plans for
this watershed. However, it is not clear how the numeric targets provided in the objectives (for
example, two pieces or more of LWD per channel width) were derived. The meaning of the
target for riparian function is unclear (“Increase riparian function to 75% of maximum”-
maximum what?). Apparently, these targets were included in the Tucannon Subbasin Plan,
which is ten years old. Does any of the new information that has been collected suggest that
these targets should be modified or varied from reach to reach depending on site conditions?

2. History: Accomplishments, Results, and Adaptive Management (Evaluation of Results)

History and past accomplishments of this study are well described in the proposal and links are
provided to documents containing detailed information. The project has played a significant
role in protecting Tucannon River riparian areas through the CREP program. The project has
also been involved in a variety of conservation activities typical of the region, for example road
improvements, riparian revegetation, fish screening, and water right acquisition. The results
given in the proposal were primarily descriptive and were loosely related to increased salmonid
productivity. As the ISEMP results become more available, this should improve.

The project has changed its focus adaptively over the last several years. Initially, restoration
efforts were focused on reducing water temperature and sediment levels. Significant progress
has been made on both of these concerns. To identify the next tier of factors limiting spring
Chinook productivity, a geomorphic assessment was completed for all reaches accessible to
anadromous fishes. This assessment was the basis for identifying key areas for restoration and
the habitat improvements at those reaches that would make the greatest contribution to
increased egg-parr survival. The RM&E effort associated with this project and the existence of
the Technical Review Team should enable the improvement over time in the identification of
critical habitat needs.

Results from monitoring and assessment efforts in the basin were briefly discussed in the
proposal and more detailed information was available through links provided.

3. Project Relationships, Emerging Limiting Factors, and Tailored Questions
The relationship between this project and the projects that will be involved in implementing

priority habitat actions is clearly described. This linkage was not explained well in some of the
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supporting proposals. The association among the projects addressing habitat deficiencies
prioritized for treatment in the Tucannon Program should be clear in all of the related project
proposals.

The RM&E program associated with this project is very complete. It includes CHaMP
assessment of trends in habitat condition supplemented with four additional sites located at
habitat restoration installations. There is a good working relationship with CHaMP. In addition,
WDFW operates a fish-in/fish-out monitoring program on the Tucannon that provides an
indication of watershed-scale changes in anadromous fish populations. An element that may be
lacking in the RM&E program is an assessment of fish response to the restoration projects.
These projects have been selected to improve survival of the egg-parr life history of spring
Chinook. Adding some evaluations of the actual effect of the projects on this metric would be
very valuable for assessing the effectiveness of the selected projects. Because this project will
not involve fish monitoring, no tagging will occur. The CHaMP protocols include
macroinvertebrate sampling, but the proposal does not confirm that such sampling will occur. It
also was not clear whether ISEMP biological effectiveness monitoring would take place at all 28
restoration reaches.

It was not clear from the proposal whether emerging limiting factors such as climate change or
the expansion of invasive aquatic and riparian species could be adequately accommodated with
existing habitat models. The project sponsors should consider a more comprehensive
assessment of emerging limiting factors in prioritizing future habitat projects.

4. Deliverables, Work Elements, Metrics, and Methods

Most of the deliverables and work elements were adequately described. The proposal also
provides links to project plans that provide details for those projects that are currently being
implemented or will be initiated in 2013-14. Additional information needed was whether a
landscape-based strategy had been developed specific to the Tucannon River. That is, has there
been an effort to plan the location and sequencing of restoration actions that builds a
connected network of restored sites instead of a disconnected collection of sites with
significant environmental problems in between them that keep focal species from making full
use of the restoration?

Specific comments on protocols and methods described in MonitoringMethods.org

This proposal was very well tied into the monitoring methods protocols.
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200820200 - Protect and Restore Tucannon Watershed

Sponsor: Umatilla Confederated Tribes (CTUIR)

Short Description: This project will protect, enhance, and restore functional floodplain, channel
and watershed processes to provide sustainable and healthy habitat and water quality for
aquatic species in the Tucannon River Subbasin. This project will achieve biological objectives
and strategies established in the Tucannon Subbasin Plan, address limiting factors in the FCRPS
BiOp and Fish Accords and support physical and ecological conditions for the CTUIR First Foods
Framework and the Umatilla River Vision.

ISRP recommendation: Meets Scientific Review Criteria (Qualified)
Qualifications:

This project includes a subset of the habitat projects to be implemented under the Tucannon
Habitat restoration program. The proposal was a bit confusing as initially it appeared that the
objective of this project was a habitat restoration program to identify and prioritize restoration
actions. This objective completely overlaps with those in another project proposal (Tucannon
Habitat Restoration Program; GEOREV-1987-100-01). However, the work elements and
deliverables section clearly indicates that the purpose of this project is to implement habitat
restoration actions. These actions have been identified through the Tucannon Habitat Program
as priorities for the restoration of Spring Chinook and steelhead in this watershed. Therefore,
this project is an important component of the restoration effort for the Tucannon. But the
proposal would have greatly benefitted from a more thorough description of the manner in
which this project is aligned with the Tucannon Habitat Program and the other habitat
restoration efforts occurring in this watershed. Description of the process being used to
coordinate RM&E efforts in the Tucannon also should be included in the proposal as this
proposal suggested some deficiencies in the current approach. These concerns can be
addressed in future reports or proposals for this project.

Comment:
1. Purpose: Significance to Regional Programs, Technical Background, and Objectives

The significance of the habitat restoration actions described in the proposal is well established
through the project prioritization process that has been developed for the Tucannon. The
sponsors are part of the Tucannon Habitat Program, which implements a process to prioritize
and plan habitat restoration activities in the basin. Therefore, the proposed projects address
factors that are limiting salmon and steelhead production in stream reaches with potential to
support high levels of productivity for these species.

This project has six objectives, to: 1) improve fish passage and migration conditions for
salmonids, 2) restore river channel functions, 3) increase instream habitat complexity, 4)
reconnect floodplains to the main river channel, 5) improve water quality, and 6) establish
multi-tiered levels of vegetation in riparian areas. These objectives are all well supported by the
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habitat assessments that have been conducted in the watershed and are appropriate for this
project.

2. History: Accomplishments, Results, and Adaptive Management (Evaluation of Results)

Although there has been monitoring ongoing in the Tucannon, this proposal does not review
the results from this work. Previous projects have been successfully completed. These projects
increased stream sinuosity, floodplain connectivity, removed passage barriers, installed large
woody debris, boulders and spawning gravel, planted native grasses, sedges, trees and saplings,
and removed or suppressed noxious weeds. Pre- and post-project evaluations have been
performed and show that these projects have increased stream width, depth, length, the
presence of undercut banks, shade, wood, and root wads and decreased erosion. Methods
have included fencing of riparian areas and restoration of riparian vegetation. More complete
presentation of existing habitat-monitoring information would have been useful in the proposal
review process.

There is some evidence presented that restoration methods have evolved as a result of past
experiences, suggesting some capacity to adapt. Recent changes include shifting restoration
actions from steelhead habitat to spring Chinook habitat. “Softer” restoration approaches are
now being employed, such as using large woody debris and natural materials whenever
possible. Another change has been to “work in the dry” by de-watering stream reaches before
construction begins. This approach is being applied to minimize habitat disturbances in project
areas. Plastic tarps were used to control weeds; these have now been replaced by
biodegradable coir fabric. To reduce grazing and beaver impacts, the sponsors are using organic
repellants and planting birch and red alders as opposed to willows and cottonwoods. However,
there was no formal process for adaptive management described in the proposal. To ensure
maximum benefit from the RM&E program, such a process should be developed.

3. Project Relationships, Emerging Limiting Factors, and Tailored Questions

The relationships between this project and other projects in the Tucannon, some of which are
pursuing objectives similar to those of this project, are inadequately described. The sponsors
are part of the Tucannon Coordination Committee. Parts of this proposal that address project
prioritization and program administration appear to overlap considerably with GEOREV-1987-
100-01. However, the work elements appear to be focused on the implementation of projects.
The relationship of this project to the other habitat improvement and monitoring efforts on the
Tucannon requires some additional clarification.

The other proposals for the Tucannon all represent the RM&E efforts as very comprehensive.
Surprisingly, this proposal suggests that the current monitoring is not sufficient to evaluate
projects being implemented by the CTUIR. The reasons for this concern were not fully
explained. It is a bit worrisome that the proposal states "There has been some limited
coordination with Washington Department of Fisheries Research Monitoring and Evaluation
(RM&E) Project in which they collected baseline data regarding pre-implementation status of
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juvenile salmonids in Russel Springs Creek. The CTUIR RM&E is transitioning into conducting
biological monitoring in the Tucannon Basin starting in 2013 due to incomplete coverage by
state entities and lack of shared data." It is unclear why data are not being shared among
organizations involved in the various Tucannon projects. If this is truly a serious issue, it could
compromise the value of the entire monitoring plan for this watershed. Another concern is that
the lack of coordination among monitoring efforts will lead to duplication in effort. It would
seem that the Tucannon Coordinating Committee would be the appropriate organization to
coordinate monitoring efforts for the Tucannon. A more thorough discussion of the concerns
with the current monitoring effort should be included in this proposal.

The proposal indicates that the deficiencies in the current monitoring process are being
addressed through the development of two, new RM&E plans, a physical habitat monitoring
plan and a biomonitoring plan. These plans should have been included in this proposal. The
plans should include a thorough description of the coordination with other monitoring efforts
in the Tucannon.

Two emerging issues were identified in the proposal: climate change and invasive species. The
sponsors list expected impacts due to climate change and propose several actions to alleviate
possible consequences. They include continuing to connect floodplains to main channels to
increase hyporheic flows and reduce water temperatures and maintaining their tree planting
activities to increase stream shading. They propose to control noxious weeds by using
biodegradable tarps and plan on limiting the occurrence of invasive animal species by creating
proper conditions for salmonids.

4. Deliverables, Work Elements, Metrics, and Methods

The deliverables list 17 individual habitat projects, organized into 6 habitat project types, that
they would like to implement by 2018. These habitat projects have been identified as priorities
through the Tucannon project ranking process. They are designed to increase stream sinuosity
and channel complexity, remove barriers to fish passage, and increase holding areas for adult
and juvenile spring Chinook. The work elements appear to appropriate for the projects being
proposed.

Specific comments on protocols and methods described in MonitoringMethods.org

Two protocols, the Umatilla Subbasin Fish Habitat Restoration Monitoring Plan and the CHaMP
protocol will be used. Both are described. But no information is presented on the monitoring at
the two sites (Russel Creek/Pataha) to measure responses of fish populations to the habitat
changes. Both of these sites will be assessed using a Before/After protocol because control sites
could not be identified -- more information on why control sites are not available is needed. No
information was presented on how the fish metrics will be measured.
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0. Yakima River

200739800 - Yakima Basinwide Tributary Passage and Flow

Sponsor: South Central Washington Resource Conservation and Development

Short Description: The Yakima Tributary Access & Habitat Program (YTAHP) will continue to
restore salmon and steelhead populations, through screening irrigation diversions to prevent
fish entrainment; providing passage at barriers; and improving instream and riparian habitat.
Since 2003, YTAHP has implemented 133 projects, screened 190 cfs and added 217 miles of
rearing and spawning habitat. Over the next 5 years YTAHP plans to implement over 70 projects
that meet our objectives to restore salmonid populations.

ISRP recommendation: Meets Scientific Review Criteria
Comment:

This project is well done, especially with their efforts to build and maintain a team of partners
from many agencies and groups. As an example of the type of effort, members of the team
meet monthly to ensure that all members are aware of impending work, accomplishments,
identify special needs, and discuss emerging issues. Additionally, the team has had discussions
about their efforts in light of climate change and has discussed options. We commend the
personnel on their work and suggest this project could be used as an example for other
projects.

1. Purpose: Significance to Regional Programs, Technical Background, and Objectives

The sponsors clearly described the significance of their efforts relative to regional programs
such as the 2009 Fish and Wildlife Program, the 2008 BiOp, and the Yakima Subbasin Plan.

The sponsors also strongly made the point that tributary rearing is, for a number of reasons, a
life history pattern more beneficial to salmon and steelhead than is mainstem rearing provided
the habitat is of high quality and the out-migrants are not entrained in irrigation systems. The
ISRP was pleased to see the sponsor’s use of literature citations to support the association
between project activities and potential benefits to fish. This could serve as an example for
other habitat projects to follow on the use of simple fish metrics to demonstrate benefits as
well as the use of literature citations. This approach helps connect the project work to expected
benefits for fishery resources.

The five objectives were clearly presented and reasonable.
2. History: Accomplishments, Results, and Adaptive Management (Evaluation of Results)
The ISRP appreciated the lengthy, extensive presentation of accomplishments. There are

detailed discussions of monitoring and assessing benefits to anadromous and resident fishes.
The proposal provided good detail and photos for the several examples of completed projects
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highlighted in this proposal. Since 2003, YTAHP has implemented 133 projects, screened 190
cfs, and added 217 miles of rearing and spawning habitat.

The review team offers the following as an example of the team’s use of coordinated adaptive
management. When an ISRP team member asked the sponsors about their efforts to prioritize
and respond to changes, he was told that field personnel rely heavily on Technical Working
Groups (TWG) to help prioritize actions. Currently, TWG are most involved during the
engineering phase to help ensure that what happens on the ground will meet needs of the fish
and habitat, but because of good working relationships, TWGs are often used.

3. Project Relationships, Emerging Limiting Factors, and Tailored Questions

One of the strengths of this project is its relationship to other entities in the region. The
presentation of emerging limiting factors is well done.

4. Deliverables, Work Elements, Metrics, and Methods

The sponsors describe 51 deliverables. The ISRP team was pleased to read the detailed
description of work planned and believed this is an indication of team organization. The ISRP
also interpreted these descriptions as an indication that there is some acceptance of the
program by private landowners.

The ISRP would have appreciated some degree of prioritization among the numerous individual
sites to be screened or to receive other project actions. It is not clear that all 51 projects can be
completed in the funding cycle.

Specific comments on protocols and methods described in MonitoringMethods.org

The ISRP appreciated the sponsor’s inclusion of fish metrics, such as redds, before and after
past actions.
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199200900 - Yakima Phase Il Fish Screens Operations and Maintenance (O&M)
with Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife (WDFW)

Sponsor: Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife (WDFW)

Short Description: This proposal provides for continuation of funding for the existing
comprehensive operation and maintenance program by the BOR and WDFW of BPA owned
Yakima basin Phase Il Fish Screen facilities. This program provides preventive routine,
emergency, and long term/overhaul maintenance and operational adjustments on Phase Il fish
screening facilities owned by BPA. The objectives of this project are to assure optimal facility
performance thereby ensuring protection for all fish species.

ISRP response loop recommendation: Meets Scientific Review Criteria - In Part
Qualifications:

The portion of the proposal to update Gleed and Nelson screens is not justified biologically,
based on the information provided. That is not to say the screen improvements are not
biologically justified, but more information would be needed. The sponsors need to show
information about the number of fish that are impacted by screens needing work. For instance,
if the sponsors are targeting a screen for re-constructing or re-furbishing, they should monitor
the existing screen to demonstrate biological data (primarily fish) associated with problems at
the screen location.

Comment:

See the qualifications statement above.

Preliminary ISRP comment requesting a response:

Responses to the following issues are requested:

1) A more critical appraisal of the need for screen location and function from a fish perspective
is needed.

2) Provide some basic quantitative biological information to justify the effectiveness of the
screens.

3) Provide an approximate estimate of how many smolts might encounter the Gleed screen
given that the primary flow and velocity are in the main channel.

4) How many screens must be replaced with appropriate 3/32” mesh screens?

5) Is funding for screen changes necessary if Nelson Dam modifications are not made?
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There seems to be a history of not refurbishing several of these fish screens, and the sponsors
indicated that maintenance is reaching the critical stage. Replacement costs exceed costs of
regular refurbishment, and there is expertise available to get the refurbishment work done. A
more critical appraisal of the need for screen location and function from a fish perspective, not
an engineering perspective, is needed and requested. The appraisal should include a
justification of the need for a screen in a particular location and a discussion of the biological
benefits potentially associated with the refurbishment, as elaborated in the comments below.

1. Purpose: Significance to Regional Programs, Technical Background, and Objectives

This proposal provides preventive routine, emergency, and long term/overhaul maintenance
and operational adjustments on Phase Il fish screening facilities owned by BPA. The objectives
of this project are to assure optimal facility performance thereby ensuring protection for all fish
species. Regional significance and technical background are adequately described. The proposal
provides an adequate description of the significance of the project O&M for fish screens to
regional programs, including the BiOp and subbasin plans.

It appears that two, and possibly three, issues are brought up in the introductory material: 1)
funding for Gleed Phase Il facility to deal with debris, 2) the Nelson dam facilities consolidation,
and 3) additional facilities identified as needing screens in 1990 but never installed and not
mentioned again in the proposal. Gleed and Nelson are listed below as deliverables.

2. History: Accomplishments, Results, and Adaptive Management (Evaluation of Results)

This project does not have a monitoring and evaluation component, although Objective 3 does
mention the contribution of this effort to overall biological criteria and evaluation of fish
screens as part of the fish screen oversight committee. The ISRP previously requested
information showing that the screens were effective. However, the proposal provides no
guantitative information on screen effectiveness or salvage rates, which the proposal states are
documented for example by the numbers of fish recovered as the channels are dewatered. The
proposal refers to PNNL studies of fish screens showing their effectiveness but provided no
results. The sponsors should provide some basic biological effectiveness information from
recent investigations as a means to further justify their proposal.

Adaptive management was mentioned only to the extent that the “sponsors address issues
when identified.” No examples of significant changes in O&M procedures were described in the
proposal. It was not clear why the sponsor has not already responded to new fish screen mesh
size criteria (3/32”). It is not clear if funding for this change is needed. Is there a need to screen
additional water diversions in the basin?

3. Project Relationships, Emerging Limiting Factors, and Tailored Questions
The proposal did not identify emerging limiting factors such as climate change, and how this

might affect some deliverables. For instance a discussion of changes in river channel in
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response to flood events and how this impacts screen operations would be a useful approach to
the climate change.

4. Deliverables, Work Elements, Metrics, and Methods
The ISRP has questions about several deliverables identified below.

Deliverable 2: How many smolts might encounter the Gleed screen given that the primary flow
and velocity, and presumably nearly all smolts, are in the main channel about 30 meters away
from the screen.

Deliverable 3 is to refurbish screens. How many screens must be replaced with appropriate
mesh screens?

Deliverable 4: The proposal mentions that screen changes at Nelson Dam cannot be made until
the proposed dam modifications are made. Is funding needed if changes to the dam are not
made within this project period? To what extent might changes at Nelson Dam involving
consolidation benefit salmonids?

Deliverable 5 includes an element of screen evaluation as part of the oversight committee. The
sponsor should provide some information showing that the screens are effective. For instance,
how many fish are salvaged?

198812025 - Yakima River Management, Data and Habitat-Yakima/Klickitat
Fisheries Project (YKFP)

Sponsor: Yakama Confederated Tribes

Short Description: The Yakima/Klickitat Fisheries Project (YKFP) is split into several sub-projects
(Monitoring and Evaluation, Operations and Maintenance, and Construction) under the overall
umbrella for the program. The Management and Data project includes the overall management
and administration, as well as the data management, of the YKFP program. Habitat protection
and restoration components have been combined with the Side Channels (199705100) to form
a fish habitat and land acquisition project.

ISRP response loop recommendation: Not Applicable
Comment:

This project is a coordination and data sharing project, which is not a major topic of this review.
This proposal does not contain sufficient scientific information for ISRP review. The ISRP does
not have any serious concerns with the proposal, as augmented with the response. See the
ISRP's review of data management and coordination projects for programmatic issues to
consider (ISRP 2012-6: www.nwcouncil.org/media/33387/isrp2012 6.pdf).
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Preliminary ISRP comment requesting a response:

This project has a data management and administrative focus. The ISRP noted that data sharing
between groups (YN, WDFW) is not working well and request an action plan to address data
sharing. The action plan should identify personnel and/or positions involved, data that will be
shared, and the mechanisms used for the sharing and/or transfer.

1. Purpose: Significance to Regional Programs, Technical Background, and Objectives

This is a data management and coordination project that encompasses a number of other
separately funded projects. The significance of the project to regional programs is described.
Technical background is limited to stating that data are maintained in a variety of established
regional databases, but no examples of the types of data maintained are discussed. Nearly all
data storage is related to separate monitoring and evaluation efforts. The ISRP did not see
examples of annual M&E reports that contained time series in data tables related to M&E
efforts, though the overall program has a good record of publishing findings. Typically, long-
term M&E programs will update the key metrics so that trends can be followed, but it was not
apparent in the proposal that this was done when storing data in regional and local databases.
The sponsors noted that they are seeking an enforceable data sharing agreement with WDFW
because shared data have been inappropriately used in the past. Details of misuse were not
described. The ISRP and ISAB believe that data sharing and access to data and associated meta-
data is important, and we encourage the sponsors and WDFW to finalize the data sharing
agreement.

The ISRP cannot comment on the scientific merits of the types of M&E data that are being
collected and how they are stored because no information was provided here. M&E is covered
by a different funded project. This approach hinders a comprehensive technical review of the
proposal. The objectives of this proposal were clearly stated, but these objectives only cover
operation and management of projects that were funded separately.

2. History: Accomplishments, Results, and Adaptive Management (Evaluation of Results)

The ISRP found that accomplishments and results of the habitat projects were listed in tables;
this is a good condensation of many individual projects funded by associated contracts. No
guantitative information was provided on efforts to supplement natural stocks and improve
habitat quality in the basin. Associated technical reports were not directly referenced in this
proposal, rather a link was provided to the 2010 M&E proposal that provided links to technical
reports. Sponsors should place the actual links in their proposal, rather than linking to a
proposal with links as currently done. The YN and partners have done excellent work but this
approach complicates a comprehensive review of the proposal.

Adaptive management was briefly described and one specific example was provided. The

proposal mentioned a log of decision documents; a compilation of these documents would be
worthwhile.
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3. Project Relationships, Emerging Limiting Factors, and Tailored Questions

The proposal refers to the monitoring project for emerging limiting factors such as avian and
piscivorous predation, and fish interactions. Potential actions to address these emerging issues
should be briefly described.

4. Deliverables, Work Elements, Metrics, and Methods

The sponsors listed the deliverables and identified that these revolve around data
management, coordination, and reporting.

The entire budget is for personnel and overhead/indirect costs. Key personnel are shown,
including approximately 4.8 FTE; effort by less key personnel was not described. A better
description of duties of all personnel is needed in the proposal.

