Q 2007 OWEB Board Meeting Documents

January Agenda
January Staff Reports
Item C: Executive Director Updates
Item D: Update on 2007-09 Governor’s Recommended Budget 20
Item E: Conservation Reserve Enhancement Program (CREP), Status & Funding Implications 25
Item F: Deferred Acquisitions 28
Item I: Oregon Plan & Effectiveness Monitoring Products 35
Item K: Restoration Priorities Adoption, Deschutes & Malheur Basins 42
Item L: 2005-07 Oregon Plan Biennial Report 59
Item O: Salmon Season State of Emergency Rules 60
January Minutes 77
March Agenda 86
March Staff Reports 91
Item F: OWEB Grant Award Recommendations 91
Item F: Region 1 98
Item F: Region 2 104
Item F: Region 3 113
Item F: Region 4 126
Item F: Region 5 132
Item H: Strategic Investments 140
Item J: State of Oregon Conservation Plan for OR Coast Coho 143
Item L: Grant Solicitation April 2007 152
March Minutes 154
May Agenda 166
May Staff Reports 171
Item C: Executive Director Updates 171
Item E: 2007-09 Watershed Council Support Funding 173
Item F: At-Sea Research, Oregon State University & Oregon Salmon Commission 185
Item G: Effectiveness Monitoring & CREP Report 195
Item H: Special Investments Partnerships 208
Item I: Small Grant Program 215
Item J: Sandy River Acquisition 221
Item L: Oregon Plan Monitoring & Research Request 223
Item M: OWEB Policy Regarding Interaction with Tribes 256
Item O: 2007-09 Board Meeting Dates & Grant Application Deadlines 261
Item P: Restoration Priorities 263
Item Q: Other Business 265
May Minutes 272
July Planning Session Notice 283
Item A: Measure 66 & Pacific Coastal Salmon Recovery Funds 284
Item B: Oregon Conservation Reserve Enhancement Program 287

Item C: Implementation Assistance for Watershed Council Support Provisional Funding 289



July Minutes
Overview of Investigative Report: Mid-Coast Watersheds Council
September Agenda
September Tour Agenda
Item C: Executive Director Update
Item D: 2007-09 Biennium Spending Plan

Item F: OWEB Grant Award Recommendations
Item F: Region 1
Item F: Region 2
Item F: Region 3
Item F: Region 4
Item F: Region 5
Item H: Local Capacity Funding
Item J: Special Investment Partnerships
Item K: Research Awards
Item L: Dam Removal Effectiveness Monitoring
Item M: Non-Capital Grant Cycles
Item N: Oregon Conservation Reserve Enhancement Program
Item O: Public Records Administrative Rulemaking

September Minutes
September 24 Special Meeting Notice
September 24 Minutes

291
293
324
329
330
339
349

355
361
366
371
379
384
388
395
413
421
423
426

429
444
445



Oregon Watershed Enhancement Board

Meeting Agenda

Oregon Watershed Enhancement Board
January 24-25, 2007

Clean Water Services
Administration Building Complex
Tualatin A & B
2550 SW Hillsboro Hwy
Hillsboro

*Map and directions may be found at www.cleanwaterservices.or.
y 14

Wednesday, January 24, 2007

Business Meeting - 8:00 a.m.
During the public comment period (Agenda Item G), anyone wishing to speak to the Board is asked to fill
out a comment request sheet (available at the information table). This helps the Board know how many
individuals would like to speak, and to schedule accordingly. The Board encourages persons to limit
comments to no more than five minutes.

A. Board Member Comments
Board representatives from state and federal agencies will provide an update on issues related to
the natural resource agency they represent. This is also an opportunity for public and tribal Board
members to report on their recent activities and share information and comments on a variety of
watershed enhancement and Oregon Plan-related topics. Information item.

B. Review and Approval of Minutes
The minutes of the September 19-20, 2006, meeting will be presented for Board approval. Action
item.

C. Executive Director Update
Tom Byler, Executive Director, will update the Board on agency business and late-breaking issues.
Information item.

D. Governor’s Recommended Budget and Legislative Update
Tom Byler, Executive Director, and Cindy Silbernagel, Fiscal Manager, will describe the
Governor’s Recommended Budget and identify future issues for the Board to consider.
Information item.
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Oregon Watershed Enhancement Board Agenda January 24-25, 2007

E.

Conservation Reserve Enhancement Program (CREP) Status Report

Ken Bierly, Deputy Director, will update the Board on the status of Oregon’s partnership with the
USDA Farm Services Agency for the Oregon CREP and request additional funding for the
program. Action item.

Deferred Acquisition Projects
Lori Warner-Dickason, Policy Specialist, will update Board members on land acquisition projects
deferred from previous meetings. Action item.

Public Comment [approximately 10:45 a.m.]
This time is reserved for public comment on any matter before the Board.

Oregon Plan Panel Presentation and Discussion

Representatives from the Departments of State Lands, Transportation, Parks and Recreation, and
Geology and Mineral Industries will discuss their roles and responsibilities under the Oregon Plan
for Salmon and Watersheds. Information item.

Oregon Plan and Effectiveness Monitoring Products

Greg Sieglitz, Monitoring and Reporting Program Manager, will present potential funding options
for Oregon Plan implementation. He will present requests for funding of Oregon Plan monitoring
products and effectiveness monitoring. Action item.

Clean Water Services Presentation and Tour

Mark Jockers, Clean Water Services, will present an overview of their work in the Tualatin
watershed and lead a tour of the facilities. Information item.

Local Partner Presentations - 3:00 - 5:00 p.m.

Representatives of local watershed and conservation organizations will provide presentations to the Board.

Tualatin River Watershed Council
Tualatin Soil and Water Conservation District
Sandy Restoration Plan
City of Portland
Metro

Informal Reception - 5:15 - 6:30 p.m.

The public is invited to join the OWEB Board and staff at a reception sponsored by
Tualatin River Watershed Council, Tualatin Soil and Water Conservation District,
Clean Water Services, and Jackson Bottom Wetlands Preserve.

5:15-6:30 p.m.
Jackson Bottom Wetlands Preserve
2600 SW Hillsboro Hwy
(walking distance from the Board meeting)
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Oregon Watershed Enhancement Board Agenda January 24-25, 2007

Thursday, January 25, 2007

Business Meeting - 8:00 a.m.

During the public comment period (Agenda Item M), anyone wishing to speak to the Board is asked to fill
out a comment request sheet (available at the information table). This helps the Board know how many
individuals would like to speak, and to schedule accordingly. The Board encourages persons to limit
comments to no more than five minutes.

K.

Q.

Restoration Priorities Adoption

Roger Wood, Special Projects Manager, will update Board members on the program for
completion and adoption of basin restoration priorities and request adoption of the Deschutes
Basin and Malheur Basin restoration priorities. Action item.

Biennial Report Presentation
Melissa Leoni, Senior Policy Coordinator, will present findings from the 2005-2007 Oregon Plan
Biennial Report. Information item.

Public Comment [approximately 9:00 a.m.]
This time is reserved for public comment on any matter before the Board.

. Council District Collaboration Update

John McDonald, Oregon Association of Conservation Districts, and John Moriarty, Network of
Oregon Watershed Councils, will update Board members on the progress made in the
collaborative effort between OWEB, the Oregon Department of Agriculture, soil and water
conservation districts, and watershed councils. Information item.

Salmon Season State of Emergency Rules Adoption™*

Melissa Leoni, Senior Policy Coordinator, will present draft administrative rules addressing grant
application and award criteria for restoration and related projects that support priority fish habitat
enhancement, and that are able to create work opportunities for fishers displaced by the 2006
reduction in salmon stocks, to the Board for consideration and possible adoption. Action item.

Coastal Coho and Mid-Columbia Steelhead Conservation and Recovery Plans
Kevin Goodson and Rich Carmichael from the Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife will
update Board members on statewide efforts to develop recovery plans for salmon and steelhead
and ask for the Board’s endorsement of the Conservation Plan for the Oregon Coast Coho ESU.
Action item.

Other Business
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Oregon Watershed Enhancement Board Agenda January 24-25, 2007

Meeting Procedures: Generally, agenda items will be taken in the order shown. However, in certain
circumstances, the Board may elect to take an item out of order. To accommodate the scheduling needs
of interested parties and the public, the Board may also designate a specific time at which an item will be
heard. Any such times are indicated on the agenda.

Please be aware that topics not listed on the agenda may be introduced during the Board Comment
period, the Executive Director’s Update, the Public Comment period, under Other Business or at other
times during the meeting.

Oregon’s Public Meetings Law requires disclosure that Board members may meet for meals on Tuesday,
Wednesday, and Thursday.

**Public Testimony: The Board encourages public comment on any agenda item. However, public
testimony must be limited on items marked with a double asterisk (**). The double asterisk means that
the item has already been the subject of a formal public hearing. Further public testimony may not be
taken except upon changes made to the item since the original public comment period, or upon the direct
request of the Board members in order to obtain additional information or to address changes made to
proposed rules following a public hearing.

A general public comment period will be held on Wednesday, January 24 at 10:45 a.m. and on Thursday,
January 25 at 9:00 a.m. for any comment before the Board. Comments relating to a specific agenda item
may be heard by the Board as each agenda item is considered. People wishing to speak to the Board are
asked to fill out a comment request sheet (available at the information table). The Board encourages
persons to limit comments to no more than five minutes.

Tour: The Board may tour local watershed restoration project sites. The public is invited to attend,
however transportation may be limited to Board members and OWEB staff. If you wish to join the tour,
be prepared to provide your own transportation.

Executive Session: The Board may also convene in a confidential executive session where, by law, only
press members and OWEB staff may attend. Others will be asked to leave the room during these
discussions, which usually deal with current or potential litigation. Before convening such a session, the
presiding Board member will make a public announcement and explain necessary procedures.

Questions? If you have any questions about this agenda or the Board’s procedures, please call Bonnie

Ashford, OWEB Board Assistant, at 503-986-0181.

If special physical, language or other accommodations are needed for this meeting, please advise Bonnie
Ashford (503-986-0181) as soon as possible but at least 48 hours in advance of the meeting.
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Oregon Watershed Enhancement Board Agenda January 24-25, 2007

Oregon Watershed Enhancement Board Membership

Voting Members
Environmental Quality Commission member: Ken Williamson
Fish and Wildlife Commission member: Skip Klarquist
Board of Forestry member: Diane Snyder
Board of Agriculture member: Dan Carver
Water Resources Commission member: Dan Thorndike
Public member: Jane O’Keeffe, Board Co-Chair
Public member: Daniel Heagerty, Board Co-Chair
Public member (tribal): Bobby Brunoe
Public member: Patricia Smith

Public member: Jim Nakano
Public member: Helen Westbrook

Non-voting Members
Representative of Director of Oregon State University Extension Service: Scott Reed
Representative of U.S. Forest Service: Alan Christensen
Representative of U.S. BLM: Miles Brown
Representative of U.S. NRCS: Meta Loftsgaarden
Representative of U.S. EPA: Dave Powers
Representative of NMFS: Michael Tehan

Contact Information
Oregon Watershed Enhancement Board
775 Summer Street NE, Suite 360
Salem, Oregon 97301-1290
503-986-0178
Fax: 503-986-0199
www.oregon.gov/OWEB

OWEB Executive Director - Tom Byler

tom.byler@state.or.us
OWEB Assistant to Executive Director and Board - Bonnie Ashford
bonnie.ashford@state.or.us

503-986-0181

2007 Board Meeting Schedule

March 14-15, 2007 — Willamette Valley
May 15-16, 2007 — Salem
September 18-19, 2007 — La Grande

For online access to staff reports and other OWEB publications check our web site: www.oregon.gov/OWEB
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January 24-25, 2007 OWEB Board Meeting

Executive Director Update #C1: Research Grants Update

Background

In 1999, the Legislature enacted ORS 541.378 establishing a “Restoration and Protection
Research Fund” from all interest earned from Ballot Measure 66 Lottery Funds. The research
funds are subject to the 35 percent non-capital and 65 percent capital distribution as are all
Measure 66 dedicated lottery funds.

In January 2001, the Board adopted a Research Investment Strategy to guide OWEB funding of
research supporting implementation of the Oregon Plan for Salmon and Watersheds. The
strategy identified four principles: 1) Identify critical information needs; 2) Fund research
projects that address priority needs first; 3) Communicate research results to users; and

4) Evaluate what is learned and determine new priority needs.

In March 2001, the Independent Multidisciplinary Science Team (IMST) reviewed the strategy
and identified 12 priority Oregon Plan research needs and ranked them in relative order of
importance. After review by stakeholders, the research priorities were adjusted and adopted by
the Board in March 2002. Since then, the Legislature has directly appropriated research funds
for several projects, but has not given OWEB the expenditure authority to allocate these funds at
the Board’s discretion as with other grant programs.

At the May 2006 Board meeting, staff proposed a formal process for considering research
proposals that has clear criteria, utilizes the appropriate scientific expertise for evaluating
requests, and minimizes impacts on current staff workload. Board members unanimously
approved the review process. Since then, OWEB has used the Sea Grant program at Oregon
State University to assist in the administration of the research grant solicitation and review
process.

Research Grants Review Process

Sea Grant solicited research pre-proposals for the 2007-2009 biennium and received 33
preliminary concept papers by the September 22, 2006, deadline. The pre-proposals were
reviewed by a subcommittee of the Oregon Plan Monitoring Team. The subcommittee
prioritized the pre-proposals based on their potential to address research questions that are
relevant to the OWEB Research Priorities, the Oregon Coast Coho Recovery Plan priorities,
existing management needs or uncertainties, or are expected to produce findings that are tangible
and useful for near-term management purposes. The subcommittee forwarded their analysis and
recommendations to the OWEB management team. Based on these recommendations, OWEB
staff requested full proposals from 14 of the applicants.

Sea Grant will administer the full proposal review process selecting reviewers with a broad range
of scientific expertise from their existing database. OWEB staff will receive reviewers’
comments and rankings of full proposals in the spring of 2007, and will make final funding
recommendations to the Board in September of 2007.

Staff Contact
Contact Greg Sieglitz at greg.sieglitz@state.or.us or 503-986-0194 with questions about
OWEB’s research grant process.
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January 24-25, 2007 OWEB Board Meeting

Executive Director Update #C2: Conservation Easement Stewardship

Background

In September 2006, staff provided the Board a synopsis of how OWEB uses conservation
easements to protect its investment in land acquisition projects. Included in the staff report was
information related to the legal basis for conservation easements, the standard provisions in the
easement templates, and management implications and stewardship responsibilities. This
information item is a continuation of that discussion.

Elements of a Conservation Easement Stewardship Program

In order to protect OWEB’s right to enforce the terms of its easements, as well as ensure public
funds are being used for perpetual conservation, OWEB needs to continue to develop and engage
in a consistent, regular easement stewardship program with the following elements.

A. Monitoring. OWEB should monitor its easement properties regularly and in a manner
appropriate to the size and easement restrictions of each property. Staff have developed
protocols for site monitoring and conducted monitoring site visits on eight of the 27
acquisition projects in the summer of 2005. As OWEB’s portfolio expands, a monitoring
schedule should be developed to ensure that critical sites are monitored in 2007.

B. Landowner Relations. OWEB should maintain regular contact with grantees and/or
owners of easement properties and develop a process to track changes in land ownership,
especially for funded conservation easements where OWEB isn’t required to approve the sale
of the underlying fee title interest. Conducting monitoring site visits on a regular basis
(annually or every two years) will contribute to maintaining landowner relations.

C. Recordkeeping. OWEB has created monitoring binders for each of the land acquisition
projects in the portfolio. However, baseline documentation and photo monitoring points
have been established for only one-third of the projects. Efforts to establish this information
is a critical component in developing the stewardship program.

D. Amendments and Approvals. OWEB has adopted procedures related to the review and
approval of the sale or transfer of the interest purchased in part with OWEB funds, consistent
with ORS 541.376. OWEB has not developed procedures for responding to requests for
amendments to easements, however. Staff will be working with the Department of Justice
and the Board Land Acquisition subcommittee to explore ways to process these types of
requests.

E. Enforcement and Defense. OWEB should develop a procedure for responding to a
potential violation of an easement and determine the role of the parties involved (Board
members, staff, Department of Justice, and partners) in any enforcement action. Staff have
been in discussions with the Department of Justice and the Board Subcommittee to determine
the most effective way to deal with easement non-compliance.

Staff will be working on these items to prepare for the 2007 summer monitoring season. In order
to adequately prepare and implement, it might be prudent to dedicate more agency resources so
that a concentrated effort can be made to document some of the existing site conditions well in
advance of conducting site visits. Staff intend to engage the Board in a more detailed discussion
on these issues at an upcoming meeting.

If you have questions or need additional information about conservation easement stewardship,

please contact LoriWarner-Dickason at lori.warner-dickason@state.or.us or 503-986-0046.
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January 24-25, 2007 OWEB Board Meeting

Executive Director Update #C3: 2006 Council Support Applications

Background

Watershed council support grant applications are processed on a two-year grant cycle to coincide
with OWEB’s biennial budget. The applications are received in December of the second year of
the biennium. They are evaluated for merit over a period of several months and grant awards are
made by the Board in May prior to the start of the new biennium.

Starting in February 2006, in preparation of the 2007-2009 council support grant cycle, staff
worked to make improvements to the council support grant process. The improvement effort
focused on the application form, evaluation criteria and the merit review process.

In addition, at the May 2006 Board meeting, the Board directed staff and a Board subcommittee
to explore some of the larger policy issues related to performance thresholds and incentives for
councils to consolidate operations. This will assist the Board in making deliberate funding
decisions for the upcoming council support grant cycle.

Improvements to the Council Support Grant Process
Improvements to the council support grant process were completed in November. The most
significant changes are:
e The application was streamlined and resulted in an average application size of 20 pages.
In 2005-2007, the applications were from 30-90 pages in length.
e The evaluation criteria were clarified to make the link between the review criteria and the
questions in the application more transparent.
e The review process was revised to include consensus scoring and other quality control
measures to reduce variation among reviewers.

Status of Council Support Grant Applications

On December 15, 2006, OWEB received 60 applications for council support grants. The total
amount requested was $7.9 million. Reviewers will consider the applications to determine pre-
discussion scores for each application between January 1 and February 8, 2007. During the week
of February 12, 2007, OWEB will hold consensus scoring sessions to derive the merit scores for
each application. The merit score distribution will be evaluated by staff and the council support
Board subcommittee to develop a proposed funding recommendation based on what is known of
the budget at that time. The proposed funding recommendation will be presented at the May
Board meeting.

Policy Issues

In preparation of the May funding decision, the Board subcommittee will evaluate policy issues
related to council support. These include opportunities to provide incentives for councils to
consolidate operations and establish performance thresholds.

If you have questions or need additional information about the 2007-2009 council support grant
cycle, please contact Lori Warner-Dickason at lori.warner-dickason@state.or.us or
503-986-0046.
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January 24-25, 2007 OWEB Board Meeting

Executive Director Update #C4: Mitigation Banking and OWEB Funding

Background

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) recently organized a meeting between state and
federal agencies to discuss policies regarding the use of public restoration funds for mitigation
banking purposes. Mitigation banking is the establishment of a wetland area to be used to offset
wetland losses elsewhere. Federal policies generally do not allow federal restoration funds to be
used for this purpose.

The USFWS, OWEB, and other agencies are working to develop a shared understanding and
coordinated approach regarding the relationship between public funding for restoration and
mitigation banking. The primary goal of these discussions is that landowners and other members
of the public will have a clearer understanding of the extent to which mitigation banking
opportunities are available for restoration projects that utilize public funding.

OWEB administrative rules anticipate that mitigation requirements as identified by other
agencies should not be eligible to be satisfied through OWEB funded projects. OAR 695-010-
0040 states the Board will not consider a watershed improvement project constructed solely to
comply with a state or federal agency enforcement order, legal judgment or mitigation
requirement. From a broader perspective, the policy issue presents the question on whether
OWEB funded restoration projects are intended to improve watershed conditions, rather than
mitigating or offsetting impacts of development on other sites. The agencies are discussing
options to establish a mechanism that could potentially allow mitigation credits for the portion of
a restoration project that is not supported with public funds.

Current Status
As the discussions mature, it may be appropriate for a full briefing of the Board. At the present
time there has not been a follow up to the meeting held late last year.

Staff Contact
If you have questions or need additional information about Mitigation Banking and OWEB
funding, please contact Ken Bierly, at ken.bierly@state.or.us or 503-986-0182.
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January 24-25, 2007 OWEB Board Meeting

Executive Director Update #C5: 2006 Biennial Conference

Background

The 9™ Biennial Conference “Communities Working for Healthy Watersheds” was held October
25-27, 2006, in Seaside, Oregon. Attendance totaled 394 people, including OWEB staff, board,
speakers, and presenters. Attendance increased from the 8" Biennial Conference in 2004 where
310 people attended.

Conference Evaluations
Conference evaluations are summarized in Attachment A. The evaluations were very positive.

Fundraising

Conference fundraising efforts were extremely successful. OWEB budgeted $25,000 for the
conference. This year, we raised $35,750 from sponsors to match OWEB’s contribution. Wine
donations were also received from seven Salmon-Safe vineyards. A list of conference sponsors
and the amounts contributed is contained in Attachment B. Several Board members successfully
solicited funds from their agencies and organizations, which contributed greatly to the success of
our fundraising efforts.

The Oregon Lottery generously sponsored the Biennial Conference by providing a $10,000
contribution. The Lottery also provided each council and district with certificates of
appreciation, and provided gloves, note cards and memo pads to conference attendees.

The conference came in under budget and OWEB will have a residual fund from the conference
account to assist with the next biennial conference expenses.

Attachments
A. Conference Evaluations Summary
B. Conference Sponsors
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Commumbties Won i\m r for

ﬁg Healthy Watersheds

Celebrating Oregon Plan Accomplishments & Looking Ahead

OWEB 9" Biennial Conference
October 25-27, 2006

SUMMARY EVALUATION

Rate the following: 5 = excellent, 4 = above average, 3 = good, 2 = poor, 1 = cannot judge

3.62 Overall quality of the pre-conference promotional materials

3.75 Information received at the conference (session handouts, exhibitors)
3.86 Quiality of the exhibits

4.16 Overall organization of the conference

4.21 Conference location and meeting facilities

4.15 Conference registration procedure

3.54 Quality of the food and snacks

Please rate the sessions you attended using the same scale as above:

Track A

3.23  Restoration at the Urban Interface

3.86 Lessons Learned from Stream Projects

3.70  Juniper Management

4.00 Upland Habitat Restoration

4.20 Watershed Enhancement in Areas with Altered Fire Regimes
3.71 Application of the Proper Functioning Stream Condition Methodology
4.80 Agquatic Invasive Species

Track Average3.54

Track B

4.19 The Future of the Oregon Plan

4.21 Connecting Restoration with Community and Economy
4.13 Marketing Healthy Watersheds

4.00 Building Cooperative Partnerships

2.67 Funding for Cooperative Projects

3.25 Community Learning Strategies

3.70 Keeping Board and Volunteers Involved

Track Average 3.93
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Track C

3.23  Statewide Restoration Priorities

3.88 Prioritizing Fish Habitat Restoration Projects

3.92 Local Restoration Priorities

3.43  Local Restoration Priorities

4.71 Estuarine Restoration Priorities

3.44 Salmon Recovery Planning

3.63 Coastal Coho Recovery Plan

Track Average 3.75

Track D

4.75 Using Volunteers for Monitoring

4.29 Effectiveness Monitoring in the Northwest

4.00 Effectiveness Monitoring at the Local Level

4.38 Selected Natural Resources Information and Data Demonstrations
3.20 Watershed Restoration Data Used by OWEB

4.33 Effectiveness Monitoring in the Future

4.33 Want Some Help Designing an Effectiveness Monitoring Project?
Track Average 4.18

Track E

4.25 Building and Maintaining Community Interest and Involvement
3.45 Developing a Successful Restoration Grant Application

3.60 Project Management

3.50 Effective Communication

3.76 Communicating with Legislators and Local Officials

4.00 Outreach Event Management

4.11 Working in Wetlands

Track Average 3.81

Field Trip

45
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OWERB Biennial Conference 2006
Written comments — organized by topic

The following are comments as received with minor editing for clarity.

Which speaker provided you the most helpful information?

A total of 34 people responded. Several people received more than one accolade, including:
Sam Chan was most inspirational — Il

Neil Maine - inspirational! — IlI

Michael Shellenberger — I

Janine Salwasser — Il

Flaxen Conway - |l

The Nature Conservancy - conservation marketing/survey work - ||

David Metz - Marketing Healthy Watersheds - |l

Sandra Coveny on connecting w/ the ag community on economic issues - |l

Fifteen individuals received one vote each.
John Runyan

Elected officials and house (legis. committee) staffers—Communicating with Legislators
All panelists in Communicating with Legislators
Dan Bottom

Tony Olsen

Outreach Event Speakers

John McDonald

John Moriarty

Guillermo Giannico

Dana Erickson

Jeff Oveson

The River Network folks

Bob Kinyon

Coho Conservation recovery plan panel

Bobby Cochran from Clean Water Services
Jennifer Martin from Owyhee WSC

Local Restoration Priorities #1

Mark Trenholm

Ron Wiley

Linda Boyer

Miscellaneous comments

Speakers on "funding for cooperative projects” They actually spoke according to the "title" of class
session! | learned about funding available and for what projects.

No one speaker stands out, but | appreciated the reps at the exhibit tables & that they came willing to
share and learn.

Connecting Restoration w/Community & Economy was the best session.

James Honey & council coordinators & River Network Event management panels was great, as was
communicating with local officials session
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What is the most useful thing you learned at this conference?

Comments about networking

Networking with other councils was very useful and informative

OWERB is adapting for the future and helping us learn how to better market ourselves and the Oregon
Plan

Networking with other outreach and education professions.

Different views and people engaging their opinions.

The extent of work that IM2 (John Moriarty and John McDonald) are doing to promote districts & councils.
The fact that they are working together is so important.

So many people & organization from many diverse watersheds coming together to share information &
learn from each other & help each other succeed. That's so cool.

Comments about data
Other efforts to make data accessible and permanently stored

Funding
Given the myriad responsibilities, projects and monitoring expected of councils, there is no way we can
survive without increased OWEB funding or diversifying

Inspiration

Growing capacity for organization/councils, developed potential partners for our work and that | received
a reactivation of regeneration of energy toward this cause to the mission of WCs and SWCDs and
improving watershed health.

That watershed councils are doing great work and we need to keep our councils focused and excited.

Restoration and monitoring
Effective monitoring in the future - putting together monitoring as part of the restoration plan.

The many methods of establishing priority for restoration activities

Tracy Bosen with Interlocking Software has a program for managing restoration projects and reporting
that would save us all a ton of time.

More about effectiveness monitoring - how to approach it & apply for funds

The Nature of Watershed Councils

That WCs are very diverse across the state, while we may have similar conservation objectives, political
perspective & direction vary greatly. The stereotype is that we are all left in our thinking but this is not the
case.

Communication
The importance of effective communication and transparent strategies are crucial to success of the
Oregon Plan.

Volunteers
How to "view" volunteers and make them feel appreciated

Miscellaneous topics

Organizers need to monitor the volume of speakers - especially the dinner speaker 50% of what was said
was inaudible due to room noise.

Inspiration.

Juniper management — two notes

How to lobby

There is such a large number of people, agencies & organization working on water quality, fish recovery
and water Issues.
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Clearly define roles

To design job descriptions

Event Mgmt. session gave a generous look at very successful programs at councils
Field Trip

That there is a force for development of community based conservation efforts.

The value of partnerships!

More insights on restoration prioritization & recovery planning

Better opportunities for attracting/retaining volunteers; most of all, the huge effort/thought on
networks/coops for local sustainable ag and nature resource products to hit the [market]

All the outreach sessions were great to see on the schedule - some less informative than others but good
recognition of an important topic.

Messaging lessons

Not one thing. This is all new to me, so a lot of new information.

Contacts made with similar orgs.

A lot of useful information was floating around during the conference, but not always in the class
sessions.

Less than 50% of people know what the Oregon Plan is

Meeting other people involved in the Oregon Plan

That councils are doing great things wivery little $$

That councils and SWCD need to continue working together

Meeting other people in similar positions and networking

Communicating with Legislator tips

Measure 66 will sunset in 2014; there is more to restoration than salmon

That OWEB is starting to address uplands & non-fish

Marketing & communication for councils are necessary skills to have!

Page 17



2006 OWEB Conference Sponsors
Organization

BASIN $5,000+
Oregon Lottery

SUBBASIN $5,000-9,999
Northwest Power and Conservation Council

WATERSHED $1500-4,999
Ducks Unlimited

Environmental Protection Agency
Lone Rock Timber

Oregon Forest Resources Institute
Oregon Trout

Portland General Electric

USDI Bureau of Land Management

STREAM $500-1,499

Confederated Tribes of the Grand Ronde
David Evans & Associates

ESA Adolfson

Metro's Nature in Neighborhoods Initiative
Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife
Oregon Department of Forestry

Oregon State University Extension Service
Oregon Wildlife Heritage Foundation
River Network

Trust for Public Land

US Fish & Wildlife Service

US Forest Service

REACH <$500

Vale Irrigation District
Amity Vineyard

Bethel Heights Vineyard
Elk Cove Vineyard
Ponzi/Rosato

Stoller

Territorial Vineyard
Winter's Hill Vineyard
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Amount

$10,000.00

$ 5,000.00

1,500.00
1,500.00
1,500.00
1,500.00
1,500.00
2,000.00
2,500.00

h PR B P PP

500.00
750.00
500.00
500.00
1,000.00
1,000.00
500.00
1,000.00
500.00
500.00
1,000.00
750.00

BB P DB PP DB R P

$ 250.00
1 bottle

1 case wine
1 case wine
1 case wine
2 cases

1 case wine
2 cases wine

$ 35,750.00
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2006 OWEB Conference Sponsors
Organization

BASIN $5,000+
Oregon Lottery

SUBBASIN $5,000-9,999
Northwest Power and Conservation Council

WATERSHED $1500-4,999
Ducks Unlimited

Environmental Protection Agency
Lone Rock Timber

Oregon Forest Resources Institute
Oregon Trout

Portland General Electric

USDI Bureau of Land Management

STREAM $500-1,499

Confederated Tribes of the Grand Ronde
David Evans & Associates

ESA Adolfson

Metro's Nature in Neighborhoods Initiative
Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife
Oregon Department of Forestry

Oregon State University Extension Service
Oregon Wildlife Heritage Foundation
River Network

Trust for Public Land

US Fish & Wildlife Service

US Forest Service

REACH <$500

Vale Irrigation District
Amity Vineyard

Bethel Heights Vineyard
Elk Cove Vineyard
Ponzi/Rosato

Stoller

Territorial Vineyard
Winter's Hill Vineyard
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Amount

$10,000.00

$ 5,000.00

1,500.00
1,500.00
1,500.00
1,500.00
1,500.00
2,000.00
2,500.00

h PR B P PP

500.00
750.00
500.00
500.00
1,000.00
1,000.00
500.00
1,000.00
500.00
500.00
1,000.00
750.00

BB P DB PP DB R P

$ 250.00
1 bottle

1 case wine
1 case wine
1 case wine
2 cases

1 case wine
2 cases wine

$ 35,750.00
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January 8, 2007

MEMORANDUM
TO: Oregon Watershed Enhancement Board
FROM: Tom Byler, Executive Director

Cindy Silbernagel, Fiscal Manager

SUBJECT: Agenda Item D: Update on the 2007-2009 Governor’s Recommended Budget
January 24-25, 2007 OWEB Board Meeting

l. Introduction

This report updates the Board on the proposed 2007-2009 budget for the Oregon Watershed
Enhancement Board as identified in the Governor’s Recommended Budget. The report also
provides information related to the legislative session.

. Background

The 74" Oregon Legislative Assembly convenes on January 8, 2007, to consider the state budget
and substantive legislative matters. The Governor’s Recommended Budget (GRB) is a reflection
of the Governor’s spending priorities based on expected available revenues. The GRB serves as
the starting point for legislative consideration of individual state agency budgets.

The GRB was released on December 1, 2006. The GRB includes most of the policy packages
OWERB requested for operating the agency in its Agency Request Budget (ARB) submitted to the
Governor last fall. An overview of the 2007-2009 GRB for allocations of Measure 66 Lottery
Funds and federal Pacific Coastal Salmon Recovery Funds (PCSRF) is included in Attachment
A.

The following discussion focuses on the Governor’s proposed budget for OWEB and
background information on the Legislature as we enter the early stages of the legislative session.

1. Discussion

A. Revenue

The GRB budget for OWEB was developed using the December 2006 lottery forecast of $93
million. This revenue, combined with $9 million from unallocated/ending balance from
2005-2007 and $7.4 million transferred in from the Research and Development fund, results
in $110 million total revenue available. Of the $110 million, the GRB proposes allocating
$78 million to OWEB. Of that total to OWEB, $61 million are capital funds and $17 million
are non-capital funds. These proposed allocations would be significant increases over the
current biennium. The GRB estimated $10 million of Pacific Coastal Salmon Recovery
Funds (PCSRF) will be available. There remains uncertainty about whether the amount of
PCSRF that Congress will ultimately appropriate for Oregon will reach that level. If PCSRF
does not meet the GRB estimate, it could have the effect of adjusting some budget line items.
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B. Expenditures
The following are highlights of the OWEB budget packages proposed in the GRB:

1. Program Continuity — Package 110, 5.00 FTE. This package requests the
continuation of five limited duration positions from the 2005-2007 biennium. The
positions are:
e Grant Program Manager (PEM E permanent)
Office Specialist 2 (limited duration)
Accountant 1 (limited duration)
PCSREF reporting specialist (NRS 2 limited duration)
Business Application Specialist (ISS 7 limited duration)

2. Carryforward for Committed Grants — Package 115, $1,000,000. In the 2005-
2007 biennium OWEB approved non-capital grants funded from Measure 66 Operations
that expire in June 2007. This $1,000,000 is an estimate of the balance of grants
committed, but not yet spent, from this fund as of June 30, 2007.

3. Program Reorganization — Package 120, ($8,195). This package would make
permanent agency organizational changes made by the director earlier in the biennium
with modest budget savings.

4. Watershed Council Support — Package 130. In combination with existing base
budget levels, this package brings the total proposed funding for Watershed Council
Support to $6,000,000.

5. Capital Grants — Package 200, $60.6 million. This total includes $4.8 million in
Measure 66 capital Research and Development funds. This package supports the
agency’s restoration and acquisition grants and exceeds the ARB request of $49,895,703.

6. Non-Capital Grants — Package 140. Based on base budget and option package
funding, $13.9 million is proposed to be allocated to the non-capital grant program. This
total includes Measure 66 non-capital, PCSRF funds, and Measure 66 non-capital
Research and Development funds. These funds support technical assistance, monitoring,
watershed assessment, education, and research grants that support and compliment capital
fund restoration grants.

7. Program Enhancements — Package 150, 4.00 FTE. This package requests four new
positions to advance our mission and additional responsibilities. The positions are:

e Oregon Plan Communications Coordinator (PAS 2 limited duration)

o Regional Program Representative (NRS 4 permanent)

o Technical Assistance Coordinator (NRS 4 limited duration)

o Data Analyst (NRS 3 limited duration)

8. Independent Multidisciplinary Science Team — Funding for the IMST is proposed
in the GRB at $633,653. This does not include additional funding proposed for IMST in
the ARB.
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C. Legislative Session

As the session begins, the most significant change involves the Democrats assuming
leadership in the House of Representatives. This means Democrats will control the chairs of
substantive and budget committees in both chambers. A list of all natural resources-related
committees and their members are included in Attachment B.

IV.  Recommendation
This is an information item only. No Board action is required.

Attachments
A. 2007-2009 GRB Budget Overview
B. Natural Resources Committee Membership
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BM66 LOTTERY and PCSRF ALLOCATIONS
Governor's Recommended Budget

Lottery Lottery Total Lottery

Operating Capital Transfer PCSRF TOTAL GRB
2007-09 Economic and Revenue Forecast Dec 06 32,636,550 | 60,610,736 93,247,286 93,247,286
2005-07 Unallocated Revenue 2,984,166 6,490,920 9,475,086 9,475,086
Transfer In from Research & Development fund 2,693,814 4,758,753 7,452,567 7,452,567
TOTAL AVAILABLE 38,314,530 | 71,860,409 110,174,939 | 25,917,918 136,092,857

Allocated to Other Agencies
OSP Fish & Wildlife - GRB 6,056,880 996,405 7,053,285 7,053,285
ODFW - GRB 3,234,395 5,000,000 8,234,395 8,234,395
Agriculture - GRB 7,734,760 5,274,890 13,009,650 13,009,650
DEQ - GRB 3,897,947 - 3,897,947 3,897,947
Total Other Agencies Allocations 20,923,982 | 11,271,295 32,195,277 - 32,195,277

Allocated to OWEB - GRB

OWEB Operations-EBL 4,632,026 4,632,026 86,033 4,718,059
OWEB Operations-Policy Pkgs 1,135,313 1,135,313 479,760 1,615,073
Watershed Council Support 824,800 824,800 5,175,200 6,000,000
IMST 633,653 633,653 0 633,653
LCREP 314,249 314,249 0 314,249
Project Grants 6,013,500 | 55,830,361 61,843,861 5,176,925 67,020,786
Research & Development Grants 2,693,814 4,758,753 7,452,567 7,452,567
Carryforward 1,000,000 1,000,000 | 15,000,000 16,000,000
Total Allocated to OWEB 17,247,355 | 60,589,114 77,836,469 | 25,917,918 | 103,754,387
TOTAL 2007-09 Allocations 38,171,337 | 71,860,409 110,031,746 | 25,917,918 135,949,664
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Attachment B

2007 Legislature — Natural Resource Committee Assignments

House Agriculture and Natural Resources

Member District County/City/Basin

Rep. Arnie Roblan, Chair (D) 9 N. Coos/W. Douglas

Rep. Brian Clem, Vice-Chair (D) 21 Willamette (Salem)

Rep. Patti Smith, Vice-Chair (R) 52 E. Multnomah/Clackamas/Hood River
Rep. Brian Boquist (R) 23 Willamette (Dallas)

Rep. Jackie Dingfelder (D) 45 Willamette (Portland)

Rep. Greg Macpherson (D) 38 Willamette (Corvallis)

Rep. Ron Maurer (R) 3 Josephine

House Energy and the Environment

Member District County/City/Basin

Rep. Jackie Dingfelder, Chair (D) 45 Willamette (Portland)

Rep. Chuck Burley, Vice-Chair (R) 54 Bend

Rep. Ben Cannon, Vice-Chair (D) 46 Willamette (Portland)

Rep. Terry Beyer (D) 12 Willamette (Springfield)

Rep. Bob Jenson (R) 58 N. Umatilla

Rep. Greg Macpherson (D) 38 Willamette (Corvallis)

Rep. Greg Smith (R) 57 Morrow/S. Umatilla/Union/Wallowa

Senate Environment and Natural Resources

Member District County/City/Basin

Sen. Brad Avakian, Chair (D) 17 Willamette (Washington Co)
Sen. Jason Atkinson, Vice Chair (R) |2 Josephine/Jackson counties

Sen. Alan Bates (D) 3 Southern Jackson County

Sen. Roger Beyer (R) 9 Willamette (Clackamas)

Sen. Floyd Prozanski (D) 4 N. Douglas/South Lane counties

Joint Ways and Means Natural Resources Subcommittee

Member District County/City/Basin

Sen. Richard Devlin, Chair (D) 19 Willamette (Tualatin)

Sen. Brad Avakian (D) 17 Willamette (Washington Co)

Sen. David Nelson (R) 29 Morrow/Umatilla/Union/Wallowa
Rep. Brian Clem (D) 21 Willamette (Salem)

Rep. Jackie Dingfelder (D) 45 Willamette (Portland)

Rep. Mary Nolan (D) 36 Willamette (Portland)

Rep. Chuck Burley (R) 54 Bend

Rep. Bill Garrard (R) 56 South Klamath County
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December 26, 2006

MEMORANDUM
TO: Oregon Watershed Enhancement Board
FROM: Ken Bierly, Deputy Director

SUBJECT: Agenda Item E: Status Review and Funding Implications of the Oregon
Conservation Reserve Enhancement Program (CREP)
January 24-25, 2007 OWEB Board Meeting

l. Introduction

This report discusses the status of the Oregon Conservation Reserve Enhancement Program
(CREP) and identifies issues that will be brought to the Board in the coming year. The report
also requests an additional $1 million of capital funds for the remainder of the biennium.

1. Background
In 1997, then Governor Kitzhaber’s office initiated discussions with the U.S. Department of
Agriculture (USDA) about the possibility of developing a state-federal cost share program that
focused on improving riparian conditions in agricultural areas of the state. Through significant
discussion and negotiation, Oregon developed a program proposal that would offer the following
benefits:
1. Assist private landowners in the restoration of forested buffers along streams that support
listed fish species;
2. Provide an incentive for relatively large, continuous reaches of stream to be enrolled in
the program;
3. Provide an increased incentive for leasing water in-stream from irrigated lands enrolled in
the program; and
4. Paying an annual conservation rental for the riparian buffer for 10-15 years.

The program was approved in September 1998 with a signing ceremony by the Governor, and
was signed by the Secretary of Agriculture in October 1998.

The program was met with high expectations and strongly supported by the federal regulatory
agencies (National Marine Fisheries Service, Environmental Protection Agency, and U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service) as an important tool for addressing habitat needs for listed salmon species.
As early as 2001, some groups expressed concern that the program was not sufficiently popular
to address all the riparian restoration needs in Oregon. As a result of the concerns, and in
response to critical review, OWEB funded an evaluation of the program. The Oregon
Department of Agriculture (ODA) and Oregon Association of Conservation Districts (OACD)
conducted an analysis in 2002 and reported on the factors that limit participation in the CREP
program.
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The OWEB Board responded by providing funding for technical assistance (the primary factor
limiting participation). OWEB also funded ODA to provide state coordination of the program.
ODA led the negotiations with USDA to revise the Memorandum of Understanding to address a
number of the other limitations to participation. In 2004, a revised agreement with USDA was
signed.

Since that time, public interest in the program has increased significantly. The number of
participants and the number of stream miles treated has grown dramatically. Since 1999, nearly
2,000 miles of riparian buffers have been installed covering nearly 24,000 acres.

In late November 2006, OWEB sponsored a joint training session for federal, state and local
agency program participants. The training was an effort to coordinate and more uniformly
conduct the necessary activities to make the program successful. Nearly 150 agency staff
participated in the program.

I11.  Current Status and Program Direction

The 2005-2007 biennium has seen unexpected growth in the CREP program. To date, the
federal government has committed approximately $15 million statewide for conservation rental
payments on existing CREP contracts. Oregon has provided a 20 percent match totaling $8
million. This year, the USDA has paid approximately $4 million for conservation practices
(fencing, site preparation, riparian planting, etc.). OWEB has matched the federal conservation
payments with $2.5 million of direct conservation payments and $500,000 in technical
assistance.

The growing success of the CREP program raises several questions that will require discussion
by the Board. The following issues will be brought to a future OWEB Board meeting:
e Strengthening the preference for CREP for all riparian restoration projects;
Focusing technical assistance to aid in salmon recovery;
Developing a cost forecasting tool for the state cost share;
Conducting effectiveness monitoring for the program; and
Increasing public awareness of the program.

IV.  Program Issues

Because of the nature of the CREP program, it is difficult to project the needed funding for the
state cost share. In past biennia, OWEB staff have estimated the magnitude of cost share by
simple projections. This biennium has proven that staff need more effective tools for estimating
cost share funds.

Expanding landowner interest in CREP, sign-ups have accessed significant federal funds and
increased the demand on OWEB cost share funds. Given the growth of this program, it is
important to explore strategic and effective policy options for funding riparian restoration
through the OWEB small grant and regular grant programs and CREP. For example, a policy
approach that reduces eligibility for funding riparian restoration outside the CREP program has
significant implications that will need to be explored prior to adoption of any policy.

Page 26



The agreement between Oregon and the USDA includes a requirement that the program is
monitored for effectiveness. There is now sufficient experience with the program and a large
enough range of projects to test a number of hypotheses concerning the effectiveness of the
practices as well as the outcomes from the suite of incentives offered through CREP.

The relationship between investment in technical assistance and program enrollment clearly
demonstrates the ability to target program implementation. Both continued technical assistance
funding and targeted assistance to areas where riparian restoration is a priority could be
considered if additional technical assistance is funded for CREP. The Northwest Power and
Conservation Council has reduced funding for CREP technical assistance in the Columbia Basin,
which exacerbates the problems of effective program delivery.

As the 2007-2009 OWEB budget situation becomes clearer, staff will return with policy and
funding proposals to address the needs of the CREP program for the coming biennium.

V. Current Program Needs

This biennium, the Board has allocated $2.5 million for CREP cost share payments. As of
December 5, 2006, payments of $2,234,174.18 have been made. Examining the recent payment
rate and the history of payment requests, staff estimate an additional $1 million will be required
for payments on existing contracts through the end of the biennium.

VI. Recommendation
Staff recommend the Board allocate $1 million of capital funds for CREP cost share payments
through the end of the biennium.

Additionally, staff recommend the Board require a full discussion of the CREP program by the
September 2007 Board meeting.
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December 26, 2006

MEMORANDUM
TO: Oregon Watershed Enhancement Board
FROM: Lori Warner-Dickason, Policy Specialist

SUBJECT: Agenda Item F: Deferred Acquisitions
January 24-25, 2007 OWEB Board Meeting

. Introduction
This staff report provides an update on four land acquisition grant applications and requests
approval of one application, all of which were previously deferred by the Board.

1. Background

Land acquisition grant applications often require more time to fully evaluate and prepare a
funding recommendation than is available in the regular 21-week grant cycle. At the time of
writing this staff report, only two of the four land acquisition projects deferred at previous Board
meetings will be ready for consideration at the January 2007 Board meeting. The description
and current status of each project is briefly described below.

I11.  Status of Previously Deferred Acquisition Projects

A. Svensen Island (206-259)

The grant application was submitted on October 24, 2005, by the Columbia Land Trust and
requests $120,000 toward acquisition of 253 acres of diked island habitat within the
Columbia River Estuary. This application was withdrawn by the applicant.

B. Pilcher Creek (206-339)

The Rocky Mountain Elk Foundation submitted an application on October 24, 2005
requesting $250,000 toward purchase of a conservation easement on a 138-acre parcel on
Pilcher Creek in the North Powder River Watershed. At the March 2006 Board meeting, the
Board deferred consideration of this application pending review of due diligence materials.
Due diligence materials have not been submitted.

C. Sandy River (207-072)

The Western Rivers Conservancy (WRC) submitted an application on April 24, 2006
requesting $727,500 ($970,000 total project cost) to purchase fee title on 30 acres along the
Sandy River near Zigzag. The WRC proposes to purchase the property and hopes to transfer
ownership to the City of Portland Water Bureau (Water Bureau) to manage the property.
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1. Ecological Benefits

The application states that about 18 acres of the property include priority ecological
systems, including riparian forest and shrublands, freshwater aquatic beds and freshwater
wetlands. The parcel contains nearly one-half mile of Sandy River frontage. A black
cottonwood-red alder/salmonberry rare plant community has been observed on the site.
This reach of the Sandy River is a low-gradient, unconfined channel and had been
designated as primary anchor habitat for winter steelhead and spring Chinook by the
Sandy River Basin Partners. Priority species that are expected to benefit from protection
and restoration of this site include coastal cutthroat trout, Coho salmon, steelhead trout,
olive-sided flycatcher, willow flycatcher, Cope’s giant salamander, red-legged frog and
Townsend’s big-eared bat. The application states that four of OWEB'’s seven
conservation principles are addressed by the project. These include protecting a large
intact area, securing a transition area protecting it from development, improving
connectivity of habitat, and complementing an existing network of sites in the basin.

The Willamette Basin Regional Review Team (RRT) concluded that the property has
unique attributes for a rural residential environment and provides valuable and rare
habitat for winter steelhead and spring Chinook. The low gradient nature of this reach of
the Sandy River provides off channel habitat and floodplain connection that will benefit a
variety of species. They confirmed that the habitats on the site could support the
extensive list of species cited in the application. The RRT thought the project meets three
of the four conservation principles listed in the application, including securing a
transition area protecting it from development, improving connectivity of habitat, and
complementing an existing network of sites in the basin.

The Board Acquisition Subcommittee asked the RRT to address how future recreational
use of the property may affect the ecological values of the parcel. The RRT noted that
there is currently little evidence of recreational use, except for foot trails on the parcel.
They recommend that the management plan include provisions to address future public
access and a plan to monitor public use.

2. Capacity to Sustain the Ecological Benefits

The application states that fee title ownership of the property will be held by the Water
Bureau. The Water Bureau has expressed a strong interest in accepting the management
responsibilities for the property; however, at the time of this staff report, future fee title
ownership has not been confirmed. In the event that OWEB funding is made available
and the Water Bureau is not ready or does not want to take title, WRC will take fee title
ownership. WRC owns and manages lands as an interim owner on a regular basis.
Information on the capacity of the WRC to sustain the ecological benefits was not
included in the application.

The application described the capacity of the Water Bureau to own and manage the
property to sustain the ecological benefits. The Water Bureau owns and manages
thousands of acres of forest and riverfront land in the nearby Bull Run River watershed.
Management responsibilities will be shared by the Water Bureau, the Sandy River Basin
Watershed Council (SRBWC) and the local neighborhood association. WRC plans to
establish an endowment through foundation grants and individual donors.
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3. Educational Benefits

The property will not be closed to the public, but there will be no signs or other methods
to encourage public use. The SRBWC may use the site for demonstration purposes. The
RRT evaluated the educational benefits of the project. They concluded that the site could
serve as an excellent example of a variety of habitats and features that benefit fish and
wildlife. Association with the SRBWC will provide many opportunities for watershed
education.

4. Partners, Project Support and Community Effects

Partners for the project include the SRBWC, the neighborhood association, the Sandy
River Basin Partners, and potentially the Water Bureau should they decide to take
ownership. The Sandy River Basin Partners includes representatives from Portland
General Electric (PGE), NOAA Fisheries, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), U.S.
Forest Service (USFS), Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife (ODFW), Metro,
Multnomah County, Clackamas County, Northwest Steelheaders, Department of
Environmental Quality (DEQ), and the Bureau of Land Management (BLM).

Letters of support were received from USFS, Oregon Trout, Mt. Hood National Forest,
Water Environment Services, BLM, ODFW, Oregon Natural Resources Council, and the
SRBWC.

The property is zoned RR (recreational resort). Taxes for 2005-2006 totaled $1,541.36.
WRC plans to exercise their tax exempt status and not pay taxes on the property.

5. Legal and Financial Terms

OWEB funds were requested for 75 percent of the purchase price of the property. The
original application lists the Water Bureau and WRC as providing the 25 percent match.
At the time of writing this staff report, it was confirmed that WRC would be providing
the 25 percent match.

The Land Acquisition Subcommittee and OWEB’s legal counsel questioned whether this
project was part of the habitat conservation plan for the Water Bureau’s incidental take
permit, which is currently being developed. WRC confirmed that this project will not be
used as a conservation measure in the habitat conservation plan and therefore will not be
used to mitigate for any adverse effects of the Water Bureau’s future operations.

The legal review of the title report and exceptions and the option agreement did not
identify concerns or issues. The option to purchase the property expires on May 15,
2007.

OWEB will be the holder of a conservation easement to protect OWEB’s investment in
the property. The applicant has proposed OWEB’s standard language for the easement,
which prohibits future partition, construction or commercial activities in perpetuity. The
applicant will develop a management plan to address restoration activities and public
access.
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An appraisal of the property was completed on November 25, 2005. The appraisal
concluded a fair-market value of $900,000. OWEB's independent review appraiser has
concluded that the report complies with the Uniform Standards of Professional Appraisal
Practice (USPAP) and the market value is supported.

A Phase | Environmental Site Assessment (ESA) of the property was completed on May
10, 2006. Review by DEQ indicated that the report meets the American Society for
Testing and Materials (ASTM) practice. DEQ agrees with the conclusion that the ESA
has not revealed evidence of recognized environmental conditions as identified by the
ASTM Practice.

6. Conclusion

The Willamette Basin RRT concluded that the project has high ecological and
educational benefit and meets three of OWEB’s conservation principles. The Board
Acquisition Subcommittee and staff concur with this assessment. The uncertainty over
future ownership surfaced late in the application process. Because WRC may hold title
to the property for an unspecified length of time, staff and the subcommittee thought it
would be appropriate to evaluate WRC’s capacity to manage the property. Staff and the
Board Acquisition Subcommittee recommend that the project be deferred for Board
consideration pending receipt and review of additional information from the applicant.

D. Tenmile Creek Corridor Easement Project (206-058)

The McKenzie River Trust (MRT) requests $810,112 from OWEB to assist in the purchase
of conservation easements on 231 acres in the Tenmile Creek Watershed. Tenmile Creek
drains directly to the Pacific Ocean in Lane County, roughly ten miles south of the
community of Yachats.

The project includes five parcels along Tenmile Creek. Three of those parcels are proposed
for OWEB funding and include the Radtke/Wedekind parcel (88 acres), Willer/Clement
parcel (25 acres), and the Shotpouch Foundation parcel (120 acres). Conservation easements
will also be purchased on 215 acres on two adjacent parcels using funds from other sources.
The total cost of the project is $1.9 million.

1. Ecological Benefits

Two priority habitats are involved in the Tenmile Creek Corridor Easement Project:
Sitka spruce forest and lowland riparian woodland and shrubland. Some of the priority
fish and wildlife species that would benefit include: Bald Eagle, Marbled Murrelet,
Townsend’s Big-Eared Bat, White-footed Vole, Chinook Salmon, Coho Salmon, Chum
Salmon, Steelhead, Band-tailed Pigeon, Olive-sided Flycatcher, Willow Flycatcher and
Red-legged Frog. The North Coast Regional Review Team (RRT) agreed that the
priority habitats and species in the application were listed appropriately.

The U.S. Forest Service (USFS) has classified Tenmile Creek as a Tier 1 Key Watershed
and its Watershed Analysis (Cummins/Tenmile) ranks it as having the highest production
potential for salmonids of all the streams in the area because of the high quality habitat
along the main riparian corridor. The project lies within the MidCoast Watersheds
Council’s area and complements the Council’s restoration activities. The RRT agreed
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that the proposed project complements the adjoining two wilderness areas and they
recognized that the Tenmile Basin itself is extremely important.

The application identifies three of OWEB’s Conservation Principles as applying to the
project: (1) Protect a large, intact area; (5) Protect a site with exceptional biodiversity
value and; (7) Complete or complement an existing network of sites in a basin or region.
The North Coast RRT agreed that these three Conservation Principles applied to the
proposed acquisition project.

The Board Acquisition Subcommittee asked the RRT to specifically address whether all
the properties have the same ecological values and vulnerabilities and whether the
described risk of logging on steep slopes applies only to the USFS Late Successional
Reserve (LSR) lands or the properties described in the application. The RRT’s response
to those questions is more fully explained in the RRT Evaluation document, but, in
general, the RRT concluded that the properties all share the same ecological values and
vulnerabilities and that the steep slopes exist on all the properties as well as on the
surrounding USFS lands. The valley is relatively narrow and the surrounding hills rise
steeply immediately from the valley floor.

2. Capacity to Sustain the Ecological Benefits

The MRT will hold and maintain the conservation easements. The MRT has operated as
a non-profit land conservation group since 1991 and has helped to protect over 2000
acres of property in Lane and Douglas Counties. The MRT has four full-time staff and,
whenever it acquires a conservation easement, it secures funding for a dedicated
stewardship endowment. The anticipated endowment for the easements proposed in the
application is $117,000.

The proposed project is described as an effort to permanently protect the majority of the
remaining private land in a high priority watershed. Objectives for future management
include control of invasive weeds, thinning of dense populations of hardwoods to
accelerate late successional characteristics, restoration of floodplain habitat, creation of
snag habitat, and recruitment of large wood. The management plan will be finalized after
the easement is in place. In part because of the uncertainty over management goals and
the draft nature of the attached easement, the North Coast RRT questioned the ability of
the proposed easements to successfully protect and manage the ecological values of the
properties. Since then, the easement has been reviewed and revised by legal counsel to
clarify any ambiguities that may have existed in the draft.

3. Educational Benefits

MRT anticipates including the Tenmile Creek project in its ongoing efforts to educate
supporters and the general public about its conservation activities. While public access
has not been written into any of the draft conservation easements, possibilities for access
have been discussed. One of the parcels, currently owned by the National Audubon
Society, has been used for student and citizen education programs, and the applicants are
hoping that additional funding can be secured to expand some of those components to the
other parcels.
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The Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife continues to use Tenmile Creek as one of
its salmon life-cycle monitoring stations and has been collecting data at this site for
roughly 17 years. The North Coast RRT felt that the educational values of the project are
good due to the ongoing nature of this effort.

4. Partners, Project Support and Community Effects

The application describes that the total property taxes paid to Lane County for all the
properties, including those not proposed for OWEB funding, in 2004 was $1,927.43.
Since the properties will remain in private ownership and will continue to pay property
taxes, there should be no impact on the local tax base.

The project is supported by the Lane County Commission; MidCoast Watersheds
Council; Steven P. Smith, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service; Native Fish Society; Steven
Johnson, ODFW Research Biologist; Jane Lubchenco, Distinguished Professor of
Zoology at Oregon State University; Dr. J. V. Ward, Professor Emeritus of Aquatic
Ecology at Swiss Federal University; Matt Hunter, Oregon Important Bird Area
Coordinator; Kim Nelson; Oregon State University; and the landowners.

A majority of the private landowners in the watershed are interested in protecting and
preserving the existing conditions and functions of the Tenmile Creek watershed and
have come together to work with the Trust on conservation easements. There have also
been significant investments by the USFS in restoration and enhancement activities in the
watershed, including large wood placement on 3.5 miles of the stream. The watershed
contains significant acreage of public lands that are accessible for public recreation. The
applicants feel that conservation of existing conditions will enhance the recreation values
of the public lands.

