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Monte Kuk 
John Day Basin RMP Team Lead 
Bureau of Land Management 
Prineville District Office 
3050 NE 3rd Street 
Prineville, Oregon 97754 
 
January 23, 2009 
 
Re: Public comment on draft John Day Basin RMP 
 
Dear Mr. Kuk, 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to provide public comments on the Draft John Day Basin Resource 
Management Plan (JDB RMP)1.  American Rivers is the leading national organization standing up 
for healthy rivers so communities can thrive. American Rivers protects and restores America’s rivers 
for the benefit of people, wildlife and nature, and has more than 65,000 members and supporters 
nationwide.  On behalf of American Rivers and our Oregon members and supporters, please accept 
comments and recommendations for several management concerns and issues of importance to 
rivers, aquatic ecosystems, and riparian lands in the planning area.   
 
As you are aware, as the second longest undammed river in the continental United States, the John 
Day River provides some of the best remaining habitat for salmon and steelhead.  The North Fork 
John Day and its tributaries alone support the largest runs of steelhead in the entire Columbia River 
system.  Outdoor enthusiasts from Oregon and beyond visit the John Day Basin to enjoy the sport 
and recreational opportunities offered by the area’s rivers and surrounding public lands.  Because of 
these reasons, American Rivers views the protection and sustainable management of the John Day 
Basin as critical to both the ecological health and social value of this region of northeastern Oregon. 
 
The following comments address our management concerns for Wild and Scenic Rivers, riparian 
areas, native fish and water quality, and management of the acquired North Fork Sub-basin lands.  
For each issue we suggest our recommendations for the best management alternatives to meet the 
objective of protecting the health of the watershed for both wildlife and people, and recognize that 
these objectives must be met in the face of a changing climate. 
 
I - Wild and Scenic Rivers 
 
North Fork John Day River  
 

We support the findings of the Wild and Scenic River (WSR) Eligibility Inventory2 (Appendix I-1), 
which was completed to inform the JDB RMP, that the North Fork John Day River is eligible for 
WSR designation as it is both free-flowing and contains the outstandingly remarkable values (ORVs) 
of ‘scenic’, ‘recreational’, and ‘fish’.   
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Recommendation 1:   
 

i. As proposed in the JDB RMP Preferred Alternative (Alternative 2), we ask the BLM to  
recommend to Congress that the eligible 37 mile segment of the North Fork John Day 
from Camas Creek to Monument be deemed suitable for WSR designation, with the 
classification of “Scenic” along the entire 37 miles.  We ask that the BLM provide 
interim protection to the ORVs in this river segment and a ¼ mile buffer on each side of 
the river corridor until the time that WSR designation is secured. 

 
Eligibility of Other Creeks in the Planning Area 
 

We do not agree with other findings of the Eligibility Inventory regarding the ineligibility of the 
additional 17 reviewed creeks.  According to the Inventory, none of these creeks were found to have 
any ORVs.  However, the Inventory states clearly the criteria for determining the ORVs of these 
creeks, including the definition for ‘fishery’ habitat: 
  

“The river provides exceptionally high quality habitat for fish species indigenous to the region.  Of 
particular significance is habitat for state, federally listed, or candidate threatened and endangered 
species”2 (pg I-1-7; emphasis added). 
 

Based on this criteria, it should have been fully recognized while reviewing these creeks for WSR 
eligibility that the North Fork John Day and its tributaries support the largest spawning 
populations of wild spring Chinook and threatened summer steelhead in the entire 
Columbia River System3.  Ten of the creeks found ‘ineligible’ in the review - Big Wall, 
Cottonwood, Ditch, Graves, Indian, Jericho, Little Wall, Mallory, Potamus, and Stony Creek – are all 
fish-bearing tributaries to the North Fork.  These tributaries provide colder water and additional 
miles of spawning and rearing habitat to these fish runs.  The Eligibility Inventory acknowledges 
such habitat, but nonetheless does not find ‘fishery’ as an ORV for any of these streams. 
 