199206200 - Lower Yakima Valley Riparian Wetlands Restoration

Sponsor: Yakama Confederated Tribes

Short Description: The primary purpose of this project is to permanently protect, restore, and
manage Yakama Reservation lands to partially mitigate for wildlife habitat losses resulting from
the construction of Bonneville, The Dalles, John Day, and McNary dams on the Columbia River.
These wildlife habitat losses negatively impact Yakama Nation interests in its Ceded Land and
Usual and Accustomed Places, as specified in the Treaty of 1855.

ISRP response loop recommendation: Meets Scientific Review Criteria
Comment:

The response was helpful in better framing objectives and deliverables in quantitative terms,
while appropriately pointing out the inherent constraints and the need for flexibility. Additional
material was provided that also helped clarify other aspects of the project. The physical setting
was more completely described.

The response describes the need to lease rather than purchase land for protection. Reviewers
do not completely understand the dispute the sponsors have with BPA over land easements
and whether or not this continues to constrain progress. Hopefully the issue can be resolved so
that key habitat can be protected.

Evaluation of Results
This project works in the floodplains of the Yakima River from Union Gap to Mabton (the

“Wapato Reach” and areas below) and the lower elevation areas (below 2,000 feet) of
Toppenish and Satus Creeks, to preserve and restore Reservation lands as mitigation for

210


http://www.cbfish.org/Proposal.mvc/Summary/GEOREV-199206200

hydrosystem impacts. Since its inception in 1991, over 20,000 acres of floodplain lands have
been protected through purchase or lease. These lands include 75 main channel stream miles
(117 miles of stream bank), 4,000 acres of National Wetland Inventory wetlands, and 1,400
acres of riparian forest. The program has also, since 2007, restored or enhanced over 25 miles
of main and side channels, and over 1400 acres of wetlands.

The sponsors are in the process of compiling a history of project actions, including maps of
project locations, to be finished by October 2013.

Preliminary ISRP comment requesting a response:

A response is needed that identifies quantitative objectives and deliverables to the greatest
extent possible. Deliverables should also include project reports that document progress.

A number of other comments found below are intended as feedback to aide future proposal
preparation.

The proposal mentions a dispute with BPA over land easements. The ISRP notes that it is
important that this dispute be resolved so that conservation efforts can continue to expand.

Because one of the objectives of the work is to provide natural resources for Yakama members,
documentation of progress toward this end should be included in future proposals. Progress
could take many different forms such as documentation of plants and animals used, measures
of use such as resource use days, or as culturally appropriate, map the distribution of culturally
valuable resources that are reappearing due to their management actions. When the ISRP
visited the Zimmermann Tract, our hosts gave a demonstration of wapato harvesting and were
very pleased that this plant had appeared in the Tract.

1. Purpose: Significance to Regional Programs, Technical Background, and Objectives

The significance of the project to regional programs is adequately described. The ISRP
appreciates when objectives and deliverables are presented quantitatively, for example secure
1,000 to 3,000 acres of floodplain habitat per year. However, some objectives were not
guantitative, for example amount of habitat restored.

The goals of this project are to permanently protect 27,000 acres of floodplain lands along the
Yakima River, Toppenish, and Satus Creeks within the agricultural portion of the Yakama
Reservation, to enhance those lands to realize a net increase in native fish and wildlife habitat
values, to adaptively manage those lands to ensure permanent fish and wildlife value, and to
monitor the habitat conditions to ensure the desired habitat value is reached and maintained.

A description of the physical setting would have been helpful, including a map and brief
overviews covering physical setting and land ownership.
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It is noted that while steelhead spawn mostly in Toppenish Creek reaches above the project
area, much spawning occurs in Satus Creek within the project area. The project area is
especially important for winter rearing. Approximately 66% of the subbasin’s juvenile steelhead
typically enter the project area in December-January each year and do not migrate downstream
until the spring. Future reports should discuss how project efforts protect or enhance that
winter rearing habitat.

2. History: Accomplishments, Results, and Adaptive Management (Evaluation of Results)

It is noted that 21,000 acres of the 27,000 acre floodplain goal has been achieved, but 18,600 of
these acres are leased. Reviewers are uncertain whether leased lands are fully protected in
perpetuity, as suggested. The proposal mentions a dispute with BPA over land easements. The
ISRP notes that it is important that this dispute be resolved so that successful conservation
efforts can continue to expand.

The proposal notes that it is behind schedule in annual reports. The report for 2009 is 75%
complete and the 2010 report is 30% complete. The proposal states that sponsors will improve
the amount of timely reporting.

The project monitors its habitat acquisitions. Some information is reportedly presented on the
webpage, which will be reportedly updated in FY 2013 but it is not clear when in FY 2013 the
update will occur. The last report to integrate population monitoring with habitat restoration
actions was completed in FY 1999 (Millspaugh and Skalski 1999). More effort is needed to
document acquisitions and monitoring results. Monitoring plans, management plans, and
habitat surveys are specific deliverables but reviewers did not see references to documents that
have been produced, so it is difficult to evaluate what has been accomplished in addition to
stated overall land acquisitions.

A map is needed as well as photos of selected sites. During our visit, the tour hosts referenced
using photo plots to record changes occurring on Project lands. We encourage this as a basic
monitoring activity. Also missing was a description of locations of activities to determine
whether they scattered or clumped. Better discussion of geographical specifics would have
been helpful.

Prioritization of land acquisition was briefly described in the proposal and should be presented
in more detail in future proposals. There is evidence of good partnering with USFWS, NRCS, and
conservation groups.

4. Deliverables, Work Elements, Metrics, and Methods
A number of deliverables are listed. Many of these imply that a report would be produced, for
example complete a wildlife survey and a complete management plan for new land. A key

deliverable should be brief reports that document the activity given that the budgets for these
efforts seem to be quite robust.
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Specific comments on protocols and methods described in MonitoringMethods.org

A number of references are cited for habitat monitoring methods at MonitoringMethods.org. It
is not clear to what extent these specific methodologies are actually used because a recent
report on monitoring was not readily available.

199603501 - Yakama Reservation Watershed

Project Sponsor: Yakama Confederated Tribes

Short Description: The Yakama Reservation Watersheds Project (YRWP) works to protect,
restore and enhance Endangered Species Act (ESA) listed Middle Columbia River Steelhead
Trout (MCRS) population levels within the watersheds of the Yakama Nation Indian

Reservation. MCRS are critical ecological components and have been culturally important to the
indigenous Yakama people since time immemorial. The ultimate goal of the project is to help
create a harvestable population level of MCRS for maximum benefit.

ISRP response loop recommendation: Meets Scientific Review Criteria
Comment:

The sponsor provided reasonably detailed responses to each of our seven concerns. This
material contains valuable supplemental information about the project.

The efforts made to better quantify both objectives and deliverables were helpful. Particularly
important were the descriptions and before/after photo series of selected recent activities. The
prioritization protocol was effectively described.

Reviewers found the explanation of timber harvest processes used by the Yakama Nation
helpful. More details about the timeline for certification under the Sustainable Forest Initiative
would have been welcomed but was not requested. Clarification was provided regarding the
extent to which project streams are supplemented with hatchery origin fish. It was also noted
that no projects are currently planned for fish habitat in and along the mainstem Yakima River
near the three tributary confluences.

Evaluation of Results

The proposal contains a detailed description of past and ongoing efforts to restore and protect
Satus Creek, Toppenish Creek, and Ahtanum Creek, the three primary Yakima River tributaries
on the Yakama Reservation. Work is laid out in a chronologic summary for each tributary, giving
an account of the problem, the approach taken, and the activities completed to remedy the
problem. There is a great deal of information included, and it shows considerable effort.
Evaluation of results could be strengthened by including an account of the survival rates of the
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various vegetative plantings and including key metrics from the steelhead monitoring
conducted by others.

Preliminary ISRP comment requesting a response:

This is a proposal that shows considerable effort, but improvement is needed in several
important areas. A response is requested to address the following:

1) The objectives and deliverables are reasonable, but many should be quantified so that
reviewers and the Council have a better idea of what may be accomplished. For example, how
many historical channel networks will be restored during the project period (Objective 3,
Deliverable 7), how many miles of fencing will be installed (Objective 4, Deliverable 11), how
many stream banks will be stabilized (Objective 5, Deliverable 8), how many acres of headwater
areas will be restored (Objective 5, Deliverable 9)?

2) This project has a long history and a long list of specific accomplishments was provided, but
this information was not synthesized to provide a status update on the restoration effort in the
three targeted watersheds. See further comment below. Please include a revised description of
accomplishments for the past two years. Also, linkage to other BPA-funded projects was not
described in sufficient detail to show that the projects complement rather than duplicate each
other. Brief explanations are needed.

3) The proposal mentioned that timber harvests will occur during the next five years. The
response should mention how these new timber harvests might adversely impact ongoing
restoration activities. What mechanisms are in place to coordinate timber harvest and
watershed activities?

4) Prioritization of the project's components is described as "From 2008-present, the pool of
projects identified using the Yakima Basin Steelhead Recovery Plan as a guide, were selected for
implementation based on a cost-benefit prioritization method which considers biotic, physical
and cultural factors." This inadequate description can be rectified by providing details about the
biotic, physical, and cultural criteria used in the cost-benefit methods, the source of
information used for the criteria, and which group or groups assign priorities using this method.

5) The focus is on geomorphic restoration, but it is not evident that the staff has those skills, as
yet. The response should address this issue and, if appropriate, identify solutions such as using

consultants or staff from other projects.

6) The proposal did not describe whether the three tributaries in this proposal were being
supplemented with hatchery fish. That should be made clear in the response.

7) The new work proposed to "extend the geographic scope of potential restoration work by
taking advantage of the best opportunities to protect and restore fish habitat in and along the
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mainstem Yakima River near the three tributary confluences" is inadequately described and not
justified by the proposal. Additional information is requested.

Additional comments and queries are given below as feedback for future efforts and do not
need to be addressed in a response.

1. Purpose: Significance to Regional Programs, Technical Background, and Objectives

This project has a long history. The description of significance to regional programs is adequate.
In the technical background section, the sponsors should have provided more detail on how
they prioritized specific habitat projects.

The motivation for this project is to restore ESA-listed steelhead numbers. The proposal would
have been stronger if it tied these more specifically and directly to steelhead. To what extent
might steelhead productivity have increased in response to past restoration activities? How
much more effort is needed to improve steelhead productivity to some measurable amount?

The six objectives, restore hydrologic function, improve passage, restore channels and
floodplains, restore riparian communities, restore flow and water quality, and monitor, are
reasonable, but quantitative benchmarks should be provided for objectives involving
restoration. For example, how many historic channel networks will be restored during the
project period (Objective 3, Deliverable 7), how many miles of fencing will be installed
(Objective 4, Deliverable 11), how many stream banks will be stabilized (Objective 5,
Deliverable 8), how many acres of headwater areas will be restored (Objective 5, Deliverable
9)?

Supplementation of natural salmonids with hatchery stocks is an important activity in the
Yakima watershed. The proposal recognizes the need to recover degraded habitat so that
natural stocks may become self-sustaining.

The description of the setting of the three streams was helpful but incomplete. Maps are
needed. More importantly basic hydrologic information should be included. This is a serious
deficiency for a hydrologic-based proposal. What are seasonal and historical flows?

Description of the three streams was weakened by use of general and vague assessments of the
systems biological function. More detail and specifics are needed, especially justification of
limiting factors.

The sponsors propose to "extend the geographic scope of potential restoration work by taking
advantage of the best opportunities to protect and restore fish habitat in and along the
mainstem Yakima River near the three tributary confluences. We would limit potential projects
to the Yakima River where it forms the Yakama Reservation boundary from the mouth of
Ahtanum Creek (mile 107) downstream to the town of Mabton (mile 60). We would focus on
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right-bank (Reservation-side) habitats that, if protected or restored at moderate cost, are likely
to benefit steelhead under the current Yakima River flow regime, which is heavily modified for
irrigation water storage and delivery, but could function even better with the mainstem flow
restoration measures called for in the Subbasin Plan and Salmon Recovery Plan." This was
included in the proposal but not emphasized, not mentioned in the introductory material, not
featured as an objective, nor addressed during the site visit.

2. History: Accomplishments, Results, and Adaptive Management (Evaluation of Results)

A long list of accomplishments was provided, but it was difficult to evaluate what these mean in
terms of restoring habitat for steelhead and salmon in these tributaries and in the overall
Yakima basin. The proposal states there have been improvements; it would be beneficial to
provide some quantitative information to support these claims. There is no reason to doubt
that, over the years, project staff has actively pursued a plethora of restoration actions. But the
accomplishments section is not adequate to enable reviewers to assess the success of those
results. That is important because they are the best predictor of potential project success. The
much-too-lengthy section needs focus on key efforts, with before/after photos and maps. It
needs to focus on (a) what was the problem, (b) what were the key indices of success, both
physical habitat and hopefully fish, and both short- and long-term. For example if XX numbers
of tree were planted then why were they being planted, what fraction survived, and was this
successful in solving the problem?

Prioritization of projects components such as, "From 2008-present, the pool of projects
identified using the Yakima Basin Steelhead Recovery Plan as a guide, were selected for
implementation based on a cost-benefit prioritization method which considers biotic, physical
and cultural factors," is inadequate and needs to be described in much more detail.

3. Project Relationships, Emerging Limiting Factors, and Tailored Questions

The introduction mentioned that timber harvests will occur during the next five years. The
proposal should mention how these new timber harvests might impact ongoing restoration
activities. Are appropriate actions such as riparian buffers being implemented to minimize

impacts?

There was no mention of the YN management and database project (1988-120-25), which
reportedly coordinates and manages all YN data.

It was not clear how this project integrates or overlaps with project 1995-063-25.
4. Deliverables, Work Elements, Metrics, and Methods
Specific deliverables were identified under each objective. As noted above, the quantitative

deliverables should be identified whenever possible so that reviewers know what is targeted
for accomplishment during the project period.
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Specific comments on protocols and methods described in MonitoringMethods.org

Links to MonitoringMethods.org were provided, but there was no detailed discussion of
methods in the proposal. Reviewers of some of these methods, on the web page, noted that
additional detail is needed. It would have been very useful to also link to a project report that
provides detailed monitoring methods, given the long-term nature of this effort. The proposal
does reference the use of some basic survey methodologies such as Timber Fish and Wildlife
surveys.

199705100 - Yakima Basin Side Channels Land Acquisition

Sponsor: Yakama Confederated Tribes

Short Description: 'Habitat' of Management, Data, Habitat (198812025) will combine with the
Side Channels (199705100) to form a fish habitat and land acquisition project. Habitat
acquisition prioritizes land with restorable floodplain, spawning and/or rearing habitat, or
critical habitat for steelhead. Properties with water rights, near other protected lands are
preferred. Screening and passage structures, riparian plantings, wood additions, road closures,
etc., will occur on non-acquisition lands as well.

ISRP response loop recommendation: Meets Scientific Review Criteria
Comment:

The ISRP appreciated the detailed response to concerns raised during the review. The response
was helpful in clarifying some items. As with other YN projects, links to monitoring need to be
strengthened.

The main thrust of this project is land acquisition and protection, and the proposal includes a
table listing some 20 properties acquired since 1998. Another table identifies several dozen off-
reservation fish habitat restoration projects, listing fish limiting factors addressed and project
objectives. Biological results were not indicated. The statement is made that the YKFP
Ecological Interaction Team (WDFW Ellensburg) is continuing to collect data that may prove
definitively that the work is meaningful.

Preliminary ISRP comment requesting a response:

The ISRP requests that the sponsors provide more details about the techniques used for
producing the deliverables identified in the proposal. These details should be written into the
proposal.

After the site visits and presentation by sponsors, the ISRP is supportive of the overall program,

but the proposal does not present enough details. The ISRP suggests a better development of
monitoring response before and after projects is needed. The ISRP would like the sponsors to

217


http://www.cbfish.org/Proposal.mvc/Summary/GEOREV-199705100

identify monitoring data for the whole basin and provide those links in the proposal as a
minimum for providing monitoring data.

The ISRP also requests that the sponsors provide maps showing location of sites selected to
produce deliverables, especially for lands sought for purchase. For instance, the sponsors need
to justify that these land purchases are important given direction from the Steelhead Recovery
Plan.

1. Purpose: Significance to Regional Programs, Technical Background, and Objectives

The introduction should be revised to provide a more clear description of the project. Maps and
descriptions of the location and setting are needed. For example, "In addition, the greater
habitat picture in the Yakima Basin (formerly part of Project 198812025) necessarily includes all
land and water affecting fish, thus land owned by non-willing sellers must be considered in the
spectrum of habitat work, along with fish-bearing water regardless of adjacent ownership."
What is the meaning of this statement? Can land be acquired from non-willing sellers?

Another example where the meaning was not clear to reviewers is the following, "All these
activities are supported by the Yakima-Klickitat Fisheries Program, thus supported by BPA, thus
supported by the Yakima Subbasin Plan, etc."

The proposal identified 2 objectives: Prevent further floodplain development; facilitate natural
processes that remain (OBJ-1) ("Purchase of floodplain allows natural floodplain processes to
continue while curbing development that reduces floodplain complexity en route to near-term
profit") and: Improve tributary rearing and spawning habitat (OBJ-2).

2. History: Accomplishments, Results, and Adaptive Management (Evaluation of Results)

Accomplishments are listed in an impressive success table that includes acres protected. The
ISRP would like an additional table that provides an estimate of what proportion of the total
effort needed that these accomplishments constitute. That is, are we 1% done, 10% done, or
some other percentage?

The list of projects off-reservation is useful. One project in particular requires further
explanation. The objective for the Holmes Habitat Restoration action is so inclusive that specific
restoration actions are unclear. More details are needed, especially with reference to "Fix the
world."

3. Project Relationships, Emerging Limiting Factors, and Tailored Questions
The identification of emerging limiting factors is not adequate. The proposal mentions several
existing and long standing limiting factors but consideration of how the project could respond

to factors such as climate change, toxics and contaminants, and increasing pressure from
invasive species would be very useful.

218



4. Deliverables, Work Elements, Metrics, and Methods

The deliverables are clearly associated with objectives. The description of metrics used is not
adequate to relate project deliverables with a positive influence on fish. The ISRP requests that
the sponsors further explain how project actions will lead to increased fish abundance,
productivity, diversity, or spatial distribution.
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P. Upper Columbia: Wenatchee, Entiat, Methow, and Okanogan

201000100 - Upper Columbia Programmatic Habitat

Sponsor: Upper Columbia Salmon Recovery Board

Short Description: The Upper Columbia Programmatic Habitat Project implements habitat
restoration projects in high biological priority areas in the Upper Columbia Region (Columbia
Cascade Province). It helps satisfy the Action Agencies' obligations under the 2008 FCRPS
Biological Opinion, while complementing and benefitting from the Upper Columbia Spring
Chinook Salmon and Steelhead Recovery Plan and its recovery infrastructure.

ISRP response loop recommendation: Meets Scientific Review Criteria (Qualified)
Qualifications:

This project covers a very large area of the Upper Columbia Basin and includes an array of
restoration activities that have been reviewed and prioritized by a team of regional experts. The
administrative structure differs from the traditional BPA funding approach in which the project
sponsor is usually a single organization, but instead this project employs a group of partner
organizations. Because of this structure the ISRP has had questions about whether the new
approach would deliver the administrative efficiencies promised and whether it would lead to
better planned and more effective habitat restoration actions in the Upper Columbia. The
qualification to this proposal is that project staff should submit a comprehensive report
summarizing their progress to date, including areas where they have experienced difficulties
and areas where they have clearly achieved their objectives. This check-in report should
describe the cooperative activities taking place between the project and other regional
restoration efforts such as OSHIP, which was not clearly identified in the proposal. The report
should be completed for ISRP review in late 2013 or early 2014. In addition, the ISRP may
request a follow-up site visit to better understand the project selection process, the monitoring
program, and how results will be used adaptively to plan and prioritize future projects.

Comment:

The UCSRB response to the ISRP’s questions and requests for clarification were reasonably
complete in some areas but did not address all of our concerns. In particular, stating that the
proposal had been revised without providing full details in the response itself made it difficult
for us to determine whether a question had been adequately answered without referring to the
complete proposal. The project prioritization process is still unclear. We look forward to
learning more about it when the promised check-in report is submitted for ISRP review.

Although we realize that biological effectiveness monitoring cannot be carried out at every
restoration site, further explanation is needed on the relationship between this project, which
supports on-the-ground habitat improvement actions, and regional population and habitat
status and trend monitoring efforts such as ISEMP and CHaMP. The response is somewhat
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vague on this matter. A project of this scope must be coupled to an equally ambitious
monitoring program in order for adequate learning to occur. Therefore, we ask that past and
anticipated future monitoring results also be highlighted in the check-in report. This summary
should go beyond the organizational flow diagram (Figure 1) and identify key monitoring
metrics that will be used to determine if VSP parameters of focal species are improving, how
these metrics will be obtained (and by whom), and how will they be interpreted in terms of
population status and trends. It is stated that "this project will continue to work with BPA and
Council staff to identity whether restoration actions proposed under this project may be
candidates for use in the AEM program." We feel that a plan to incorporate restoration actions
into the AEM program should be included in the check-in report. The summary of the Twisp
Elbow Coulee Project in the response was helpful, and we hope to see more examples using
specific references to VSP parameters in the report.

The overall philosophical view that local experts and communities need to be engaged and
involved in developing habitat restoration for salmon and steelhead is consistent with the ISAB
Landscape Report and other socioeconomic considerations regarding conservation practice.
Using the Upper Columbia Salmon Recovery Board as a vehicle to link the Council Fish and
Wildlife Program and BPA/NOAA/Reclamation’s non-Accord BiOp obligations is reasonable. The
guestions for ISRP review is whether sufficient progress in implementation is being made and
whether the organization and governance structure is able to achieve the improvements in
habitat and salmon survival and abundance in an efficient manner.

At this time it appears the targeted work is somewhat weakly linked to an understanding of
habitat forming processes in the subbasins. From the tour, it appeared that knowledge could be
better incorporated in the project regarding the status of salmon and steelhead and the
improvement needed to achieve (1) viability status goals in the near and medium terms and (2)
desired gains in salmon survival sufficient for recovery. It also appears the pace of
implementation could be improved. At this time, the UCRSRB has executed only one targeted
solicitation, and the RTT did not generate estimates of fish benefits associated with these initial
actions.