5. Legal and Financial Terms

The conservation easements for the three properties were appraised at $816,000. The
property owner of the Willer/Clement parcel wants to reserve the right to construct a
residence on a 2.3 acre portion of the parcel in the event it is ever allowed by Lane
County. To account for this reserved right, the value of the easements was adjusted to
$810,112.

The applicant is requesting 100 percent of the purchase price of the easements for the
three properties. MRT proposes using the appraised value of the easement on the other
two parcels as match for the OWEB grant. OWEB funds are requested for 47 percent of
the $1.9 million appraised value of all five of the conservation easements. The applicants
have secured funding from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Landowner Incentive
Program (LIP) and landowner bargain sales.

A legal review of the title reports, exceptions to the title reports and the option
agreements has been conducted. These documents meet legal sufficiency pending
removal of some of the exceptions in the preliminary title reports. OWEB would be
listed as an additional insured in the title insurance.

MRT will hold the conservation easements on the three parcels, with OWEB having third
party right of enforcement. The easements have been reviewed for legal sufficiency and
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V.

meet OWEB’s requirements. Each of the easements have a provision for the
development of a management plan to address future restoration activities, timber
management for ecological functions and other activities that may influence the
conservation values of the properties.

A Phase | Environmental Site Assessment (ESA) of the properties was conducted in June
2005 by OMNICON Environmental Management in Elmira. Review by the Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality concurs with the ESA’s findings of “no recognized
environmental conditions” on the properties.

6. Conclusion

The Tenmile Creek Corridor Easement Project is viewed favorably by staff, the Board
Acquisition Subcommittee, and North Coast Regional Review Team. The initial
application included two parcels owned by the Pine Tree Conservation Society and
National Audubon Society. Staff have worked with the MRT to revise the application to
remove those two properties, which are no longer proposed for OWEB funding. At the
September 2006 Board meeting, the application was deferred pending resolution of the
valuation and conservation easement issues. Those issues have been resolved
satisfactorily. Staff and the Board Acquisition Subcommittee believe this project is a
good investment and recommends that the Board provides funding to purchase the
conservation easements.

Recommendation

Staff recommend the Board:

A. Defer consideration of the Pilcher Creek project (Application No. 206-339) until the due

B.

C.

diligence items are submitted and reviewed.

Defer consideration of the Sandy River project (Application No. 207-072) pending
receipt and review of additional information regarding the capacity of Western Rivers
Conservancy to manage and sustain the ecological benefits of the property.

Award $810,112 in capital funds toward the purchase of conservation easements for the
Tenmile Creek project (Application No. 206-058).
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January 10, 2007

MEMORANDUM
TO: Oregon Watershed Enhancement Board
FROM: Greg Sieglitz, Monitoring and Reporting Program Manager

SUBJECT: Agenda Item I: Oregon Plan and Effectiveness Monitoring Products
January 24-25, 2007 OWEB Board Meeting

l. Introduction

This staff report describes the recent progress on implementation of the Monitoring Strategy for
the Oregon Plan for Salmon and Watersheds and OWEB’s Effectiveness Monitoring Program.
This report also requests funding for the Center for Statistical Design and Analysis at Oregon
State University and for the second year of livestock exclusion riparian project evaluations.

1. Background

In September 2004, the Board approved an implementation plan for the effectiveness monitoring
program. This program is designed to fulfill specific needs identified within the Monitoring
Strategy of the Oregon Plan for Salmon and Watersheds. The Monitoring and Reporting
Program has made significant progress on a number of fronts including the evaluation of western
juniper removal projects, successful completion of the effectiveness monitoring workshop, and
implementation of an effectiveness monitoring program to evaluate riparian livestock exclusion
projects.

I11.  Effectiveness Monitoring Program Activities

A. Western Juniper Removal Project Evaluation

In the report summarizing the results of monitoring the effectiveness of OWEB-funded
western juniper treatments (OWEB Contract 204-937), a set five of recommendations were
proposed. (Attachment A) The first three recommendations are to assist in the future
selection and prioritization of sites for treatment, to offer guidance in pre-treatment inventory
of proposed treatment areas, and to offer treatment options based on project area conditions
and site potential. The products derived from these recommendations will have direct
application to OWEB’s current juniper treatment program. They are considered essential to
effective treatment and effectiveness monitoring efforts.

Based on the first three recommendations OWEB staff recommend contracting with a
consultant for the development of a field manual that will guide OWEB regional program
representatives, regional review teams (RRTSs), soil and water conservation district (SWCD)
and watershed council staff in identifying and designing OWEB-funded juniper treatment
projects. In addition to, and concurrently with the development of the field manual, a two
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day workshop will be conducted for invited participants from OWEB, the RRTs, SWCDs,
and watershed councils. This workshop will allow those personnel most directly related to
the grant application process to observe and to discuss project results as influenced by site
selection, pre-treatment conditions, treatment methods and follow-up treatments related to
the degree of project success.

The time line for field manual development and the juniper treatment workshop is:

1. An outline of the field manual for OWEB review and comment. Delivery:
February 2007

2. Atwo day field workshop for invited participants to apply the concepts, methods and
techniques contained in the draft field manual. Delivery: June 2007

3. Field manual completed. Delivery: July 2007

The final two recommendations are to encourage OWEB’s continued effectiveness
monitoring program (Recommendation #4), and OWEB solicitation and support of further
scientific research in watershed rehabilitation (Recommendation #5). Based on
Recommendation #4, OWEB staff also recommend completing effectiveness monitoring in
four additional counties, Grant, Harney, Lake, and Klamath. Six completed juniper removal
projects will be monitored for effectiveness in Grant and Harney counties and six projects
will be monitored in Klamath and Lake Counties. Monitoring will consist of on-site
observation and measurements of soil and plant community response to the treatments at the
selected locations, and where possible, adjacent un-treated sites will be used as the pre-
treatment comparison area. Each project visit will include an interview with the landowner,
when possible, and monitoring transects using the appropriate monitoring protocols and
photos of the treatment and comparison areas. The results of monitoring and field
observations will be documented in individual project reports and in a summary report on all
projects.

The time line for the evaluation of these projects is:

1. An evaluation report for each project visited incorporating photos and the results of
monitoring and field observations of pre and post-treatment areas. Field work to be
conducted in June and July 2007

2. A summary report that combines and discusses the findings from all visited treatment
locations. Delivery: September 2007

3. A briefing for OWEB staff on the results of the evaluations. Delivery: September
2007

The requested budget for the proposal is $20,000 to come from the Effectiveness Monitoring
budget.

B. Center for Statistical Design and Analysis

In 2001, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) funded a pair of four-year
projects for the purpose of improving the quality of scientific investigation that has been used
extensively in Oregon and elsewhere. The two studies were; “Designs and Models for
Aguatic Resource Surveys” at Oregon State University (OSU) and “Space-Time Aquatic
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Resources Modeling and Analysis Program” at Colorado State University. The focus of
these projects was the statistical design and analysis of surveys of aquatic resources, with
dual objectives of developing methodology and transferring the methodology to states and
tribes. These programs enabled the development of a close working relationship between the
Oregon Plan for Salmon and Watersheds Monitoring Team scientists, statisticians at EPA,
and a group of statisticians at OSU. This work was central to the scientific backbone of the
Coastal Coho Assessment and the subsequent “no list” decision by NOAA Fisheries.

Staff propose the Board provide bridge funding for the Center for Statistical Design at OSU
to continue the statistical outreach and support for Oregon Plan agencies. OSU is in the
process of pursuing federal funding to provide the Center with increased capacity to provide
statistical support for local groups (e.g. watershed councils), as well as enhanced value to
Oregon Plan agencies. (More information on the proposal is provided in Attachment B.)

The requested budget for the proposal is $87,036.

IV.  Recommendation
Staff recommend the Board approve:

A. $20,000 from reserved Effectiveness Monitoring funds for the Western Juniper Removal
Project Evaluation as described in section I1l. A; and

B. $87,036 of non-capital funds for the Center for Statistical Design and Analysis as
described in section I11. B.

Attachments
A. OWEB Juniper Treatment Effectiveness Monitoring Final Report
B. Center for Statistical Design Proposal
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Attachment A

OWEB Western Juniper Removal Effectiveness Monitoring: Expanded
County Evaluation and Tool Development

Project Description:
Task 1. Monitoring of Juniper Projects

Effectiveness monitoring of OWEB funded treatments of western juniper will be
expanded to include six projects in Klamath and Lake Counties and six projects in Grant
and Harney Counties. Under OWEB contract #204-937, seven treatments were
monitored in the John Day/Clarno Uplands in the Deschutes and John Day River basins
in Crook and Wheeler counties. With the assistance of OWEB staff, the projects to be
monitored will be selected for their potential to broaden the understanding of the
effectiveness of various treatments in these additional counties of Oregon.

Contractor responsibilities will consist of on-site observation and measurements of soil
and plant community response to the treatments at the selected locations and adjacent un-
treated sites will be used as the pre-treatment comparison area. Each project visit will
include an interview with the landowner; monitoring transects using the appropriate
monitoring protocols and photos of the treatment and comparison areas. Survey methods
include determination of soil depth, surface and subsurface soil textures, subsurface
restrictions and soil limitations; determinations of pre- and post treatment plant
community composition and cover; rangeland health assessment of both pre- and post-
treatment conditions, analysis and synthesis of treatment effects on soil surface
conditions, plant community composition, site hydrology, wildlife habitat, forage
production and spring and seep flow. The results of monitoring and field observations
will be documented in individual project reports and in a summary report on all projects.

Products to be delivered upon completion of Task 1 are:

1. An evaluation report for each project visited incorporating photos and the results
of monitoring and field observations of pre- and post-treatment areas.
Field work to be conducted in June and July, 2007

2. A summary report that combines and discusses the findings from all visited
treatment locations.
Delivery: September, 2007

3. A briefing for OWEB staff on the results of the evaluations.
Delivery: September, 2007
Task 2. Workshops and Field Manual Development
This task focuses on the development of a field manual that will present guidance to
OWERB Field Representatives and technical review committees and soil and water

conservation district and watershed council staff in identifying and designing OWEB-
funded juniper treatment projects.
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The document is anticipated to consist of several sections, each outlining a specific phase
in the design and implementation of an ecologically sound juniper treatment project. The
manual will contain information meant to assist field staff in identifying and documenting
the need and purpose of treatment; designing a project and selecting treatment methods
(including seeding), and developing post-treatment management strategies. The manual
will also, by way of reference, identify protocols for pre-treatment inventory and post-
treatment monitoring. Drafts of document will be provided to scientists and practitioners
specializing in the ecology of juniper and management, and to OWEB staff, for their
review and comment prior to its final submission.

The material in the draft document will be field-tested and modified, as part of several
two day field workshops (Recommendation 1) conducted for invited participants from
OWEB, its technical review committee, conservation districts and watershed councils.

Products to be delivered during and upon completion of Task 2:

1. An outline of the Field Manual for OWEB review and comment
Delivery: February 2007

2. Several two day field workshops for invited participants to apply the concepts,
methods and techniques contained in the draft field manual.
Delivery: June 2007

3. Field Manual described above.

Delivery: July 2007
Estimated Amount: $20,000
Project Location: Klamath, Lake, Harney, Grant Counties
OWERB Basin: Lakes and John Day
Anticipated Begin Date: February 1, 2007
Projected End Date: February 1, 2008
Will Amendments be Allowed: _ Yes X No

OWERB Project Manager: Greg Sieglitz
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Attachment B

Proposal for Statistical Support for the
Oregon Plan

Problem Statement

Through the coastal Coho assessment project, it has become clear that state agencies and
local entities do not have access to statistical support, either personnel or statistical tools,
needed to design effective monitoring plans and to analyze the data collected. The goal of
this request is to provide statistical support to state agencies and local entities. We
propose to consult with operational personnel to identify issues needing statistical
support, identify or develop a statistical resolution, create tools implementing these
solutions, and place the tools in the hands of user groups and the Oregon Plan Monitoring
Team. Issues that have already been identified include trend detection using a rotating
panel sampling design; sampling patchy populations; and integrating fish population
assessments with Total Maximum Daily Loads (TMDLS).

Background

In 2001, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) funded a pair of four-year,
multimillion dollar projects: "Designs and Models for Aquatic Resource Surveys" at
Oregon State University (OSU) and "Space-Time Aquatic Resources Modeling and
Analysis Program™ at Colorado State University. The focus of these programs was the
statistical design and analysis of surveys of aquatic resources, with dual objectives of
developing methodology and transferring the methodology to states and tribes. These
programs enabled the development of a close working relationship between Oregon Plan
for Salmon and Watersheds Monitoring Team (OPMT) scientists, statisticians at EPA,
and a group of statisticians at OSU. This partnership between OSU statisticians and the
OPMT has been vital to the success of the monitoring program.

Project Request

In order to ensure the continuation of this relationship after the EPA project ended in
2006, the OSU statistics group requests funding in the amount of $87,036 for one year
beginning in March of 2007. This would support two part-time faculty members and one
graduate student. Details of the budget are given below. This amount represents an initial
investment in a Natural Resource Monitoring Statistical Support Unit at OSU.

Project Details

The group will initially focus on currently identified issues. The first is methods for
sampling patchy populations. This will involve modifying the existing procedure used to
determine random and spatially balanced sampling sites for coastal Coho monitoring.
Data, collected without attention to randomness and balance, contain limited information
and therefore are not an efficient use of monitoring effort. Populations east of the
Cascades are patchier than the coastal populations, and the existing tools for drawing the
sample are not optimal in this case. Further research is needed to tailor current tools for
this situation.

The second issue is the analysis of monitoring data to detect temporal trend. Preliminary

work is currently underway analyzing habitat data to detect an increase or decrease of
Coho habitat over time. However, existing data analysis procedures are not appropriate
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for much of these data, and further research is needed to develop methods for efficiently
extracting trend information from the monitoring data.

Another issue that has been identified is the assessment of the effectiveness of
remediation activities, especially regarding the impact of TMDL's on fish populations.

This issue will be further defined in discussions with Oregon Department of

Environmental Quality personnel.

Research done on these projects will be directed toward producing software tools,
delivering these tools to the monitoring team, and providing training and support for
using these tools. Software for choosing sampling sites for the coastal populations has
been developed under the EPA projects, and this software is now being used by the
monitoring team for its basic sampling designs. The statistical support group is currently
modifying the software to accommodate more complicated sampling designs. Software
tools produced will be made available to all of OWEB’s affiliated agencies.

In addition to working on the projects described above, the statistical support group will
continue to attend monthly meetings with Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife and
EPA scientists. These meetings provide a forum for ongoing dialog on statistical issues
relevant to monitoring, and are open to all interested in natural resource sampling and
monitoring. Representatives from other OWEB organizations are welcome at these

meetings. Members of the statistics group will also be available at other times for more
focused discussions with members of the OPMT.

Budget
GRA

Position Stf_Name |Ann Rate |OPE Rate|FTE Stipend |Salary |OPE Total
Proj Dir (9 mo/2 mo
smr sal) Madsen 67056 0.25 0.1818 12191 3048 15239
Faculty(12 mo/.2
FTE) Stevens 105000 0.52 0.2 21000 10920, 31920
GRA 9mo 31260/ 0.0317 0.49 750 15317 486/ 16553
GRA Smr 2mo 9500 0.03 0.67 6365 191 6556
Total pers. Cost 70268
Tuition 9 mo 8856
Total DC 79124
F& A (10% TDC) 7912
Total Cost \ \ 87036
Required 25% cost
share 21759
Reduction in F&A
from 26% 12660
Faculty FTE Loaded annual salary*.0923 = 67056*1.47*.0923
(Madsen, 0.0923) =98572*.0923 9098
Total cost share ‘ ‘ 21758
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December 26, 2006

MEMORANDUM
TO: Oregon Watershed Enhancement Board
FROM: Roger Wood, Special Projects Manager

SUBJECT: Agenda Item K: Restoration Priorities Adoption
Deschutes and Malheur Basins
January 24-25, 2007 OWEB Board Meeting

l. Introduction

This staff report asks the Board to adopt the format and approach to regional priorities for
restoration projects for the Deschutes and Malheur basins and provides an update on other
Columbia Basin restoration priorities. The priorities are intended to be used as guidance by
OWERB in the review of grant applications and to help ensure a clear and strategic approach to
prioritizing the funding of projects. Formal administrative rules will be proposed to define how
the priorities will be used when priorities are completed for the whole state.

1. Background

The Board has identified the development of funding priorities as a significant need for project
review and evaluation in OWEB’s grant program. The development of regional restoration
priorities also comes from statutory direction. ORS 541.371(c) states that OWEB: “Shall
establish statewide and regional goals and priorities that shall become the basis for funding
decisions by the board. In adopting such goals and priorities, the board shall adopt priorities for
grant funding based on the Oregon Plan and on measurable goals. In carrying out this function,
the board shall consider local economic and social impacts among the criteria.”

In September 2002, the Board authorized staff to contract for the facilitation of efforts to develop
restoration priorities in two pilot basins, the Lower Columbia and the Hood-Fifteenmile basins.

In January 2004, staff presented to the Board a report on the principles for restoration
prioritization. The five restoration principles are:
1. Restore watershed connectivity limiting key fish and wildlife populations;
2. Restore watershed processes impacting the aquatic system, water quality-limited streams,
and wildlife habitat;
3. Restore key habitats and water quality for ESA-listed species;
4. Reduce or eliminate human impacts and inputs into watersheds from land use activities in
the basin; and
5. Address the symptoms of disturbance that impact fish and wildlife populations and water
quality-limited streams.

The ultimate goal is to establish investment priorities for each of the 15 Oregon Plan reporting
basins in the state using information from subbasin planning and recovery planning and the
principles developed for the Board. As discussed in previous meetings, these priorities will help
focus the review of grant applications for restoration projects and assist in informing funding
recommendations.
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The Board allocated funding in May 2004 to coordinate OWEB regional priorities with subbasin
plans in the Columbia Basin and complete regional priorities in the remainder of the state. Since
that time, OWERB staff have contracted for the development of priorities in the Rogue, South
Coast, John Day, Willamette, Malheur, Imnaha, Umatilla, Grande Ronde, and Powder basins.

In January and September 2006 staff reported on the process for developing priorities. In each
basin, a local working group has been meeting and developing proposed priorities with the
assistance of a consultant. Each working group has developed a list of limiting factors and has
identified priorities for watershed geography, typically at the watershed (“5™ field” Hydrologic
Unit Code or HUC) scale.

I11.  Status and Approach

The Deschutes and Malheur basins restoration priorities project was contracted to Watershed
Professionals Network, which has reviewed the subbasin plans for each of the drainages in the
basins and has developed a crosswalk between the Ecosystem Diagnosis and Treatment (EDT)
analysis and the proposed restoration priorities. The EDT is a stream-based approach to
modeling limiting factors for target salmon species. The crosswalk helps to broaden the range of
priorities and specifically include upland habitat priorities.

Attachment A shows the Limiting Factors matrix for the Deschutes Basin and Attachment B
shows the matrix for the Malheur Basin. Summary Limiting Factors matrices are also available
on the OWEB web site at www.oregon.gov/OWEB/restoration_priorities.shtml.

IV.  Columbia Basin Next Steps

The approach and content of the most recent two restoration priorities for the Columbia Basin
are part of a series of products proposed for use from subbasin plans developed by the Northwest
Power and Conservation Council. OWEB staff have contracted with a consultant to take the
analysis used in the development of subbasin plans and systematically convert the information
into restoration priorities. The delivery schedule below identifies the approximate times that
draft products will be available. OWEB staff will review the draft products with local watershed
councils and soil and water conservation districts before bringing them to the Board. All of
those listed below are expected to be ready for Board consideration at the March 2007 meeting.

Delivery Schedule for Remaining Restoration Priority Products

Delivery Date Basin
December 2006 Imnaha
December 2006 Umatilla
December 2006 John Day
December 2006 Grande Ronde
December 2006 Powder
December 2006 Hood (update)

V. Recommendation
Staff request the Board approve the approach and content of the Deschutes and Malheur basins
regional restoration priorities.

Attachments
A. Deschutes Basin Limiting Factors Matrix
B. Malheur Basin Limiting Factors Matrix
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Deschutes Limiting Factors Summary

Attachment A

Aquatic / Channel Habitats

Habitat Fragmentation /
Connectivity / Fish

Altered Disturbance

Changes in Species

Invasive Aquatic

Altered Habitat

Altered Thermal

Watershed Passage Regime Composition Species Complexity Inputs of Bacteria Regime

1707030101: Deschutes River-Charleton Creek Low Impact High Impact Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented High Impact Impact Undocumented High Impact
1707030102: Deschutes River-Browns Creek Moderate Impact High Impact Impact Undocumented Moderate Impact High Impact Impact Undocumented Moderate Impact
1707030103: Deschutes River-Fall River Low Impact High Impact Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented Moderate Impact Impact Undocumented No Impact
1707030104: Deschutes River-Pilot Butte Low Impact High Impact Moderate Impact Impact Undocumented High Impact Impact Undocumented High Impact
1707030105: Tumalo Creek Moderate Impact Low Impact High Impact Impact Undocumented Low Impact Impact Undocumented High Impact
1707030106: Deep Canyon Impact Undocumented [ Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented
1707030107: Deschutes River-McKenzie Canyon Moderate Impact Moderate Impact Low Impact Low Impact Low Impact Impact Undocumented Moderate Impact
1707030108: Whychus (Squaw) Creek Moderate Impact High Impact Moderate Impact Low Impact Moderate Impact Impact Undocumented High Impact
1707030109: Upper Metolius River No Impact Low Impact Moderate Impact Moderate Impact Moderate Impact Impact Undocumented Moderate Impact
1707030110: Lower Metolius River No Impact High Impact Moderate Impact Moderate Impact Moderate Impact Impact Undocumented Moderate Impact
1707030111: Deschutes River-Haystack No Impact High Impact Moderate Impact Moderate Impact No Impact Impact Undocumented Low Impact
1707030201: Upper Little Deschutes River Moderate Impact Low Impact High Impact Impact Undocumented Low Impact Impact Undocumented High Impact
1707030202: Crescent Creek Moderate Impact Low Impact Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented Low Impact Impact Undocumented High Impact
1707030203: Middle Little Deschutes River Moderate Impact High Impact High Impact Impact Undocumented High Impact Impact Undocumented High Impact
1707030204: Sellers Creek Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented [ Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented
1707030205: Little Walker Mountain Moderate Impact Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented
1707030206: Long Prairie Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented [ Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented
1707030207: Lower Little Deschutes River No Impact High Impact High Impact Impact Undocumented High Impact Impact Undocumented High Impact
1707030301: Soldier Cap Moderate Impact High Impact Moderate Impact Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented High Impact
1707030302: Upper South Fork Crooked River Moderate Impact High Impact High Impact Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented High Impact
1707030303: Buck Creek Moderate Impact High Impact Moderate Impact Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented High Impact
1707030304: Lower South Fork Crooked River High Impact High Impact High Impact Impact Undocumented Moderate Impact Impact Undocumented High Impact
1707030305: Twelvemile Creek Low Impact High Impact Moderate Impact Impact Undocumented High Impact Impact Undocumented High Impact
1707030306: Grindstone Creek Moderate Impact High Impact Moderate Impact Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented High Impact
1707030307: South Fork Beaver Creek Low Impact High Impact Moderate Impact Impact Undocumented High Impact Impact Undocumented High Impact
1707030308: Upper Beaver Creek High Impact Moderate Impact Moderate Impact Impact Undocumented Moderate Impact Impact Undocumented High Impact
1707030309: Paulina Creek Moderate Impact High Impact Moderate Impact Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented High Impact
1707030310: Lower Beaver Creek Low Impact High Impact Moderate Impact Impact Undocumented High Impact Impact Undocumented High Impact
1707030401: Crooked River-Watson Creek Moderate Impact High Impact Moderate Impact Impact Undocumented High Impact Moderate Impact High Impact
1707030402: Camp Creek High Impact High Impact Moderate Impact Impact Undocumented High Impact Moderate Impact High Impact
1707030403: Upper North Fork Crooked River High Impact High Impact Moderate Impact Impact Undocumented High Impact Moderate Impact High Impact
1707030404: Deep Creek No Impact Moderate Impact Moderate Impact Impact Undocumented Moderate Impact Moderate Impact Moderate Impact
1707030405: Lower North Fork Crooked River Low Impact Moderate Impact Moderate Impact Impact Undocumented Moderate Impact Moderate Impact Moderate Impact
1707030406: Upper Crooked River Moderate Impact Moderate Impact Moderate Impact Impact Undocumented Moderate Impact Moderate Impact High Impact
1707030407: Bear Creek High Impact High Impact Moderate Impact Impact Undocumented High Impact Moderate Impact High Impact
1707030408: Prineville Reservoir Impact Undocumented Moderate Impact Moderate Impact Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented Moderate Impact Impact Undocumented
1707030501: Chimney Rock Moderate Impact Moderate Impact High Impact Low Impact Moderate Impact Moderate Impact Low Impact
1707030502: Upper Ochoco Creek Low Impact Moderate Impact Moderate Impact Impact Undocumented Moderate Impact Moderate Impact High Impact
1707030503: Mill Creek-Ochoco Reservoir Low Impact Moderate Impact Moderate Impact Impact Undocumented Moderate Impact Moderate Impact Moderate Impact
1707030504: Lower Ochoco Creek Low Impact High Impact High Impact Moderate Impact High Impact Moderate Impact Moderate Impact
1707030505: McKay Creek No Impact Moderate Impact No Impact No Impact Moderate Impact Moderate Impact High Impact
1707030506: Kotzman Basin Moderate Impact Impact Undocumented Moderate Impact Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented Moderate Impact Impact Undocumented
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Deschutes Limiting Factors Summary

Attachment A

Watershed

Aquatic / Channel Habitats

Habitat Fragmentation /
Connectivity / Fish

Passage

Altered Disturbance
Regime

Changes in Species
Composition

Invasive Aquatic
Species

Altered Habitat
Complexity

Inputs of Bacteria

Altered Thermal
Regime

1707030507:

Upper Dry River

Moderate Impact

Impact Undocumented

Moderate Impact

Impact Undocumented

Impact Undocumented

Moderate Impact

Impact Undocumented

1707030508:

Lower Dry River

Moderate Impact

Impact Undocumented

Moderate Impact

Impact Undocumented

Impact Undocumented

Moderate Impact

Impact Undocumented

1707030509: Crooked River Irrigation Canals Moderate Impact Impact Undocumented Moderate Impact Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented Moderate Impact Impact Undocumented
1707030510: Lower Crooked Valley No Impact High Impact High Impact Moderate Impact Moderate Impact Moderate Impact Moderate Impact
1707030511: Crooked River-Crooked River Grassland Low Impact High Impact High Impact Moderate Impact Moderate Impact Moderate Impact Moderate Impact

1707030601: Headwaters Deschutes River Moderate Impact Moderate Impact Moderate Impact Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented
1707030602: Willow Creek No Impact Moderate Impact Moderate Impact Impact Undocumented Moderate Impact Impact Undocumented High Impact
1707030603: Upper Deschutes River No Impact Moderate Impact High Impact Low Impact Moderate Impact Moderate Impact Moderate Impact
1707030604: Mill Creek-Warm Springs River No Impact No Impact High Impact Low Impact Moderate Impact Impact Undocumented Moderate Impact
1707030605: Beaver Creek No Impact No Impact No Impact No Impact High Impact Impact Undocumented Moderate Impact
1707030606: Warm Springs River No Impact Low Impact High Impact Low Impact Moderate Impact Impact Undocumented Moderate Impact
1707030607: Middle Deschutes River Moderate Impact High Impact High Impact Low Impact Moderate Impact Impact Undocumented High Impact
1707030608: Bakeoven Creek Moderate Impact Low Impact No Impact No Impact High Impact Impact Undocumented High Impact
1707030609: Tygh Creek High Impact Low Impact High Impact Low Impact Low Impact Impact Undocumented Moderate Impact
1707030610: White River High Impact High Impact High Impact Low Impact Moderate Impact Low Impact Moderate Impact
1707030611: Buck Hollow Creek Moderate Impact Moderate Impact No Impact No Impact High Impact Impact Undocumented High Impact
1707030612: Lower Deschutes River Moderate Impact High Impact High Impact Moderate Impact Moderate Impact Impact Undocumented High Impact
1707030701: Upper Trout Creek No Impact Moderate Impact No Impact No Impact Moderate Impact Impact Undocumented High Impact
1707030702: Antelope Creek No Impact Moderate Impact No Impact No Impact Moderate Impact Impact Undocumented High Impact
1707030703: Hay Creek Moderate Impact High Impact No Impact No Impact High Impact Impact Undocumented High Impact
1707030704: Mud Springs Creek Low Impact Moderate Impact No Impact No Impact High Impact Impact Undocumented Moderate Impact
1707030705: Lower Trout Creek No Impact Moderate Impact No Impact No Impact Moderate Impact Impact Undocumented High Impact
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Deschutes Limiting Factors Summary

Aquatic / Channel Habitats

Altered Sediment

Limited In-Channel Inputs of Pesticides / Floodplain Excessive Inputs of Altered Hydrologic Regime / Excessive
Watershed Wood Toxins Connection Nutrients Regime Inputs Instream Flow

1707030101: Deschutes River-Charleton Creek High Impact No Impact Impact Undocumented Moderate Impact Low Impact High Impact Low Impact
1707030102: Deschutes River-Browns Creek High Impact No Impact Impact Undocumented Moderate Impact No Impact High Impact No Impact
1707030103: Deschutes River-Fall River Moderate Impact No Impact Impact Undocumented Moderate Impact Moderate Impact High Impact Moderate Impact
1707030104: Deschutes River-Pilot Butte Low Impact No Impact Impact Undocumented [ Impact Undocumented Moderate Impact High Impact High Impact
1707030105: Tumalo Creek Low Impact No Impact Impact Undocumented Moderate Impact Low Impact Low Impact Low Impact
1707030106: Deep Canyon Impact Undocumented [ Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented
1707030107: Deschutes River-McKenzie Canyon Moderate Impact No Impact Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented High Impact Low Impact High Impact
1707030108: Whychus (Squaw) Creek High Impact No Impact Impact Undocumented Moderate Impact Moderate Impact Low Impact High Impact
1707030109: Upper Metolius River Moderate Impact No Impact Impact Undocumented Moderate Impact No Impact Moderate Impact Low Impact
1707030110: Lower Metolius River Moderate Impact No Impact Impact Undocumented Moderate Impact Moderate Impact Moderate Impact Low Impact
1707030111: Deschutes River-Haystack No Impact No Impact Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented Moderate Impact Moderate Impact Moderate Impact
1707030201: Upper Little Deschutes River Low Impact No Impact Impact Undocumented Moderate Impact No Impact Moderate Impact No Impact
1707030202: Crescent Creek No Impact Low Impact Impact Undocumented Moderate Impact Moderate Impact Moderate Impact Moderate Impact
1707030203: Middle Little Deschutes River Moderate Impact Low Impact Impact Undocumented High Impact Moderate Impact Moderate Impact Moderate Impact
1707030204: Sellers Creek Impact Undocumented [ Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented [ Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented
1707030205: Little Walker Mountain Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented [ Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented
1707030206: Long Prairie Impact Undocumented [ Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented [ Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented
1707030207: Lower Little Deschutes River Moderate Impact Moderate Impact Impact Undocumented High Impact Moderate Impact Moderate Impact Moderate Impact
1707030301: Soldier Cap Moderate Impact Moderate Impact Moderate Impact Impact Undocumented High Impact Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented
1707030302: Upper South Fork Crooked River Moderate Impact Moderate Impact Moderate Impact Impact Undocumented High Impact Impact Undocumented High Impact
1707030303: Buck Creek Moderate Impact Moderate Impact Moderate Impact Impact Undocumented High Impact Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented
1707030304: Lower South Fork Crooked River Moderate Impact Moderate Impact Moderate Impact Impact Undocumented Moderate Impact High Impact High Impact
1707030305: Twelvemile Creek High Impact Low Impact Moderate Impact Impact Undocumented High Impact High Impact High Impact
1707030306: Grindstone Creek Moderate Impact Moderate Impact Moderate Impact Impact Undocumented High Impact Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented
1707030307: South Fork Beaver Creek High Impact Moderate Impact Moderate Impact Impact Undocumented High Impact High Impact High Impact
1707030308: Upper Beaver Creek Moderate Impact Moderate Impact Moderate Impact Impact Undocumented High Impact Moderate Impact High Impact
1707030309: Paulina Creek Moderate Impact Moderate Impact Moderate Impact Impact Undocumented High Impact Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented
1707030310: Lower Beaver Creek High Impact Low Impact Moderate Impact Impact Undocumented High Impact High Impact High Impact
1707030401: Crooked River-Watson Creek High Impact Moderate Impact Moderate Impact Impact Undocumented High Impact High Impact High Impact
1707030402: Camp Creek High Impact Moderate Impact Moderate Impact Impact Undocumented High Impact High Impact High Impact
1707030403: Upper North Fork Crooked River High Impact Low Impact Moderate Impact Impact Undocumented High Impact High Impact High Impact
1707030404: Deep Creek Low Impact No Impact Moderate Impact Impact Undocumented Low Impact Moderate Impact Low Impact
1707030405: Lower North Fork Crooked River Moderate Impact No Impact Moderate Impact Impact Undocumented High Impact Moderate Impact High Impact
1707030406: Upper Crooked River Moderate Impact No Impact Moderate Impact Impact Undocumented High Impact Moderate Impact High Impact
1707030407: Bear Creek High Impact Moderate Impact Moderate Impact Impact Undocumented High Impact High Impact High Impact
1707030408: Prineville Reservoir Moderate Impact Moderate Impact Moderate Impact Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented Moderate Impact Impact Undocumented
1707030501: Chimney Rock High Impact No Impact Moderate Impact Impact Undocumented High Impact Moderate Impact Low Impact
1707030502: Upper Ochoco Creek High Impact Low Impact Moderate Impact Impact Undocumented High Impact Moderate Impact High Impact
1707030503: Mill Creek-Ochoco Reservoir Moderate Impact No Impact Moderate Impact Impact Undocumented Moderate Impact Moderate Impact Moderate Impact
1707030504: Lower Ochoco Creek High Impact Moderate Impact Moderate Impact Impact Undocumented High Impact Moderate Impact Moderate Impact
1707030505: McKay Creek High Impact No Impact Moderate Impact Impact Undocumented Moderate Impact Moderate Impact High Impact
1707030506: Kotzman Basin Moderate Impact Low Impact Moderate Impact Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented Moderate Impact Impact Undocumented
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Deschutes Limiting Factors Summary

Aquatic / Channel Habitats

Altered Sediment

Limited In-Channel Inputs of Pesticides / Floodplain Excessive Inputs of Altered Hydrologic Regime / Excessive
Watershed Wood Toxins Connection Nutrients Regime Inputs Instream Flow
1707030507: Upper Dry River Moderate Impact Low Impact Moderate Impact Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented Moderate Impact Impact Undocumented
1707030508: Lower Dry River Moderate Impact Low Impact Moderate Impact Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented Moderate Impact Impact Undocumented
1707030509: Crooked River Irrigation Canals Moderate Impact Low Impact Moderate Impact Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented Moderate Impact Impact Undocumented
1707030510: Lower Crooked Valley High Impact Low Impact Moderate Impact Moderate Impact High Impact High Impact Moderate Impact
1707030511: Crooked River-Crooked River Grassland High Impact Low Impact Moderate Impact Impact Undocumented High Impact High Impact High Impact

1707030601: Headwaters Deschutes River Impact Undocumented [ Impact Undocumented [ Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented
1707030602: Willow Creek Moderate Impact Low Impact Moderate Impact Impact Undocumented Moderate Impact Moderate Impact High Impact
1707030603: Upper Deschutes River High Impact No Impact Impact Undocumented Moderate Impact Moderate Impact Moderate Impact Moderate Impact
1707030604: Mill Creek-Warm Springs River High Impact No Impact Impact Undocumented Moderate Impact Low Impact Low Impact High Impact
1707030605: Beaver Creek High Impact Moderate Impact Moderate Impact Impact Undocumented Low Impact Low Impact Moderate Impact
1707030606: Warm Springs River High Impact Low Impact Moderate Impact Impact Undocumented Low Impact Moderate Impact Moderate Impact
1707030607: Middle Deschutes River High Impact No Impact Impact Undocumented [ Impact Undocumented High Impact Moderate Impact Moderate Impact
1707030608: Bakeoven Creek High Impact No Impact Impact Undocumented Moderate Impact Moderate Impact Low Impact High Impact
1707030609: Tygh Creek Moderate Impact No Impact Impact Undocumented [ Impact Undocumented Moderate Impact Low Impact Moderate Impact
1707030610: White River Moderate Impact No Impact Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented Moderate Impact High Impact Moderate Impact
1707030611: Buck Hollow Creek High Impact No Impact Moderate Impact Moderate Impact Moderate Impact Moderate Impact High Impact
1707030612: Lower Deschutes River High Impact No Impact Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented High Impact High Impact Moderate Impact
1707030701: Upper Trout Creek High Impact No Impact High Impact Impact Undocumented High Impact Moderate Impact High Impact
1707030702: Antelope Creek High Impact No Impact Moderate Impact Impact Undocumented High Impact Moderate Impact High Impact
1707030703: Hay Creek High Impact No Impact Moderate Impact Impact Undocumented High Impact High Impact High Impact
1707030704: Mud Springs Creek High Impact No Impact Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented Moderate Impact High Impact Low Impact
1707030705: Lower Trout Creek High Impact No Impact High Impact Impact Undocumented High Impact Low Impact High Impact
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Deschutes Limiting Factors Summary

Riparian / Floodplain Habitats

Habitat Fragmentation /

Altered Habitat

Watershed Connectivity Loss of Shade / Cover Structure Invasive Species
1707030101: Deschutes River-Charleton Creek High Impact High Impact High Impact Impact Undocumented
1707030102: Deschutes River-Browns Creek High Impact Moderate Impact Moderate Impact Impact Undocumented
1707030103: Deschutes River-Fall River Moderate Impact No Impact High Impact Impact Undocumented
1707030104: Deschutes River-Pilot Butte Moderate Impact Moderate Impact High Impact Impact Undocumented
1707030105: Tumalo Creek High Impact Low Impact High Impact Impact Undocumented
1707030106: Deep Canyon Impact Undocumented Impact Undocumented Impact Undocumented Impact Undocumented
1707030107: Deschutes River-McKenzie Canyon Low Impact Moderate Impact Low Impact Impact Undocumented

1707030108: Whychus (Squaw) Creek Moderate Impact Moderate Impact Moderate Impact Impact Undocumented
1707030109: Upper Metolius River Moderate Impact Moderate Impact Moderate Impact Impact Undocumented
1707030110: Lower Metolius River Moderate Impact Moderate Impact Moderate Impact Impact Undocumented
1707030111: Deschutes River-Haystack Low Impact Moderate Impact Low Impact Impact Undocumented
1707030201: Upper Little Deschutes River Low Impact Moderate Impact Impact Undocumented Impact Undocumented
1707030202: Crescent Creek Low Impact Moderate Impact Moderate Impact Impact Undocumented

1707030203:

Middle Little Deschutes River

Moderate Impact

High Impact

Moderate Impact

Impact Undocumented

1707030204:

Sellers Creek

Moderate Impact

Impact Undocumented

Impact Undocumented

Impact Undocumented

1707030205: Little Walker Mountain Moderate Impact Impact Undocumented Impact Undocumented Impact Undocumented
1707030206: Long Prairie Moderate Impact Impact Undocumented Impact Undocumented Impact Undocumented
1707030207: Lower Little Deschutes River Moderate Impact High Impact Moderate Impact Impact Undocumented
1707030301: Soldier Cap Impact Undocumented Impact Undocumented Moderate Impact Impact Undocumented
1707030302: Upper South Fork Crooked River Impact Undocumented Impact Undocumented Moderate Impact Impact Undocumented
1707030303: Buck Creek Impact Undocumented Impact Undocumented Moderate Impact Impact Undocumented
1707030304: Lower South Fork Crooked River Moderate Impact High Impact Moderate Impact Impact Undocumented
1707030305: Twelvemile Creek High Impact High Impact Moderate Impact Impact Undocumented
1707030306: Grindstone Creek Impact Undocumented Impact Undocumented Moderate Impact Impact Undocumented
1707030307: South Fork Beaver Creek High Impact High Impact Moderate Impact Impact Undocumented
1707030308: Upper Beaver Creek Moderate Impact High Impact Moderate Impact Impact Undocumented
1707030309: Paulina Creek Impact Undocumented Impact Undocumented Moderate Impact Impact Undocumented
1707030310: Lower Beaver Creek High Impact High Impact Moderate Impact Impact Undocumented
1707030401: Crooked River-Watson Creek High Impact High Impact Moderate Impact Impact Undocumented
1707030402: Camp Creek High Impact High Impact Moderate Impact Impact Undocumented
1707030403: Upper North Fork Crooked River High Impact High Impact Moderate Impact High Impact

1707030404:

Deep Creek

Moderate Impact

Moderate Impact

Moderate Impact

Impact Undocumented

1707030405:

Lower North Fork Crooked River

Moderate Impact

Moderate Impact

Moderate Impact

High Impact

1707030406:

Upper Crooked River

High Impact

High Impact

Moderate Impact

Impact Undocumented
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Deschutes Limiting Factors Summary

Riparian / Floodplain Habitats

Habitat Fragmentation /

Altered Habitat

Watershed Connectivity Loss of Shade / Cover Structure Invasive Species
1707030407: Bear Creek High Impact High Impact Moderate Impact Impact Undocumented
1707030408: Prineville Reservoir Impact Undocumented Impact Undocumented Moderate Impact Impact Undocumented

1707030501: Chimney Rock Low Impact No Impact Moderate Impact Impact Undocumented
1707030502: Upper Ochoco Creek Moderate Impact High Impact High Impact Impact Undocumented
1707030503: Mill Creek-Ochoco Reservoir Moderate Impact Moderate Impact High Impact Impact Undocumented
1707030504: Lower Ochoco Creek High Impact Moderate Impact High Impact Impact Undocumented
1707030505: McKay Creek Moderate Impact High Impact High Impact Impact Undocumented

1707030506:

Kotzman Basin

Impact Undocumented

Impact Undocumented

Moderate Impact

Impact Undocumented

1707030507:

Upper Dry River

Impact Undocumented

Impact Undocumented

Moderate Impact

Impact Undocumented

1707030508:

Lower Dry River

Impact Undocumented

Impact Undocumented

Moderate Impact

Impact Undocumented

1707030509:

Crooked River Irrigation Canals

Impact Undocumented

Impact Undocumented

Moderate Impact

Impact Undocumented

1707030510:

Lower Crooked Valley

Moderate Impact

Moderate Impact

Moderate Impact

Impact Undocumented

1707030511:

Crooked River-Crooked River Grassland

Moderate Impact

Moderate Impact

Moderate Impact

Impact Undocumented

1707030601:

Headwaters Deschutes River

Impact Undocumented

Impact Undocumented

Impact Undocumented

Impact Undocumented

1707030602:

Willow Creek

Moderate Impact

High Impact

Moderate Impact

Moderate Impact

1707030603: Upper Deschutes River Moderate Impact Moderate Impact Impact Undocumented Impact Undocumented
1707030604: Mill Creek-Warm Springs River Low Impact Moderate Impact Impact Undocumented Impact Undocumented
1707030605: Beaver Creek Moderate Impact Moderate Impact Impact Undocumented Impact Undocumented
1707030606: Warm Springs River Low Impact Moderate Impact Impact Undocumented Impact Undocumented

1707030607: Middle Deschutes River Moderate Impact Moderate Impact High Impact Impact Undocumented
1707030608: Bakeoven Creek Moderate Impact Moderate Impact Impact Undocumented Impact Undocumented
1707030609: Tygh Creek Low Impact Moderate Impact Moderate Impact Impact Undocumented
1707030610: White River Moderate Impact Moderate Impact Moderate Impact Impact Undocumented
1707030611: Buck Hollow Creek Moderate Impact Moderate Impact Moderate Impact Impact Undocumented
1707030612: Lower Deschutes River Moderate Impact Moderate Impact Impact Undocumented Impact Undocumented
1707030701: Upper Trout Creek Moderate Impact High Impact Moderate Impact Impact Undocumented
1707030702: Antelope Creek High Impact High Impact Moderate Impact Impact Undocumented
1707030703: Hay Creek High Impact High Impact Moderate Impact Impact Undocumented
1707030704: Mud Springs Creek High Impact High Impact Moderate Impact Impact Undocumented
1707030705: Lower Trout Creek High Impact High Impact Moderate Impact Impact Undocumented
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Deschutes Limiting Factors Summary

Upland Precipitation and Storage

Terrestrial / Upland Habitats

Roads and Impervious

Habitat Fragmentation /

Altered Disturbance

Invasive Terrestrial

Domestic Animal

Watershed Soil Erosion Surfaces Connectivity Regime Habitat Loss Species Impacts
1707030101: Deschutes River-Charleton Creek Moderate Impact Moderate Impact High Impact Moderate Impact Moderate Impact High Impact Impact Undocumented
1707030102: Deschutes River-Browns Creek Moderate Impact Impact Undocumented High Impact Impact Undocumented High Impact High Impact Impact Undocumented

1707030103:

Deschutes River-Fall River

Moderate Impact

Impact Undocumented

Moderate Impact

Moderate Impact

Moderate Impact

Moderate Impact

Moderate Impact

1707030104:

Deschutes River-Pilot Butte

Moderate Impact

Moderate Impact

Moderate Impact

Moderate Impact

Moderate Impact

Moderate Impact

Moderate Impact

1707030105

Tumalo Creek

Low Impact

Impact Undocumented

Impact Undocumented

High Impact

Impact Undocumented

Impact Undocumented

Impact Undocumented

1707030106

Deep Canyon

Impact Undocumented

Impact Undocumented

Impact Undocumented

Impact Undocumented

Impact Undocumented

Impact Undocumented

Impact Undocumented

1707030107

Deschutes River-McKenzie Canyon

Impact Undocumented

Impact Undocumented

Impact Undocumented

Impact Undocumented

Impact Undocumented

Impact Undocumented

Impact Undocumented

1707030108:

Whychus (Squaw) Creek

Moderate Impact

Impact Undocumented

Moderate Impact

Moderate Impact

Moderate Impact

Moderate Impact

Moderate Impact

1707030109:

Upper Metolius River

High Impact

High Impact

High Impact

Impact Undocumented

Impact Undocumented

High Impact

Impact Undocumented

1707030110:

Lower Metolius River

High Impact

Moderate Impact

High Impact

Impact Undocumented

Impact Undocumented

High Impact

Impact Undocumented

1707030111:

Deschutes River-Haystack

Impact Undocumented

Impact Undocumented

Impact Undocumented

Impact Undocumented

Impact Undocumented

Impact Undocumented

Impact Undocumented

1707030201:

Upper Little Deschutes River

Impact Undocumented

Impact Undocumented

Moderate Impact

Moderate Impact

Impact Undocumented

Moderate Impact

Moderate Impact

1707030202:

Crescent Creek

Impact Undocumented

Impact Undocumented

Moderate Impact

Moderate Impact

Moderate Impact

High Impact

Moderate Impact

1707030203:

Middle Little Deschutes River

Impact Undocumented

Impact Undocumented

Moderate Impact

Moderate Impact

Impact Undocumented

Moderate Impact

Moderate Impact

1707030204:

Sellers Creek

Impact Undocumented

Impact Undocumented

Moderate Impact

Moderate Impact

Impact Undocumented

Impact Undocumented

Moderate Impact

1707030205:

Little Walker Mountain

Impact Undocumented

Impact Undocumented

Moderate Impact

Moderate Impact

Impact Undocumented

Moderate Impact

Moderate Impact

1707030206:

Long Prairie

Impact Undocumented

Impact Undocumented

Moderate Impact

Moderate Impact

Impact Undocumented

Low Impact

Moderate Impact

1707030207:

Lower Little Deschutes River

Impact Undocumented

Impact Undocumented

Moderate Impact

Moderate Impact

Impact Undocumented

Moderate Impact

Moderate Impact

1707030301.:

Soldier Cap

Moderate Impact

Impact Undocumented

Impact Undocumented

Moderate Impact

Impact Undocumented

Moderate Impact

Impact Undocumented

1707030302:

Upper South Fork Crooked River

Moderate Impact

Impact Undocumented

Impact Undocumented

Moderate Impact

Impact Undocumented

Moderate Impact

Impact Undocumented

1707030303:

Buck Creek

Moderate Impact

Impact Undocumented

Impact Undocumented

Moderate Impact

Impact Undocumented

Moderate Impact

Impact Undocumented

1707030304:

Lower South Fork Crooked River

Moderate Impact

Impact Undocumented

Impact Undocumented

Moderate Impact

Impact Undocumented

Moderate Impact

Impact Undocumented

1707030305:

Twelvemile Creek

Moderate Impact

Impact Undocumented

Impact Undocumented

Moderate Impact

Impact Undocumented

Moderate Impact

Impact Undocumented

1707030306:

Grindstone Creek

Moderate Impact

Impact Undocumented

Impact Undocumented

Moderate Impact

Impact Undocumented

Moderate Impact

Impact Undocumented

1707030307:

South Fork Beaver Creek

Moderate Impact

Impact Undocumented

Impact Undocumented

Moderate Impact

Impact Undocumented

Moderate Impact

Impact Undocumented

1707030308:

Upper Beaver Creek

Moderate Impact

Moderate Impact

Impact Undocumented

Moderate Impact

Impact Undocumented

Moderate Impact

Impact Undocumented

1707030309:

Paulina Creek

Moderate Impact

Moderate Impact

Impact Undocumented

Moderate Impact

Impact Undocumented

Moderate Impact

Impact Undocumented

1707030310:

Lower Beaver Creek

Moderate Impact

Moderate Impact

Impact Undocumented

Moderate Impact

Impact Undocumented

Moderate Impact

Impact Undocumented

1707030401

Crooked River-Watson Creek

Moderate Impact

Moderate Impact

Moderate Impact

Moderate Impact

Impact Undocumented

Moderate Impact

Impact Undocumented

1707030402: Camp Creek Moderate Impact Moderate Impact Moderate Impact Moderate Impact Impact Undocumented Moderate Impact Impact Undocumented
1707030403: Upper North Fork Crooked River High Impact Moderate Impact Moderate Impact Moderate Impact High Impact Moderate Impact High Impact
1707030404: Deep Creek High Impact High Impact Moderate Impact Moderate Impact High Impact Moderate Impact High Impact
1707030405: Lower North Fork Crooked River High Impact Moderate Impact Moderate Impact Moderate Impact High Impact Moderate Impact High Impact

1707030406:

Upper Crooked River

Moderate Impact

Moderate Impact

Moderate Impact

Moderate Impact

Impact Undocumented

Moderate Impact

Impact Undocumented

1707030407: Bear Creek Moderate Impact Moderate Impact Moderate Impact Moderate Impact Impact Undocumented Moderate Impact Impact Undocumented
1707030408: Prineville Reservoir Moderate Impact Moderate Impact Moderate Impact Moderate Impact Impact Undocumented Moderate Impact Impact Undocumented
1707030501: Chimney Rock Moderate Impact Moderate Impact Moderate Impact Moderate Impact Moderate Impact Moderate Impact Impact Undocumented
1707030502: Upper Ochoco Creek Moderate Impact Moderate Impact Moderate Impact Moderate Impact Moderate Impact Moderate Impact High Impact
1707030503: Mill Creek-Ochoco Reservoir Moderate Impact Moderate Impact Moderate Impact Moderate Impact Moderate Impact Moderate Impact High Impact

1707030504:

Lower Ochoco Creek

Moderate Impact

Moderate Impact

Moderate Impact

Moderate Impact

Moderate Impact

Moderate Impact

Impact Undocumented

1707030505:

McKay Creek

Moderate Impact

Moderate Impact

Moderate Impact

Moderate Impact

Moderate Impact

Moderate Impact

Impact Undocumented

1707030506:

Kotzman Basin

Moderate Impact

Moderate Impact

Moderate Impact

Moderate Impact

Moderate Impact

Moderate Impact

Impact Undocumented

1707030507:

Upper Dry River

Moderate Impact

Moderate Impact

Moderate Impact

Moderate Impact
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Deschutes Limiting Factors Summary

Watershed

Upland Precipitation and Storage

Terrestrial / Upland Habitats

Soil Erosion

Roads and Impervious
Surfaces

Habitat Fragmentation /
Connectivity

Altered Disturbance
Regime

Habitat Loss

Invasive Terrestrial
Species

Domestic Animal
Impacts

1707030508

Lower Dry River

Moderate Impact

Moderate Impact

Moderate Impact

Moderate Impact

Moderate Impact

Moderate Impact

Impact Undocumented

1707030509:

Crooked River Irrigation Canals

Moderate Impact

Moderate Impact

Moderate Impact

Moderate Impact

Moderate Impact

Moderate Impact

Impact Undocumented

1707030510:

Lower Crooked Valley

Moderate Impact

Moderate Impact

Moderate Impact

Moderate Impact

Moderate Impact

Moderate Impact

Impact Undocumented

1707030511:

Crooked River-Crooked River Grassland

Moderate Impact

Moderate Impact

Moderate Impact

Moderate Impact

Moderate Impact

Moderate Impact

Impact Undocumented

1707030601:

Headwaters Deschutes River

Impact Undocumented

Impact Undocumented

Impact Undocumented

Impact Undocumented

Moderate Impact

Impact Undocumented

Moderate Impact

1707030602:

Willow Creek

Moderate Impact

Moderate Impact

Moderate Impact

Moderate Impact

Moderate Impact

Moderate Impact

Moderate Impact

1707030603:

Upper Deschutes River

Impact Undocumented

Impact Undocumented

Moderate Impact

Impact Undocumented

Moderate Impact

Moderate Impact

Moderate Impact

1707030604:

Mill Creek-Warm Springs River

Moderate Impact

Moderate Impact

Moderate Impact

No Impact

Moderate Impact

Moderate Impact

Moderate Impact

1707030605 Beaver Creek Moderate Impact Impact Undocumented Moderate Impact Impact Undocumented Moderate Impact Moderate Impact Moderate Impact
1707030606: Warm Springs River Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented Moderate Impact Impact Undocumented Moderate Impact Moderate Impact Moderate Impact
1707030607: Middle Deschutes River Moderate Impact Low Impact Moderate Impact Moderate Impact Moderate Impact Moderate Impact Moderate Impact
1707030608: Bakeoven Creek Moderate Impact Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented Moderate Impact Impact Undocumented Moderate Impact
1707030609: Tygh Creek Moderate Impact Low Impact Moderate Impact Moderate Impact Moderate Impact Moderate Impact Moderate Impact
1707030610: White River Moderate Impact Low Impact Moderate Impact Moderate Impact Moderate Impact Moderate Impact Moderate Impact
1707030611: Buck Hollow Creek Moderate Impact Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented Moderate Impact Moderate Impact Moderate Impact
1707030612: Lower Deschutes River Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented Moderate Impact Impact Undocumented Moderate Impact Moderate Impact Moderate Impact
1707030701: Upper Trout Creek High Impact High Impact Moderate Impact Moderate Impact Moderate Impact Impact Undocumented Moderate Impact
1707030702: Antelope Creek Moderate Impact Low Impact Moderate Impact Impact Undocumented Moderate Impact Impact Undocumented Moderate Impact
1707030703: Hay Creek Moderate Impact Moderate Impact Moderate Impact Impact Undocumented Moderate Impact Impact Undocumented Moderate Impact
1707030704: Mud Springs Creek Moderate Impact Moderate Impact Moderate Impact Impact Undocumented Moderate Impact Impact Undocumented Moderate Impact

1707030705:

Lower Trout Creek

Moderate Impact

Moderate Impact

Moderate Impact

Impact Undocumented

Moderate Impact

Impact Undocumented

Moderate Impact
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Deschutes Limiting Factors Summary

Wetland Habitats

Habitat Fragmentation /

Altered Hydrologic

Altered Species

Altered Soil Condition /

Watershed Connectivity Habitat Loss Regime Composition Invasive Species Compaction / Fill
1707030101: Deschutes River-Charleton Creek Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented
1707030102: Deschutes River-Browns Creek Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented Moderate Impact
1707030103: Deschutes River-Fall River Impact Undocumented Moderate Impact Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented
1707030104: Deschutes River-Pilot Butte Moderate Impact Moderate Impact Low Impact Moderate Impact Impact Undocumented Moderate Impact
1707030105: Tumalo Creek Moderate Impact Moderate Impact Low Impact Moderate Impact Impact Undocumented Moderate Impact

1707030106:

Deep Canyon

Impact Undocumented

Impact Undocumented

Impact Undocumented

Impact Undocumented

Impact Undocumented

Impact Undocumented

1707030107:

Deschutes River-McKenzie Canyon

Impact Undocumented

Impact Undocumented

Impact Undocumented

Impact Undocumented

Impact Undocumented

Impact Undocumented

1707030108:

Whychus (Squaw) Creek

Moderate Impact

Moderate Impact

Moderate Impact

Moderate Impact

Impact Undocumented

Moderate Impact

1707030109:

Upper Metolius River

Impact Undocumented

Impact Undocumented

Impact Undocumented

Impact Undocumented

Impact Undocumented

Impact Undocumented

1707030110: Lower Metolius River Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented
1707030111: Deschutes River-Haystack Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented [ Impact Undocumented
1707030201: Upper Little Deschutes River Low Impact Moderate Impact Low Impact Low Impact Impact Undocumented Low Impact
1707030202: Crescent Creek Moderate Impact Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented
1707030203: Middle Little Deschutes River Low Impact Moderate Impact Low Impact Low Impact Impact Undocumented Low Impact
1707030204: Sellers Creek Moderate Impact Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented
1707030205: Little Walker Mountain Moderate Impact Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented
1707030206: Long Prairie Low Impact Moderate Impact Low Impact Low Impact Impact Undocumented Low Impact
1707030207: Lower Little Deschutes River Low Impact Moderate Impact Low Impact Low Impact Impact Undocumented Low Impact
1707030301: Soldier Cap Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented
1707030302: Upper South Fork Crooked River Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented
1707030303: Buck Creek Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented
1707030304: Lower South Fork Crooked River Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented

1707030305:

Twelvemile Creek

Impact Undocumented

Impact Undocumented

Impact Undocumented

Impact Undocumented

Impact Undocumented

Impact Undocumented

1707030306: Grindstone Creek Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented
1707030307: South Fork Beaver Creek Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented
1707030308: Upper Beaver Creek Moderate Impact Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented
1707030309: Paulina Creek Moderate Impact Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented
1707030310: Lower Beaver Creek Moderate Impact Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented
1707030401: Crooked River-Watson Creek Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented
1707030402: Camp Creek Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented
1707030403: Upper North Fork Crooked River High Impact Moderate Impact Low Impact Moderate Impact Impact Undocumented Moderate Impact

1707030404: Deep Creek Moderate Impact Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented
1707030405: Lower North Fork Crooked River Moderate Impact Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented

1707030406:

Upper Crooked River

Impact Undocumented

Impact Undocumented

Impact Undocumented

Impact Undocumented

Impact Undocumented

Impact Undocumented

1707030407:

Bear Creek

Impact Undocumented

Impact Undocumented

Impact Undocumented

Impact Undocumented

Impact Undocumented

Impact Undocumented

1707030408:

Prineville Reservoir

Impact Undocumented

Impact Undocumented

Impact Undocumented

Impact Undocumented

Impact Undocumented

Impact Undocumented

1707030501

Chimney Rock

High Impact

Moderate Impact

Moderate Impact

High Impact

Impact Undocumented

High Impact

1707030502:

Upper Ochoco Creek

Moderate Impact

Impact Undocumented

Impact Undocumented

Impact Undocumented

Impact Undocumented

Impact Undocumented
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Deschutes Limiting Factors Summary

Wetland Habitats

Habitat Fragmentation /

Altered Hydrologic

Altered Species

Altered Soil Condition /

Watershed Connectivity Habitat Loss Regime Composition Invasive Species Compaction / Fill
1707030503: Mill Creek-Ochoco Reservoir Moderate Impact Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented
1707030504: Lower Ochoco Creek High Impact Moderate Impact Moderate Impact High Impact Impact Undocumented High Impact

1707030505:

McKay Creek

Moderate Impact

Impact Undocumented

Impact Undocumented

Impact Undocumented

Impact Undocumented

Impact Undocumented

1707030506:

Kotzman Basin

Impact Undocumented

Impact Undocumented

Impact Undocumented

Impact Undocumented

Impact Undocumented

Impact Undocumented

1707030507: Upper Dry River Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented
1707030508: Lower Dry River Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented
1707030509: Crooked River Irrigation Canals Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented
1707030510: Lower Crooked Valley High Impact Moderate Impact Moderate Impact High Impact Impact Undocumented High Impact

1707030511: Crooked River-Crooked River Grassland | Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented

1707030601

Headwaters Deschutes River

Impact Undocumented

Impact Undocumented

Impact Undocumented

Impact Undocumented

Impact Undocumented

Impact Undocumented

1707030602:

Willow Creek

Moderate Impact

Moderate Impact

Moderate Impact

Moderate Impact

Impact Undocumented

Moderate Impact

1707030603:

Upper Deschutes River

Impact Undocumented

Impact Undocumented

Impact Undocumented

Impact Undocumented

Impact Undocumented

Impact Undocumented

1707030604:

Mill Creek-Warm Springs River

Impact Undocumented

Impact Undocumented

Impact Undocumented

Impact Undocumented

Impact Undocumented

Impact Undocumented

1707030605:

Beaver Creek

Impact Undocumented

Impact Undocumented

Impact Undocumented

Impact Undocumented

Impact Undocumented

Impact Undocumented

1707030606: Warm Springs River Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented
1707030607: Middle Deschutes River Moderate Impact Moderate Impact Moderate Impact Moderate Impact Impact Undocumented Moderate Impact

1707030608: Bakeoven Creek Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented
1707030609: Tygh Creek Impact Undocumented Moderate Impact Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented [ Impact Undocumented
1707030610: White River Moderate Impact Moderate Impact Moderate Impact Moderate Impact Impact Undocumented Moderate Impact

1707030611: Buck Hollow Creek Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented
1707030612: Lower Deschutes River Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented| Impact Undocumented
1707030701: Upper Trout Creek Impact Undocumented Moderate Impact Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented [ Impact Undocumented
1707030702: Antelope Creek Impact Undocumented Moderate Impact Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented
1707030703: Hay Creek Impact Undocumented Moderate Impact Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented [ Impact Undocumented
1707030704: Mud Springs Creek Moderate Impact Moderate Impact Moderate Impact Moderate Impact Impact Undocumented Moderate Impact

1707030705:

Lower Trout Creek

Moderate Impact

Moderate Impact

Moderate Impact

Moderate Impact

Impact Undocumented

Moderate Impact
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Malheur Limiting Factors Summary

Attachment B

Upland Precipitation and Storage Terrestrial / Upland Habitats
Habitat Altered
Fragmentation / Disturbance Invasive Terrestrial
Watershed Soil Erosion Roads and Impervious Surfaces Connectivity Regime Habitat Loss Species
1705011601: Upper Malheur River Low Impact Impact Undocumented High Impact High Impact High Impact Impact Undocumented
1705011602: Wolf Creek High Impact High Impact High Impact High Impact High Impact High Impact
1705011603: Pine Creek High Impact High Impact High Impact High Impact High Impact High Impact
1705011604: Stinkingwater Creek High Impact Impact Undocumented High Impact High Impact High Impact Impact Undocumented
1705011605: Upper Malheur R.-Griffin Creek High Impact Impact Undocumented High Impact High Impact Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented
1705011606: Otis Creek Low Impact Impact Undocumented High Impact High Impact Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented
1705011607: Upper Malheur R.-Warm Springs Res. Not Rated Not Rated High Impact High Impact Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented
1705011608: Upper South Fork Malheur R. Moderate Impact Impact Undocumented High Impact Moderate Impact High Impact High Impact
1705011609: Crane Creek High Impact Impact Undocumented High Impact Moderate Impact High Impact High Impact
1705011610: Lower South Fork Malheur R. Moderate Impact Impact Undocumented High Impact Moderate Impact Moderate Impact High Impact

1705011611: Upper North Fork Malheur R. Low Impact Impact Undocumented Moderate Impact [ Moderate Impact High Impact Moderate Impact
1705011612: Little Malheur R. Moderate Impact Impact Undocumented Moderate Impact High Impact Moderate Impact Moderate Impact
1705011613: Lower North Fork Malheur R. High Impact Impact Undocumented Moderate Impact High Impact Moderate Impact Moderate Impact
1705011614: Upper Malheur R.-Juniper Basin Creek Moderate Impact Impact Undocumented Moderate Impact High Impact Moderate Impact High Impact
1705011701: Lower Malheur R.-Hunter Creek Moderate Impact Impact Undocumented Moderate Impact High Impact Moderate Impact High Impact
1705011702: Lower Malheur R.-Hog Creek High Impact Impact Undocumented Moderate Impact High Impact Moderate Impact High Impact
1705011703: Cottonwood Creek Moderate Impact Impact Undocumented Moderate Impact High Impact Moderate Impact High Impact
1705011704: Lower Malheur R.-Little Sandy Res. High Impact Impact Undocumented Moderate Impact High Impact Moderate Impact High Impact
1705011705: Sand Hollow Creek Impact Undocumented Impact Undocumented Moderate Impact High Impact Moderate Impact High Impact
1705011706: Lower Malheur R.-Johnston Gulch Res. High Impact Impact Undocumented Moderate Impact High Impact Moderate Impact High Impact
1705011801: Upper Bully Creek Moderate Impact Impact Undocumented Moderate Impact High Impact Moderate Impact High Impact
1705011802: Clover Creek Moderate Impact Impact Undocumented Moderate Impact High Impact Moderate Impact High Impact
1705011803: Lower Bully Creek High Impact Impact Undocumented Moderate Impact High Impact Moderate Impact High Impact
1705011901: South Willow Creek Moderate Impact Impact Undocumented High Impact High Impact High Impact Moderate Impact
1705011902: Upper Willow Creek Moderate Impact Impact Undocumented High Impact High Impact High Impact Moderate Impact
1705011903: Cow Creek Impact Undocumented Impact Undocumented High Impact High Impact High Impact Moderate Impact
1705011904: Middle Willow Creek Moderate Impact Impact Undocumented High Impact High Impact High Impact High Impact
1705011905: West Tub Mountain Res. Impact Undocumented Impact Undocumented High Impact High Impact High Impact High Impact
1705011906: Lower Willow Creek High Impact Impact Undocumented High Impact High Impact High Impact High Impact
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Malheur Limiting Factors Summary

Aquatic / Channel Habitats

Habitat Fragmentation
/ Connectivity / Fish

Altered Disturbance

Changes in Species

Invasive Aquatic

Altered Habitat

Watershed Passage Regime Composition Species Complexity Inputs of Bacteria Altered Thermal Regime]
1705011601: Upper Malheur River Low Impact Low Impact High Impact High Impact Low Impact Impact Undocumented Moderate Impact
1705011602: Wolf Creek Low Impact Moderate Impact Low Impact Moderate Impact Moderate Impact Impact Undocumented High Impact
1705011603: Pine Creek Low Impact Moderate Impact Low Impact Moderate Impact Moderate Impact Impact Undocumented High Impact
1705011604: Stinkingwater Creek High Impact High Impact Low Impact Moderate Impact High Impact Impact Undocumented High Impact
1705011605: Upper Malheur R.-Griffin Creek High Impact High Impact Low Impact Moderate Impact High Impact Impact Undocumented High Impact
1705011606: Otis Creek High Impact High Impact Low Impact Moderate Impact Moderate Impact Impact Undocumented Moderate Impact
1705011607: Upper Malheur R.-Warm Springs Res. High Impact Not Rated Moderate Impact Moderate Impact Not Rated Not Rated Not Rated
1705011608: Upper South Fork Malheur R. No Impact Moderate Impact Low Impact Impact Undocumented Low Impact Impact Undocumented Low Impact
1705011609: Crane Creek Moderate Impact Low Impact Low Impact Impact Undocumented High Impact Impact Undocumented Moderate Impact
1705011610: Lower South Fork Malheur R. Low Impact Low Impact Low Impact Impact Undocumented High Impact Impact Undocumented Moderate Impact
1705011611: Upper North Fork Malheur R. No Impact Low Impact Low Impact Low Impact Low Impact Impact Undocumented Low Impact
1705011612: Little Malheur R. Moderate Impact Moderate Impact Moderate Impact Low Impact Moderate Impact Impact Undocumented High Impact
1705011613: Lower North Fork Malheur R. High Impact High Impact High Impact Low Impact Moderate Impact Impact Undocumented Moderate Impact
1705011614: Upper Malheur R.-Juniper Basin Creek High Impact High Impact Impact Undocumented High Impact Moderate Impact Impact Undocumented Moderate Impact
1705011701: Lower Malheur R.-Hunter Creek High Impact High Impact Impact Undocumented High Impact Moderate Impact Impact Undocumented Moderate Impact
1705011702: Lower Malheur R.-Hog Creek High Impact High Impact Impact Undocumented High Impact High Impact High Impact High Impact
1705011703: Cottonwood Creek No Impact Moderate Impact Impact Undocumented High Impact High Impact Impact Undocumented High Impact
1705011704: Lower Malheur R.-Little Sandy Res. High Impact High Impact Impact Undocumented High Impact High Impact High Impact High Impact
1705011705: Sand Hollow Creek Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented Impact Undocumented
1705011706: Lower Malheur R.-Johnston Gulch Res. High Impact High Impact Impact Undocumented High Impact High Impact High Impact High Impact
1705011801: Upper Bully Creek No Impact Moderate Impact Impact Undocumented High Impact Moderate Impact Impact Undocumented Moderate Impact
1705011802: Clover Creek Low Impact Moderate Impact Impact Undocumented High Impact Moderate Impact Impact Undocumented Low Impact
1705011803: Lower Bully Creek No Impact High Impact Impact Undocumented High Impact High Impact High Impact High Impact
1705011901: South Willow Creek Low Impact Moderate Impact Impact Undocumented High Impact Moderate Impact Impact Undocumented Moderate Impact
1705011902: Upper Willow Creek No Impact Moderate Impact Impact Undocumented High Impact Low Impact Impact Undocumented Moderate Impact
1705011903: Cow Creek Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented Impact Undocumented
1705011904: Middle Willow Creek Low Impact Moderate Impact Impact Undocumented High Impact Low Impact Impact Undocumented High Impact
1705011905: West Tub Mountain Res. Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented Impact Undocumented
1705011906: Lower Willow Creek Low Impact High Impact Impact Undocumented High Impact High Impact Moderate Impact High Impact
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Malheur Limiting Factors Summary

Aquatic / Channel Habitats

Altered Sediment

Limited In-Channel| Inputs of Pesticides / Floodplain Excessive Inputs of Altered Hydrologic Regime / Excessive

Watershed Wood Toxins Connection Nutrients Regime Inputs Instream Flow
1705011601: Upper Malheur River Moderate Impact No Impact Low Impact Impact Undocumented Low Impact Low Impact Low Impact
1705011602: Wolf Creek Low Impact No Impact Low Impact Impact Undocumented Low Impact Moderate Impact High Impact
1705011603: Pine Creek Low Impact No Impact Low Impact Impact Undocumented Low Impact Moderate Impact High Impact
1705011604: Stinkingwater Creek Not Applicable No Impact Low Impact Impact Undocumented High Impact Moderate Impact High Impact
1705011605: Upper Malheur R.-Griffin Creek Not Applicable No Impact High Impact Impact Undocumented Low Impact High Impact High Impact
1705011606: Otis Creek Not Applicable No Impact Moderate Impact Impact Undocumented Low Impact Low Impact High Impact
1705011607: Upper Malheur R.-Warm Springs Res. Not Rated Not Rated Not Rated Not Rated Not Rated Not Rated Not Rated
1705011608: Upper South Fork Malheur R. Not Applicable No Impact Low Impact Impact Undocumented Low Impact Moderate Impact Moderate Impact
1705011609: Crane Creek Not Applicable No Impact Low Impact Impact Undocumented Low Impact High Impact Moderate Impact
1705011610: Lower South Fork Malheur R. Not Applicable No Impact Moderate Impact Impact Undocumented Low Impact Moderate Impact Moderate Impact
1705011611: Upper North Fork Malheur R. Low Impact No Impact Low Impact Impact Undocumented Low Impact Low Impact No Impact
1705011612: Little Malheur R. Not Applicable No Impact Low Impact Impact Undocumented Low Impact Moderate Impact High Impact
1705011613: Lower North Fork Malheur R. Not Applicable No Impact High Impact Impact Undocumented High Impact High Impact High Impact
1705011614: Upper Malheur R.-Juniper Basin Creek Not Applicable High Impact High Impact Impact Undocumented High Impact Moderate Impact High Impact
1705011701: Lower Malheur R.-Hunter Creek Not Applicable High Impact High Impact Impact Undocumented High Impact Moderate Impact High Impact
1705011702: Lower Malheur R.-Hog Creek Not Applicable High Impact High Impact High Impact High Impact High Impact High Impact
1705011703: Cottonwood Creek Not Applicable High Impact High Impact Impact Undocumented Low Impact Moderate Impact Low Impact
1705011704: Lower Malheur R.-Little Sandy Res. Not Applicable Impact Undocumented High Impact High Impact High Impact High Impact Impact Undocumented
1705011705: Sand Hollow Creek Not Applicable Impact Undocumented [ Impact Undocumented Impact Undocumented Impact Undocumented [ Impact Undocumented High Impact
1705011706: Lower Malheur R.-Johnston Gulch Res. Not Applicable High Impact High Impact High Impact High Impact High Impact Moderate Impact
1705011801: Upper Bully Creek Not Applicable No Impact High Impact Impact Undocumented Low Impact Moderate Impact Moderate Impact
1705011802: Clover Creek Not Applicable No Impact Low Impact Impact Undocumented No Impact Moderate Impact High Impact
1705011803: Lower Bully Creek Not Applicable High Impact High Impact Impact Undocumented High Impact High Impact High Impact
1705011901: South Willow Creek Not Applicable No Impact High Impact Impact Undocumented Low Impact Moderate Impact Moderate Impact
1705011902: Upper Willow Creek Not Applicable No Impact Moderate Impact Impact Undocumented Low Impact Moderate Impact Moderate Impact
1705011903: Cow Creek Not Applicable Impact Undocumented [ Impact Undocumented Impact Undocumented Impact Undocumented [ Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented
1705011904: Middle Willow Creek Not Applicable Low Impact Low Impact Impact Undocumented High Impact Moderate Impact Moderate Impact
1705011905: West Tub Mountain Res. Not Applicable Impact Undocumented [ Impact Undocumented Impact Undocumented Impact Undocumented [ Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented
1705011906: Lower Willow Creek Not Applicable High Impact High Impact High Impact High Impact High Impact High Impact
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Malheur Limiting Factors Summary

Riparian / Floodplain Habitats

Habitat Fragmentation /

Altered Habitat

Watershed Connectivity Loss of Shade / Cover Structure Invasive Species
1705011601: Upper Malheur River High Impact High Impact Low Impact Impact Undocumented
1705011602: Wolf Creek Low Impact High Impact Low Impact High Impact
1705011603: Pine Creek High Impact High Impact Low Impact High Impact
1705011604: Stinkingwater Creek High Impact High Impact Low Impact Impact Undocumented
1705011605: Upper Malheur R.-Griffin Creek High Impact High Impact High Impact Impact Undocumented

1705011606:

Otis Creek

Moderate Impact

Moderate Impact

Moderate Impact

Impact Undocumented

1705011607: Upper Malheur R.-Warm Springs Res. Not Rated Not Rated Not Rated Impact Undocumented
1705011608: Upper South Fork Malheur R. High Impact Moderate Impact Low Impact High Impact
1705011609: Crane Creek High Impact Moderate Impact Low Impact High Impact
1705011610: Lower South Fork Malheur R. High Impact Moderate Impact Moderate Impact High Impact
1705011611: Upper North Fork Malheur R. Moderate Impact Moderate Impact Low Impact Moderate Impact
1705011612: Little Malheur R. High Impact High Impact Low Impact Moderate Impact
1705011613: Lower North Fork Malheur R. High Impact High Impact High Impact Moderate Impact
1705011614: Upper Malheur R.-Juniper Basin Creek Moderate Impact Moderate Impact High Impact Moderate Impact
1705011701: Lower Malheur R.-Hunter Creek Moderate Impact Moderate Impact High Impact High Impact
1705011702: Lower Malheur R.-Hog Creek Moderate Impact Moderate Impact High Impact High Impact
1705011703: Cottonwood Creek High Impact High Impact High Impact High Impact
1705011704: Lower Malheur R.-Little Sandy Res. Moderate Impact High Impact High Impact High Impact
1705011705: Sand Hollow Creek Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented High Impact High Impact
1705011706: Lower Malheur R.-Johnston Gulch Res. Moderate Impact High Impact High Impact High Impact
1705011801: Upper Bully Creek Moderate Impact Moderate Impact High Impact High Impact
1705011802: Clover Creek Moderate Impact Moderate Impact Low Impact High Impact
1705011803: Lower Bully Creek Moderate Impact High Impact High Impact High Impact
1705011901: South Willow Creek Moderate Impact Moderate Impact High Impact Impact Undocumented
1705011902: Upper Willow Creek Moderate Impact Moderate Impact Moderate Impact Impact Undocumented
1705011903: Cow Creek Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented [ Impact Undocumented
1705011904: Middle Willow Creek Moderate Impact High Impact Low Impact High Impact
1705011905: West Tub Mountain Res. Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented High Impact
1705011906: Lower Willow Creek High Impact High Impact High Impact High Impact
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Malheur Limiting Factors Summary

Wetland Habitats

Altered Soil Condition /

Habitat Fragmentation /

Altered Hydrologic

Altered Species

Watershed Connectivity Habitat Loss Regime Composition Invasive Species Compaction / Fill
1705011601: Upper Malheur River Impact Undocumented Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented
1705011602: Wolf Creek Impact Undocumented Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented
1705011603: Pine Creek Impact Undocumented Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented
1705011604: Stinkingwater Creek Impact Undocumented Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented

1705011605:

Upper Malheur R.-Griffin Creek

Impact Undocumented

Impact Undocumented

Impact Undocumented

Impact Undocumented

Impact Undocumented

Impact Undocumented

1705011606:

Otis Creek

Impact Undocumented

Impact Undocumented

Impact Undocumented

Impact Undocumented

Impact Undocumented

Impact Undocumented

1705011607:

Upper Malheur R.-Warm Springs Res.

Impact Undocumented

Impact Undocumented

Impact Undocumented

Impact Undocumented

Impact Undocumented

Impact Undocumented

1705011608:

Upper South Fork Malheur R.

Impact Undocumented

Impact Undocumented

Impact Undocumented

Impact Undocumented

Impact Undocumented

Impact Undocumented

1705011609:

Crane Creek

Impact Undocumented

Impact Undocumented

Impact Undocumented

Impact Undocumented

Impact Undocumented

Impact Undocumented

1705011610:

Lower South Fork Malheur R.

Impact Undocumented

Impact Undocumented

Impact Undocumented

Impact Undocumented

Impact Undocumented

Impact Undocumented

1705011611:

Upper North Fork Malheur R.

Impact Undocumented

Impact Undocumented

Impact Undocumented

Impact Undocumented

Impact Undocumented

Impact Undocumented

1705011612:

Little Malheur R.

Impact Undocumented

Impact Undocumented

Impact Undocumented

Impact Undocumented

Impact Undocumented

Impact Undocumented

1705011613:

Lower North Fork Malheur R.

Impact Undocumented

Impact Undocumented

Impact Undocumented

Impact Undocumented

Impact Undocumented

Impact Undocumented

1705011614:

Upper Malheur R.-Juniper Basin Creek

Impact Undocumented

Impact Undocumented

Impact Undocumented

Impact Undocumented

Impact Undocumented

Impact Undocumented

1705011701:

Lower Malheur R.-Hunter Creek

Impact Undocumented

Impact Undocumented

Impact Undocumented

Impact Undocumented

Impact Undocumented

Impact Undocumented

1705011702:

Lower Malheur R.-Hog Creek

Impact Undocumented

Impact Undocumented

Impact Undocumented

Impact Undocumented

Impact Undocumented

Impact Undocumented

1705011703:

Cottonwood Creek

Impact Undocumented

Impact Undocumented

Impact Undocumented

Impact Undocumented

Impact Undocumented

Impact Undocumented

1705011704:

Lower Malheur R.-Little Sandy Res.

Impact Undocumented

Impact Undocumented

Impact Undocumented

Impact Undocumented

Impact Undocumented

Impact Undocumented

1705011705:

Sand Hollow Creek

Impact Undocumented

Impact Undocumented

Impact Undocumented

Impact Undocumented

Impact Undocumented

Impact Undocumented

1705011706:

Lower Malheur R.-Johnston Gulch Res.

Impact Undocumented

Impact Undocumented

Impact Undocumented

Impact Undocumented

Impact Undocumented

Impact Undocumented

1705011801:

Upper Bully Creek

Impact Undocumented

Impact Undocumented

Impact Undocumented

Impact Undocumented

Impact Undocumented

Impact Undocumented

1705011802:

Clover Creek

Impact Undocumented

Impact Undocumented

Impact Undocumented

Impact Undocumented

Impact Undocumented

Impact Undocumented

1705011803:

Lower Bully Creek

Impact Undocumented

Impact Undocumented

Impact Undocumented

Impact Undocumented

Impact Undocumented

Impact Undocumented

1705011901

South Willow Creek

Impact Undocumented

Impact Undocumented

Impact Undocumented

Impact Undocumented

Impact Undocumented

Impact Undocumented

1705011902: Upper Willow Creek Impact Undocumented Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented
1705011903: Cow Creek Impact Undocumented Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented
1705011904: Middle Willow Creek Impact Undocumented Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented | Impact Undocumented

1705011905:

West Tub Mountain Res.

Impact Undocumented

Impact Undocumented

Impact Undocumented

Impact Undocumented

Impact Undocumented

Impact Undocumented

1705011906:

Lower Willow Creek

Impact Undocumented

Impact Undocumented

Impact Undocumented

Impact Undocumented

Impact Undocumented

Impact Undocumented

Page 58




January 4, 2007

MEMORANDUM
TO: Oregon Watershed Enhancement Board
FROM: Melissa Leoni, Senior Policy Coordinator

SUBJECT: Agenda Item L: 2005-2007 Oregon Plan Biennial Report
January 24-25, 2007 OWEB Board Meeting

l. Introduction
This report provides an update on production of the 2005-2007 Oregon Plan Biennial Report.

1. Background

ORS 541.405, states that by January 15 of each odd-numbered year the Oregon Watershed
Enhancement Board must submit a report to the Governor and to the appropriate committee or
committees of the Legislative Assembly that assesses the statewide and regional implementation
and effectiveness of the Oregon Plan. The report must address each drainage basin in the state
and include watershed and key habitat conditions, an assessment of data and information needs,
an overview of state agency programs and voluntary restoration activities, a summary of Board
investments, and recommendations of the Board for enhancing Oregon Plan effectiveness in each
basin.

I11.  2005-2007 Biennial Report

The 2005-2007 Biennial Report follows the same general format of the 2001-2003 and 2003-
2005 reports. The core of the report is a section of two-page layouts for each of the 15 Oregon
Plan basins that reports basin statistics, completed and reported restoration projects, restoration
issues, and investments. A new section in this report includes one page per basin showcasing the
agencies, people, and projects at work in that basin. Each page includes three project stories and
examples of Oregon Plan agency accomplishments over the reporting period. The report also
includes an overview of the voluntary restoration, agency action, monitoring, and science
oversight elements of the Oregon Plan. The 2005-2007 report concludes with Board
observations and recommendations, developed by staff with the Board co-chairs, for improving
implementation of the Oregon Plan.

Copies of the report will be available at the January Board meeting. Additional content,
including more detailed project stories and photos, will be available on OWEB’s website
(www.oregon.gov/OWEB) by mid-January.

IV.  Recommendation
This is an informational item. No Board action is requested at this time.
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January 8, 2007

MEMORANDUM
TO: Oregon Watershed Enhancement Board
FROM: Melissa Leoni, Senior Policy Coordinator

SUBJECT: Agenda Item O: Salmon Season State of Emergency Rules
January 24-25, 2007 OWEB Board Meeting

l. Introduction

This report seeks Board approval of proposed administrative rules that establish grant application
and award criteria for restoration, inventory and data collection, outreach, and project
development grants that support priority fish habitat enhancement and that are able to create
work opportunities for fishers displaced by the 2006 reduction in salmon stocks.

1. Background

On April 24, 2006, Governor Kulongoski issued Executive Order No. 06-06, declaring a state of
emergency for Oregon’s coastal counties impacted by the fishing restrictions. A copy of the
Executive Order is contained in Attachment A. In response to the Executive Order, OWEB staff
developed five concepts that (1) create immediate opportunities to employ displaced fishers in
salmon recovery-related activities; (2) develop future employment opportunities for fishers for
additional salmon recovery restoration work; and (3) significantly expand state and local efforts
to recover salmon populations on the Oregon coast.

In response to legal advice, staff developed temporary (emergency) administrative rules to give
OWEB the ability to apply award preferences related to the employment of displaced fishers,
providing fish habitat benefits, and addressing identified watershed needs. The Board met by
conference call on Thursday, July 20, 2006 and adopted the temporary rules. (Attachment B)
These rules expire January 21, 2007.

In addition to giving OWEB the ability to apply these preferences to the 2006 Salmon Season
Grant program, the rules contained a provision that these preferences may also be applied to
other OWEB grants. At the September 2006 Board meeting, rather than apply the preferences to
the October 2006 grant cycle, the Board allocated an additional $500,000 of capital funding to
continue the 2006 Salmon Season Grants through January 21, 2007.

To continue to apply these award preferences beyond the January 21, 2007 expiration of the
temporary rules, the Board would need to adopt permanent administrative rules. After
discussion at the September 2006 meeting, the Board authorized staff to begin permanent
rulemaking.

I11.  The Need for Permanent Rules

OWEB continues to receive new applications for this program. We expect a continuing interest
and need for this program into the foreseeable future. As of the date of this staff report, OWEB
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has received 19 applications (one was a resubmission). Thirteen (13) applications have been
funded—six restoration, one project development, and six inventory and data collection—with
the promise of employing a total of 47 fishers. See Attachment E for a tabular description of
received and funded applications. To date, OWEB has funded $1,189,893 in restoration, project
development, and inventory and data collection projects. Applications are still being received
and processed. As of December 22, 2006, the list of interested fishers stands at 127: 61 are
owners, 13 are operators, 42 are crew, and 11 are family members. Fishers have signed up from
Clackamas (1), Coos (36), Curry (23), Lane (7), Lincoln (50), Linn (1), Marion (1), and
Tillamook (8) counties.

IV.  Permanent Rulemaking Process

Staff developed a proposed set of permanent rules (Attachment C) based on the temporary rules
adopted by the Board and from the Board discussion at the September meeting. The proposed
permanent rules contain the application criteria of the adopted temporary rules, but have been
moved from the OWEB Grant Program (Division 5) to their own division (Division 7) of
Chapter 695. This separation was done because the criteria in the proposed permanent rules only
apply during the current state of emergency, and to facilitate the addition of rules pertaining to
the purpose of these grants and program definitions.

Staff did not engage a rules advisory committee in drafting the proposed administrative rules
because staff consulted with the Governor’s Office, Oregon Salmon Commission, local
watershed councils, soil and water conservation districts, Oregon State University Extension Sea
Grant, and affected fishers in developing the temporary rules and grant program. These
individuals and organizations are the stakeholders who would have been invited to participate in
a rules advisory committee.

The proposed rules were filed with the Secretary of State on October 13, 2006, and printed in the
Oregon Bulletin on November 1, 2006. Notice was mailed and emailed to our contact lists and
posted on the OWEB web site.

V. Public Comment

The public comment period began on November 15, 2006, and closed at 5:00 p.m. on December
6, 2006. A public hearing was held at the Hatfield Marine Science Center in Newport on
November 30, 2006. Five people attended the hearing and two testified. Three additional
individuals and/or organizations provided written comments on the rules before the end of the
public comment period. A summary of the comments and the staff response to those comments
is Attachment D. Based on the comments received, staff do not recommend making any changes
to the proposed rules.

VI.  Recommendation
Staff recommend the Board approve the administrative rules as shown in Attachment C.

Attachments

Executive Order

July 20, 2006 Temporary Administrative Rules
Proposed Permanent Administrative Rules

Public Comments Received and Agency Response
2006 Salmon Season Grants Status Report

moowp>»
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Office of the Governor

State of Oregon

EXECUTIVE ORDER NO. 06-06

DETERMINATION OF A STATE OF EMERGENCY IN TILLAMOOK,
LINCOLN, COOS AND CURRY COUNTIES AND COASTAL PORTIONS
OF LANE AND DOUGLAS COUNTIES DUE TO KLAMATH RIVER
BASIN CONDITIONS AND LIMITATIONS ON OCEAN COMMERCIAL
AND SPORT SALMON FISHING

Pursuant to ORS 401.055, I find that unexpected changing ocean conditions, prior
drought years and poor water quality and parasites within the Klamath River Basin
have caused a dramatic decline in Klamath River Basin Chinook Salmon available
for harvest by the ocean fishing industry, resulting in the virtual elitnination of &
viable cormmercial salmon Ashing scason, and severe restrictions on the sport
salmon fishing season, along the Oregon coast south of Cape Falcon. These
conditions have resulted in an imrminent emergency.

The commercial salmon fishery has been closed for six weeks and is not expected
to reopen this year in Oregon coastal waters south of Florence. North of Florence
to Cape Falcorn, the season is expected to reopen in June, but will be of an
extremely limited scope. On Oregon’s southemn coast, the recreational fishery is
expected to be open only from mid-May until July 4, whercas a typical seasoen
would last into carly September. These fishing limits will have profound
consequences on many communities, including significant increases in
unemployment, human suffering, financial losses and other stark economic impacts
along the Crregon coast,

The affected areas arc Tillamook, Lincoln, Coos and Curry Counties and the
coastal portions of Douglas and Lane Counties that are west of Range § West,
Willamette Mceridian. 1 therefore declare a State of Emergency in the
abovementioned counties and portions of counties.

NOW THEREFORE, IT IS HEREBY ORDERED AND DIRECTED:

1. All state agencies shall work in a cooperative and coordinated manner in
order to mitigate the impacts of this emergency, provide expedited service
and resources to persons and business adversely affected by the emergency,
and focus state efforts in 2 manner most Likely to relieve the unemploytnent,
human sutfering, financial loss and other economic impacts of this
cmergency. In addition to the specific measures discussed in this Executive



Office of the Governor

State of Oregon

EXECUTIVE ORDER NO, 06-06
PAGE TWO

Order, all state agencies arc encouraged 10 thirk broadly and creatively
aboul actions that ageneies can take to address this emergency and shall
comemunicate such ideas to the Officc of the Governor. Response to the
emergency shall be directed and coordinated by the Office of the Governor.

2. The Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife, which operates under the
direction of the State Fish and Wildlife Commusston, 18 strongly encouraged
to develop recreational and commercial fishing seasons, consistent with the
federal framework, that help mitigate the effects of this emergency on
coastal cconemies, and to consider establishment of additional commercial
salmon fishing opportumtics in state waters, 45 appropriatc.

3. The Department of Community Colleges and Workforce Development shall
pursuc all available retraining opportunities for ocean fishing industry
workers wishing to pursue alternative employment and shall coordinate the
timely delivery of state workforce services and other human and community
services to affected workers and families.

4. The Employment Department shatl otfer re-employment assistance
programs to aftooted ocean fishing industry workers and shall work with the
appropriate state and federal agencies to help affected individuals obtain
unemployment insurance to the fullest extent available.

5. The Department of Housing and Community Services shall work with the
Oregon Food Bank to provide additional food and nutritional support for
affected Oregonians. Where possible, the Diepartment is directed to work
with housing partners to provide additional assistance for emergency
shelter, rental housing, and permanent housing for affected households in
need. The Department is further directed to work with local community
based organizations to provide additional ensrgy assistance and
weatherzation scrvices to affected Oreponians as appropriate.

6. The Oregon Economic and Community Development Department shall
investigate relraining opporfunities for workers in the aeean fishing
industry wishing to pursue altemative employment and provide technical
assistance to public ports and businesses that experience adverse effects on
their operations or revenues due 10 this emergency.
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10,

11

12,

i3

The Oregon Department of A griculture shall work with Oregon Sea Grant, a
marine research and education program based at Cregon State

University, and their Extension programs, to éncourage dialogue between
Klamath Basin farmers and the coastal fishing industry regarding
management of resources within the Klamath River Basin.

The Oregon Department of Revenue shall investigate and pursuc options for
affected Oregomans to obtain income tax credits and refunds and other
financial assistance.

The Oregon Tournsm Commission is directed to actively inform the public
of continued recreational fishing opportunities and other tourism activities
along the Oregon Coast and to highlight travel to Oregon's coast, as
appropriate within their overall marketing strategies.

The Department of Human Services shall continue to provide mental health
and treatment serviees, aleohol and drog treatment services, nutrition
programs, domestic violence assistance, and medical assistance to
Cregonians in coastal communities with particular attention to the increased
needs in coastal commumitics caused by this emerpency.

. The Orepon Watershed Enhancement board shall provide financial

resources to support fish habitat enhancement along critical salmon streams
in Cregon, for the purpose of accelerating the rebuilding of fish populations
and creating new and meaninghul work opportuntties for displaced workers.

The Office of Emergency Management shall pursue any and ali available
federal funding or resources to additionally assist in the mitigation of the
effects of this emergency.

All other state apencies are directed to provide appropriate state resources
and to seek any available private and federal dollars to provide emergency
assistance to affected individuals, families, businesses and communities and
to deliver such assistance in the most expeditious manner.
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14. All statc agencies specitically referenced in this Executive Order shall
report to me within 60 days of the date of this Executive Order about

progress made under this Executive Order and every 60 days thereafter until
conclusion of the emergency.

[Done at Salem, Oregon this 24™ day of Apﬁ%

OOVERNDR

Jééaru.
ATTEST: U

/2

¢SECRETARY OF STATE




Ofice of the Governor

State of Oregon

EXECUTIVE ORDER NO. (6-07
AMENDMENT T EXECUTIVE ORDER 06-06

On April 24, 2006, | issucd Exccutive Order No, 06-06, determining that a state of
energency exis1s in Tillamook, Lincoln. Coos and Curry Counties and the coastal
pertions ol Douglas and Lane Counties duc to the virtual elimination ef a viable
commercial szimon fishing scason, and severe restrictions on the sport salmaon
fishing season, aleng the QOregon coast south of Cape Faleon. That Fxecutive
Order was intended to coordinate the state response to this cnisis and to facilitate
the provision of state services to all persons adversely affected by the closure.

Just as the ocean 1s not divided by county lines, neither is fishing in those manne
walers. Many of the people who live in Clatsop County, who live ar dock north of
Cape Falcon, nonetheless fish in watcrs south of Cape Falcon or will be otherwise
adversely affected by the anticipated clesure and limitations on ocean salmon
fishing. Therefore, citizens of Clatsop County are likely be affected by restrictions
on fishing south of Cape Falcon in a simular manner as the ceastal communities
further south.

In order to clarify that the provisions of Executive Order No. 06-00 are intended (o
apply cqually to similarly aficcled individuals and busingsses i Clatsop County, |
wish to amend that order as {ollows.

NOW THEREFORE, U1 1S HEREBY ORDERED AND DIRECTED:

Fxecutive Order No. 06-06 is amended te include {Clatsop County 1n the List of
countics in which a State of Emergency 15 declared to exist.

|7 m,«,

Gnv IRNOIH

Done at Salent, Orcgon thiss & day of Apnl 2006

ATTEST:

;‘ﬁ SECRETARY OF STATE




Attachment B
July 20, 2006 Temporary Administrative Rules (Expire January 21, 2007)

695-005-0100 - 2006 Salmon Season State of Emergency Grants

(1) In response to the Governor’s Executive Order (No. 06-06) declaring a salmon season state of
emergency, the Board may provide grant funding to support fish habitat enhancement and related
projects along critical salmon streams in Oregon, for the purpose of accelerating the rebuilding
of fish populations and creating work opportunities for displaced workers.

(2) For grant applicants to receive funding, the following award preferences are applicable, in
addition to the evaluation criteria set forth in any other applicable rule. Projects must employ
displaced fishers in all project labor opportunities to the greatest extent possible over a period of
several months, and also must:

(a) Provide benefit to high priority fish habitat along the Oregon coast and the Oregon portion of
the Klamath River Basin;

(b) Directly address limiting factors for the recovery of coho in watersheds that drain directly to
the ocean, including the Umpqua and Rogue basins;

(c) Directly address the recovery of Klamath River salmon stocks in the Klamath River Basin;
(d) Be identified in an existing watershed-scale assessment and action plan; or,

(e) Address a restoration need identified in the 2003-2005 Oregon Plan Biennial Report, Volume
2 published by the Oregon Watershed Enhancement Board in 2005.

(3) In addition to the preference criteria described in section 2, the following award preferences
are applicable to specific types of grant applications:

(a) For Inventory and Data Collection grants, preference will be given to projects that focus on
surveys and inventories that document conditions affecting aquatic resources or ground-truth
mapping of high priority salmon habitat.

(b) For Restoration grants, preference will be given to projects that focus on restoration in high
priority salmon habitat, or have received from OWEB a relevant technical assistance award in an
earlier grant cycle.

(c) For Project Development grants, preference will be given to projects that have a high
likelihood of being implemented within one year following completion of the project
development grant, focus on high priority salmon habitat, or address a specific limiting factor
identified in the 2003-2005 Oregon Plan Biennial Report, Volume 2 published by the Oregon
Watershed Enhancement Board in 2005.

(4) The preferences identified in section 2 of this rule may also be applied to other OWEB
grants, including Restoration Projects described in Division 10, Education and Outreach Grants
described in Division 15, Monitoring Grants described in Division 25, and Assessment and
Action Plan Grants described in Division 30, in addition to the evaluation criteria set forth in
rules contained in those divisions.
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Attachment C

Proposed Permanent Administrative Rules
DIVISION 7
SALMON SEASON STATE OF EMERGENCY GRANTS
695-007-0010 Purpose

(1) The following administrative rules apply to the state of emergency established by Executive Order No.
06-06 and No. 06-07, dated April 24, 2006, relating to limitations on commercial salmon fishing.

(2) These rules provide for action available to the Board and Director. These rules are operative until the
Governor declares that the state of emergency established by Executive Order No. 06-06 and No. 06-07 is
concluded. Action within these rules is intended to mitigate the economic and social impacts facing
coastal communities during restricted commercial salmon fishing seasons and to advance and accelerate
salmon habitat restoration and recovery efforts.

695-007-0020 Definitions
(1) “Board” means the Oregon Watershed Enhancement Board.
(2) “Director” means the Executive Director of the Oregon Watershed Enhancement Board.

(3) “Displaced Worker” or “displaced fisher” means an individual who meets the criteria adopted by the
Oregon Salmon Commission to be considered displaced with respect to commercial fishing employment.

695-007-0030 OWEB Actions

(1) During the pendency of Executive Order No. 06-06 and No. 06-07 declaring a salmon season state of
emergency, the Board may:

(a) Provide grant funding to support fish habitat enhancement and related projects within salmon-bearing
watersheds in Oregon, for the purpose of accelerating the rebuilding of fish populations and creating
employment opportunities for displaced workers, including projects that:

(A) Support fish habitat enhancement;

(B) Gather information that can be directly used for salmon habitat restoration;

(C) Conduct outreach to the public concerning salmon habitat restoration; or

(D) Support research that assists in the evaluation of salmon stocks at sea.

(b) Provide grant funding to develop projects that would enhance salmon habitat in the future.
695-007-0040 Application Criteria

(1) For grant applicants to receive funding, the following award preferences are applicable, in addition to

the evaluation criteria set forth in any other applicable rule. Projects must employ displaced fishers in all
project labor opportunities to the greatest extent possible over a period of several months, and also must:

Page 68



(a) Provide benefit to high priority fish habitat along the Oregon coast and the Oregon portion of the
Klamath River Basin;

(b) Directly address limiting factors for the recovery of coho in watersheds that drain directly to the
ocean, including the Umpgua and Rogue basins;

(c) Directly address the recovery of Klamath River salmon stocks in the Klamath River Basin;
(d) Be identified in an existing watershed-scale assessment and action plan; or

(e) Address a specific limiting factor identified in the 2003-2005 Oregon Plan Biennial Report, Volume 2
published by the Oregon Watershed Enhancement Board in 2005.

(2) In addition to the preference criteria described in section 1, the following award preferences are
applicable to specific types of grant applications:

(a) For Inventory and Data Collection grants, preference will be given to projects that focus on surveys
and inventories that document conditions affecting aquatic resources or ground-truth mapping of high
priority salmon habitat.

(b) For Restoration grants, preference will be given to projects that focus on restoration in high priority
salmon habitat, or have received from OWEB a relevant technical assistance award in an earlier grant
cycle.

(c) For Project Development grants, preference will be given to projects that have a high likelihood of
being implemented within one year following completion of the project development grant, focus on high
priority salmon habitat, or address a specific limiting factor identified in the 2003-2005 Oregon Plan
Biennial Report, Volume 2 published by the Oregon Watershed Enhancement Board in 2005.

(3) The preferences identified in section 1 of this rule may also be applied to other OWEB grants,
including Restoration Projects described in Division 10, Education and Outreach Grants described in
Division 15, Monitoring Grants described in Division 25, and Assessment and Action Plan Grants
described in Division 30, in addition to the evaluation criteria set forth in rules contained in those
divisions.
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Attachment D

Summary of Public Comments Received: Proposed Salmon Season Rules

Commenter(s) Concerns/Issues Response Change
Dr. Clinton C. Shock | OWEB should not make current rules permanent. The temporary rules expire on January 21, 2007 and No
Ontario, OR The salmon emergency declared by the governor is | cannot be extended, so unless the Executive Order
for a limited time. OWEB does not need (EO) is rescinded prior to this date the only way the
permanent rules for a short term emergency. Board can continue to exercise an evaluation criteria
that includes hiring displaced fishers, is through
permanent rules tied to the EO. The intention is to tie
the preference to the emergency not unlike a drought
emergency.
Dr. Clinton C. Shock | OWEB should reconsider the scientific basis of The proposed rules do not address the ecological basis | No
Ontario, OR their original decision. The assumption behind the | for the salmon season state of emergency. These rules
policy is that salmon numbers are down due to are based on developing an effort to assist the fishing
environmental deterioration in Oregon. If not due | community affected while adding value to the
to environmental deterioration in Oregon, then ecological conditions of Oregon coastal salmon
largely due to a) short term fluctuations, b) fishing | streams.
in excess of sustainable harvest, or ¢) loss of
environment on the Trinity River, then we need
other policies. Policies could be designed around
a) a short break in fishing, b) fewer fishermen, or c)
environmental restoration on the Trinity River.
Dr. Clinton C. Shock | Critical watershed restoration needs are present in | The projects supported will provide the same No
Ontario, OR every corner of Oregon. OWEB will be the best ecological benefits as regular OWEB grants.
steward of funds by expenditures based on
unbiased evaluations of the relative merits of all
possible projects in the state.
Harney County We believe the creation of this problem was due to | The fishery closure occurred as a result of federal No
Watershed Council | administrative acts directly from the Governors action, not state action. OWERB is part of the executive
office and that solutions to the collapse of the branch of Oregon government, which is headed by the
commercial fishery employment should be a direct | Governor. State agencies are obligated, within their
responsibility of the Governors office and not of missions, to provide assistance under the executive
the agencies peripheral to that office. We do not order. OWEB is able to provide assistance through
believe it is the obligation of OWEB to cure expedited, qualified grants to local groups who use
administrative decisions made by the Governors displaced fishers (men or women) to complete needed
office. restoration and related activities.
Page 1 of 3
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Summary of Public Comments Received: Proposed Watershed Council Support Rules

Commenter(s) Concerns/Issues Response Change
Harney County How will funding these programs will affect the This funding is only provided for projects that benefit | No
Watershed Council | watershed funding throughout the entire State? We | watershed health and key mission activities of OWEB

request that another look be taken at the use of and the Oregon Plan. The amount of funding available

these funds for projects that are primarily directed a | in the 2005-2007 biennium for restoration grants is

one time economic subsidy of a specific group of greater than $40 million. More funding is available

workers. this biennium for each restoration grant cycle than ever

before benefiting watershed health in all parts of the
state.

Harney County With the continuing growth of demand on OWEB | These rules are OWEB’s response to the directive in No
Watershed Council | funds for watershed enhancement programs we see | the Governor’s Executive Order. Projects funded

the setting of a priority for these displaced under these rules support the Oregon Plan and OWEB

fishermen programs as potentially a direct mission, which focuses on investments that have

competition to the current stream of funding ecological, economic, and community benefits.

allocation to the watersheds of the entire state. The

precedent set by selecting one group of displaced

workers to thus subsidize, seems unfair to all the

other groups who have been displaced by random

acts in the name of natural resource protection. (i.e.

logging, mining, and public land grazing).
Kaety Hildenbrand | While salmon habitat enhancement projects are The needs identified are valid, but OWEB funds are No
Marine Fisheries vital to the recovery of the salmon fishery, there are | limited by statute and mission to watershed and habitat
Extension Faculty also other avenues of research that are vital to restoration.
OSU Extension maintaining the infrastructure, community, and
Service Lincoln market for the salmon fishery. These projects could
County really benefit from being included in OWEB's

granting rules, and the salmon fishermen waiting

for jobs could also benefit. | recommend that that

under OWERB actions, letter B should state: Gather

information that can be directly used for salmon

habitat or fishery restoration and retention; and

letter C should state Conduct outreach to the public

concerning salmon habitat restoration, or the

salmon fishery.

Page 2 of 3
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Summary of Public Comments Received: Proposed Watershed Council Support Rules

Commenter(s) Concerns/Issues Response Change
Wayne Hoffman The current application process permits three types | This is a good idea in concept, but because of the No
MidCoast of applications, with different forms. The process | nuances of OWEB funding, it is impractical to mix
Watersheds Council | does not provide for applications with mixed types | types of work in a single grant application and

of work. Provision to allow such applications agreement.

would facilitate the process of finding meaningful,

valuable work for these fishers. The separation for

accounting purposes does not need to extend to the

application process. Request that the proposed rule

be rewritten to provide for, or at least to avoid

setting up unnecessary barriers to, applications to

hire fishers for jobs that involve both restoration

and data-collecting tasks.
Henry Bryson As a salmon troller, there is a need and want for Employment through OWEB-funded projects is No
Commercial Salmon | this program, but desire is to fish. Would be nice available at these time frames, but is set by the local
Troller to have these programs in winter when they’re not | grant recipient.
(oral comment) fishing.
Henry Bryson There is no easily accessible full list of the Comment not germane to the rules, but is appreciated | No
Commercial Salmon | programs available to him. Information seems to and will be passed along to others participating in the
Troller be passed by word of mouth, but it needs to be response.
(oral comment) posted somewhere everyone can see.

Page 3 of 3
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2006 Salmon Season State of Emergency

Applications Received and Funded

(as of December 15, 2006)

TABLE SUMMARY OF FUNDED APPLICATIONS*

Attachment E

FUNDS TOTAL OWEB TOTAL OWEB NUMBER OF
ALLOCATED FUNDS FUNDS REMAINING | DISPLACED FISHERS
AWARDED TO BE HIRED
Restoration (no limit) $1,200,000** $900,672 $299,328 26.5
Project Development (PD; $40,000 cap) $500,000 $39,882 $460,118 0
Inventory and Data Collection (IDC; $50k cap) $250,000 $249,339 $661 20.5
TOTAL $1,950,000 $1,189,893 $690,107 47
* The numbers shown here represent funding decisions — not funding requests.
** Total equals $700,000 allocated by E-Board and $500,000 allocated by the Board at the September 2006 meeting.
TABLE SUMMARY OF RECEIVED APPLICATIONS*
Date Fund/ Applicant Amount Project Summary/ Number Duration/
Rev’d/ No Fund No. & Type Requested Use of OWEB Funds of Fishers/ Time of Year
Date Date of OWEB/ Wage Rate
Mailed Total Cost
7/7/06 FUND Coos WA $89,289 Employ a 4-person fisher crew to suppress invasive species on 4 fishers 4 months
217/06 $89,289 206-1000 $98,271 existing riparian projects and perform site prep for new projects. $15/hr. Aug — Nov 06
7/18 Restoration OWEB funds will be used to pay wages of 4 fishers and 1 crew
leader; tools and travel. 69% of the OWEB request, or $61,800, is
budgeted for the fisher crew labor (does not include crew leader).
7/7/06 FUND Coquille WA $195,450 OWEB funds will be used to hire 5 fishers for 12 months to 5 fishers 12 months
217/06 $195,450 | 206-1001 $256,450 construct riparian fences, plant native trees and shrubs, and $12/hr. Aug 06 — Aug 07
7/18 Restoration maintain plantings. Also for supplies, equipment, and travel. 75%
of the OWEB request, or $146,640, is budgeted for the fisher crew
labor (includes crew leader). After 3 months of employment,
fishers will be eligible for health insurance and benefits. If not
interested in these benefits, wages will increase to $13.75/hour.

* Shaded rows are funded applications.
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Date Fund/ Applicant Amount Project Summary/ Number Duration/
Rev’d/ No Fund No. & Type Requested Use of OWEB Funds of Fishers/ Time of Year
Date Date of OWEB/ Wage Rate
Mailed Total Cost
. OWERB funds will be used to hire a 2-person fisher crew to .
7110106 ES ND ggg_ull(l)ICt)EZWA 222288 conduct sediment source surveys of road systems in C_oos Co. sub- élf;}mrs iougggtl_ws June 07
7/14/06 225 IDC : watersheds. 86%6 of the OWEB request, or $42,000, is budgeted '
for the fisher crew labor. After 3 months of employment, fishers
will be eligible for health insurance and benefits. If not interested
in these benefits, wages will increase to $13.75/hour.
OWERB funds will be used to develop project designs, permits, and . .
7/13/06 ES ND ggg_sl\é\é'g‘ iggggg funding proposa!s for on-the-ground restora;ion proj_epts in se_veral ;‘:J":hers ignr::ﬁ;i];oglg}'\f[wg
7/14/06 2125 PD ‘ lowland sub-basins of the Coos estuary. Project envisioned will be PD project, 2007-
largely riparian plantings and bio-engineered streambank 2008 '
stabilizations, which will employ a displaced fisher crew of 4 for '
implementation and maintenance over a period of 24 months.
2/20/06 NO L Rogue/S Coast | $283,232 208/\(/355 funds will bg usec_i to hire a 3-person fishe_r crew to plant 3 fishers 2yrs.
FUND We $317.998 ,000 trees at multiple sites an_d perfo_rm tree maintenance. A $15/hr. Aug. 2006 —
7/21/06 8/1 206-1004 ' companion grant (206-1005) will provide survey V\_/ork for the 0.75 FTE Sept. 2008
Restoration fishers. 37% of the OWEB request, or $104,192, is budgeted for ' '
the fisher crew labor.
2/20/06 FUND L Rogue/S Coast | $93,214 OWEB funds will be used tg hlre a 3-person flsher crew to 1.5 fishers 6 mos.
$22 669 e $125 598 complete stream shgd_e monitoring, storm sgmpllng, stream $15/hr. Sept. 2006 —
7/21/06 8/1 ' 206-1005 ' surveys, and_flsh seining. This is a companion grant to 206-1004; 0.95 FTE Feb. 2007
IDC the same 3 fishers will be used. 69% of the OWEB request, or ' '
$45,462, is budgeted for the fisher crew labor.
2126/06 FUND Coos WA $49 946 OWEB funds w_iII be use_d to hire a 2_-person fisher crew to 5 fishers Oct 15, 2006 -
$49 946 206-1006 $57.980 conduct salmonid spawning surveys in streams entering the upper $15/hr. Mar 15. 2007
7/28/06 8/7 ' IDC ’ Coos estuary. 68% of the OWEB request, or $34,170, is budgeted '
for the fisher crew labor.
8/4 FUND Coos WA $39,882 This is a resubmission of 206-1003. The project now anticipates 4-5 fishers 24 mos. following
8/7 $39,882 206-1007 $50,822 participation from about 45 lowland landowners, and ultimately $15/hr crew completion of the
8/15 resubmit of 1003 hiring a restoration crew of about 4-5 displaced fishers for at least | $20/hr leader PD project, 2007-
PD a 24-month period. (future restor 2008.

project only)

F:\USER\OWEB\Hudson\Fish Disaster\2006 Salmon Season State of Emergency.doc
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Date Fund/ Applicant Amount Project Summary/ Number Duration/
Rcev’d/ No Fund No. & Type Requested Use of OWEB Funds of Fishers/ Time of Year
Date Date of OWEB/ Wage Rate
Mailed Total Cost
OWERB funds will be used to hire a 2-person fisher crew to assist .
il ;H\é[g 4 ggg_sl\é\é'g‘ :gjg?‘; in operz_atin_g adult fish traps ar_ld smol_t screw traps for monitoring ;Iészr}gfy fora ?32?028%56 _ May
8/11 8/221 IDC ’ salmonid life cycles on two high-intrinsic potential coho salmon total of 220 200'7
streams in Coos Bay lowlands. 74% of the OWEB request, or davs
$32,790, is budgeted for the fisher crew labor and training. Y

8/11 FUND L Rogue/S Coast | $277,214 OWEB funds will be used to hire a 3-person fisher crew to plant 1.5 fishers 6 mos.

8/11 $127,331 | WC $317,980 20,000 trees at multiple sites and perform tree maintenance. A $15/hr. Mar. 2007 —
Restore 206-1009 companion grant (206-1005) will provide survey work for the 0.75 FTE Aug. 2007
8/22 [Resubmission fishers. Fishers will receive on-the-job training from Curry

of 1004 (Restor- SWCD staff. 58% of the OWEB request, or $122,946, is budgeted
ation) for the fisher crew labor.
OWERB funds will be used to hire a 5-person fisher crew to .
8/11 ;ﬂl;llg% ;(I)EGID-lOlO iigéég? conduct riparian tree-release on 54 acres; eradicate knotweed in g};?ﬁrrs) ll\l z)l\e/ar2 005 -
8/11 8/22 ' Restoration ' the Trask River watershed; and to support the Native Plant ' Nov. 5007
Cooperative, which provides trees for county-wide enhancements. | 1 fisher leader ’
62% of the OWEB request, or $87,180, is budgeted for the fisher | ($18/hr.)
crew labor.

8/21 Inelig; Benton SWCD $204,206 OWEB funds will be used to hire two teams of displaced fishers (4 | 4 fishers 9 months
request 206-1011 $248,056 total) over nine months to conduct field surveys and landowner ($15/hr. plus Feb-Oct 2007
exceeds IDC outreach for the purposes of developing a limited inventory in benefits)
$50,000 several high-priority sub-watersheds to refine the training methods
allowable and survey process used by volunteers. 54% of the OWEB

request, or $110,760, is budgeted for the fisher crew labor.