To validate our claim that these tributaries do indeed contain the ORV of ‘fishery’, the BLM should 
examine and espouse the existing scientific data and acknowledge the full requirements of the 
Endangered Species Act (ESA).  A critical habitat analysis was conducted by the National Marine 
Fisheries Service's (NMFS) Critical Habitat Analytical Review Teams4 as part of the Middle 
Columbia River Steelhead Distinct Population Segment ESA Recovery Plan5 development 
process, and included data collection in the North Fork Sub-basin.  These data confirm that the 
North Fork’s tributaries (including ten which are reviewed in the Eligibility Inventory) are Middle 
Columbia River Critical Steelhead Evolutionary Significant Unit (ESU) Habitat Areas (Figure 1).   
 
In addition, on September 2, 2005, NMFS published a final rule in the Federal Register6 for Middle 
Columbia Steelhead critical habitat.  The rule found that ten watersheds in the North Fork Sub-
basin provide critical steelhead habitat:  
 
1. Upper North Fork John Day Watershed  
2. Granite Creek Watershed  
3. North Fork John Day/Big Creek  
      Watershed 
4. Desolation Creek Watershed 
5. Upper Camas Creek Watershed 
6. Lower Camas Creek Watershed 

7. North Fork John Day River/Potamus  
      Creek Watershed 
8. Wall Creek Watershed 
9. Cottonwood Creek Watershed 
10. Lower North Fork John Day River  
      Watershed 

 

NB. Watershed 7 includes all the steelhead tributaries listed in Figure 1 
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This determination of critical habitat confirms that the tributary watersheds to the North Fork are 
essential spawning and rearing habitat for steelhead, and that the ORV of ‘fishery’ exists for the 
North Fork and its tributaries.   
 
Furthermore, the Eligibility Inventory acknowledges that the existing WSR North Fork designation 
for 54 miles upstream of Camas Creek exists: 
 

“…partially due to possessing outstandingly remarkable fisheries values, including steelhead trout.  
The protection afforded by the upstream WSR designation adds to the integrity of the fisheries in 
the review segments and helps ensure that the biological needs…of the species are met”2 (pg-I-13).   
 

From this acknowledgement it therefore follows that new WSR designation for currently 
undesignated sections of the North Fork and its tributaries should also benefit the steelhead 
population in a larger area of the North Fork Sub-basin. 
 
Recommendation 2:   
 

i. Based on the Middle Columbia River Steelhead Recovery Plan and associated critical 
habitat analysis, the BLM should re-examine the eligibility determinations for the ten 
creeks in the Eligibility Inventory that are tributaries to the North Fork John Day, and 
find that all these creeks have at least the ORV of ‘fishery’.  These creeks should be 
recommended as eligible and suitable for WSR designation in the final RMP and FEIS. 

 

ii. The BLM should conduct an eligibility review for any additional creeks in the planning 
area which are part of the ten critical steelhead habitat watersheds determined by NMFS, 
but which were not examined in the Eligibility Inventory. 

 

iii. The sections of Bridge Creek and Jacknife Canyon under BLM management on the 
lower John Day River should also be recommended as eligible and suitable for Wild and 
Scenic designation with the ORVs of ‘fishery’’, ‘scenic’, ‘geological’ and ‘cultural’.  In 
particular, these ORVs should be re-reviewed for Bridge Creek.  This creek, located near 
the Painted Hills, is clearly in a highly significant historical, cultural, and geologic 
landscape, and these values should be appropriately recognized.  

 

II - Riparian Management Areas 
 
We support the inclusion of riparian management areas (RMAs) in the JDB RMP, and are pleased 
the agency has incorporated these areas into the management planning process.  Riparian areas are 
essential to the productivity of ecosystems.  Although they represent only a small percentage of the 
area of a landscape, they provide a disproportional percentage of the productivity of ecosystems 
including contributions to biodiversity, fish habitat, migration corridors and connectivity between 
diverse sections of the landscape.  
 