Connections between the selected actions and habitat forming processes for salmon and
steelhead population improvements need to be better reflected in the proposal and reports. In
some cases, monitoring and evaluation seems to be underappreciated and misunderstood. The
proposal, conversations during the site visit, and the response (both in this programmatic
project and other organizations) seem to be focused on monitoring and evaluation of fish use of
individual structures constructed by restoration partners —a narrow perspective and not very
informative unless these project-scale assessments can be linked to basinwide fish population
performance measures. The more relevant questions are: how are these projects affecting
subbasin-scale habitat quality and habitat forming processes, and how are these changes in
habitat affecting salmon and steelhead viability? These questions will be appropriately
addressed by modeling ISEMP/CHaMP habitat and fish-in/fish-out data. Finally, if the projects
actually conducting habitat and fish monitoring are not incorporating knowledge of existing
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restoration sites into their sampling panels and analysis design, the resulting interpretations
may be misinformed.

The format in which the project sponsors provided responses to ISRP comments made it
difficult to distinguish the material added in the review loop. It did appear that some
information was added to address ISRP concerns, but several of the issues we raised were not
addressed. The overview of the program provided during the field tour did partially address
concerns about relationships among the restoration programs involved in implementation of
habitat projects in the Upper Columbia. This program will prioritize and help implement
projects funded through this proposal, the Upper Columbia Salmon Recovery Board, the Bureau
of Reclamation, and PUDs. These funding sources represent a significant proportion of the
habitat restoration funding in this region. There are some other restoration projects in the
Upper Columbia region, like OSHIP, that are not discussed in the revised proposal but it would
seem some coordination with these programs also would be worthwhile to ensure the most
efficient use of restoration resources. The relationships among RM&E programs and how
information being generated through these efforts will be used to modify program processes
and project prioritization was not fully addressed. Much of the additional information the ISRP
requested about the specifics of procedures being used to prioritize projects also was not
provided. Nonetheless, the program clearly plays a critical coordinating role for habitat
restoration efforts in this region and should be supported. A program status report is proposed
for 2013. This report should include a very complete description of program progress since
inception; RM&E results and their application to program priorities and processes; and an
indication of the extent to which the AEM program will provide RM&E coverage for watersheds
without IMW efforts.

Questions for which the ISRP requested a response included:

1) Describe the restoration project review and prioritization process in more detail including the
scoring sheet and criteria.

Some additional information on the prioritization process appears to have been added to
version of the proposal submitted in response to the ISRP review. Discussions during the field
tour also helped to clarify this issue. However, details of the scoring system were only included
as a partially complete Excel spreadsheet (in the project description) for one of the restoration
areas, and we were unable to conduct a thorough review of the technical merits of the
prioritization system being used. The forthcoming check-in report should remedy this.

2) Describe the connection between the implementation project and the RM&E project in more
detail and explain how monitoring results are incorporated into restoration decisions.

Description of the RM&E process being used to evaluate projects implemented under this
program was expanded somewhat in the response. IMW efforts are being used to evaluate
program effectiveness in the Entiat and Methow, and it is anticipated that the NPCC/BPA action
effectiveness monitoring (AEM) program will assess a subset of the projects in the non-IMW
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watersheds. The extent to which the AEM program meets RM&E needs for this program should
be carefully assessed as AEM is implemented.

3) Explain the relationships between this project and the other RM&E efforts ongoing in the
basin.

The relationships between the IMW programs (Entiat and Methow) and the anticipated
coverage provided by the AEM program were discussed briefly. As noted above, the extent to
which AEM will meet the RM&E needs of this program remains to be seen. In addition, it was
indicated that the Methow IMW effort, supported by the Bureau of Reclamation, may not be
well coordinated with the RM&E efforts under the Council’s Program. In addition, no mention
of OBMEP or RM&E activities in the Wenatchee was included in the response. This program
would be a logical choice as the sponsor of a more formal process to ensure that coordination
among all these RM&E projects occurs.

4) Describe how projects selected for funding address some parts of the VSP criteria for viability.

There was very limited discussion of the expected effect of program projects on VSP
parameters. Given the availability of IMW information for two of the watersheds in the
program area, some estimate of the response of the fish to the implemented and planned
projects should be possible.

5) Describe how conflicts of interest are avoided during the RTT review process.

The response to the question about avoiding conflicts of interest in the project selection
process was adequate.

Evaluation of Results

This large umbrella-type project has had a lengthy birth and so far only one entirely new
restoration solicitation has been implemented. Thus, it is premature to judge whether the
Upper Columbia Programmatic Habitat Project is meeting expectations. The project deserves an
in-depth ISRP review that should focus on inter-organizational relationships, the habitat
restoration prioritization process, and most importantly, a thorough look at the monitoring
programs that are being carried out by other organizations, and how population and habitat
data will be used to determine the effects of this project on VSP parameters of focal species.
Completion of the check-in report in late 2013 or early 2014, coupled with possibly an on-site
ISRP visit with project staff, should help ensure that satisfactory progress is being made.

Preliminary ISRP comment requesting a response:

This project has made progress in the short time since its inception, but additional information
is needed for the ISRP to complete an assessment of its scientific soundness. The proposal
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lacked sufficient detail in some key places for an evaluation, and so we are requesting
responses to the following queries that are listed below. In the presentation and site visits,
many of the ISRP's questions were partially clarified, but the proposal needs to be revised to
include, document, and update this information. We appreciate the forwarding of the Parrish
and Jenkins report on log jams in the White River subsequent to the site visits and presentation,
and we are looking forward to receiving additional information relative to the following
suggestions and questions. The proposal has distinct administrative and
scientific/implementation components, and both require further elaboration.

The restoration project review and prioritization process needs to be more fully described. The
scoring sheet and criteria should be provided. The ISRP does not need reviewer names or the
project name, but an example of how the selection process takes place is needed.

The linkage between this implementation project and the RM&E project also needs to be more
explicitly described. The adaptive management loop concerning how monitoring results are
incorporated into restoration decisions was not sufficiently transparent. Please see our
comments on the M&E component of this project in our RM&E and AP review 2010-44b
www.nwcouncil.org/media/33226/isrp2010 44b.pdf.

The relationships between this project and the various RM&E efforts ongoing in the basin
should be described. How will project effectiveness monitoring be conducted besides the
ISEMP effort on the Entiat? How are projects supported by this project integrated with the
large habitat and fish monitoring programs such as ISEMP and CHaMP that have been
established in the region?

Some of the ISRP’s questions can be addressed during the response loop, but a thorough
examination of the project is beyond the scope of proposal evaluation. The ISRP originally
suggested a check-in report in 2013, which will give us an opportunity to review the projectin
greater detail.

Questions for which the ISRP requests a response include:

1) Describe the restoration project review and prioritization process in more detail including the
scoring sheet and criteria.

2) Describe the connection between the implementation project and the RM&E project in more
detail and explain how monitoring results are incorporated into restoration decisions.

3) Explain the relationships between this project and the other RM&E efforts ongoing in the
basin.

4) Describe how projects selected for funding address some parts of the VSP criteria for
viability.
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5) Describe how conflicts of interest are avoided during the RTT review process.
1. Purpose: Significance to Regional Programs, Technical Background, and Objectives

The purpose of the UC Programmatic Habitat Project is to implement habitat restoration
projects in high biological priority areas in the Upper Columbia Region (Columbia Cascade
Province). It thereby helps satisfy the Action Agencies' obligations under the 2008 FCRPS
Biological Opinion, while complementing and benefitting from the Upper Columbia Spring
Chinook Salmon and Steelhead Recovery Plan and its recovery infrastructure. This project is still
new, having been initiated in 2010 to replace 14 separate BiOp-serving habitat projects from
the FY07-09 Fish and Wildlife Program solicitation. Annual budgets are approximately $3.7M,
equal to the total FY09 budgets of the 14 projects being replaced. The project is central to the
regional program.

This project is relatively new but has been thoroughly reviewed by the ISRP in the past. It is one
of the first attempts in the upper Columbia River to create an umbrella project that oversees a
suite of habitat restoration actions instead of the more piecemeal approach of submitting a
collection of standalone projects. When first reviewed, the ISRP was cautious about endorsing
this approach until the technical procedures for prioritizing and selecting individual restoration
projects, as well coordinating with ongoing monitoring projects, were sufficiently explained.
The Columbia Cascade region holds several fish species that are ESA-listed including spring
Chinook, steelhead, and bull trout, although this project is clearly focused on improving habitat
for Chinook and steelhead.

There are two levels of technical background to consider: administrative and on-the-ground
applications. Since the details of specific on-the-ground actions were understandably general,
we assume that the expertise needed to carry out the restoration actions is adequate. As for
the administrative technical background, we are somewhat concerned by the number and type
of issues have been encountered during the first year of the new programmatic format. Many
of the specific problems encountered, for example see section on Adaptive Management, might
have been avoided if project staff employed general administrative principles that have
emerged from managing and implementing many other large and similar complex restoration
projects.

This project is consistent with the objectives articulated in various habitat restoration and
salmon recovery plans that have been developed for the Upper Columbia region. This project
reviews, selects, and supports projects funded with non-accord BPA project funding. The
objectives provided in the proposal are relatively generic; the goal of this effort is to improve
habitat sufficiently to meet VSP recovery goals for steelhead and spring Chinook. These are
appropriate objectives for this project. The technical background for this project was generally
sufficient. A thorough description of the project selection process was provided. One element
of the background that was deficient was the description of the relationships among the
various habitat restoration and RM&E programs in this region. Habitat projects in this region
are supported through this project, Accord funding, Bureau of Reclamation funding, PUD
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funding and SRFB funding. The extent to which these various habitat programs are coordinated
was not clear.

A repeated concern was expressed by project sponsors about two aspects of BPA contract
requirements: 1) inability to carry unspent funds into the next year, and 2) change from two-
year contracts to one-year contracts. The sponsors claim that these restrictions reduce
flexibility to the point where some important habitat projects may not be completed due to
unforeseen delays. Are there any alternatives other than changes in BPA's contracting policies
that would help to address these problems?

With regard to the technical background, the biological objective is improvement in VSP
parameters in specific salmon species in particular watersheds through habitat restoration. The
Recovery Plan and the BiOp RPA 35 call for specific improvements in the state of both VSP and
habitat required during specific time periods. These need to be included in the proposal. Then
the technical background should provide sufficient information so the ISRP can conclude that
the project has a reasonable likelihood of completing the actions (assessments, planning,
project selection, project implementation) within the time frame required in the BiOp. The
accomplishments section of the proposal identifies an administration function that updates
MYAPs, develops a targeted solicitation that is funded based on fulfilling the Recovery Plan and
BiOp mandates. The time frame for bringing the process to full functioning and the relationship
of the many parts of the process should be succinctly outlined in this proposal section. The
work elements portion of the proposal summarizes the activities involved in administrative,
targeted, and open solicitations. Other sections of the proposal suggest that it takes 3 to 4
years to bring a project to fruition. If this time frame is from project submission to final
implementation, only activities from the first solicitation will be completed by 2018 when this
project sunsets.

2. History: Accomplishments, Results, and Adaptive Management (Evaluation of Results)

Because the project has been in place for only about two years the accomplishments to date
have been to undertake the first round of restoration action selection and implement some of
their prioritized habitat improvements. Results have therefore been limited to demonstrating
that the technical review process can function as anticipated and that at least some of the
actions can be implemented. As stated in the proposal, one major hurdle was an unusually high
flow event that took place in 2011 that delayed the implementation of certain actions by a year.
Fortunately, BPA funds were able to be carried over into the next year so the improvements
could be initiated; however, the new administrative rules require annual funding with no
carryover and the project now faces the difficult task of balancing investments in new
restoration with maintaining a contingency fund in the event that unforeseen circumstances
delay or prevent implementation. In general, the project sponsors have done a good job of
planning for the unanticipated.

The proposal made clear that the long-term goal was to fund targeted restoration activities that
involved substantial planning and resources, and gradually reduce the investment in the smaller
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budget projects submitted through the Open Solicitation process. While this is understandable,
we suggest that some project funds be reserved so that there will be room for new restoration
ideas.

A previous review of this project in 2010 (ISRP 2010-28) asked that the project sponsors
prepare retrospective reports for ISRP review in years 3 and 6 of this 7-year project in order to
verify that assumptions about administrative streamlining, project selection efficiency, and
action effectiveness are proceeding as anticipated. Specifically, the ISRP asked that the
retrospective summary report in year 3 address actions outlined in Figure F-1 (page 52):
Watershed Action Team(s) developing Multiyear Action Plans with the Regional Technical Team
and Implementation Team subsequently developing targeted solicitations. As well, the
retrospective report in year 6 should summarize the implementation of restoration activities
following the targeted solicitation, and update the ISRP on monitoring and effectiveness
evaluation of restoration actions. Given the dependence on other RM&E efforts to evaluate the
effectiveness of this process, these retrospective reports the ISRP requested will allow the
sponsors to summarize results from research efforts in the project area that are relevant to
project restoration plans, as well as indicate how these results have been incorporated into the
project prioritization process. Retrospective reports should clearly present the processes for
Open and Targeted Solicitations, the updating of MYAPs, linkages between the WATs, RTT, and
project development, and benefits accorded to BiOp and Recovery Plan obligations.

Since this project is now assisting in coordinating restoration actions in the Entiat subbasin,
which comprise an IMW, some discussion of the current state of IMW evaluation and what is
being learned should be included in the results section of the proposal. The ISRP would
anticipate that the RTT is using monitoring information from the Entiat IMW to guide
development of other targeted projects in the Entiat and other subbasins.

Evaluation of Results

Rather than provide an evaluation of results specific to this project, the ISRP chooses to identify
what these umbrella type projects should be doing in the basin. The Upper Columbia
Programmatic Habitat Project constitutes one of a handful of umbrella habitat projects in the
Columbia River Basin that aim to adopt a landscape approach to restoration actions, that is
addressing the most important restoration priorities in the right place and in the right order
over a large area. Such efforts require thoughtful and comprehensive coordination and a
willingness to learn from existing monitoring programs. These projects need to be documented
with periodic retrospective reports that synthesize the science involved and chronicle whether
desired outcomes of this approach are being achieved.
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3. Project Relationships, Emerging Limiting Factors, and Tailored Questions

The relationships between this project and the other habitat efforts in the project area are
described briefly, but a more thorough discussion of the interaction among these efforts would
have been beneficial in reviewing the proposal.

ISEMP, CHaMP, and other assessment efforts are occurring in this region. ISEMP is focused on
assessing the effectiveness of a suite of restoration projects being implemented on the Entiat
River. It is not clear to what extent the monitoring programs are assessing the effectiveness of
other program projects. The description of the adaptive management approach indicates that
project-scale effectiveness evaluations are occurring but who is doing these assessments and
how they are integrated with the ISEMP, CHaMP and other RM&E efforts in this region was not
explained. Relationships among organizations performing RM&E in the region also should be
better described.

Some emerging limiting factors were addressed in the proposal. A climate change assessment
has been completed for the Methow and this information will be used by the UCRTT in proposal
evaluations. Presumably, the Methow assessment contains information that also will shed
some light on the threats from climate change to other watersheds in the project area. The
proposal does not mention impacts from chemical pollution, non-native species or increasing
human population and consequent development. These factors also should be considered by
the UCRT when evaluating project proposals. As the project moves forward it will be important
to be alert to such changes, and this is one reason why reserving some funds for the open
solicitation may be prudent by facilitating novel restoration actions that address emerging
problems. There are approaches in use to gain insights into future streamflows, and these
insights can help shape restoration strategies and actions. These include scenario analyses to
inform and improve existing flow restoration and habitat projects (see Donley et al 2012. Global
Change Biology (2012), doi: 10.1111/j.1365-2486.2012.02773.x). As one example, it is
ecologically important to assess, in simulated scenarios, the sensitivity of late summer (July,
August, and September) flows to the following variables, both singly and in combination:
climate change, changes in the quantity of water used for irrigation, and possible changes to
existing water resource policy. Flows can be modeled using the Water Evaluation and Planning
system (WEAP; as well as other modeling platforms) under historical and projected conditions
(for example, 2020 and 2040) for each scenario.

A question of contracting was raised in the proposal that could benefit from discussion
between the Council, BPA, and the sponsor. More than once in the proposal it was stated that
“BPA no longer allows two important types of flexibility that would allow us to respond to the
inevitable risks of implementing habitat projects and to reuse funds. The first is the ability to
carry forward funds that are not obligated to contracts within the budget FY. In good years,
unobligated funds will be only the small % retained for contingency. However, if a big project
falls through at the last minute (e.g., failure to reach agreement with an infrastructure owner or
another funding source stepping in to pay for construction) then we must scramble to find good
alternative work to fund.”
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Additionally, the ISRP has other specific concerns:

1) How will colonization by beaver and herbivory by native ungulates be addressed? Is there an
overarching beaver and ungulate management philosophy for all the projects?

2) Should mussels be included under focal species?
4. Deliverables, Work Elements, Metrics, and Methods

The deliverables are described in considerable detail and are generally appropriate for the
objectives of the project. The descriptions for several of the deliverables include multiple,
undefined acronyms (AC, ED, PM, AD, WE). It is unclear who these individuals or organizations
are, making it difficult to understand how these deliverables are to be accomplished.

In the type of work section, the explanation of the nearly completed targeted solicitation is
provided. Much of this text belongs in the results and accomplishments section. It describes the
process used to develop the targeted projects, and the status of the first full solicitation under
2010-001-00.

The project relationships section of the proposal states:

"The Upper Columbia Region uses a reach-based action approach to ensure priority habitat
projects are implemented with a clear understanding of the existing physical processes. This
reach-based approach to project development incorporates information from Tributary
Assessments (TA) and Reach Assessments (RA) completed by the Bureau of Reclamation,
Yakama Nation, and Colville Confederated Tribes, which ensures restoration actions are based
on a sound scientific assessment of channel processes. As reach-level degradations and
processes are defined, alternatives development occurs in order to identify, sequence, and
prioritize specific actions to restore channel and floodplain connectivity and complexity. In
concert with this reach-based approach, the Entiat and Methow subbasins are implementing an
IMW approach (ISEMP and Bureau of Reclamation/USGS, respectively), which pairs reach-based
actions with Level 3 effectiveness monitoring in order to assess the effectiveness of actions
implemented within an experimental framework. The Upper Columbia Region is progressing
from a reach-based approach to a landscape-level approach to recovery."

The ISRP needs information sufficient to conclude that the assessments are using appropriate
methods, that channel processes and extent of degradation are reasonably interpreted from
the assessments, and that restoration alternatives are consistent with best practices.

The collection of restoration actions endorsed by the Upper Columbia Regional Technical Team
is typical of those being implemented elsewhere in the interior Columbia River. Emphasis is on
improving habitat complexity, fixing faulty fish screens, re-establishing floodplain connections,
and adding structure (large wood) to stream channels. The entries in the objectives and project
deliverables section of the proposal used the same boilerplate response to each objective;
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however, a description of how the selected restoration actions address the objectives would
have helped. The ISRP does not need an exhaustive description of how anticipated outcomes
improve VSP parameters for every action, but a few examples would have been instructive.

Additionally, the proposal did not discuss a concern raised by the ISRP in an earlier review and
that is how to avoid the potential for conflict of interest during the review process. We would
like some assurance that members of the review team do not play a role in ranking proposals in
which they have a vested interest.

The deliverables are sometimes not well related to individual objectives. As written, the
deliverables are so vague that they cannot be linked to any one objective. Importantly, the
deliverables need to be quantitative so that they can be accurately evaluated for success (or
not) at the next program review. Further, the deliverables are mostly about using appropriated
funds; they should really address quantitative fish recovery targets, habitat goals, and
environmental protections — with timelines for being attained. Otherwise, how will one know if
the actions are having their intended effects?

A professional publication, or two, in a refereed journal should be listed as a deliverable. It is
important for large scale projects, like this one, to provide leadership in the broader restoration
community. For example, the Parrish and Jenkins report that was forwarded to us was well
written and represents a potential publication of general interest.

CVs, of a reasonable length, should be provided for key personnel.
Specific comments on protocols and methods described in MonitoringMethods.org

This project does not involve monitoring but claims to be well integrated into existing
monitoring programs. In the Entiat River, and likely the Wenatchee River, this appears to be the
case. The specific connection between this project and monitoring efforts in the Methow and
Okanagan Rivers was a little less clear and deserves additional description.

In general, a description of which monitoring programs are associated with the selected
projects would be helpful. The description should include what will be monitored (for example,
CHaMP habitat parameters) and how monitoring results will be used to evaluate whether
actions met expectations.
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200900300 - Upper Columbia Habitat Restoration

Sponsor: Yakama Confederated Tribes

Short Description: The goal of this project is to improve habitat conditions for salmonids listed
under the Endangered Species Act in the Wenatchee, Entiat, and Methow subbasins to a
degree capable of supporting sustainable populations. We enact habitat restoration actions
consistent with scientific and policy guidance as recommended in the FCRPS BiOp, regional
Salmon Recovery Plan, and the Subbasin Plans. Habitat restoration is a critical component of
achieving population recovery of listed fish runs.

ISRP response loop recommendation: Meets Scientific Review Criteria (Qualified)
Qualifications:

The primary need for improvement in this project is the integration between the selection and
implementation of habitat restoration actions and the benefits they are intended to provide for
focal fish species. This need for improvement was apparent in the site visit, presentations, and
response. Moreover, this was identified as a major issue in the ISRP 2009 project review and, to
date, has not been addressed by the sponsors, BPA, or the Council.

Because this is a wide-ranging project that includes many sites that potentially benefit a
number of species of concern, monitoring the biological effectiveness of restoration actions is
critically important. In the response to the ISRP, the sponsor states that progress will be made
toward implementing an expanded effectiveness monitoring program at an Upper Columbia
Science Conference in November 2013. The qualification is that the project sponsors and their
partners should develop an agreed-upon set of metrics for evaluating biological effectiveness, a
schedule for implementing effectiveness monitoring, a plan for evaluating and archiving data,
and a procedure for incorporating monitoring information into future restoration plans. This
document should be submitted by the end of 2013 and reviewed by the ISRP.

Comment:

The responses to the ISRP for questions 2, 3, and 4 raised in the preliminary review were not
adequate. While it is true that this project is focused on implementing habitat restoration
strategies, the purpose of these actions is to improve aquatic habitat to improve survival of
specific life-cycle stages of anadromous spring Chinook and steelhead.

The work this project executes is coordinated through Watershed Action Teams and Regional
Technical Teams and vetted through the Action Agency Expert Panel. Projects selected and
implemented are intended to fulfill obligations under the FCRPS BiOp for offsite mitigation to
improve salmon abundance, productivity, spatial distribution, and diversity. Consequently, it is
essential that the project incorporates and demonstrates a knowledge of the current status of
the focal species, the current status of the physical habitat, the desired restored state of the
focal species, and the desired restored state of the physical habitat; an understanding of the
hypothesized linkage between the state of the habitat and the state of the focal species;
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knowledge of how the fish species are being monitored; knowledge of how the habitat is being
monitored; and knowledge of the status of whether restoration efforts are achieving their
intended benefit to salmon and steelhead.