8/25 FUND Siuslaw WC $116,529 OWEB funds will be used to hire 3 fishers over a 12-month period | 3 fishers 12 months
$116,529 | 206-1012 $149,931 to provide protective devices for trees, assess tree survival rate, ($15/hr) Sent 2006-

9/5 Restoration and perform late-season release/invasives removal. 69% of the ' Sept 2007
OWERB request, or $70,200, is budgeted for the fisher crew labor. Pt

8/25 FUND MidCoast WC $50,000 OWEB funds will be used to hire five fishers for nine weeks to 5 fishers (4in | 9 weeks
$50,000 206-1013 $55.500 gather information on the location, extent, and abundance of field, 1 in Sept-Nov 2006
9/5 IDC ’ beaver dams, ponds, and channels in the Yaquina and Alsea basins | office) P

and selected other streams. They will also gather stream ($18/hr. for
morphology data for verifying the draft “High Intrinsic Potential” surveyolrs;
maps. 70% of the OWEB request, or $34,820, is budgeted for the | g15/nr. for
fisher crew labor. landowner

contact and data
entry)

F:\USER\OWEB\Hudson\Fish Disaster\2006 Salmon Season State of Emergency.doc
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Date Fund/ Applicant Amount Project Summary/ Number Duration/
Rcev’d/ No Fund No. & Type Requested Use of OWEB Funds of Fishers/ Time of Year
Date Date of OWEB/ Wage Rate
Mailed Total Cost
8/25 FUND Douglas SWCD | $32,660 OWEB funds will be used to hire a two-person fisher survey crew | 2 fishers 11 weeks
$32,660 206-1014 to complete an inventory of culverts in the L. Umpqua and Middle
9/5 IDC 31,620 Umpgqua rivers, as well as in a portion of the Lake Crk watersheds. Gzt SOy 20T
57% of the OWEB request, or $15,840, is budgeted for the fisher
crew labor.
OWERB funds will be used to hire two displaced fishers to conduct .
9122 EL(J)ND ngg_tggl?sWCD 2232%’ surveys of fish passage barriers throughout the Alsea watershed, éfl'ghgshr Zmrﬁng;s t 2007
10/3 IDC : ultimately contributing to the development of a single, healt.h benéfits P P
comprehensive GIS fish passage inventory for the watershed. 56% not included)
of the OWEB request, or $27,768, is budgeted for the fisher crew
labor.
FUND Coos WA $230,777 OWERB funds will be used to hire a crew of four fishers and a 5 fishers 5 months
12/11 206-1016 $253,874 fisher crew leader to erect bioengineered bank protection and ($15/hour) January — October
Restoration conduct site preparation, riparian plantings and eliminate 2007 y
competing vegetation from planted sites. The Coos WA has
identified 26 specific sites from their outreach efforts.
FUND MidCoast WC $50,000 OWERB funds would be used to hire two teams of 2 fishers each to | 4 fishers 6 months
12/11 206-1017 $57,000 run the fish traps at the North Fork Alsea Hatchery and to
IDC determine the upper extent of fish distribution in the Alsea, (7L l'\)ﬂzceg]ob(;e; A~
Yaquina and Siletz basins. Y
NO Lincoln SWCD $219,978 OWEB funds would be used to remove trash from the river, 5 fishers 7 months
FUND 206-1018 $249,718 remove competing vegetation, and plant riparian areas. ($15/hour, December 2006 —
12/11 $16/hour for June 2007
crew leader)
F:\USER\OWEB\Hudson\Fish Disaster\2006 Salmon Season State of Emergency.doc 1/12/2007 Page 4

Page 76




Approved by the Board March 14, 2007
Oregon Watershed Enhancement Board

January 24, 2007
OWEB Board Meeting
Hillsboro, Oregon
Minutes
OWEB Members Present OWESB Staff Present Others Present
Miles Brown Bonnie Ashford Bruce Taylor
Bobby Brunoe Ken Bierly Margaret Nover
Dan Carver Tom Byler Jeff Kee
Alan Christensen Rick Craiger Dan Knoll
Dan Heagerty Wendy Hudson John Moriarty
Skip Klarquist Melissa Leoni Bob Jones
Jim Nakano Tom Shafer Jane VanDyke
Jane O’Keeffe Greg Sieglitz Joe Moll
Dave Powers Cindy Silbernagel Amy Gillette
Scott Reed Lori Warner-Dickason Kevin Fenn
Patricia Smith Roger Wood Greg Apke
Diane Snyder Stephen Caruana
Michael Tehan Craig Ball
Dan Thorndike Charlie Corrarino
Ken Williamson Jeff Rogers
Don Stevens
Eric Metz
Members Not Present Nicole Navas
Meta Loftsgaarden
Helen Westbrook
A. Board Member Comments

Representatives on the OWEB Board commented on recent activities and issues facing their
respective agencies. Board Co-Chair Dan Heagerty welcomed Dave Powers, representing the
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, who returned to the Board after completing a special
assignment with the U.S. Forest Service in California.

B. Minutes
Minutes of the following Board meeting were unanimously approved:
September 24-25, 2006 Board meeting in Bend

C. Executive Director Update
Executive Director, Tom Byler, briefly described reports/updates on the following items.

1. Research Grants Update

Thirty-three research pre-proposals were received by the September 22, 2006, deadline, and
were reviewed by a subcommittee of the Oregon Plan Monitoring Team. Based on the
subcommittee’s recommendations, OWEB has requested 14 applicants to submit full
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proposals. Sea Grant will administer the full proposal peer review process, with Board
consideration scheduled for September 2007. Staff Contact: Greg Sieglitz

2. Conservation Easement Stewardship

In order to protect OWEB’s right to enforce the terms of its easements, and ensure
accountability for public funds, OWEB will continue to develop a stewardship program with
the following elements in preparation for the 2007 summer monitoring season: Monitoring,
Landowner Relations, Recordkeeping, Amendments and Approvals, and Enforcement and
Defense. Staff Contact: Lori Warner-Dickason

3. 2006 Council Support Applications

For the 2007-2009 biennium, improvements were made to the council support grant process.
The application was streamlined, the evaluation criteria were clarified, and the review
process was revised to include consensus scoring and other quality control measures.

Sixty applications were received by the December 15, 2006, deadline requesting a total of
$7.9 million. The applications will be considered at the May 2007 Board meeting. Staff
Contact: Lori Warner-Dickason

4. Mitigation Banking and OWEB Funding

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, OWEB, and other agencies met late last year to develop
a shared understanding and coordinated approach regarding the relationship between public
funding for restoration and mitigation banking. Staff Contact: Ken Bierly

5. 2006 Biennial Conference
Director Byler thanked Board members for their attendance at the biennial conference, and
Co-Chair Heagerty thanked OWEB staff for their efforts to make the conference a success.

Director Byler also reported the following:

e Meta Loftsgaarden is a new board member representing the NRCS, but was unable to
attend the meeting.

e Director Byler made a few temporary staffing changes to allow OWEB to be more
strategic as it enters the next biennium. The changes were made in October 2006, and
involved reassigning the following staff: Ken Bierly as Grant Program Manager;
Roger Wood is working on Special Projects, including strategic investments,
interagency agreements, and the Local Innovation Fund, and Director Byler assumed
management of the Policy and Oregon Plan Coordination Program.

e The following Board members volunteered to be on a Strategic Investments
subcommittee staffed by Roger Wood: Dan Heagerty, Dave Powers, Diane Snyder,

and Ken Williamson.

Governor’s Recommended Budget and Legislative Update

Director Byler provided Board members with an overview of OWEB’s budget as identified in
the Governor’s Recommended Budget (GRB). The GRB proposes allocating $78 million to
OWEB ($61 million in capital funds; $17 million in non-capital funds). The proposed
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allocations are increases over the current biennium. The GRB estimates OWEB receiving $10
million in PCSRF funds, however, Congress has not yet decided on the final appropriation for
Oregon, which could be considerably less.

The Legislature is not holding floor sessions every day, allowing them to focus on committee
work, which they expect to shut down in mid-March, except for a few key committees. OWEB’s
director and legislative coordinator, as well as the Board Co-Chairs will be scheduling time to
meet with legislators to discuss OWEB’s budget.

E. Conservation Reserve Enhancement Program (CREP) Status Report

Ken Bierly, Deputy Director, Lois Loop, Farm Services Agency, and Mike Powers, Oregon
Department of Agriculture, provided Board members with background information on the CREP
Program, and the growth of the Oregon CREP Program this biennium. This year, the USDA has
paid approximately $4 million for conservation practices. OWEB has matched the federal
conservation payments with $2.5 million of direct conservation payments and $500,000 in
technical assistance. Since a revised USDA agreement was signed in 2004, public interest in the
program has increased significantly, and the number of stream miles treated has grown
dramatically.

OWEB staff expect to have a more detailed discussion at the September 2007 Board meeting to
discuss the following:
e Strengthening the preference for CREP for all riparian restoration projects;
Focusing technical assistance to aid in salmon recovery;
Developing a cost forecasting tool for the state cost share;
Conducting effectiveness monitoring for the program; and
Increasing public awareness of the program.

This biennium, the Board has allocated $2.5 million for CREP cost share payments, and as of
December 5, 2006, payments of $2,234,174.18 have been made. Examining the recent payment
rate and history of payment requests, staff estimate an additional $1 million will be required for
payment on existing contracts through the end of the biennium.

Board members unanimously approved 31 million in capital funds for CREP cost share
payments through the end of the biennium.

F. Deferred Acquisition Projects
Lori Warner-Dickason, Policy Specialist, updated Board members on the following acquisitions
which had been previously deferred.

Svensen Island (206-259)
This grant application submitted in October 2005 by the Columbia River Land Trust was
withdrawn by the applicant. No Board action is required.

Pilcher Creek (206-339)
This grant application was submitted in October 2005 by the Rocky Mountain Elk
Foundation. Staff are awaiting receipt of due diligence materials, and recommend deferral.
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Board members unanimously approved deferral of this project until due diligence items are
submitted and reviewed.

Sandy River (207-072)

This grant application was submitted in April 2006 by the Western Rivers Conservancy.
Uncertainty over future ownership surfaced late in the application process, causing the Board
subcommittee and staff to recommend deferral pending receipt and review of additional
information from the applicant.

Board members unanimously approved the staff recommendation to defer consideration
pending receipt and review of additional information regarding the capacity of Western
Rivers Conservancy to manage and sustain the ecological benefits of the property.

Tenmile Creek Corridor Easement project (206-058)

This project was submitted in April 2005 by the McKenzie River Trust and requests
$810,112 to assist in the purchase of conservation easements on 231 acres in the Tenmile
Creek watershed. The project received a favorable review by the regional review team, the
Board acquisition subcommittee, and OWEB staff, therefore funding is recommended.

Board members unanimously approved staff’s recommendation to award $810,112 in capital
funds toward the purchase of conservation easements for the Tenmile Creek project.

G. Public Comment
Joe Moll, McKenzie River Trust, updated Board members on progress at Green Island, and
thanked staff for their support.

Stephen Caruana, Kleinfelder Engineering, updated Board members on Braeburn Creek project
in Eugene.

Jeffrey Kee, Clackamas SWCD, recommended that OWEB spend money on marketing the
Oregon Plan for Salmon and Watersheds.

Bruce Taylor, Oregon Habitat Joint Venture, commented that OWEB should work more on
leveraging funding from the federal government through additional programs/grants, such as the
National Wetlands Conservation Grant. He also thanked Wendy Hudson for moderating the
upland session at the Biennial Conference.

Bob and Kathy Newcomb, Citizens for Safe Water, requested Board endorsement of a study on
the impacts of global warming on the Willamette River. Although Board members could not
offer an endorsement, Board member Ken Williamson recommended that they contact the EQC
and the Institute for Natural Resources at OSU.

H. Oregon Plan Panel Presentation and Discussion
In separate presentations, the following state agency representatives discussed their individual
agency’s roles and responsibilities under the Oregon Plan for Salmon and Watersheds.

e Greg Apke, Oregon Department of Transportation

e Amy Gillette, Oregon Parks and Recreation Department

e Eric Metz and Nicole Navas, Department of State Lands
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L Oregon Plan and Effectiveness Monitoring Products

Greg Sieglitz, Monitoring and Reporting Program Manager, described the recent progress in
implementing the Monitoring Strategy for the Oregon Plan for Salmon and Watersheds and
OWERB’s Effectiveness Monitoring Program. He also explained the following funding requests:

Western Juniper Removal Project Evaluation

Based on recommendations in a report summarizing the results of monitoring the
effectiveness of OWEB-funded western juniper treatments, OWEB staff are recommending
contracting with a consultant on the following products:

e Development of a field manual to guide OWEB regional program representatives,
regional review teams, SWCDs, and watershed council staff in identifying and
designing western juniper treatment projects following best management practices.

e Conduct a two-day field workshop for invited participants from the groups mentioned
above to apply the concepts, methods, and techniques contained in the draft field
manual.

¢ [Evaluate each western juniper treatment project funded in Lake, Harney, Klamath,
and Grant counties and repeat the sampling that occurred in Crook and Wheeler
counties last year.

Board members unanimously approved a $20,000 allocation from reserved effectiveness
monitoring funds for the Western Juniper Removal Project Evaluation.

Center for Statistical Design and Analysis

Dr. Don Stevens, Oregon State University, and Jeff Rogers, Oregon Department of Fish and
Wildlife, provided an overview of a funding request for the Center for Statistical Design and
Analysis to continue statistical outreach and support for Oregon Plan agencies for one year
beginning in March 2007. OSU is in the process of pursuing federal funding to provide the
Center with increased capacity to provide statistical support for local groups.

Board members unanimously approved staff’s recommendation to award $87,036 in non-
capital funds to the Center for Statistical Design and Analysis. The funds come from an
effectiveness monitoring reserve allocation previously approved by the Board.

J. Clean Water Services Presentation and Tour
Bill Gaffi and Kendra Smith, Clean Water Services, presented an overview of their work in the
Tualatin watershed.

After the presentation, Mark Jockers, Clean Water Services, lead Board members, staff, and
interested public on a tour of the facility. The administration building complex is LEED
(Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design) Gold certified, and is the first public building
in Washington County to earn this designation for sustainable design and construction by the
U.S. Green Building Council.
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Local Partner Presentations
The following representatives from local watershed and conservation organizations
made presentations to the Board.
o April Olbrich, Tualatin River Watershed Council
o Lacey Townsend, Autumn Bryant, and Kevin Ferris, Tualatin Soil and Water
Conservation District
o Russ Plaeger, Sandy River Basin Partnership, and Jonathan Soll, The Nature
Conservancy
o Dean Marriott and Margaret Nover, City of Portland, and Travis Williams, Willamette
Riverkeepers
o Jim Desmond, Metro, and Michelle Brussard, Johnson Creek Watershed Council

At the conclusion of the Board meeting, Tualatin River Watershed Council, Tualatin Soil and
Water Conservation District, Clean Water Services, and Jackson Bottom Wetlands Preserve
sponsored an informal reception for OWEB Board members, staff, watershed partners, and local
officials at the Jackson Bottom Wetlands Preserve facility.
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January 25, 2007
OWEB Board Meeting
Hillsboro, Oregon
Minutes
OWEB Members Present OWESB Staff Present Others Present
Miles Brown Bonnie Ashford Wayne Hoffman
Bobby Brunoe Ken Bierly Rich Carmichael
Alan Christensen Tom Byler Margaret Nover
Dan Heagerty Rick Craiger John Moriarty
Skip Klarquist Melissa Leoni John McDonald
Jim Nakano Tom Shafer Bob Jones
Jane O’Keeffe Greg Sieglitz Dan Knoll
Scott Reed Roger Wood Russ Hoeflich
Patricia Smith Charlie Corrarino
Diane Snyder Jeff Samuels
Michael Tehan
Dan Thorndike
Ken Williamson
Members Not Present
Dan Carver
Meta Loftsgaarden
Dave Powers
Helen Westbrook
K. Restoration Priorities Adoption

Roger Wood, Special Projects, presented information seeking adoption of restoration priorities
for the Deschutes and Malheur basins. The development of funding priorities will gnide OWEB
in the evaluation of grant applications, and will help ensure a clear and strategic approach to

prioritizing funding of projects.

Adoption of these priorities continues OWEB’s development of priorities for the 15 Oregon Plan

reporting basins in the state. Adoption of restoration priorities remain for the Imnaha, Umatilla,

John Day, Grande Ronde, and Powder basins.

Board members unanimously approved the approach and content of the Deschutes and Malheur

basins regional restoration priorities.

L. Biennial Report Presentation

Melissa Leoni, Senior Policy Coordinator, provided Board members with a walk-through of the
2005-2007 Oregon Plan Biennial Report. As required by statute (ORS 541.405), the report was
submitted to the Governor and appropriate committees of the Legislative Assembly by January
15, 2007. The report addresses the statewide and regional implementation and effectiveness of
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the Oregon Plan. It addresses each drainage basin in the state and includes watershed and key
habitat conditions, an assessment of data and information needs, an overview of state agency
programs and voluntary restoration activities, a summary of Board investments, and
recommendations of the Board for enhancing Oregon Plan effectiveness.

M. Public Comment
Wayne Hoffman, Mid Coast Watersheds Council, presented Board members with a copy of the
Council’s annual report.

Russ Hoeflich, The Nature Conservancy, supported OWEB’s work on juniper, and challenged
the Board to look at larger scales.

N. Council/District Collaboration Update

John McDonald, OACD, and John Moriarty, Network of Oregon Watershed Councils, updated
Board members on the status of the Council-District collaboration process. They have been
meeting with, and receiving an enthusiastic response from legislators and key stakeholders on the
importance of non-capital, and equal funding to both watershed councils and soil and water
conservation districts in the OWEB and ODA budgets.

Their joint message is “clean water” and taking care of the land that surrounds it.

0. Salmon Season State of Emergency Rules Adoption

Melissa Leoni, Senior Policy Coordinator, updated Board members on the Salmon Season State
of Emergency funding to date. She provided a summary of the administrative rules process and
explained the permanent administrative rules in front of the Board for adoption.

OWEB expects a continuing interest and need for the program into the foreseeable future. To
date, OWEB has received 19 applications, with 13 being funded employing 47 fishers for a total
of $1,189,893 in restoration, project development, and inventory and data collection projects.

Temporary administrative rules were adopted on July 20, 2006, and expired on January 21, 2007.
They were created in response to the Governor’s Executive Order No. 06-06 and its amendment
06-07. To continue to apply award preferences beyond the expiration of the temporary rules,
permanent administrative rules need to be adopted by the Board.

A public comment period was held on the proposed rules, and a summary of public comments
and OWEB’s responses were included with the staff report. After review, OWEB staff did not
recommend making any changes to the permanent rules and are seeking Board adoption of the
rules. The rules will remain in place unless the Governor cancels the State of Emergency.

Due to the demand on funding for the salmon season state of emergency grants, staff are also
seeking an additional $300,000 in capital funds for the program.

Board members unanimously adopted the permanent administrative rules (695-007-0010
through 695-007-0040) as presented in Attachment C of the staff report.

In addition, Board members unanimously adopted allocation of $300,000 to fund Salmon Season
State of Emergency projects submitted through the process, and authorized delegation of
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expenditure authority for Salmon Season State of Emergency grant awards to the director to
disburse funds for those grants.

P. Coastal Coho and Mid-Columbia Steelhead Conservation and Recovery Plans
Presentations were provided to Board members by Kevin Goodson and Rich Carmichael, Oregon
Department of Fish and Wildlife.

Q. Other Business

There was none.

Having no further business, the meeting was adjourned.
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Oregon Watershed Enhancement Board

Meeting Agenda

Oregon Watershed Enhancement Board
March 14-15, 2007

The Mallard Banquet Hall
725 West 1st Avenue

Eugene
Directions: From I-5, take Exit 194-B (I-105/0OR-126W) toward Eugene. Take
the OR-99N/OR-126 exit toward Florence (6th Ave. exit). Turn right at Madison
(1st light at end of exit ramp). Located on the NW corner of 1st & Madison.

Wednesday, March 14, 2007

Business Meeting - 8:00 a.m.

During the public comment periods (Agenda Items E and I), anyone wishing to speak to the Board is
asked to fill out a comment request sheet (available at the information table). This helps the Board know
how many individuals would like to speak, and to schedule accordingly. The Board encourages persons to
limit comments to no more than five minutes.

A. Board Member Comments
Board representatives from state and federal agencies will provide an update on issues related to
the natural resource agency they represent. This is also an opportunity for public and tribal Board
members to report on their recent activities and share information and comments on a variety of
watershed enhancement and Oregon Plan-related topics. Information item.

B. Review and Approval of Minutes
The minutes of the January 24-25, 2007, meeting will be presented for Board approval. Action
item.

C. Executive Director Update
Tom Byler, Executive Director, will update the Board on agency business and late-breaking issues.
Information item.

D. Oregon Explorer, Conservation Registry, and Oregon Watershed Restoration
Inventory
Greg Sieglitz, Monitoring and Reporting Program Manager; Sara Vickerman, Defenders of
Wildlife (Defenders), and Renee Davis-Born, Institute for Natural Resources (INR) at Oregon
State University, will provide the Board with a description of the relationships established
between the Defenders Conservation Registry, the INR Oregon Explorer web site, and OWEB’s
Oregon Watershed Restoration Inventory. The presentation will demonstrate the utility of these
tools for interested members of the public. Information item.
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E. Public Comment — Technical Assistance, Education, Monitoring, Assessment, and
Restoration/Acquisition Grants [approximately 10:00 a.m.]
This time is reserved for public comment on Technical Assistance, Education, Monitoring,
Assessment, and Restoration/Acquisition grant applications to be considered for funding by the
Board. Only comments pertaining to the specific grant applications will be accepted during this
time. The Board will not accept any written materials at this time. Any written comments

pertaining to pending grant proposals must be received by agency staff by the March 6, 2007,
deadline.

F. Board Consideration of Pending Technical Assistance, Education, Monitoring,
Assessment, and Restoration/Acquisition Grants
The Board will consider Technical Assistance, Education, Monitoring, Assessment, and
Restoration/Acquisition grant applications submitted by the October 16, 2006, application
deadline. Proposals, supporting materials, and funding recommendations will be discussed and
acted on by the Board. Action item.

G. Council-District Collaboration Update
John McDonald, Oregon Association of Conservation Districts; and John Moriarty, Network of
Oregon Watershed Councils, will update Board members on the progress made in the
collaborative effort between OWEB, the Oregon Department of Agriculture, soil and water
conservation districts, and watershed councils. Information item.

Local Partner Presentations - 3:30 - 5:00 p.m.

Representatives of local watershed and conservation organizations will provide presentations to the Board.
Long Tom Watershed Council
McKenzie River Watershed Council
Middle Fork Willamette Watershed Council
Coast Fork Willamette Watershed Council
East Lane Soil and Water Conservation District
City of Eugene
McKengzie River Trust

Informal Reception - 5:15 - 6:30 p.m.

The Oregon Watershed Enhancement Board invites you to join Board
members and staff for a reception for area councils, districts, and local officials
who are OWEB’s partners supporting watershed restoration activities.

5:15-6:30 p.m.
The Mallard Banquet Hall
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March 14-15, 2007

Thursday, March 15, 2007

Business Meeting - 8:00 a.m.

During the public comment periods (Agenda Items E and I), anyone wishing to speak to the Board is
asked to fill out a comment request sheet (available at the information table). This helps the Board know
how many individuals would like to speak, and to schedule accordingly. The Board encourages persons to
limit comments to no more than five minutes.

H.

M.

Strategic Investments
Roger Wood, Special Projects, will discuss agency efforts to explore opportunities for the Board to
consider initiating a strategic investment program next biennium. Information item.

Public Comment [approximately 9:00 a.m.]
This time is reserved for public comment on any matter before the Board.

Coastal Coho Conservation Plan
Sue Knapp with the Governor’s Natural Resources Office, and Kevin Goodson, Oregon
Department of Fish and Wildlife, will present an overview of the Conservation Plan for the

Oregon Coast Coho ESU. The Board will be asked to endorse the efforts identified through the
Plan. Action item.

High Desert Partnership Presentation
Chad Karges, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, will discuss the efforts of the High Desert

Partnership. Information item.
Grant Solicitation for April 2007
Ken Bierly, Deputy Director, will make recommendations on whether to accept Technical

Assistance grant applications for the April 23, 2007, grant cycle. Action item.

Other Business
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Meeting Procedures: Generally, agenda items will be taken in the order shown. However, in certain
circumstances, the Board may elect to take an item out of order. To accommodate the scheduling needs
of interested parties and the public, the Board may also designate a specific time at which an item will be
heard. Any such times are indicated on the agenda.

Please be aware that topics not listed on the agenda may be introduced during the Board Comment
period, the Executive Director’s Update, the Public Comment period, under Other Business or at other
times during the meeting.

Oregon’s Public Meetings Law requires disclosure that Board members may meet for meals on Tuesday,
Wednesday, and Thursday.

**Public Testimony: The Board encourages public comment on any agenda item. However, public
testimony must be limited on items marked with a double asterisk (**). The double asterisk means that
the item has already been the subject of a formal public hearing. Further public testimony may not be
taken except upon changes made to the item since the original public comment period, or upon the direct
request of the Board members in order to obtain additional information or to address changes made to
proposed rules following a public hearing.

A public comment period for restoration, acquisition, technical assistance, monitoring, and education
grant applications will be held on Wednesday, March 14, 2007. The Board will not accept any written
materials at that time. Any written comments pertaining to pending grant proposals must be received by
the March 6, 2007, deadline. People wishing to speak to the Board are asked to fill out a comment
request sheet (available at the information table). The Board encourages persons to limit comments to no
more than five minutes.

A general public comment period will be held on Thursday, March 15, 2007, for any matter before the
Board. Comments relating to a specific agenda item may be heard by the Board as each agenda item is
considered. People wishing to speak to the Board are asked to fill out a comment request sheet (available
at the information table). The Board encourages persons to limit comments to no more than five minutes.

Tour: The Board may tour local watershed restoration project sites. The public is invited to attend,
however transportation may be limited to Board members and OWEB staff. If you wish to join the tour,
be prepared to provide your own transportation.

Executive Session: The Board may also convene in a confidential executive session where, by law, only
press members and OWEB staff may attend. Others will be asked to leave the room during these
discussions, which usually deal with current or potential litigation. Before convening such a session, the
presiding Board member will make a public announcement and explain necessary procedures.

Questions? If you have any questions about this agenda or the Board’s procedures, please call Bonnie
Ashford, OWEB Board Assistant, at 503-986-0181.

If special physical, language or other accommodations are needed for this meeting, please advise Bonnie
Ashford (503-986-0181) as soon as possible but at least 48 hours in advance of the meeting.
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Oregon Watershed Enhancement Board Membership

Voting Members
Environmental Quality Commission member: Ken Williamson
Fish and Wildlife Commission member: Skip Klarquist
Board of Forestry member: Diane Snyder
Board of Agriculture member: Dan Carver
Water Resources Commission member: Dan Thorndike
Public member: Jane O’Keeffe, Board Co-Chair
Public member: Daniel Heagerty, Board Co-Chair
Public member (tribal): Bobby Brunoe
Public member: Patricia Smith

Public member: Jim Nakano
Public member: Helen Westbrook

Non-voting Members
Representative of Director of Oregon State University Extension Service: Scott Reed
Representative of U.S. Forest Service: Alan Christensen
Representative of U.S. BLM: Miles Brown
Representative of U.S. NRCS: Meta Loftsgaarden
Representative of U.S. EPA: Dave Powers
Representative of NMFS: Michael Tehan

Contact Information
Oregon Watershed Enhancement Board
775 Summer Street NE, Suite 360
Salem, Oregon 97301-1290
503-986-0178
Fax: 503-986-0199
www.oregon.gov/OWEB

OWEB Executive Director - Tom Byler

tom.byler@state.or.us
OWEB Assistant to Executive Director and Board - Bonnie Ashford
bonnie.ashford@state.or.us

503-986-0181

2007 Board Meeting Schedule

May 15-16, 2007 — Salem
September 18-19, 2007 — La Grande

For online access to staff reports and other OWEB publications check our web site: www.oregon.gov/OWEB
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March 1, 2007

MEMORANDUM
TO: Oregon Watershed Enhancement Board
FROM: Ken Bierly, Deputy Director

SUBJECT: Agenda Item F: OWEB Grant Award Recommendations
Overview and Statewide Projects
March 14-15, 2007 OWEB Board Meeting

l. Introduction

This staff report describes the process for evaluation of the capital and non-capital grant
applications submitted by the October 16, 2006, deadline. The report also includes budget
considerations and a summary of combined funding recommendations. Finally, this report
includes the statewide Education and Monitoring grant evaluations and staff recommendations.

1. Background and Summary

Two hundred and six grant applications seeking a total of $19,226,568 were received by the
October 16, 2006, deadline. The breakdown by region, project type, and dollar amount is shown
on the attached table. (Attachment A)

Restoration and Acquisition applications that use capital funds were solicited in this funding
cycle, as were Technical Assistance, Assessment, Monitoring, and Education and Outreach
applications that use non-capital funds. After being screened for eligibility and completeness,
the applications were sent to the five Regional Review Teams (RRTs), which reviewed them for
merit and made prioritized funding recommendations to OWEB staff. OWEB staff considered
the funding availability and funds budgeted, and integrated the separate RRT recommendations
into the staff funding recommendation to the Board. A map showing the location of the projects
recommended for funding by the RRTs and by OWERB staff is attached. (Attachment B)

Following this overview are staff reports containing the OWEB staff funding recommendations
for each region.

I11.  Review Process

The applications were screened for completeness, categorized by application type and copied for
review. The RRTs were sent packets of eligible grant proposals to read and consider. OWEB
staff in each region then scheduled visits to as many sites as possible, emphasizing new
applications, acquisitions, and the more complicated projects. All RRT members were invited on
these visits and some members were able to participate at each site. In their RRT meetings,
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reviewers were asked to determine the technical merit of each proposal and, with the exception
of acquisition projects (for which the RRT only discussed the ecological and conservation value
of the proposed acquisition), whether to recommend each project for funding. After classifying
projects as “fund” or “no fund,” the RRTs were then asked to prioritize the projects
recommended for funding. The RRT recommendations are included in each applicable regional
staff report in this agenda item. The recommended funding amount and any special conditions
are identified in the tables attached to each regional staff report.

OWERB received five Education/Outreach grant applications that have broader focus than a single
region. These applications were reviewed by the Oregon Plan Outreach Team.

The Oregon Plan Monitoring Team reviewed each Monitoring and Assessment grant application
and identified their significance to the Oregon Plan and their likelihood of success. These review
comments were passed along to the RRT for their consideration and use in recommending
funding and ranking. OWEB also received two Monitoring applications with broader focus than
a single region; these were reviewed only by the Oregon Plan Monitoring Team.

The RRT recommendations in summary form were distributed to all applicants whose proposals
were reviewed by that RRT. Staff continued in this grant cycle the practice of forwarding all
comments received from applicants regarding the RRT recommendations to the Board prior to
the Board meeting.

IV.  Statewide Education and Monitoring Projects

The Oregon Plan Outreach Team recommended five Education/Outreach applications totaling
$429,714. Staff only recommend two of these applications for a total of $125,000 (with special
conditions). The Oregon Plan Monitoring Team and staff recommend two statewide Monitoring
applications for funding at $23,804.

V. Acquisition Projects

Three new land acquisition applications and a water acquisition application were reviewed
during this grant cycle. By rule, land acquisition projects undergo a multifaceted review.
Applications are first reviewed by a Board Acquisition Subcommittee, which recommends
whether or not staff should proceed with a due diligence review of the project. Simultaneously,
applications are reviewed by the RRTs for ecological and educational values. The Subcommittee
may ask for additional information from the applicant or may ask that specific questions be
addressed by the RRT.

If the due diligence review is recommended, staff request an appraisal report, title report and
exceptions, option, donation disclosure, environmental site assessment, and proposed
conservation easement. An independent review appraiser evaluates the appraisal report.
OWEB?’s legal counsel at the Department of Justice reviews the title report, exceptions, option
agreement, and conservation easement. Staff at the Department of Environmental Quality
review the environmental site assessment.

After the due diligence review is complete, the Subcommittee synthesizes the proposed project’s
ecological and educational benefits, applicant capacity, partnerships, local support, local and
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regional community effects, RRT evaluation, and due diligence results into a funding
recommendation to OWEB staff. Staff then consider all evaluation criteria, the Subcommittee’s
recommendation, and available funding resources to develop a funding recommendation to the
full Board. The staff funding recommendations are summarized in a separate section in the
appropriate regional staff report.

Only one of the land acquisition grant applications submitted in October 2006 is ready for
funding decision at this time (McKenzie Oxbow, application 207-302 in Region 3). The other
two (Newton Creek Wetlands, 207-301, and Lostine River Wetlands, 207-324) are recommended
for deferral. The status of other acquisition projects, previously submitted and deferred by the
Board, is also described in the regional reports.

In the October 2006 grant cycle, OWEB received a water acquisition grant application for the
first time. The OWEB Board adopted administrative rules for water lease and transfer
(acquisition) applications in January of 2005. The ecological value of a proposed water
acquisition project is based on a project's ability to increase instream flow to address the needs of
priority habitat and species, and/or to improve water quality in a water quality limited stream
reach. This evaluation is conducted in part by reference to The Oregon Plan Streamflow
Restoration Priorities (2001) and by evaluation by the appropriate RRT.

In addition to the ecological review of a proposed project, a review of due diligence materials is
conducted. Due diligence materials include a fair market appraisal or other valuation
assessment, a written assessment of the water right, the water right certificate, an ownership and
lien report, an option agreement, and a donation disclosure statement. The appraisal or other
valuation assessment is reviewed by OWEB’s review appraiser. The assessment of the water
right is evaluated by Oregon Water Resources Department to determine its reliability to provide
instream benefit. The remaining items are evaluated by staff for consistency with the
administrative rules and by OWEB’s legal counsel for legal sufficiency.

The water right acquisition is for a long-term lease in the Rogue Basin (Evans Creek Flow
Enhancement, application 207-274) and is recommended for funding by the Region 2 RRT and
by staff.

VI.  Budget Considerations

Capital Funds. The Board established a capital funding target for each grant cycle for the 2005-
2007 biennium of $7.5 million. The Board reserved an additional $7.5 million for the biennium,
which has been allocated to cover additional applications from previous grant cycles and
additional needs for the CREP program. There is approximately $7,757,991 currently available
of capital and salmon license plate funds for the remainder of the biennium. Additional returned
unspent grant funds from completed grants (approximately $150,000) will also be available for
this round of funding for a total of $7,907,991. With this understanding, staff recommend the
expenditure of $7,816,170 at the March Board meeting.

Non-Capital Funds. Table 1 shows the non-capital funding reserved for each grant type. This
reserve was approved by the Board in May of 2006.
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Table 1. Non-Capital Budget Reserve for the October 2006 Grant Cycle

Grant Type Budget
Education $500,000
Monitoring $771,000
Assessment $450,000
Technical Assistance $500,000
Total Budgeted $2,221,000

OWEB also uses non-capital funds for the education and outreach elements of Restoration
projects. These non-capital costs are identified in the tables attached to each regional report.

VII. Summary of Funding Recommendation

Staff recommendations for Board actions are identified by region for the projects indicated in
each of the following five regional reports. “Do Fund” projects are indicated on the tables by
shading.

1. Funding Shift into the 2007-2009 Biennium Funds

At the September 2006 meeting, the Board approved partial funding for two grants with a
commitment to fully funding the project next biennium on the condition that they report
progress on their grants in September 2007. The two projects from September 2006 are:

Grant # Grantee Amount Awarded 9/06 9/07 Award
207-107 | East Fork Irrigation District $900,000 $500,000
207-138 | Willow Creek $1,050,568 $896,186

$1,396,186

The proposed funding scenario presented to the Board in the following staff reports also
recommends extending funding for two projects into the next biennium.

Grant # Grantee Amount Recommended | 9/07 Award
207-319 | Middle Deschutes Streamflow $500,000 $998,750
207-072 | Sandy River Acquisition $364,000 $360,000

$1,358,750

The cumulative recommendation from this funding cycle and the September 2006 funding
cycle will commit the allocation of $2,754,936 from the 2007-2009 biennium capital funds at
the September 2007 meeting.

2. Capital Funding Recommendations
The statewide funding total recommended by staff is shown below. Details are contained
within each of the attached regional staff reports.

Restoration Projects, Capital Portion $ 7,156,698
Capital Monitoring Project $ 149,647
Acquisition Projects $ 509,825
TOTAL Capital Staff Recommendation: $ 7,816,170
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3. Non-Capital Funding Recommendations

The statewide funding total for non-capital projects recommended by staff exceeds the
budgeted amount by approximately $320,000. Staff propose that the additional non-capital
funds come from previous Board reserves and allocations that have not been used and will
not otherwise be used before the end of the biennium.

Technical Assistance Projects $ 583,894
Monitoring Projects $ 825,059
Assessment Projects $ 464,885
Education/Outreach Projects $ 636,102
Restoration Projects, Non-Capital Portion $ 23967
TOTAL Non-Capital Staff Recommendation $2,533,907

The proposed funding level exceeds the budgeted amount for each type of grant application.
There were, however, significant additional Technical Assistance and Education/Outreach
projects that staff were not able to recommend due to the limited amount of non-capital funds
available this cycle.

VIIl. Staff Recommendations for Statewide Project Funding

Attachment C shows the proposals, funding amounts, conditions (if any), and priority rankings
recommended for funding to OWEB staff by the Oregon Plan Monitoring and Outreach teams.
The table also indicates, by means of shaded entries, the OWEB staff funding recommendation
to the Board. For some projects, the amount shown in the table may be the staff funding
recommendation rather than the RRT recommendation.

Staff recommend the Board approve the staff funding recommendations contained in Attachment
C to this report.

Attachments
A. Types of Applications Received and Amounts Requested by Application Type
B. Map Showing Projects Recommended by RRTs and OWEB Staff
C. Statewide Projects Recommended for Funding
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ATTACHMENT A

Oregon Watershed Enhancement Board

Types of Applications Received October 16, 2006

Technical Education | Monitoring | Assessment | Acquisition Restoration | Totals

Assistance
Region 1 3 6 6 1 0 15 31
Region 2 8 7 8 1 1 26 51
Region 3 10 8 1 3 2 15 39
Region 4 8 8 4 2 0 6 28
Region 5 9 2 3 3 1 32 50
Statewide 0 5 2 0 0 0 7
Totals 38 36 24 10 4 94 206

Dollar Amounts Requested by Application Type
;’ec_hnlcal Education | Monitoring | Assessment | Acquisition | Restoration Totals
ssistance

Region 1 130,204 111,987 259,640 45,200 0 2,242,081 2,789,112
Region 2 240,636 207,231 509,686 45,365 18,825 2,311,835 3,333,578
Region 3 360,745 357,029 33,689 168,228 | 1,627,000 3,105,967 5,652,667
Region 4 294,145 309,254 290,557 236,127 0 1,852,241 2,982,324
Region 5 294,785 65,307 138,796 399,533 516,000 2,492,102 3,906,523
Statewide 0 538,560 23,804 0 0 0 562,364
Totals $1,320,515 | $1,589,368 | $1,256,181 $894,453 | $2,161,825 | $12,004,226 | $19,226,568

F:\USER\OWEB\ASHFORD\Board\2007-03 Eugene Bd Mtg\ltem F - SW Overview Att A.doc
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ATTACHMENT C

Statewide

Education Projects Recommended for Funding by the Oregon Plan Outreach Team
October 16, 2006 Grant Cycle

Staff Funding Recommendations to the Board are Highlighted in Gray

Project # Project Name Total Amount | Priority
207-222 | Building New Coordinator Capacity/Council Gathering 2007 * 45,000 1
207-223 | Advancing Watershed Stewardship in the Neighborhood * 80,000 2
207-224 | Healthy Waters Institute 150,000 3
207-221 | Oregon Watershed Education Consortium 141,046 4
207-220 | Resources & People Camp (RAP) Outreach Project 13,668 5
Total Education Projects Recommended for Funding to Staff by the Outreach Team $429,714

Total Education Projects Recommended for Funding by Staff to the Board $125,000

*Listed Amount Reflects Recommended Reduction

Monitoring Projects Recommended for Funding by the Oregon Plan Monitoring Team
October 16, 2006 Grant Cycle

Staff Funding Recommendations to the Board are Highlighted in Gra

Project # Project Name Total Amount
207-247 | Best Practices Guidelines for Wetland Restoration Projects & Salmon $12,265
207-248 | Oregon Water Trust Streamflow Monitoring Equipment Grant $11,539
Total Monitoring Projects Recommended for Funding to Staff by the Monitoring Team $23,804
Total Monitoring Projects Recommended for Funding by Staff to the Board $23,804

*Listed Amount Reflects Recommended Reduction
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March 1, 2007

MEMORANDUM
TO: Oregon Watershed Enhancement Board
FROM: Ken Bierly, Deputy Director

Tom Shafer, North Coast Regional Program Representative

SUBJECT: Agenda Iltem F: OWEB Grant Award Recommendations
Region 1, North Coast
March 14-15, 2007 OWEB Board Meeting

l. Introduction
This staff report describes the North Coast Regional Review Team recommendations, special
issues, and staff recommendations for funding.

1. Background

The table attached to the Overview report contains the numbers and types of applications
received and dollar amounts requested. The North Coast Regional Review Team (RRT) met at
the Beverly Beach State Park on January 10, 2007, to review the applications received in this
grant cycle. All applications were reviewed for technical merit and given a “do fund” or “no
fund” recommendation by the RRT. The RRT then prioritized the applications recommended for
funding.

I11.  Regional Review Team Recommendations

The Region 1 RRT recommended one Assessment application for $45,200, five Monitoring
applications for $229,208, five Education/Outreach applications for $104,387, two Technical
Assistance applications for $80,436, and thirteen Restoration applications for $2,055,308 for
funding.

Special conditions are recommended for two Monitoring, one Technical Assistance, and one
Assessment application. For Restoration applications, special conditions are recommended for
three, reductions are recommended for two, and the budgets for three have been adjusted based
on revisions following site visit discussions.

IV.  Special Issues

The Region 1 RRT participated fully in field visits of the proposed projects. Their participation
and contributions at the site visits resulted in an opportunity to adjust projects to better meet
review considerations. As a result, three applications were modified in ways that improved the
project benefits and will result in improved ecological benefits.
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There are significant restoration projects that address coho habitat from Region 1. The projects
either address high intrinsic potential habitat, creating improvements to overwintering habitat or
provide access to upstream habitat.

There were no land acquisition applications received from this region this grant cycle.

V. Staff Recommendation

Staff recommend funding for the two Technical Assistance applications, all five
Education/Outreach applications, four of the five Monitoring applications, and the Assessment
application.

Two Restoration applications were withdrawn by the applicant after the RRT meeting and one
was withdrawn following the site visit. The site visit identified unresolved issues with the
Siuslaw fish passage application (207-273) that will take some time to resolve. The two Salmon
River estuary applications (207-260 and 207-259) also need additional development and will
likely be resubmitted. Staff recommend the remaining eleven Restoration applications for
funding.

Attachment A shows the proposals, funding amounts, conditions (if any), and priority rankings
recommended as “do fund” to OWEB staff by the RRT. The table also indicates, by means of
shaded entries, the OWEB staff “do fund” recommendations to the Board. For some “do fund”
projects, the amount shown in the table may be the staff funding recommendation rather than the
RRT recommendation.

Attachment B shows those applications not recommended for funding at this time by the RRT or
by OWERB staff.

Staff recommend the Board approve the staff funding recommendation as contained in
Attachment A to this report.

Attachments
A. Projects Recommended for Funding
B. Projects Not Recommended for Funding
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Region 1 — North Coast

ATTACHMENT A

Technical Assistance Projects Recommended for Funding by the RRT

October 16, 2006 Grant Cycle

Staff Funding Recommendations to the Board are Highlighted in Gray

Project # Project Name Total Amount | Priority
207-152 Limiting Factors Analysis on Five MidCoast Watersheds 49,999 1
207-151 Tweedle Lane Salmon Passage Design ** 30,437 2
Total Technical Assistance Projects Recommended for Funding to Staff by the RRT $80,436
Total Technical Assistance Projects Recommended for Funding by Staff to the Board $80,436

** Fund with Conditions

Region 1 — North Coast
Education Projects Recommended for Funding by the RRT
October 16, 2006 Grant Cycle

Staff Funding Recommendations to the Board are Highlighted in Gray
Project # Project Name Total Amount | Priority
207-194 Siuslaw Middle School Stream Team 8,169 1
207-193 Stream Team Extension 17,689 2
207-191 Mapleton Schools" Natural Resources Education Program V 15,400 3
207-190 Siuslaw Summer Watershed Exploration Workshops 07 12,191 4
207-189 MidCoast Watersheds Council Education Program 50,938 5
Total Education Projects Recommended for Funding to Staff by the RRT $104,387
Total Education Projects Recommended for Funding by Staff to the Board $104,387
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ATTACHMENT A

Region 1 — North Coast
Monitoring Projects Recommended for Funding by the RRT
October 16, 2006 Grant Cycle

Staff Funding Recommendations to the Board are Highlighted in Gray

Project # Project Name Total Amount | Priority
207-225 Tillamook Bay Rapid Bio-Assessment (RBA) — Year 3 62,000 1
207-226 Yachats Water Quality Monitoring Project ** 4,600 2
207-227 MidCoast Watersheds Evaluation and Restoration Project 103,191 3
207-228 Siuslaw Basin Rapid Bioassessment Project ** 48,948 4
207-230 Siuslaw Volunteer WQ Monitoring Program 2007-08 (VWQMP) 10,469 5
Total Monitoring Projects Recommended for Funding to Staff by the RRT $229,208

Total Monitoring Projects Recommended for Funding by Staff to the Board $218,739

** Fund with Conditions

Region 1 — North Coast
Assessment Projects Recommended for Funding by the RRT
October 16, 2006 Grant Cycle

Staff Funding Recommendations to the Board are Highlighted in Gray

Project # Project Name Total Amount | Priority
207-249 Nicolai-Wickiup Habitat Assessment ** 45,200 1
Total Assessment Projects Recommended for Funding to Staff by the RRT $45,200
Total Assessment Projects Recommended for Funding by Staff to the Board $45,200

** Fund with Conditions
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Region 1 — North Coast
Restoration Projects Recommended for Funding by the RRT
October 16, 2006 Grant Cycle

Staff Funding Recommendations to the Board are Highlighted in Gray

ATTACHMENT A

Project # Project Name NorI;—lJCi]a:jzltal Capital Funds | Total Amount | Priority
207-264 Munson Creek Habitat Restoration Project o $163,855 $163,855 1
207-263 Lost Creek Stream Habitat, Riparian Habitat, and Fish Passage Improvement o $68,944 $68,944 2
207-268 Wolfe Creek Enhancement Project ** $320,138 $320,138 3
207-270 Horse/Meadow Creek Large Wood Placement $135,919 $135,919 4
207-271 Lobster, Little Lobster, and Preacher Creek Stream Enhancement $311,229 $311,229 5
207-272 NFK Beaver Cr LWD Placement/Elkhorn Cr LWD Placement & Road Development $272,398 $272,398 6
207-266 Hawley Creek - Stream/Floodplain Restoration & Fish Passage Improvement o $65,508 $65,508 7
207-261 Little Nestucca River Restoration Project ** $180,127 $180,127 8
207-260 Salmon River Estuary Enhancement and Gnos Dike Improvement Project $72,528 Withdrawn 9
207-262 Bear Creek (East Beaver) Restoration $41,378 $41,378 10
207-267 Phase 1: Jewell Meadows Riparian & Instream Enhancement Project - Fishhawk Creek $24,941 $24,941 11
207-259 Crowley Creek Restoration */** $25,770 Withdrawn 12
207-265 2007 Upper Necanicum Restoration * $51,800 $51,800 13
Total Restoration Projects Recommended for Funding to Staff by the RRT $1,734,535 $1,734,535
Total Restoration Projects Recommended for Funding by Staff to the Board $1,636,237 $1,636,237

*Listed Amount Reflects Recommended Reduction ** Fund with Conditions 0O Listed Amount Reflects Recommended Increase
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ATTACHMENT B

Region 1 — North Coast
Projects Not Recommended for Funding by the RRT and OWEB Staff
October 16, 2006 Grant Cycle

Project # Project Type Project Name Amount Requested
207-153 Technical Assistance The Alsea and Marys Watersheds Passage Barrier Survey and Action Plan 49,768
207-192 Education Stewardship in Citizenship (Book) 8,000
207-229 Monitoring Invertebrate and Diatom Communities-Hoffman and Karnowsky Creeks 30,432
207-269 Restoration South Clatsop Slough Restoration Project 183,901

Region 1 — North Coast
Restoration Project Withdrawn By Applicant
October 16, 2006 Grant Cycle

Project # Project Name Amount Requested
207-273 Alma Tributaries 3 Culverts Replacement 333,567
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March 1, 2007

MEMORANDUM
TO: Oregon Watershed Enhancement Board
FROM: Ken Bierly, Deputy Director

Mark Grenbemer, Southwest Oregon Regional Program Representative

SUBJECT: Agenda Item F: OWEB Grant Award Recommendations
Region 2, Southwest Oregon
March 14-15, 2007 OWEB Board Meeting

l. Introduction
This staff report describes the Southwest Oregon Regional Review Team recommendations,
water acquisition grant application, and staff recommendation for funding.

1. Background

The table attached to the Overview report shows the numbers and types of applications received
and dollar amounts requested. The Southwest Oregon Regional Review Team (RRT) met at the
DEQ Regional offices in Medford on February 1, 2007, to review the applications received in
this grant cycle. All applications were reviewed for technical merit and given a “do fund” or “no
fund” recommendation by the RRT. The RRT then prioritized the applications recommended for
funding.

I11.  Regional Review Team Recommendations

The Region 2 RRT recommended for funding seven Technical Assistance applications for
$227,936, six Education/Outreach applications for $154,821, seven Monitoring applications for
$477,236, and eighteen Restoration applications totaling $1,516,450. The RRT gave the water
acquisition application (207-274) a positive rating for ecological merit. A reduction is
recommended for one Education application.

IV.  Evans Creek Water Acquisition (207-274)

This is the first water right acquisition application that OWEB has processed under Division 46
of OWEB’s administrative rules. The Oregon Water Trust (OWT) originally requested $18,825
for a 30 year lease of 25.1 acres of a 1902 water right to be initiated in the 2007 irrigation season.
The application was revised to include a 29-year lease to begin in the 2011 irrigation season.

The project will improve instream flow and aquatic habitat in Evans Creek near Wimer in the
Rogue Basin. The landowner is planting the irrigated pasture to trees through Oregon
Department of Forestry’s (ODF) Forest Resource Trust program.
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A. Ecological Benefits

The ecological value of a proposed instream water lease or transfer project is evaluated based
on a project's ability to increase instream flow to address the conservation needs of priority
habitat and species, and/or to improve water quality in a water quality limited stream reach.
Projects to address the conservation needs of priority habitat and species are evaluated in part
by reference to the Oregon Plan Streamflow Restoration Priorities (2001) and by evaluation
by the appropriate RRT.

The project is located in a high priority area in the Oregon Plan Streamflow Restoration
Priorities. The creek often goes completely dry when water rights are exercised for
irrigation. With the water right transfer, the stream will have water throughout the summer
in good water years and extend the available habitat into the summer in dry years.

The transfer would occur at the original point of diversion, which is upstream from the
confluence with Pleasant Creek. The flow benefits would occur through a reach extending
below the mouth of Pleasant Creek. This would allow juvenile fish the opportunity to move
freely between the two streams during the low flow summer months. Juvenile coho salmon,
steelhead and other native fish species such as Chinook salmon, cutthroat trout and Pacific
lamprey are expected to benefit from the instream transfer. The RRT confirmed benefit to
these species, although they commented that this is a relatively small amount of water in a
large system.

Evans Creek is listed as water quality limited for temperature and bacteria on the Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality’s 303(d) list. The application indicated that the
transfer may reduce water temperature, dilute fecal coliform and decrease turbidity modestly.
The RRT also confirmed the project’s value for water quality improvement.

The Oregon Water Resources Department (WRD) provided a review of the reliability of the
transfer to provide instream benefits. According to WRD, the water rights proposed for this
transfer are generally available throughout the irrigation season, although in some low water
years, only a portion of the rights may be met. This portion of the stream has been regulated
by WRD back to the 1902 water right in the past 3 out of 5 years. Water would need to be
shared between other water rights with 1902 priority dates in this portion of Evans Creek in
low to below average water years. Regulation of junior water users and coordination
between other users with the 1902 priority date would be necessary.

The water rights will be held in trust for the people of Oregon by WRD. WRD will be
enforcing the instream right as part of the existing Streamwalker program. The routine
measurement location is at Wimer. The RRT stated that WRD is planning to install an
automatic monitoring station near the diversion. WRD will make additional measurements
for enforcement purposes, as necessary.

B. Financial Partners and Project Support

OWEB funds are requested for 75 percent of the cost of the purchase of the water rights. The
Ann and Bill Swindells Charitable Trust is providing $6,275 in match for the acquisition and
additional funding for project management costs associated with the water right transfer
process.
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A letter of support was received from the Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife.
According to the application, the project is also supported by WRD andODF. WRD
submitted a letter saying that a transfer is likely to be approved pending application submittal
and review by WRD.

C. Effect on Local and Regional Community

The property is currently used for irrigated hay pasture mixed with timber and rural housing.
Adjacent properties are also rural residential with small pasture and tree lots. The property is
zoned Exclusive Farm Use and will be enrolled in the Forest Resource Trust program.
According to the applicant, the transfer of the water rights should not have any effect on the
local tax base (forest deferral being the same as agricultural deferral for the property).

The applicant states that the transfer presents an opportunity to demonstrate the value of a
partnership with the Forest Resource Trust program. This is an innovative way to improve
stream flow and keep the land productive. This project could serve as a model for similar
partnerships across the state.

D. Legal and Financial Terms

According to the option agreement between OWT and the landowner, OWT will apply for
the transfer when funding is secured. The final order from OWRD, approving the transfer, is
expected by October 2007. Because the landowner might need to water his newly planted
trees, the lease will not start until the 2011 irrigation season. The option agreement also
included a requirement that an access easement be granted to OWT for the first 10 years of
the instream lease for monitoring purposes. This monitoring is in addition to the monitoring
that will be conducted by OWRD.

Because the cost of an appraisal is $5,000 to $10,000 and it would depend largely on
comparables provided by OWT, the applicant proposed an alternative method of valuation.
Valuation was based on the average cost of water rights in the Rogue Basin purchased in the
past 10 years, adjusted for inflation. The cost per acre is $1,000. This approach was found to
be sufficient by OWEB’s review appraiser.

The title report was reviewed and approved for legal sufficiency. OWEB’s attorneys
recommend that a title report be produced for OWEB inspection prior to closing.

E. Conclusion

The RRT concluded that the project would increase stream flow to address the conservation
needs of priority habitat and species and improve water quality in a water quality limited
stream reach. A due diligence review was conducted and approved. Staff recommends that
the Board award OWT $18,825 toward the 29-year lease of a water right for instream
transfer.

V. Staff Recommendation

Staff recommend funding for four of the seven RRT recommended Technical Assistance
applications. The highest priority Technical Assistance application will implement estuarine
restoration in the Umpqua Basin. This emphasis on estuarine portions of the landscape can
greatly assist the recovery of coho and chinook salmon. Staff only recommend four because of
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the limitation of non-capital funds. The three applications not recommended each have
significant merit and could result in Restoration projects in the future.

Staff recommend funding for five of the seven Monitoring applications and for five of the six
Education/Outreach applications. The highest priority Monitoring application is a continuation
of a monitoring effort on tide gates that may be able to provide significant information about the
effect of tidegates on coho productivity.

Staff recommend funding for all RRT recommended Restoration applications, except the
application from Douglas SWCD (207-297). The applicant has had significant funds advanced
on other OWEB grants and has not been able to document expenditures or comply with reporting
requirements. OWEB staff has worked with the Douglas SWCD to get their billings current. At
the time of the staff report the district has 14 open grants with OWEB and eight have had no
fiscal activity even though some projects date back to October of 2005. Staff have worked with
the applicant to address these matters over a protracted time, and the outstanding issues have not
been resolved. Therefore, staff do not believe it would be prudent to add to their workload until
issues related to open projects are resolved.

Attachment A shows the proposals, funding amounts, conditions (if any), and priority rankings
recommended for funding to OWEB staff by the RRT. The table also indicates, by means of
shaded entries, the OWEB staff “do fund” recommendations to the Board. For some projects,
the amount shown in the table may be the staff funding recommendation rather than the RRT
recommendation.

Attachment B shows those applications not recommended for funding at this time by the RRT or
OWERB staff.

Staff recommend the Board approve the staff funding recommendation as contained in
Attachment A to this report.

Attachments
A. Projects Recommended for Funding
B. Projects Not Recommended for Funding
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ATTACHMENT A

Region 2 — Southwest Oregon
Technical Assistance Projects Recommended for Funding by the RRT
October 16, 2006 Grant Cycle

Staff Funding Recommendations to the Board are Highlighted in Gray

Project # Project Name Total Amount | Priority
207-157 | Tidal Wetlands Project Development 49,907 1
207-156 | Buck Cr Wetland Habitat Improvement 21,535 2
207-155 | Watts Topping Fish Ladder Phase | 10,474 3
207-158 | South Slough Reserve Action Plan for WS Mgmt, Restoration and Research 47,929 4
207-160 | Isthmus Slough Road Sediment Reduction Project 39,815 5
207-159 | Rogue Basin Fish Passage Action Planning 25,793 6
207-161 | Applegate Landowner Recruitment Project 32,483 7
Total Technical Assistance Projects Recommended for Funding to Staff by the RRT $227,936

Total Technical Assistance Projects Recommended for Funding by Staff to the Board $129,845
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ATTACHMENT A

Region 2 — Southwest Oregon
Education Projects Recommended for Funding by the RRT
October 16, 2006 Grant Cycle

Staff Funding Recommendations to the Board are Highlighted in Gray

Project # Project Name Total Amount | Priority
207-200 Southern Oregon Storm Water Education Program 11,222 1
207-197 Wild Rivers Coast Education & Outreach 52,825 2
207-199 Bear Creek Regional Education Project 23,155 3
207-198 Applegate Salmon-Safe Education Project 21,835 4
207-195 URWA Education/Outreach Newsletter Project * 8,747 5
207-201 Upper Rogue Basin Education Project 37,037 6
Total Education Projects Recommended for Funding to Staff by the RRT $154,821
Total Education Projects Recommended for Funding by Staff to the Board $117,784

* Listed Amount Reflects Recommended Reduction

Region 2 — Southwest Oregon
Monitoring Projects Recommended for Funding by the RRT
October 16, 2006 Grant Cycle

Staff Funding Recommendations to the Board are Highlighted in Gray

Project # Project Name Total Amount | Priority
207-238 | Coos Watershed Tide Gate Replacement Project Effectiveness Monitoring - Phase Il 170,642 1
207-235 | Umpqua Basin Stream Flow Monitoring Project 72,788 2
207-231 | Coos Watershed Hydrological and Meteorological Monitoring 2007-2008 20,184 3
207-234 | Upper South Umpqua Life Cycle Monitoring 12,540 4
207-233 | Umpqua Basin Stream Gage Monitoring 77,198 5
207-236 | Coquille Watershed Monitoring 2007 53,100 6
207-232 | Rogue Basin Stream Flow Monitoring Project 70,784 7
Total Monitoring Projects Recommended for Funding to Staff by the RRT $477,236

Total Monitoring Projects Recommended for Funding by Staff to the Board $353,352
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ATTACHMENT A

Region 2 — Southwest Oregon
Restoration Projects Recommended for Funding by the RRT

October 16, 2006 Grant Cycle

Staff Funding Recommendations to the Board are Highlighted in Gray

. Non- .

