FY 2007-2009 F&W Program Project Solicitation -

Response to ISRP comments

Project ID:
199506335

Title: 
Yakima/Klickitat Fisheries Project – Klickitat Subbasin Monitoring and Evaluation

ISRP Comment #1:  The project sponsors should develop a coordinated response addressing the general comments provided under proposal 198811535 - Klickitat Fishery YKFP Design and specific comments provided with each proposal.
Response:  As requested a coordinated response is provided in 198811535.  Please see that response.
ISRP Comment #2:  The suite of Klickitat proposals is dependent upon the overview and direction of the yet-to-be completed Master Plan. In the Master Plan it would be helpful to have separate treatments for major fisheries management issues such as:
1. monitoring for inventory and assessment (basic fisheries management information), 

2. evaluation of a) habitat actions, b) hatchery actions, 

3. research on uncertainties or others, such as rearing studies. 

Without the overview and direction provided by a comprehensive and thoroughly integrated Master Plan, it has been difficult to be certain that all the many fisheries management issues in the Klickitat have received appropriate attention in a manner that increases the likelihood of the proposed actions reaching their objectives. 

Response:  See response to comment #1 in the coordinated response (in 198811535).

ISRP Comment #3:  Project history: The summary of project history is brief but adequate. It would be improved by a more thorough discussion of how management has been modified as a consequence of data collected and analyzed in this project.
Response:  Examples of management actions influenced by data from this project include the following:  
1) Identification of priority areas for habitat improvements as a result of fish population surveys and habitat surveys describing baseline conditions

a) Surveys showing very low numbers of spring Chinook spawners above Castile Falls (along with anecdotal reports of higher historical spring Chinook use in this area) lead to passage improvements at a poorly functioning fish ladder

b) Surveys showing high levels of steelhead spawner use in the White Creek watershed lead to several proposed (and funded) habitat improvement projects
c) Information provided for EDT modeling resulted in a general prioritized list of habitat action areas and potential benefits for the subbasin

2)  Identification of proposed hatchery management alternatives in the draft Klickitat Master Plan
a) Survey observations of primary spawning areas by species lead to proposals to segregate mainstem Klickitat into lower reaches (for fall Chinook and coho harvest augmentation stocks) and middle and upper reaches (for spring Chinook and steelhead natural production and supplementation stocks)
b) Information provided for EDT modeling resulted in production and habitat capacity estimates
ISRP Comment #4:  Objectives: The newly proposed tasks seem to have clear and reasonable objectives and timelines, especially the comparison of rearing strategies (1 yr vs 2 yr) study that is nicely laid out with testable hypotheses. On the other hand, much habitat-related monitoring seems to be done in automatic mode: conduct habitat surveys in 5-10 reaches per year, continue to take gravel samples, and on. No data (or results thus far) are presented in synthesized form to show reviewers how such data are used. These programs should be justified by the presentation of results that bear on biological objectives, or discontinued.
Response:  The habitat-related monitoring (including Timber, Fish, and Wildlife [TFW] habitat surveys, sediment sampling, and stream temperature monitoring) conducted at numerous locations throughout the subbasin by this project currently represents the only comprehensive empirical dataset on habitat conditions in many tributary streams.  These data currently provide a baseline inventory and ongoing status and trend monitoring that is useful for various purposes.  These data are stored in several relational databases that have been largely developed by YKFP Klickitat Watershed Enhancement Project (199705600) and Klickitat Management, Data, and Habitat Project (198812035) staff.  The databases are undergoing further refinements (see response to comments on project 198812035 for more detail on database development).  Concise presentation of all the existing data is difficult, hence only some of the data have been presented in annual project reports.  Sediment and temperature data are presented in the 2004 M&E annual report, which has been submitted to BPA but not yet posted on their website (a copy of this report has been uploaded with this response).  Example habitat database reports are provided in Appendix A at the end of this response.  One main use of the data has come from examining, on an as-needed basis, all data available for one particular site (e.g. for project planning purposes) or one data type (e.g., large woody debris levels) for analysis of multiple sites.  Synthesis of the data has occurred primarily through EDT modeling and its products.  
General ongoing uses of the accumulated habitat data include the following:  
1) Populating EDT and AHA models (under project 199506335)

2) Assisting in site identification and prioritization for habitat activities and in justifying habitat improvement project proposals (under project 199705600)

3) Informing planning (e.g., Master Plan, Subbasin Plan) and recovery (state and federal) processes  
Specific examples of the use of the habitat data include:

1) Instream large woody debris (LWD) data were used to develop target LWD levels for streams and riparian management areas in different forest habitat types for the YN/BIA Yakama Reservation Forest Management Plan  
2) Stream temperature data were used as part of an evaluation of temperature problems in the Little Klickitat watershed in Washington Department of Ecology Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) analysis (Brock and Stohr 2002)

