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Oregon Watershed Enhancement Board

Meeting Agenda

Oregon Watershed Enhancement Board
January 21-22, 2009

Land Board Room
State Lands Building
775 Summer Street NE

Salem
Please see www.oregon.gov/OWEB for directions.
Parking information is available on page 4.

Wednesday, January 21, 2009

Business Meeting - 8:00 a.m.

During the public comment periods (Agenda Items H and N), 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. Board Co-Chair Election
Current Oregon Watershed Enhancement Board Co-Chairs Dan Heagerty and Diane Snyder
were elected by Board vote in January 2008 to staggered two-year terms. Co-Chair Snyder will
lead a discussion and vote by Board members to elect one Board Co-Chair position for a new two-
year term. Action item.

C. Review and Approval of Minutes
The minutes of the September 16-17, 2008, meeting will be presented for Board approval. Action
item.

D. Executive Director Update

Tom Byler, Executive Director, will update the Board on agency business and late-breaking issues.
Information item.
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Oregon Watershed Enhancement Board Agenda January 21-22, 2009

E. Legislative and Budget Overview
Tom Byler, Executive Director, and Melissa Leoni, Senior Policy Coordinator, will update the
Board on the 2009 legislative session and provide an overview of the proposed 2009-2011 budget
for OWERB as identified in the Governor's Recommended Budget. Information item.

Appointments with Legislators
The Board meeting will adjourn between 10:00 a.m. and 1:00 p.m. for Board members to attend
appointments with legislators at the Oregon State Capitol.

Business Meeting Continued - 1:00 p.m.

F. Budget and Spending Plan Update
Tom Byler, Executive Director, will update the Board on the status of the OWEB 2007-2009
budget and spending plan. Information item.

G. Policy Issue Discussion
Melissa Leoni, Senior Policy Coordinator, will describe efforts to clarify agency policy on the use
of Measure 66 capital funds for mitigation or legally required activities, invasive species
management, water conservation projects, and working lands conservation easements.
Information item.

H. Public Comment [approximately 2:30 p.m.]
This time is reserved for public comment on any matter before the Board.

I. Partnership Investments — Special Investment Partnerships
Ken Bierly, Deputy Director, will update the Board on the implementation of the Deschutes and
Willamette Special Investment Partnerships (SIP). The Deschutes SIP partners will also give a
presentation to the Board detailing their progress. Information item.

J.  Middle Willamette Local Partner Presentations
Representatives from watershed councils and soil and water conservation districts in the Middle

Willamette will provide presentations to the Board on their projects and activities. Information
item.

Thursday, January 22, 2009

Business Meeting - 8:00 a.m.

During the public comment periods (Agenda Items H and N) 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. Oregon Parks and Recreation Department Presentation

Tim Wood, Director, Oregon Parks and Recreation Department, will describe the goals and
activities of the Parks and Recreation Department as they relate to Ballot Measure 66 funds.

Pa%e 2



Oregon Watershed Enhancement Board Agenda January 21-22, 2009

L. Partnership Investments
Ken Bierly, Deputy Director, will update the Board on a number of partnership investment
program areas in addition to Special Investment Partnerships, including the status of the CREP
workgroup, Oregon 150 grants, and Whole Watershed Restoration Initiative. He will brief the
Board on the latest discussions of the Partnership Investments Subcommittee. In addition, the
Board will be briefed on the following items:

1. Oregon Plan Products

Greg Sieglitz, Monitoring and Reporting Program Manager, will update the board on potential
investments regarding streamflow measurements, fish habitat distribution, and the statewide fish
passage barrier inventory. Information item.

2. StreamBank

Alan Horton, Oregon Trout, will give an update on pilot efforts of StreamBank, a web-based tool
intended to expedite the process for private landowners and local restoration professionals to do
restoration projects. Information item.

3. Carbon Markets Presentations

Duncan Berry with the Westwind Stewardship Group and Otis Carbon Co-op, Mike Gaudern,
Woodland Carbon Company, and Jim Cathcart, Oregon Department of Forestry, will discuss the
carbon offset policy arena generally, and specifically address the role of forest management in
carbon markets. Information item.