Przjtect Project Name Capital ?:i?:é? A-rl;]ogsln t Priority
Funds

207-291 | Elk Creek Wood Placement Phase 111 71,997 71,997 1
207-295 | Curry Sediment Abatement 2007 1,200 143,070 144,270 2
207-276 | S. Sisters Structure Placement Il 80,590 80,590 3
207-298 | Allen WQ Restoration Project 21,764 21,764 4
207-292 | Dellwood Mainline Road Sediment Reduction Phase 3 550 49,646 50,196 5
207-293 | Mixed Ownerhsip 0500 Road Upgrade 325 47,829 48,154 6
207-284 | Myrtle Creek Instream Project 77,649 77,649 7
207-299 | Buck Creek Habitat Restoration Project 88,225 88,225 8
207-281 | Falcon Creek Instream Restoration 98,000 98,000 9
207-277 | Little Butte Creek Restoration 69,714 69,714 10
207-282 | Brownie Creek Instream Restoration Project 82,350 82,350 11
207-294 | Sullivan Creek 3000 Road Stormproofing Upgrades 325 28,534 28,859 12
207-278 | Bryant Elder Push Up Dam Removal 35,179 35,179 13
207-300 | West Fork Williams Creek Instream Restoration Project. 1,900 87,846 89,746 14
207-283 | Jordan/Alder Creek Fish Passage Project 407,442 407,442 15
207-297 | Elkhead Oak Woodland and Riparian Restoration 1,820 39,276 41,096 16
207-280 | Lower Yale Creek Fish Passage Improvement Project 500 71,230 71,730 17
207-296 | Larson Creek Riparian Restoration 9,489 9,489 18
Total Restoration Projects Recommended for Funding to Staff $6,620 $1,509,830 | $1,516,450
by the RRT
Total Restoration Projects Recommended for Funding by Staff $4,800 $1,470,554 | $1,475,354
to the Board
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Region 2 — Southwest Oregon

ATTACHMENT A

Acquisition Project Receiving a Positive Rating for Ecological Merit by the RRT

Project #

Project Name

Amount

207-274

Evans Creek at Wimer Flow Enhancement

18,825
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Region 2 — Southwest Oregon

ATTACHMENT B

Projects Not Recommended for Funding by the RRT and OWEB Staff

October 16, 2006 Grant Cycle

Project # Project Type Project Name Amount Requested
207-154 Technical Assistance Bank Erosion Design - Rieves 12,700
207-196 Education Full Circle Schools Restoration Ecology Program Partnership 49,495
207-237 Monitoring Lower Umpgua Basin WQ Monitoring Program 32,450
207-250 Assessment Wagner Creek Assessment 45,365
207-275 Restoration Garrison Lake Restoration Package 150,500
207-279 Restoration Little Butte Creek Restoration Project - 2007 79,565
207-285 Restoration Applegate Riparian Restoration 64,428
207-286 Restoration Coquille Instream 2007 99,150
207-287 Restoration Brummit Creek Instream Log Placement 39,052
207-288 Restoration Johnson Creek Fish Passage 195,000
207-289 Restoration Beaver Slough Tidegates 119,090
207-290 Restoration Coquille Fish Passage 2007 48,600
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March 1, 2007

MEMORANDUM
TO: Oregon Watershed Enhancement Board
FROM: Ken Bierly, Deputy Director

Wendy Hudson, Willamette Basin Regional Program Representative

SUBJECT: Agenda Item F: OWEB Grant Award Recommendations
Region 3, Willamette Basin
March 14-15, 2007 OWEB Board Meeting

l. Introduction
This staff report describes the Willamette Basin Regional Review Team recommendations,
special issues, land acquisition grant applications, and staff recommendations for funding.

1. Background

The table attached to the Overview report contains the numbers and types of applications
received and dollar amounts requested. The Willamette Basin Regional Review Team (RRT)
met at the Roth’s Hospitality Center in Salem on January 30, 2007, to review the applications
received in this grant cycle. All applications were reviewed for technical merit and given a “do
fund” or “no fund” recommendation by the RRT. The RRT then prioritized the applications
recommended for funding.

I11.  Regional Review Team Recommendations

The Willamette Basin RRT recommended 12 Restoration applications for funding totaling
$2,400,481. The RRT also recommended six Technical Assistance applications totaling
$215,583, seven Education/Outreach applications totaling $351,144, and two Assessment
applications totaling $49,328. Special conditions were recommended for one Technical
Assistance application, and one was recommended at a reduced amount. For Restoration,
reductions are recommended for two, and the budget for one has been adjusted based on
revisions following further discussions.

The RRT found that both the Newton Creek Wetlands and McKenzie Oxbow Conservation
acquisition proposals have high ecological and educational merit. Additional discussion of these
applications is included in Section V.

IV.  Special Issues

There are two Restoration applications from the Johnson Creek Watershed Council that seek
significant funding. The RRT recommended both -- East Powell Butte Fish Habitat/Floodplain
Restoration (207-317) and Crystal Springs Culvert Replacement and Habitat Project (207-316).
Staff recommend only the East Powell Butte application, which the RRT ranked 8 out of 12
(Crystal Springs ranked 12 of 12 and fell below the line for available funds). East Powell Butte
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is one of the highest priorities in the Johnson Creek Restoration Plan, and will restore 20 acres of
historic habitat, reconnect five acres of off-channel rearing habitat and refugia for native fish,
and will provide 100 acre-feet of additional flood storage capacity. The proposed project is
adjacent to the 51-acre Kelly Creek wetlands restoration site, completed in 2006. The total cost
for the East Powell Butte project is $5,953,815.

V. Acquisitions

A. Newton Creek Wetlands (207-301)

The Mary’s Peak Natural Resources Interpretive Center (MPNRIC) originally requested
$1,500,000 (total project cost of $2,531,000) to purchase fee title on 124 acres of wetland
and upland along Newton Creek, in Philomath. The project was recently revised to eliminate
some of the partially developed lots on the parcel with a revised request of $750,000.00. At
the time of writing this staff report, the Board Subcommittee has not had an opportunity to
review the revised proposal.

1. Ecological Benefits

The application lists autumnal freshwater mudflats, depressional wetland broadleaf
forest, depressional wetland shrublands, freshwater emergent marsh, oak woodland,
riparian forests and shrublands, vernal pools, and western Oregon wet prairie as priority
ecological systems that will be protected or restored on the site. Approximately 60 acres
of these priority ecological systems currently exist on the site with a potential to restore
more acres. The RRT confirmed the existence and importance of preserving these
priority ecological systems.

Tufted hairgrass-California oatgrass exists on the site: The site has small remnants of
rare or at-risk plant communities and has a high potential for enhancement. There is
potential to restore common Downingia vernal pools, coyote thistle-low gumweed vernal
pools, creeping spikerush-one sided sedge marsh, dense sedge-tufted hairgrass prairie,
pacific willow/stinging nettle, and white oak/poison oak/blue wild rye plant communities.

The following priority species are known to exist on the site or on adjacent properties:
Cutthroat trout, Oregon chub, Pacific lamprey, Acorn woodpecker, American Bittern,
Hooded merganser, Oregon vesper sparrow, red-legged frog, Western pond turtle, and
Western gray squirrel. The RRT confirmed these species and emphasized the importance
of this site for Western pond turtle and Cutthroat trout.

The RRT thought the project met the majority of the conservation principles, particularly,
“protect a large intact area” and “stabilize an area “‘on the brink’ of ecological collapse.”

The parcel was used as a veneer mill that closed 20 years ago and was heavily disturbed
through the creation of log ponds and associated berms. This has resulted in the creation
of diverse hydrological regimes and a high degree of habitat complexity that would not
otherwise exist. The site is bordered on the northwest by Lupine Meadows, another
OWEB-funded acquisition, and on the northeast by the Boy Scout Lodge.

The Board Subcommittee has asked about the potential of the property to be affected by
future development of adjacent lands that are zoned Industrial Park land. This
information is pending.
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2. Capacity to Sustain the Ecological Benefits

MPNRIC is an educational non-profit organization and will hold title to the property.
MPNRIC was formed in 2004 and operates with an 8-member board. A technical
management team will advise MPNRIC on the development and implementation of the
management plan. MRNRIC plans to fund a director through development and capacity
building grants and program revenue. MPNRIC intends to establish a stewardship
endowment of $500,000 through private grants and donations. The Board Subcommittee
has asked additional questions of the applicant related to the capacity of the organization
to manage the property for the long term. Information on this issue is pending.

3. Educational Benefits

For the past three years, the MPNRIC has conducted extensive educational programs on
the site, including “Science, Music and Marshmallows”, teacher workshops, high school
student research projects and public tours. The acquisition would support the MRNRIC’s
plan to develop an interpretive center on the site and expand its educations offerings. The
RRT confirmed the extensive educational activities currently being conducted on the site
and anticipate a continued educational benefit from the acquisition. Education is an
important part of this project.

4. Partners, Project Support and Community Effects

The following organizations have agreed to participate in the technical management
team: Mary’s River Watershed Council (MRWC), U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service,
Institute for Applied Technology, Pacific Wildlife Research, Oregon Department of Fish
and Wildlife, Benton Soil and Water Conservation District, Oregon State University,
Greenbelt Land Trust, and Philomath School District. Benton County will provide GIS
support and one of the Benton County Commissioners is on the MRNRIC board. The
City of Philomath will assist with permitting. The MRWC will participate in future
educational programs.

The MRNRIC is planning to finance the balance of the project through grants and
community donations and has raised $2,500 so far. There are no other established
funding partners.

The property is located in an Industrial Park zone. In 2002, the property was annexed
into the city of Philomath and utilities were extended to the site in preparation of a small
industrial park. Because of the cost of mitigating for the wetlands on the site, the
landowner abandoned the project and entered into an option agreement with the
MPNRIC. The Board Subcommittee wondered what effect this project may have on the
City’s industrial land base. In a letter to the applicant dated December 12, 2006, the City
of Philomath confirmed its support for the preservation of the wetlands portion of the
parcel but stated its need for the remainder of the parcel to be retained for industrial
development. In response, the applicant recently submitted a revised proposal to limit the
acquisition project to the wetland areas and small portion of upland for the interpretive
center. The remainder of the partially developed lots would be used to construct a
resource related “green campus” of light industry. At the time of this staff report, the
Board Subcommittee had not had an opportunity to evaluate this revised proposal.
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Taxes for 2005-2006 totaled $10,055. The MRNRIC will apply for tax exempt status.
The City is aware that it may need to accept the deferral of property taxes on portions of
the subject property. Given the potential economic benefits of this site as a regional
attraction, the city continues to support the project and has included the interpretive
center in Philomath’s Strategic Plan. A letter of support was received from the Benton
County Board of Commissioners.

5. Legal and Financial Terms

OWEB funds were originally requested for 75 percent of the purchase price of the
property. The revised request is for $750,000 and it is not clear what percent of the
purchase price this represents because the appraisal has not been conducted.

At the time of this staff report, due diligence materials have not been requested. A Level
I environmental site assessment has been conducted for the site, but it has not undergone
a third party review.

6. Conclusion

The Willamette Basin RRT concluded that the project has high ecological and
educational benefit and meets five of OWEB’s conservation principles. The Board
Subcommittee and staff concur with this assessment. The Board Subcommittee has
raised questions related to the capacity of MPNRIC to own and manage the site, the lack
of other funding partners and the potential for incompatible uses adjacent to the site. The
Board Subcommittee has not requested due diligence materials pending responses to
these questions. Staff and the Board Subcommittee recommend the Board defer
consideration of this request pending additional information.

B. McKenzie Oxbow (207-302)

McKenzie River Trust (MRT) is requesting $127,000 ($171,250 total project cost) to
purchase fee title to 21 acres of a 50 acre parcel located near Walterville on the McKenzie
River. The applicant proposes to purchase a conservation easement on the remaining 27.5
acres of the parcel. The southern portion of the parcel proposed for fee title purchase
contains a river oxbow and island. The northern portion proposed for conservation easement
is a forested riparian area.

1. Ecological Benefits

The property is located east of Springfield and contains the north and south bank of an
old oxbow of the McKenzie River. The application lists coniferous forested wetlands
(small inclusions), freshwater aquatic beds, freshwater emergent marsh, and riparian
forests and shrublands as priority ecological systems on the property. Almost 2 miles of
riparian edge are located on the parcel. There are not any rare or at-risk plant
communities listed in the application for the site. The application indicates that the
parcel provides habitat for Chinook Salmon, Oregon Chub, Pacific lamprey, Bull Trout
and Steelhead. Western pond turtle and red-legged frog are present.

The Willamette Regional Review Team (RRT) concluded that the property is host to a
diverse list of species and the project provides an excellent opportunity to preserve a
floodplain area that provides significant fish habitat. The site has excellent potential for
chub, bull trout and turtle habitat. This oxbow of the McKenzie has retained significant
floodplain function. The RRT concluded that the project has high ecological benefit.
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The RRT thought the project could meet three of OWEB’s conservation principles:
allow restoration that would not occur without a change in ownership, protect a site with
exceptional biodiversity and complement an existing network of sites in the basin.

2. Capacity to Sustain the Ecological Benefits

MRT will hold title to the southern portion of the parcel and a conservation easement
only on the northern portion. MRT is a local non-profit land trust established in the
1980’s that consists of a volunteer board from the local community. The organization
has five full-time employees and manages 2,000 acres of similar habitat, many of which
are in the McKenzie watershed.

MRT has enlisted the McKenzie Watershed Council, Eugene Water and Electric Board
(EWEB) and Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife (ODFW) for their participation in
the development of a management plan for the site. MRT has adopted the Standards and
Practices of the Land Trust Alliance for lands conservation and stewardship and will
employ those standards in Monitoring and long-term management of the site.

3. Educational Benefits

MRT will make the site available for tours and research. Public access will be provided
to large groups. The RRT concluded that the site could provide many opportunities for
watershed education, and the MRT has an excellent track record for providing these
opportunities. The RRT thought MRT should address public access in their management
plan and could do more to involve the public.

4. Partners, Project Support & Community Effects

Partners that will assist in the development of the management plan include the U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service, (USFWS), McKenzie Watershed Council and ODFW. Letters of
support for the acquisition project were received from EWEB, the McKenzie Watershed
Council, ODFW and the Eugene District Office of the Bureau of Land Management.

The land is currently zoned exclusive farm use. Small portions of the property have been
used for timber harvest and livestock grazing in the past. The applicant will continue to
pay property taxes on the property and there will be no effect of the acquisition on the
local property tax base.

5. Legal and Financial Terms

OWERB funds are requested for 75 percent of the $171,250 cost of the project. The
balance of the funds will be provided by EWEB, through the McKenzie Watershed
Council, and the landowner.

Legal review of the option agreement, title report and exceptions to the title did not
identify any issues or concerns.

OWEB will hold an easement on the southern portion of the parcel proposed for fee title
purchase. MRT will hold an easement, with OWEB third party right of enforcement, for
the northern section proposed for only a conservation easement. Staff and the applicants
are working on the final language of both easements to protect OWEB’s proposed
investment in the property. Language in the conservation easements requires the

Page 117



development of a management plan to address issues such as public access and future
restoration.

An appraisal of the property was completed on September 20, 2006, by Duncan and
Brown of Eugene, Oregon. The appraisal concluded a fair-market value of $42,000 for
the fee title of the southern portion of the parcel and $100,000 for the conservation
easement on the northern portion of the parcel. OWEB's independent review appraiser
has concluded that the report complies with the Uniform Standards of Professional
Appraisal Practice standard and the market value is supported. The appraised value was
based on an estimated boundary of the 5.3 acres portion excluded from the project area.
The review appraiser recommends that that value be adjusted after a surveyed boundary
of this area is completed, if needed.

A Phase | Environmental Site Assessment (ESA) of the property was completed on
December 13, 2006 by Omnicon. Review by the Oregon Department of Environmental
Quality (DEQ) indicated that the report meets the American Society for Testing and
Materials (ASTM) practice. DEQ agrees with the conclusion that the ESA has not
revealed evidence of recognized environmental conditions as identified by the ASTM.

6. Conclusion

This acquisition project clearly meets the evaluation criteria for high ecological and
educational value confirmed by the RRT. The due diligence materials submitted for the
project have been reviewed and approved by staff and legal counsel.

The Board Subcommittee and the RRT have expressed unanimous support for the
project. Staff and the Board Subcommittee recommend that the Board award $127,000 in
funds toward the McKenzie Oxbow acquisition project.

C. Deferred Acquisition - Sandy River (207-072)

Western Rivers Conservancy (WRC) submitted an application on April 24, 2006, requesting
$727,500 ($970,000 total project cost) to purchase fee title on 30 acres along the Sandy River
near ZigZag. The application states that WRC hopes to transfer ownership of the property to
the City of Portland Water Bureau (Water Bureau) in the future. In the interim, WRC will
hold title and manage the property until a permanent fee title owner is determined.

1. Ecological Benefits

The application states that about 18 acres of the property include priority ecological
systems, including riparian forest and shrublands, freshwater aquatic beds, and freshwater
wetlands. The parcel contains nearly % mile of Sandy River frontage. A black
cottonwood-red alder/salmonberry plant community has been observed on the site. This
reach of the Sandy River is a low-gradient, unconfined channel and had been designated
as primary anchor habitat for winter steelhead and spring Chinook by the Sandy River
Basin Partners. Priority species that are expected to benefit from protection and
restoration of this site include coastal cutthroat trout, Coho salmon, steelhead trout, olive-
sided flycatcher, willow flycatcher, Cope’s giant salamander, red-legged frog, and
Townsend’s big-eared bat. The application states that four of OWEB'’s seven
conservation principles are addressed by the project. These include protecting a large
intact area, securing a transition area protecting it from development, improving
connectivity of habitat and complementing an existing network of sites in the basin.
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The RRT concluded that the property has unique attributes for a rural residential
environment and provides valuable and rare habitat for winter steelhead and spring
Chinook. The low gradient nature of this reach of the Sandy River provides off channel
habitat and floodplain connection that will benefit a variety of species. They confirmed
that the habitats on the site could support the extensive list of species cited in the
application. The RRT thought the project meets three of the four conservation principles
listed in the application, including securing a transition area protecting it from
development, improving connectivity of habitat, and complementing an existing network
of sites in the basin.

The Board Subcommittee asked the RRT to address how future recreational use of the
property may affect the ecological values of the parcel. The RRT noted that there is
currently little evidence of recreational use, except for foot trails on the parcel. They
recommend that the management plan include provisions to address future public access
and a plan to monitor public use.

2. Capacity to Sustain the Ecological Benefits

The application states that WRC hopes to transfer the fee title ownership of the property
to the Water Bureau. The Water Bureau has expressed a strong interest in accepting the
management responsibilities for the property, however, at the time of this staff report,
future fee title ownership has not been confirmed.

WRC will own and manage the property in the interim for an indefinite period of time
pending resolution of the future ownership. OWEB will have the right to approve the
entity WRC identifies to take title for the long term. WRC will work with OWEB and
other partners in the Sandy River basin to identify the best long-term conservation
steward for the property.

WRC owns and manages lands as an interim owner on a regular basis. WRC has limited
ability on-staff to implement a land management plan, but WRC has extensive
relationships with proven land managers. The Nature Conservancy (TNC) has agreed to
assist WRC in the management of the site, but the details of the arrangement are not
known at this time.

Because of the natural conditions of the site, the cost to manage and monitor the site is
estimated to be less than five thousand dollars annually. During the interim period that
WRC owns the property, WRC will directly cover management expenses.

3. Educational Benefits

The property will not be closed to the public, but there will be no signs or other methods
to encourage public use. The Sandy River Basin Watershed Council (SRBWC) may use
the site for demonstration purposes. The RRT evaluated the educational benefits of the
project. They concluded that the site could serve as an excellent example of a variety of
habitats and features that benefit fish and wildlife. Association with the SRBWC will
provide many opportunities for watershed education.
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4. Partners, Project Support & Community Effects

Partners for the project include the SRBWC, the neighborhood association, the Sandy
River Basin Partners and potentially the Water Bureau should they decide to take
ownership and/or participate in the long term management of the site. The Sandy River
Basin Partners includes representatives from Portland General Electric (PGE), NOAA
Fisheries, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), U.S. Forest Service (USFS), Oregon
Department of Fish and Wildlife (ODFW), METRO, Multnomah County, Clackamas
County, Northwest Steelheaders, Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ), and the
Bureau of Land Management (BLM).

Letters of support were received from USFS, Oregon Trout, Mt. Hood National Forest,
Water Environment Services, BLM, ODFW, Oregon Natural Resources Council, and the
SRBWC.

The property is zoned RR (recreational resort). Taxes for 2005-2006 totaled $1,541.36.
WRC plans to exercise their tax exempt status and not pay taxes on the property.

5. Legal and Financial Terms

OWEB funds were requested for 75% of the purchase price of the property. The original
application lists the Water Bureau and WRC as providing the 25% match. At the time of
writing this staff report, WRC has confirmed that it will provide the 25% match.

The Land Acquisition Board Subcommittee and OWEB’s legal counsel questioned
whether this project was part of the habitat conservation plan for the Water Bureau’s
incidental take permit, which is currently being developed. WRC confirmed that this
project will not be used as a conservation measure in the habitat conservation plan and
therefore will not be used to mitigate for any adverse effects of the Water Bureau’s future
operations.

The legal review of the title report and exceptions and the option agreement did not
identify concerns or issues. The option to purchase the property expires on May 15,
2007. It is important to note that WRC is seeking OWEB funding prior to securing a
long-term fee title holder because of the development threats facing the property. The
landowner has received a generous purchase offer from a developer of adjacent property.
If WRC does not make good on our purchase agreement by May 2007, then the property
will be developed as part of a large residential subdivision

OWEB will be the holder of a conservation easement to protect OWEB’s investment in
the property. The applicant has proposed OWEB’s standard language for the easement,
which prohibits future partition, construction or commercial activities in perpetuity. The
applicant will develop a management plan to address restoration activities and public
access.

An appraisal of the property was completed on November 25, 2005. The appraisal
concluded a fair-market value of $900,000. OWEB's independent review appraiser has
concluded that the report complies with the Uniform Standards of Professional Appraisal
Practice (USPAP) and the market value is supported.
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A Phase | Environmental Site Assessment (ESA) of the property was completed on May
10, 2006. Review by the Oregon Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) indicated
that the report meets the American Society for Testing and Materials (ASTM) practice.
DEQ agrees with the conclusion that the ESA has not revealed evidence of recognized
environmental conditions as identified by the ASTM Practice.

6. Conclusion

The RRT concluded that the project has high ecological and educational benefit and
meets three of OWEB’s conservation principles. The Board Subcommittee and staff
concur with this assessment.

WRC does not intend to be the long term fee title holder of the property and a future
owner has not yet been determined. WRC will own the site for an indefinite period and
they have made arrangements with TNC to assist them with temporary stewardship of the
site. The option agreement expires in May and the property is at risk of development.
The Board subcommittee and staff believe there is some risk associated with funding the
project before the ownership issue is resolved. By providing partial funding now, with a
commitment to provide the remainder when a permanent owner is identified, the risk is
more equitably shared. The Board subcommittee and staff recommend the Board award
half of the amount requested by WRC ($364,000) and the remainder upon Board
approval of a long term owner of the property.

VI.  Staff Recommendations for Project Funding

Staff recommend funding for four of the six RRT recommended Technical Assistance
applications, four of the Education/Outreach applications, and both Assessment applications. It
should be noted that all four of the recommended Education/Outreach applications are reduced in
amount to help limited funds go further. The three Education/Outreach applications not
recommended by staff each have merit, but the limitation of non-capital funds makes it
impossible to meet these needs. Staff also recommend funding for 11 of the 12 Restoration
applications, and for two Acquisition applications.

Attachment A shows the applications, funding amounts, conditions (if any), and priority rankings
recommended for funding to OWEB staff by the RRT. The table also indicates, by means of
shaded entries, the OWEB staff recommendations to the Board. For some projects, the amount
shown in the table is the staff funding recommendation rather than the amount applied for.

Attachment B shows those applications not recommended for funding at this time by the RRT or
by OWERB staff.

Staff recommend the Board approve the staff funding recommendation as contained in
Attachment A to this report.

Attachments
A. Projects Recommended for Funding
B. Projects Not Recommended for Funding
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ATTACHMENT A

Region 3 — Willamette Basin
Technical Assistance Projects Recommended for Funding by the RRT
October 16, 2006 Grant Cycle

Staff Funding Recommendations to the Board are Highlighted in Gray

Project # Project Name Total Amount | Priority
207-169 | Newton Creek Wetlands - Technical Assistance 24,252 1
207-162 | Gooseneck Creek Confluence Restoration Design * 17,658 2
207-168 | Project Planning and Management Plan Development for Cardwell Hills Landowners 50,000 3
207-167 | Willow Creek Confluence Restoration Scoping and Budgeting 37,708 4
207-171 | Upper Willamette Landowner Recruitment and Floodplain Restoration Design 35,965 4
207-165 | North Santiam Spawning Gravel Enhancement Design Study ** 50,000 6
Total Technical Assistance Projects Recommended for Funding to Staff by the RRT $215,583

Total Technical Assistance Projects Recommended for Funding by Staff to the Board $129,618

*Listed Amount Reflects Recommended Reduction ** Fund with Conditions

Region 3 — Willamette Basin
Education Projects Recommended for Funding by the RRT
October 16, 2006 Grant Cycle

Staff Funding Recommendations to the Board are Highlighted in Gray

Project # Project Name Amount Requested | Amount Recommended | Priority
207-209 Oregon Envirothon * 29,333 24,000 1
207-208 Clackamas River Basin Council Outreach and Education * 117,869 55,000 2
207-205 Slough School Education Program * 45,012 38,000 3
207-204 Marys River Watershed Council Outreach & Education * 60,515 40,000 4
207-206 Watershed Wide - Youth Engaged 30,336 5
207-203 Spawning Education 24,409 6
207-207 Calapooia and Santiam Joint Education Project - Phase I 43,670 7
Total Education Projects Recommended for Funding to Staff by the RRT $351,144
Total Education Projects Recommended for Funding by Staff to the Board $252,729 $157,000

*Listed Amount Reflects Recommended Reduction
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ATTACHMENT A

Region 3 — Willamette Basin
Assessment Projects Recommended for Funding by the RRT
October 16, 2006 Grant Cycle

Staff Funding Recommendations to the Board are Highlighted in Gray

Project # Project Name Total Amount | Priority
207-253 Long Tom Watershed Fish Barrier Assessment 31,830 1
207-252 Pudding River Watershed Action Plan 17,498 2
Total Assessment Projects Recommended for Funding to Staff by the RRT $49,328
Total Assessment Projects Recommended for Funding by Staff to the Board $49,328

Region 3 — Willamette Basin
Acquisition Projects Receiving a Positive Rating for Ecological Merit by the RRT

Project # Project Name Amount
207-301 Newton Creek Wetlands 1,500,000
207-302 McKenzie Oxbow Acquisition 127,000
207-072 Sandy River Acquisition< 364,000
Total Acquisition Projects Recommended for Funding by Staff to the Board | $491,000

¢ Total amount is $727,500. Staged award with $364,000 recommended now and $363,500 to be awarded upon Board
approval of the long term property owner.
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Region 3 — Willamette Basin
Restoration Projects Recommended for Funding by the RRT
October 16, 2006 Grant Cycle

ATTACHMENT A

Staff Funding Recommendations to the Board are Highlighted in Gray

Project # Project Name Nor|1:—uCna(11p;|tal Capital Funds | Total Amount | Priority
207-312 M-DAC Farms Wetland Restoration 219,274 219,274 1
207-311 3-Pond Restoration - multi - Species Habitat Improvement 46,991 46,991 2
207-308 Upper Clear Creek Habitat Improvement Project 325 109,166 109,491 3
207-306 West Fork Dairy Creek Restoration o 82,695 82,695 4
207-305 Long Tom Watershed 2006 Restoration Projects 11,217 206,613 217,830 5
207-315 Sandy River Riparian Habitat Protection 94,411 94,411 6
207-309 Powell Creek Fish Passage Restoration Project 1,875 99,630 101,505 7
207-317 Johnson Creek Fish Habitat and Floodplain Restoration Project at East Powell Butte * 4,250 596,200 600,450 8
207-314 Lost Creek Confluence Riparian Restoration Project Phase 3 117,949 117,949 9
207-307 Hogan Ranch Restoration Project 1,000 103,290 104,290 10
207-304 Mohawk River Watershed Enhancement Project 105,930 105,930 11
207-316 Crystal Springs Culvert Replacement and Habitat Restoration Project - Phase 1 * 599,665 12
Total Restoration Projects Recommended for Funding to Staff by the RRT $18,667 $1,782,149 $2,400,481
Total Restoration Projects Recommended for Funding by Staff to the Board $18,667 $1,782,149 $1,800,816

*Listed Amount Reflects Recommended Reduction 0O Listed Amount Reflects Recommended Increase
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Region 3 — Willamette Basin

ATTACHMENT B

Projects Not Recommended for Funding by the RRT and OWEB Staff

October 16, 2006 Grant Cycle

Project # Project Type Project Name Amount Requested
207-163 Technical Assistance Upper Poodle Creek Fish Passage Analysis and Design 15,950
207-164 Technical Assistance Klein Point Fish Habitat Improvement Design 49,575
207-166 Technical Assistance Santiam Basin Fish Passage Improvement Project 50,000
207-170 Technical Assistance Limiting Factors Analysis - Pedee Creek 29,167
207-202 Education Writing Your Watershed 5,885
207-239 Monitoring Willamette River Bacteria Monitoring 33,698
207-251 Assessment The Molalla River Rehabilitation Action Plan 118,900
207-303 Restoration Round Lake Wetland Restoration 85,000
207-310 Restoration Lower McKenzie Islands Floodplain Restoration 274,890
207-313 Restoration Holcmb Creek-Salmon River-Bear Creek Bridges 218,704
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March 1, 2007

MEMORANDUM
TO: Oregon Watershed Enhancement Board
FROM: Ken Bierly, Deputy Director

Rick Craiger, Central Oregon Regional Program Representative

SUBJECT: Agenda Item F: OWEB Grant Award Recommendations
Region 4, Central Oregon
March 14-15, 2007 OWEB Board Meeting

l. Introduction
This staff report describes the Central Oregon Regional Review Team recommendations, special
issues, and staff recommendations for funding.

1. Background

The table attached to the Overview report contains the numbers and types of applications
received and dollar amounts requested. The Central Oregon Regional Review Team (RRT) met
at the ODOT office in Bend on January 18, 2007, to review the applications received in this
grant cycle. All applications were reviewed for technical merit and given a “do fund” or “no
fund” recommendation by the RRT. The RRT then prioritized the applications recommended for
funding.

I11.  Regional Review Team Recommendations

The Region 4 RRT recommended for funding five Technical Assistance applications totaling
$204,525. Special conditions were suggested for one of the proposed projects. The RRT also
recommended for funding six of the Education/Outreach applications totaling $256,867, three
Monitoring applications totaling $251,314 and two Assessment applications totaling $236,127.

The RRT recommended for funding four Restoration applications totaling $1,640,833. One
application (207-319) was reduced in amount with special conditions.

IV.  Special Issues

The Middle Deschutes Streamflow Project, Phase 11 (207-319) requested approximately $1.9
million. This project is the final phase of a project awarded last September. The final phase will
result in a legal dedication of 24 cubic feet per second of flow in the Deschutes River. The
timing of the project is such that staff recommend an award of $500,000 from this biennium to
support the project, with the remainder to be allocated in September of 2007 from the 2007-2009
budget.
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The Williamson River Delta monitoring project (207-241) is an excellent project designed to
provide information about water quality changes from wetland restoration. The project is
proposed to be funded from capital funds because of the direct connection to a previously funded
project (Williamson Delta restoration project, 206-328).

V. Staff Recommendation

Staff recommend funding for four of the six Education/Outreach applications recommended by
the RRT. The two applications not recommended by staff were ranked low by the RRT, but
have previously been funded by OWEB. These two applications are important Deschutes Basin
education efforts but are not recommended because of limited non-capital funding.

Likewise, staff are not recommending two Technical Assistance applications that were
recommended by the RRT because of the limited non-capital funding.

Attachment A shows the proposals, funding amounts, conditions (if any), and priority rankings
recommended as “do fund” to OWEB staff by the RRT. The table also indicates, by means of
shaded entries, the OWEB staff “do fund” recommendations to the Board. For some “do fund”
projects, the amount shown in the table is the staff funding recommendation rather than the
RRT’s recommendation.

Attachment B shows those applications not recommended for funding at this time by the RRT or
by OWERB staff.

Staff recommend the Board approve the staff funding recommendation as contained in
Attachment A to this report.

Attachments
A. Projects Recommended for Funding
B. Projects Not Recommended for Funding
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ATTACHMENT A

Region 4 — Central Oregon
Technical Assistance Projects Recommended for Funding by the RRT
October 16, 2006 Grant Cycle

Staff Funding Recommendations to the Board are Highlighted in Gray

Project # Project Name Total Amount | Priority
207-173 | Crooked River Watershed Council Hydrologist 49,575 1
207-179 | Riparian Improvements in Gilliam County 50,000 2
207-174 | Stream Channel Restoration Design at Rimrock Ranch (Whychus Creek)** 33,600 3
207-177 | The Thirtymile Creek Watershed Action Plan 31,505 4
207-172 | Willow Creek Channel Renovation Design 39,845 5
Total Technical Assistance Projects Recommended for Funding to Staff by the RRT $204,525

Total Technical Assistance Projects Recommended for Funding by Staff to the Board $133,175

** Fund with Conditions

Region 4 — Central Oregon
Education Projects Recommended for Funding by the RRT
October 16, 2006 Grant Cycle

Staff Funding Recommendations to the Board are Highlighted in Gray

Pr%{eCt Project Name Total Amount | Priority
207-210 | Outdoor Science Education Camps 48,356 1
207-214 | The Traveling Watershed Box 11,369 2
207-211 | Hood River County Rural Living Handbook 14,505 3
207-212 | Community Education on Western Juniper Impacts and Management 6,937 4
207-215 | Deschutes Basin Watershed Education 72,000 5
207-216 | Community Rivers Program 103,700 6
Total Education Projects Recommended for Funding to Staff by the RRT $256,867

Total Education Projects Recommended for Funding by Staff to the Board $81,167
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ATTACHMENT A

Region 4 — Central Oregon
Monitoring Projects Recommended for Funding by the RRT
October 16, 2006 Grant Cycle

Staff Funding Recommendations to the Board are Highlighted in Gray

Project # Project Name Total Amount | Priority
207-242 | Restoration Effectiveness Monitoring in Priority Watersheds of the Upper Deschutes Basin 76,725 1
207-241 | Williamson River Delta WQ Monitoring @ 149,647 2
207-243 | Jefferson County WQ Monitoring 24,942 3
Total Monitoring Projects Recommended for Funding to Staff by the RRT $251,314

Total Monitoring Projects Recommended for Funding by Staff to the Board $101,667

©OFund from capital funds

Region 4 — Central Oregon
Assessment Projects Recommended for Funding by the RRT
October 16, 2006 Grant Cycle

Staff Funding Recommendations to the Board are Highlighted in Gray

Project # Project Name Total Amount | Priority
207-254 Pine Hollow/Jackknife Watershed Assessment 104,233 1
207-255 Rock Creek/Lonerock Creek Watershed Assessment 131,894 2
Total Assessment Projects Recommended for Funding to Staff by the RRT $236,127
Total Assessment Projects Recommended for Funding by Staff to the Board $236,127
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Region 4 — Central Oregon
Restoration Projects Recommended for Funding by the RRT
October 16, 2006 Grant Cycle

Staff Funding Recommendations to the Board are Highlighted in Gray

ATTACHMENT A

. Non- .
Prc;JEect Project Name Capital (l::ie:é? ALOJSL t Priority
Funds

207-319 | Middle Deschutes Streamflow Restoration Project Phase Il **/« 500,000 500,000 1
207-323 | Livestock Management Practices for Improved Riparian Ecosystems 63,749 63,749 2
207-320 | Beaty Butte Grazing Distribution Project 56,604 56,604 3
207-321 | Stump Grinder Demonstration 21,730 21,730 4
207-241 | Williamson River Delta WQ Monitoring 149,647 149,647 2
Total Capital Projects Recommended for Funding to Staff by the RRT $0.00 $642,083 | $1,640,833

Total Capital Projects Recommended for Funding by Staff to the Board $0.00 $791,730 $791,730

** Fund with Conditions

“Total amount is $1,498,750. Staged award with $500,000 recommended now and $998,750 to be awarded from 2007-09 funds in September 2007.
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ATTACHMENT B

Region 4 — Central Oregon
Projects Not Recommended for Funding by the RRT and OWEB Staff
October 16, 2006 Grant Cycle

Project # Project Type Project Name Amount Requested
207-175 Technical Assistance Lower Grass Valley Canyon Creek Restoration Action Plan 32,035
207-176 Technical Assistance The Hay Creek/Scott Canyon Watershed Action Plan 31,505
207-178 Technical Assistance Technical Assistance for Lower Crooked River Restoration 26,080
207-213 Education Demonstration of Drip Irrigation in Orchard Crops 29,887
207-217 Education The Four W Strategy for Watershed Enhancement 22,500
207-240 Monitoring Crooked River Watershed WQ Monitoring 39,243
207-318 Restoration Tim Long Creek Juniper Thinning 17,343
207-322 Restoration Herbicide Use Reduction Program for Dryland Crop 194,065
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March 1, 2007

MEMORANDUM
TO: Oregon Watershed Enhancement Board
FROM: Ken Bierly, Deputy Director

Karen Leiendecker, Eastern Oregon Regional Program Representative

SUBJECT: Agenda Item F: OWEB Grant Award Recommendations
Region 5, Eastern Oregon
March 14-15, 2007 OWEB Board Meeting

l. Introduction
This staff report describes the Eastern Oregon Regional Review Team recommendations, any
special issues, land acquisition grant applications, and staff recommendations for funding.

1. Background

The table attached to the Overview report contains the numbers and types of applications
received and dollar amounts requested. The Eastern Oregon Regional Review Team (RRT) met
in Pendleton on January 8 and 9, 2007, to review the applications received in this grant cycle.
All applications were reviewed for technical merit and given a “do fund” or “no fund”
recommendation by the RRT. The RRT then prioritized the applications recommended for
funding.

I11.  Regional Review Team Recommendations

The Region 5 RRT recommended for funding seven Technical Assistance applications totaling
$222,185. They also recommended for funding two Education/Outreach (both were reduced),
three Monitoring (one was reduced), and three Assessment (one with conditions and reduced)
applications.

The RRT also recommended for funding 23 Restoration applications totaling $1,858,966.
Special conditions were suggested for two and four were reduced in amount.

IV.  Acquisitions

A. Lostine River (207-324)

The Wallowa Land Trust (WLT) requests $516,000 toward purchase of a conservation
easement on 175 acres of riparian habitat in Wallowa County. The parcel is located near the
confluence of the Lostine and Wallowa Rivers. The acquisition is a first step toward future
restoration of the riparian and wetland areas on the parcel, which is a key motivation for the
conservation easement.

Page 132



1. Ecological Benefits

There are approximately 70 acres of freshwater emergent marsh and lowland riparian
forest and scrubland on the property. Future restoration activities entail converting the
remainder of the parcel to these priority ecological systems. Approximately 4,800 feet of
the Lostine River runs through the property and the parcel fronts about 4,800 feet of the
southern bank of the Wallowa River. There is about 500 feet of Spring Branch creek that
provides off-channel salmon habitat. The Eastern Oregon RRT confirmed the presence
of priority ecological systems on the site.

The application states that the following rare or at-risk plant communities occupy or
historically occupied the area: Basin wildrye bottomlands, Black cottonwood/black
hawthorn, Black cottonwood/coyote willow, Black hawthorn-common snowberry, Black
hawthorn-woods rose, Mockorange, and Scouler willow. It is unclear from the
application if these plant assemblages currently exist on the site, but there are plans to
establish these rare or at-risk plant communities through restoration activities.

The following species have been identified as occurring or potentially occurring on the
parcel: Inland redband trout, Steelhead, Chinook salmon, Bull trout, Ferruginous hawk,
Sharp-tailed grouse, and Willow flycatcher have been documented on the property. The
property provides habitat conditions for the Bobolink, Long-billed curlew, Wilson’s
phalarope, Columbia spotted frog, Western small-footed bat, and Oregon Semaphore
grass. The RRT confirmed that the project will benefit these priority species. The area
near the confluence of the Lostine and Wallowa Rivers provides an excellent opportunity
to improve backwater habitat for fish.

The RRT thought the project could meet three of OWEB’s conservation principles:
Stabilize an area on the brink of ecological collapse, require active restoration to achieve
its conservation purpose that would not occur without a change in ownership and
complement an existing network of sites in the basin or region.

The applicant plans to enhance about 80 acres of degraded wetland on the parcel,
enhance riparian habitat to improve about 1 mile of the habitat of both rivers, and
implement a grazing management plan to enhance the habitats that support the species
listed above while maintaining a working landscape. This area is a collection point for
return irrigation water and restoration of the wetlands could have a significant effect on
water quality for the region. Once the conservation easement is obtained, restoration
activities can be initiated. According to the applicant, grazing within the easement area
will be allowed only to enhance the conservation values according the management plan.
The RRT concluded that the ecological benefits of the acquisition are dependent on the
details of the future management plan especially as it pertains to water use and grazing.

2. Capacity to Sustain the Ecological Benefits

WLT will hold the conservation easement, with OWEB having third party right of
enforcement. WLT was established in 2004 and is dedicated to conservation of lands in
Wallowa County. They operate with a six member Board. WLT has one full time staff
person, a large volunteer base, and access to consultants who specialize in acquisition and
land management. WLT is currently working on transactions involving 5 donated
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easements. They are working toward Land Trust Alliance Certification and plan to
manage the site according to LTA standards.

WLT is planning on obtaining additional funds through other grant programs. The
budget lists a $20,000 stewardship endowment to be provided by the landowner.

3. Educational Benefits

The applicant plans to feature this site in the organization’s educational materials and
workshop activities. They will provide tours and hope to install an educational kiosk
along the highway, where the project is located. The property owner currently allows
agencies to use the site for field trips and other educational purposes. The RRT
confirmed the potential educational benefits due to the project’s proximity to the
highway.

4. Partners, Project Support & Community Effects

The applicant has applied for funds from the Federal Wetland and Endangered Species
Habitat Protection and Stewardship Program and the Federal Farm and Ranchland
Protection Programs. The Grande Ronde Model Watershed Foundation will be managing
the future restoration activities, but only if the property is placed under easement. They
hope to partner with the Nez Perce Tribe and Wallowa Resources to assist them with the
terrestrial restoration work.

The property is zoned EFU. The annual property taxes are approximately $625 and the
property will remain on the tax rolls. The application asserts that keeping the property in
production, while conserving sensitive areas provides essential balance in an area
undergoing transition.

5. Legal and Financial Terms

WLT will hold the easement with an OWEB third party right of enforcement. The
proposed easement incorporates OWEB’s required language. The total cost of the project
is estimated at $612,500, but an appraisal of the conservation easement has not been
conducted yet.

6. Conclusion

Staff requested due diligence materials in November of 2006; they have not yet been
received. Staff and the Board Subcommittee recommend that the Board defer
consideration of this acquisition project pending receipt and review of due diligence
materials.

B. Deferred Acquisitions-Pilcher Creek (206-339)

The Rocky Mountain Elk Foundation submitted an application on October 24, 2005
requesting $250,000 toward purchase of a conservation easement on a 138-acre parcel on
Pilcher Creek in the North Powder River Watershed. The Board has deferred consideration
of this application pending review of due diligence materials at the March 2006, September
2006, and January 2007 Board meetings. Due diligence materials have not been submitted.
Staff and the Board Subcommittee recommend the Board continue to defer this acquisition
project.
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V. Staff Recommendation

Staff recommend funding all but three of the RRT recommended Restoration applications. Two
of the three applications not recommended by staff are weed eradication projects. Given current
OWEB funding limitations, and because of the potential for additional funding to the Department
of Agriculture for weed eradication program in the 2007-2009 biennium, OWEB staff do not
recommend funding these projects at this time.

Staff also recommend funding only three of the seven RRT recommended Technical Assistance
and two of the three RRT recommended Assessment applications for funding due to the limited
non-capital funds available.

Attachment A shows the proposals, funding amounts, conditions (if any), and priority rankings
recommended for funding to OWEB staff by the RRT. The tables also indicate, by means of
shaded entries, the OWEB staff “do fund” recommendations to the Board. For some projects,
the amount shown in the table is the staff funding recommendation rather than the applicant
amount.

Attachment B shows those applications not recommended for funding at this time by the RRT
and OWEB staff.

Staff recommend the Board approve the staff funding recommendation as contained in
Attachment A to this report.

Attachments
A. Projects Recommended for Funding
B. Projects Not Recommended for Funding
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ATTACHMENT A

Region 5 — Eastern Oregon
Technical Assistance Projects Recommended for Funding by the RRT
October 16, 2006 Grant Cycle

Staff Funding Recommendations to the Board are Highlighted in Gray

Project # Project Name Total Amount | Priority
207-187 Little Walla Walla Assessment and Initial Action Plan 16,180 1
207-183 Engineering Bank Stability on the Middle Fork Malheur 45,640 2
207-184 Lostine River Fish Passage Enhancement 49,000 3
207-186 Malheur River Bank Stabilization Design 36,125 4
207-188 Kirkway Collaborative Project for Powder River Restoration 14,850 5
207-181 Eagle Creek Reach Analysis 43,950 6
207-180 Umatilla River at Horseshoe Curve 22,440 7
Total Technical Assistance Projects Recommended for Funding to Staff by the RRT $222,185
Total Technical Assistance Projects Recommended for Funding by Staff to the Board $110,820

Region 5 — Eastern Oregon
Education Projects Recommended for Funding by the RRT
October 16, 2006 Grant Cycle

Staff Funding Recommendations to the Board are Highlighted in Gray

Project # Project Name Total Amount | Priority
207-218 STELLAR* 16,164 1
207-219 Wildlands Juniper Management Interpretive Project* 35,000 2
Total Education Projects Recommended for Funding to Staff by the RRT $51,164
Total Education Projects Recommended for Funding by Staff to the Board $51,164

*Listed Amount Reflects Recommended Reduction
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ATTACHMENT A

Region 5 — Eastern Oregon
Monitoring Projects Recommended for Funding by the RRT
October 16, 2006 Grant Cycle

Staff Funding Recommendations to the Board are Highlighted in Gray

Project # Project Name Total Amount | Priority
207-245 | Snake River/Hells Canyon TMDL Agriculture Drain Monitoring Project 65,193 1
207-246 | Grande Ronde Basin Gauging Stations Operation 49,229 2
207-244 | Wallowa Mountains Bull Trout Redd Monitoring 2007-2008 * 13,075 3
Total Monitoring Projects Recommended for Funding to Staff by the RRT $127,497

Total Monitoring Projects Recommended for Funding by Staff to the Board $127,497

*Listed Amount Reflects Recommended Reduction

Region 5 — Eastern Oregon
Assessment Projects Recommended for Funding by the RRT
October 16, 2006 Grant Cycle

Staff Funding Recommendations to the Board are Highlighted in Gray

Project # Project Name Total Amount | Priority
207-258 | Malheur Co. Irrigated Ag Conservation Inventory & Analysis */** 80,000 1
207-257 | Guano & Thousand Virgin Subbasin Watershed Assessment 54,230 2
207-256 | Upper Owyhee Assessment 88,460 3
Total Assessment Projects Recommended for Funding to Staff by the RRT $222,690

Total Assessment Projects Recommended for Funding by Staff to the Board $134,230

*Listed Amount Reflects Recommended Reduction ** Fund with Conditions

Region 5 — Eastern Oregon
October 16, 2006 Acquisition Project Receiving a Positive Rating for Ecological Merit
by the RRT and Recommended for Deferral by OWEB Staff

Project # Project Name Amount
207-324 Lostine River Wetlands Protection Conservation Easement 516,000
Total Acquisition Projects Recommended for Deferral by Staff to Board | $516,000
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ATTACHMENT A

Region 5 — Eastern Oregon
Restoration Projects Recommended for Funding by the RRT
April 26, 2006 Grant Cycle

Staff Funding Recommendations to the Board are Highlighted in Gray

Non- Capital Total
Project # Project Name Capital F Priority
Funds unds Amount

207-330 Middle John Day/North Fork Project 195,375 195,375 1
207-329 Catherine Creek - State Diversion Fish Passage * 90,720 90,720 2
207-346 Mill Creek Push-Up Dam Elimination 13,950 13,950 3
207-354 Orodell Diversion Fish Passage Project 188,965 188,965 4
207-356 Bear Creek Riparian Fencing 12,282 12,282 5
207-342 TNC and Boulder Creek Ranch Aquatics * 249,430 249,430 6
207-344 2007 Upper Joseph Creek Restoration 35,200 35,200 7
207-339 Roberts Creek Ditch Improvements 60,960 60,960 8
207-347 Dry Creek Bank Stabilization & Habitat 33,888 33,888 9
207-349 Wildcat Bridge Replacement * 155,895 155,895 10
207-325 Lower Burnt River Rangeland Improvement ** 109,570 109,570 11
207-331 Wallowa Co Fuels Treatment and Forest Restoration 82,235 82,235 12
207-334 Butte Creek Culvert Replacement 67,650 67,650 13
207-345 Doe Creek Culvert Removal 102,500 102,500 14
207-327 Carney Canyon Rangeland Restoration 19,080 19,080 15
207-348 Williams Dairy Corral Restoration 500 46,645 47,145 16
207-353 Jordan Valley Weed Restoration Project 61,100 61,100 17
207-350 Mountain Creek Ditch Conversion Phase Il 75,556 75,556 18
207-351 County Fair Wash Rack Solution 10,334 10,334 19
207-326 Brangham Irrigation Conversion Project ** 9,040 9,040 20
207-335 Monument’s Attack on Medusahead 150 76,402 76,552 21
207-341 Wheeler Co Medusahead Containment & Treatment 110,959 110,959 22
207-338 Ridley Creek Improvement and Spring Dvpt * 50,580 50,580 23
Total Restoration Projects Recommended for Funding to Staff 650 1,858,316 $1,858,966

by the RRT

Total Restoration Projects Recommended for Funding by Staff $500 | $1,620,375 $1,620,875

to the Board

* Listed Amount Reflects Recommended Reduction ** Fund with Conditions
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Region 5 — Eastern Oregon

ATTACHMENT B

Projects Not Recommended for Funding by the RRT and OWEB Staff

October 16, 2006 Grant Cycle

Project # Project Type Project Name Amount Requested
207-182 Technical Assistance Campbell Springs Wetlands 16,600
207-185 Technical Assistance Pine Creek Free Span Bridge 50,000
207-328 Restoration Vansycle Animal Feeding Relocation 95,442
207-332 Restoration Bridge Creek Animal Feeding Relocation 88,461
207-333 Restoration Myrtle Canyon Eagle Roost 77,000
207-336 Restoration Rudio Creek Restoration 43,347
207-337 Restoration Milk Ranch Final Restoration Phase 22,383
207-340 Restoration Five Point Ditch Diversion Improvement Project 78,100
207-343 Restoration Medicine Creek Bank and Headcut Stabilization 28,258
207-352 Restoration Alkali Canal Irrigation Enhancement Project 78,242
207-355 Restoration Malheur River Stream Restoration Project 17,840
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March 1, 2007

MEMORANDUM
TO: Oregon Watershed Enhancement Board
FROM: Roger Wood, Special Projects

SUBJECT: Agenda Item H: Strategic Investments
March 14-15, 2007 OWEB Board Meeting

. Introduction
This report provides an update on development of the Strategic Investments concept.

1. Background

This concept was first discussed with the Board as an item in the Director’s Report at the January
2007 Board meeting. Director Byler explained then that several circumstances are combining to
present OWEB with significant challenges and opportunities:

A. Revenues from the Measure 66 Lottery source are steadily increasing. Forecasts for the
2007-09 biennium estimate that about $30 million in capital funds will be available each
year, and this level of revenue is expected to continue, if not increase, for the foreseeable
future.

B. More and more complex, multi-objective projects are being developed by local
stakeholder partnerships to address increasingly ambitious objectives that seemed out of
reach ten years and even five years ago. OWEB has been seeing, and funding, more of
these through the regular grant program. However, questions remain as to whether the
regular grant program will always provide the best tool for considering and funding these
types of projects and objectives.

C. Measure 66 and the Lottery Fund revenues it provides to OWEB’s grant programs may
end after 2014. Ensuring we have all the necessary tools available to make effective
investments in projects with strong and lasting ecological outcomes between now and
2014 is of critical importance.

D. Measure 66 revenue increases to OWEB will allow the dedication of a certain percentage
of capital funds to special projects while at the same time continuing robust funding for
the regular capital grant program.

At the January 2007 meeting, the Board appointed a subcommittee to work with staff on
developing the details of the strategic investment concept. Subcommittee members are Dan
Heagerty, Diane Snyder, Dave Powers, and Ken Williamson. The subcommittee is charged with
working with staff to discuss and develop draft documents laying out preliminary goals,
structure, process, and developmental steps and time line, and to raise and explore related issues.
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I11.  Subcommittee Meeting
The subcommittee and staff met for the first time on February 27. The following discussion
reviews the issues discussed by the group at the meeting.

At the outset, staff and the subcommittee agreed that the initial working title of “Strategic
Investments” is misleading as it implies a new program to address “strategic” issues for the first
time. In fact, OWEB’s grant programs and awards have always emphasized strategic goals
relating to watershed enhancement and protection. Assessment and planning grants have been
awarded to help local groups arrive at watershed strategies, and subsequent grant awards have
always favored project proposals that implement those strategies. Accordingly, staff suggest
changing the working title of the concept to the “Special Investment Partnerships.”

The subcommittee focused its discussion on the core elements of why the Board would consider
a special investment partnerships (SIP) approach and what that might entail. The following sets
out some of the key points of consideration discussed by the subcommittee.

A. Why are we considering this?

1. Touse OWEB’s financial resources to support projects and partnerships at a scale
and in a way that might not otherwise happen through the regular grant program.

2. To assure that the larger strategic goals of Measure 66 and of the Oregon Plan are
addressed in a concerted fashion that produces significant and thoroughly measurable
outcomes.

3. To assure that OWERB is using all the “tools” available to take full advantage of the
funding opportunity presented by the Measure 66 funds between now and the
potential expiration date of Measure 66 in 2014 — just seven years from now.

4. To reach across organizational and jurisdictional lines to forge partnerships capable
of accomplishing big outcomes.

5. To collaboratively provide the “missing pieces” necessary to boost existing
partnerships with outstanding ideas along to the implementation stage.

6. Because increasing Measure 66 revenues are expected to allow for SIP projects to be
funded, while at the same time assuring that the regular OWEB capital grant program
will continue to be robustly funded and will continue to be the main focus of the
agency’s restoration and acquisition investments.

B. What are we considering?

1. A special process by which the OWEB Board may provide funding to projects with
exceptional ecological, economic, and community significance — the “triple bottom
line” of sustainability.

2. Watershed and ecological outcomes would be qualitatively similar to those directed
by existing OWEB statutes and rules and to those traditionally funded by OWEB,
particularly for Restoration and Acquisition projects. For example, SIP projects
would:

a. Address major limiting factors for watershed and habitat health.

b. Implement major restoration/protection priorities for the locality in question.

c. Support comprehensive projects with clear objectives, clear work plans, and
definite time lines.

d. Actto prevent species and/or watershed functions from being lost or
threatened.
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Although qualitatively similar to “regular” OWEB funded projects, overall SIP
project objectives could be significantly greater in scope, the contributions of other
project partners would be much greater in amount and greater as a percentage of total
effort, and the quantifiable results would be much greater in measure.

While all OWEB investments have at least incidental local economic and community
benefits, SIP projects offer an opportunity to incorporate the overt social and
economic objectives of the Local Innovation Fund program.

SIP would emphasize a collaborative, cooperative gathering of partners willing and
able to work together toward large and commonly held objectives. These same
partners might otherwise feel it necessary to compete against each other for access to
funds through a “regular” OWEB grant program.

One potential scenario anticipates a limited number of SIP awards, perhaps six to
eight, each granted several million dollars by OWEB, and each implementing a major
project over a period of several years, either nearing or finishing completion by mid-
2014,

The total capital funding awarded by the Board might be in the neighborhood of 20 to
25 percent of the Measure 66 capital funds available each year between now and the
end of 2014.

C. SIP Project Characteristics

The subcommittee discussed several key criteria that would establish the framework under
which potential SIP projects would be evaluated. These ideas are conceptual at this point,
and will undergo further review and refinement.

1.

High level ecological outcomes. SIP will allow the Board to invest in these
outcomes at a significant scale — “scale” in this case meaning either spatial extent or
ecological impact — or both.

Strong community partnerships. Strong support and involvement by partners at a
scale that may not be possible through the regular grant program.

Efficiencies. Investments that offer a more cost-effective vehicle for achieving
outcomes — e.g., through economies of scale, through inclusive partnerships, and
through the elimination of unnecessary competition for resources like technical
assistance, public outreach, and implementation funding.

Sustainability. The beneficial outcomes of the projects will address ecological,
community, and economic benefits at a larger and more measurable scale.
Ripeness. Viable SIP projects — and the partners involved — must be ready to move
forward with implementation of their projects.

Leveraging. Although OWEB’s regular grant investments attract good “match”
support, SIP investments will strive for contributions — including non-capital funding
— from other partners significantly above and beyond what we typically achieve
through the regular grant program

Staff are planning additional meetings of the subcommittee leading to a report and possible
recommendations for action to the full Board at the September 2007 Board meeting. Further
subcommittee refinements of the SIP concept will be presented for Board discussion at the
upcoming meeting in May.