This project takes place in a large area in which many other organizations are engaged in
aquatic and riparian habitat restoration, as well as implementing a variety of water transaction
agreements. It is clear to the ISRP that the level of biological effectiveness monitoring among
projects is very uneven. Simply stating that effectiveness monitoring is the responsibility of a
partner organization is no guarantee that assessment of restoration effectiveness will be
sufficient to judge the overall success of a large project such as this one. Details are needed. For
this reason, we believe that a comprehensive effort should be undertaken among Upper
Columbia partners to develop an explicit monitoring program in which the responsibilities of
each partner are clearly spelled out. The science conference in November is a step in the right
direction, but the ISRP feels that a specific plan should be the outcome of the conference, and
that the plan should be available for ISRP review by the end of the year.

Preliminary ISRP comment requesting a response:

A response is requested for a revised proposal. While this is a proposal to continue useful work,
the following information is needed in order for the ISRP to fully judge its scientific adequacy:

1) In the significance to regional programs section, provide the RPA 35.1 table 5 gaps for each
subbasin and identify the anticipated gains in habitat values from this project.

2) In the problem statement, provide a summary of the focal species’ current status and desired
gains in VSP from habitat restoration in each subbasin. Further, provide context and
justification for individual restoration priorities and linkage to the BiOp RPA 35 and Upper
Columbia recovery plan.

3) Clarify how this project is coordinated with the Upper Columbia Programmatic Habitat
project, with which it apparently shares many objectives and deliverables.

4) Explain how this project is linked to regional monitoring programs, and in particular, which
monitoring programs will be involved in monitoring the effectiveness of each of the nine
deliverables.

Summary Comments

The goal of this project is to improve habitat conditions for salmonids listed under the
Endangered Species Act in the Wenatchee, Entiat, and Methow subbasins to a degree capable
of supporting sustainable populations. This proposed project is specifically intended to restore
ecological functions to stream habitat in the three identified subbasins in order to contribute to
the recovery of salmon, steelhead, and bull trout. In addition, the project is intended to be
holistic in nature and thus to improve habitat for other fish and aquatic as well as terrestrial
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species present in these areas. The overarching goal is of significance to a number of regional
restoration programs.

The project was evaluated by the ISAB in 2009 and concerns were raised about post-treatment
monitoring of habitat restoration actions. The ISRP believed that, while the value of habitat
projects identified through the process described in the proposal appeared obvious and
compelling, the habitat work needed to be accompanied by a reasonably explicit monitoring
plan. Otherwise important learning opportunities would be lost and the adaptive management
value of the actions would be compromised. The present version of the proposal does little to
resolve these concerns.

The sponsors appear to have the technical expertise to carrying out the restoration actions.
They have been implementing the actions for several years and, we believe, have learned the
best ways to accomplish the actions.

1. Purpose: Significance to Regional Programs, Technical Background, and Objectives

Significance to Regional Programs: The linkage of the project to regional programs was for the
most part described. However the specific details of how this project’s work is intended to
contribute to the BiOp RPA 35 and recovery plan priorities is not adequately presented. BiOP
RPA 35.1 is quite specific regarding improvement in complexity or categories of habitat features
within each subbasin. The proposal should provide the gaps from RPA 35.1 Table 5 for each
subbasin included in this proposal, and identify how much of the required improvement from
2014 through 2018 will be undertaken by this project.

One obvious question, however, was how this project was related to the Upper Columbia
Programmatic Habitat project (2010-001-00), with which it appears to have a significant overlap
of objectives and restoration locations. The proposal did not mention how the two projects,
with similarly large budgets, would be coordinated. That is would they share resources and
implementation responsibilities in subbasins where they have a common interest?

Problem Statement: The information in the problem statement is overly general and too brief.
The proposal should summarize the current status of ESA listed salmon, steelhead, and bull
trout, the desired status in the BiOp and recovery plan timeframes (2018 and 2033 — 10 and 25
years after the 2008 BiOp), and the hypothesized gains to be achieved with habitat restoration.
The proposal provides citations where the ISRP and others can find much of this information,
but a cogent summary is needed in the proposal itself to establish context for the individual
actions. The opening paragraph in the Significance to Regional Programs section states: “The
goal is to re-establish the ability of the ecosystem to maintain its function and organization
without continued human intervention”. In the problem statement the ISRP would appreciate
more information on the balance of actions to achieve long-term watershed process
improvement at the landscape scale and actions intended to provide near-term site and reach
scale improvement in symptoms caused by larger scale disturbance. The sections of the
introduction that emphasize that habitat restoration will take place within assessment units
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and address limiting factors identified as priorities in the Recovery Plan and Subbasin Plans is
helpful. It is however difficult to grasp what additional assessment and planning is required, a
timeframe for completing work, and a timeframe for observing a response in physical habitat
attributes and ultimately in fish population vital parameters.

Objectives: There is only one objective: Comprehensive Habitat Restoration. The objective is
overly vague and lacks quantification but can be better examined via the deliverables for the
project. While it is reassuring to see the subbasin plans being used, the specific habitat
objectives need to be better identified. Success and how it will be assessed are not described,
although such a description is requested in the proposal form.

2. History: Accomplishments, Results, and Adaptive Management (Evaluation of Results)

Accomplishments and Results: The proposal provides details about the numbers of
assessments completed, projects planned, started, and completed during the recent work
cycle. The sponsors have completed a number of physical restoration actions and the reporting
rate is satisfactory. Unfortunately, the specific objectives for past actions were not quantitative
so it is not possible to evaluate if they are successful in meeting their programmatic goals.
Further, nearly all the monitoring conducted was for Individual Project Engineering
Performance. It appears that little ecological monitoring was conducted.

The ISRP needs to see the ecological performance relative to the timeframe expected under the
BiOp and Recovery Plan, identification of shortfalls under those plans, and discussion of
whether the overall ecological goals can be achieved for the 2018 period of the MOA.

According to the proposal this project is linked to a number of regional monitoring programs
such as ISEMP, PNAMP, PIBO, and others. As well, the Entiat is the site of an ISEMP Intensively
Monitored Watershed. We would like more information on coordination between this project,
which is apparently limited to restoration implementation, and the other regional monitoring
programs. What information is passed from this project to the other monitoring efforts, what
information is received from them, and how are monitoring data used to inform new
restoration actions? Also, will biological monitoring take place at every restoration location
implemented by this project, or a subset of sites?

Adaptive Management: There is no adaptive management plan or strategy specifically for this
project. Reference is made to an adaptive management loop in the recovery plan, but how it
will function, and what metrics and methods apply to this project are absent. There is no
explanation of who is responsible for evaluating the actions in this project and the governance
for implementing a different suite of actions if that should be required. A discussion of the
variables being evaluated by the adaptive management conceptual models, the threshold
values that would trigger actions, the alternative actions under consideration, and dates when
evaluations will take place need to be provided. All actions should have testable goals
(hypotheses), appropriate monitoring, analyses, and a process for adjusting future actions, if
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necessary. Further, it is not clear that this section was updated from the previous proposal. For
example, the sponsors are still planning to hold a workshop in November 2009.

The executive summary lists various entities involved in monitoring and evaluation of the
project. However, at least one of the entities (CSMEP) is no longer functioning. And others like
PNAMP do not actually collect field data and conduct assessments. So somewhere in the
proposal there is a need to be specific about which entity is collecting field data, which is
estimating derived parameters, and which is making conclusions about efficacy using the
estimated parameters.

There is no response provided for past ISRP reviews. This omission needs to be addressed,
especially considering the concerns in the 2009 review.

Evaluation of Results

In the Explanation of Recent Financial Performance section of the proposal, the sponsor
summarizes each year activities:

FY2009 — Started four Reach Assessments. Constructed 1 project, designed 5 projects, and
funded one other.

FY2010 - Completed four Reach Assessments, completed one design and began designs for
eight additional projects, completed construction on four projects and funded one other. Began
design on two large projects to be implemented in FY2011. The UCHRP was fully staffed by this
time.

FY2011 - Completed designs for six large projects (did not implement because of high water),
began design of three projects, completed one small project, began two Reach Assessments
and completed the Middle Methow River Safety Assessment.

FY2012 - Completed nine restoration projects, completed design of three projects, completed
Upper Wenatchee River Safety Assessment, completed one and began one reach assessment.

The “Results: Reporting, Accomplishments, and Impact” section of the proposal list the name
and river mile section of priority reaches and provides a more detailed presentation of the
information above in tables organized by subbasin. The information provided by the sponsor is
interesting but not sufficient for the ISRP to evaluate the extent to which the process of project
development (expert panel/watershed team), implementation, and evaluation is working to
achieve the goals of the Fish and Wildlife Program, BiOp, Recovery Plan, and Tribal and
Subbasin fishery objectives.

The ISRP needs to know the amount of habitat work needed in each subbasin, how much
assessment is needed, how much has been planned, how much has been implemented, and the
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state of assessment. The ISRP needs to be able to determine that each element of RPA 35 was
fulfilled.

3. Project Relationships, Emerging Limiting Factors, and Tailored Questions

Project Relationships: The relationships section of the proposal lists all the former projects that
have been incorporated into Project 2009-003-00. It appears that this project is a recent
consolidation of approximately 44 individual projects. Given the geographic scope and range of
habitat actions implemented the proposal should outline the administrative structure to
manage these in an effective manner. Specifically, how are the individual projects reviewed for
scientific rigor and prioritized? Is there a review team, with an appropriate level and scope of
expertise, to do this?

The ISRP needs more information on other entities that are also conducting work in the
Wenatchee, Entiat, and Methow subbasins and how the Yakama Nation's projects are
integrated with those efforts.

The executive summary provides a list of projects that contribute to monitoring, but the details
of the relationships are not provided in any other section of the proposal. There are notes in
the results table that ISEMP is monitoring some projects. What are the project’s relationships
with other entities? What are the details of the relationships for specific restoration actions and
goals? Are the data, if available, delivered in a timely manner so as to allow adjustments to on-
the-ground habitat actions?

Emerging Limiting Factors: Climate change is mentioned as an emerging limiting factor, but
other important factors are not mentioned, for example toxic agricultural chemicals, future
water withdrawals for agriculture, hatchery impacts, non-native invasions, and predation. How
are these factors incorporated into restoration strategies and priorities? They are all important
and each has the potential to undermine costly restoration efforts. Further, while climate
change is acknowledged in this proposal, it is not being adequately addressed for a program of
this scope. There are approaches in use to gain insights into future flows, and these insights can
help shape restoration strategies and actions. These include scenario analyses to inform and
improve existing flow restoration and habitat projects (see Donley et al 2012. Global Change
Biology (2012), doi: 10.1111/j.1365-2486.2012.02773.x). As one example, it is ecologically
important to assess in simulated scenario the sensitivity of late summer (July, August, and
September) flows to the following variable both singly and in combination: climate change,
changes in the quantity of water used for irrigation, and possible changes to existing water
resource policy. Flows can be modeled using the Water Evaluation and Planning system (WEAP;
as well as other modeling platforms) under historical and projected conditions (for example,
2020 and 2040) for each scenario. Models to perform analyses like these were not mentioned
in the proposal. With the scope of restoration being planned and prioritized, assessment
beyond geomorphic analysis is warranted. Further, should mussels and specific riparian birds be
included as focal species?
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4. Deliverables, Work Elements, Metrics, and Methods

This section is reasonably complete. According to the proposal, specific restoration locations
have already been identified while others will await environmental assessments before priority
sites are determined. Three restoration categories — instream flow improvements, irrigation
screen installation and replacement, and cattle exclusion fencing — are mentioned in the
executive summary but not specifically identified in the objectives or deliverables. We assume
this means that those types of projects will be minor additions to the suite of actions to be
funded under this proposal.

While the objectives and deliverables were well described, there was no mention of the
primary target fish species that would be benefited by particular restoration actions. It is
assumed that Chinook and steelhead are the focal species for most actions, but some of the
work will improve habitat for coho salmon, bull trout, and Pacific lamprey. It would be helpful
to include a list of target species for each deliverable.

Additionally, deliverables need to be quantitative and have associated timelines for successful
completion. Some deliverables do this, but many do not. Further, without any direct monitoring
for effectiveness, it is not possible to tell if the work elements and metrics are the best for
specific situations or if the work elements and metrics need to be modified in any way.

Professional publications in a refereed journal should be listed as a deliverable. It is important
for large scale projects, like this one, to provide leadership in the broader restoration
community.

Specific comments on protocols and methods described in MonitoringMethods.org
According to the proposal this project does not engage in monitoring, and therefore there were
no links to MonitoringMethods.org. Nonetheless, evaluation is required, even if field data are

collected and analyzed by another project or entity. Somewhere in the proposal, a reasonably
detailed data evaluation process needs to be described.
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199604200 - Restore Salmon Creek Anadromous Fish

Sponsor: Colville Confederated Tribes

Short Description: To reestablish anadromous salmonids in Salmon Creek. The primary goal is
to secure an adequate amount of water to facilitate fish passage upstream of an irrigation
diversion dam and early stages (egg, fry, parr, smolt) of freshwater life history.

ISRP response loop recommendation: Meets Scientific Review Criteria (Qualified)
Qualifications:

An M&E and Adaptive Management decision framework should be developed within the next
three years and reviewed by the ISRP.

The M&E framework should include an annual habitat survey of Salmon Creek above the low
flow channel to verify that spawning and rearing conditions remain favorable for steelhead and
Chinook; objectives for juvenile outmigration, adult immigration, and low flow channel habitat,
along with metrics for each; a plan to collect the data to evaluate the metrics; and an adaptive
management decision framework to guide alternative selection based on empirical results.

The data being generated through the OBMEP program could provide a sound foundation for a
very effective adaptive management process. The project sponsors should develop a
framework with clear, quantitative objectives and specific sets of circumstances that would
initiate changes in management approach.

Annual habitat surveys above the low flow channel are needed to establish that assumptions
about the suitability of upper Salmon Creek for the two species are supported empirically. This
is important for two reasons: first, because evidence is needed that adequate flows for fish
passage continue to be the most important limiting factor in the system (and not some other
environmental parameter), and second, because realistic adult escapement and smolt
production targets require up-to-date data on habitat quality and quantity in order to help
project sponsors set quantitative population goals that balance artificial and natural
production. The response mentions the Intrinsic Potential of Salmon Creek, but calculation of
the Intrinsic Potential metric must be based on current habitat data.

Comment:

ISRP Comments on the Specific Responses

ISRP Preliminary Comment 1. Significance to Regional Programs: The proposal needs to better
describe how the project fits into regional restoration programs and the Biological Opinion. The
proposal indicates that the project contributes to implementing BiOp RPA 34 and 35, but these
are not mentioned in the significance to regional programs section. The proposal should provide
explicit statements on RPA elements from the BiOp and restoration delisting under the Upper
Columbia recovery plan. The presentation to the ISRP that showed the fish abundance targets
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for the subbasin, and for Salmon Creek for the recovery plan, subbasin plan, and tribal plans, is
the type of explicit information the ISRP believes is essential to provide context and justification
for the project tasks.

ISRP Comments on the Response: The additional information provided by the sponsor does not
directly answer the questions posed by the ISRP and should be improved in future proposals. A
sentence each is provided on RPA 34 and 35, but the text does not explain whether the actions
in the proposal are explicitly identified in the RPA(s) and what the actions in the RPA(s) are. For
example, the ISRP is under the impression that RPA 35 has a table 5 that gives improvement in
survival assigned to habitat actions in specific tributaries. The ISRP believes this type of
information is needed to establish the context for the project. Where the response cites the
Recovery Plan and BiOp, details are lacking about the role that Salmon Creek would play in the
recovery of steelhead. The ISRP understands the general relationship to the Recovery Plan and
BiOp; it is the specific details that are requested. These specific details provide the basis for
establishing quantitative objectives, monitoring and evaluation, and triggers to consider
additional actions under adaptive management. Consequently, the ISRP believes the request is
not just pedantic, but forms the foundation for guiding the project in the medium- and long-
term. In the response to the ISRP, text is copied from a draft Okanogan Subbasin Steelhead
Hatchery Master Plan. A portion of that text describes recovery plan standards for abundance
and spatial distribution of steelhead in the Okanogan River subbasin. A succinct summary of
those criteria and how the habitat restoration in Salmon Creek is intended to improve survival
in Salmon Creek and contribute to achieving steelhead delisting is needed in future proposals.

ISRP Preliminary Comment 2. Technical Background (problem statement): The technical
background provided in the proposal is very brief, but what is included suggests that a fairly
thorough assessment of habitat conditions and fish distribution in the stream has been
conducted. The proposal indicates that Salmon Creek contains much of the suitable spawning
habitat for spring Chinook and steelhead in the Okanogan system. Restoring summer passage
through the 4.3 miles of Salmon Creek below the irrigation diversion was identified as the
second restoration priority in an assessment conducted on the Okanogan. The proposal makes
an effective argument that water quality and physical habitat in upper Salmon Creek are worth
the effort of restoring its connection to the Okanogan River during the migration (and irrigation)
season.

The information that was presented in the proposal is sufficient to indicate that the habitat
above the diversion is of high quality, supporting the high priority of reconnecting the upper
watershed with the Okanogan River. A more detailed discussion of the results of the habitat and
fish assessments that have been completed are needed to determine the opportunities for an
RM&E program to assess response of the system to improved summer flows.

ISRP Comments on the Response: The response references a quantitative spawning habitat
survey in 1995 and another survey in 1998. In addition, the response states “preliminary
estimates of smolt production within pool tail-out regions indicated this 4-mile reach of Salmon
Creek has the potential to produce more than 90,000 summer steelhead and 123,000 Chinook
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salmon smolts at a survival-to-emergence of 10%.” These statements suggest that existing
habitat inventories are either over a decade old or contain considerable uncertainty. Periodic
(every 1 or 2 years) habitat measurements will greatly assist project staff in determining the
productive capacity of upper Salmon Creek for steelhead and Chinook, and also in identifying
biological “hotspots” for spawning and rearing.

The response includes information from recent fish assessments (Fisher and Arterburn 2003,
2005) providing support for the sponsors ability to assess and evaluate the flow and channel for
steelhead migration. As noted in other sections of this review, clear metrics for evaluation and
links to recovery and BiOp plans are still needed.

ISRP Preliminary Comment 3. The objectives focus solely on recovery of summer steelhead.

They provide a quantitative goal (Objective 2, return of 250 adult natural origin steelhead/yr).
The introduction indicates that Salmon Creek also is an important spawning and rearing area for
spring Chinook. Is the focus only on steelhead due to the fact that spring Chinook access the
upper watershed prior to low flow becoming an issue below the diversion structure? Is there
habitat below the diversion that would be improved by enhancing flow that could be valuable to
spring Chinook?

ISRP Comments on the Response: Explicit answers to the two questions were not provided. The
implication from the text is that the focus is on steelhead because they are listed and spring
Chinook in the Okanogan are extirpated and not essential for recovery of that ESU, and that the
volume of water for Chinook restoration (reintroduction) is not available at this time. There is
text that states that spring Chinook are using Salmon Creek, but whether this use involves the
low flow channel and leased water is not clear.

ISRP Preliminary Comment 4. The problem statement section of the proposal needs to include
the TRT status review summary of recent abundance and productivity for the focal species, the
near-term and long-term objectives under the Fish and Wildlife Program, BiOp, Recovery and
Subbasin Plan, and discuss the extent to which those objectives are believed to be accomplished
by continued implementation of the water lease.

ISRP Comments on the Response: Text in the proposal and the response provide much of the
desired information. However some of the information remains in a general, rather than
specific format and often without sufficient clarity. For example, in the response to the ISRP the
sponsor answers the query by stating the BiOp population target is 500 steelhead in the
Okanogan River subbasin and that all four populations must meet their targets to achieve the
BiOp goal. But the four populations are not mentioned, nor are the targets for each of the
populations. In this proposal the population of particular interest is Salmon Creek, but the
overall context will aid in understanding the restoration in a subbasin level framework. The
proposal goes on to state that Salmon Creek is considered a minor spawning area for steelhead
and that the Colville Tribe estimates that 159 steelhead spawners are needed to achieve
restoration objectives. If the subbasin goal is 500 steelhead, 159 in Salmon Creek would seem
like a major, not minor contributor.
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ISRP Preliminary Comment: During the site visit, the ISRP engaged in a discussion of the source
populations being used to supplement and reintroduce steelhead to Salmon Creek. A paragraph
or two in the problem statement should be added to provide a summary of the planning that
has taken place in this regard. The ISRP concern is that steelhead from a population whose
replication in Salmon Creek might contribute little to meeting genetic restoration objectives
would constrain the full benefits of the project. An explanation is needed of steelhead
population structure — independent populations, and major population groups — and priorities
for obtaining stock for reintroduction or supplementation.

ISRP Comments on the Response: The text explaining the status of Wells Hatchery stock and the
text from the draft hatchery plan given in response to 3. Project Relationships, Emerging
Limiting Factors, and Tailored Questions provides sufficient explanation of the recovery
planning at this time. The topic can be reviewed in greater detail if the draft master plan is
submitted. The ISRP is curious whether this plan will replace the Cassimer Bar Master Plan that
began review several years ago.

ISRP Preliminary Comment 5. History: Accomplishments, Results, and Adaptive Management
(Evaluation of Results).

Accomplishments, Results: A paragraph in the proposal states, “Since 2009, there has been a
conservative estimate of 662 adult steelhead which returned to Salmon Creek. This is a
conservative estimate since counts are conducted via a video weir which becomes circumvented
at flows in excess of 20 cfs.” This information indicates that there is an active program in place
to assess fish populations in the Salmon Creek watershed, but no details about this program, or
how it will be used to judge the effectiveness of improved passage below the diversion, was
included in the proposal.

ISRP Comments on the Response: The response states that a primary metric for the project is
the ratio of steelhead migrating and spawning above the point of diversion. The ratio of
steelhead had been 2 fish spawning below for each fish spawning above in 2009 and 2010,
whereas in 2011 and 2012 the ratio was 3 fish spawning above the diversion for 2 fish spawning
below.

The ISRP believes metrics for the project need to be established, monitored, and used for
evaluation and adaptive management. This important aspect of the project needs to be
completed.