M. Monitoring and Research Program
Greg Sieglitz, Monitoring and Reporting Program Manager, will update the Board on research
priorities and a future research solicitation process, the results of the coastal storm assessment
report, and agency investments in the Effectiveness Monitoring program. Action item.

N. Public Comment [approximately 11:15 a.m.]
This time is reserved for public comment on any matter before the Board.

O. Deferred Acquisitions
Miriam Hulst, Acquisitions Specialist, will update the Board on pending and previously deferred
land acquisition grant applications. Information item.

P. Communications Update
Carolyn Devine, Communications Coordinator, will update the Board on development and
implementation of the OWEB Communications Implementation Strategy. Information item.

Q. April 2009 Grant Cycle
Lauri Aunan, Grant Program Manager, will propose the Board revise the 2007-2009 grant cycle
schedule to allow staff to solicit grant applications for Technical Assistance for the upcoming
April 20, 2009, grant deadline. Action item.

R. Other Business
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Oregon Watershed Enhancement Board Agenda January 21-22, 2009

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 accepts debit/credit cards only).
A Park and Ride lot is located at the State Motor Pool with buses running approximately every 15-30
minutes. Please contact Bonnie Ashford at 503-986-0181 for further information.

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 21, at 2:30 p.m. and Thursday,
January 22, at 11:15 a.m. 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 OWERB 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 21-22, 2009

Oregon Watershed Enhancement Board Membership

Voting Members
Board of Agriculture member: Dan Carver
Environmental Quality Commission member: Ken Williamson
Fish and Wildlife Commission member: Skip Klarquist
Board of Forestry member: Jennifer Phillippi
Water Resources Commission member: John Jackson
Public member (tribal): Bobby Brunoe
Public member: Daniel Heagerty, Board Co-Chair
Public member: Jim Nakano
Public member: Patricia Smith
Public member: Diane Snyder, Board Co-Chair
Public member: Helen Westbrook

Non-voting Members
Representative of NMFS: Kim Kratz
Representative of Oregon State University Extension Service: James Johnson
Representative of U.S. Forest Service: Jose Linares
Representative of U.S. BLM: Miles Brown
Representative of U.S. NRCS: Meta Loftsgaarden
Representative of U.S. EPA: Dave Powers

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

2009 Board Meeting Schedule

March 18-19, Salem
June 2-3, Willamette Valley
September 15-16, Wallowa County

For online access to staff reports and other OWEB publications check our web site: www.oregon.gov/OWEB
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January 21-22, 2009 OWEB Board Meeting

Executive Director Update #D1: Biennial Conference Recap

Background

OWEB"’s 10" Biennial Conference was held November 5-7, 2008, at the Eugene Hilton Hotel
and Conference Center. The conference was titled Working for Healthy Watersheds: Climate
Change and Watershed Resilience and the conference was organized around the theme of
climate change.

Highlights

The conference was initiated by a keynote address by Secretary of State Bill Bradbury and a
presentation of the Roger Wood Memorial award to him for his efforts on behalf of the
environment of Oregon. The plenary and first breakout sessions focused on linkages between
climate change and watershed health, watershed management, and restoration. The conference
organizers also attempted to challenge the speakers to link community organization and
resilience to the ability to adapt to climate change. Conference organizers worked with speakers
to develop more integrated talks and to use adult learning techniques.

Beyond the keynote speakers, highlights from the Conference included the Thursday lunch
speaker, Julie Daniel of BRING Recycling, and the Banquet speaker Chad Pregracke.

Conference Evaluation

Participants at every session were provided with evaluation forms at the end of each session.
Staff attempted to obtain a high percentage feedback from session participants. A summary of
the detailed conference evaluation summary is attached. (Attachment A) In general, the
conference attendees indicated a relatively strong agreement that the climate change sessions
were informative, but there was somewhat less agreement that the information would help them
in their restoration work.

Overall, participants most highly rated the opportunity to network. The reviews of each panel
session were strongly positive. Only two speakers were poorly reviewed out of more than 65
presenters. OWEB has posted the power point presentations from the conference on our website
to make them available for download.

The only significant comments about future organization of the conference were to allow for
more time and more depth for session topics. This would mean fewer session options, but could
be considered for the next conference. The use of online materials and conference review
seemed to work well. The difficulties at the registration table will be avoided next time.