IV.  Recommendation
This is an informational item. No Board action is requested at this time.
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March 1, 2007

MEMORANDUM
TO: Oregon Watershed Enhancement Board
FROM: Ken Bierly, Deputy Director

Miriam Hulst, Oregon Plan Implementation Specialist

SUBJECT: Agenda Item J: State of Oregon Conservation Plan for the Oregon Coast
Coho Evolutionarily Significant Unit
March 14-15, 2007 OWEB Board Meeting

. Introduction

In a January 9, 2007, letter to natural resource agency directors (Attachment A), Governor
Kulongoski asserts that successful implementation of the State of Oregon Conservation Plan for
the Oregon Coast Coho Evolutionarily Significant Unit (coastal coho conservation plan) will
depend on commitments made by state natural resource agencies to fulfill statutory authorities
and responsibilities for protecting coho habitat and conserving fish. The Governor requests that
each agency familiarize its board or commission with the plan and the commitments and
obligations made by the agency.

This report requests that the Oregon Watershed Enhancement Board support the proposed role
and commitments for OWEB to help implement the coastal coho conservation plan.

1. Background

The October 6, 2006, draft coastal coho conservation plan was developed primarily by staff at
the Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife (ODFW), with assistance and input from many
interests, including OWEB. ODFW staff presented the draft plan to the OWEB Board at its
meeting on January 25, 2007. ODFW will seek final approval of the coastal coho conservation
plan from the Oregon Fish and Wildlife Commission at its March 16, 2007, meeting.

The purpose of the proposed coastal coho conservation plan is to ensure continued viability of
the coast coho ESU and to achieve a desired status that provides substantial ecological and
societal benefits. The plan maintains and enhances support for the Oregon Plan and meets the
requirements of Oregon’s Native Fish Conservation Policy. It does not propose new land-use
regulations; instead the plan maintains existing regulatory programs and enhances support for
non-regulatory cooperative conservation. A key element of the plan is to provide a more
effective level of support to local conservation groups and private landowners.
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The process to develop this Conservation Plan began in June of 2004. The Conservation Plan
was developed during an interative process by considering substantial review, discussion,
critique, and recommendations from three primary groups: a diverse public Stakeholder Team,
the Oregon Plan Core Team, and a National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA)
Technical Recovery Team (TRT).

A 21-member Stakeholder Team was recruited to serve as advisors in the development of the
Conservation Plan. Team members represented a wide range of interests including: watershed
councils, soil and water conservation districts (SWCDs), local government, recreational fishing,
commercial fishing, land-based industries (forestry, agriculture, aggregate), private landowners,
fish advocacy groups, and Salmon and Trout Enhancement Program (STEP) volunteers. The
Stakeholder Team met 20 times over the course of over two-and-one-half years.

A public draft of the Conservation Plan was released on October 6, 2006, for public review.
Public comments on the draft Conservation Plan were accepted through December 8, 2006.
Public meetings were held in Coquille, Florence, Newport, and Tillamook in November 2006 to
describe the Conservation Plan and accept public comment.

The Executive Summary from the public draft is Attachment B. The plan public draft can be
found at www.oregon.gov/OPSW/cohoproject/coho_proj.shtml. Additional information about
the Stakeholder Team and comments are found in Appendix 1.

Sue Knapp, Natural Resources Policy Advisor for Governor Kulongoski, and Kevin Goodson of
the Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife, will be available at the Board meeting to update
Board members on the latest information relating to the plan and to respond to questions.

I11.  OWEB and the State of Oregon Conservation Plan for the Oregon Coast Coho
Evolutionarily Significant Unit

The Pacific Coastal Salmon Recovery Fund (PCSRF) has been an important resource in the
development of the coastal coho conservation plan. Through OWEB, PCSRF funds have been
used to pay for staff time devoted to coho conservation plan development. PCSRF funds have
also enabled stakeholder facilitation, watershed council involvement, and soil and water
conservation district participation in the development of the plan as stakeholders.

OWEB has also provided funding for completion of watershed assessments throughout the
Oregon coast. The assessments are independent of the current coho conservation planning
efforts, but serve as an important building block for the draft plan. They have been used by local
conservation groups to develop priorities for habitat restoration and protection. The Oregon
Coastal Coho Assessment, conducted in 2004-2005, and funded in large part by OWEB, helped
to identify population level limiting factors for coho salmon. This information has been useful
for both local priority setting and the watershed assessment work.

The October 6, 2006, draft coastal coho conservation plan places emphasis on the restoration of
low-gradient, unconfined channels that provide refuge for young coho during high winter flows.
Restoration of these historically degraded stream reaches is expected to increase coho freshwater
productivity. OWEB’s coastal regional review teams consistently evaluate how proposed
projects will contribute to coho restoration needs. Although the review teams have not ceased
funding other priorities, coho restoration needs factor largely in coastal funding decisions.
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During the summer of 2006, OWEB allotted more than $1 million to the employment of
displaced fishers who conduct projects that improve high priority coastal coho habitat. This
effort is a direct link between OWEB funding and the implementation of priorities identified in
the coastal coho conservation plan.

IV.  OWEB’s Continuing Commitment to the Coastal Coho Conservation Plan
The draft coastal coho conservation plan includes the following commitments of OWEB:

A. OWEB will continue to provide funding for projects that restore and protect coastal coho
habitat. Staff will soon issue a Request for Proposals (RFP) for the compilation of
limiting factors in the range of coastal coho. The compilation will be conducted at the 5™
field hydrological unit code (HUC) spatial scale. The results will be used to review and
prioritize restoration activities and guide future funding decisions. OWEB will also
continue to fund technical assistance, education, and outreach efforts that facilitate
implementation of coastal coho projects.

B. OWEB will support research that addresses objectives relevant to the coastal coho
conservation plan, particularly those concerning watershed function and process issues
that are relevant to local protection and restoration issues. OWEB recently received
research proposals totaling approximately $9.5 million for projects that address
effectiveness monitoring, interactions between hatchery fish and wild fish, life history
evaluations, water quality, fisheries genetics, population modeling, and habitat mapping.
Many of these projects are expected to produce valuable information pertaining to coastal
coho management and conservation.

C. OWEB will continue to encourage the use of the Oregon Conservation Reserve
Enhancement Program (CREP) in coastal counties. The goal of Oregon CREP is to
enhance riparian habitat on agricultural lands along streams that provide habitat for ESA-
listed salmonids and water quality benefits.

D. OWEB will continue to work with other agencies to improve monitoring protocols for
OWEB-funded projects. OWEB will also continue working with partnering agencies to
develop large-scale, high-level indicators of ecosystem function and determine how to
track changes through time.

E. OWEB will increase staff capacity specifically to provide outreach to sectors and
individuals that can assist with coastal coho conservation projects. Staff will facilitate
interagency cooperation to accomplish outreach activities and develop restoration
projects that strategically advance the habitat goals of the coastal coho conservation plan.

V. Recommendation
Staff recommend the Board endorse the OWEB commitments referenced in Section 1V of this
report to assist in the implementation of the coastal coho conservation plan.

Attachments
A. January 9, 2007, Letter from Governor Kulongoski
B. Executive Summary
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Attachment B

Conservation Plan for the Oregon Coast Coho ESU
October 6, 2006 Public Draft
Executive Summary

Introduction

The purpose of this Conservation Plan is to ensure the continued viability of the Oregon Coast
Coho Evolutionary Significant Unit (ESU) and to achieve a desired status that provides
substantial ecological and societal benefits. The Oregon Coast Coho ESU is viable (see Table 2;
State of Oregon, May 6, 2005; Federal Register/ VVol. 71, No. 12/Thursday, January 19, 2006)
and does not currently require protection under the federal Endangered Species Act (ESA). The
current status of this ESU reflects a reduction in fishery harvest, improved hatchery
management, and extensive habitat restoration work initiated or maintained under the Oregon
Plan for Salmon and Watersheds (Oregon Plan). This Conservation Plan maintains and enhances
support of the Oregon Plan and meets the requirements of Oregon’s Native Fish Conservation
Policy (NFCP). This Conservation Plan does not propose new land-use regulations, maintains
existing regulatory programs, and enhances support for non-regulatory cooperative conservation.
A key element of this Plan is to provide a higher and more effective level of support to local
conservation groups and private landowners (e.g., Soil and Water Conservation Districts,
watershed councils, industrial forestland owners, Salmon and Trout Enhancement Program
volunteers, and other individuals and groups). These community-based organizations have
demonstrated an impressive record of planning, prioritizing, and implementing habitat
improvement projects through their participation in the Oregon Plan.

This document is Oregon’s Conservation Plan for the Oregon Coast coho Evolutionary
Significant Unit (ESU), prepared by the Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife (ODFW). The
Conservation Plan incorporates findings presented in the Oregon Coastal Coho Assessment
(State of Oregon, May 6, 2005; hereafter referred to as the 2005 OCCA) and extensive
experience implementing the Oregon Plan since 1997. Oregonians have demonstrated extensive
and diverse support for non-regulatory, community-based, habitat improvement work under the
Oregon Plan. Participants in this effort include watershed councils, Soil and Water Conservation
Districts, Salmon-Trout Enhancement Program volunteers, industrial and private landowners and
a variety of non-governmental organizations and individuals. Implementation of the Oregon
Plan across this ESU from 1997 to 2003 included significant investments ($107 million) in
restoration work by private landowners and state and federal agencies; private landowners
voluntarily contributed about one-third of these funds; Oregon Watershed Enhancement Board
restoration grants supported roughly $13 million during this timeframe.

The Conservation Plan was developed during an iterative process by considering substantial
review, discussion, critique, and recommendations from three primary groups: a diverse public
Stakeholder Team (see Appendix 1), an Oregon Plan Core Team, and a Technical Recovery
Team (TRT). The Conservation Plan describes commitments by the State of Oregon that will
conserve the sustainability of this ESU and restore biological attributes necessary to achieve a
science-based, socially established desired status goal. Achievement of the desired status goal
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Public Draft: Conservation Plan for the Oregon Coast Coho ESU, October 6, 2006

will provide significant ecological, economic and cultural benefits for all Oregonians. Hereafter,
the Oregon Coast coho Conservation Plan will be referred to as the Conservation Plan or simply
the Plan.

This Conservation Plan, in supporting the Oregon Plan, is a dynamic strategy that will adapt and
be modified over time in response to learning from monitoring data and implementation
experience. The intent of this Plan, like the Oregon Plan, is to support efforts to improve habitat
for coho salmon and other native fish and wildlife species through on-the-ground, non-regulatory
work by community-based entities and individuals

As defined in Oregon Administrative Rule, the term conservation means managing for
sustainability of native fish so present and future generations may enjoy their ecological,
economic, recreational and aesthetic benefits (OAR 635-007-0501-10). Native fish are defined
as indigenous to Oregon and include both naturally and hatchery produced fish (OAR 635-007-
0501-36).

This Plan meets the requirements for conservation plans described in Oregon’s Native Fish
Conservation Policy (NFCP). The NFCP (OAR 635-007-0502 to 0509) was adopted by the
OFWC in 2002 to support and increase the effectiveness of the 1997 Oregon Plan. The
Conservation Plan does not replace or supersede the Oregon Plan. Fundamentally, the
Conservation Plan is designed to improve the status of the ESU and virtually all of its constituent
populations by increasing the productive capacity of the coho and their habitat to levels
significantly higher than where the ESU could be considered a potential candidate for listing
under federal ESA. Significantly, Oregon notes that all of the actions in this Conservation Plan
are expected to benefit co-existing native species and water quality across the ESU.

The NFCP employs conservation plans to identify and implement appropriate strategies and
actions necessary to restore native fish in Oregon to levels that provide benefits to the citizens of
the state. This is achieved through a sequential process:
. Define the management unit, or ESU.
. Determine its current status.
. Define a desired status.
. Determine any gap between the two and the factors causing the gap (limiting factors).
. Identify strategies and actions that address the limiting factors.

. Monitor and evaluate the ESU status and actions implemented and use adaptive
management to make adjustments.

o0k WN B

The Conservation Plan contains the elements identified above and is also intended to be
consistent with and contain most of the elements required by a federal ESA Recovery Plan. The
primary required elements of a federal Recovery Plan include 1) objective and measurable
criteria for delisting, 2) site-specific actions required for recovery, and 3) estimates of the time
and cost of implementing the plan. A key distinction exists between this Conservation Plan and a
federal Recovery Plan. Specifically, whereas ESA Recovery Plans focus on criteria actions
needed to achieve delisting of species, this Conservation Plan is developed for a species that is
not listed under federal ESA and therefore addresses actions needed to achieve a socially
established desired status goal that could be described as one scenario of broad sense recovery.

6
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Public Draft: Conservation Plan for the Oregon Coast Coho ESU, October 6, 2006

The Conservation Plan would need to be modified somewhat, e.g., to include delisting criteria
and actions in order to serve as a federal Recovery Plan.

Structure and Biology of the Oregon Coast coho ESU

The Oregon Coast coho ESU includes naturally produced coho salmon in 56 populations — as
defined by the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) TRT (Lawson, et al,
2005) — from the Necanicum River near Seaside to the Sixes River near Port Orford. Twenty
one of these populations are classified as potentially or functionally independent because they
occur in basins with sufficient historical habitat to have persisted through several hundred years
of normal variations in marine and freshwater conditions. These anadromous salmon spawn in
rather small low-gradient streams from November through March, the offspring spend the next
summer and one winter in freshwater, and then migrate through estuaries to the ocean in the
spring of their second year of life. The vast majority of coho salmon then spend two years
(summer growth seasons) in the ocean, remaining principally off the Northern California and
Oregon coast, before returning to their home streams to spawn.

Current Status of the ESU

Oregon’s conclusion was that the ESU is currently viable and sustainable (2005 OCCA). In
other words, Oregon Coast coho populations generally demonstrate sufficient abundance,
productivity, distribution, and diversity to be sustained under the current and foreseeable future
range of environmental conditions, even including conditions somewhat more adverse than were
observed during the 1990s, a period characterized by adverse ocean survival conditions, drought,
and flood across the ESU. NOAA’s Federal Register Notice (Vol. 71, No.12: Proposed Rules)
contained the following statement:

After considering the best available scientific and commercial information
available, we have concluded that the ESU is not in danger of extinction
throughout all or a significant portion of its range, nor is it likely to become
so within the foreseeable future. (page 3033)

Desired Status and Measurable Criteria

This Conservation Plan describes a desired status for future condition and performance of the
Coast coho ESU. The desired status goal was discussed over more than twelve months with the
Stakeholder Team and others and represents a science-based, social consensus. The goal targets
a return of spawners to the ESU (at 1.1% marine survival) that is about twice the spawners
observed during 1993-1996. Oregon has described a set of measurable criteria that will be
monitored and evaluated to determine if and when the desired status goal has been achieved (see
Appendix 2). These measurable criteria include parameters such as abundance, productivity,
distribution, persistence, diversity, and habitat.

Desired Status Vision

A conceptual statement of the desired status goal for this ESU is consistent with the Mission of
the Oregon Plan for Salmon and Watersheds Populations of naturally produced coho salmon
are sufficiently abundant, productive, and diverse (in terms of life histories and geographic
distribution) that the ESU as a whole 1) will be self-sustaining into the foreseeable future, and 2)
will provide significant ecological, cultural, and economic benefits.

6
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Public Draft: Conservation Plan for the Oregon Coast Coho ESU, October 6, 2006

Oregon’s Coho Conservation Strategy

Oregon is relying on a combination of existing regulatory programs plus effective long-term
participation in non-regulatory conservation work to achieve the desired status goal for the Coast
coho ESU. Policies and actions in this Plan will address the potential effects of human activities
across the full life-cycle of the Coast coho ESU including management activities upstream from
the distribution of coho salmon, downstream through tributaries, mainstems, estuaries where
coho reside and/or migrate, and the ocean. Principal activities that could potentially limit or
support achievement of the desired status goal for the ESU include fishery harvest, hatchery
operation, land use management, and on-the-ground work to increase the productive capacity of
coho habitat. These policies and actions are framed to 1) conserve the existing productivity,
distribution, diversity of coho salmon and habitat across the ESU and 2) improve the productive
capacity of coho populations and habitat. Both elements are considered essential to achieve
Oregon’s desired status goal.

The long-term effectiveness of this Conservation Plan requires development of conservation and
restoration strategies at scales within populations. Oregon will continue to support local
watershed entities as they implement population-specific actions at scales appropriate for
conservation. These finer resolution strategies will include prioritized and time sequenced action
plans across all land ownerships.

Key Conservation Commitments

Key commitments in this Plan include the following.

Oversight

e Desired status goal. This Conservation Plan establishes policy regarding the desired

status for the ESU and constituent populations within the ESU. The desired status goal
(and measurable criteria) in this Conservation Plan is significant because it provides a
guantitative target for the ESU that can be used to evaluate the Plan’s effectiveness over
time.

e Regulatory programs. State and federal agencies will implement, monitor compliance
with, and enforce their legislatively mandated regulatory programs.

e Accountability. The Oregon Plan Core Team is responsible for implementation of
conservation efforts statewide (i.e., the Oregon Plan) including this Conservation Plan.
An Oregon Plan Regional Implementation Team will be responsible for tracking
implementation and preparation of reports described as part of Oregon’s adaptive
management commitment in this Plan.

Implementation

e Modified hatchery programs. Two coho hatchery programs are being altered in a manner
that is designed to achieve viability for the affected populations.

e Conservation priorities. The plan provides information intended to guide funding and
action investments in watershed conservation by diverse management entities.

e Oregon Plan Habitat Strategy. The strategy is to provide more effective financial and
technical support to private landowners to maintain and increase participation in

6

Page 149



Public Draft: Conservation Plan for the Oregon Coast Coho ESU, October 6, 2006

cooperative conservation actions. Implementing the strategy will support the viability of
the ESU and will help achieve the desired status for habitat — roughly a doubling in the
amount of high quality habitat across the ESU. The habitat strategy enhances the Oregon
Plan approach for developing cooperative conservation partnerships and conducting
effective habitat restoration projects.

The habitat strategy of this Conservation Plan will provide additional resources to
community-based conservation networks (e.g., watershed councils, Soil and Water
Conservation Districts, Salmon and Trout Enhancement Program volunteers, and other
community groups) and private landowners engaging in voluntary, cooperative
conservation projects. Oregon has over ten years of positive experience implementing
habitat restoration under the OPSW. Specifically, this strategy will provide 1) a better
understanding of coho’s ecological needs, 2) a better understanding of where and how
habitat restoration can be most effective, 3) improved financial incentives to conduct
voluntary habitat restoration, and 4) more technical support for project designs, permits,
monitoring and reporting for restoration projects. This is not a new initiative, just better
assistance and support for Oregon Plan participants so that their involvement can be most
effective.

This strategic approach — recognizing the good work already completed under the Oregon
Plan and a growing level of participation in Oregon Plan programs — is supported by the
Oregon Forest Industries Council, Oregonian’s for Food and Shelter, and the Oregon
Farm Bureau. Enhanced partnerships among private forest and agricultural landowners
represent a powerful means of increasing the level of investment and participation in
effective voluntary habitat-improvement work on private lands. The Oregon Plan Core
Team will coordinate this strategy among participating entities.

e State and federal agencies provided detailed descriptions of their respective contributions
to the Conservation Plan along with abstract summaries of their actions. Abstracts are in
the main body of this Conservation Plan, detailed descriptions are in Appendix 3 to the
Conservation Plan. Funding available to support conservation infrastructures (especially
SWCDs and watershed councils) will be maintained and most likely, modestly increased
during the next biennium (2007-2009).

Research, Monitoring and Evaluation
e Research. Seven topics that merit research are identified. These topics include
information needs that are particularly relevant to achieving Oregon’s desired status goal
for this ESU.

e Monitoring. Monitoring within the ESU has been modified to improve estimates of coho
spawners; juvenile coho density and distribution; and habitat quality.

e Evaluation to support adaptive management. First, Oregon commits to assess the ESU
and the effectiveness of the Conservation Plan (in 6 years, every 12 years thereafter, or as
needed). Second, Oregon will produce a succinct annual report — an early warning
system —that will alert Oregon to the need to reconsider the status of the Coast coho ESU,
monitoring, and management systems in place throughout the ESU.

6

Page 150



Public Draft: Conservation Plan for the Oregon Coast Coho ESU, October 6, 2006

Reaching Desired Status — Time Frame Expectations

Whereas immediate benefits to coho are expected as the actions identified in the Plan are
implemented, the desired status goal for this ESU is ambitious. Achieving the desired status goal
will require an institutionalization of the cooperative conservation commitments embedded in the
Oregon Plan and this Conservation Plan, sustained leadership, extensive non-regulatory
participation by private landowners, funding, reassessment, and adaptive management. With the
enhanced level of habitat monitoring proposed in this plan, Oregon will be able to determine, the
trajectory of habitat condition and the approximate time-frame that the observed trajectory would
require to achieve the desired status goal. A 50 year time-frame is probably the most realistic
scenario to achieve the desired status goal for the ESU, given likely levels of funding, the time
required to resolve scientific uncertainty, and the time required to restore ecological processes.

Assessment of the Conservation Plan

Oregon is relying therefore on a combination of the current regulatory programs plus effective
long-term participation in non-regulatory, cooperative conservation work to achieve the desired
status goal for the Coast coho ESU. The Oregon Plan habitat strategy is designed to support
effective work by the existing cooperative conservation network (including SWCDs, watershed
councils, Salmon and Trout Enhancement Program volunteers and others) across the ESU. This
effort is expected to increase participation in non-regulatory cooperative conservation work by
private landowners, especially landowners in areas with the greatest potential to create high
quality coho habitat and support achievement of the desired status goal for the ESU.

Oregon is generally optimistic that the elements of this Conservation Plan will achieve the
desired status goal for the ESU, based on the following observations.
e Coho salmon are broadly distributed across all 21 independent populations within the
ESU and spawning escapements during recent years of relatively favorable ocean
survival have been higher on average than in the last 5 decades.

e The ESU is currently viable and adaptive management has virtually eliminated
significant adverse impacts of fishery harvest and hatchery programs on the ESU.

e Practical methodologies exist to materially improve the environmental conditions
principally limiting productive capacity of the ESU.

e An extensive and diverse locally-based infrastructure of committed groups and
individuals has demonstrated a decades-long track record of restoration commitment and
action. The fiscal support for restoration efforts and infrastructure support in the ESU is
likely to increase.

6
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March 1, 2007

MEMORANDUM
TO: Oregon Watershed Enhancement Board
FROM: Ken Bierly, Deputy Director

SUBJECT: Agenda Item L: Grant Solicitation for April 2007
March 14-15, 2007 OWEB Board Meeting

. Introduction

This report proposes the Board revise the 2005-2007 grant cycle schedule to allow staff to solicit
grant applications for Technical Assistance for the upcoming April 23, 2007, deadline. The
Board will consider grant awards for this solicitation at its September 2007 meeting. Staff will
propose a grant cycle schedule for the full 2007-2009 biennium at the May Board meeting.

1. Background

In OAR Chapter 695, Division 5, OWEB’s rules direct the Board to announce the timing and
type of grant applications to be considered. In May of 2005, the Board adopted a grant cycle
schedule for the 2005-2007 biennium. For the April 23, 2007, grant deadline, the schedule
currently includes a solicitation of Restoration/Acquisition grant applications only.

I11.  Current Status of Grant Offerings

At present, we do not know with certainty how much funding will be available for the OWEB
grant program during the 2007-2009 biennium. However, there are strong indications that there
will be significant capital funds available for restoration and acquisition projects. There is less
certainty regarding the level of non-capital funding that will be available for the grant program.
Non-capital funds support a variety of grant types that directly and indirectly support capital-
funded projects — such as monitoring, assessments, technical assistance, and education and
outreach. Over the years, the relatively modest levels of non-capital funds have forced the Board
to very carefully consider how to direct those funds.

In the 2005-2007 biennium, the Board directed limited non-capital funding to technical
assistance. Beginning in October of 2005, technical assistance grant applications have been
accepted at each grant cycle. With the prospect of significant capital funds next biennium, staff
continue to believe one of the best uses of non-capital funds is to ensure technical assistance is
available to guide capital project development.

The demand for technical assistance has been clearly demonstrated. Of the 38 Technical
Assistance applications submitted in October of 2006, only 16 applications are recommended for
funding by staff. Staff are not recommending funding for 11 applications recommended by the
regional review teams due to limited amount of available funding.
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Even though OWEB’s 2007-2009 budget is not yet known, staff recommend soliciting Technical
Assistance grant applications on the April 23, 2007, deadline for Board consideration at the
September 2007 meeting. Staff are not suggesting a Board reserve of the 2007-2009 non-capital
funding at this time. Instead staff will propose a non-capital spending plan, and Technical
Assistance funding recommendations that address that proposed plan, at the September 2007
meeting.

Staff do not recommend soliciting grant applications for the other non-capital grant types
(education, monitoring, and assessment) at this time. Future offerings for these grant types will
be discussed in greater detail at the upcoming May and September Board meetings.

V. Recommendation

Staff recommend the Board revise the grant cycle schedule to add the solicitation of Technical
Assistance applications to the April 23, 2007, grant application deadline.
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Approved by the Board May 15, 2007

Oregon Watershed Enhancement Board
March 14, 2007
OWEB Board Meeting
Eugene, Oregon

OWEB Members Present

Miles Brown
Bobby Brunoe
Dan Carver

Alan Christensen
Dan Heagerty
Skip Klarquist
Meta Loftsgaarden
Jane O’Keeffe
Dave Powers
Scott Reed
Patricia Smith
Diane Snyder

Minutes

OWEB Staff Present
Bonnie Ashford

Ken Bierly

Tom Byler

Rick Craiger

Mark Grenbemer
Wendy Hudson
Miriam Hulst

Karen Leiendecker
Tom Shafer

Greg Sieglitz

Cindy Silbernagel
Lori Warner-Dickason

Others Present
Leo Naapi
Bruce Taylor
Traci Price
Alan Horton
Dave Waddell
Jon Souder
Margaret Kirby
Kim Carson
Ryan Houston
John Moriarty
Dan Weitz

Max Nielsen-Piners

Michael Tehan Roger Wood Paula Crowder
Dan Thorndike Lorena Freel
Helen Westbrook Jeanne Ginter
Ken Williamson Carol Ach
John Eccles

Others Present Tom Taylor
Members Not Present David Bowers Grace Dinsdale
Jim Nakano Kip Wood Lee Russell

Pat Willis Josh Kling

Liz Redon Karla Kay Edwards

Erika Lang Clint Shock

Tara Putney Jenny Shine

Eric Harlston John McDonald

Renee Davis-Born Larry Six

Kevin Goodson Megan Finnessy

Bob Kinyon Shawn Mahugh

Walt Barton Maggie Kirby

Jennifer Hampel Bryan vonBargen

Liz Vollmer-Buhl Jenna Garmon
A. Board Member Comments

Representatives on the OWEB Board commented on recent activities and issues facing their
respective agencies. Board Co-Chair Jane O’Keeffe reported on meetings she and Co-Chair
Heagerty had with Legislators to promote OWEB and its budget, focusing on the importance of
non-capital funds.
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B. Minutes
Minutes of the following Board meeting were unanimously approved:
January 24-25, 2007 Board meeting in Hillsboro

C. Executive Director Update
Executive Director, Tom Byler, briefly described the following items.

1. Ongoing Grant Offerings

Last fall, OWEB held a solicitation for research proposals. Of the 33 submitted, OWEB
asked ten entities to submit full proposals for Board consideration in September 2007.
OWEB will need to ask the Legislature for expenditure limitation on the funds from the
Research and Protection Account.

2. Watershed Council Support

Sixty watershed council support applications were received by the December 2006 deadline
requesting $7.9 million. The council support advisory committee met for four days in
February to review the applications. The Board will consider staff’s funding
recommendations at the May 2007 meeting.

3. At the September 2006 Board meeting, Board member Helen Westbrook, requested a
future Board discussion about the balance of applications received from region to region,
noting that Region 1 has fewer applications than other regions. She also requested further
information from staff on the number of funded watershed councils by region, and how staff
balance the proposed funding recommendations for each region.

Director Byler reported that staff will provide additional information at the May 2007 Board
meeting, but noted that there appear to be no trends or patterns for grant applications among
the regions. Staff have been working to develop regional restoration priorities, and have
brought them to the Board for adoption as they are completed. Some still remain to be
submitted for Board consideration. The priorities will be a useful tool for the regional review
teams, staff, and the Board to weigh and balance applications among the regions.

4. Legislature and Budget

OWEB’s 2007-2009 budget presentation to the Ways and Means Subcommittee on Natural
Resources is scheduled for March 20, 21, and 26, with public testimony scheduled for March
27. OWEB’s budget work session with the Subcommittee will most likely be scheduled
toward the end of the session. OWEB staff are participating on a water measurement work
group on HB 2564. The federal government is under a continuing resolution and NOAA
Fisheries has authority to distribute $67 million in PCSRF funds to the Pacific Northwest
states. To date, there are no earmarks.

5. Board Retreat

Roger Wood, Special Projects, is working to develop the agenda for a Board Retreat this
summer.
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D. Oregon Explorer

Greg Sieglitz, Monitoring and Reporting Program Manager, and Janine Salwasser and Renee
Davis-Borne from Oregon State University Libraries, gave an update on the status and
improvements made to the Oregon Explorer, and provided an overview of the site located at
www.oregonexplorer.info.

New features include:
e Access to restoration project locations and information from the Oregon Watershed
Restoration Inventory database
e A feature to cut and paste charts and graphs featured in the Oregon Plan 2005-2007
Biennial Report.
e A feature to create charts and tables from information contained on the site.

E. Public Comment on Pending Grant Applications
Bob Kinyon, Partnership for the Umpqua Rivers, thanked OWEB for supporting 207-157,
which was recommended for funding, which could be a potential project for the Strategic
Investment Program.

Liz Vollmer-Buhl, Jeanne Giner, and Corena Freel, Siuslaw Watershed Council, supported
207-230 which was not recommended for funding.

Curt Mykut, Ducks Unlimited, supported 207-303 which was not recommended for funding.

Johnny Sundstrom, Siuslaw Institute, supported 207-192 which was not recommended for
funding. He expressed concerns about the regional review team’s evaluation of education
applications.

Walt Barton, Douglas SWCD, supported 207-297, which was not recommended for funding
due to fiscal concerns with outstanding grants.

Jennifer Hampel, Coquille Watershed Association, supported 207-286, 207-287, and 207-
236, which were not recommended for funding.

Liz Redon, North Santiam Watershed Council, supported 207-207, which was not
recommended for funding. They are open to a funding award at $15,000 instead of the

requested $44,000, in order to secure $100,000 in other grants.

Patrick Willis, Jackson Bottom Wetlands Preserve, supported maintaining grant funds for
education and outreach.

Kip Wood, Lincoln SWCD, supported 207-227, which was recommended for funding.

Russell Hoeflich, The Nature Conservancy, supported 207-342which was recommended for
funding at a reduced level.

Dale Waddell and Jay Hopp, Wolftree, Inc., supported 207-215, which was not
recommended for funding.
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Ala Norton and Traci Price, Oregon Trout, and Ryan Houston, Upper Deschutes Watershed
Council supported 207-224, which was not recommended for funding.

David Bowers, Willow Creek Watershed Council, supported 207-172, which was not
recommended for funding.

Jon Souder, Coos Watershed Association, supported 207-160, which was not recommended
for funding.

Michelle Bussard, Johnson Creek Watershed Council, supports 207-206, which was not
recommended for funding; 207-316, which was recommended for funding at a reduced level;
and 207-317, which was recommended for funding at a reduced level.

Grace Dinsdale, Dinsdale Farm, Inc. supported 201-184, and provided an overview of events
related to their request to re-fund the grant. (See Agenda Item M, Other Business.)

Max Nielsen-Pincus and Scott Turo, Crooked River Watershed Council and Confederated
Tribes of the Warm Springs Reservation, supported 207-178, which was not recommended

for funding, and 207-173, which was recommended for funding.

Dan Weitz, Powder Basin Watershed Council, supported 207-188, which was not
recommended for funding.

Clint Shock, Owyhee Watershed Council supported 207-256, which was not recommended
for funding.

John Eccles, West Multnomah SWCD, supported 207-220, which was not recommended for
funding.

Russ Stauff, Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife, supported 207-275, which was not
recommended for funding.

Josh Kling, Western Rivers Conservancy, supported 207-072, clarifying application
information regarding the title holder for the Sandy River acquisition.

Board Consideration of Pending Applications

Ken Bierly, Deputy Director, briefed the Board on the applications received. A total of 206
grant applications seeking a total of $19,226,568 were received by the October 16, 2006,
deadline.

Technical Assistance 38 $ 1,320,515

Education 36 $ 1,589,368
Monitoring 24 $ 1,256,181
Assessment 10 $ 894,453
Acquisition 4 $ 2,161,825
Restoration 94 $12,004,226
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After being screened for eligibility and completeness, the applications were sent to the
appropriate review teams, who developed recommendations for individual projects on their merit
for funding, and numerically ranked the recommended projects for funding. OWEB staff used
the review team priorities developed to prepare the funding recommendation for Board
consideration taking the budget into account.

Three new land acquisition applications and a water acquisition application received this cycle
were first reviewed by the Board acquisition subcommittee that recommends whether staff
should proceed with due diligence review or whether the application be denied and no due
diligence review would occur. The applications are also reviewed by the regional review teams
for ecological and educational values. Staff then consider all evaluation criteria, the
subcommittee’s recommendation, and available funding resources to develop a funding
recommendation to the full Board.

One of the land acquisition applications is ready for funding (McKenzie Oxbow, 207-302 in
Region 3). The other two land acquisition applications are recommended for deferral (Newton
Creek Wetlands, 207-301, and Lostine River Wetlands, 207-324), and the water right acquisition
is also recommended for funding (Evans Creek Flow Enhancement, 207-274).

STATEWIDE EDUCATION AND MONITORING
Ken Bierly, Deputy Director
Greg Sieglitz, Monitoring and Reporting Program Manager

Board members unanimously approved staff’s funding recommendations as shown in the
“shaded area” of Attachment C of the staff report.

REGION 1, NORTH COAST
Ken Bierly, Deputy Director
Tom Shafer, Regional Program Representative

Board members unanimously approved staff’s funding recommendations as shown in the
“shaded area” of Attachment A of the staff report.

Acquisition Projects
There were no outstanding acquisition projects in Region 1.

REGION 2, SOUTHWEST OREGON
Ken Bierly, Deputy Director
Mark Grenbemer, Regional Program Representative

Board members unanimously approved staff’s funding recommendations as shown in the
“shaded area” of the revised Attachment A of the staff report.

Acquisition Projects
Evans Creek at Wimer Flow Enhancement (207-274) was approved for funding.

Board members unanimously approved staff’s funding recommendation for this project.
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REGION 3, WILLAMETTE BASIN

Ken Bierly, Deputy Director

Wendy Hudson, Regional Program Representative

Greg Sieglitz, Monitoring and Reporting Program Manager

Board members unanimously approved staff’s funding recommendations as shown in the
“shaded area” of Attachment A of the staff report with the following change:

Acquisition Projects

Newton Creek Wetlands (207-301) was recommended for deferral pending receipt of
additional information on the capacity of the Mary’s Peak Natural Resources Interpretive
Center to own and manage the site, the lack of other funding partners, and the potential for
incompatible uses adjacent to the site.

McKenzie Oxbow Acquisition (207-302) meets the criteria for high ecological and
educational value. Due diligence materials have been reviewed and approved by staff and
legal counsel, and was recommended for funding.

Sandy River Acquisition (207-072) was recommended for funding at half the amount
($364,000) requested by the Western Rivers Conservancy with the remainder ($363,500)
upon Board approval of a long-term owner of the property.

Board members unanimously approved staff’s recommendations.

REGION 4, CENTRAL OREGON
Ken Bierly, Deputy Director
Rick Craiger, Regional Program Representative

Board member Bobby Brunoe recused himself from voting on Application No. 207-319
(recommended for funding) citing a conflict of interest.

Board members approved with one abstention staff’s funding recommendations as shown in
the “shaded area” of Attachment A of the staff report.

Acquisition Projects
There are no outstanding acquisition projects in Region 4.

REGION 5, EASTERN OREGON
Ken Bierly, Deputy Director
Karen Leiendecker, Regional Program Representative

Board member Diane Snyder recused herself from voting on Application Nos. 207-344
(recommended for funding) and 207-345 (recommended for funding) citing a conflict of

interest.

Board members approved with one abstention, staff’s funding recommendations as shown in
the “shaded area” of Attachment A of the staff report.
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Acquisition Projects
Lostine River (207-324) was deferred pending receipt and review of due diligence materials.

Pilcher Creek (206-339) was deferred pending receipt and review of due diligence materials.
Board members unanimously approved staff’s funding recommendations.

At the conclusion of the Statewide and Regional grant awards, staff identified additional funds
available to address some of the needs identified in public testimony. Board members were
asked to consider the following additional projects for funding:

Non Capital funds
Board members unanimously approved the following non-capital grants with revised work
plans to be developed in cooperation with the regional program representatives:

207-230 Siuslaw Watershed Council $8,000
207-236 Coquille Watershed Association $40,000
207-206 Johnson Creek Watershed Council $20,000
207-215 Wolftree $42,000
207-256 Owyhee Watershed Council $40,000

TOTAL $150,000

Capital funds
Board members unanimously approved the following capital grants:

201-184 Grace Dinsdale/Tualatin SWCD $134,000
207-286 Coquille Watershed Association $99,150
207-342 The Nature Conservancy $16,850

TOTAL $250,000

Other
The Board was asked to consider special conditions for four grants. Following a discussion
of the situation of each grant, the Board considered the following;

Johnson Creek Watershed Council

Allow the difference between the $600,450 awarded for 207-317 and the amount provided by
the Department of State Lands mitigation fund to be used for project 207-316.

Crooked River Watershed Council

Allow the council to use award of $49,575 for 207-173 to be partially used for the purposes
of 207-178.

Board member Bobby Brunoe recused himself from voting due to a conflict of interest.

Board members approved with one abstention.
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Local Partner Presentations

The following representatives from local watershed and conservation organizations
took Board members on an in-house tour highlighting accomplishments made by the
following local partners.

e Joe Moll, McKenzie River Trust

e Megan Finessy, McKenzie Watershed Council

e Lauri Mullen, City of Eugene

e Pam Reber and Allen Martin, Coast Fork Watershed Council

e Dana Erickson, Long Tom Watershed Council

e Dave Downing, East Lane Soil and Water Conservation District
e Eve Montanaro, Middle Fork Watershed Council

e Rolf Anderson, Rolf Anderson & Associates

At the conclusion of the business meeting, an informal reception for OWEB Board members,
staff, watershed partners, and local officials was held.
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Approved by the Board May 15, 2007

Oregon Watershed Enhancement Board
March 15, 2007
OWEB Board Meeting
Eugene, Oregon

Minutes
OWEB Members Present OWESB Staff Present Others Present
Dan Carver Bonnie Ashford Marty Suter
Dan Heagerty Ken Bierly John Moriarty
Skip Klarquist Tom Byler Sue Knapp
Meta Loftsgaarden Rick Craiger Jeff Samuels
Jane O’Keeffe Mark Grenbemer Bruce Taylor
Dave Powers Miriam Hulst
Patricia Smith Karen Leiendecker
Diane Snyder Tom Shafer
Michael Tehan Greg Sieglitz
Dan Thorndike Roger Wood

Helen Westbrook
Ken Williamson

Members Not Present
Miles Brown

Bobby Brunoe

Alan Christensen

Jim Nakano

Scott Reed

G. Council-District Collaboration Update

John McDonald, OACD, and John Moriarty, Network of Oregon Watershed Councils, updated
Board members on the status of the Council-District collaboration process. They continue to
meet with legislators to reinforce the importance of non-capital, and equal funding to both
watershed councils and soil and water conservation districts in the OWEB and ODA budgets.

H. Strategic Investments

Roger Wood, Special Projects, discussed agency efforts to explore opportunities for the Board to
consider initiating a special investments partnerships program next biennium. At the January
2007 Board meeting, the Board appointed a subcommittee (Dan Heagerty, Diane Snyder, Dave
Powers, and Ken Williamson) to work with staff on developing the details of the special
investments concept. The subcommittee first met on February 27 and focused its discussion on
the core elements of why the Board would consider a special investment partnerships approach
and what that might entail. They also discussed several key criteria that would establish the
framework under which potential SIP projects would be evaluated. The preliminary list
includes:
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1. High level ecological outcomes.
2. Strong community partnerships.
3. Efficiencies.

4. Sustainability.

5. Ripeness.

6. Leveraging.

The special investments partnerships (SIP) is a continuing effort to expand the offering from
OWEB. It is not meant to replace OWEB’s grant program which will remain whole. The intent
is to focus on complicated proposals or special partnerships for projects with substantial funding
or long-term funding needs, that would not normally fit into OWEB’s regular grant program, and
that would benefit economic and community sustainability. No Board action was requested.
Staff plan to set up regular meetings with the Board subcommittee and will report at future Board
meetings on progress toward the effort.

I. Public Comment — General
Joe Mill, McKenzie River Trust, offered support for the Strategic Investment Partnership that
was discussed under Agenda Item H.

Sam Chan, OSU Sea Grant Extension, expressed concern and support for OWEB’s education
and outreach efforts.

Chris Orsinger, Friends of Buford Park and Mt. Pisgah, discussed a possible acquisition
opportunity for OWEB at the Coast Fork, Middle Fork confluence.

J. Coastal Coho Conservation Plan

Sue Knapp, Governor’s Natural Resources Office, Kevin Goodsen, Oregon Department of Fish
and Wildlife, and Ken Bierly, Deputy Director, briefed Board members on the State of Oregon
Conservation Plan for the Oregon Coast Coho Evolutionarily Significant Unit. The draft coastal
coho conservation plan was developed by the Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife (ODFW)
with assistance and input from many interests, including OWEB. The purpose of the proposed
plan is to ensure continued viability of the coast coho ESU and to achieve a desired status that
provides substantial ecological and societal benefits. Successful implementation of the plan
depends on commitments made by state natural resource agencies to fulfill statutory authorities
and responsibilities for protecting coho habitat and conserving fish populations. ODFW will
seek final approval of the plan from the Oregon Fish and Wildlife Commission at its March 16,
2007, meeting.

The draft plan includes the following commitments from OWEB:

A. OWEB will continue to provide funding for projects that restore and protect coastal coho
habitat. Staff will soon issue a Request for Proposals (RFP) for the compilation of
limiting factors in the range of coastal coho. The compilation will be conducted at the 5
field hydrological unit code (HUC) spatial scale. The results will be used to review and
prioritize restoration activities and guide future funding decisions. OWEB will also
continue to fund technical assistance, education, and outreach efforts that facilitate
implementation of coastal coho projects.
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B. OWEB will support research that addresses objectives relevant to the coastal coho
conservation plan, particularly those concerning watershed function and process issues
that are relevant to local protection and restoration issues. OWEB recently received
research proposals totaling approximately $9.5 million for projects that address
effectiveness monitoring, interactions between hatchery fish and wild fish, life history
evaluations, water quality, fisheries genetics, population modeling, and habitat mapping.
Many of these projects are expected to produce valuable information pertaining to coastal
coho management and conservation.

C. OWEB will continue to encourage the use of the Oregon Conservation Reserve
Enhancement Program (CREP) in coastal counties. The goal of Oregon CREP is to
enhance riparian habitat on agricultural lands along streams that provide habitat for ESA-
listed salmonids and water quality benefits.

D. OWEB will continue to work with other agencies to improve monitoring protocols for
OWEB-funded projects. OWEB will also continue working with partnering agencies to
develop large-scale, high-level indicators of ecosystem function and determine how to
track changes through time.

E. OWEB will increase staff capacity specifically to provide outreach to sectors and
individuals that can assist with coastal coho conservation projects. Staff will facilitate
interagency cooperation to accomplish outreach activities and develop restoration
projects that strategically advance the habitat goals of the coastal coho conservation plan.

Board members unanimously approved OWEB’s commitments to the plan as described above.

K. High Desert Partnership Presentation

Chad Karges, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, and Marty Suter, Harney SWCD, discussed efforts
of the High Desert Partnership. The High Desert Partnership was formed in 2005. The
partnership brings together diverse interest groups such as landowners, conservationists, agencies
and other interested parties to address the challenges of the high desert of southeast Oregon,
focusing on a balance between community, and economical and environmental factors.

L. Grant Solicitation for April 23,2007 Grant Cycle

Ken Bierly, Deputy Director, briefed Board members on the April 23, 2007, grant application
deadline. Currently, the grant cycle is for restoration and acquisition applications using capital
funds. OWEB staff would like the Board to consider accepting technical assistance applications
which use non-capital funds. Although non-capital funds are limited, there is a demand for
technical assistance funding which in turn would be necessary for capital grant application —
better design resulting in better restoration projects.

Board members voted unanimously to approve staff’s recommendation to accept technical
assistance applications in the April 23, 2007, grant solicitation.
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M. Other Business
Board Authorization to Allocate Funds to Implement an Expired Project: Dinsdale Wetland
Restoration Grant (201-184) to Ducks Unlimited.

Although the staff report for this Agenda Item was under Other Business, the item was discussed
during Agenda Item F: Board Consideration of Pending Grants — Region 3. This grant was
ranked number 1 of 8 restoration projects from the Willamette Basin and was awarded at the
May 18, 2001, Board meeting. Since then, the project experienced numerous delays and
setbacks. Staff attempted to accommodate the grantee’s various requests for time extensions, but
ultimately, the grantee was unable to complete the project by the time project funding expired on
December 31, 2006.

Late last year, the landowner and NRCS contacted OWEB staff to explore alternative ways to
complete the project. After discussions with the landowner, NRCS, and the Tualatin SWCD,
OWERB staff developed a funding proposal to present to Board members. After receiving
requested information, staff forwarded information to the Board for approval.

Board members unanimously approved staff’s recommendation to enter into a new grant
agreement with the landowner and Tualatin SWCD; approve an additional $70,913 in capital
funds; and allow staff to reallocate unspent capital funds of $63,090 from the original grant for
a total project cost of $134,003.

Having no further business, the meeting was adjourned.
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Oregon Watershed Enhancement Board

Meeting Agenda

Oregon Watershed Enhancement Board
May 15-16, 2007

Land Board Room
State Lands Building
775 Summer Street NE

Salem
Please see www.oregon.gcov/OWEB for directions.
Parking information is available on page 4.

Tuesday, May 15, 2007

Business Meeting - 8:00 a.m.

During the public comment periods (Agenda Items D and K), anyone wishing to speak to the Board is
asked to fill out a comment request sheet (available at the information table). This helps the Board know
how many individuals would like to speak, and to schedule accordingly. The Board encourages persons to
limit comments to no more than five minutes.

A. Board Member Comments
Board representatives from state and federal agencies will provide an update on issues related to
the natural resource agency they represent. This is also an opportunity for public and tribal Board
members to report on their recent activities and share information and comments on a variety of
watershed enhancement and Oregon Plan-related topics. Information item.

B. Review and Approval of Minutes
The minutes of the March 14-15, 2007, meeting will be presented for Board approval. Action
item.

C. Executive Director Update
Tom Byler, Executive Director, will update the Board on agency business and late-breaking issues.
Information item.

D. Public Comment — Pending Watershed Council Support Applications
[approximately 9:00 a.m.]
This time is reserved for public comment on Watershed Council Support applications to be
considered for funding by the Board. Only comments pertaining to the specific grant applications
will be accepted during the meeting. The Board will not accept any written materials at this time.
Any written comments pertaining to pending Watershed Council Support proposals must be
received by agency staff by the May 4, 2007, deadline.
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Oregon Watershed Enhancement Board Agenda May 15-16, 2007

E.

Board Consideration of Pending Watershed Council Support Applications

The Board will consider Watershed Council Support applications submitted by the December 15,
2006, application deadline. Proposals, supporting materials, and funding recommendations will be
discussed and acted on by the Board. Action item.

At-Sea Research: Oregon State University and Oregon Salmon Commission

Greg Sieglitz, Monitoring and Reporting Program Manager, Gil Silvia, Superintendent, Oregon
State University Collaborative Research on Oregon Ocean Salmon (Project CROOS), and Jeff
Feldner, commercial fisherman, will report on last year’s ocean salmon fishing season and the
corresponding genetic research and mapping undertaken by the Oregon Salmon Commission,
OSU, and commercial fishermen. The final results from the 2006 season and a description of
work planned for the 2007 ocean salmon season will be presented. Information item.

Effectiveness Monitoring

Courtney Shaff, Effectiveness Monitoring Specialist, and Greg Sieglitz, Monitoring and Reporting
Program Manager, will present an overview of the OWEB Effectiveness Monitoring Program,
accomplishments since 20006, and activities planned for 2007-2009. Mike Powers, ODA Water
Quality Specialist, will describe a proposal to initiate effectiveness monitoring of the ecological
benefits provided through the Conservation Reserve Enhancement Program (CREP). Action item.

Special Investments Partnerships

Roger Wood, Special Projects, will discuss agency efforts to explore opportunities for the Board to
consider initiating special investments partnerships next biennium. Information item.

Informal Reception - 5:15 - 6:30 p.m.

The Oregon Watershed Enhancement Board invites you to join Board members
and staff for a reception for area councils, districts, and local officials who are
OWEB’s partners supporting watershed restoration activities.

Alessandro’s
120 Commercial Street NE, Salem

Mezzanine
5:15 - 6:30 p.m.
2
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Oregon Watershed Enhancement Board Agenda May 15-16, 2007

Wednesday, May 16, 2007

Business Meeting — 9:30 a.m.

During the public comment periods (Agenda Items D and K), anyone wishing to speak to the Board is
asked to fill out a comment request sheet (available at the information table). This helps the Board know
how many individuals would like to speak, and to schedule accordingly. The Board encourages persons to
limit comments to no more than five minutes.

L

Small Grant Program

Ken Bierly, Deputy Director, and Bev Goodreau, Grant Program Specialist, will provide
information about the 2005-2007 Small Grant awards and request funding for the Small Grant
Program for the 2007-2009 biennium. Action item.

Sandy River Acquisition
Lori Warner-Dickason, Policy Specialist, will update Board members on the Sandy River land
acquisition project and present a funding recommendation for Board consideration. Action item.

Public Comment [approximately 10:15 a.m.]
This time is reserved for public comment on any matter before the Board.

Oregon Plan Monitoring

Greg Sieglitz, Monitoring and Reporting Program Manager, Charlie Corrarino, ODFW
Conservation and Recovery Program Manager, and Tara Schultz, ODFW John Day Monitoring
Coordinator, will describe the history of, and request funding for, the ODFW John Day River
Chinook salmon and steelhead monitoring program. Michael Banks, OSU Hatfield Marine
Science Center, and Charlie Corrarino, ODFW, will present the Non-pareil Dam and Umpqua
Pedigree findings of the last three years and request funding for a 2007-2008 study plan. Action
item.

. Tribal Policy

Ken Bierly, Deputy Director, will discuss a proposed policy regarding interaction of agency actions
with Oregon Tribes to comply with ORS 182.162 to 182.168. Action item.

. Pacific Northwest Whole Watershed Restoration Venture Partnership

Scott Peets, U.S. Forest Service, and Brent Davies, Ecotrust, will give an overview of 2006-2007
activities and accomplishments, existing partnerships, and opportunities to continue the
collaborative effort to complete restoration within focus watersheds. Information item.

. 2007-2009 Board Meeting Dates and Grant Application Deadlines

Tom Byler, Executive Director, and Ken Bierly, Deputy Director, will discuss the proposed Board
meeting and grant application deadline schedule for the 2007-2009 biennium. Action item.

Restoration Priorities

Roger Wood, Special Projects, will update Board members on the program for completion and
adoption of basin restoration priorities and request adoption of the John Day, Umatilla, Powder,
Grande Ronde, Imnaha, and Hood/Fifteenmile basin restoration priorities. Action item.

. Other Business

3
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Oregon Watershed Enhancement Board Agenda May 15-16, 2007

Parking Information: Street parking (2 hr) is available on the west side of the building (Winter Street).
Metered parking is available along Summer and Union Streets. Daily parking is available at the State
“yellow lot” located at Marion and Summer Streets for $6/day (machine takes bills and coins; gives change
and a receipt). A Park and Ride lot is located at the State Motor Pool with buses running approximately
every 15-30 minutes.

Meeting Procedures: Generally, agenda items will be taken in the order shown. However, in certain
circumstances, the Board may elect to take an item out of order. To accommodate the scheduling needs
of interested parties and the public, the Board may also designate a specific time at which an item will be
heard. Any such times are indicated on the agenda.

Please be aware that topics not listed on the agenda may be introduced during the Board Comment
period, the Executive Director’s Update, the Public Comment period, under Other Business or at other
times during the meeting.

Oregon’s Public Meetings Law requires disclosure that Board members may meet for meals on Monday,
Tuesday, and Wednesday.

**Public Testimony: The Board encourages public comment on any agenda item. However, public
testimony must be limited on items marked with a double asterisk (**). The double asterisk means that
the item has already been the subject of a formal public hearing. Further public testimony may not be
taken except upon changes made to the item since the original public comment period, or upon the direct
request of the Board members in order to obtain additional information or to address changes made to
proposed rules following a public hearing.

A public comment period for Watershed Council Support grant applications will be held on Tuesday,
May 15, 2007. The Board will not accept any written materials at that time. Any written comments
pertaining to pending grant proposals must be received by the May 4, 2007, deadline. People wishing to
speak to the Board are asked to fill out a comment request sheet (available at the information table). The
Board encourages persons to limit comments to no more than five minutes.

A general public comment period will be held on Wednesday, May 16, 2007, for any matter before the
Board. Comments relating to a specific agenda item may be heard by the Board as each agenda item is
considered. People wishing to speak to the Board are asked to fill out a comment request sheet (available
at the information table). The Board encourages persons to limit comments to no more than five minutes.

Tour: The Board may tour local watershed restoration project sites. The public is invited to attend,
however transportation may be limited to Board members and OWEB staff. If you wish to join the tour,
be prepared to provide your own transportation.

Executive Session: The Board may also convene in a confidential executive session where, by law, only
press members and OWEB staff may attend. Others will be asked to leave the room during these
discussions, which usually deal with current or potential litigation. Before convening such a session, the
presiding Board member will make a public announcement and explain necessary procedures.

Questions? If you have any questions about this agenda or the Board’s procedures, please call Bonnie
Ashford, OWEB Board Assistant, at 503-986-0181.

If special physical, language or other accommodations are needed for this meeting, please advise Bonnie
Ashford (503-986-0181) as soon as possible but at least 48 hours in advance of the meeting.
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Oregon Watershed Enhancement Board Membership

Voting Members
Environmental Quality Commission member: Ken Williamson
Fish and Wildlife Commission member: Skip Klarquist
Board of Forestry member: Diane Snyder
Board of Agriculture member: Dan Carver
Water Resources Commission member: Dan Thorndike
Public member: Jane O’Keeffe, Board Co-Chair
Public member: Daniel Heagerty, Board Co-Chair
Public member (tribal): Bobby Brunoe
Public member: Patricia Smith

Public member: Jim Nakano
Public member: Helen Westbrook

Non-voting Members
Representative of Director of Oregon State University Extension Service: Scott Reed
Representative of U.S. Forest Service: Alan Christensen
Representative of U.S. BLM: Miles Brown
Representative of U.S. NRCS: Meta Loftsgaarden
Representative of U.S. EPA: Dave Powers
Representative of NMFS: Michael Tehan

Contact Information
Oregon Watershed Enhancement Board
775 Summer Street NE, Suite 360
Salem, Oregon 97301-1290
503-986-0178
Fax: 503-986-0199
www.oregon.gov/OWEB

OWEB Executive Director - Tom Byler

tom.byler@state.or.us
OWEB Assistant to Executive Director and Board - Bonnie Ashford
bonnie.ashford@state.or.us

503-986-0181

2007 Board Meeting Schedule

September 18-19, 2007 — La Grande

For online access to staff reports and other OWEB publications check our web site: www.oregon.gov/OWEB
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May 15-16, 2007 OWEB Board Meeting

Executive Director Update #C1: Research Grants Update

Background

At the May 2006 Board meeting, staff proposed a formal research proposal grant process that has
clear criteria, utilizes the appropriate scientific expertise for evaluating requests, and minimizes
impacts on current staff workload. Board members unanimously approved the process. Since
then, OWEB has used the Sea Grant program at Oregon State University to assist in the
administration of the research grant solicitation and review process.

Research Grants Review Process

Sea Grant solicited research pre-proposals for the 2007-2009 biennium and received 33
preliminary concept papers by the September 22, 2006, deadline. A subcommittee of the Oregon
Plan Monitoring Team (OPMT) prioritized the pre-proposals based on their potential to address
research questions that are relevant to OWEB’s Research Priorities, the Oregon Coast Coho
Recovery Plan priorities or existing management needs or uncertainties, or are expected to
produce findings that are tangible and useful for near-term management purposes. The OPMT
subcommittee forwarded their analysis and recommendations to OWEB staff. Based on these
recommendations, OWEB staff requested full proposals from 14 of the applicants. Four of the
proponents were asked to work together to develop a single proposal, and a fifth declined the
opportunity to submit a full proposal. A brief description of the 14 pre-proposals and their
respective status is found in Attachment A.

Sea Grant completed the external review of the project proposals requested by OWEB in mid-
April. A review of each application was conducted by two to five experts in the natural resource
sciences from around the nation and several countries. Each reviewer provided a written
evaluation and overall qualitative score at the conclusion of the review. Qualitative scores were
then converted to a numeric value. Each application was considered within the following
categories: overall Rationale for the proposed work, Scientific or Professional Merit,
Innovativeness, Qualifications and Past Record of Investigators, and User Relationship (overall
utility to end users).

All of the proposals were given scores by each reviewer in the Good, Very Good, and Excellent
brackets except one that was given a Fair score. Averaging scores among reviewers reveals that
8 of the 10 applications fall into the Very Good rank with the remaining two considered Good.

