ISRP Comment/Question: This proposal provides abundant background information on John Day Watershed projects, but should include details about proposals for future work.

Response: Proposals for future activities are detailed in the Upper John Day River Basin Master Water Plan Working Paper and in the Bureau of Reclamation individual stream restoration plans for the North Fork, upper mainstem, lower and upper South Fork, and Middle Fork subbasins. All of these documents are referred to in the fiscal year (FY) 2000 project proposal. For future proposals the project sponsor will include a brief summary of future activities as outlined in these plans.

ISRP Comment/Question: The methods section is particularly abbreviated and expressed in general terms.

Response: The project sponsor disagrees. The methods are specifically described for each category of project in the Technical and/or Scientific Background—Project Features Generally subsection of the proposal. Although this discussion is not repeated in the Methods section, it is appropriately referenced. For future proposals, the discussion of methods will be moved to the appropriate section.

ISRP Comment/Question: Quantification of past benefits should be spelled out more fully. 

Response: As discussed in the proposal, an annual monitoring plan is prepared prior to the field season and implemented throughout the summer and fall. A monitoring report is prepared each year that summarizes information collected and changes in resource condition, which may potentially be attributed to each project. In addition, a full-time monitoring coordinator has been hired for 1999, which will allow additional data collection related to the proposed projects. Although past realized benefits were discussed in the proposal on pages 19—21, additional discussion from the annual monitoring report(s) will be incorporated into future proposals.

ISRP Comment/Question: Projects requiring BPA funds for operation and maintenance on private lands should be reviewed carefully. Preference should be given to new projects that demonstrate a commitment from private landowners to operate and maintain capital improvements.

Response: This issue is discussed in the project proposal on page 13, under Anticipated Benefits. None of the proposed projects require funds from the BPA for operations and maintenance. Consequently, a request for these funds from the BPA has not been made. Under signed landowner agreements, which are consummated prior to construction of any improvements on private lands, the landowner commits to operating and maintaining all capital developments. Landowners cannot divert water without a diversion structure, and conveyance and application system. In most instances, only one irrigation system is present on each property. Water rights are so valuable and necessary for ranch operations that landowners do not desire to risk losing the ability to use their rights. In order for the irrigator to continue irrigating and to protect their right from non-use forfeiture, they must maintain their irrigation system to a condition that allows them to be “ready, willing, and able” to use this right at any time. Since the proposed projects are upgrading or replacing the only irrigation system on the property, the landowner must be committed to maintain and operating the system if they desire to continue irrigating.

The combination of the signed landowner agreement and the inherent need for the landowner to maintain the project provides a sufficient assurance that the projects will be maintained into the future.

ISRP Comment/Question: Each of six objectives is accompanied by a sub-set of objectives, but the intended methodology is described only briefly.

Response: Each of the six objectives are actually followed by a description of the implementation actions, not additional resource objectives. The intended methodology is sufficiently detailed in the Project Features Generally subsection of the Technical and/or Scientific Background section. In this discussion, each type of project (e.g., infiltration gallery, permanent diversion, etc.) is extensively described as to the methods of construction and installation. In the future, the move of this discussion to the Methods section of the proposal and provide references to the discussion under the Technical and/or Scientific Background and Proposal Objectives sections, to where it may be more appropriate.

ISRP Comment/Question: The introduction and rationale are well written and comprehensive, but some quantification should be made for improvements in survival or environmental parameters as a result of altered water diversions or improved habitats.
Response: Improvements in survival are difficult to attribute to an individual project due to the relatively small scale of project activities. It is unlikely that a single, typical irrigation diversion has a significant, measurable affect on survival. Rather, it is the cumulative effect of many diversions, and associative and resultant impacts, that affect survival. These cumulative effects are difficult to assess, in particular within the scope of all the factors that affect survival of salmonids. This is especially difficult with anadromous salmon and steelhead, which are affected through various pathways during different life history stages.

Environmental parameters are being evaluated through the annual monitoring plan. Some efforts to correlate changes in the environment to changes in production/survival are being attempted. However, these conclusions are preliminary at this point. As discussed above, for future proposals, additional discussion from the annual monitoring report(s) will be included.

ISRP Comment/Question: There is some redundancy of information in the presentation.

Response: The project sponsor will review the proposal and eliminate redundancy from future requests. However, some of the duplication is due to the redundant nature of the proposal format. Where appropriate the project sponsor has simply referred to a previous discussion rather than repeat the entire description.

ISRP Comment/Question: Collection of baseline data should be included as well as monitoring for trends in use by anadromous and resident fish in areas improved by this project.

Response: This issue is discussed in the project proposal on pages 22-23, under Proposal Objectives--Implement Annual Monitoring Program. The annual monitoring plan details data collection efforts at each project, including those that have been constructed in the past as well as proposed for year 2000. Although data collection varies by site and activity, generally parameters are evaluated and monitored which respond directly to the objectives described for each project in the applicable project proposal. For the FY2000 proposal specifically, baseline data collection will serve two primary purposes: 1) establish a baseline characterization for comparison to post-project resource condition; and 2) collect information that will be used in environmental compliance efforts, in particular with regards to the Environmental Indicators and Pathways matrix proposed by the USFWS and NMFS for bulltrout and steelhead biological evaluations.