After examining the action alternatives for RMAs, we encourage the agency to improve management 
of these areas outside of segments deemed eligible for Wild and Scenic River status.  
Correspondingly, we look forward to working with the BLM in identifying specific stream and 
riparian values that warrant special protective management, in devising and refining specific 
protective management measures, and in promoting and supporting their successful implementation 
through the duration of the RMP. 
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We remind the agency that wherever such riparian management measures are considered and 
implemented, the BLM must diligently and thoroughly fulfill its study and protection obligations as 
defined in the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, and in associated regulations and agency guidance.  Other 
study processes or management measures must be used to supplement, and not replace, those wild and 
scenic protective actions.   
 
Recommendation 3: 
 

i. The BLM should protect RMAs on a watershed scale, creating protective linkages 
between segments of land and rivers with special designations to maximize connectivity 
and maintain or improve ecosystem function. 

 

ii. We suggest that RMAs should include all perennial and intermittent streams/watersheds 
in the planning area, as recommended in the action alternatives.  The agency should 
prioritize management and protection of streams that flow through or are associated 
with values in Wilderness Study Areas, existing or candidate Areas of Critical 
Environmental Concern, proposed restoration sub-basins, and all other areas suitable for 
special land protection designations, as identified in the draft JDB RMP. 

 

iii. Delineate RMAs and ensure objectives to protect RMAs are achieved under the 
proposed Aquatic Conservation Strategy (ACS) objectives [i.e., AQ3 (pg. 57)]. 

 

iv. RMA widths should be defined as covering the floodprone area plus 300 feet, as 
recommended in the action alternatives, to sufficiently address soils, water quality, 
microclimates and vegetation.  These widths should include perennial and intermittent 
streams, and wetlands and lentic areas.  While widths for ephemeral draws are likely to 
be smaller, we encourage the agency to assess each for fish habitat and water quality, and 
delineate the width of such draws accordingly. 

 

v. Incorporate recommendations below on native fish and water quality management for 
RMAs. 

 

III - Native Fish and Water Quality 
 
As is evident from the critical habitat analysis conducted by NMFS, the John Day Basin, and 
especially the North Fork John Day Sub-basin, contain critical habitat for listed steelhead.  The 
North Fork Sub-basin also provides habitat for wild spring Chinook runs, and is an area of special 
concern for bull trout, listed as threatened under the ESA.  The presence of ESA listed native fish 
species in parts of the planning area requires that the BLM implement management actions that do 
not ‘harm’ or ‘take’ listed species, either incidentally or through modification of species habitat7. 
 
The JDB RMP explicitly states that it will implement a combined set of objectives, actions, guidelines, 
and BMPs which will form the Aquatic Conservation Strategy (ACS) for the planning area (pg. 56).  
The ACS includes the vision that “fish and wildlife are vigorous and abundant” and “stream 
channels and riparian vegetation provide aquatic habitat of high ecological status”.  In order to meet 
this ACS vision and manage listed native fish species in the planning area, we propose the JDB RMP 
prioritize native fish and water quality management by adopting recovery strategies and controlling 
grazing and other detrimental management actions. 
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Middle Columbia River Steelhead Recovery Plan 
 

The proposed Middle Columbia River Steelhead Distinct Population Segment ESA 

Recovery Plan
5 (‘Recovery Plan’) was developed to protect and restore the evolutionary 

significant Middle Columbia River Steelhead (Oncorhynchus mykiss) population in accordance 
with Section 4(f) of the ESA.  According to this Recovery Plan, the North Fork John Day Sub-
basin hosts the only ‘highly viable’ population of steelhead in the John Day Basin.  This 
population is currently in a healthy condition, and should be maintained as such to ensure the 
viability of the greater John Day Major Population Group (MPG) throughout the basin.  The 
main threats identified for this population group are degraded tributary habitat, mainstem passage, 
hatchery related effects, and predation/competition/disease in the mainstem and estuary5 (Section 
7.3.2). 
 