ISRP Preliminary Comment: The proposal needs to include succinct details on the video weir to
enumerate adult steelhead and salmon, methods used to count emigrating smolts, survival of
smolts to points downstream that is hopefully contrasted with other locations, a physical
condition monitoring program for the channel, and to estimate the juvenile production and
adult population generated by spawning and rearing in the eleven miles of now accessible
habitat.
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ISRP Comments on the Response: General information on the video weir is provided. Additional
details are needed that provide evidence that the precision of estimates is adequate to guide
management decisions on whether restoration standards have been met, whether additional
flows and habitat is needed below the point of diversion, and whether continuation of the
water lease is justified.

Adaptive Management:

The response to the ISRP provides adequate explanation of the state of adaptive management
for this project. It is evident that the sponsor and various co-managers are engaged in longer-
term discussions about the need for water and habitat for steelhead in Salmon Creek. Linkage
needs to be clearly established between the decisions that will need to be made and project
metrics and subbasin level M&E. The ISRP remains concerned that development of metrics for
project evaluation is insufficiently linked to plans for data acquisition. The project has
progressed to the point where a well-articulated decision framework would be useful.

ISRP Preliminary Comment 6. 3. Project Relationships, Emerging Limiting Factors, and Tailored
Questions

ISRP Comments on the Response: The response provides improved understanding of the role of
the hatchery program and OBMEP. The ISRP believes the hatchery program needs independent
review soon and that an M&E plan for this project needs to be clearly established. The response
states that OBMEP collects both habitat and fish data throughout the Okanogan subbasin,
including Salmon Creek. However, the response goes on to state that OBMEP is currently
proposing to estimate juvenile production in Salmon Creek. Assessing juvenile production
seems essential to the ISRP. As stated earlier, the ISRP is concerned that project metrics, M&E,
and adaptive management is proceeding in an ad hoc manner, and that the project has
developed to the point where a more formal decision framework is required. The ISRP
appreciated the hatchery program draft, as it clarified the status of anticipated artificial
production for conservation and harvest.

ISRP Preliminary Comment 7. Deliverables, Work Elements: The work element and deliverable
on the purchase of 1,200 acre feet of water is adequate. The work elements and deliverables on
inspection and maintenance of the low flow channel are inadequate.

ISRP Comments on the Response: The response provides a summary of challenges with
maintaining the migration channel and the approach used for inspection. The proposal should
provide a description of a flexible inspection and maintenance plan that is justified.

Preliminary ISRP comment requesting a response:

This project is straightforward and involves maintaining a low-flow bypass channel that restores

the connection between Salmon Creek and its parent stream, the Okanogan River, as well as
negotiating water leases and other agreements with the Okanogan Irrigation District that will
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increase flow in lower Salmon Creek and the bypass channel, which will improve conditions
during the primary steelhead and Chinook migration period as well as facilitating the
downstream passage of smolts. According to the proposal, Salmon Creek was historically one of
the most important spawning and rearing tributaries in the Okanogan River system, but
anadromous salmonids were extirpated when Conconnuly Dam was constructed in the early
1900s. Restoration of flow to the lower portion of the Salmon Creek drainage network during
late spring and summer is clearly an important restoration goal for the Okanogan system.

The proposal, however, is incomplete and revision is required. It does not provide sufficient
background context on the status of the focal species; benefits that are anticipated to be
accomplished by this project including a timeframe for improvements in abundance;
relationship of the project to steelhead recovery and delisting; and criteria for evaluating
success.

The proposal incompletely describes the work elements to be conducted by this project.
Additional detail on the specific actions that will be undertaken to maintain the low-flow
channel and how they will be sequenced from 2014 to 2017 should be provided. Finally, a much
more complete description of the relationship between this project and projects in the
Okanogan watershed that are monitoring fish and aquatic habitat condition should be included
in the proposal.

Responses requested: See each proposal review topic for questions to be addressed in the
proposal revision.

1. Purpose: Significance to Regional Programs, Technical Background, and Objectives

Significance to Regional Programs: The proposal needs to better describe how the project fits
into regional restoration programs and the Biological Opinion. The proposal indicates that the
project contributes to implementing BiOp RPA 34 and 35, but these are not mentioned in the
significance to regional programs section. The proposal should provide explicit statements on
RPA elements from the BiOp and restoration delisting under the Upper Columbia recovery plan.
The presentation to the ISRP that showed the fish abundance targets for the subbasin, and for
Salmon Creek for the recovery plan, subbasin plan, and tribal plans, is the type of explicit
information the ISRP believes is essential to provide context and justification for the project
tasks.

Technical Background (problem statement): The technical background provided in the
proposal is very brief, but what is included suggests that a fairly thorough assessment of habitat
conditions and fish distribution in the stream has been conducted. The proposal indicates that
Salmon Creek contains much of the suitable spawning habitat for spring Chinook and steelhead
in the Okanogan system. Restoring summer passage through the 4.3 miles of Salmon Creek
below the irrigation diversion was identified as the second restoration priority in an assessment
conducted on the Okanogan. The proposal makes an effective argument that water quality and
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physical habitat in upper Salmon Creek are worth the effort of restoring its connection to the
Okanogan River during the migration (and irrigation) season.

The information that was presented in the proposal is sufficient to indicate that the habitat
above the diversion is of high quality, supporting the high priority of reconnecting the upper
watershed with the Okanogan River. A more detailed discussion of the results of the habitat
and fish assessments that have been completed are needed to determine the opportunities for
an RM&E program to assess response of the system to improved summer flows.

The objectives focus solely on recovery of summer steelhead. They provide a quantitative goal
(Objective 2, return of 250 adult natural origin steelhead/yr). The introduction indicates that
Salmon Creek also is an important spawning and rearing area for spring Chinook. Is the focus
only on steelhead due to the fact that spring Chinook access the upper watershed prior to low
flow becoming an issue below the diversion structure? Is there habitat below the diversion that
would be improved by enhance flow that could be valuable to spring Chinook?

Specific quantitative targets for steelhead adult abundance and juvenile emigration are absent.
A summary of long-term biological goals and some time frame for achieving the goals are
needed. The project has apparently established an intermediate term (12-year) lease for water
to wet a constructed low-flow channel, but there is no indication of what is going to happen in
the longer term (post agreement) and what level of natural fish production is needed to expand
on this initial agreement.

The problem statement section of the proposal needs to include the TRT status review
summary of recent abundance and productivity for the focal species, the near-term and long-
term objectives under the Fish and Wildlife Program, BiOp, Recovery and Subbasin Plan, and
discuss the extent to which those objectives are believed to be accomplished by continued
implementation of the water lease. During the site visit, the ISRP engaged in a discussion of the
source populations being used to supplement and reintroduce steelhead to Salmon Creek. A
paragraph or two in the problem statement should be added to provide a summary of the
planning that has taken place in this regard. The ISRP concern is that steelhead from a
population whose replication in Salmon Creek might contribute little to meeting genetic
restoration objectives would constrain the full benefits of the project. An explanation is needed
of steelhead population structure — independent populations, and major population groups —
and priorities for obtaining stock for reintroduction or supplementation.

Objectives: There are two objectives identified: (OBJ-1) restore instream flow in Salmon Creek;
and (OBJ-2) Restore instream flows to Salmon Creek. The difference in deliverables is that
Objective 2 involves the lease of water while Objective 1 includes the lease of water and
maintenance of a constructed low-flow channel. For both objectives a description of how
success will be evaluated is needed. These metrics need to include physical habitat and
biological targets.
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2. History: Accomplishments, Results, and Adaptive Management (Evaluation of Results)

Accomplishments and results: Although the project dates from 1996, the proposal describes
work on the bypass channel and securing the 12-year water lease agreement with the
Okanogan Irrigation District since 2009. Results therefore pertain only to bypass channel
construction and maintenance, and to extending the water lease to provide additional flow. In
addition, the project sponsors wish to modify the bypass channel so it provides passage for
adult steelhead at 10 cfs instead of ~25 cfs.

A paragraph in the proposal states, “Since 2009, there has been a conservative estimate of 662
adult steelhead which returned to Salmon Creek. This is a conservative estimate since counts
are conducted via a video weir which becomes circumvented at flows in excess of 20 cfs.” This
information indicates that there is an active program in place to assess fish populations in the
Salmon Creek watershed, but no details about this program, or how it will be used to judge the
effectiveness of improved passage below the diversion, was included in the proposal.

The proposal also states that hatchery steelhead smolts have been used to document adequacy
of the channel. However, no data are presented and no explanation is provided on the specifics
of the monitoring, numbers of hatchery steelhead juveniles or smolts released, and estimates
of natural smolt production. Fish use of the bypass channel should be assessed, and estimates
of adults in and smolts out (both wild and hatchery) are needed to evaluate the biological
effectiveness of this restoration effort. Specifically, this project needs at least three elements
for evaluation: 1) emigration of stocked and natural smolts, 2) upstream migration of adult
steelhead, and 3) physical condition of the constructed channel.

The proposal identified that recent flows have damaged the channel that stocked smolts
presumably left the system and returned as adults — with at least 600 adults returning in the
past few years. Mention is made of a video weir to monitor adult passage. The proposal needs
to include succinct details on the video weir to enumerate adult steelhead and salmon,
methods used to count emigrating smolts, survival of smolts to points downstream that is
hopefully contrasted with other locations, a physical condition monitoring program for the
channel, and to estimate the juvenile production and adult population generated by spawning
and rearing in the eleven miles of now accessible habitat.

Adaptive Management: The adaptive management section of the proposal simply indicates
that changes in water releases from Conconully Reservoir and alterations in the release location
of steelhead smolts have been implemented or are being considered. There is no indication
that these changes were linked in any way to an RM&E program that indicated that these
changes could be beneficial (although the water release issue arose because of damage to the
low flow channel). This project would benefit from a formal adaptive management process.

Two instances of adaptive management appeared in the proposal with one appearing in the

secondary focal species section. The first described altered water management to reduce
damage to the bypass channel, presumably to streambanks, during high flow events. This
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suggests that project managers are not allowing the bypass channel to interact with its riparian
area in a way that would mimic a stream's natural interaction with its floodplain. There may be
good reasons for doing this, but we caution against taking a hard bioengineering approach to
fish habitat in instances where natural meander processes can yield long-term habitat benefits.
The second example is the institution of a sport fishery targeted at non-native species in
Salmon Creek. This seems like a good idea as long as there is not excessive mortality to focal
species.

Evaluation of Results

Result reporting is brief, so retrospective comments on the project by the ISRP are therefore
incomplete. Water leases and low-flow channel construction have been achieved. Removing
migration barriers is argued to have substantial potential to contribute to restoration of salmon
because intact spawning and rearing habitat is available and salmon abundance and
productivity response will be quick. Restoration of access in Salmon Creek could contribute to
estimating the benefits from this action, but the data presented are insufficient to establish
reasonable conclusions on when, or if, the project may accomplish the steelhead and spring
Chinook restoration objectives.

3. Project Relationships, Emerging Limiting Factors, and Tailored Questions

Project relationships are not explained at all in the proposal. This omission is a substantial
deficiency for assessing the effectiveness of this project. The proposal indicates that the
sponsors are not requesting support for RM&E. But there are a number of RM&E efforts in the
Okanogan system that are likely collecting information that would help to evaluate the
effectiveness of reconnecting Salmon Creek to the Okanogan River, and which could greatly
benefit this project. This expensive effort incurs ongoing costs for water purchase. Some
understanding of the benefit being derived in terms of fish production would be very important
to determine the value of investing in projects of this type. The proposal should have described
RM&E efforts occurring in Salmon Creek that are collecting data relevant to this project and
should have indicated how the sponsors intend to use this information to improve project
effectiveness going forward by using an adaptive management plan.

This proposal indicates that emerging limiting factors are being considered in restoration
planning. The proposal mentions that providing consistent access to Salmon Creek may help
mitigate for increased water temperatures caused by climate change. Salmon Creek drains a
watershed with a northeastern aspect and has significant spring input. Therefore, it exhibits
water temperatures through the summer that are much cooler than those in the Okanogan
River and could serve as a thermal refuge if access were possible. There may be little this
project can do to address problems related to long-term climate change, but the observation
that Salmon Creek maintains a temperature regime more suited to cold water species does
reinforce the need to allow salmon and steelhead access to its headwaters. There also are a
number of ongoing programs to address impacts from non-native fishes in the Okanogan River.
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Statements in the proposal about removing invasive species suggest that the restoration
project has links to other projects that have not been included in the proposal.

While climate change, predation from invasive bass and brook trout, and instream flows are
identified as emerging limiting factors, how they will be addressed through adaptive
management is not discussed.

Few details about hatchery releases were given. The proposal does not state what the
estimated carrying capacity for juvenile steelhead and Chinook salmon might be in Salmon
Creek. At some point such an estimate is needed, because as natural productions ramps up the
number of hatchery releases may need to be ramped down.

4. Deliverables, Work Elements, Metrics, and Methods

Purchase of water for instream flow and maintenance of the low flow channel are the primary
work elements. It appears that most of the requested funding for channel maintenance is
basically for a contingency fund to repair damage should it occur. The ISRP recognizes that it
not possible to specifically identify damage that will occur to the channel in the future.
However, some explanation of the possible issues that might arise and the work elements and
methods required to correct these issues should have been included in the proposal. A general
description of deliverables and work elements is given, but the proposal lacked sufficient detail
for scientific review. Specifying work actions and a timeline are needed.

Deliverables, Work Elements: The work element and deliverable on the purchase of 1,200 acre
feet of water is adequate. The work elements and deliverables on inspection and maintenance
of the low flow channel are inadequate.

Metrics: None are given. Monitoring and Evaluation is needed for this project, or linked to data
and evaluation performed through other projects. The information provided in the proposal is

inadequate.

Methods: None are provided.

Specific comments on protocols and methods described in MonitoringMethods.org

Not Applicable. No monitoring methods are provided; funding for monitoring is not requested.
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200000100 - Omak Creek Anadromous Fish Habitat and Passage

Sponsor: Colville Confederated Tribes

Short Description: The Omak Creek Anadromous Fish Habitat and Passage Project is directed
toward improving habitat conditions to allow for a self-sustaining steelhead population in the
Omak Creek watershed and addresses the resource problems identified in the Omak Creek
Watershed Plan/Environmental Assessment (Natural Resources Conservation Service, NRCS,
1995).

ISRP response loop recommendation: Does Not Meet Scientific Review Criteria
Comment:

While the restoration actions proposed in the project description seem reasonable, the
proposal (together with the response to the ISRP's specific questions) does not provide enough
detail for us to conclude that the work is scientifically grounded and will be guided by feedback
from habitat monitoring and fish population assessments.

The proposal does not clearly establish goals for physical habitat improvement, that anticipated
habitat restoration work will be sufficient to achieve required habitat improvement, or that the
habitat improvement will lead to improvement in steelhead abundance and productivity. The
ultimate numeric goal improving steelhead abundance appears to be only partially decided. The
response indicates that the recovery goal in the NRCS Watershed Plan is 1545 steelhead, but
presumably this number refers not just to Omak Creek but to an aggregate of streams, as
elsewhere in the response, habitat within Omak Creek is estimated to be sufficient for 90
spawners in currently accessible habitat and for 90 more spawners in habitat further upstream
that would be made accessible by the project. Thus, the significance of Omak Creek to the
recovery of this steelhead ESU remains unclear.

In order to provide sufficient evidence of scientific justification for the work, the ISRP asked the
sponsors for more information about the accompanying monitoring program. We realize the
CCT asserts that environmental monitoring in Omak Creek will be handled by partnering
organizations, but we asked for more information about how and where the monitoring would
be conducted, as well as how environmental data would be analyzed, reported (and by whom),
and subsequently incorporated into future restoration actions. That information should have
been included in the response, even if only in simple summary fashion.

We also remain concerned about the validity of the data used to support the project
prioritization and implementation process. The response repeatedly references the 1995 NRCS
Watershed Plan, which is now 18 years old. In addition, the road density and stream crossing
information provided in Table 1 is 8 years old, and the V-Star (sediment) data show no obvious
trends from 2000-2010, although the downstream site seems to possess different V-Star values
from the upstream site. However, without additional description of the sites and what
restoration treatments were being evaluated, we are not sure how to interpret Table 2. The
point is that greater confidence would have been placed in the need for specific restoration
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actions if site selection and restoration choices had been based on more current information. It
is possible that more up-to-date information is in fact available, but clear summaries of the
results of more recent monitoring were not provided in the response.

The response did not address our questions about the monitoring, evaluation, and adaptive
management aspects of the project, stating that the sponsor was not required to include
protocol methods or data from monitoring projects in this proposal, and that monitoring
projects are identified in the project relationship section of the proposal form. The essence of
the question from the ISRP was not for specific details of individual field and laboratory
protocols and standard operating procedures but rather for a reasoned explanation of how
many sites were being monitoring and the type of design, who will do the monitoring (what
projects and agencies), and how the monitoring and evaluation data will be used to guide
future restoration decisions. The ISRP believes that even for projects that are not collecting or
evaluating data, the project leads and managers need to understand and agree on metrics that
indicate success of particular actions, expectations for improved status of steelhead and other
focal species, and have a framework for implementing restoration alternatives if more work is
needed in the future.

Again, the ISRP believes that many of the proposed actions might be well justified; however, we
are unable to determine if the project meets scientific criteria without a more detailed,
scientifically supported project description.

Evaluation of Results

Insufficient information is provided in the proposal to develop a cogent analysis of whether the
project is making reasonable progress toward watershed, subbasin, and basin-level goals for
steelhead or other focal species.

Preliminary ISRP comment requesting a response:

The ISRP requests a revised proposal in order to establish that the project:

1) is based on sound science principles;

2) has clearly defined objectives and outcomes;

3) has provisions for monitoring and evaluation of results.

The purpose of this project is to remedy habitat problems in Omak Creek, which holds a
remnant run of steelhead. According to the proposal, this work will involve riparian re-
vegetation, large wood additions to the stream, removing passage barriers, and reducing
sediment inputs. Later in the proposal, it is stated that the specific locations of many of these

actions have not yet been identified but will become apparent after environmental
assessments.
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The proposal describes work that is likely needed and will also likely benefit endangered
steelhead as well as other native fishes, but there was insufficient detail in several sections of
the proposal form. In order to judge the scientific adequacy of the proposed work the ISRP
needs:

1) A more comprehensive introductory section describing how this project will contribute to the
goals of the Upper Columbia recovery plan for steelhead and a problem statement establishing
the physical habitat and biological status of steelhead to provide context for justifying the
project. The problem statement needs to start with fish abundance, the goals they want to
achieve, and limiting factors.

2) A more detailed description of how various environmental assessments will be carried out,
including how specific restoration locations will be prioritized for treatment.

3) More details on the actual restoration methods, by restoration category. For example, what
types of plants will be used in the riparian re-vegetation projects, how will large wood be
reintroduced to the stream, for example by use of individual pieces or engineered log jams that
are anchored, and what techniques will be used to reconnect Omak Creek with its floodplain?

4) More information on how the sites will be monitored, who will do the monitoring and what
methods will be used, and how the results of monitoring will be incorporated into continued
restoration planning.

See the comments on individual proposal component for more detailed suggestions.

We were unable to understand how the projected budget was derived given that the
assessments have not yet been completed and the number and scope of restoration actions for
Omak Creek has not yet been specified.

Finally, the benefits of this project are likely constrained by land use in the watershed. Timber
harvesting and the associated road system need to be managed in a manner that complements
and aids self-sustaining restoration. Fixing symptoms of ecosystem degradation without
addressing land use that drives watershed level processes is likely to require more effort with
less benefit. A thorough road inventory of the entire Omak Creek watershed, with special focus
on river crossing and identification of critical road components is needed. Road maintenance to
lessen/mitigate impacts to fish and wildlife could be included in their timber sale contracts.
Sustainable timber certification could be explored to increase their markets.

1. Purpose: Significance to Regional Programs, Technical Background, and Objectives
Significance to Regional Programs: Apart from discussing the cultural significance of Omak
Creek, the proposal did not explain sufficiently how this project fit into regional restoration

programs. The Okanogan Subbasin plan and the Upper Columbia Spring Chinook Salmon and
Steelhead Recovery Plan are cited, but the linkage is not clearly summarized. Specifically for the
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recovery plan, a description of the TRT assessment of viability and the contribution expected
from Omak Creek toward delisting the steelhead ESU needs to be included. Is the Omak Creek
steelhead population considered an independent population essential for delisting the
steelhead ESU? Is the population part of an MPG? How will restoration of the creek's steelhead
population contribute to CCT, State of Washington, and Fish and Wildlife goals for VSP statistics
for steelhead abundance, productivity, spatial structure, and diversity?

Problem Statement: Inadequate; the information provided is too brief. A more complete
picture of the objectives for steelhead VSP parameters, limiting factors, and how they are going
to be addressed is needed. Background should be provided about the current status and
abundance of steelhead in the project area to support inferences about whether production is
currently limited by too few spawners perhaps due to past depletion or continuing out-of-basin
factors, or too many spawners for the available habitat resulting in low productivity perhaps
due to habitat limitations within the subbasin.

The purpose of this project is to remedy a number of habitat problems in Omak Creek.
According to the proposal this work will involve riparian re-vegetation, large wood additions to
the stream, removing passage barriers, and reducing sediment inputs. Later in the proposal it is
stated that the specific locations of many of these actions have not yet been identified, but will
become apparent after environmental assessments. The proposal should include an
explanation of the priority of addressing the limiting factors.

Project Objectives: Inadequate. The proposal states that the objective is a self-sustaining
population of steelhead. The proposal should identify the abundance and productivity goals,
and a timeframe for meeting the goals. The proposal does not provide any information on how
success will be evaluated.

The objectives are not presented as part of an overall strategy, although it is mentioned under
Adaptive Management that the “long-term goal” is to first provide passage above Mission Falls
and then improve habitat there. No history of Mission Fall is provided, but that strategy sounds
like one of expanding range above a longstanding barrier, which presupposes enough spawners
will be available to colonize the new habitat.

2. History: Accomplishments, Results, and Adaptive Management (Evaluation of Results)

Major Accomplishments: A list of accomplishments was given in a table describing contracted
deliverables from 2004 to the present, but details about those efforts were not summarized nor
were the biological results of the restoration actions discussed. These achievements include
culvert replacement and rock removal to improve passage, road improvement or
decommissioning to reduce sedimentation, fence installation, riparian planting and placement
of large woody debris to improve stream complexity. What is lacking is a concise summary of
these achievements and evidence to show that the efforts have actually improved fish access,
habitat quality, and fish abundance or productivity.
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The results reported in the proposal are too vague to evaluate, and there is no evidence that an
evaluation has been attempted by the sponsors. The first paragraph of the results section
contains no results. The second mentions activities to improve passage over the falls, but seems
to indicate that passage is not yet possible. The third paragraph justifies efforts to improve
riparian vegetation, but it is not clear whether the measurements of canopy closure (8.4% in
2001 and 30% in 2002) represent improvements or measurements in different areas. The
fourth paragraph justifies road decommissioning to reduce sedimentation and mentions that
road densities have been determined from orthophotographs and that a new strategy has been
developed by a Technical Advisory Group, but it does not indicate what improvements have
been achieved to date. This proposal would have benefitted from before and after photos of
some of the restoration actions. Other proposals have done this effectively, and it is
recommended that project sponsors do so here unless more quantitative pre- and post-
restoration habitat data are available.