Staff Review

Since the conclusion of the Sea Grant review process in April, staff have been processing
reviewers’ comments and scores in preparation of selecting a portion of the proposals for future
Board consideration. Current requests through the Research Grant Solicitation slightly exceed
$4.6 million. The research account presently contains $3.6 million of both capital and non-
capital dollars. After the Legislature passes the 2007-2009 budget, staff will evaluate current
priorities for research and report to the Board in September with recommendations on how to
proceed.

Staff Contact
Contact Greg Sieglitz at greg.sieglitz@state.or.us or 503-986-0194 with questions about
OWEB’s research grant process.
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OWEB Research Grant Cycle Full Proposal List Feb 2007
updated 3/6/07

Attachment A

. . . Amt Requested
Title Pl Brief Summary Product Topic Final Proposal Cap Non-cap
Oregon plan effectiveness: Watershed Johnson | Trask/Hinkle/Alsea improved understanding forest harvest on effectiveness $499,384 $426,106 $73,279.50
scale research in Western Oregon downstream fish bearing streams
Evaluating the role of dam removal for Tullos Dam removal develop and evaluate a monitoring $426,354 $385,134 $41,220
salmon and sucker recovery in Oregon framework for short and long term effects of
dam removal
Coast Range Beaver studies Hoffman |Beaver/coast information on beaver pop and habitat species Not submitted N/A N/A
dynamics , dev protocols
Fiber-optic observations of stream Selker Fiber test new technology/validation management $641,756 $596,756 $45,000
function and condition: demonstration and optic/temperature tools
application.
Recovery of Wild coho salmon in Salmon Jones Salmon R/coho information on hatchery influence on coho  hatchery/wild $749,335 $742,305 $7,030
River basin recovery life history in Salmon R life history
Effects of Tide gates on juvenile coho Giannico |Tide gates/coho Information on coho residence time, habitat effectiveness $267,121 $234,180 $32,941
movement and residence time in utilization in estuary and movement through
Estuarine habitats tidegates (206-244 - habitat use no pit-
tagging or residence time, habitat focused)
Reconstructing water temperatures in Black Mussel temperature  |method development to link long-term temp $47,649 $45,899 $1,750
Oregon streams through analysis of reconstruct to land use histories
growth increments in long-lived pearlshell
mussels
Linking coldwater refuges into a Gregory  Willamette/ maps of potential restoration locations landscape $628,311 $627,311 $1,000
framework for river and floodplain temperature
restoration
Identifying relationships between coho Burnett Coho/land use model, map of predicted coho salmon landscape Combined N/A N/A
salmon abundance and trend, and land- abundance and habitat conditions.
use/land cover changes in the Oregon
Coastal Province.
Assessing the relationships between Wondzell |Landscape/riparian/ model testing using upland/riparian condition landscape $745,711 $727,491 $18,220
landscape dynamics, riparian conditions, habitat model to assess salmonid habitat quality
and aquatic resources.
Identifying habitat restoration priorities for |Beechie | Habitat restoration modeling tools, applied examples landscape Combined N/A N/A
multiple species in dynamic riverine prioritization
environments
Mapping Riparian Vegetation and Kagan Riparian mapping method development for integration of landscape Combined N/A N/A
Salmonid Habitats in Oregon from Field remote sensing data and stream condition
and Remotely-sensed Data.
Development of physiological health Heppell, |Physiological criteria | develop physiological indicators of habitat $244,763 $233,363 $11,500
criteria to assess habitat quality in Scott John Day quality linked to vital rates
degraded and recovering/restored stream
systems
Integrated Dynamics landscape and coho |Lawson |Landscape coho test and combine models to evaluate landscape $352,914 $324,541 $28,373
salmon model model different landscape scenarios
Total Requested from OWEB $4,603,298 $4,343,086|  $260,313.50

* This is a preliminary breakdown of cap and non-cap and could change.
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April 25, 2007
TO: Oregon Watershed Enhancement Board

FROM: Ken Bierly, Grant Program Manager
Lori Warner-Dickason, Policy Specialist

SUBJECT: Agenda Item E: 2007-2009 Watershed Council Support Funding
May 15-16, 2007 OWEB Board Meeting

. Introduction

On December 15, 2006, OWEB received 60 applications for Watershed Council Support grants
requesting a total of $7.9 million. This report describes the application and review process,
funding alternatives, considerations for special situations, and a recommendation for funding the
2007-2009 biennium Watershed Council Support grants.

. Background

From 1997 through 2001, Watershed Council Support (Council Support) grant applications were
accepted, reviewed, and awarded along with applications for other project types. Council
Support applications were reviewed based on the scope of work and a description of
accomplishments submitted by the applicants. In December 1999, the Governor’s Watershed
Enhancement Board raised funding to an equivalent of a biennial budget of $4.1 million for
Council Support grants. OWERB later standardized all local groups seeking Council Support to
the same two-year grant cycle in order to coincide with the State’s budget cycle.

For the 2001-2003 biennium, OWEB accepted Council Support grant applications only once, in
November 2000. Applications were still reviewed based on the proposed scope of work and a
description of accomplishments submitted by the applicants. Funding was allocated by OWEB
region at the same level as the 1999-2001 biennium. While the amount of funding remained the
same, the number of groups seeking support grew by four. In regions with no increase in
applicants, staff negotiated budget reductions to achieve the regional funding allocation. In the
Willamette and Southwest regions, where the number and amount of requests for Council
Support had increased, the region’s budget allocation was divided equally, except for new
applicants who were awarded half-time support. This distribution effectively “thinned the soup”
in these two regions.

In January 2001, the Board asked staff to explore options for incorporating geographic and
biological values into the process for evaluating and awarding Council Support grants. OWEB
also was given a budget note from the 2001 Legislative Joint Ways and Means Natural
Resources Subcommittee that stated:

OWEB will report to the 72nd Legislative Assembly on progress developing grant program
criteria for Watershed Council Support that emphasizes the following principles: funding
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based on performance and accomplishments supporting the Oregon Plan for Salmon and
Watersheds; mechanisms ensuring accountability for public funds received; the watershed
restoration and species habitat challenges faced by the region in which the council is
located; community and local government support for and participation in council activities;
and the ability to share staff and consolidate organizational efforts with other watershed
councils. Past receipt of Council Support funds should not be a principle consideration as
the Board awards future grants.

In response to the direction of the Legislature and Board, staff initiated a rulemaking to move the
Council Support grant criteria toward a merit-based approach. As a first step, rule language was
adopted by the Board on September 19, 2002, to clarify existing eligibility policies, refine the
elements to be addressed by the council work plan, define and narrow eligible expenditures, and
establish initial preference criteria. On December 11, 2002, OWEB received 57 Council Support
applications requesting $6.3 million in funding. Applications were reviewed and ranked by an
evaluation committee. The rankings resulted in merit category placements, upon which the
funding recommendations were based.

A final phase of rule revisions began in the fall of 2003 to more clearly describe the merit criteria
to be used in evaluating applications and address problems experienced in applying merit
evaluation to the 2003-2005 Council Support applications. In March of 2004, the Board adopted
new rules and staff presented updated application and evaluation forms. On December 13, 2004,
OWEB received 57 Council Support grant applications requesting $6.6 million in funding.
Funding was awarded on a graduated point scale, using a standard formula, rather than a
standard amount by category or a percentage of the funding requested by the applicant. An
additional percentage ranging from 15 to 30 percent was awarded to umbrella watershed
councils.

I11.  2007-2009 Application and Review Process

In March 2006, staff started revising the Council Support review process. Significant changes
were made to the application, review criteria, and merit evaluation process. The following
sections summarize of some of the most significant changes and process outcomes.

A. The Application

The most significant change made to the Council Support application was a reduction in its
size. In 2005-2007, completed applications ranged from 30 to 90 pages in length. This
required a significant amount of time from applicants to prepare and reviewers to evaluate.
Revising the application form resulted in grant applications that were 20 pages or less.

Questions in the 2007-2009 application were designed to address the following eight criteria:

Criteria#l  Organization Make-up and Citizen Involvement
Criteria#2  Organization Improvement Efforts

Criteria#3  Management of the Organization

Criteria#4  Fiscal Management

Criteria#5  Leadership Role in Watershed Activities
Criteria#6  Planning Strategically

Criteria#7  Working Collaboratively

Criteria#8  Accomplishments
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In addition to sections related to each criteria, the application included a section called
“special circumstances.” This section provided the opportunity for councils to describe
staffing situations and demographic or social issues that influenced their work. The objective
of the “special circumstances” section was to provide reviewers with a context for evaluating
the accomplishments of each council.

B. Scoring the Applications

The make up of the review team or Council Support Advisory Committee (CSAC), was also
revised. The CSAC was made up of 18 members and divided into two teams. Each team
was comprised of one person from each of OWEB?’s regions and four “statewide”
representatives. For a list of CSAC members see Attachment A. The role of the CSAC was
to assist OWEB in reviewing applications and developing “consensus scores” for each
application.

Consensus scoring was a new addition to the process. After pre-scoring the applications, the
CSAC met for facilitated “consensus scoring sessions.” At the sessions, the CSAC teams
discussed the applications and sought clarification from OWEB’s Regional Program
Representatives (RPRs). The results were consensus scores for each application. Instead of
averaging scores from each reviewer, as in 2005-2007, each score represented the consensus
of the CSAC team.

The reviewers were asked to focus on the criteria and avoid comparing councils to each other
as they scored the applications. The reviewers also considered the level of funding
previously received in their evaluation of the accomplishments of each council. Because
councils are vastly different with regard to their organization, available resources, geography
and other factors, staff felt that this was critical in achieving an equitable process.

After the scoring sessions, staff conducted an extensive review of the comments and scores
generated by the CSAC. Minor adjustments were made to the scores to improve consistency
between the teams. Minor adjustments to some scores were also made based on field staff
knowledge of situations where staff felt the reviewers clearly missed an important aspect of a
council’s work.

C. Limitations of the Process

Although many changes were made to improve the application, it was not perfect. Some
questions did not have the level of validity staff had hoped for, i.e. the information provided
in the question response was not what staff had intended, and although staff tried to simplify
the application, some questions were confusing for applicants. To be fair, the reviewers had
to rely on what was in the application and there were instances where the information
provided in the application did not accurately reflect the council.

The scoring sessions went very well. The reviewers were very prepared, engaged, and
thoughtful in their deliberation of the applications. The two teams were relatively consistent
in their evaluation, but they were not as consistent in how the criteria were scored. This was
mitigated in part by making minor adjustments to the scores for consistency. However, due
to the diversity of councils, scoring will always involve an element of subjectivity.
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Generally, staff feel that the review process was sound. Throughout the process, suggestions
for improving the application and review process were solicited from applicants and CSAC
members. Specific areas of improvement have been identified to make the process less
reliant on the skill of the grant writer, increase the relevancy of the information we request in
the application, and improve the consistency in the scoring. Staff anticipate that there will be
some minor adjustments to the application and process for the 2009-2011 grant cycle.

D. The Final Merit Scores and Evaluations

The merit scores ranged from 52 to 100. Figure 1 shows a comparison between the
distribution of merit scores for 2007-2009 and 2005-2007. Scores are generally higher for
the 2007-2009 grant cycle than for the 2005-2007 biennium; more than half of the applicants
scored 85 or higher. This outcome is a result of the attempts to focus on the criteria, not
compare councils to each other, and consideration of the level of funding and special
circumstances in the evaluation of a council’s accomplishments. One of the objectives in
revising the process was to minimize the effects of regional and demographic differences and
allow for differences in how these community organizations operate.

Figure 1

Council Support Merit Score Distribution
2005-2007 and 2007-2009 Grant Cycles
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Staff prepared written summaries of the evaluation by the CSAC. Copies were sent to Board
members and applicants on April 11, 2007. Applicants have until 5:00 p.m., Friday, May 4,
2007, to submit comments on their evaluations. A packet of response letters will then be sent
to the Board before the May 15-16 meeting. Staff will not recommend changes to individual
grant awards at the May 2007 meeting based on applicant responses to the written comments.

IV. Individual Grant Awards
The current rules governing Council Support [OAR 695-040-0060 (4)] state that individual
Council Support grant awards will be based on four factors:

(a) An applicant’s merit category.

(b) Whether the applicant is an umbrella watershed council as defined in OAR 695-040-
0020(4).
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(c) Whether the applicant is two or more watershed councils serving unique geographic
areas in a single Watershed Council Support grant where the application demonstrates
operational economies of scale over two separate grant applications.

(d) Available funding.

The following sections discuss how each of the factors were used in establishing individual
award amounts.

A. Applicant’s Merit Category

Once the final merit scores were determined, the next step was to develop an approach to
determining base awards that would provide the greatest benefit to the greatest number of
applicants, while remaining true to the merit-based review concept. Staff developed three
approaches to determine base awards: a “merit point” approach, three merit categories, and
five merit categories. All three approaches were discussed with members of the Council
Support Board Subcommittee at a meeting in Portland on April 3, 2007, and with OWEB’s
RPRs. Below is a discussion of the three approaches that were considered.

1. Merit Point

For the “merit point” approach, dollar amounts are assigned to each council based on a
standard formula; the total Board award divided by the total of all scores, yielding a per-
point dollar amount, which is multiplied by each council’s merit score. For example, at
the $5 million funding level, scores would be multiplied by $950. For a council score of
100, this would translate to an individual award of $95,000.

The “merit point” approach was used for the 2005-2007 awards. The advantage of this
approach is that is most closely reflects a true merit system. The disadvantage is that for
every point difference in merit score, there is a significant difference in base award
amount. Some staff and Board Subcommittee members thought that the process to
determine the merit scores was not sensitive enough to justify using the “merit point”
approach.

2. Three Categories

Staff and the Board Subcommittee also considered grouping the merit scores into three
categories, “Excellent,” “Good,” and “Needs Improvement.” When three categories are
created, a wide range of scores are included in each category. Creation of the base award
by averaging the scores within each category results in relatively large differences
between categories. For example, at the $5 million funding level, the award amount for
the “Excellent” category is about $17,000 higher than that for the “Good” category.

The three category approach significantly reduces the award amounts for the highest
scorers within each group when compared to the “merit point” approach. Some staff and
Board Subcommittee members thought the broad categories did not go far enough to
distinguish the high scorers or to establish “merit.” Advocates of this approach thought
that given the differences in councils and the sensitivity of the scoring process, the three
category approach was the most defensible.
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3. Five Categories

The third approach was to create five categories, “Excellent,” “Very Good,” “Good,”
“Satisfactory,” and “Needs Improvement.” The five category approach results in less
difference between adjacent categories and higher award amounts for the highest scorers
within each group. For example, at the $5 million funding level, the award amount
established for the “Excellent” category is only about $10,000 higher than the “Very
Good” category. Also, the highest scorers in the “Excellent” category receive only about
$2,000 less than they would in the “merit point” approach. Staff and the Board
Subcommittee thought that the five category approach represented a compromise that
balances the need to demonstrate merit with the level of sensitivity of the scoring process.

After much deliberation, staff and the Board Subcommittee decided to present the five
category approach to the Board as part of the funding recommendation.

B. Umbrella Watershed Councils

As defined in OAR 695-040-0020(4), umbrella watershed councils include (a) those that
provide support and coordination for at least three watershed groups or councils, have a

coordinating council, shared staff, and a single Council Support grant; and (b) those that
provide service to a watershed area containing three or more 4"-field hydrologic units.

Staff identified five type (a) umbrella councils, six type (b) umbrella councils, and two type
(aand b) councils. Staff seek to have the Board award additional funds to all umbrella
councils, above the base award, allocated by the Board. Staff recommend that the type “a,”
“b,” and *“a and b” umbrella councils receive an additional 18, 9 and 22 percent, respectively,
of their base award. This amount is commensurate with the umbrella awards for 2005-2007.

C. Two or More Watershed Councils - Single Application

This factor was established to allow flexibility to award additional funding to a few isolated
cases where two or more distinct watershed councils that had historically submitted a single
application for Council Support were now (by the 2004 rules) prohibited from applying
separately. Historically, these councils had shared staff and other resources during the
council formation and early development stages, but as each council evolved, the citizen
involvement, council organization and project management tasks became too significant for a
single organizational structure and coordinator. Staff have not recommended additional
funds for this factor, in part because the situations it was developed to address have been
resolved by applicants either qualifying for the umbrella council factor because of additional
partnerships, or because of approved requests to the Board to apply independently.

D. Available funding

At the time of writing this staff report, the Legislature has yet to take action on OWEB’s
budget. As a result, we do not know what the final legislative decision will be with respect to
funding watershed councils in the 2007-2009 agency budget. The funding level proposed for
Watershed Council Support in the Governor’s Recommended Budget (GRB) is $4,058,879.
The GRB also contained narrative recognizing the Board’s authority to increase Council
Support funding beyond the amount recommended by the Governor. The narrative also
encouraged the Board to maintain funding parity between watershed councils and soil and
water conservation districts. A budget proposed by the co-chairs of the Joint Ways and
Means committee proposes funding councils at the same level as the GRB.
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Until the OWEB budget is adopted by the Legislature, we will not know with certainty the
total amount of funding that will be legislatively appropriated for councils. Also unclear is
the total amount of non-capital funds that will be available for grant program purposes. A
better understanding of available funds in the 2007-2009 budget will provide important
context for the Board in making key funding decisions. At this time, it is not known whether
the Legislature will take action on the OWEB budget before the May Board meeting. Staff
will provide a budget update at the meeting.

V. Funding Alternatives

Given the current status of OWEB’s 2007-2009 budget, staff have developed four funding
alternatives using the five category approach described above. Funding alternatives at $4
million, $5 million, $5.5 million, and $6 million are shown in Attachment B. The attachment
also includes the individual Council Support awards for the 2005-2007 biennium as well as the
amount requested by each council.

For the current biennium (2005-2007), the Board awarded just under $4.5 million for Council
Support, with an average award of approximately $74,000. The majority of Council Support
funds are used for coordinator salary, with other eligible costs (rent, utilities, travel operations,
and fiscal administration). It is clear that $74,000 over a two-year period is not sufficient to
provide what most watershed councils need to effectively operate. This biennium, 47 percent
received less than $74,000.

How have the councils fared under the current level of funding of $4.5 million? Some councils,
who have been very successful in leveraging OWEB Council Support funds, have continued to
do very well. Many have struggled.

During the first 18 months of this biennium, at least 17 watershed councils did not have enough
funding to employ full-time staff. At least 16 councils experienced staff turnover, which may be
related to the levels of and uncertainties about funding. Another 12 councils experienced
unexpected temporary layoffs and/or reductions in coordinator hours due to funding shortfalls.
Those councils that were able to employ a full-time coordinator did so by supplementing their
operations with project management dollars through OWEB capital restoration grants. The
effect for some councils has been a shift in attention from capacity and community building to
implementing restoration projects. Without the attention to capacity building, there is a higher
incidence of volunteer and Board member burnout, a reduction in education and outreach and a
dwindling community presence. This was reported as a significant setback for many councils
and one that will be difficult to recover from.

At the $4 million level, the average award would be approximately $66,000, which is about
$8,000 less than the average award in 2005-2007. Forty-nine watershed councils would receive
less than they did in 2005-2007. Those councils who have in past biennia ranked high and
received the largest awards are most impacted at this funding level, because more councils have
scored better this cycle and the limited funds are divided more equitably.

The $6 million level represents a 33 percent increase over the $4.5 million the Board was able to
allocate for 2005-2007 Council Support. The average award would be $100,002. This amount
would greatly increase council ability to retain qualified staff, which is essential for the long-
term viability of these local groups.
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OWEB recognizes that it has neither the ability, nor the obligation, to fully support all watershed
groups. The agency does, however, have an opportunity to make a serious investment in local
capacity so that watershed groups can effectively build their organizations to sustain themselves
beyond 2014.

VI.  Special Funding Considerations
In addition to the funding alternatives discussed above, there are a couple of special situations
that warrant Board attention.

A. Councils in the “Needs Improvement” Category

Every biennium, we are faced with a handful of watershed councils that demonstrate poor
performance based on the merit criteria. In the last two biennia, the Board has opted to
award some level of funding to all applicants, even if the merit score resulted in a low
funding award.

The Board could establish a merit threshold below which the Board may approve an
alternative funding scenario. The advantages of establishing a merit threshold are:
e |t sends a clear message to the Legislature that OWEB is committed to accountability.
e |t sends a clear message to councils that funding is not automatic and may provide an
impetus for needed change.
e It could be used to reinforce the framework for merit and provide a target for councils
to work toward.

Based on review of the distribution of merit scores for the past two biennia, it appears that a
significant break in the distribution of scores has consistently occurred around 60 percent of
the highest score. The resulting funding award at this level has been relatively nominal
($60,000 or less). Staff feel that a merit threshold of 60 is reasonable and has used that score
to establish the “Needs Improvement” category. Four watershed councils fall into this merit
category.

There are a couple of ways that the Board could use the merit threshold to make funding
awards for those councils that fall in the “Needs Improvement” category. The first option is
to not provide any funding to those councils that do not meet the merit threshold (no fund).
Another option is to award funding, but direct staff to release the funds when certain
performance benchmarks are met (provisional funding).

1. No Funding

There has been much discussion among staff and the Board Subcommittee around
whether the lowest-ranked applicants should receive any funds. The awards at the low
funding level are so small as to be potentially useless to those applicants. Also, some felt
that the funds would be better spent by being distributed among the better performing
applicants.

Others felt that zeroing an applicant might mean permanent demise for a council. In the
past, some poorly performing applicants who received limited OWEB Council Support
managed to turn themselves around and become solid performers. Also, a nominal
amount of funding may provide for delivery of some watershed services, such as
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community presentations, which have value. Staff and Board Subcommittee members
who do not support the “no fund” option argue for greater attention to poorly performing
applicants, rather than cutting them off altogether.

2. Provisional Funding

The notion of providing provisional funding has also been discussed. Under this option,
half of the award would be dispersed the first year. The other half would be dispersed
after certain performance benchmarks, based on an improvement plan, are met. Since
OWEB does not “regulate” watershed council operations, the improvement plan should
be developed by the council and mutually agreed upon by staff. Staff believe that there
may also be a role for a “mentoring council” or the Network of Oregon Watershed
Councils to assist councils in developing their improvement plan and reaching their
performance benchmarks.

Staff and the Board subcommittee agreed that provisional funding for one biennium is
appropriate, with the potential use of the “no fund” option in the following biennium if
performance benchmarks are not met.

B. New Watershed Councils

One new watershed council, The Greater Oregon City Watershed Council (GOCWC),
applied for council support this cycle. GOCWC was formed in 2004. The watershed
includes two small tributaries to the Willamette River. The council rated in the “Needs
Improvement” category. However, reviewers felt that this is highly correlated to their stage
of development.

The Board adopted a funding principle in 2003 to limit awards for new watershed council
applicants to $37,500, regardless of merit. Staff and the Board Subcommittee believe that an
award of $37,500 is appropriate in this circumstance.

VII.  Recommendation

Staff recognize that previous funding levels for Watershed Council Support have not provided
sufficient resources to allow many councils to deliver sustainable and effective levels of
watershed services to their communities. The work of watershed councils is critical to the
success of OWEB objectives to promote and implement voluntary cooperative conservation
actions. We strongly believe increasing the capacity of councils will have direct and positive
benefits to further OWEB goals throughout the state. That said, it is staff’s desire to increase
funding for watershed councils to the highest practicable level—ideally $6 million. However,
because of uncertainty over the final outcome of the OWEB budget for next biennium, staff do
not believe taking action to fund councils at this level would be prudent at this time.

Pending a final decision on OWEB’s budget, staff recommend the Board approve funding for
councils at the $4,058,879 level proposed by the GRB and Co-Chairs’ budgets. Staff further
recommend that the Board meet again, by conference call, soon after the final OWEB budget is
adopted by the Legislature. At that time, the Board will have a clearer understanding of the
availability of non-capital funding for the 2007-2009 biennium and can consider additional
funding options for council support. Staff anticipate the conference call will take place in early
July.
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Regardless of when OWEB’s budget is passed, grant agreements will be written to be effective
starting July 1, 2007.

Staff and the Board Subcommittee recommend:

1.

The Board adopt the creation of five base award categories: “Excellent,” “Very Good,”
“Good,” “Satisfactory,” and “Needs Improvement.”

The Board award umbrella watershed councils an additional amount of 18, nine and 22
percent of the base award for “a,” “b,” and “a/b” type umbrella watershed councils,
respectively.

The Board direct staff to provide provisional funds to watershed councils in the “Needs
Improvement” merit category.

The Board adopt the $4,058,879 funding level for Council Support.

The Board meet via conference call to further consider Council Support after final
passage of OWEB’s budget.

Attachments
A. Council Support Advisory Committee Members
B. Council Support Proposed Funding Awards
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Attachment A

Council Support Advisory Committee Members

Team 1

Debbie Pickering

OWEB Region 1

The Nature Conservancy

Brian Barr OWEB Region 2 National Center for Conservation,
Science & Policy
Ed Emrich OWEB Region 3 City of Salem/Public Works
John Merwin OWEB Region 4 Upper Chewaucan WSC

Tom Straughan

OWEB Region 5

Oregon Department of

Agriculture
Mike Powers Statewide Oregon Department of
Agriculture
Dave Ross Statewide US Fish/Wildlife Service
Jason Dedrick Statewide City of Eugene/Planning
Mitch Wolgamott Statewide DEQ/Pendleton

Team 2

John Sanchez

OWEB Region 1

US Forestry Service

Bobbi Lindberg

OWEB Region 2

DEQ

Stephanie Page

OWEB Region 3

Oregon Department of

Agriculture
Mike Connelly OWEB Region 4 Klamath Basin Ecosystem
Foundation
Ken Diebel OWEB Region 5 Oregon Department of
Agriculture
Alan Henning Statewide Environmental Protection Agency
Sam Chan Statewide OSU-Extension
Cassandra Moseley Statewide Ecosystem Workforce Program
Chuck Korson Statewide Bureau of Reclamation-MP

Region
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Attachment B

Council Support Proposed Awards for Four Funding Levels

App # Applicant 4 million 5 million 5.5 million 6 million Requested | 2005-2007
208-010 [Coos Watershed Association $ 126,344 |$ 90,794
208-041 [Crooked River WSC (b) $ 154245|$ 96,453
208-049 [Grande Ronde Model WS (b) $ 196,205 |$ 89,421
208-043 [Hood River WS Group $ 94,100 [ $ 88,602
208-026 [Johnson Creek WSC $ 155,343 |$ 98,755
208-027 [Long Tom WSC $ 143,638 |$ 96,447
208-028 [Marys River WSC $ 158,707 [ $ 74,910
208-038 [McKenzie WSC $ 131645|$ 83,678
208-003 [Midcoast (a) $ 179,520 [ $ 115,783
208-004 [Nehalem WSC (a) $ 139,072 [ $ 100,185
208-016 [Southcoast (a) $ 155,700 | $ 119,784
208-017 [Tenmile Lakes Basin Partnership $ 97980 |%$ 77,642
208-047 [Upper Deschutes WSC $ 187,800 |$ 90,910
208-054 [Walla Walla Basin WSC $ 126,799 89,525
208-039 [Yamhill Basin WSC $ 115,050 66,682
208-008 [Applegate River WSC $ 67500|$ 86,000|$ 96,000 |$ 104,000 | $ 186,342 92,063
208-022 [Calapooia WSC $ 67500|% 86,000|$ 96,000 |$ 104,000 |$ 115214 [$ 86,295
208-023 [Clackamas River Basin Council $ 67500|$ 86,000|$ 96,000|$ 104000 |$ 212957 ($ 82912
208-024 [Coast Fork Willamette WSC $ 67500|% 86,000 |5 93462 |5 93462 |$ 93462 [$ 35595
208-025 [Columbia Slough WSC $ 67500|$ 86,000|$ 96,000|$ 104000 |$ 131,632|% 86,987
208-011 [Coquille Watershed Association $ 67500|% 86,000|%$ 96,000|$ 104,000|$ 157,698 % 69,991
208-012 [lllinois Valley WSC $ 67500|% 86,000|$ 96,000 |$ 99211 |$ 99,211 ($ 47,762
208-045 [Lake County WSC (a) $ 79650 |$ 101,480 |$ 113280 |$ 122,720 | $ 129,200 [ $ 65,376
208-014 [Lower Rogue WSC $ 67500|% 86,000 |5 94331 |5 94331 |$ 94331[$% 83295
208-058 [Luckiamute WSC $ 67500|% 86,000|$ 96,000 |$ 104,000 | $ 205,260 [$ 32,400
208-029 [Middle Fork Willamette WSC $ 67500|% 86,000|$ 96,000 |$ 104,000 |$ 164,220 [$ 72,335
208-015 [Middle Rogue WSC $ 67500|% 86,000|$ 96,000 |$ 104,000 |$ 110,616 [$ 84,910
208-001 [North Coast WSC (a) $ 79650 |$ 101,480 [$ 113280 | $ 122,720 [ $ 134,096 | $ 95,386
208-056 [Owyhee WSC (b) $ 73575|% 93,740 ($ 104,640 |$ 113,360 ($ 130,900 | $ 101,300
208-018 [Partnership for the Umpqua (b) $ 73575|$% 93,740 |$ 104,640 |$ 113,360 | $ 142,370 | $ 105,607
208-034 [Sandy River Basin WSC $ 67500|$ 86,000|$ 96,000 |$ 104000|$ 108,056 |$ 89,064
208-035 [Scappoose Bay WSC $ 67500|$ 86,000|% 96,000 |$ 104000|$ 105115|$% 89,756
208-06 [Siuslaw WSC $ 67500|% 86,000|$ 96,000|$ 104000|$ 172,780 ($ 83,526
208-007 [Tillamook Bay WSC $ 67500|$ 86,000 |$ 96,000 |$ 104,000 |$ 127,007 82,026
208-037 [Tualatin River WSC $ 67500|$ 86,000 $ 96,000 |$ 104,000 | $ 108,912 83,180
208-009 [Bear Creek WSC b 61,000 76,000 83,000 ($ 91880 ($ 91,880 73,951
208-021 [Elk Creek WSC $ 61000|$ 76,000|$ 83,000 |$ 94,000 |$ 96,800 [$ 12,500
208-050 [Harney County WSC (b) $ 66490 |$ 82840 |$ 84282 |$ 84282 |$ 84,282 ($ 67,265
208-040 [Klamath WSC (a/b) $ 74420 |$ 92,720 |$ 101,260 | $ 114,680 | $ 244,294 [$ 99,522
208-002 [Lower Columbia River WSC $ 61000|$ 76,000|$ 77820|% 77820 |% 77,820 ($ 76,890
208-051 [Malheur WSC (a/b) $ 74420 |$ 92,720 |$ 101,260 | $ 114,680 |$ 136,121 [$ 88,669
208-052 [North Fork John Day WSC $ 61,000|$ 76,000|$ 83,000 |$ 94,000 |$ 136,560 ($ 81,449
208-030 [North Santiam WSC $ 61,000|$ 76,000|$ 83,000 |$ 94000 |$ 152,733 ($ 77,642
208-057 [Powder Basin WSC (b) $ 66490 |% 82840 |$ 90,470 |$ 102,460 | $ 121,906 [ $ 49,620
208-032 [Rickreall & Glenn-Gibson Cr WSCs $ 61,000|$ 76,000|$ 83,000 |$ 94,000 |$ 132,500 ($ 76,009
208-020 [Seven Basins WSC $ 61000|$ 76,000|$ 83,000 |$ 94,000 |$ 119,240 ($ 41,417
208-036 [South Santiam WSC $ 61,000|$ 76,000|$ 83,000|$ 94,000 |$ 132,500 ($ 68,759
208-053 [Umatilla Basin WSC $ 61,000 |$ 76,000 | 9 83,000 | $ 94,000 | $ 101,227 64,297
208-048 [Wasco Area WSCs b 61,000 | $ 76,000 | ¢ 83,000 [ $ 94,000 | $ 121,934 62,068
208-013 [Little Butte Creek WSC b 52,000 |$ 63,000($ 70500([$ 80,000[$ 92,840 55,529
208-044 [Middle Deschutes WS Councils $ 52000|$ 63000|%$ 70500|% 80,000 |$ 140,408 $ 66,452
208-005 [Nestucca-Neskowin WSC $ 52000|$ 63000|$ 70500|% 80000 |$ 117,816 [$ 37,494
208-031 [Pudding River WSC $ 52000|$ 63000|$ 70500|% 80,000 |%$ 162,129 ($ 62,298
208-046 [Sherman County WS Councils $ 52000|$ 63000|$ 70500|% 80,000 |$ 120,072 |$ 63,914
208-019 |Upper Rogue WS Assn b 52,000 |$ 63,000($ 70,500 [$ 80,000 | § 90,547 [$ 73,835
208-055 |Wheeler County WS Groups $ 52,000|$ 63,000|$ 70500|%$ 80,000|$ 132,612 70,143
208-042 |Gilliam-East John Day WSC $ 43,000|$ 50250|$ 60,000|$ 63470|$ 63,470 51,375
208-059 [Greater Oregon City WSC $ 37500|$ 37500|$ 37500|$ 37500|% 39,280 ($ -
208-033 [Salem Keizer WSCs $ 43000|$ 50250|% 60000|$ 67,000|$ 75000 ($ 52261
208-060 [Smith River WSC $ 43000|$ 50250|% 60,000|$ 67,000|% 131,985|$% 10,500
Average $ 66594 |$ 83567 |% 91661 |$ 100,002 |$ 130,125($ 73,887
Total $3,995,630 | $5,014,030 | $ 5,499,685 | $6,000,096 | $ 7,807,483 | $4,433,196

Very Good (@), (b) or (a/b) next to the applicant name, indicates an umbrella council.
Good The award amounts include the umbrella awards of 0.18, 0.09 and 0.22 times
Satisfactory the base award for type (a), (b) and (a/b) umbrellas, respectively.

Needs Improvement Amounts in red were adjusted to the requested amount or amount recommended by staff.
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April 25, 2007

MEMORANDUM
TO: Oregon Watershed Enhancement Board
FROM: Greg Sieglitz, Monitoring and Reporting Manager

SUBJECT: Agenda Item F: At-Sea Research: Oregon State University and
Oregon Salmon Commission
May 15-16, 2007 OWEB Board Meeting

l. Introduction

This report provides an update on OWEB’s response to the 2006 Salmon Season State of
Emergency and the continuation of activities by the Collaborative Research on Oregon Ocean
Salmon (CROOS), Oregon Salmon Commission, and commercial fishermen during the 2007
ocean salmon fishing season.

1. Background

A major objective in salmon fishery management is ensuring access to healthy populations while
also protecting weak stocks. Given limited understanding of the behavior and migration patterns
of individual salmon stocks, it is difficult to manage stocks as distinct units. Ocean salmon
managers are often compelled to institute large time/area closures to protect the weakest stocks.
In 2006, this problem became acute when managers were forced to close most of the Oregon and
California ocean troll salmon fishery to protect weak runs of Klamath River Chinook salmon.
The result was the loss of many jobs and millions of dollars in coastal income and a declaration
of a “salmon emergency” by the Governors of California and Oregon.

In response to the emergency declaration, the OWEB Board took the following action at the May
2006 meeting:
e Approved the allocation of $40,000 of non-capital funds to purchase equipment for
salmon-related ocean research.
e Directed staff to request expenditure limitation from the Emergency Board for no more
than $3,000,000 in Measure 66 Lottery Funds for a non-competitive grant program.
e Delegated, to the Executive Director, the authority to enter into appropriate grant and
interagency agreements to distribute funds for the non-competitive grant program.

In June 2006, the Legislative Emergency Board allocated $2.2 million in Measure 66 Lottery
Funds to allow OWEB to carry out these efforts. The approved allocation was apportioned as
follows:

Ocean Research $586,391
Restoration Implementation $700,000
Inventory and Assessment $250,000
Development of Restoration Projects $500,000
Recovery Plan Outreach $175,000
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The distribution of the funds by the Executive Director is depicted in Attachment A.

Staff presented updates about the 2006 Salmon Season State of Emergency response, including
Project CROOS and individual grant awards, at the September 2006 and January 2007 Board
meetings.

I11.  Results of Project CROOS and Oregon Salmon Commission in 2006
The following section highlights the results from the OWEB-funded ocean research pilot project.
Additional results can be found in Attachment B.

A. Financial Assistance

The project provided financial assistance to 40 percent of the active Oregon fleet. More than
72 vessels participated in at least one opener (72 operators, 54 crew). Over 4,270 fish were
sampled which represented 16 percent of the Oregon commercial salmon harvest in 2006. A
total of $327,900 was distributed to operators and crew.

B. Genetic Stock Identification (GSI)

Over 4,200 tissue samples were delivered to the Coastal Oregon Marine Experiment Station
(COMES) genetics laboratory along with associated digital or manual data. A total of 3,097
samples were processed and 2,567 fish were used to estimate stock mixture proportions.
Probability values of stock assignment for these fish ranged from 28 to 100 percent. A total
of 2,097 fish were assigned probabilities greater than or equal to 90 percent to a specific
hatchery or reporting region.

C. Stock Mixture Proportions

The majority of sampled fish originated from California’s Central Valley (59.08 percent). The
Rogue River contributed the second greatest proportion (7.61 percent), followed by the Mid
Oregon Coast (7.11 percent), and the Klamath Basin (6.58 percent). The California Coast and
Northern California/Southern Oregon Coast regions contributed 2.17 percent and 1.89 percent,
respectively. The Upper Columbia River summer/fall run was estimated to contribute

3.03 percent of the total. Twenty other stocks contributed less than two percent each.

D. Near “Real Time” Analysis

Near “real-time” genetic analysis was difficult to achieve during the initial few months of the
project due to logistical issues and inadequate investment in laboratory resources. However,
by September and October of 2006 fish were successfully assigned to individual genetic
stock estimates in near “real-time” and all accompanying data was entered into the database
within 24 to 48 hours of the laboratory receiving the sample.

E. Geographic Information Systems (GIS) Maps
GIS-based maps were developed that include troll tracks, precise time/location data on
harvested fish, and menus for exploring relational data.

F. Website Development

A working “prototype” website was developed capable of reporting information to multiple
audiences using a variety of tools, maps and statistical analysis. The entire working website
will be accessible by mid to late May 2007 at www.ProjectCROQOS.com.
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IV.  Plans for Project CROOS during the 2007 Ocean Salmon Season

Numerous persons and entities have expressed significant interest in the findings and exploratory
research funded during the 2006 ocean salmon season. In March of 2007, local interests from
the coastal communities, legislators, NOAA Fisheries, and the Governor’s Office contacted
OWERB with inquiries into the availability of funds for supporting Project CROQS for the
upcoming ocean salmon fishing seasons. A request of $600,000 was presented to OWEB in
mid-April. At the time of this report, OWEB and the requestors are finalizing an agreement to
use the remaining funds from the OWEB Salmon Emergency allocation to allow a second season
of research to move forward. Project CROOS and the Oregon Salmon Commission have
indicated their intent to request an additional $200,000 in non-capital funds at the September
2007 Board meeting if funding is available.

A. Work Plan (Attachment C)

The funds proposed will be used to continue the 2006 work, which includes six major
components: 1) conducting genetic stock identification (GSI) in spatially and temporally
defined sampling grids along the entire Oregon Coast to determine behavior, location, and
migration patterns of salmon stocks; 2) developing data loggers for use on small fishing
vessels; 3) developing bar coding, traceability, and marketing technologies to manage and
integrate salmon information; 4) designing a multiuse “real” time website to communicate
information with multiple audiences; 5) collecting and analyzing otoliths (the inner ear bone
that measures age like the rinds of a tree) and oceanographic information to understand salmon
stock behavior and linkages with marine and freshwater ecosystems; and, 6) conducting
salmon management analysis to improve salmon utilization and conservation.

B. Budget (Attachment D)

The proposed 2007 budget functions as a bridge between 2006 and 2008 when federal dollars
are expected to fund a three-year West Coast GSI CROOS-related project. The requested
funding for 2007 will allow CROOQOS, in cooperation with the National Marine Fisheries
Service (NMFS) and the California salmon troll industry to 1) conduct scientific sampling
protocols in the relatively open fisheries of 2007; 2) support collaborative salmon research
infrastructure; and 3) help fishermen continue to financially recover from 2006.

The proposed CROQOS project budget from May 1, 2007 — June 30, 2008 totals $971,826. Of
this amount, $593,972 was requested from OWEB in April 2007, for expenditure from May 1
to September 21, 2007 ($393,972), and $200,000 for expenditure from September 21, 2007, to
June 30, 2008. Project CROOS requested an additional $218,254 from NMFS, and as of April
19, 2007, has only been able to secure $100,000 of that amount. Match for the project totals
$159,599 ($116,713 is the proportionate match for OWEB funds).

V. Recommendation
This is an information item only and no Board action is requested at this time.

Attachments
A. Summary of Salmon Emergency Grants
B. 2006 Executive Summary
C. CROOS 2007 Work Plan
D. CROOS 2007 Budget
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FISHER EMERGENCY PROJECTS

Project
Number Project Type Grantee

Non-Capital
206-1005 Assessment  South Coast & Lower Rogue WSCs
206-1006 Assessment  Coos Watershed Association
206-1008 Assessment  Coos Watershed Association
206-1013 Assessment  MidCoast WSC
206-1014 Assessment  Douglas SWCD
206-1017 Assessment  MidCoast WSC
206-1021 Assessment  Coos Watershed Association
206-1007 Technical Assis Coos Watershed Association
206-1023 Restoration Salmon Drift Cr WSC

206-832 Research Oregon Salmon Commission
206-839 Education OSU Research Accounting
206-1025 Research Oregon Salmon Commission
Capital

206-1016 Restoration Coos Watershed Association
206-1020 Restoration Lincoln SWCD

206-1023 Restoration Salmon Drift Cr WSC

206-1000 Restoration Coos Watershed Association
206-1001 Restoration Coquille Watershed Association
206-1009 Restoration South Coast & Lower Rogue WSCs
206-1010 Restoration Tillamook Estuaries Partnership
206-1012 Restoration Siuslaw WSC

Research and Development
206-832 Research Oregon Salmon Commission

Project Name

South Coast Fishers of Data

Coos Estuary Heads of Tide Streams Coho Salmon Spawning Surveys
Coho Salmon Life Cycle Monitoring in Palouse and Larson Creeks
Workforce Beaver Pond Inventory

Lower Umpqua Basin Fish Barrier Inventory and Prioritization
Adult Salmon Trapping

Coos Bay Estuary Fish Seining Project Meta-analysis

Coos Lowland and Heads-of-Tide Riparian Project Development
Lower Salmon-Siletz Riparian Restoration

At-Sea DNA research pilot project

OSU Recovery Planning Outreach-Fishing Disaster

At-Sea DNA research pilot project-phase Il 2007

Attachment A

Award Date Fund Amount

8/1/2006
8/7/2006
8/22/2006
9/5/2006
9/5/2006
12/11/2006
2/21/2007
8/15/2006
2/8/2007
5/17/2006
8/17/2006
5/1/2007

Grants Committed
Board Funds Available

Uncommitted Remaining Funds

Coos Bay Riparian Planting, Maintenance and Bank Stability Fisher Crew Project

Fishing for Trees - Resubmittal

Lower Salmon-Siletz Riparian Restoration

Coos Bay Riparian Enhancement Crew

Coquille WS Salmon Season Riparian Restoration

South Coast Fishers at Work

Tillamook Bay Riparian Enhancement

Siuslaw Riparian Restoration and Release Support Crew

12/11/2006
1/19/2007
2/8/2007
7/18/2006
7/18/2006
8/22/2006
8/22/2006
9/5/2006

Grants Committed
Board Funds Available

Uncommitted Remaining Funds

At-Sea DNA research pilot project
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5/17/2006

22,669.00
49,946.00
44,064.00
50,000.00
32,660.00
50,000.00
49,993.00
39,882.00
3,418.00
286,391.00
190,840.00
391,528.00
1,211,391.00
1,211,391.00
0.00

230,777.00
200,432.00
72,173.00
89,289.00
195,450.00
127,331.00
141,296.00
116,529.00
1,173,277.00
1,500,000.00
326,723.00

300,000.00



Attachment B

prouecT CEIRO0O0S

Collaborative Research on Oregon Ocean Salmon

Using “Real Time” Genetic Information to Address the Klamath ‘Weak’
Stock Crisis for Oregon’s Ocean Salmon Fishery

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Background

A major objective in salmon fishery management is ensuring access to healthy
populations while also protecting weak stocks. Given limited understanding of the
behavior and migration patterns of individual salmon stocks, it is difficult to manage
stocks as distinct units. Ocean salmon managers are often compelled to institute large
time/area closures to protect the weakest stocks. In 2006 this problem became acute
when managers were forced to close most of Oregon and California’s ocean troll salmon
fishery to protect weak runs of Klamath River Chinook salmon. The result was the loss
of 100’s of jobs and millions of dollars in coastal income and a declaration of a “salmon
disaster” by the Governors of California and Oregon.

To address the challenge of inadequate science supporting management of multi-stock
ocean salmon fisheries, the Oregon Salmon Commission, together with scientists from
Oregon State University and federal and state agencies co-located at the Hatfield Marine
Science Center, formed the CROOS group (Collaborative Research on Oregon Ocean
Salmon). CROOS proposed a comprehensive pilot project to test the potential of using
genetic stock composition (GSI) and the GAPS database (Genetic Analysis of Pacific
Salmonids) to identify in “real time” spatial and temporal characteristics of individual
salmon stocks. It was proposed that the availability of “real-time” data could potentially
enable fisheries managers to 1)) differentiate stocks in “real time” at refined spatial areas,
2) improve salmon conservation while allowing harvest of healthy stocks, and 3)
integrate science and management of freshwater, estuarine, and marine salmon
ecosystems. In June 2006, the Oregon Watershed Enhancement Board (OWEB), as part
of a state-wide effort to provide salmon disaster assistance, agreed to fund a CROOS
pilot project to test the potential application of GSI techniques.

Objectives

The goal of CROOS was to conduct collaborative research and develop protocols using
“real time” GSI to improve science, management, and marketing of West coast Chinook
salmon. Specific objectives included 1) providing financial assistance to participating
salmon fishermen 2) developing sampling protocols for fishermen and fleet
coordinators/managers, 3) conducting near “real time” GSI analysis, 4) developing
digital technologies and “traceability” systems, 5) designing a comprehensive web site,
6) developing methods for collecting oceanographic information, and 7) considering
potential of GSI technologies for improving salmon management.
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Attachment B

Findings and Results

Financial Assistance The project provided financial assistance to 40% of the active
Oregon fleet. More than 72 vessels participated in at least one opener (72 operators, 54
crew). Over 4,270 fish were sampled which represented 16% of the Oregon commercial
salmon harvest in 2006. A total of $327,900 was distributed to operators and crew.

Protocols Project managers developed detailed protocols for biological sampling, data
collection, fleet management, fishermen training, and project coordination.

Genetic Stock Identification (GSI) Over 4,200 tissue samples were delivered to the
Coastal Oregon Marine Experiment Station (COMES) genetics laboratory along with
associated digital or manual data. A total of 3,097 samples were processed and 2,567 fish
were used to estimate stock mixture proportions. Probability values of stock assignment
for these fish ranged from 28% - 100%. A total of 2,097 fish were assigned
probabilities > 90% to a specific hatchery or reporting region.

Stock Mixture Proportions The majority of sampled fish originated from California’s
Central Valley (59.08%) The Rogue River contributed the second greatest proportion
(7.61%), followed by the Mid Oregon Coast (7.11%) and the Klamath basin (6.58%). The
California Coast and Northern California/Southern Oregon Coast regions contributed 2.17%
and 1.89%, respectively. The Upper Columbia River summer/fall run was estimated to
contribute 3.03% of the total. Twenty other stocks contributed less than 2% each.

100% Assignment of Coded Wire Tagged (CWT) Fish Thirty-one of the 2,097 fish that
met the 90% probability criteria contained coded wire tags. All 31 CWT fish assigned to
the correct hatchery of origin.

Near “Real Time” Analysis Near “real-time” genetic analysis was difficult to achieve
during the initial few months of the project due to logistical issues and inadequate
investment in laboratory resources. However, by September/October fish were
successfully assigned to individual genetic stock estimates in near “real-time” and all
accompanying data entered into the database (within 24 - 48 hours of laboratory
receiving the sample).

Geographic Information Systems (GIS) Maps ~ GIS-based maps were developed that
include troll tracks, precise time/location data on harvested fish, and menus for exploring
relational data.

Data Loggers Digital data-logging devices for fishing vessels were successfully tested
and proved to be easier to use than “manual” sampling protocols.

Website Development A working “prototype” website was developed capable of
reporting information to multiple audiences using a variety of tools, maps and statistical
analysis. The entire working website will be accessible by mid-late May 2007 at
www.ProjectCROOS.com .
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Attachment B

Oceanographic Data Collection by Autonomous Vessels A successful pilot test was
conducted which showed that autonomous underwater gliders could be used in conjunction
with commercial fishing vessels for collecting a wide range of oceanographic data.

Recommendations and Next Steps

Improving Project Protocols Many protocols will need adjustment in response to
changing fishing and sampling conditions. CROOS project members can work with other
West coast states, industries, and agencies to design, implement, and refine protocols.

Improving the GAPS Database The GAPS database requires continual improvement.
Further characterization of stocks within and adjacent to the Klamath basin are
recommended.

Expanding GSI Data Collection Coast Wide Implementing GSI for salmon management
will require expanded data collection along the West coast. Expanded data should be
used to identify stock distribution patterns, test relevant hypotheses, and integrate
oceanographic information.

Collecting and Integrating Oceanographic Information Oceanographic data will be
critical for understanding salmon behavior and improving science and management.
Future projects should combine vessel-based data collection with autonomous underwater
gliders.

Improving the Design of Vessel Data Loggers Commercial digital dataloggers are
inadequate given the needs for a tough, waterproof, relatively inexpensive, portable and
reprogrammable logger. A national workshop should be conducted to examine digital-
based data collection from commercial fishing vessels. Partnerships with private
manufactures should be evaluated.

Designing a Multiuse “Real time” Website The prototype GIS-based website should be
developed and tested to ensure security, privacy, reliability, and to accommodate multiple
users.

Using Barcodes, Traceability, and the Website to Improve Salmon Marketing Test
markets should be conducted that “link” individual harvest information from producers to
consumers, enhance market development, and minimize fraud.

Developing and Testing GSI-based Salmon Management Models Management models
should be developed that incorporate GSI information. Management simulations should
be conducted with salmon managers in “real time” to evaluate in-season management
approaches. Bioeconomic models should evaluate GSI information and industry
incentives for improving management of the salmon fishery.
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Proposal -- Project CROQOS 2007

Using “Real Time” Genetic Information to Improve Science,
Management, and Marketing of Oregon’s Ocean Salmon Fisheries

Proposal to:

Submitted by:

Oregon Watershed Enhancement Board
775 Summer Street NE, Ste 366
Salem OR 97301-1290

Oregon Salmon Commission
P.O. Box 983
Lincoln City, OR 97367

Coastal Oregon Marine Experiment Station (COMES)
Oregon State University

Hatfield Marine Science Center

2030 Marine Science Drive

Newport, OR 97365

Requested amount: $ 593,972 ($393,972 May 1-Sept 21, 2007)

($200,000 Sept 21, 2007 — June 30, 2008)

Proposed duration: Fourteen months

Starting date:

May 1, 2007

Principal Investigators:

Nancy Fitzpatrick, Administrator-Oregon Salmon Commission
Tel/Fax (541) 994-2647
Email: njf@class.oregonvos.net

Dr. Michael A. Banks,

Tel: (541) 867-0420

Fax: (541) 867-0345

Email: michael.banks@oregonstate.edu

Dr. Michael T. Morrissey

Tel. (503) 325-4531 x2

Fax (503) 325-2753

Email: michael.morrissey@oregonstate.edu

Dr. Gil Sylvia

Tel: (541) 867-0284

Fax: (541) 867-0345

Email: gil.sylvia@oregonstate.edu
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Proposal -- Project CROQOS 2007

Using “Real Time” Genetic Information to Improve Science, Management,
and Marketing of Oregon’s Ocean Salmon Fisheries

Project Summary

Managers were required to close most of Oregon’s troll salmon fishery during 2006 in order
to reduce harvests of Klamath River salmon. This resulted in the loss of 1000’s of jobs and
millions of dollars in coastal income. Although Klamath stocks are rebounding in 2007,
traditional salmon management tools are expected to continue to require large time/area
closures to protect weak stocks. New tools are needed that can 1) differentiate stocks in “real
time” at refined spatial areas, 2) improve salmon conservation while allowing harvest of
healthy stocks, and 3) integrate science and management of freshwater, estuarine, and marine
salmon ecosystems.

This project builds on the experience and leadership demonstrated by the Oregon salmon
industry and its university and agency partners in the pilot project known as CROOS
(Collaborative Research on Oregon Ocean Salmon). The CROOS project demonstrated that
hatchery or basin of origin could be determined for salmon stocks in virtual “real time” using
data obtained by commercial fishing vessels. The project heralded a new era for “real time”
management of ocean fisheries based on interdisciplinary collaboration and cutting edge
tools in genetic science and digital technologies.

The proposed project continues the work begun in 2006 and includes six major components:
1) conducting genetic stock identification (GSI) in spatially and temporally defined sampling
grids along the entire Oregon Coast to determine behavior, location, and migration patterns
of salmon stocks; 2) developing data loggers for use on small fishing vessels; 3) developing
barcoding, traceability, and marketing technologies to manage and integrate salmon
information; 4) designing a multiuse “real” time website to communicate information with
multiple audiences; 5) collecting and analyzing otoliths and oceanographic information to
understand salmon stock behavior and linkages with marine and freshwater ecosystems; and,
6) conducting salmon management analysis to improve salmon utilization and conservation.

Project Budget

This project builds on 2006 OWEB funded work. The proposed 2007 budget functions as a
bridge between 2006 and 2008 when federal dollars are expected to fund a three year West
Coast GSI CROOS related project. The requested funding in 2007 will allow CROQS, in
cooperation with NMFS and the California salmon troll industry, to 1) conduct scientific
sampling protocols in the relatively open fisheries of 2007, 2) support collaborative salmon
research infrastructure, and 3) help fishermen continue to financially recover from 2006. The
project budget from May 1, 2007 — June 30, 2008 totals $971,826. Of this amount $593,972
is requested from OWEB for expenditure from May 1-September 21, 2007 ($393,972) and
September 21, 2007-June 30, 2008 ($200,000). National Marine Fisheries Service is
expected to contribute between $75,000-$250,000 to the project, although the exact amount
is yet unknown. Match for the project totals $159,599 ($116,713 proportionate match for
OWERB funds).
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Collaborative Research on Oregon Ocean Salmon-May 2007-June 2008 Budget

RESEARCHER SALARIES

Monthly
Position, Name Salary
Professor (Gil Sylvia) $ 8,703
Assistant Prof (Jessica Miller) $ 5,250
Assistant Prof (Michael Banks) $ 8,394
Professor (Michael Morrissey) $7,942
Professor (David Sampson) $ 6,445
Assistant Professor (Jeff Feldner) $4,992
Dr. Peter Lawson $7,331
Faculty Research Associate (Renee Bellinger) $ 3,250
Subtotal
Faculty Research Associate (Renee Bellinger) $ 3,380
Res. Asst:(Salary and OPE tech staff - genetics) $ 2,500
Res. Asst:(Salary and OPE tech staff - genetics realt $ 2,500
Res. Asst: (Salary for OPE tech staff - otoliths) $ 2,500
Graduate Research Assistant-Management $ 3,750
Subtotal

EXPENDABLE SUPPLIES & EQUIPMENT
Field Supplies

Laboratory Supplies

Port Liaison Supplies

Subtotal

CAPITAL EQUIPMENT
Port Liaison

Genetics Laboratory
Field equipment
Subtotal

CAPITAL PROJECTS

Commercial Fishing Vessel Charter for Fish Sampling
Recreational Fishing Vessel Charter for fish Sampling
Subtotal

OTHER RESEARCH COSTS

Port liasons

GIS and Website Design Contractors
Fleet management

ODFW scale aging (Lisa Borgerson)
Otolith spectroscopy analysis
Subtotal

TRAVEL

Travel OSU

Travel Salmon Commission
Subtotal

ADMINISTRATIVE COSTS

GRAND TOTAL

SALMON COMMISSION PORTION
OSU PORTION

Requested OWEB Budget for May 1 -September 21, 2007
Requested OWEB Budget for September 21-June 30 2008

Requested NMFS Budget July 1 2007-June 30, 2008
Total Requested CROOS Budget May 1 2007 - June 30, 2008

%
39.5%
42.9%
40.3%
40.5%
43.2%
43.5%
29.0%

0.59

0.59
0.65
0.65
0.65
$437

FTE MM

1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00

1

P RPRREPR

NNARPNEN

o WAoo

May-June 07 July 07-June 08

®» BB LR LR

» oo

@ # B

B &

$

16,314
50,769

3,802
70,885

3,978
36,000
18,000
57,978

120,000
5,000
125,000

30,500

1,500
3,000
4,500

7,000

295,863

199,094
96,769

295,863
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64,490
24,750
16,500
12,375
24,248
142,363

180,000
15,000
195,000

516,363

304,500
211,863

98,109
200,000

218,254
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TOTAL

142,363

70,885

57,978

320,000

152,000

20,000

49,000

812,226

503,594
308,632

393,972
200,000

218,254
812,226
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$
$

$
$

40,000

40,000

159,599

40,000
119,599

77,414
39,299

42,886
159,599
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PROJECT TOTAL
$ 119,599
$ 142,363
$ 70,885
$ 57,978
$ 360,000
$ 152,000
$ 20,000
$ 49,000
$ 971,826
$ 543,594
$ 428,232
$ 471,386
$ 239,299
$ 261,141
$ 971,826



April 12, 2007

MEMORANDUM
TO: Oregon Watershed Enhancement Board
FROM: Courtney Shaff, Effectiveness Monitoring Specialist

Greg Sieglitz, Monitoring and Reporting Manager

SUBJECT: Agenda Item G: Effectiveness Monitoring and CREP Report
May 15-16, 2007 OWEB Board Meeting

l. Introduction

This staff report provides an update to the Board regarding OWEB’s Effectiveness Monitoring
Program accomplishments from September 2006 to May 2007. This report also seeks Board
authorization to use previously allocated capital funds to initiate effectiveness monitoring related
to the Conservation Reserve Enhancement Program (CREP).