The JDB RMP acknowledges that a key Aquatics objective (AQ3) is to “maintain and restore the 
health of watersheds and aquatic ecosystems” which includes prioritizing “ESA listed 
species...specifically priority watersheds, essential fish habitat, and strongholds identified in recovery 
planning”1 (pg. 57-58).  We are concerned that strategies and actions outlined in the Middle 
Columbia Recovery Plan were not incorporated into this draft RMP, but we are confident that now 
that the Recovery Plan has been released, the management alternatives in the final JDB RMP will 
adopt some of the proposed actions to facilitate the long-term viability of steelhead in the basin.  
The final Recovery Plan is due to be completed in mid-2009, but the proposed plan has been posted 
in the Federal Register, and as such can be used to immediately inform the BLM’s management 
planning for the basin. 
 
Recommendation 4: 
 

i. Prioritize protection and restoration efforts (to be implemented through the ACS) on 
“degraded tributary habitat” in the planning area, as this is a main threat to the MPG. 

 

ii. Implement Key Actions proposed in the Recovery Plan as outlined in Section 7.3.2 and 
Table 2 (pg. 7-13) that are applicable to the planning area and BLM jurisdiction, 
including actions to: 

• Protect and improve freshwater habitat conditions and connectivity for steelhead 
production. Improvements to freshwater habitat should be targeted to address specific 
factors in specific areas as described in the Oregon Steelhead Recovery Plan.  

• Protect highest quality habitats through acquisition and conservation (refer to Section I 
above on recommendations of Wild and Scenic designation for North Fork tributaries). 

• Conserve rare and unique functioning habitats 

• Consistently apply Best Management Practices and existing laws to protect and 
conserve natural ecological practices 

• Remove or replace barriers blocking passage 

• Reconnect side channels and off-channel habitats to stream channels 

• Restore wet meadows 

• Reconnect floodplain to channel 
• Restore natural riparian vegetative communities 

• Develop grazing strategies that promote riparian recovery 
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• Implement agricultural water conservation measures 

• Improve irrigation conveyance and efficiency 

• Lease or acquire water rights and convert to in-stream 

• Employ BMPs to forest, agriculture and grazing practices and to road management 
 
The below comments on grazing, OHVs, and water quality address some of these Recovery Plan 
actions at the specific scale of the planning area.  We therefore strongly urge the BLM to adopt the 
following recommendations in order to meet the larger objectives of the Middle Columbia River 
Steelhead Recovery Plan.  
 
Grazing 
 

The impacts of livestock grazing in the western U.S. include soil compaction, erosion, degradation 
of riparian habitat and vegetation, and introduction of fecal coliforms (i.e., cyrptosporidium) into 
streams, affecting native fish populations, water quality, and vegetation in riparian corridors8.  A 
previous joint study by the BLM and US Forest Service indicates that 20% of riparian areas managed 
by the BLM are ‘non-functioning’ and 46% are ‘functioning at risk’9.   Consequently grazing in the 
planning area should be managed and controlled to ensure that deleterious impacts are mitigated, 
and that ORVs in Wild and Scenic river and other riparian corridors are ‘protected and enhanced’. 

 
We are pleased to see the inclusion of a Grazing Decision Matrix in the JDB RMP management 
alternatives, and we suggest that the JDB RMP adopt the following recommendations to ensure that 
the grazing matrix and grazing control alternatives are effective, and that they achieve the desired 
ecological and social outcomes (where ‘social outcomes’ include recreational, aesthetic, health and 
other values). 
 
Recommendation 5:   

i. We urge the BLM to implement the Grazing Decision Matrix as recommended in the 
JDB RMP Alternative 4, allowing for the permanent retirement of grazing permits of 
willing permittees on public lands. 

 

ii. The fact that grazing can severely ‘modify’ fish habitat as defined by the ESA should be 
acknowledged in the Grazing Decision Matrix weighting system.  The Grazing Decision 
Matrix should include an increased demand weighting (greater than 0.12) for ESA listed 
fish habitat presence in grazing allotments, given that management and recovery of ESA 
species is a federal agency priority and that the Middle Columbia Recovery Plan 
identifies parts of the planning area as ‘critical habitat’.  

 

iii. We suggest that the Grazing Decision Matrix  incorporates a weighted factor regarding 
‘demand for water quality’ to determine grazing allotment decisions, as such a factor 
would address demand for clean drinking water and water quality implications for ESA 
listed fish, which can both be affected by grazing in riparian allotments. 