The presence of Board members at the conference was valuable to both staff and conference
attendees. Conference fundraising was successful with the Oregon Lottery providing major
support with additional significant sponsorships from the Bureau of Land Management and the
Northwest Power and Conservation Council. Attachment B lists the conference sponsors.

Staff Contact
If you have questions or need additional information, please contact Ken Bierly, at
ken.bierly@state.or.us or 503-986-0182.
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Attachment A

ing
| for Healthy
| Watersheds

)} Climate Change and
Watershed Resilience

CONFERENCE EVALUATION SUMMARY

The following is based on receipt of approximately 150 responses. Surveys were distributed
electronically the week after the conference, resulting in more than twice the number received in
2006 when the survey was conducted by paper at the conference..

CONFERENCE OBJECTIVES

Respondents gave the highest score to “I strengthened my network” with strong scores for the first
two questions regarding increased awareness and understanding of climate change. Most said they
were motivated to implement at least two ideas to increase awareness of and participation in
community watershed programs.

Please indicate how well you agree with the following statements:
5 = Strongly Agree, 4 = Agree, 3 = Neutral, 2 = Disagree, 1 = Strongly Disagree

Rating

Average

3.73 My understanding of the effect climate change will have on watershed restoration priorities
has been broadened because of the conference.

3.71 | have a greater awareness of the role and opportunities local restoration and conservation
projects have in helping watershed functions adapt to climate change because of the conference.?
3.45 | gained useful tools that I will employ in the design and implementation of future projects in
response to and in anticipation of changes in the climate because of this conference.

4.31 During the conference, I strengthened my network of professional contacts.

3.42 Because of the conference, | am more skilled in planning and managing on-the-ground
projects.

3.68 | gained practical tips for becoming more effective in my day-to-day work.

| am motivated to implement at least __ideas to increase awareness of and participation in
community watershed enhancement programs due to this conference.

0=5%, 1=24%, 2 =32%, 3=23%,4=7%,5=8%
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CONFERENCE MATERIALS, LOGISTICS

People rated conference organization and location/facilities highly. Scores were very similar to
responses to the same questions in 2006 with the exception of lower ratings in 2008 for
registration procedure and field trips.

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

w
N
(0]

Overall quality of the pre-conference promotional materials.
General conference information received at the conference.
Handouts received at conference workshops.

Quality of the exhibits.

Quality of the posters.

Overall organization of the conference.

Conference location and meeting facilities.

Conference registration procedure.

Quality of the food and snacks.

2.58 Quality of the field trips.

w
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N
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N
w
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FEATURED SPEAKERS
All were rated highly with Daniel and Pregracke leading.

How would you rate our featured speakers:

3.85 Secretary of State Bill Bradbury (Wednesday lunch keynote speaker)

3.30 Russ Hoeflich, The Nature Conservancy (Wednesday lunch speaker)

3.27 Dr. Tim Beechie, NOAA Fisheries (Wednesday lunch speaker)

4.32 Julie Daniel, BRING Recycling (Thursday lunch speaker)

4.90 Chad Pregracke, Living Lands and Waters (Thursday banquet speaker) (NOTE: recalculated
to discount people not responding who did not attend banquet.)

NEW FEATURES

Many people did not participate in some of the features aimed at particular audiences. Therefore,
most scores are not indicative of overall satisfaction. People strongly supported electronic
distribution of conference materials.

Please rate the effectiveness of new features of this year’s event:
5 = extremely useful, 4 = very useful, 3 = useful, 2 = not useful, 1 = cannot judge

3.57 Efforts to reduce the environmental impact of the conference (recycling, promotion of
carpooling, purchase of offset credits).

1.68 Offering longer pre-conference workshops.

3.04 Concentrating on the theme of climate change for all Wednesday sessions.

2.39 Packaging workshops for citizen council members and board members Thursday afternoon.
2.75 Friday morning wrap-up sessions providing summaries of workshops and allowing discussion
of issues and concerns.

3.90 Detailed information about the conference and workshop descriptions, objectives and
speakers posted on the Web rather than mailed.
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Did you use public transportation or share a ride for travel to or from the conference?
49% Yes

51% No

How did you hear about the conference?

79% Through a direct message by e-mail or surface mail from OWEB.