The baseline data collection and post-project evaluations includes efforts to characterize trends in use by anadromous and resident fish in project areas. These efforts use various methodologies, as outlined and described in the annual monitoring plan, such as snorkel and electrofishing surveys, redd counts, and mark—recapture studies.

ISRP Comment/Question: The claim is made that there will be extensive monitoring at each site, including fish species distribution, but more details should be provided on how this is to be accomplished.

Response: Spring Chinook distribution is characterized through a number of methods. A Forward Looking Infrared Radar study, conducted under contract with Oregon State University, has been recently concluded and evaluated the relationship between adult holding areas and stream thermal profiles. Annual redd counts are conducted by the ODFW, Tribes, and other cooperators. Snorkel and electroshocking surveys are conducted to evaluate presence/absence, distribution, community composition, and abundance. In addition, the 1999 monitoring plan proposes mark—recapture at various project locations to evaluate movement of juvenile anadromous and adult resident fish through project areas.

ISRP Comment/Question: Effectiveness of this project might be monitored in cooperation with an expanded survey in Project No. 9801600. 

Response: The John Day Basin Office works closely with the ODFW in conducting the spawning ground survey portion of this project. The project sponsor is committed to contacting the principals of this project to assess the potential applicability of the remainder of their research to our activities.

ISRP Comment/Question: The cost-sharing budget includes BPA grant monies, and may not be calculated correctly.

Response: The project proposal was submitted electronically to the CBFWA using a computer form provided that automatically calculated all subtotals and totals. Since the submission of the proposal relatively early in the process, not all of the errors had been corrected in the automatic calculation portion of the program. The project sponsor was aware that the subtotals and totals were incorrect in the submitted proposal and made the CBFWA aware of the errors, the actual amounts, as well as the errors in the program. The errors were hand corrected on the “hard copy” but not the electronic copy submitted to the CBFWA. The amount requested from the BPA is $459,918 (80%) with $74,000 (13%) to be provided by local agencies, and $41,000 (7%) donated by participating landowners, for a total of $574,918.

ISRP Comment/Question: Mortality of summer steelhead related to sport fishing is assumed to be negligible. The statement appears questionable.

Response: Catch rates in the John Day are determined from incidental creel counts conducted by the Oregon State Police. Actual creel estimates are not made due to the lack of a statistically valid sampling method to determine the overall fishing effort. Studies from other basins have determined that delayed mortality due to catch and release of wild steelhead are approximately 10% (Rawding 1997 in M.W. Chilcote, 1998, Conservation status of steelhead in Oregon, ODFW, Portland, OR). A 10% mortality due to catch and release of wild fish in the John Day is assumed to be negligible (T. Unterwegner, pers. comm. 1999).

ISRP Comment/Question: More data of past monitoring for temperature and flow should be provided to demonstrate biological and cost-effectiveness of these diversion and water use strategies.

Response: Cost-effectiveness is not covered in the annual monitoring plan. However, during the preliminary planning phase for each project, various alternatives are considered for each site (e.g., permanent pumping station, infiltration gallery, permanent diversion, etc) depending upon a number of factors including cost-effectiveness (see Project Selection Background, page 13). Biological effectiveness was modeled under the water optimization study (see page 23 of proposal) and is monitored as discussed above. 

ISRP Comment/Question: The proposal would benefit from expanded documentation to assure cost-effectiveness of each diversion project.

Response: It is difficult to assess the actual cost-effectiveness of each proposed project due to the schedule of implementation relative to the time that the proposal is submitted (in particular with the FY2000 proposal that was submitted two years in advance of implementation). The final engineering design drawings are not completed until signed landowner agreements have been completed. The landowner agreements are not finalized until the allocation (and grant/contract documents) from the BPA are approved. Consequently, at the proposal stage only preliminary design drawings have been completed and these may change significantly based upon the engineering and other surveys (cultural resources, endangered species, etc.). The costs of completing these surveys prior to the proposal stage, with no reasonable reassurance of funding for implementation, are unreasonable. For future proposals, the project sponsor will provide additional discussion of cost-effectiveness of preliminary project designs. However, the BPA will have to realize that the actual implementation may differ from the initial design.

ISRP Comment/Question: Without explanation, the proposed budget is doubled from Fiscal 1999. Why? 

Response: This issue is fully explained and documented on page 17 of the project proposal under Rationale and Significance to Regional Programs--Share Costs. The project proposal is not doubled from previous years, however the BPA request is doubled from past requests. As explained in the proposal, the CBFWA solicited proposals almost two years in advance of the anticipated funding period. This schedule is far in advance of our proposals for cost sharing to other agencies. Since their was no reasonable reassurance that the project sponsor would be able to secure cost-share funds from other agencies, they requested the full amount from the BPA necessary to cover all costs, excepting in-kind agency and landowner contributions. However, based on our four-year record of implementation, the project sponsor anticipates reducing BPA’s total contribution to approximately 50%, the four-year average. 