 

iv. The JDB RMP should include a management alternative that authorizes the removal of 
all livestock grazing in sensitive areas, critical habitat, and special management areas, 
including Wild and Scenic River corridors and Areas of Critical Environmental Concern. 

 

v. Ensure that the JDB RMP includes management alternatives to monitor levels of grazing 
in riparian corridors, and exclude grazing permanently if conditions in riparian areas are 
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not improved. Adopt monitoring guidance similar to the 2001 John Day Wild and Scenic 
River Management Plan10.  

 
Off Highway Vehicles (OHVs) 
 

OHV and motorized vehicle use can damage habitat and water quality in riparian areas and as such 
is a management concern for listed native fish survival.  Such use can be determined to be  
inconsistent with the management and protection of ORVs in WSR corridors, as defined by the 
Wild and Scenic Rivers Act (WSRA) of 196811. The Act only allows motorized vehicle use in WSR 
corridors when such use has been explicitly defined in legislation or through the river planning 
process12.  However, if such use ‘adversely’ impacts the ORVs for which the river was designated (or 
is intended to be designated, in the case of the North Fork John Day), the route can be ‘closed or 
regulated’12.  The administration of WSRs in the planning area should firstly ‘protect and enhance’ 
the river’s ORVs, as is legally mandated under the WSRA Section 10 (a)11.  Based on this legal 
requirement, and the obvious detrimental impacts of OHVs on native fish and water quality, we ask 
the BLM to incorporate the following recommendations: 
 
Recommendation 6: 
  

i. The JDB RMP should include a management alternative prohibiting OHV use in Wild 
and Scenic River Corridors, Wilderness Study Areas, Areas of Critical Environmental 
Concern, water quality limited riparian areas, and native fish critical habitat areas, and 
should adopt this alternative in the final RMP and FEIS. 

 

ii. The agency should continue to enforce and cite any illegal plane landings on BLM lands 
in the lower John Day Wild and Scenic River corridor, especially the area adjacent to the 
private air strip known as ‘Tucker Flats’.  Such activities, including clearing and 
destruction of sagebrush and other vegetation in the corridor, are illegal both under the 
mandate of the WSRA and the management of Wilderness Study Areas (of which the 
area is one).  The lower John Day River Wild and Scenic River was designated for the 
ORVs of ‘scenery’, ‘geology’ and ‘fish’, and motorized vehicle use in the WSR corridor 
adversely affects these ORVs.  Furthermore, the use of airplanes or landing areas in the 
BLM-managed section of the WSR corridor is NOT identified in the 2001 John Day 
Wild and Scenic River Management Plan10.   We recommend the BLM use its full 
authority as the federal administering agency to prohibit and enforce such illegal use, and 
we are fully supportive of the agency’s efforts to do so. 

 

iii. Close Mallory Creek Road in the North Fork Acquired Lands to prevent OHV use in 
this area which provides critical steelhead habitat, as identified by NMFS’ critical habitat 
anlaysis4. 

 
Water Quality 
 

There are over 350 streams in the John Day Basin which ODEQ has determined are water quality 
limited due to temperature, fecal coliforms, habitat modification, and sedimentation13 & 14 - 
conditions largely caused by livestock grazing and inadequate riparian corridor management.  More 
than 140 of these streams require a Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) under Section 303d of the 
Clean Water Act13 & 14.  It is critical that the management of these 303d streams is addressed in the 
JDB RMP by implementing water quality measures and adopting best practice standards and 
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guidelines.  We suggest that the JDB RMP incorporate the following recommendations for 
improving basin water quality. 
 
Recommendation 7: 
 

i. Support ODEQ development and implementation of TMDLs for streams in the 
planning area over the next several years. 

 

ii. As common to all alternatives, develop a ‘Water Quality Restoration Plan’ for the 
planning area. 

 

iii. As common to all action alternatives, implement the ACS to include restoring streams to 
a Properly Functioning Condition (PFC), improve water quality for ‘beneficial uses’ 
including ecological systems and drinking water supplies, and maintain water rights and 
water quality for native fish and riparian system health. 