Response to ISRP Comments: The information presented in the proposal does not address the
question/suggestion the ISRP raised about using spring water as a source for off-stream cattle
water. This needs to be added.

Adaptive Management: The proposal does not directly answer the questions in the proposal
instructions. The entry under Adaptive Management refers to a long term goal but does not
indicate how that goal might have changed as a result of monitoring and evaluation. In other
words, this section does not obviously relate to either active or passive adaptive management.
The project sponsors claim that monitoring has occurred in Omak Creek, although no
information on what has been learned from the monitoring or how it has been applied to other
work was given. The lone exception was an attempt to improve adult steelhead passage at
Mission Falls, which apparently yielded unsatisfactory results. The project sponsors believe they
now know how to increase fish passage at the falls, yet few details were provided.

Evaluation of Results

Insufficient information is provided in the proposal to develop a cogent analysis of whether the
project is making reasonable progress toward watershed, subbasin, and basin-level goals for
steelhead or other focal species.

3. Project Relationships, Emerging Limiting Factors, and Tailored Questions

Project Relationships: “None” was the answer in Taurus, but this seems at odds with the 2012
annual report. Consequently, insufficient information was provided in the proposal to judge the
scientific soundness of this effort in terms of project relationships. The proposal text needs to
provide an adequate answer to how this project interacts within the upper Columbia Province
and similar habitat work in the region. Elsewhere the proposal mentions support from
Okanogan Habitat Land and Water acquisition funds, but the nature of that relationship is not
explained in any detail.
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Emerging Limiting Factors: The section on emerging limiting factors merely lists again the
factors that have already been noted as limiting salmon production; it does not include any
significant discussion of factors that are newly emerging or that have been noted elsewhere as
warranting attention in the future. In a TAURUS proposal, "Emerging Limiting Factors" means
new environmental problems, for example climate change that are only now becoming
apparent, not factors that are clearly known to be problems.

4. Deliverables, Work Elements, Metrics, and Methods

Deliverables: Nearly all of the nine deliverables call for an assessment or inventory of Omak
Creek before specific restoration actions can be undertaken. Therefore, the ISRP was unable to
determine what the work elements, metrics, and methods will be. The proposal needs to
provide the inventory methods for assessments relating to each of the deliverables and then a
summary of the approaches to be used to approach problems. For example, the ISRP needs
more information than "add large woody debris to the channel to increase habitat complexity,"
or "replant riparian areas that have been overgrazed" in order to determine whether
scientifically sound approaches will be used. Because this project is more than 10 years old, it
seems somewhat surprising that problem areas have not already been identified.

Further, the proposal does not indicate any specific level of work to be accomplished over the
time period of funding. Classes of work and work elements are presented, but the level of effort
in each area is not provided. Some sort of over-arching summary of the anticipated
accomplishments is required. And, there needs to be an explanation of why this sort of work
was chosen, and what the anticipated benefits will be for focal species.

The map is inadequate as it does not indicate the relevance of the shading, the location of
Mission Falls, or the location and extent of the habitat being made accessible or improved.

Specific comments on protocols and methods described in MonitoringMethods.org
Although the proposal states that monitoring has taken place and will occur in Omak Creek, no

details were given. There were no references to monitoring protocols in
MonitoringMethods.org.
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200722400 - Okanogan Subbasin Habitat Implementation Program (OSHIP)
Sponsor: Colville Confederated Tribes

Short Description: The goal of this project is to implement the Okanogan Subbasin Plan. The
Subbasin Plan was developed to describe in detail the current state of the Okanogan Basin and
then describe what the limiting factors are for anadromous salmonid production and survival.
Implementing the Subbasin Plan will require a sequenced set of key habitat restoration and
protective actions. The Okanogan River, Similkameen River, and associated tributaries have
several factors that limit salmonid production.

ISRP response loop recommendation: Meets Scientific Review Criteria (Qualified)
Qualifications:

The adequacy of specific strategies for improving water quantity and temperature should be
considered (or modeled) under a range of plausible future scenarios (as per ISRP request #5). In
general, the response was fine concerning the expected directions of climate change. However,
the ISRP would like to better understand specific actions/strategies being considered or
implemented to maintain biologically meaningful in-stream flow.

A short report should be submitted within 6 months for review by the ISRP. This report should
address the mechanics of obtaining the water as well as a frank assessment of the willingness of
those controlling the water sources to make suitable arrangements so that OSHIP can maintain
adequate in-stream flows. For example, over the period covered by this proposal, how much
water is needed, where will the needed water be obtained, and what is the potential
contribution from each source? What plans or strategies are in place to obtain this water? How
much of the needed water is projected to come from conservation agreements, how much
from sealing stream substrates, and how much from other potential sources?

Comment:

The sponsors have made a creditable effort to respond to the ISRP's requests and concerns.
Many of the ISRP's concerns had to do with coordination among the various organizations
involved in habitat restoration in this watershed and the relationship between RM&E activities
and the projects implementing habitat projects. These concerns were adequately addressed.
The responses and the links to relevant documents provided reassurance that OSHIP has well-
reasoned and methodical approaches for setting goals relevant to ESU viability parameters
(e.g., EDT life history models and spawner targets by stream) and for selecting projects based
on limiting factors and feasibility. In particular, the response clarified the complementary roles
of UCSRB and OBMEP in setting objectives and in monitoring results, respectively.

One area where the project sponsors could profitably direct some attention is the development
of quantitative habitat objectives. The current objective is expressed as a desired percentage
improvement in habitat quality, but the specifics of what this level of improvement actually
means on the ground were not specified. Given the data being collected under the OBMEP
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program and the availability of the EDT model for this watershed, more specific habitat
objectives could be produced. These quantitative objectives would be useful for evaluating
progress against broader-scale objectives, evaluating the relationship of habitat condition to
biological response, and updating the project prioritization lists. Specific habitat objectives also
are essential for adaptive management.

The sponsors also might consider working with OBMEP to ensure that enough project-scale
monitoring is occurring to evaluate the relative effectiveness of different restoration options. It
is not clear to what extent the habitat response to individual projects is being assessed, but this
information could be critically important for improving the efficiency of the restoration
program moving forward.

Preliminary ISRP comment requesting a response:
A response is requested to:

1) Clarify the problem to be solved and present evidence to support or rank hypotheses about
the stated limiting factors.

2) Quantify the objectives and explain the choice and sequence of actions being proposed to
achieve the objectives.

3) Quantify the deliverables so that it would be possible, in principle, to demonstrate success or
failure of implementation and compliance.

4) Explain how this project would monitor and evaluate or link with other projects to monitor
and evaluate the effectiveness of its actions, and the outcomes for fish status.

5) Evaluate how proposed actions to secure more cool water for juvenile rearing might succeed
or fail under a range of plausible climate change scenarios.

6) Justify the proposed budget of $100,000 per year for vehicles. Although not a scientific issue,
this cost ($500,000 over five years) seems large and warrants explanation.

The proposal should also be revised to include the information requested above and to address
other issues outlined below.

This proposal fails to provide a coherent description of current status and factors limiting
population viability of anadromous salmonids in the Okanogan Subbasin. The problem
statement should establish the relevance of the selected restoration sites to Viable Salmon
Population (VSP) parameters of abundance, productivity, diversity, and distribution for the
endangered steelhead ESU and other species as appropriate. It should indicate how restoration
at these specific locations will help to meet the RPA 35 obligations and goals identified in the
Subbasin Plan. As it is, the proposal does not demonstrate that the tributaries to be restored
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would contribute much in terms of ESA recovery for steelhead or restoration of fisheries for
summer/fall Chinook and other species.

This project includes a very ambitious set of restoration activities. Most of the proposed
activities appear to address some of the generic limiting factors identified in the Subbasin Plan,
for example temperature, sediment, and habitat complexity. But reasons for addressing these
problems at the specific project sites are not provided. Additional detail on the project
prioritization process being used by OSHIP should be included in the proposal.

This proposal should explain the relationships among the multiple habitat programs including
the Upper Columbia Habitat Program and the Upper Columbia Salmon Recovery Funding Board
Program that are identifying and implementing restoration projects in the Okanogan River
watershed. Even if other programs access funds from different sources, all restoration
programs in the watershed should be fully coordinated, with compatible processes for
prioritization, so that complementary projects are selected.

In addition, the relationship between OSHIP and Okanogan Basin Monitoring and Evaluation
Program (OBMEP) should be described. The proposal indicated that OSHIP was conducting
some project-scale effectiveness monitoring. The design and methods being used for this task
were not described. The proposal also should describe how the project-scale monitoring is
aligned with the OBMEP efforts.

1. Purpose: Significance to Regional Programs, Technical Background, and Objectives

The proposal does not adequately explain its significance to regional programs. The Okanogan
Subbasin plan and the Upper Columbia Spring Chinook Salmon and Steelhead Recovery Plan are
cited, but the linkage is not clearly summarized in a way that can be reviewed easily. The
executive summary states that the purpose of OSHIP is "to implement a sequenced set of key
habitat and protective actions." This sequence is not described or justified in the body of the
proposal.

The problem statement is inadequately developed. Background should be provided about the
current status and abundance of the target species in the project area to support inferences
about what factors currently limit salmonid viability and production.

The proposal does not explain the extent to which this project will be coordinated with the
Upper Columbia Habitat Programmatic or the Upper Columbia SRFB, both of which are
identifying and funding projects in the Okanogan River watershed. Restoration of anadromous
fishes in the Okanogan system would be most efficient if all these oversight programs were well
aligned.

The objectives are clear, but they are not quantitative because they lack criteria for success or

time lines for achievement. The objectives are not presented as part of an overall strategy that
indicates an appropriate sequence of actions. Given the wealth of information that has been
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collected on this watershed, especially over the last few years with the initiation of the
Okanogan monitoring program, these objectives could be site specific and quantitative.

Based on resumes provided in the proposal, the ISRP wonders whether CCTAFD personnel have
the overall expertise to oversee and successfully complete many of the actions proposed, and
whether advisory teams will be assembled to assist the technical and managerial staff. That
said, the sizeable budget for professional meetings and training seems appropriate.

2. History: Accomplishments, Results, and Adaptive Management (Evaluation of Results)

The proposal includes a long list of activities undertaken through this project since 2008. These
activities appear to have been identified by habitat assessment based on data collected by the
OBMEP project. It would have been useful if results of this assessment had been summarized in
the proposal. As it stands, the results section contains too little detail to evaluate the extent of
accomplishments or their impact. Many of these projects are still underway such that
evaluation might be premature. Even so, no data or evidence of monitoring are presented to
instill confidence that the efforts are producing useful results.

The proposal section on adaptive management simply states that the project sponsors have
been identifying stream reaches where additional flow would be beneficial to steelhead. No
plan for adaptive management is articulated, and this omission needs to be corrected. Given
the potential availability of habitat and fish data in this system, this project could implement a
very powerful adaptive management process. Project priorities should be reviewed annually
using new information on the effectiveness of projects implemented previously.

Evaluation of Results
OSHIP was authorized in 2007 but did not begin until 2008 in conjunction with the Fish Accords.

Research conducted by the CCTAFD indicates that water flow in most tributaries of the
Okanogan River that support steelhead is over allocated for irrigation, such that water is now a
principal limiting factor. Accordingly, the goals of OSHIP have shifted to acquiring more water
flow for juvenile rearing. Even so, the proposal contains no explicit plan for adaptive
management.

Too little detail is provided in the proposal about fish or environmental monitoring to evaluate
the extent of accomplishments or their impact. No fish response data are provided.

3. Project Relationships, Emerging Limiting Factors, and Tailored Questions
Project relationships are described only briefly. At a minimum, some description of the
relationship between this project and other habitat funding programs operating in the

Okanogan River watershed should be provided. How does each entity interface with the
proposed project? What are the details of the relationships for specific restoration actions and
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goals? One would hope that these various efforts are closely coordinated to avoid duplication
of effort and to ensure activities are complementary.

It seems that OSHIP is the main driver of steelhead habitat restoration in the United States
portion of the Okanogan River but works with other partners including Trout Unlimited, The
Okanogan Conservation District, Washington Water Trust, and the Washington State
Department of Fish and Wildlife. In addition, OSHIP also funds planning and design for projects
in the Canadian portion of the Okanagan River while Chelan, Douglas and Grant Count PUDs
provide implementation funding.

The proposal states that limited effectiveness monitoring is done by OSHIP, and that status and
trend monitoring and evaluation of changes in habitat conditions is covered by the Okanogan
Basin Monitoring and Evaluation Program. Details of this monitoring are inadequately described
in this proposal. Project-scale evaluations should be fully integrated with the OBMEP program
to ensure maximum benefit from the results.

Discussion of emerging limiting factors is scant and the meaning of the term may have been
misinterpreted. OSHIP is focusing on opportunities for accessing water and habitats that are
cooler than the mainstem Okanogan River, presumably in recognition of current limiting factors
and predictions for climate change. However, potential climate change impacts on system
hydrology are not addressed. What is needed is a discussion of (or some explicit modeling to
determine) whether enough cool water can be secured under a plausible climate change
scenario to provide reassurance that the odds of success are reasonable. Approaches to gain
insights into future flows do exist, and these insights can help shape restoration strategies and
actions. Scenario analyses have been used to inform and improve existing flow restoration and
habitat projects (see Donley et al. 2012. Global Change Biology (2012), doi: 10.1111/j.1365-
2486.2012.02773.x). As one example, it is ecologically advantageous to assess through
simulations the sensitivity of late summer (July, August, and September) flows to various
scenarios involving changes in the following variables, singly or in combination: climate, the
guantity of water used for irrigation, and water resource policy. Flows can be modeled using
the Water Evaluation and Planning system (WEAP; as well as other modeling platforms) under
historical and projected conditions (for example, 2020 and 2040) for each scenario.

The proposal does not include consideration of other important factors, for example toxic
agricultural chemicals, future water withdrawals for agriculture, hatchery impacts, and non-
native species invasions and predation. Each of these factors is important, and has the potential
to undermine costly restoration efforts. Accordingly, some consideration of these factors
should be incorporated into the project selection process.

The list of focal species is surprisingly short given the scope of the proposed restoration work.
Lamprey, other trout, mussels and riparian birds are not mentioned. Are there other species or

ecological groups to be concerned about or which could benefit from the proposed actions?

4. Deliverables, Work Elements, Metrics, and Methods
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The 19 deliverables listed in the proposal all address issues relevant to the primary limiting
factors identified in the Subbasin Plan and consistent with the stated objectives. However, the
deliverables are not quantitative and seem more like goals than deliverables. Without more
detail, it would be impossible to determine later, whether a project component had succeeded
or failed.

Some additional explanation of the project prioritization process would have been helpful in
reviewing the proposal, especially given the sizable funding request. Why were these actions
chosen as top priorities? What are the expected outcomes in terms of fish recovery? These
expectations should be included as criteria, along with timelines for achieving them. The lack of
detail and prioritization diminishes confidence that useful outcomes can or will be achieved.

Further, without any direct monitoring for effectiveness, it will not be possible to determine if
specific work elements and metrics are the best for specific situations, or if the work elements
and metrics need to be modified in any way. The lack of effectiveness monitoring is a major
oversight.

Note that none of the 19 deliverables are listed as supporting Objective 6 (Habitat Protection).

A large proportion of the budget is for land and water acquisitions, but no details or
justification are provided on what properties or rights will be purchased or leased, the priorities
and rationale for acquisition, or how these actions relate to specific fish or wildlife goals.
Further, in the budget, rent/utilities are traditionally overhead costs and no justification is
provided for the large annual expenditures on vehicles.

Professional publications in a refereed journal should be listed as a deliverable. It is important
for large scale projects, like this one, to provide leadership in the broader restoration

community.

Two resumes are missing.
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Q. Grande Ronde River

199202601 - Grande Ronde Model Watershed

Sponsor: Grande Ronde Model Watershed Foundation

Short Description: Within this proposal, Grande Ronde Model Watershed will be referred to as
"GRMW"; habitat restoration projects will be referred to as "project(s)".The primary goal of
GRMW is the restoration of habitat critical to the survival of native anadromous and resident
fish populations. Coordination of science-based restoration is to be achieved through the
engagement of the local community; prioritized, designed and implemented by professionals
from local, state, Tribal and federal organizations.

ISRP recommendation: Meets Scientific Review Criteria (Qualified)

Qualifications:

The Grande Ronde Model Watershed is a strong, well organized program, and has had
considerable success in implementing a large number of habitat enhancement projects.
However, it needs to improve effectiveness monitoring and the adaptive management process
to incorporate climate change, toxic chemicals, and non-native plants into the active program,
and set priorities at the landscape scale. Results should be judged in terms of improvements to
freshwater survival and productivity of fish.

Analysis of monitoring data often lags behind data collection. The sponsors should consider
enlisting the assistance of NOAA-Fisheries early in the process to assist with the design of
monitoring actions and with data analysis.

Qualifications:

1) An Objective and Deliverable pertaining to M&E should be included in future proposals. An
M&E Objective signifies a commitment to monitoring, especially effectiveness monitoring.

2) In future proposals quantitative details should be provided on how past and current actions
are influencing survival and growth of native fishes. This should include monitoring results and

how the results have altered actions through the adaptive management process.

3) Develop plans and actions to fully integrate climate change, toxic chemicals, non-native
species, and agricultural water demands into an effective program.

Comment:
1. Purpose: Significance to Regional Programs, Technical Background, and Objectives

The primary goal of Grande Ronde Model Watershed program (GRMW) is the restoration of
habitat critical to the survival of native anadromous and resident fish populations. The GRMW
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coordinates watershed planning activities and funds habitat enhancement projects within the
Grande Ronde and Imnaha subbasins. The focus of the program currently is in the Upper
Grande Ronde and Catherine Creek.

The GRMW encourages and supports sound land and water management, the local economy,
and multiple land uses consistent with sound ecosystem management. Collectively, the GRMW
plays a central role in coordinating the actions of numerous regional programs conducted by
Tribes, agencies, counties, and landowners. The effort to coordinate local habitat restoration
activities and to engage public support more broadly are commendable and consistent with the
landscape approach advocated by the ISAB and others. The technical aspects of the project are
strong. The GRMW has a long history of accomplishment, trained and experienced staff, and a
programmatic network that can maintain adaptive capacity.

The program is significant to regional programs and is consistent with numerous recovery plans
directed at habitat protection and recovery including the Grande Ronde and Imnaha Subbasin
Plans, the FCRPS Biological Opinion, the Oregon Plan, and the Oregon Watershed Enhancement
Board and more recent planning documents including the Atlas Process. The Atlas Process
should be very useful to the GRMW program in its project planning and prioritization.

GMRW deserves credit for being proactive in expanding the scope of habitat restoration
projects based on past experience, and for seeking to prioritize projects based on feasibility and
biological benefits, for example the Stepwise project selection process and the Atlas Process.
However, details were lacking on how feasibility and biological benefits are judged.

The Objectives and background are well described. The Objectives presented in the proposal,
for example restore habitat connectivity and enhance floodplain connectivity, represent the
desired outcomes of the suite of habitat enhancement projects funded through the GRMW
program. The proposal includes adequate background information on the nature of the habitat
problems being addressed, and extensive summaries of past activities with links to detailed
results at individual sites. The results, in terms of individual projects, are impressive.

The Objectives are clearly related to the overall goal of improving native fish populations. The
proposal, however, does not provide a compelling overview of progress towards achieving the
program's Objectives, especially whether progress is being made in improving freshwater
survival and growth of native fishes. Determining whether the GRMW is accomplishing its goals
of habitat enhancement and improved freshwater fish productivity requires effectiveness
monitoring, as emphasized by the ISRP in its previous review of this project. Effectiveness
monitoring traditionally has not been a central component of the activities. The project has
been in place since 1992, but it appears that effectiveness monitoring was only recently
implemented.

With regard to this point, the sponsors make an important observation on p. 3: “Both the U.S.

District Court in Oregon and the Court of Appeals for the Ninth Circuit have held that the ESA
standard of jeopardy requires NOAA Fisheries to consider not only whether the species will
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survive but how the prospective actions (including habitat improvement projects) will affect the
species’ prospects for recovery.” The ISRP interprets this as meaning that the results of
restoration actions need to be quantified via effectiveness monitoring or the use of
guantitatively based models to predict outcomes. It does not appear that this is being done at a
scale and scope which will meet this criterion.

The GRMW recognizes the importance of effectiveness monitoring but states that it is
constrained by lack of funding. The GRMW has approached the issue in at least three ways.
First, for each objective they propose metrics or measures to evaluate project success. The
metrics, for example miles of fencing and acres of riparian planting, pertain mostly to
implementation with the assumption that they are having the desired outcome of improving
habitat conditions and fish abundance. This is a complex and uncertain assumption but, in lieu
of M&E, it is understandable from a practical perspective, depending on whether there is a
direct relationship between the metrics and the desired outcomes of habitat improvement such
as restoration of habitat connectivity and enhancement of floodplain connectivity. This
assumption may be generally true, but it does not provide a quantitative assessment of actual
habitat improvements. For example, are riparian plantings and other efforts to enhance
riparian areas stabilizing banks, providing shade, and reducing water temperature? Perhaps
most importantly, are these actions benefitting fish? This can only be demonstrated though
M&E.

Second, the sponsors state that they will rely on ODFW and CRITFC monitoring projects to
provide “overall watershed habitat status." It would be helpful if the sponsors had provided
more detail regarding the way that these projects will satisfy the need for effectiveness
monitoring of GRMW projects.

Third, the GRMW has made an effort to incorporate more site specific monitoring in the
individual projects funded through their program. This is a positive step, and the ISRP
recommends that this effort continue and expand in the future. The effectiveness of the GRMW
program ultimately depends on the cumulative success of the individual projects in improving
habitat. It would be helpful if the sponsors had provided more detailed information about this
effort, including the responsibility of the GRMW in planning and design of the monitoring
process, as part of its coordination role.