3) Temperature monitoring data were provided to Klickitat County for incorporation into the Swale Creek Water Temperature Study (Watershed Professionals Network 2004) 
Ongoing land use (primarily timber harvest, road construction, and agriculture) throughout the subbasin makes habitat monitoring data useful for various planning and management purposes.    
ISRP Comment #5:  Tasks (work elements) and methods: The methods are summarized briefly and appear adequate for new tasks, but inadequate for many ongoing tasks, especially habitat monitoring. For example, to say that a Timber, Fish and Wildlife protocol is followed might be okay, but unless that information can be used for a predetermined purpose, its chance of being worthwhile is slim.
Response:  The utility of the habitat monitoring data is described above (in response to comment #4).  Ongoing land use throughout the subbasin (e.g., timber harvest, road construction and use, agriculture) makes these monitoring data useful for various planning and management purposes.  Future uses of these data will likely include ones similar to the above examples, as well as evaluation of effects of individual and site-specific projects such as timber sales and habitat improvement projects.  Baseline inventory data can be cited in planning and environmental analysis documents as part of evaluations of existing conditions and can assist in formulation of management alternatives.  Data collected before project actions will be compared to post-project conditions to evaluate effects.
ISRP Comment #6:  Benefits or adverse effects to non-focal species are not considered.
Response:  Although our M&E plan presently relies on out-of-basin studies to inform non-focal species issues such as competition, predation, and residualization, in-basin studies could be developed if sufficient funding were made available.
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Appendix A – Example Klickitat habitat survey database reports

The following are example reports from the reference point surveys and large woody debris (LWD) surveys conducted using Timber, Fish, and Wildlife (TFW) methodology on Klickitat subbasin tributaries.  See TFW monitoring methods manuals (available at http://www.nwifc.wa.gov/tfw/downloads.asp) for descriptions of methods and terminology.  More detailed site location information is stored separately in Geographic Information System (GIS) files.

TFW Reference Point Survey Report
Stream Name: 
White Creek
Segment No.: 
2.0
Visit No.: 
1
Survey Date:
7/14/1997
To: 
7/14/1997
Crew:
IH

RC
Survey Length:
1500
Ref. Point:
0
To:
10

Summary

Width (Feet)
Depth (Feet)
Area (Square-Feet)

Min
Mean
Max
Min
Mean
Max
Min
Mean
Max
W/D

Bankfull
23.10
30.76
45.00
0.54
0.93
1.24
16.00
28.75
47.27
33.22

Wetted
18.80
26.40
44.00
0.23
0.64
1.03
6.48
16.25
24.54
41.43

Canopy Closure

Min
Mean
Max

21
29
41

Primary Channel Units
# of Cat 1 Ref. Points:
11

Width (Feet)
Depth (Feet)
Area (Square-Feet)

Min
Mean
Max
Min
Mean
Max
Min
Mean
Max
W/D

Bankfull
23.10
30.76
45.00
0.54
0.93
1.24
16.00
28.75
47.27
33.22

Wetted
18.80
26.40
44.00
0.23
0.64
1.03
6.48
16.25
24.54
41.43

Canopy Closure

Min
Mean
Max

21
29
41

TFW Large Woody Debris Survey Report
Stream Name: 
White Creek
Segment No.: 
2
Visit No.: 
1
Visit Date:
7/14/1997
To: 
Crew:
SP

RB
Survey Length (ft):
1500
Ref. Point:
0
To:
10
Mean BF Width (ft):
30.763
IH

63615
IH

RC

MT

Total In-channel (Zones 1 and 2) Pieces Summary

Total
Percent Total 
Pieces/BFWidth
Pieces/Mile
% in Jams

Rootwads:
0
0.0%
0.00
0
0.0%

Small Log 10-20 cm:
6
25.0%
0.12
21
66.7%

Med. Log 20-50 cm:
10
41.7%
0.21
35
70.0%

Large Log >50 cm:
8
33.3%
0.16
28
62.5%

Summary Data
24
100%
0.49
84
66.7%
Individual Pieces Summary

# Z1
% Z1
# Z2
% Z2
% Total 
Pieces/BFWidth
Pieces/Mile
Rootwads:
0
0.0%
0
0.0%
0.0%
0.00
0
Small Log 10-20 cm:
2
25.0%
0
0.0%
25.0%
0.04
7
Med. Log 20-50 cm:
2
25.0%
1
12.5%
37.5%
0.06
11
Large Log >50 cm:
2
25.0%
1
12.5%
37.5%
0.06
11
Individual Sub-Total
6
75.0%
2
25.0%
0.16
28
Debris Jam Summary
Small Logs 
Med. Logs 
Large Logs  

Zone
No. Jams
Jams/Mile
Rootwads

20-50 cm
> 50 cm.
Total

1
1
3.52
0
4
7
5
16

2
0
0.00
0
0
0
0
0
Jam Sub-Totals
1
3.52
0
4
7
5
16