 

iv. As common to all alternatives, manage riparian and surrounding BLM lands for water 
quality requirements.  This would require control of grazing and other detrimental 
activities such as OHV use in the planning area, as suggested in Recommendations 5 and 
6. 

 

IV North Fork John Day River Acquired Lands 
 
The North Fork John Day lands acquired under the Oregon Land Exchange Act (OLEA) of 200015 

should be managed for sensitive riparian habitats, including the Middle Columbia River Steelhead 
critical habitat streams which are recognized in the Act, and which are also identified by NMFS’ 
critical habitat analysis4 (see Figure 1).  The following recommendations would ensure that these 
lands would be managed to meet the public objectives of recreation and native fish and wildlife 
habitat conservation, as explicitly defined in Section 6 (g)(2) of the OLEA15. 
 
Recommendation 8: 
 

i. We strongly agree with and support the recommendation to designate the North Fork 
lands as an Area of Critical Environmental Concern (ACEC), as proposed in the JDB 
RMP action alternatives. 

 

ii. We recommend the No Action Alternative with reference to grazing on the North Fork 
Lands as grazing on these lands would not meet the objectives of ‘protection and  
enhancement of habitat for threatened, endangered, and sensitive species’ as stipulated in 
the OLEA. 

 

iii. As suggested in Recommendation 6, we urge that OHV use is prohibited in the North 
Fork lands to protect critical steelhead habitat and maintain the health of riparian 
management areas. 

 

V Climate Change and Streamflow 
 
The John Day Basin is largely a low elevation, dry basin which derives most of its streamflow from 
snowmelt at higher elevations. Water rights in the John Day Basin are seriously over-allocated, as 
noted in the JDB RMP (pg. 335), which can stress and reduce critical streamflows.  In addition, 
approximately 160 streams in the greater basin are already water quality limited for ‘temperature’ 
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according to the Oregon Department of Environmental Quality13 & 14 (ODEQ).  As the global and 
regional climate warms, hydrologic and ecologic systems throughout this dry and water-limited river 
basin are seriously at risk. 
 
Climate scientists have employed global climate simulation models which indicate that the Pacific 
Northwest will experience greater average annual temperatures compared to 1970-1999 temperatures, 
with projected increases of 2.2°F (1.2°C) by the 2020s, 3.5°F (2.0°C) by the 2040s, and 5.9°F (3.3°C) 
by the 2080s16.  Projections indicate that temperatures are likely to increase across all seasons, with 
most models projecting the largest increases in temperature during the summer months of June, 
July, and August16.    
 
Both temperature and precipitation regimes are critical controls on snowpack and streamflow, and 
changes to both will have a direct affect on the amount of water available in the John Day Basin.  
Climate scientists agree that relatively warm snowmelt-dominant rivers like the John Day are 
expected to experience pronounced losses of snowpack and summer water availability in the 21st 
century due to warmer winter temperatures causing a greater amount of precipitation to fall as rain 
instead of snow17 and 18.  Peak snowmelt may also occur earlier in the spring because of warmer spring 
temperatures, which will create a shift to earlier peak stream discharge16.  Furthermore, river systems 
that rely predominantly on snowmelt, such as those found in the John Day Basin, will probably be 
affected by these hydrologic shifts more than systems that also rely on groundwater sources (and 
which therefore may experience smaller reductions in streamflow)19. 
 
The hydrologic changes summarized above will have serious implications for the health and survival 
of native fish and other aquatic species in the planning area.   The scientific literature confirms that 
low water flows and warmer stream temperatures can affect fish health and survival which are 
dependent on, and limited by, stream temperature and habitat conditions20, 21 and 22.  The BLM should 
also be concerned that drinking water quantity and quality will likely be affected by warming 
temperatures, as suggested in climate studies in other parts of the state23. 
 