1. Background

OWEB initiated an Effectiveness Monitoring Program to evaluate the relative merits and
accomplishments of projects funded under its jurisdiction. The Monitoring and Reporting
Program has made significant progress on a number of fronts including the completion of Phase |
of the evaluation of western juniper removal projects, completion of the first year of
effectiveness monitoring to evaluate riparian livestock exclusion projects, progress in the
development of effectiveness monitoring guidelines for irrigation efficiency and water
management projects, and progress towards the effectiveness monitoring of dam removal
projects.

I11.  The Big Picture

The investments made by the OWEB Board span most of the diverse watershed geographies,
ecoregions, and habitats of Oregon. Projects are adapted to the diverse regions of the state and
are designed to address local conditions and needs. Many OWEB funded restoration projects are
designed to provide benefits to fish populations and habitats, while others are focused on water
quality and quantity. Still others are designed to improve upland conditions or wetlands and
provide habitat for terrestrial species.

Every OWEB grant has a requirement to conduct monitoring, which is reported to Regional
Program Representatives and the Grant Program Manager after the project is completed. This
monitoring is conducted on an annual basis for as long as 10 years. More recently, projects have
generally been required to report only for three to five years. These reports provide valuable
information about the construction, maintenance and overall implementation of the project. By
design, these reports are characterized best as implementation monitoring reports; contractually
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they are known as “Status Reports” and their requirements are attached as an exhibit to all
OWEB restoration grant agreements.

Most of these monitoring reports do not evaluate the overall effectiveness of a project, and
because of their project-specific nature, are not capable of answering questions at a larger
geographic scale. Additionally, project-specific effectiveness monitoring does not lend itself to
the evaluation of the effects of multiple projects acting in concert to provide combined results in
a watershed.

Effectiveness Monitoring can play a key role in demonstrating the accountability, success, and
value of OWEB’s Measure 66 investments. It is important to define what we mean by
effectiveness when evaluating success. For the purposes of OWEB'’s Effectiveness Monitoring
Program, staff have determined that the original objective of the project, as described by the
applicant, is an important first tier in answering whether OWEB has been effective in pursuit of
its mission.

Larger questions of effectiveness relate often to larger scales of response than a specific project
area. A description of these larger scales is found below.

A Project Level Effectiveness Monitoring

There is an important distinction between the question “was the project implemented in
the manner, time, and budget as proposed” and “did the project achieve the larger
objective it was designed to meet?” The former question is addressed during
implementation monitoring and the latter only through more in-depth effectiveness
monitoring.

Effectiveness monitoring should follow established protocols, be statistically valid,
generate quantifiable data, and produce results, that when tested, are repeatable.
Implementation monitoring generally does not have a threshold set this high.

OWEB, and the Governor’s Watershed Enhancement Board before it, has invested $21
million in monitoring grants (Attachment A).

B. Intensively Monitored Watersheds

Intensively Monitored Watersheds (IMWSs), or intensive watershed-scale research and
monitoring efforts, are being designed in the Pacific Northwest to answer questions that
the typical project level effectiveness monitoring program cannot answer. These
questions are often posed by policy makers, decision-makers, legislators, boards, and
commissions in an effort to describe the relative success of programs or the likelihood of
success from future investments.

Typical questions that IMWs are designed to answer often include (at the fifth and sixth
field watershed scale):

e Does the collective effect of restoration and/or management actions result in an
improved watershed condition or population parameter of interest?

e Why or why not?
e What are the causes of those responses?
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e Are certain combinations of restoration and/or management actions more
effective than others at delivering the intended responses?

e Does the implementation sequence of restoration and/or management actions
affect the attainment of the objectives?

OWEB has been working with the Pacific Northwest Aquatic Monitoring Partnership
(PNAMP), the Oregon Plan Monitoring Team, state and federal agencies, and local
groups to establish the appropriate mix of IMWSs in Oregon and throughout the Northwest
(Attachment B). The OWEB Board has invested in the Hinkle Creek IMWSs in southwest
Oregon, the Palouse and Larson creeks in the Coos Basin, and a variety of tasks within
IMWs such as salmon Life Cycle Monitoring Stations conducted by Oregon Department
of Fish and Wildlife (ODFW) in various basins in the coast range.

The central and eastern regions of the state are under-represented by IMWs. OWEB has
recently secured funding for IMWs specifically targeted to evaluate habitat improvement
for salmon recovery within the mid-Columbia River Basin. The Middle Fork of the John
Day River has an active group of tribal, state and federal agency, private, and local
interests that have developed a study plan and design for this new IMWSs. The Upper
Middle Fork IMWs plan will utilize existing restoration and monitoring investments by
the tribes, Bureau of Reclamation, Bonneville Power Administration, U.S. Forest Service,
The Nature Conservancy, local groups, OWEB, and others as the foundation. Additional
coordination and monitoring intensity will be supported with $400,000 provided by the
National Marine Fisheries Service. OWEB has also received a grant request from a
group spearheaded by Oregon State University (OSU) and the Oregon Department of
Forestry to establish a new IMWs project in the Trask basin on the north coast.

C. High Level Indicators

High Level Indicators answer the most basic accountability questions. This is the largest
scale for effectiveness monitoring in terms of both spatial area and the breadth of
questions asked. Typical questions under High Level Indicators might include:

e How are the salmon doing this year in Oregon? In the Deschutes basin?

e Have restoration actions improved water quality conditions in Oregon? In the
Owyhee basin?

e Are projects funded by OWEB preventing additional species from becoming
listed under the Endangered Species Act?

High level indicators can be the same or parallel and complementary to performance
measures, benchmarks, and large-scale trend reporting. They are complex and comprised
of both project level and IMWs effectiveness monitoring efforts and data. The process of
informing the answers to High Level Indicators through other types of effectiveness
monitoring is often referred to as “rolling-up.”

OWERB staff is presently working with the Oregon Department of Forestry and the
Oregon Plan Monitoring Team on High Level Indicators and strategies for the Oregon
Forestry Program. An update to an inventory of ongoing monitoring programs within
state natural resource agencies is underway to assist with the “rolling-up” process. It is
not clear what level of commitment will be made to embarking upon additional High
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Level Indicator evaluations nor is it clear what the relationship will be to ongoing
monitoring programs. The inventory update will assist with this endeavor.

Effectiveness Monitoring Program Activities

A. Western Juniper Removal Project Evaluation

In response to the results from Phase | of juniper removal evaluation and as a part of
Phase I, OWEB, in coordination with CSR Natural Resources Consulting, is planning
two Juniper Removal Workshops in June of 2007. These workshops will be open to
OWEB staff, OWEB Regional Review Team members, soil and water conservation
district (SWCD) staff, and watershed council staff.

One of the products of this workshop will be a manual to help landowners choose
locations for juniper removal projects and provide them with guidelines to monitor those
projects. In addition, CSR Natural Resources Consulting will begin evaluation of juniper
removal projects in Lake, Harney, Grant, and Klamath counties.

B. Irrigation Efficiency/Water Management

In December 2006 OWEB met with the Water Resources Department, watershed
councils, SWCDs, Department of Agriculture, Oregon Water Trust, Natural Resources
Conservation District, OSU, and Deschutes River Conservancy to discuss how to
evaluate irrigation efficiency and water management projects. Several next steps were
identified at the meeting that staff have been working on, including:

Workshop Suggestions OWEB Actions
Clearly define what OWEB means by Projects designed to improve water delivery
irrigation efficiency. efficiency, improve water quality, improve timing of

delivery, and protect instream flow.

e Projects reducing water loss in irrigation
delivery, conversion of gravity diversions to
pumps or infiltration galleries, and irrigation
system improvements.

Clearly define OWEB’s irrigation Draft in progress

efficiency restoration and monitoring

objectives.

OWEB to decide where and when

baseline data needs to be required and

then follow through with that decision

Find out what data already exists and Currently being done for the Malheur Basin.

does not need to be recreated.

C. Riparian Livestock Exclusion Monitoring

OWEB has continued to collaborate with the Washington State Salmon Recovery
Funding Board (SRFB) on livestock exclusion monitoring. The report for the first year
of monitoring was presented at the OWEB Biennial Conference in October 2006. OWEB
has initiated the second year of a pilot project evaluating the effectiveness of livestock
exclusion projects in riparian areas. A request for proposals to complete the second year
of monitoring was posted in March 2007 and a contractor was hired in April 2007. The
second year of monitoring will include additional coordination with the SRFB through
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V.

the development of a joint report of the effectiveness of riparian livestock exclusion
projects.

D. Dam Removal Monitoring

In September 2006, OWEB funded the removal of Sodom and Brownsville dams along
the Calapooia River. Savage Rapids and Chiloguin dams in Southern Oregon also are
scheduled for removal. This has placed OWEB in a unique position to support the
evaluation of small dam removal projects in Oregon. OWEB staff have been working
with researchers from OSU to develop an effectiveness monitoring plan for both Sodom
and Brownsville dams. This monitoring plan will be presented to the Board in
September.

E. Conservation Reserve Enhancement Program (CREP)

As a requirement of the Biological Opinion issued by the National Marine Fisheries
Service and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, OWEB is responsible for reporting on the
effectiveness of riparian buffers on local stream conditions. In 2001, staff contracted
with AmeriCorp volunteers to evaluate riparian restoration projects, primarily the
survival of riparian plantings, funded by OWEB and its predecessor, the Governor’s
Watershed Enhancement Board. The report concluded:

“The relative success of CREP riparian tree establishment projects
over grant program projects is likely due to mandatory tree
establishment and practice cost-share with landowners. Because
grant projects do not provide money for maintenance, the CREP
program may be more appropriate for eligible landowners
interested in riparian buffers.”

Public interest in CREP has increased significantly and the number of stream miles
treated has grown dramatically. Since 1999, nearly 2,000 miles of riparian buffers have
been installed covering nearly 24,000 acres.

Staff have worked with the Oregon Department of Agriculture to develop a study
proposal to determine the effectiveness of Oregon’s CREP program (Attachment C).
Specifically the proposal will test two hypotheses: the first is that there is a noticeable
physical and biological response to CREP plantings, and second that the cumulative
impact bonus in CREP is providing a biologically significant response.

Staff recommend that the Board approve the use of up to $175,000 of the $1.0 million in
capital funds allocated by the Board for CREP cost share payments in January 2007 to
fund the CREP effectiveness monitoring proposal. Staff will negotiate a final budget for
site selection and field sampling within this allocation.

Recommendation

Staff recommends that the Board reallocate up to $175,000 of the $1.0 million in capital funds
allocated for CREP cost share payments in January 2007 to fund CREP effectiveness monitoring.

Attachments:

A. Monitoring Investments 1997-2007
B. Map of Intensively Monitored Watersheds in the Northwest
C. CREP Study Proposal
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Attachment A

OWEB Monitoring Dollars Awarded by Region 1997 - March 2007

Total Dollars Awarded: $21,391,180

Region 3, $831,296, 4%

Region 4, $1,072,255, 5%

Data from OGMS. Accessed 12/1/06, 4/6/07
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Attachment C

DRAFT
An ecological assessment of Oreogn’s CREP cumulative impact incentive program
Anne M. Bartuszevige', Ken Diebel? and Patricia L. Kennedy*
'Eastern Oregon Agricultural Research Center — Union and *Oregon Department of
Agriculture

Introduction

Riparian buffer strips perform important ecological services. For example, they absorb
floodwaters during high flows, filter sediment and nutrient runoff from upland areas, regulate
river water temperatures, and provide allochthonous nutrient inputs to rivers. In agricultural
areas, riparian buffers are often highly degraded, if not absent entirely, and incapable of
providing these important ecological services. The result is degraded streams that are eutrophic,
have high sediment loads with wide channels and high water temperatures and are often
unsuitable for fish and macroinvertebrates. The Pacific Northwest struggles with riparian
management and it is especially important here because of the many species of endemic
anadramous fish that are listed as threatened or endangered on the endangered species list.

Unbuffered riparian reaches have high sediment loads that change the substrate of the riverbed,
making it unsuitable for salmonid fish to nest. In addition, in riparian areas without a vegetated
buffer, stream temperatures are often too high for successful development of eggs and fry. Large
woody debris (LWD) is also important in stream systems for creating small pools for fish to
spawn in and to protect the young fry. Several methods for riparian restoration have been
proposed (e.g. adding LWD, nutrient addition) but fencing riparian areas from agricultural
disturbance seem to have the highest success rate for restoration. Riparian fencing can be
coupled with native vegetation plantings or the vegetation can be allowed to restore naturally.
Results from riparian fencing projects include decreased sediment loads in the stream, water
temperatures, channel width, and increased LWD. All these results are thought to increase
habitat suitability for anadromous fish. One limitation for many studies on riparian fencing is
that the area fenced is small in size which limits inference about the success of riparian fencing
for stream vertebrates and macroinvertebrates.

The Conservation Reserve Enhancement Program (CREP) is a federal program that pays rental
fees to farmers on land along riparian areas that the farmer removes from production. The
resulting area is fenced for restoration and conservation purposes. Despite the fact that CREP is a
federal program, it is the responsibility of the individual states to see that the program is
implemented and the money distributed. Oregon’s CREP program is unique due to its cumulative
impact incentive payment. This is a program in which a landowner (or group of landowners) can
fence >50% of a 5 mile stream segment and receive a one time payment of four times the annual
rental rate. This cumulative impact incentive program has generated controversy because of the
lack of data to support paying such a large monetary incentive for restoration of longer stream
sections.

Despite the enormous efforts of private, state and federal agencies to encourage riparian

restoration, very little data exists that illustrates the effectiveness of such measures. Many of the
studies conducted to date are on small fenced areas that were fenced many years ago. Evidence
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Attachment C

exists that these small riparian fencing projects are not large enough to effect any change on the
stream reach in question. Parkyn et al. (2003) suggest that the width and length of riparian
buffers need to be created in proportion to the size of river segment that is to be restored. For
example, wider rivers need wider and longer buffers to effect any change on the river ecosystem.
Wooster and DeBano (2006) concluded that wooded buffer length has a greater impact on stream
macroinvetebrates than width of wooded buffers. Although, (Kondolf 1993) concluded that
riparian buffers along one section of the stream will have little effect on overall stream recovery
if cattle are allowed access to the stream in other sections.

The purpose of this study is to determine the effectiveness of Oregon’s CREP program.
Specifically we will select areas of cumulative impact buffers for an in depth assessment and
determine their effectiveness compared to control (unbuffered) reaches and a series of shorter
buffered areas whose total buffer area is equal to the total length of cumulative impact buffer.
This comparison will allow us to assess whether cumulative impact buffered areas have a higher
impact than shorter buffers.

Methods

Site selection will take place in June — August 2007. Data from the Farm Services Agency
indicates that the majority of CREP buffers are located in Sherman and Wasco counties;
therefore, site selection will focus on these counties in north central Oregon. We will determine,
which stream reaches have been enrolled in the CREP program, when the restoration was
initiated, and the length of the stream segment included. A subset of CREP areas will be selected
that span a variety of ages since restoration. We will attempt to make sure stream buffers are as
similar as possible (e.g. equal lengths and widths) and have similar land uses adjacent to the
buffer and similar geology. At the selected streams we will attempt to obtain pre-restoration data
from landowners, project managers, and aerial photos.

Objective: Evaluate cumulative impact program

The purpose of this objective is to collect data to provide a quantitative description of how
stream quality differs among cumulative impact buffers, unbuffered areas, and smaller CREP
buffers and to determine if cumulative impact buffers are meeting the criteria for the program.
We will ask the question: Do cumulative impact buffers increase stream quality compared to 1)
unbuffered controls and 2) smaller buffered areas? We will select 3 sets of sites, one set will be a
recent addition to the CREP program, the second site will have buffers 3-4 years old and a third
set will have buffers >5 years old. A set of sites includes 1) cumulative impact buffer, 2) series of
smaller CREP buffers whose length sum to the length of the cumulative impact buffer and 3) an
unbuffered control equal to the length of the cumulative impact buffer. We will choose areas that
have similar geography and landscape context. We will sample the following measures:
vegetation, shade, width-to-depth ratio, channel cross section, bank stability, stream temperature,
macroinvertebrates, sediment, nutrients (nitrogen and phosphorous) and bacterial content. We
will measure these variables using standard techniques described in the scientific literature so
that results from this study can be compared to other investigations on riparian buffers. The PI
and other qualified field assistants will collect the data for this objective. Data collection will
occur from April — August 2008.
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Vegetation: We will measure density and survival of CREP plants. In addition, we will measure
percent cover of invasive plants with special focus on those plants on the noxious weed list.

We will collect soil cores from each of the sites at three distances from the stream edge: 0, 10 m,
and 20 m. We will remove the top 2 cm of sol from the soil core and spread this soil over
vermiculite in a greenhouse pot. The remainder of the soil from the soil core will be spread over
vermiculite in a separate pot. Both samples will be allowed to germinate and seedlings identified.
Separating the soil core in this way will allow us to determine recent deposition of seeds (in the
top 2 cm) from long term seed bank deposition.

To determine potential for water dispersal of native and exotic plants, we will collect seeds from
the stream and germinate them in the greenhouse. A variety of techniques for sampling water
deposition of seeds will be tested during June — August 2007 with the assistance of a work study
student from Eastern Oregon University. Data will be collected during the 2008 field season
using the best technique tested during the 2007 field season.

Shade: We will calculate percent shade using a spherical densitometer at equally spaced points
within the stream reach (Wooster and Debano 2006).

With-to-depth ratio and Channel cross section: At equally spaced points along the streams, we
will measure stream width and depth using measuring tapes (Bauer and Burton 1993). We will
also measure bankful height and measure the depth of undercut banks (Bauer and Burton 1993).

Bank stability: We will survey stream bank erosion and measure the length of any area of
unstable or damaged stream bank (Pfankuch 1975, Bauer and Burton 1993).

Stream temperature: We will install temperature data loggers at equally spaced locations along
the stream reach being investigated. We will set the temperature loggers to record water
temperatures hourly. Before data analysis, we will “smooth” temperature by using a moving
window average of water temperatures (e.g. 7 or 10 day moving window average).

Macroinvertebrates: We will sample macroinvertebrates using a D-net which is placed on the
stream bottom and the upstream portion of the stream bed in front of the net is disturbed.
Invertebrates that are disturbed from the substrate then flow into the net and are preserved in an
alcohol solution until processing, identification and analysis.

Sediment: We will measure the percent of fine particles using the grid method. We will place a
20 X 30 cm grid over the stream sediment and count the number of grid intersections that have
fine sediment (< 6 mm) beneath them.

Bacteria and nutrients: We will collect water samples at the downstream end of the study
reaches. These samples will be analyzed for total dissolved reactive phosphorous, total nitrogen,
nitrate nitrogen and bacterial content. We will send these samples to an accredited lab to perform
the analysis.
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Impact

A number of studies have investigated the impacts of riparian buffers. However, most studies
focus on one issue related to buffered areas (e.g. nutrient run-off, sediment filtering, water
temperature, etc.). Few studies have investigated a number of effects of riparian buffers on the
streams. This will be among the first to do so. This study will allow us to draw conclusions about
the community effects of buffers on streams, something that other studies cannot do due to their
narrow focus. In addition, we will publish our findings in the scientific literature so that impacts
of riparian buffers are disseminated to those studying them in other areas of the globe. It is
important that impacts of stream buffers be investigated and the results published in the scientific
literature so that we can learn about what methods work and which don’t in order to improve
stream buffers (Kondolf 1995).

The principle investigators on this grant have experience writing reports to agencies and
scientific papers. The design of the proposal is such that it would be written up as a journal
article for a peer-reviewed scientific journal. In addition, AMB and PLK have experience and
success working with private landowners.
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Budget - site selection

Salary:

1 post-doctoral researcher (Anne M. Bartuszevige) 3 months@$3334
+ 61% OPE

Total Salary

Travel:

OSU motor pool vehicle (4X4 truck) $450/mo*3mo

Mileage $0.34/mile*1500miles

Food per diem (camp rate) $25/day*10days

Lodging/hotel $75/night*10nights

Total

TOTAL DIRECT
INDIRECT (10%)
GRAND TOTAL

Attachment C

$10 002
$ 6102

$16 104

$1 350
$510
$ 250
$ 750

$2 860
$18 964

$ 1,896
$20,860

This budget includes money used for site selection on CREP buffers in Wasco and Sherman
counties. Initial site selection will use GIS layers of aerial photos of Wasco and Sherman
counties, FSA data of locations of CREP buffers in Oregon, and land use and land cover maps.
Final selection of sites will require field visits to assess the site for suitability and to obtain
landowner permission. Money for an Oregon State University motor pool vehicle and money for
food and lodging are requested for travel to potential field sites. Food per diem is requested at a
lower rate because | anticipate shopping for low-cost food items that can be prepared easily
instead of eating at restaurants. Shopping for food will be a lower cost than restaurant eating, so |

will need only $25/day for food.
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Budget - field sampling

Salary:

1 post-doctoral researcher (Anne M. Bartuszevige) 9 months@$3334

+ 61% OPE

Plant field crew (10 weeks @ 40h/wk *$10/hr)

+10% OPE
Total

Travel:

OSU motor pool vehicle (4X4 truck)
Mileage

Food per diem (camp rate)
Lodging/hotel

Total

Equipment:

Hobos

Rebar

Batteries

Tools (wire cutters, sledge hammer, etc)
Plant sampling stuff

Total

Contract work:

Invertebrate work

Water quality (N,P, Bacteria)
Total

Subtotal

INDIRECT (10%)
TOTAL

$450/mo*4mo
$0.34/mile*3000miles
$25/day*20days
$75/night*20nights

$75/each*120
$300/120 pieces

$575/site*120 sites
$100/sample*36

GRAND TOTAL (Site selection + Field sampling)
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$30 006
$18 304
$ 4000
$ 400
$52 710

$1 800
$1 020
$ 500
$1 500

$4 820
$9 000
$300
$500
$100

$1 000
$10 900
$69 000
$3 600
$87 600
$141 030
$ 14103
$155,133

$175,993



April 24, 2007

MEMORANDUM
TO: Oregon Watershed Enhancement Board
FROM: Roger Wood, Special Projects

SUBJECT: Agenda Item H: Special Investments Partnerships
May 15-16, 2007 OWEB Board Meeting

. Introduction
This report provides an update on the ongoing development of the Special Investment
Partnerships (SIP) concept.

1. Background

This concept was first discussed with the Board as an item in the Executive Director Update at
the January 2007 Board meeting. Director Byler explained that anticipated increases in Measure
66 Lottery capital revenues for the 2007-2009 biennium present OWEB with the opportunity to
maintain a robust regular grant program while also exploring new ways to provide funding to
partnerships that are addressing especially large, complicated watershed enhancement projects.
The Board then appointed a subcommittee to work with staff on developing the details of a
Special Investments Partnerships concept. Subcommittee members are Dan Heagerty, Diane
Snyder, Dave Powers, and Ken Williamson.

The subcommittee meeting on February 27, 2007, addressed SIP goals and characteristics.
(Attachment A) The full Board then discussed these goals and characteristics at the March 2007
Board meeting.

I11.  SIP Program Development Progress and Issues
The subcommittee met on April 3, 2007, to address the SIP process and a program development
time line. Attachment B shows the subcommittee’s meeting schedule and likely main topics.

A. SIP Process

Staff and the subcommittee agree that the SIP process for identifying and evaluating potential
SIP projects must be streamlined to minimize wasted effort by applicants, should be flexible
to adapt to the likely diversity of prospective projects, and should emphasize the
collaborative nature of the program rather than the competitive nature of conventional grant
programs. A process that staff believe meets these requirements is described on the next
page. We invite the whole Board to comment on this direction. A more formal and perhaps
revised version of this process will be brought to the Board at the September 2007 meeting.
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1. Identifying Potential SIP Projects
a. Staff and subcommittee (henceforth “we”) will describe SIP program
characteristics.

b. We will identify interesting SIP project concepts based on our knowledge of
present needs and opportunities and of promising initiatives already launched or
in the works by our partners.

c. We will develop a list of partners with whom to meet to explore other potential
SIP projects.

d. Staff will survey the OWEB Board for project ideas and partners to consult.
Staff will write up each project concept in a brief, standard format.

f.  We will arrive at preliminary conclusions as to which of the original “interesting”
SIP project concepts still seem viable; perhaps rank-ordering them by ripeness
and other indicators of merit.

g. Staff (and perhaps subcommittee or Board members) will further research
promising project concepts and will meet with key partners.

h. For each promising project, staff will seek detailed, specific information from the
other partners.

i. Throughout the process we will refine the SIP program as necessary to better fit
the reality of likely project opportunities.

2. Evaluating Promising SIP Projects
a. We will develop standard evaluation criteria (e.g. in the form of a review/rating
sheet).

b. Staff and the subcommittee will do the review. For each prospective project
special technical specialists may be selected to provide in-depth review, but there
will be no single standing SIP review team.

c. Staff will interact with other partners to address questions, resolve issues, discuss
funding conditions, and refine project concepts and partnership roles as necessary.

d. We may make initial selection(s) of one or more “early action” SIP projects for
recommendation to the Board in either September 2007 or January 2008.

e. We will continue to evaluate other potential SIP projects, pursuing in-depth
discussions with partners as necessary.

f.  Staff will prepare funding recommendations to the Board in the form of staff
reports.

B. SIP Funding: The 2007-2009 Biennium and Beyond

At the September 2007 Board meeting, staff and the subcommittee will ask the Board to
consider allocating or earmarking a portion of the OWEB funds anticipated to be available in
the 2007-2009 biennium. Staff, with the advice of the subcommittee, will propose a budget
for the SIP program in those recommendations. This recommended SIP allocation may be 20
to 25 percent of the Measure 66 capital funds available each year between now and the end
of 2014 depending on the availability of funds.
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It is too early for staff and the Board subcommittee to identify a target number of projects for
SIP funding. Part of the issue involves striking the balance between “depth” — very high
funding for just a few projects — versus “breadth” — somewhat lesser funding for a larger
number of projects. This decision will depend in part by how many potential project
concepts truly meet the SIP characteristics described in Attachment A, especially in terms of
“ripeness.” Another key factor will be what the appropriate OWEB contribution to each of
those projects might be.

At this time we cannot be certain that even one prospective SIP project will be ready to
recommend for Board consideration by September 2007, but staff and the subcommittee will
ask the Board at that time to reserve an appropriate amount of funding for SIP awards in the
2007-2009 biennium. Any of the earmarked SIP funding that remains unallocated later in the
biennium may be redirected into the regular capital grant program if the Board wishes.

Some SIP actions taken by the Board in the 2007-2009 biennium may not be awards in the
usual sense — that result in a signed grant agreement — but may be some other form of
commitment sufficient to definitively earmark funds from future biennia. Future funds
cannot be legally obligated (through a grant agreement or other contract) until OWEB has
received authorization from the Legislature for receipt and expenditure of funds for each
respective biennium. Nevertheless, some SIP projects may depend on OWEB being willing
and able to make solid funding commitments extending out a number of years.

C. The Critical Need for Technical Assistance

“Help us with advance technical assistance!” is usually the first answer given when we ask
how OWEB can help big ideas move forward. Technical assistance takes many forms and is
important for different reasons at the different stages of each project. Technical assistance
during implementation — often in the form of engineering plan adjustments and construction
oversight — is routinely covered (at least in part) by OWEB capital fund grants. Technical
assistance immediately preceding less complicated projects — often in the form of detailed
engineering drawings necessary to acquire permits — also is routinely covered by OWEB
capital funds.

But SIP-style projects will likely be more complicated and have much longer planning
trajectories. Technical assistance may be necessary in the early stages of these big projects
to:

1. attract more partners and funding support;

2. address public and regulatory concerns by moving project plans beyond the
conceptual phase and into dealing with details;

3. navigate complicated regulatory, legal, and capital finance processes;

4. set up an appropriate fiscal and business entity; and

5. generate the options and scenarios necessary to plot a rational and efficient course
forward to implementation.

Although lumped together for convenience as “technical assistance,” some of this project
development effort requires not engineers or scientists but lawyers, accountants, banking and
finance specialists, marketing experts, tax specialists, and business managers. OWEB’s
occasional Technical Assistance grant solicitations attempt to address this need, but OWEB’s

3
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dire shortage of non-capital funds obliges us to limit both the grant award amounts and the
number of grants offered. Other funding sources tend to prefer implementation funding and
do not provide much technical assistance help.

The lack of this crucial technical assistance severely constrains many of the SIP project
concepts and other ideas that could make the biggest improvement in Oregon’s watershed
and ecosystem health. Staff are considering approaches to breaking this bottleneck and
will report its ideas to the Board.

IV.  Next Steps
A. Staff are talking with OWEB?’s traditional partners to collect interesting potential SIP
ideas. To cast our net more broadly, the subcommittee asked staff to survey OWEB
Board members by April 24, 2007, on the following two points:

1. Any potential SIP project concepts members may be aware of and want staff to be
aware of.

2. People or groups who staff should contact about the SIP program.
B. Staff continue to talk with partners who are planning projects with SIP characteristics.

C. Staff are writing up summaries of possible SIP projects in a standard format similar in
concept to conventional grant applications but emphasizing SIP characteristics.

D. Staff and the SIP subcommittee will continue to discuss project possibilities as they come
into focus.

E. Assoon as practical the subcommittee will direct the in-depth evaluation by staff and
select technical specialists for any particularly promising project concepts.

V. Recommendation
This is an informational item. No Board action is requested at this time.

Attachments
A. Summary of Special Investments Partnerships Characteristics
B. SIP Subcommittee Meeting Schedule and Topics
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Summary of Special Investments Partnerships Characteristics
April 16, 2007

A. SIP Purposes

1.

To use OWEDB’s financial resources to support projects and partnerships at a scale and
in a way that might not otherwise happen through the regular grant program.

To assure that the larger strategic goals of Measure 66 and of the Oregon Plan are
addressed in a concerted fashion that produces significant and thoroughly measurable
outcomes.

To assure that OWERB is using all the “tools” available to take full advantage of the
funding opportunity presented by the Measure 66 funds between now and the potential
expiration date of Measure 66 in 2014 — just seven years from now.

To reach across organizational and jurisdictional lines to forge partnerships capable of
accomplishing big outcomes.

To collaboratively provide the “missing pieces” necessary to boost existing partnerships
with outstanding ideas along to the implementation stage.

To explore new ways to provide funding assistance to worthy watershed enhancement
projects while at the same time assuring that the regular OWEB capital grant program
will be robustly funded and will continue to be the main focus of the agency’s
restoration and acquisition investments.

B. SIP Project Characteristics
Special Investments Partnerships grants will fund projects that are similar in many ways to
those routinely handled by OWEB’s “regular” capital grant programs. For example, SIP
projects will:

e Address major limiting factors for watershed and habitat health.
e Implement major restoration/protection priorities for the locality in question.

e Support comprehensive projects with clear objectives, clear work plans, and definite
time lines.

e Act to prevent species and/or watershed functions from being lost or threatened.

SIP projects also will have these special characteristics:

1. Higher level ecological outcomes. SIP will allow the Board to invest in watershed
restoration outcomes at a programmatic scale — meaning that the spatial extent,
temporal duration, and ecological impact of SIP projects will tend to be much greater
than typical OWEB funded projects.

2. Sustainability. SIP projects will produce ecological, community, and economic

outcomes — the “triple bottom line” — in a deliberate effort to produce benefits that
sustain themselves over time because they’ve become a part of local custom and
culture.
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Strong community partnerships. The scale, importance, and sustainability of SIP
projects will result from — and will attract — strong support and involvement by
partners with a demonstrated stake in the local community and ecology. SIP projects
will tend to pull together and unite partnerships that might not otherwise join in
common cause.

Efficiencies. SIP will emphasize collaboration rather than competition. We will
foster inclusive partnerships among entities that might otherwise compete against
each other for grant resources necessary to address critical watershed resource needs.
At the same time, SIP evaluation criteria will reward lean and cost-effective
approaches, economies of scale, and shrewd utilization of innovations to get more
accomplished with less.

Leveraging of Effort. The scale of SIP will allow OWERB to join projects where the
other partners have demonstrated their dedication through the commitment of very
significant contributions of cash funding, technical assistance, organizational effort,
policy support, and other tangibles necessary for project success.

Ripeness. Viable SIP projects — and the partners involved — must be ready to finalize
plans immediately, to begin implementation within a couple of years, and to complete
the effort by (or soon after) 2014.

2
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Attachment B

SIP Subcommittee Meeting Schedule and Topics
April 16, 2007

A subcommittee work plan for 2007 is shown below (as of April 16). Detailed agendas will be
developed a week or so prior to each meeting. Study materials will be prepared and distributed
to members by OWEB staff. All subcommittee meetings will convene at OWEB Co-Chair Dan
Heagerty’s office at David Evans and Associates in Portland.

April 24 meeting: Staff will share results of surveying the Board for SIP project and partner
suggestions. Discuss possible SIP projects.

May 22 meeting: Staff will share results of surveying partners for SIP project ideas. Discuss
possible SIP projects. Subcommittee will task staff to fill any gaps in information about the
candidate projects.

June 19 meeting: Staff will provide detailed descriptions of candidate projects identified to
date. Review possible SIP projects. Discuss a “go-no-go” sorting of ripe and likely candidate
projects from those that are less ripe or of less merit. Prepare talking points for Board planning
workshop in Maupin on July 17-19, 2007.

July 24 meeting: Review possible SIP projects. Prepare recommendations for mid-September
Board meeting.

August 23 meeting: Review possible SIP projects. Prepare recommendations for mid-
September Board meeting.

September 25 meeting: Review possible SIP projects.
October 23 meeting: Review possible SIP projects.

December 4 meeting: Review possible SIP projects. Prepare recommendations for January
2008 Board meeting.
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April 25, 2007

MEMORANDUM
TO: Oregon Watershed Enhancement Board
FROM: Ken Bierly, Deputy Director

Bev Goodreau, Grant Program Specialist

SUBJECT: Agenda Item I: Small Grant Program
May 15-16, 2007 OWEB Board Meeting

l. Introduction
This staff report provides information on the 2005-2007 Small Grant awards and requests
funding for the Small Grant Program for the 2007-2009 biennium.

1. Background

In 1999, OWEB was seeking ways to be more responsive to small, straightforward restoration
grant applications. During this time, the Legislature added a budget note to OWEB’s budget to
encourage the agency to initiate a county-based, local cost-share program.

In response to these identified needs, in September 2000 the Board authorized the formation of a
subcommittee to provide guidance for developing a Small Grant Program. The subcommittee
developed nine overarching policy objectives, which the Board approved at its January 2001
meeting. At that meeting, the Board also authorized staff’s initiation of rulemaking to develop a
program with the nine policy objectives serving as a guide. A Rules Advisory Committee —
composed of representatives of the Oregon Association of Conservation Districts, Soil and Water
Conservation Commission, watershed councils, and other interests — met five times over the
summer to develop rules.

In January 2002, the Board adopted administrative rules establishing a Small Grant Program.
Twenty-eight small grant teams (Attachment A) consisting of representatives from local
watershed councils, soil and water conservation districts, and tribes were each awarded $100,000
to put toward restoration projects of $10,000 or less, a total commitment of $2.8 million.

For the 2001-2003 biennium, teams awarded approximately $2.5 million for 403 projects, which
averaged about $6,100 each. All of those projects have been completed.

For the 2003-2005 biennium, the Board again awarded $2.8 million for the Small Grant
Program. The 28 teams awarded approximately $2.4 million for 384 projects, which averaged
about $6,200 each. Of those projects, 36 (9%) have not yet been completed. Approximately
$173,000 in payments has yet to be requested.
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In 2004, staff continued to seek ways to streamline and improve the program. At the January
2005 meeting, the Board approved a staff request to begin rulemaking and to form a Rules
Advisory Committee. The Board approved the resulting proposed rule changes presented by
staff in May 2005.

I11.  2005-2007 Biennium

In May 2005, the Board awarded $2.8 million in capital funds for the Small Grant Program for
the 2005-2007 biennium. To date, the 28 teams have recommended and OWEB has funded 302
grants for over $2 million with an average of $6,800 per grant. Currently, three teams have
allocated all but $2 or less of their allotted $100,000 and 116 (38%) of the projects are
completed. However, past experience has shown that there will be numerous recommendations
as we near the end of the biennium. Teams have been asked to submit any new applications they
wish to recommend for funding by May 15, 2007 to allow time for processing before the end of
the biennium (June 30, 2007).

A. Small Grant Teams

A few teams have experienced staff changes that have made it difficult for them to function
well. For example, the Umpgua Small Grant Team has faced the most significant
difficulties, having just formed for the 2005-2007 biennium in March of this year due to
staffing issues. The Umpqua Team realizes it will not have time this biennium to allocate its
full $100,000. However, we understand it has several worthy projects ready for funding and
expects to be able to implement them this spring or summer. Staff believe the efforts of the
team this spring and summer will better prepare them for greater productivity next biennium
to get projects on the ground in their area.

B. Small Grant Projects

During the 2005-2007 biennium, the Small Grant Program continued to fund a variety of
projects from a low of $500 to the maximum of $10,000. The Small Grant rules designate
the following project types as eligible for Small Grants: instream process and function, fish
passage, urban impact reduction, riparian process and function, wetland process and function,
upland process and function, water quantity and quality/irrigation efficiency, and road impact
reduction. Attachment B shows how the Small Grant Teams have prioritized and used their
funding this biennium.

Small grant projects often offer excellent examples of local collaboration and partnerships.
Two projects from this biennium are worth noting. First, is the Rock Creek Dam
Modification project for fish passage funded at $10,000 through the MidCoast Small Grant
Team. This project was recently recognized by the State Land Board as one of two
exemplary stream projects statewide. Rock Creek is the only productive stream in the Devils
Lake Basin for native coho salmon, steelhead and cutthroat trout. Modifying the dam, which
involved cutting and removing a 20 foot by three foot concrete section, is expected to have
long-lasting, positive impacts for Oregon’s fish populations. Partners included the Salmon
Drift Creek Watershed Council, Devils Lake Water Improvement District, the City of
Lincoln City, the Preservation Association of Devils Lake, Oregon Department of Fish and
Wildlife, and U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.
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The second project is the Stradley Upland Structure grant funded for $642 through the Lower
Deschutes Small Grant Team. This project demonstrates an upland process and function
grant intended to protect cropland from sheet and rill run-off to prevent sediment entering
streams in Sherman County, and as a consequence addresses issues identified in the
Agricultural Water Quality Management Plan for the Lower Deschutes.

IV.  2007-2009 Biennium

The Small Grant Program continues to be extremely popular because of its ability to fund
restoration projects more quickly with less process and paperwork than the regular grant
program. The program also serves an important function by providing an element of local
control and fostering local collaboration. For these reasons, staff recommend the Board continue
funding for the Small Grant Program for the 2007-2009 biennium at the $2.8 million level. This
will provide the same level of funding to the teams as has been provided in previous biennia. In
addition, this action will allow for the development of agreements with the Small Grant Teams
starting July 1, 2007.

Staff will report to the Board on the final expenditures for the 2005-2007 biennium at the
September 2007 meeting. At that meeting, staff may also discuss the potential for additional
team funding and how staff might structure team agreements to better coincide with the
legislative approval of OWEB’s budget.

V. Recommendation

Staff recommend that the Board allocate funding for the Small Grant Program for the 2007-2009
biennium at a level of up to $2.8 million in capital funds, with a distribution of $100,000 per
team. This action will make funding available upon legislative approval of OWEB’s 2007-2009
budget.

Attachments
A. Small Grant Team Map
B. 2005-2007 Grant Types by Team
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SMALL GRANT TEAM PROJECT FUNDING BY TYPE ATTACHMENT B
2005-2007 BIENNIUM THROUGH APRIL 24, 2007

Instream Process Fish Passage Urban Impact Riparian Process
Team |Small Grant Team Priority | # |Amount | Priority| # |Amount |Priority| # |[Amount [ Priority| # |[Amount
01 |Lower Columbia H 2 $20,000 H 3 $25,500 H 0 $0 H 41 $32,677
02 [North Coast H 3 $20,027 H 0 $0 H 0 $0 H 7| $55,792
03 |Mid Coast H 4 $31,567 H 2 $16,237 M 0 $0 H 1| $4,654
04 |Coos Coquille H 0 $0] H 1 $9,955] M 0 $0| H 1| $6,750
05 |South Coast H 3 $24,050 H 3 $24,220 H 0 $0 H 2| $20,000
06 |Rogue Basin H 0 $0] H 0 $0] ™ 0 $0| H 3| $21,801
07 |Umpqua Basin H 0 $0 H 0 $0 L 0 $0 H 0 $0
08 |Upper Willamette East H 0 $0] H 0 $0] ™ 0 $0| H 11| $60,493
09 |Upper Willamette West H 1| $10,000 H 0 $0] M 0 $0 H 6| $38,242
10 |Mid Willamette East M 0 $0] M 0 $0] H 0 $0] H 4| $20,326
11 [Mid Willamette West H 1 $8,470 H 3 $18,446 M 0 $0 H 3| $23,525
12 |Lower Willamette East M 0 $0 M 1 $10,000 M 1 $9,777 H 6| $33,405
13 [Lower Willamette West M 0 $0 M 0 $0 M 0 $0 H 6| $34,824
14 |Hood River H 1 $3,856 H 0 $0 L 1 $2,020 H 3| $30,000
15 |Lower Deschutes M 0 $0 M 0 $0 L 0 $0 H 2| $19,500
16 |Lower John Day H 0 $0] H 0 $0] N/A | O $0| H 0 $0
17 |Mid Deschutes H 0 $0 H 0 $0 L 0 $0 M 1| $3,225
18 |Crook H 0 $0] H 0 $o] L 0 $0] H 3| $26,175
19 |Upper Deschutes H 1 $8,670 H 0 $0] M 0 $0 H 1] $7,190
20 |Lake H 1 $1,325 H 1 $9,950 L 0 $0 H 1 $5,858
21 |Klamath Basin M 2| $14,475 M 0 $0] M 0 $0 H 0 $0
22 |Harney Basin H 0 $0] ™ 0 $0] L 0 $0| H 3| $24,131
23 |Owyhee M 0 $0 L 0 $0] N/A |0 $0 H 1| $10,000
24 [Malheur M 0 $0] H 0 $0] L 0 $0] H 1| $10,000
25 |John Day H 0 $0 H 0 $0 L 0 $0 H 3| $16,470
26 |Umatilla-Walla Walla H 0 $0 H 1 $3,619 L 0 $0 H 0 $0
27 |Grande Ronde L 0 $0] M 0 $0 L 0 $0 H 0 $0
28 |[Powder H 1 $4,800] H 0 $o| L 0 $0| H 3| $29,923
Number of Projects & Amount 20| $147,240 15 | $117,927 2 $11,797 76| $534,961

Priority Watershed Concerns

H = High

M = Medium

L =Low

N/A = Not Applicable 1
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SMALL GRANT TEAM PROJECT FUNDING BY TYPE
2005-2007 BIENNIUM THROUGH APRIL 24, 2007

ATTACHMENT B

Wetland Process Upland Process Water Quantity Road Impact
Irrigation Eff. Reduction
Team [Small Grant Team Priority | # |Amount Priority | # [Amount |]Priority| # |Amount | Priority | # |Amount
01 |Lower Columbia H 1 $9,900 H 1 $8,666 M 0 $0 M 0 $0
02 |North Coast H 0 $0 H 0 $0 H 0 $0 H 0 $0
03 [Mid Coast H 0 $0] H 0 $o] H 0 $0| H 0 $0
04 |Coos Coquille H 0 $0] M 0 $0] N/A 0 $0| WM™ 0 $0
05 |[South Coast H 0 $0 H 1 $10,000 H 0 $0 H 0 $0
06 |Rogue Basin H 0 $0 M 1 $9,309 M 5] $30,342 M 0 $0
07 |Umpqua Basin M 0 $0] ™ 0 $o] H 0 $0| W™ 0 $0
08 |Upper Willamette East H 0 $0] M 0 $0] M 0 $0| WM™ 0 $0
09 |Upper Willamette West H 1 $9,256 M 3 $22,100 M 2| $14,554 M 0 $0
10 [Mid Willamette East H 0 $0 H 9 $75,070] N/A 0 $0| N/A | O $0
11 |[Mid Willamette West H 2 $19,369 H 4 $25,523 L 2 $4,607] N/A 0 $0
12  [Lower Willamette East H 0 $0 H 7 $35,472 M 0 $0 M 0 $0
13 |Lower Willamette West M 0 $0 H 4 $29,928 L 1  $9,998( N/A 0 $0
14 |Hood River M 0 $0 H 2 $9,330 H 6| $55,135 M 0 $0
15 [Lower Deschutes M 0 $0 H 16 $70,203 H 2| $11,855( N/A 0 $0
16 [Lower John Day L 0 $0 H 20 $81,111 M 1| $6,909 L 0 $0
17 |Mid Deschutes H 0 $0] H 0 $0] H 7] $70,000f M 1| $10,000
18 |Crook M 0 $0 H 6 $36,395 H 1 $9,333 L 0 $0
19 [Upper Deschutes M 0 $0] ™ 0 $o] H 1| $10,000f L 0 $0
20 |Lake H 1 $3,370 H 5 $49,492 H 1| $10,000 H 1 $9,550
21 |Klamath Basin M 0 $0 H 3 $23,535 H 9| $58,774 M 0 $0
22 |Harney Basin M 0 $0 H 5 $42,616 H 0 $0 M 0 $0
23 |Owyhee L 0 $0] H 0 $o] H 3| $24,070] L 0 $0
24 |Malheur H 0 $0 M 1 $9,844 H 11| $80,154 L 0 $0
25 |John Day H 0 $0 H 14 $71,040 H 0 $0 H 0 $0
26 |Umatilla-Walla Walla H 0 $0 H 13 $85,013 H 1| $10,000 M 0 $0
27 |Grande Ronde M 0 $0 H 5 $29,951 H 1| $5,964 H 1 $8,615
28 |Powder H 0 $0 H 3 $22,930 H 4] $36,490 L 0 $0
Number of Projects & Amount 5 $41,895 123 | $747,527 58| $448,185 3 $28,165

Priority Watershed Concerns

H = High

M = Medium

L =Low

N/A = Not Applicable
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April 24, 2007

MEMORANDUM
TO: Oregon Watershed Enhancement Board
FROM: Lori Warner-Dickason, Policy Specialist

SUBJECT: Agenda Item J: Sandy River Acquisition
May 15-16, 2007 OWEB Board Meeting

l. Introduction

This staff report provides additional information related to the Sandy River acquisition, a project
that was considered and funded at the March 14-15, 2007, Board meeting. Information provided
in this staff report will assist the Board in considering awarding the balance of the funds
requested for this acquisition project.

. Background

At the March Board meeting, the Board approved an award of approximately half of the
requested funds ($364,000) for the acquisition of the Sandy River property by the Western
Rivers Conservancy (WRC). Staff recommended and the Board approved a condition that the
remainder of the requested funds ($363,500) would be awarded upon Board approval of a long-
term owner of the property.

The WRC is now requesting Board approval for the Columbia Land Trust (CLT) to receive title
to this property and act as long-term owner. In the interim, the WRC will seek financing to
provide the balance of funding to purchase the property prior to the May 11, 2007, expiration
date of the purchase option. The WRC will hold title to the property for approximately 60 to 90
days. Upon approval and subsequent release of OWEB funds the WRC will transfer title to the
CLT.

I11.  Long-term Owner Information

The CLT is a 501(c)(3) non-profit conservancy organization that was formed in 1990 to conserve
‘signature landscapes and vital habitat together with the communities of the Columbia River
region.” In the last seven years, CLT has grown from an all volunteer group to an organization
with 11 full-time staff members.

The CLT currently owns approximately 4,300 acres, holds conservation easements or leases on
over 1,300 acres, and has partnered to conserve an additional 2,400 acres within the Lower
Columbia River region. As part of its conservation program, the CLT has established a science-
based stewardship program focused on ensuring the long-term maintenance and enhancement of
conservation values on all of its protected properties.
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The Sandy River watershed is a relatively new conservation priority area for CLT. However, the
land trust has been actively involved in restoration work within the Sandy River delta in
partnership with the U.S. Forest Service.

The CLT has established a stewardship fund and endowment to finance ongoing stewardship
activities on all of its conservation properties. This fund serves existing holdings and currently
exceeds $1 million. In most cases, new acquisitions require a fundraising effort. The WRC and
CLT will work to secure additional funds to cover management expenses from a variety of
foundation grants and private donors. Management expenses are expected to be relatively low,
given the current condition of the property.

The CLT appears to be an excellent choice for a long-term owner of the Sandy River project.
They have the stewardship staff, technical expertise, and organizational framework to be
effective conservation landowners.

IV.  Recommendation

Staff and the Board Land Acquisition Subcommittee recommend that the Board approve the
Columbia Land Trust as the long-term owner of the Sandy River acquisition project, and approve
the remainder of the requested funds in the amount of $363,500.

Page 222



April 25, 2007

MEMORANDUM
TO: Oregon Watershed Enhancement Board
FROM: Greg Sieglitz, Monitoring and Reporting Program Manager

SUBJECT: Agenda Item L: Oregon Plan Monitoring and Research Request
May 15-16, 2007 OWEB Board Meeting

l. Introduction

This report seeks Board approval to provide funding for the Oregon Department of Fish and
Wildlife (ODFW) John Day Chinook Salmon Productivity and Escapement Monitoring project
in the John Day River Evolutionarily Significant Unit (ESU). This report also provides a
summary and funding request for the Non-pareil Dam/Umpqua coho genetic pedigree work
conducted by the Coastal Oregon Marine Experiment Station at Oregon State University (OSU).

1. John Day Monitoring

The John Day River Basin supports one of the last remaining intact wild populations of spring
Chinook salmon in the Columbia River Basin. These populations, however, remain depressed
relative to historic levels. Columbia Basin fish managers have identified the John Day Basin
spring Chinook populations as an index population for assessing the effects of alternative future
management actions on salmon stocks in the Columbia Basin (Schaller et al. 1999). Significant
monitoring is necessary to meet the data needs for John Day spring Chinook as index salmon
stocks. The monitoring actions can help assess the long-term effectiveness of habitat projects
and differentiate between freshwater and ocean survival. Sufficient annual estimates of salmon
spawner escapement, age structure, smolt-to-adult survival, smolts/redd, recruits/spawner, and
freshwater habitat use are essential to meet these monitoring needs.

From the 1960s to the 1980s, ODFW conducted adult census surveys in the John Day Basin.
ODFW began more significant monitoring of spring Chinook salmon in the John Day Basin
through Bonneville Power Administration (BPA) funded spawning ground surveys initiated in
1998, and smolt radio-tagging efforts initiated in 1999. However, during its evaluation and
recommendations for funding of monitoring projects this year, BPA reduced and eliminated
funding for projects that were not explicitly related to the recovery of Endangered Species Act
listed species under the Columbia River Biological Opinion (BiOp). This resulted in a
termination of BPA funding to support ODFW monitoring of John Day spring Chinook. BPA
has indicated that ODFW will continue to receive funding for some of the monitoring parameters
of listed steelhead in the basin.
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Due to the BPA funding shortfall, ODFW is seeking OWEB support to continue spring Chinook
spawner monitoring in the John Day River Basin. The total funding need for the program from
June 1, 2007, to June 30, 2008, is $170,000. (Attachment A) ODFW currently seeks $65,882 to
cover monitoring work through the end of September 2007. ODFW intends to approach the
Board at its September meeting to request the remaining $105,000, if funding is available.

In the long term, ODFW wiill seek funding through the Federal Columbia River Power System
BiOp remand process as well as from potential BPA funding through the Comparative Survival
Study (CSS) to support ongoing Chinook smolt monitoring that provides estimates of smolt
abundance and ocean survival or smolt-to-adult returns.

In addition, the future John Day monitoring program may be reshaped to provide important data
and evaluation methods for determining the effectiveness of restoration projects in the Middle
Fork John Day basin. Recent work between OWEB and the Middle Fork Working Group is
designed to establish an Intensively Monitored Watersheds Study Plan to be implemented with
existing National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration funds held for the State of Oregon at
the Pacific States Marine Fisheries Commission.

While long-term funding solutions are pursued, OWEB funding will allow ODFW to be able to
continue to provide adult escapement, smolts/redd, and recruits/spawner estimates to aid in the
recovery efforts for John Day and Columbia River spring Chinook populations.

I11.  Non-pareil Dam/Umpqua coho pedigree

A. Background

The OWEB Board began its investment in the Non-pareil Dam/Umpqua coho pedigree
research project in September of 2002 following a solicitation of Conservation Hatchery
Improvement Program (CHIP) concepts in 2001. The Independent Multidisciplinary Science
Team reveiwed the CHIP proposals and developed findings that indicated Non-pareil Dam
and three other proposals had merit for the purposes of aiding in salmon recovery. The
project, as originally proposed to the Board, was structured to span a nine-year period from
the 2001-2003 to 2011-2013 biennia. The request to the Board today is for funding of the
sixth year of the study.

B. Intent of Study

The effective use of hatchery fish to increase the size of an existing wild population has not
been demonstrated. The study concept is to take a portion of a small wild population into
captivity and disproportionately increase the number of offspring produced by them, release
those offspring into the wild, and then allow them to spawn naturally as adults, thereby,
significantly increasing the total number of natural salmon spawners. If this larger spawning
population reproduces successfully in the stream, it should produce a much larger naturally-
produced (“wild”) population in a small number of generations (shorter period of time). The
detailed study plan and the multi-year proposal first presented to the Board in September of
2001 are found in Attachment B.

C. Proposed Work and Needed Funds

In 2007, OSU is planning to conduct pedigree analysis of the 2006 returning fish samples.
That analysis would be conducted to determine:
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e The relative success of unfed fry verses smolt releases as returning adult fish to the
basin for 2004, 2005, and 2006 cohorts. This includes comparisons to the adult
production by naturally spawning wild fish.

e The effective size of wild coho salmon inferred from demographic data.

e The influence of mate choice on fitness of wild coho
The budget to conduct this work in 2007 is $177,000.

In 2008, the study would conduct pedigree analysis of 2007 and 2008 returns to determine:

e The differences in reproductive success that occur by treatment, by age (males), by
gender, by adult run time, and by adult body size (length).

e |f the size of the naturally-produced population increases due to successful natural
reproduction of hatchery fish, and whether contribution to this group varies by
treatment.

The findings for both 2007 and 2008 would be prepared for the inclusion in peer reviewed
literature. The budget for 2008 work is $181,795. The two year total is $359,112.
(Attachment C)

OWERB does not have adequate non-capital funds available at this time to meet the total
budget request of $359,112 to continue this work through the upcoming biennium. However,
OSU has an immediate need to obtain funding to maintain its efforts into the new biennium,
and has no available alternative funding sources. Given this situation, staff identified
$177,000 of currently available non-capital funds that can support the continuation of OSU’s
research for the first year of the biennium. Staff and OSU will return to the Board at a later
meeting to seek additional funding for the full biennium, if funding is available.

V. Recommendation
Staff recommend:

1. The Board allocate $65,882 of non-capital funds to the John Day Chinook Salmon
Productivity and Escapement Monitoring project for the period of June 1 to September
30, 2007.

2. The Board award $177,000 of non-capital funds to the Non-pareil Dam/Umpqua Coho
Genetic Pedigree study.

Attachments
A. John Day Proposal and Budget
B. 2001 Non-pareil Study Plan
C. Non-pareil 2007 and 2008 Study Plan and Budget
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PROJECT TITLE:

PROJECT SPONSOR:

PROGRAM LEADER:

PROJECT LEADER:

WORK PERIOD:

Attachment A

PROJECT PROPOSAL

Chinook Salmon Productivity and Escapement Monitoring in the John
Day River Basin.
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INTRODUCTION

The John Day River subbasin supports one of the last remaining intact wild populations of spring
Chinook salmon in the Columbia River Basin. These populations, however, remain depressed
relative to historic levels. Between the completion of the life history and natural escapement
study in 1984 and the start of the BPA-funded productivity and escapement project in 1998,
spring Chinook spawning surveys did not provide adequate information to assess age structure,
progeny-to-parent production values, smolt-to-adult survival (SAR), or natural spawning
escapement. Numerous habitat protection and rehabilitation projects to improve salmonid
freshwater production and survival have also been implemented in the basin and are in need of
effectiveness monitoring. While our monitoring efforts outlined here will not specifically
measure the effectiveness of any particular project, they will provide much needed background
information for developing context for project-specific effectiveness monitoring efforts. To meet
the data needs as index stocks, to assess the long-term effectiveness of habitat projects, and to
differentiate freshwater and ocean survival, sufficient annual estimates of spawner escapement,
age structure, SAR, smolts/redd, recruits/spawner, and freshwater habitat use are essential. We
began to meet this need through BPA-funded spawning ground surveys initiated for spring
Chinook salmon in 1998 and smolt PIT-tagging efforts initiated in 1999.

Due to recent BPA-funding shortfalls, we seek support to continue our Chinook spawner
monitoring in the John Day River basin. BPA has indicated that we will likely continue to
receive funding for our steelhead monitoring in the basin. We also are seeking BPA funding
through the Comparitive Survival Study (CSS) to support our ongoing Chinook smolt
monitoring that provides estimates of smolt abundance and ocean survival or smolt-to-adult
returns (SAR). With additional funding for adult Chinook monitoring we will be able to
continue to provide adult escapement, smolts/redd, and recruits/spawner estimates to aid in the
recovery planning of John Day and Columbia River spring Chinook populations.

Because Columbia Basin managers have identified the John Day subbasin spring Chinook
populations as an index population for assessing the effects of alternative future management
actions on salmon stocks in the Columbia Basin (Schaller et al. 1999) there is a need to continue
our ongoing studies. This project is high priority based on the high level of emphasis the
NWPPC Fish and Wildlife Program, Subbasin Summaries, NOAA BiOp, ISRP, and the Oregon
Plan for Salmon and Watersheds have placed on monitoring and evaluation to provide the real-
time data to guide restoration and adaptive management in the region.

By implementing the proposed program we will be able to address many of the goals for
population status monitoring, such as defining areas currently used by spring Chinook for
holding and spawning habitats and determining range expansion or contraction of summer
rearing and spawning populations of spring Chinook. The BiOp describes these