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John Day Salmonid Recovery Monitoring #25069

Response to ISRP comments

ISRP:  Objectives 1 and 2 are fundable. They are well-developed objectives to compile and summarize historic spawning ground data and changes in riparian condition along mainstem streams. We support this effort wholeheartedly and are concerned that historic records have not been better maintained; if the historic records are not in STREAMNET they should be lodged and maintained there. 

RESPONSE:  Subbasin summaries are available on STREAMNET, however, individual survey reach and stream summaries are not.  We will make all data obtained through proposed activities available to STREAMNET.

ISRP:  Objectives 3 (effect of scouring on redds), 4 (monitor water quantity and quality) and 5 (effects of flood irrigation on adjacent stream flows and temperatures) are fundable but have little relationship to the other objectives and should be organized and justified separately with unique requirements for timetables, reporting, etc. 

RESPONSE:  All objectives are proposed in response to needs identified in the subbasin assessment and gaps in our existing monitoring program.  When viewed in combination with our other monitoring efforts, they represent an effective “package” of integrated objectives to obtain critical resource information and project evaluations.  However, we recognize that Objective 3 (Determine scouring effect(s) on spring chinook redds) is a relatively inexpensive project with a narrow scope, and could be removed from this proposal and combined within the Oxbow Ranch Management and Implementation Proposal (20001500) and/or Forrest Ranch Acquisition Proposal (25003).  

Objective 4 was designed to ensure monitoring and protection of water conserved through on-going conservation efforts.  Sites are located within large groupings of conservation projects.  The intent is to protect the water that has been returned instream within the conservation areas through restoration projects, and to characterize the quality of that protected water.  It is imperative to show that water conserved and made available instream by removing diversions, improving efficiency of diversions, and cooling return-flows, is providing critical benefits.  We do collect continuous (logged every 30 to 60 minutes) temperature data every summer (between early June through September) at over 35 locations throughout the basin.  We also periodically sample water at specific project sites for such elements as DO, flow, bacteria, and pH.  However, the existing monitoring program does not track instream flow continuously, as Objective 4 proposes.    

Objective 5 responds directly to concerns raised by some of our cooperating agencies regarding the water conservation program.  Essentially, the issue is related to potential reductions in instream flows from discontinuing flood irrigation.  There is some evidence that flood irrigation can provide a significant groundwater re-charge.  This recharge is seen as a benefit later in the season when instream flows have decreased, and water percolating down from the irrigated pastures reaches the stream and supplements instream flow.  However, sufficient research simply does not exist to quantify (or qualify) the actual contribution of flood irrigation to late season instream flows.  A number of critical watershed restoration projects, including instream flow leases, are on hold until the issue can be resolved to the satisfaction of the regulatory agencies.  

ISRP:  Objective 4 is fundable as a separate project only if the water quality component can be integrated with Project #25010 with a rigorous sampling design for collection of water quality samples.

RESPONSE:  As confirmed through conversation with Rick Hafele of DEQ, who submitted Proposal #25010, OWRD has proposed stations that are randomly scattered throughout the region, and are designed to characterize water quality at those random locations.  In contrast, the stations we proposed are strategically placed such that they border either major conservation areas or groups of restoration project sites.  The 25010 Proposal does not utilize continual flow monitoring, nor will it specifically address the issue of protecting instream water contributions made along critical river lengths.  Objective #4 is proposed in direct response to issues raised during the implementation of one of the largest on-the-ground, private lands restoration programs in the John Day Basin.  Site selections occurred through direct consultation with the local office of Oregon Water Resources.  Since the intent and organization of Objective #4 is to further the watershed restoration program, and not to simply characterize existing condition, we assert that Objective #4 is a more appropriate response to needs identified in the overall water conservation effort.
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