However, despite these scientific projections and anticipated impacts, the draft JDB RMP does not 
incorporate adequate planning for climate change in the John Day Basin.  As the BLM Prineville 
District Office knows, the Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976 (FLMPA)24, which is 
the primary authority for the BLM’s management of public lands, states in Section 202: 
 

(c) In the development and revision of land use plans, the Secretary shall–  
 

(2) use a systematic interdisciplinary approach to achieve integrated consideration of 
physical, biological, economic, and other sciences; 
 

This mandate clearly underscores the need to adopt the ‘best available science’ as part of the land 
use planning process, and as such we encourage the BLM to examine and incorporate existing 
climate change science into the JDB RMP.  Although the BLM manages a smaller drainage area than 
the Forest Service in the basin, the agency should still prepare for likely impacts to water resources 
in the BLM-managed sections of the basin. 
 
Alan Hamlet, Research Assistant Professor for the Climate Impacts Group at the University of 
Washington warns that: 
 

“Long term planning that fails to address these issues may ultimately underestimate the impacts to 
both human uses of water (such as irrigation and recreation in the John Day basin) and ecosystems.  
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Thus scenario-based planning incorporating the effects of warming and changes in precipitation on 
river flow is needed.”18 
 
We strongly urge the BLM to acknowledge the best available climate science, and incorporate 
scenario planning for in-stream flows, temperature-limited streams, and aquatic and riparian systems 
throughout the planning area, and we welcome the opportunity to work with the agency to meet this 
objective.  We recommend the following actions be considered for inclusion in the JDB RMP 
management alternatives, although these are by no means a list of comprehensive actions: 
 
Recommendation 8: 
 

i. In response to existing water over-allocation and anticipated reductions in streamflow, 
the JDB RMP should include a management alternative to transfer all current rights for 
in-stream use for the benefit of aquatic species, and should prohibit the diversion of 
more water.  This action is also recommended by the Middle Columbia River Steelhead 
Recovery Plan5 (Table 2) to protect critical steelhead habitat. 

 

ii. The agency should conduct scenario-planning for water resource management in the 
basin using the best available science and planning tools.  The Climate Impacts Group 
(CIG) at the University of Washington provides useful forecasting and planning tools for 
land use planners to prepare for climate change in the Pacific Northwest 
(http://cses.washington.edu/cig/).   

 

iii. Scenario-planning should include strategies to manage water resources and ecosystems in 
the John Day Basin planning area during high, medium, and low climate change 
scenarios.  High scenarios would reflect aggressive emissions levels, and would plan for 
severe impacts on snowpack and streamflow; medium scenarios would effectively be 
weighted averages of high and low climate model scenarios; and low scenarios would 
incorporate more modest expected changes in temperature, precipitation regimes and 
associated impacts on hydro-ecologic systems.  Incorporating a range of scenarios into 
management alternatives for the JDB RMP would prepare the agency for a greater range 
of variability and change to water resources.  The agency should be able to adapt its 
management of in-stream flows, native fish, and water quality limited streams based on 
each scenario.  Continuous monitoring of stream gauges and habitat conditions, where 
technically and financially feasible, should be undertaken to provide the agency with the 
most up-to-date landscape conditions. 

 

iv. The agency should be aware that the CIG is conducting a basin-scale modeling effort for 
the entire Columbia River Basin, including the John Day Basin, which will provide more 
specific regional projections at the basin and even stream reach scales.  These climate 
projections and associated products are expected to be available for management 
planning use later in 2009.  We encourage the BLM to examine these data and tools 
when the are available, and in the interim, to include a management alternative in the 
JDB RMP that allows for this new scientific data and information to be incorporated 
into the management actions for the planning area. 
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Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the JDB RMP.  We hope that you are able to 
incorporate our suggestions and recommendations to ensure that the John Day Basin planning area 
is managed for its unique and important attributes, including Wild and Scenic Rivers, native fish, and 
ecologically sensitive rivers and riparian lands.  We also strongly support the comments of the 
Oregon Natural Desert Association (ONDA) regarding the JDB RMP, and urge the BLM to also 
incorporate these comments, in addition to American Rivers’ comments, as part of the final 
planning process.   
 
Sincerely, 
 

 
Kavita Heyn 
Associate Director, Oregon Conservation Programs 
American Rivers 
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