2. History: Accomplishments, Results, and Adaptive Management (Evaluation of Results)

The GRMW has successfully implemented an impressive number of projects. The Stepwise
procedure developed for project selection, prioritization, and funding is a formalized process
directly involving cooperators and includes technical review of each proposed project. This
process helps ensure that individual projects share a common goal, that they are working in
defined priority areas within the subbasins, and that closer cooperation among projects is
fostered.
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The Stepwise process, although useful, has limitations. It does not establish landscape scale
priorities; rather, it assists the sponsors in developing and implementing individual projects.
This limitation is important to recognize; how are priorities set at the landscape scale and the
project class in terms of having a positive effect on fish survival? Further, how is the “biological
benefit score” established and what are the components used to develop this quantitative
score?

Results would be more meaningful if the sponsors presented at least a quantitative summary of
how the projects it funds, taken together, have improved riparian and stream processes and
freshwater survival of fish. If monitoring continues, as it should, the sponsors should develop an
effective way of synthesizing results of individual projects to provide a “big picture” view of the
success of the GMRW project as a whole.

Program management appears to have adapted appropriately to experience gained over 20
years, but this adaptation seems to have been passive rather than active. Adaptive
management, as originally intended, requires deliberate experimentation to acquire the
knowledge to reduce key uncertainties, with the goal of improving future decisions, and long-
term benefits. Monitoring and evaluation are critical to such an adaptive management
approach. Linking local monitoring of site specific projects to CHaMP methods used at
watershed scales seems like an appropriate strategy given limited funding.

While learning is occurring at the program scale and at the scale of individual projects, the
effectiveness of the adaptive management process could be vastly improved with the use of
guantitative hypotheses or goals and the judicious use of reference sites for single actions or a
group of actions. This would allow timely evaluation of effectiveness, and possibly the discovery
of underlying mechanisms, and thereby improve learning.

Evaluation of Results

The purpose of the GRMW is to select, review, prioritize and fund habitat protection and
restoration projects intended to benefit ESA-listed salmon and other fish species in the Grande
Ronde and Imnaha Subbasins. The GRMW is a well-established and successful program that
appears to have established stable and deeply rooted relationships with cooperators in the
Grande Ronde subbasin. Its accomplishments since its inception in 1992 are impressive. The
GRMW appears to be a well-managed program and, with the development of the Stepwise
process, has improved its procedure for selection, review, and prioritization of projects. A
strength of this program is its close working relationship with state and local governments,
Tribes, conservation groups, private landowners, and other local public interests to coordinate
habitat restoration projects on state and public lands.

The Grande Ronde Model Watershed Foundation, established by the GRMW, contracts directly
with BPA and other funding sources to fund and implement restoration projects. Working
through the Foundation, the GRMW with its cooperators is able to consolidate and coordinate
habitat restoration planning at a subbasin scale and, through a formalized, structured process

263



for project selection, helps ensure that projects address limiting factors in priority watersheds
identified in the subbasin and other plans (and in the upcoming Atlas). Because the GRMW
provides funding for projects it can exercise considerable influence on project selection and
implementation. The existence of a single entity, such as the GRMW, responsible for planning
and project selection within a subbasin should be considered in other subbasins where
coordination among habitat restoration projects appears to be more loosely defined.

Determining whether the GRMW is accomplishing its goals of improving habitat and freshwater
productivity of fish requires a robust effectiveness monitoring program. At present, monitoring
is not sufficient to clearly demonstrate positive impacts of habitat improvement actions on fish.
The GRMW should develop an effectiveness monitoring program that is capable of
demonstrating quantitatively progress toward achieving the objectives of the individual
projects funded through the GRMW and of the GRMW as a whole.

3. Project Relationships, Emerging Limiting Factors, and Tailored Questions

The success of this project requires close coordination with agencies, tribes, and the public. The
GRMW seems to have been very successful in developing and maintaining these relationships
and enfranchising a wide range of stakeholders.

The sponsors recognize climate change, non-native plants, and toxic chemicals as emerging
limiting factors. In reality, these are not emerging limiting factors but ones that are already
present at significant levels. As such, they should be addressed directly by program actions. An
additional “emerging limiting factor” may be increasing agricultural demands for water, and this
could be examined through scenarios, at a minimum, or the use of quantitative models/trend
analyses. Flow restoration will need to operate in cooperation with agricultural demands and
climate change. The project needs to have a strong understanding as to how these factors may
impact future water supplies and timing.

Administration and overhead are 34% of the budget. This seems high compared to other similar
projects. Is there justification for this high rate? If so, a detailed justification should be
provided, especially so in that rent/utilities are a line item in the budget; these items are usually
covered under overhead except in exceptional circumstances.

4. Deliverables, Work Elements, Metrics, and Methods

The project Deliverables are clearly linked to methods and individual restoration Objectives and
should help meet the stated Objectives. Most of the Deliverables are classes of enhancement
actions that will be undertaken by projects funded through GRMW. The specific projects that
will be recommended for funding are given for each Deliverable. The ISRP assumes that these
projects have already passed the Stepwise review process. A Deliverable as well as an Objective
addressing M&E should be included. This Deliverable should specify the procedures the GRMW
program will use to allocate funding for M&E. Will the GRMW propose guidelines for M&E for
individual projects and will these guidelines or requirement be integrated into the Stepwise
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process for project selection? A more formalized process for M&E that applies to all projects
funded through the GRMW is needed.

It was refreshing to see that the Deliverables were quantitative in terms of actions to be
completed. The sociological results and benefits were highlighted in the Executive Summary but
only lightly touched upon in the text. This is a highly important aspect central to the overall
success in meeting programmatic goals. It should be directly addressed in the text, especially in
the Work Elements and Deliverables.

Specific comments on protocols and methods described in MonitoringMethods.org

No comments.

200739300 - Protect and Restore Northeast Oregon

Sponsor: Nez Perce Tribe

Short Description: The Protect and Restore Northeast Oregon/Southeast Washington project
will identify and pursue habitat enhancement projects in the Grande Ronde/Imnaha subbasins
and the Pine Watershed in Northeast Oregon and the Tucannon River and Asotin Creek
watersheds in southeast Washington. This project provides funding for Nez Perce Tribe, which
allows for implementation of watershed restoration projects on the ground through outside
funding sources.

ISRP recommendation: Does Not Meet Scientific Review Criteria
Comment:

This project has encountered serious difficulties, which the sponsors candidly discuss in their
Annual Reports, and which are detailed in the History section of this review. These difficulties
include enlisting the help of qualified partners to do the work, acquiring external funding to
support habitat enhancement projects, and establishing cooperative relationships with some
public entities. It is not clear at this point how successful the sponsors have been in dealing with
these difficulties. If these problems are not overcome, the success of this project is highly
uncertain. The proposal would have been improved significantly if the sponsors addressed
these difficulties forthrightly in the proposal and discussed the progress they have made in
resolving them.

The need for this project is unclear. The project appears to duplicate many of the functions of
the Grande Ronde Model Watershed (GRMW), a well-established and successful project that
has played a key role in implementing habitat projects in the Grande Ronde subbasin. Neither
in the proposal nor in their presentation to the ISRP were the sponsors able to clearly explain,
on scientific grounds, how their project differed significantly from the GRMW and why it was
needed in addition to the GRMW. This project, unlike the GRMW, provides no direct funding for
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projects but will seek external funding once habitat enhancement proposals have been
selected. This introduces considerable uncertainty into the funding process. The ISRP suggests
that this project be consolidated with the GRMW program and, possibly, with existing
Tucannon planning activities, or that the sponsors provide a scientifically defensible reason for
not doing so.

The objectives and deliverables broadly describe the process for project selection and design
but provide little information on specific outcomes. The proposal does not identify the location
of priority areas for restoration, limiting factors that need to be addressed at these locations,
specific projects being planned, and how these projects address the limiting factors. The
proposal does not provide quantitative goals or benchmarks for the objectives and deliverables
which makes it difficult to determine whether progress is being made toward achieving the
objectives. This information is necessary to evaluate the scientific merit of the proposal.

1. Purpose: Significance to Regional Programs, Technical Background, and Objectives

This is an umbrella project whose purpose is planning and coordination of habitat protection
and restoration projects in streams in Northeast Oregon and Southeast Washington including
the Grande Ronde subbasin, Imnaha subbasin, and Pine Watershed in Northeast Oregon and
the Tucannon and Asotin Creek subbasins in Southeast Washington. It also is involved in
outreach and education. The project will coordinate with partners to identify priority locations
for habitat enhancement, select proposals that address the limiting factors identified through
the FCPRS Biological Opinion Expert Panel process, and seek funding for these proposals. The
sponsors state that the project is consistent with the 2008 FCRPS BiOp, the Fish and Wildlife
Program, and other tribal, state, and federal recovery and monitoring plans.

Regarding uncertainty in project funding, the sponsors state in their 2009-10 Annual Report:
“Another important issue that cannot be understated is the lack of direct project funds to
implement restoration activities. It simply adds over a year to the total time frame for
completion of projects if the sponsor has to seek outside funding sources to accomplish them.
This situation demands much more time committed to the project, simply in terms of acquiring
the funding to implement and additional reporting requirements.” The difficulty in acquiring
stable funding sources clearly jeopardizes the project’s chances for success.

Part of the difficulty in acquiring funding seems to stem from a disagreement with the GRMW
over project prioritization and funding. The July 2010-January 2012 Annual Report states “The
Protect and Restore Northeast Oregon contract had much success in identifying projects but
little success in implementing projects. This was primarily due to two causes. Disagreement
between the project leader, the Grande Ronde Model Watershed and others over the efficacy
and priority of selected projects prevented project implementation. Unfortunately, some
projects that the project leader advocated for were denied funding by the Grande Ronde Model
Watershed.” Discussion of this difference in viewpoints in the proposal may have helped
resolve some of the ISRP’s concern over duplication of effort. For example, what were the
scientific reasons for the differences in viewpoints between the project leader and the GRMW?
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The sponsors list the GRMW as one of its cooperators. Given that this project appears to have a
similar function as the GRMW, and that there apparently was some disagreement in the past
over project selection, it would be useful if the sponsors provided more details on the nature of
their current coordination efforts with the GRMW.

The proposal would have been improved if the sponsors had identified the specific habitat
projects that have been funded and where funding had been acquired. It also would have been
helpful if the sponsors identified projects that are in the planning stage but have not yet been
funded. Since many partners are involved, and since they will be and have been doing most of
the actual on the ground implementation, it would be helpful if details were provided on the
roles and restoration actions of the partners.

The Objectives, in a very general sense, are reasonable. However, since there are no
guantifiable goals for the objectives or for the deliverables, the objectives cannot be evaluated
for success. Objective 2 pertains to prioritization of locations for habitat protection and
restoration. The proposal implies that a prioritization process is already in place and some
projects have already been selected and funded through this process. It would be useful if the
sponsors had discussed the prioritization process in somewhat more detail. The Key Personnel
appear to have the expertise to accomplish the proposed coordination/ administration
although it is unclear as to who will have responsibilities for specific work items.

2. History: Accomplishments, Results, and Adaptive Management

The sponsors have succeeded in acquiring funding for some projects and have several projects
in the planning stage. The proposal, however, described only generally the kinds of projects
that were or will be implemented, for example projects that remove migration barriers and
reduce sediment. The proposal would be improved if the sponsors had specifically identified
the habitat projects that have been implemented so far and their location, and provided a
summary of the limiting factors each is addressing and progress to date. Future projects, in so
far as they are currently known, and possible funding sources should be identified and
discussed. It is not possible to determine if currently funded habitat enhancement projects
have been successful since the actual implementations of restoration actions was accomplished
by the project’s partners.

Adaptive changes to the project are primarily improvements in implementation techniques that
are typical of most habitat enhancement projects. Recent expansion of the project to ceded
lands and most recently into southeast Washington are newer activities.

Evaluation of Results
This project is an umbrella project whose purpose is planning and coordination of habitat
protection and restoration projects in streams in Northeast Oregon and Southeast Washington.

The project will coordinate with partners to identify priority locations for habitat enhancement
and select proposals that address the major limiting factors. This project does not have the
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capacity to provide direct funding for habitat enhancement projects and so must acquire
funding for them from external sources.

Although this project has identified and acquired funding for some habitat enhancement
projects and has several projects in the planning stage, overall it seems to have had difficulty
gaining traction for a number of reasons identified in the Annual Reports. The sponsors
apparently have had some difficulty enlisting the help of qualified partners to do the work.
From the 2009-2010 Annual Report: “One of the largest issues that impeded the ability to
rapidly and efficiently get projects started appeared to simply be the capacity of some entities
to work on these projects.” No further details were provided. The sponsors state that they have
made significant progress in dealing with this issue.

A second issue is difficulty in obtaining funding for projects. The sponsors have had some
problems gaining funding through the Grande Ronde Model Watershed (GRMW) program,
apparently due to a disagreement over project priorities (2010-2012 Annual Report), and so
have had to seek much of their funding from external sources. Although the sponsors have had
some success on acquiring external funding for projects, they state that the process is both
time consuming and costly. The sponsors advocate for a direct allocation of funds to the project
(2009-2010 and 2010-2012 Annual Reports), much in the same way as the GRMW.

The third issue is what the sponsors refer to as “local politics” (2009-2010 Annual Report). This
issue apparently involves difficulty in establishing cooperative relationships with some public
entities. No reasons for this were given in the Annual Reports. This problem probably should
not be construed as the general case since a number of projects have been successfully
implemented which undoubtedly required cooperation between the NPT and public and private
entities.

The ISRP is concerned that this project duplicates many of the same functions as the GRMW,
and thus there does not seem to be a clear need for the project. It does appear, however, that
this project is working in areas of the Grande Ronde and Imnaha that are not a major focus of
the GRMW program.

The sponsors appear to be working hard to stabilize this project and have several projects in the
planning stage, but they are as yet unfunded. However, they have encountered significant
difficulties that impede progress, as described above. A particularly serious concern is the
uncertainty in securing funding for their habitat enhancement projects. The future of the
project clearly hinges on the ability of the sponsors to obtain stable sources of funding to
support habitat enhancement projects. Unless the sponsors can overcome these difficulties, the
success of this project is uncertain. A new project leader was hired in 2012 and perhaps, with
this change in leadership, the project can overcome the problems it has so far encountered.
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3. Project Relationships, Emerging Limiting Factors, and Tailored Questions for Type of Work
(hatchery, RM&E, tagging)

The sponsors cite relationships with many BPA funded projects in northeast Oregon and
southeast Washington, although they do not provide many details concerning how they are
cooperating or coordinating with these projects. For a project that is based on extensive
coordination, a clearer and more detailed explanation of existing and planned future
relationships with potential partners, ongoing projects, and other planning efforts should be
given.

Climate change and non-native species are discussed as emerging limiting factors. The sponsors
feel that the habitat enhancement actions this project is undertaking will help to ameliorate
impacts of climate change. The sponsors identify brook trout as an important non-native
species, but they do not discuss how great of a threat this species is to native fishes.

4. Deliverables, Work Elements, Metrics, and Methods

The deliverables describe the process that will be undertaken to prioritize and select habitat
projects for implementation. There are no quantitative goals for the deliverables, or
measureable endpoints or benchmarks outlined, making it difficult to determine if success has
been achieved. At a minimum the deliverables should identify the priority locations for habitat
projects and why they are priorities, the particular limiting factors that are being addressed at
each priority location, the projects that are being planned to address these factors, and the
potential sources of funding for these projects.

198402500 - Blue Mountain Fish Habitat Improvement

Sponsor: Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife (ODFW)

Short Description: The primary goal of "The Grande Ronde Basin Fish Habitat Enhancement
Project" is to create, protect, and restore riparian and instream habitat for anadromous
salmonids, thereby maximizing opportunities for natural fish production within the basin. This
project originally provided implementation of the Northwest Power Planning Council's
Columbia River Basin Fish and Wildlife Program (NPPC, 1987), and continues to be implemented
under subsequent revisions (NPPC 2009).

ISRP recommendation: Meets Scientific Review Criteria (Qualified)

Qualifications:

This is a strong proposal. The project has an impressive record of accomplishments and is an
effective habitat improvement program. The sponsors are to be especially commended for their

efforts to evaluate the effectiveness of the projects. They could be providing leadership for
some of the other local projects that are struggling to establish comprehensive, integrative, and
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successful programs. The ISRP encourages the sponsors to publish their results in refereed
journals.

The following qualifications should be addressed during contracting or in future proposals and
reports:

1) Provide an Adaptive Management process that leads to more effective learning about
implemented projects.

2) Describe in more detail how restoration actions will help mitigate the ecological
consequences of non-native species, hatchery effects on native salmonids, predation, toxic
chemicals, and trends in agricultural water withdrawals.

Comment:
1. Purpose: Significance to Regional Programs, Technical Background, and Objectives

The goal of this project is to restore riparian and instream habitats to benefit recovery of ESA
listed Grand Ronde River Chinook, summer steelhead, and bull trout. Habitat degradation has
been a major in-basin factor contributing to the decline of these species. The project is
consistent with the Fish and Wildlife Program, NOAA-Fisheries Draft Recovery Plan, Oregon’s
Plan for Salmon and Watersheds, and the Grande Ronde Subbasin Plan.

The project has a long and productive relationship with local partners and, thereby, is
significant to regional programs. The sponsors select project locations opportunistically but also
strategically, focusing their work in specific priority areas of the subbasin. The proposed
activities appear to be well-coordinated with restoration actions being proposed by others in
the subbasin. The sponsors have the technical background and experience necessary to
successfully complete the individual projects.

The Objectives, in a general sense, are appropriate and adequately address the major factors
thought to be limiting salmon populations in the Grande Ronde. In several objectives, the
sponsors propose to restore habitat as close as possible to “historic conditions.” As the
objectives are structured, historic conditions seem to serve as a benchmark or goal against
which progress will be evaluated. In a conceptual sense this seems reasonable, but the
sponsors provide no information about what historic conditions were, how they were
determined, and how they were quantified. Is it possible to develop a quantitative goal in terms
of habitat structure and process rather than something like the number of miles of fences to be
constructed so that tangible progress toward the goal can be evaluated? Perhaps the sponsors
should consider using the Minam and Wenaha Rivers, where habitat is relatively intact, as
reference streams to gage how their recovery efforts are progressing.
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2. History: Accomplishments, Results, and Adaptive Management (Evaluation of Results)

This project has been ongoing since 1984, and its accomplishments in implementing restoration
actions are substantial. The sponsors provided a link to PISCES where a report synthesizing
results related to project planning, implementation, activities undertaken, and RM&E from
1984-2007 was given. Results from 2008 were presented in the proposal. While the sponsors
appear to have put more effort in monitoring relative to other habitat enhancement projects in
the region, effectiveness monitoring for fish responses remains sporadic and, while some
results indicate positive responses of habitat to enhancement actions, the results to date of the
physical enhancement actions appear to be equivocal or neutral in many cases. The proposal
could be improved if the sponsors provided recovery goals for fish and some indication of how,
at this point, the habitat work may be contributing to recovery.

It would have been helpful if the sponsors identified major spawning and rearing areas and the
locations and types of projects in these areas. The sponsors could have done a better job of
discussing how on-the-ground habitat enhancement efforts tie in with and are validated and
aided by the excellent research record out of this office.

While learning is occurring as experience accumulates on the best habitat enhancement
approaches, adaptive management is not being implemented as intended when the concept
was originally proposed. Each restoration action or a collection of actions needs hypotheses or
guantitative goals, a timetable for a response, and comparisons to reference sites rather than
only before-after comparisons. Fish populations are dynamic, and there are many influences on
their abundance, hence the need for reference sites. Quantitative hypotheses/goals and
timetables allow evaluation of the influence of habitat enhancement actions on fish. The
discussion of adaptive management was interesting and useful but was not the most efficient
form of learning.

Evaluation of Results

This project has implemented an impressive number of projects over its 29 year history. The
sponsors completed a report synthesizing information on its habitat enhancement projects
including results from its monitoring program from the inception of the project to 2007. It is
clear from this report and the current proposal that the project has continued to improve its
prioritization process and enhancement techniques in keeping with advances in the field of
habitat restoration.

The sponsors have developed a viable RM&E program with updated sampling protocols based
on CHaMP. The ISRP encourages the sponsors to continue and to expand the RM&E program to
better evaluate fish responses to habitat enhancement. The Minam and Wenaha rivers in the
Grande Ronde subbasin can possibly serve as useful reference streams to help evaluate
whether fish are responding positively to habitat restoration actions.
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3. Project Relationships, Emerging Limiting Factors, and Tailored Questions

Project relationships are a strong point of this project as has been noted in previous ISRP
reviews. The sponsors have worked collaboratively with several state and tribal entities.

The sponsors discussed possible impacts of climate change and feel that their work will be able
to detect changes induced by climate change, and the enhancement actions they are
undertaking may help ameliorate these changes. Again, using the Minam and Wenaha as
reference streams may help detect any climate induced changes in habitat and fish populations.

Climate change is not an emerging limiting factor; it is an existing factor. Fortunately, the
sponsors are proposing to address it through better riparian protection and rehabilitation as
well as other actions. Climate change began in the region about 1950 and this “phase” of loss of
late summer snowpack is thought to have its full effect around 2030. There are new modeling
platforms available that the sponsors may wish to examine that give insights into future stream
conditions. These modeling platforms may help guide restoration actions.

Other emerging limiting factors, or just limiting factors, that received little attention in the
proposal include non-native species, hatchery effects on native salmonids, predation, toxic
chemicals, and trends in agricultural water withdrawals. How will the proposed restoration
actions be affected by these factors? Or, how can the restoration actions help mitigate some of
their ecological effects?

The ISRP was pleased to see an emphasis on winter icing conditions. Most projects ignore this
very important ecological driver of stream communities.

4. Deliverables, Work Elements, Metrics, and Methods

The deliverables for each objective are for the most part quantitative and thereby allow for an
eventual evaluation of effectiveness. All the deliverables, work elements, metrics and methods
seem appropriate, with a couple specific exceptions:

DELV-16: It would be very useful to have data on condition factors of juvenile salmonids by site
and over time. The ISRP suggests that this be added to the parameters measured.

DELV-18: How is local capacity building accomplished? For example, are there internships
available for students? Further, can capacity building and local responsibility be improved by
instituting a citizen science program?

The monitoring program appears to be adequate within the basin, but perhaps not tied closely
enough with this project. The sponsors appear to have kept up to date on data analysis. Metrics
and methods of the RM&E program are based on Oregon’s Aquatic Inventory protocol as well
as EMAP and CHaMP, adapted for the Grande Ronde basin. These protocols are well
established and should provide an adequate basis for Grand Ronde habitat monitoring.
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Specific comments on protocols and methods described in MonitoringMethods.org

The protocols and methods were adequately described in MonitoringMethods.org.

199608300 - Grande Ronde Watershed Restoration

Sponsor: Umatilla Confederated Tribes (CTUIR)

Short Description: CTUIR Grande Ronde Fish Habitat Project protects, enhances, and restores
functional floodplain, channel and watershed processes to provide sustainable, healthy habitat
and water quality for aquatic species in the Grande Ronde River Basin. The project achieves
biological objectives and strategies established in the Grande Ronde Subbasin Plan, addresses
limiting factors in the FCRPS BiOp, Fish Accords and supports physical/ecological conditions for
the CTUIR First Foods Framework and River Vision

ISRP recommendation: Meets Scientific Review Criteria (Qualified)
Qualifications:

This is a strong project that can point to significant accomplishments in implementing habitat
enhancement projects. The project has made substantial progress in project planning including
identification of limiting factors and refinement of the project selection process. The sponsors
could be providing leadership for some of the other local projects that are struggling to
establish comprehensive, integrative, and successful programs.

The following qualifications should be addressed during contracting or in future proposals and
reports:

1) Ensure that the sponsors provide an adaptive management process that leads to more
effective learning about implemented projects.

2) Ensure that the sponsors describe how restoration actions will help mitigate the ecological
consequences of non-native species, hatchery effects on native salmonids, predation, toxic
chemicals, and trends in agricultural water withdrawals and land use.

3) Ensure that the sponsors provide monitoring information and analyses that address the issue

as to whether the restoration actions are having an influence on fish survival, condition, and
abundance.
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Comment:
1. Purpose: Significance to Regional Programs, Technical Background, and Objectives

The purpose of the CTUIR Grande Ronde Fish Habitat Project is to protect, enhance, and restore
functional floodplain, and channel and watershed processes to provide sustainable, healthy
habitat and water quality for aquatic species in the Grande Ronde River subbasin. The
restoration approach is founded on the Tribal First Foods framework and River Vision which
describes the physical and biological processes needed to provide First Foods. The River Vision
and the five touchstones of hydrology, geomorphology, connectivity, riparian vegetation, and
aquatic biota provide a reasonable and holistic conceptual framework for restoration. This
approach is meaningful in that it ties habitat and fish restoration directly to Tribal cultural
traditions. The proposal includes extensive justification for the program vision and objectives,
and their significance to regional programs. Diagnosing factors limiting salmon production in
priority geographic areas in the subbasin is an excellent component of the project.

The proposal provides a clear description of how the Restoration Atlas process will be used to
identify water transaction opportunities and to judge biological benefits and feasibility.
However, no explanation is given for how the estimated potential benefit and feasibility
measures will be combined to rank opportunities; such ranking can be tricky, and ideally,
should be based on a risk assessment model to compute expected benefit per cost, where
expected benefit = probability of achieving benefit (based on assessment of feasibility) x
potential benefit.

The sponsors have significantly improved the process for identification and selection of project
sites where habitat enhancement will yield the greatest benefit to fish. This is particularly
important because it advances and refines the procedure for site prioritization beyond that in
the subbasin plans and it will be useful in selecting future project locations.

The project is consistent with the Grande Ronde Subbasin Plan and more recent federal, state,
and Tribal planning documents. It has great significance to regional programs and, over time,
developed strong working relationships with numerous partners. The sponsors appear to have
the technical expertise to complete the proposed activities and demonstrate a willingness to
improve their actions by continued learning from project results as well as from external
training.

Project objectives tend to be qualitative rather than quantitative, but timelines are defined, and
actions are specified in quantitative terms. The objectives address the major factors limiting
salmon and steelhead abundance in the Grande Ronde subbasin. Objectives relating to flow
enhancement through acquisition of water rights and screening irrigation diversions were not
given. If these factors are important in limiting fish production in the Grande Ronde, as they are
in other subbasins, perhaps they should be addressed by this proposal. The sponsors stress the
importance of monitoring and evaluation throughout the proposal. Considering the significance
the sponsors place on M&E, perhaps a monitoring objective should be included in the proposal.
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2. History: Accomplishments, Results, and Adaptive Management (Evaluation of Results)

The project has been operating for 16 years and has successfully completed a significant
number of restoration actions. Past activities and results to date are described in detail in the
proposal. The accomplishments and results, purely from a project implementation perspective,
are impressive. Although some of the details might be questioned, the sponsors have done
what they proposed.

The 2006 ISRP review requested that (1) biological results be provided to demonstrate project
effectiveness and (2) that monitoring and evaluation be described in greater detail. The ISRP
urged that these recommendations be addressed for each enhancement project. The sponsors
made a conscientious effort to respond to the ISRP’s recommendation and provided a detailed
description of each project following the outline suggested by the ISRP. This effort, however,
was not sufficient to demonstrate that the restoration actions are having widespread positive
influences on freshwater survival, fish condition, or fish population abundance. The results in
many cases appear to be untestable due to inadequate design or effectiveness monitoring,
equivocal, or negative. After so many years of data collection, it should be possible to
statistically test for fish responses. It seems that the before-after treatment approach was used
in many cases, but there were few, if any, reference sites for temporal adjustment or
comparison in specific years. Fish population parameters, temperature and other key variables
will fluctuate from year-to-year depending on a number of external variables including annual
ambient and ocean conditions, hence the need for reference sites.

It appears that very little monitoring for biological benefits has been initiated or is proposed for
new (“look forward”) projects. It is perhaps reasonable that some projects should be
undertaken without expensive monitoring for biological benefits, relying instead on results
from ISEMP’s Intensively Monitored Watersheds and CHaMP to assess overall outcomes based
on habitat measures. However, the proposal does not describe a systematic process for
deciding whether or not to monitor for biological benefits, or how outcomes would be
extrapolated from other studies. A cost-effective strategy for monitoring biological benefits is
very important given that these habitat interventions are expensive and enduring, and the
biological benefits remain largely speculative at present.

The sponsors should consider how hatchery operations are impacting fish survival, condition,
and abundance in restored streams? This factor is not addressed in the monitoring protocols.

Although project management appears to have adapted quickly and appropriately to
experience gained over 16 years, this adaptation appears to have been passive rather than
active. Adaptive management, as originally intended, requires intentional experimentation to
acquire the knowledge needed to reduce key uncertainties with the goal of improving future
decisions. Learning is certainly taking place for this project, but it is not as efficient as it could
be if the adaptive management process was fully developed. Establishing quantitative
hypotheses or goals and timelines for success, along with appropriate monitoring and
evaluation, are needed to make adaptive management more efficient. The sponsors appear to
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have the skills and experience to establish reasonable and testable hypotheses or goals for
individual as well as types of restoration actions.

Evaluation of Results

The primary goal of this project is to restore viable and harvestable salmon and other native
resident fish through acquisition, leasing, and restoration of riparian and instream habitat
within Tribal Ceded Territory. An important organizing framework for restoration is the First
Foods concept which follows the serving order of foods in the Longhouse. Water is the
foundation of First Foods, followed by salmon but also including Pacific lamprey, steelhead,
trout, and whitefish. The significance of the First Food concept is that it ties watershed
restoration to Tribal spiritual and cultural traditions. The project appears to be well-managed
and organized.

The accomplishments of this project since its inception are impressive. Accomplishments
include implementation of habitat projects on 40 stream miles with 14 miles of riparian fencing,
16 water developments, installation of over 150,000 plants, and seeding over 850 acres. In
cooperation with CREP and other organizations involved with land acquisition and leasing,
conservation easements totaling about 2,800 acres were instituted. A particularly strong point
of this project is cooperation and coordination with multiple partners within the subbasin.

The sponsors clearly recognize the need for M&E. While some habitat monitoring has taken
place, little fish monitoring has occurred and consequently the impact of 16 years of habitat
enhancement on freshwater fish productivity is uncertain at this point in time.

3. Project Relationships, Emerging Limiting Factors, and Tailored Questions for Type of Work

A strong point for the project is its relationships with other entities in the Grande Ronde Basin.
The long history of this program attests to these successful relationships. This project works
closely with CTUIR Ceded Area Stream Corridor Conservation and Protection Project and with
numerous state and federal agencies.

The sponsors concisely describe expected impacts of climate change on arid land streams. The
proposal includes a good discussion of predicted trends and uncertainties associated with
climate change, as well as consideration of strategies for coping with trends that are
unfavorable to project objectives.

While climate change is noted as an emerging limiting factor it could easily be argued that it is
no longer an emerging factor. Climate change really started in the region about 1950 and the
present phase of loss of late summer snowpack is thought to be completed around 2030. There
are new modeling platforms available that the sponsors may wish to examine that give insights
into future stream conditions. These modeling platforms may help guide restoration actions.
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Other “emerging limiting factors” or just limiting factors that received little attention in the
proposal include non-native species, hatchery effects on native salmonids, predation, toxic
chemicals, and trends in agricultural water withdrawals and land use. An important question is
how the proposed restoration actions, especially the fish populations, will be affected by these
factors. Or, how can the restoration actions help mitigate some of their ecological effects? The
sponsors especially should give more thought to the non-native fish issue. In the Grande Ronde,
warm water non-native fishes, which are already present in much of the subbasin, could
become much more prevalent as climate change ensues and waters become warmer.

An emphasis is needed on winter icing conditions. Most projects ignore this very important
ecological driver of stream communities.

It is gratifying to see mussels listed as species of concern, but nowhere in the proposal were
they mentioned again. Mussels appear to be in serious decline in the region, and it would not
be surprising if some species were proposed for listing in the next decade. It will be important
to start collecting data on them now so as to be prepared for future restrictions.

4. Deliverables, Work Elements, Metrics, and Methods

The proposal includes a thorough and consistent explanation of the relationships between
deliverables, work elements, metrics, and objectives. The deliverables identify specific projects
that will be implemented and the enhancement actions that will be undertaken for each
project. Deliverables 5-9 seem unnecessary because the activities they describe are already
contained in Deliverables 14-22. Condition factors should be measured for juvenile salmonids in
order to judge their vitality.

Professional publications in refereed journals should be listed as a deliverable. It is important
for large scale projects, like this one, to provide leadership in the broader restoration
community.

Specific comments on protocols and methods described in MonitoringMethods.org

It is good to see that work elements 157 (Collect, generate, and validate field and lab data) links
to CHaMP methods.

277



R. Asotin Creek and Other Small Tributaries to the Lower Snake River

199401805 - Asotin Creek Enhancement and Restoration

Sponsor: Asotin County Conservation District

Short Description: The project goals are to enhance in-stream habitat for passage, spawning
and rearing, implement riparian buffer systems and upland BMPs. Project implementation will
be on Asotin Creek and its tributaries. Working with local landowners, the District has been able
to implement conservation efforts has had a positive impact on fish habitat and other natural
resources. The continued implementation of these projects is critical to the watershed health
and ESA listed fish species.

ISRP recommendation: Meets Scientific Review Criteria (Qualified)
Qualifications:

The ISRP was impressed by the sponsor’s presentation and the video that documented the
program’s success in gaining support by private landowners for habitat restoration activities.
Communication with private landowners and gaining their support is a key achievement of this
project. The ISRP is encouraged that this effort will lead to other willing participants in habitat
restoration.

The ISRP's qualifications should be addressed in contracting, and the ISRP would like to see a
progress report in 2014. Qualifications include:

1) Further discussion of the strategic planning and prioritization process and a timeline for
completion of this planning/prioritization effort is needed. It is critical that the program utilize a
strategic process to prioritize future projects. This is a very important component for ensuring
effective use of funds and increasing the likelihood of a positive ecological response. Actions
should not be undertaken unless they have been vetted through the evaluation and
prioritization process.

2) Project objectives and proposed “deliverables” should be quantitative so that
accomplishments can be better documented. For example, how many miles will be fenced and
how many trees will be planted?

3) Basic accomplishments should be quantified and documented in a report so that the Council
knows what has been accomplished with the past funding. This should also include a summary
of past monitoring results and major lessons learned.

4) A coherent and comprehensive implementation and effectiveness monitoring plan is needed.
After 15+ years of project implementation, this is important. Such monitoring is critical to
directly assess the effectiveness or benefits derived from the project’s habitat restoration
activities. The sponsors acknowledge this and suggest that ongoing monitoring in the Asotin
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Basin, conducted by other entities, could be used to fill this need. More information is needed
on what monitoring approaches will be used and how they will be tied to informing the location
and/or design of future restoration actions. There are many "low to moderate" intensity
techniques for monitoring project implementation and compliance that would provide useful
information on the results of various treatment methods.

Comment:
1. Purpose: Significance to Regional Programs, Technical Background, and Objectives

This is a long-term, whole watershed "ridgetop to ridgetop" restoration project that has
employed use of integrated restoration treatments (upslope, floodplain/riparian, and instream
treatments). The Asotin County Conservation District manages the project and works with
federal, state, and local agencies and landowners to identify and prioritize habitat restoration
activities. It is an important regional program and facilitates collaboration between private
landowners and agencies and enhances cost-sharing in an effort to improve riparian and
aquatic habitat conditions. There has been a substantial amount of coordination and the
completion of a wide array of important restoration work. It is stated that there have been
large advances in habitat quantity and quality realized since beginning of work in the 1980s.
Unfortunately there is no summary describing these changes, where they have occurred and
what treatments, or combination of treatments appear to have been responsible for them.

The project complements the Asotin Subbasin Plan, Snake River Regional Recovery Plan, WRIA
35 Watershed Plan, and the Asotin Creek Model Watershed effort. A stated in the proposal, the
past approach has been site-scale and opportunistic and this proposal will employ the "Atlas
Process" to develop a more strategic approach for restoration. As described, this process will
synthesize data and GIS layers and use the TAC to identify priority locations (BSRs) and
treatments. There are a number of issues that need to be considered: previous ISRP comments
on geomorphic analysis and monitoring do not appear to have been fully addressed; the
process does not appear to provide sufficient focus on past monitoring and lessons learned
over the last 15+ years of implementation; as a whole watershed restoration project including a
substantial upland component, it seems that the make-up of the TAC should be interdisciplinary
and not limited to biologists; the description of how priorities will be set is vague and the role
of the Stakeholder TAC (local experts) seems limited to only making recommendations on
project feasibility.

Looking at various reports and documents, via hotlinks in the proposal, it appears that there is a
good deal of relevant information that was not included in the main body of the current
proposal. One example is a wide range of public outreach and education activities. These have
been ongoing for several years and likely have contributed to good landowner understanding
and buy in to the restoration efforts and a higher level of understanding by residents, especially
children and students, on the importance of healthy watersheds to fish and to humans. There
are other examples including additional monitoring and a variety of lessons learned that were
not presented or specifically referenced in the proposal. A video called “Ridgetop to Ridgetop”

279



has been developed which is a very high quality product. The video should be very useful in
attracting interest and support from landowners and the general public. This support is
essential because habitat restoration often requires support of private landowners. It would be
useful to get this video on the NPPC website. The video and presentation to the ISRP provide
confidence that the program has made good progress, especially in regard to gaining support of
private landowners.

Four general objectives were briefly identified. These objectives should include quantitative
metrics, that can be monitored, and a stated time frame for the expected outcomes. In other
words, based on past experience, how much can be accomplished during the next project
period? The objectives should also be linked to the four limiting factors that were identified in
the proposal. LWD and bed scour were not directly addressed by the objectives.

2. History: Accomplishments, Results, and Adaptive Management (Evaluation of Results)

It appears that there have been substantial accomplishments in this watershed and that they
have addressed both valley bottom and upslope issues. There is very little discussion that
guantitatively summarizes the extent and results of past restoration treatments. Similarly,
there was very limited discussion regarding the many lessons that have likely been learned over
the long history of restoration work. A positive aspect of the proposal is the recognition that a
more strategic approach is needed for more effective restoration results. Unfortunately, the
current approach appears limited to the instream and floodplain components of the project
and does not consider upslope elements.

Ideally, the proposal should have stated its initial quantitative objectives for each of its previous
actions, such as miles of stream fenced and numbers of trees planted, and then describe what
was accomplished and the associated results, for example reduced water temperature or
healthier riparian vegetation. Information about accomplishments was provided in linked
implementation reports, but a summary of this key information should have been in the
proposal so that reviewers and the Council can readily see what has been accomplished. In the
linked reports, it was not clear whether the reported activities achieved the initial objectives, in
part because quantitative objectives probably were not developed for the initial projects.
Proposals such as this should estimate what they hope to accomplish and then evaluate what
was accomplished. This is not monitoring project effectiveness, rather it is documenting
accomplishments, which is a task that should be easy to do. Presentation of this information
would facilitate a roll-up of habitat accomplishments across all watersheds in the Columbia
basin.

The proposal attempted to address comments from the previous ISRP review. The program
consulted with a BPA geomorphologist, but it is not clear to what extent the prioritization
process will account for geomorphic processes, as suggested by the ISRP. The ISRP also asked
for monitoring and assessment, but the sponsors have not addressed this issue other than to
respond that the project is a habitat project, not RM&E. Some fish and habitat monitoring is
being conducted by other entities such as WDFW and the State of Washington’s IMW. It
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appears that the annual implementation report contains much of this information even though
the proposal does not.

Evaluation of Results

There appears to have been a good deal of productive work, coordination, and the completion
of a wide array of activities over the life of this project. Unfortunately, there is a limited
discussion of actual results other than the statement "to date, large advances in habitat
guantity and quality have been realized." A specific example of where a description of results
has not been provided is the channel, re-meander project that was completed in 2005 where
nearly a mile of stream was treated on lower George Creek. The project was completed more
than 7 years ago, and yet there is little discussion of the results of this very intensive,
restoration treatment. Additional examples include reductions in sediment input from the use
of no-till practices, revegetation of riparian areas and fencing and planting. There have clearly
been important results from these treatments, but no quantitative measures or estimates are
provided.

3. Project Relationships, Emerging Limiting Factors, and Tailored Questions

There is a cursory discussion of emerging limiting factors that only addresses non-native plant
species. Surprisingly, there is no discussion of climate change and possible effects on stream
temperature, stream flow, or potential changes in riparian vegetation. Perhaps a key limiting
factor, though not emerging, is private property ownership that might prevent priority actions.
The proposal highlights cooperation with landowners, but it did not identify the number of
priority actions that may be constrained by unwilling landowners. How will this compromise or
adversely impact adjacent habitat restoration activities? Nevertheless, the ISRP was impressed
with the informative presentation and video that documented significant progress in gaining
support by private landowner to protect and restore habitat.

4. Deliverables, Work Elements, Metrics, and Methods

The proposal generally describes the type of actions that will be implemented as deliverables.
The proposal should quantify these deliverables so that completed actions can be compared
with what was proposed. For example, how many acres, or stream miles, of riparian vegetation
is proposed to be planted during the project period? Each deliverable should have a
guantitative objective so that progress against the objectives can be documented. Plus, it would
be good to know how much might be accomplished with the proposed budget. This type of
information is needed for habitat restoration efforts throughout the Columbia basin so that the
Council and planners can readily see what is being proposed and what is being accomplished.
No details are provided on when this work will be accomplished or evaluated.

Methods or rationales to achieve objectives were not fully described. It is not clear how some

deliverables will achieve the stated objective(s). For example, how will removal of noxious
weeds reduce embeddedness in the stream channel?
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Specific comments on protocols and methods described in MonitoringMethods.org

Overall, this proposal is weak regarding comprehensive monitoring for a long-term, whole
watershed restoration project. It is important that a coherent monitoring plan be developed for
the watershed restoration program and is one that integrates the range of activities by all
players. The monitoring plan should be strategic and build on experience gained in past efforts.
It should also incorporate ongoing efforts such as those for the IMW being done by the State of
Washington. Monitoring should include a base level of implementation and compliance
monitoring for all SWCD projects.

There is, and has been, a wide variety of monitoring activities over the long life of the project.
Results of the evaluation of these efforts are not provided or discussed. A summary of past
monitoring activities and findings is overdue for this project.

As stated above, this is an IMW for the State of Washington, and there is monitoring for fish
response to restoration ongoing. There is no discussion of results or discussion as to any linkage
with other monitoring. Also, there is no mention of ISEMP/CHAMP or AEM or how this will be
incorporated into the current plans for monitoring. These efforts may serve the needs for
effectiveness monitoring if they are integrated with the ongoing habitat restoration effort.

200205000 - Riparian Buffers on Couse and Tenmile Creeks in Asotin County
Sponsor: Asotin County Conservation District

Short Description: The goals are to enhance in-stream habitat for passage, spawning and
rearing, implement riparian buffer systems and upland best management practices (BMP’s).
Project implementation will be on Asotin County streams that are tributaries to the Snake River.
Working with local landowners, the District has been able to implement conservation efforts
that had a positive impact on fish habitat and other natural resources. The continued
implementation of these projects is critical to the watershed health and ESA listed fish species.

ISRP response loop recommendation: Meets Scientific Review Criteria (Qualified)
Qualifications:

The project has produced significant accomplishments for restoration at the watershed-scale. It
is continuing to expand the network of partners and involvement of an increasing percentage of
local landowners. This will likely increase the amount and quality of upland and CREP work that
is completed. The sponsors demonstrate a strong commitment and genuine enthusiasm for the
restoration program. An especially good example of this is the very high quality video that has
been completed to improve outreach and education for the program. With additional
modifications/upgrades, the program will likely be more effective and efficient at meeting its
ambitious, long-term restoration goals.
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The prompt response to ISRP questions is appreciated. However, additional detail is needed to
fully answer four of the original ISRP qualifications. It is recommended that this occur during
contracting.

Qualifications are:

1. Additional detail should be provided on the process for prioritizing watersheds and individual
projects, completed plans from this process, or a timeline for the completion of this planning

effort.

The sponsors state that they will complete prioritization of projects, by watershed, in 2014
(expected in July 2014 but no later than Jan 2014 [20157?]). The sponsors plan to work with local
and regional experts from federal, state, local agencies, landowners and the public to prioritize
their restoration projects. More information is needed about this process:

¢ Will a board with a regular meeting schedule carry out this process?
e How will the prioritization process work?
¢ How will landowner concerns be included into the prioritization process?

Also, there is no discussion about prioritizing watersheds before prioritizing individual projects
within watersheds. It would seem most efficient to prioritize watersheds and then do project
prioritization only for the highest priority watersheds likely to be treated in the life of the
current agreement. It is noted that an interdisciplinary team (including fisheries, soils,
geomorphology, and range management disciplines) will be formed to complete the task. Use
of such a team is a sound approach.

The sponsors also state that BPA wants to see documentation of high quality outcomes of
actions instead of quantification of direct fisheries benefits. Improved definition of expected
outcomes is discussed in item 2, while monitoring/evaluation of project/treatment success is
discussed in item 4.

2. The proposal needs to be revised to include quantitative objectives and associated, targeted
actions and with time frames for their completion.

There appears to be some confusion on development of objective statements as suggested by
the ISRP. The original comments were offered in hopes of seeing objective statements of
desired project/treatment outcomes (