31% Through a message from a group or organization.

2% News media announcement.

___Other: Please specify:

How would you describe what it is you do? (please check all that apply)

38% Administrator/manager
14% Board member

17% Consultant

30% Education/outreach coordinator
38% Restoration project manager
28% Scientist

3% Teacher
16% Volunteer

TRACK COMMENTS AND FEEDBACK

Track:Engaging the Community

e Make the results of research available

e Increase funding for education and outreach

e OWEB should work with Oregon Department of Education on watershed education
e Create a forum for council-swed staff to work together

e Secure funding for the Network of Oregon Watershed Councils

e Provide regular training on conflict communication

Track: Invasive Species

Funding for early detection and rapid response

Support a “Bullfrog fishing day” for Fathers Day to focus on involving youth
Improve coordination among government agencies

Develop Legislative tools

Track:Building Effective Organizations
e Need templates for watershed council policy (personnel and contraction esp.)
e Need watershed council strategic planning time and fiscal management training

Track: Making Projects Work

e Improve information sharing about projects and lessons learned

e Develop a “Private Landowner Manual” or tips on working with people

e Develop a common template for describing common project types for grant applications and
reporting
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Future Conference Suggestions

e Consider “Green Infrastructure” as a theme

e Provide training on how to use LIDAR

e Have sessions on developing new funding sources

e Create an opportunity to talk with grant application review team members
e Have more time for peer-to-peer interaction

e Have fewer concurrent sessions
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Organization

BASIN $5,000+

Oregon Lottery

SUBBASIN $5,000-9,999

USDI - Bureau of Land Management

Northwest Power and Conservation Council

WATERSHED $1500-4,999

National Marine Fisheries Service

Oregon Wildlife Heritage Foundation

Oregon Trout

Ducks Unlimited, Inc.

Eugene Water & Electric Board

US Environmental Protection Agency

STREAM $500-1,499

OSU Extension Service

River Network

Lone Rock Timber

West Consultants

OR Dept. of Forestry

Watershed Professionals Network

US Fish & Wildlife Service

Environmental Professional Program, PSU

Metro - Nature in Neighborhoods

ESA Adolfson

Inter-Fluve, Inc.

REACH <$500

Amity Vineyards

Bethel Heights Vineyard

Bonneville Environment Foundation

Ponzi Vineyard

Good Company

Oakshire Brewing

Technical Assistance for Community Services (TACS)

Wednesday Reception

The Nature Conservancy

Thursday Reception

Oregon Dept. of Geology

Total Contribution = $45,250.00
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January 21-22, 2009 OWEB Board Meeting

Executive Director Update #D2: 2009-2011 Watershed Council Support

This update provides background on how the Watershed Council Support Grant (Council
Support) process has changed over the years, and a status report on the 2009-2011 Council
Support process and schedule.

Background

ORS 541.370(1)(e) directs OWEB to “grant funds for the support of watershed councils in
assessing watershed conditions, developing action plans, implementing projects and monitoring
results and for the implementation of watershed enhancement projects....” The Board has
adopted rules for Council Support grants (OAR 695-040-0010 — 0070).

From 1997 through 2001, Council Support grant applications were accepted, reviewed, and
awarded along with applications for other project types. In the 2001-2003 biennium, OWEB
began processing Council Support applications on a two-year grant cycle to coincide with
OWEDB’s biennial budget.

As a result of Board and legislative direction in 2001, OWEB staff developed, and the Board
adopted in 2002, its first set of rules for awarding Council Support grants through a merit-based
approach. For the first time, the 2003-2005 Council Support applications were reviewed and
ranked by a Council Support Advisory Committee. The rankings resulted in merit category
placements, upon which funding recommendations were based.

The Board adopted additional rule revisions in March 2004 to more clearly describe the merit
criteria to be used in evaluating applications. OAR 695-040-0050 describes evaluation criteria.
OAR 695-040-0060 defines a grant evaluation process including review by a Council Support
Advisory Committee (CSAC).

For the current biennium (2007-2009), OWEB received 60 applications for Watershed Council
Support grants requesting a total of $7.9 million. OWEB awarded grants to 60 councils for a
total of $6 million.

Status of 2009-2011 Council Support Process

The Board Council Support Subcommittee consists of Jim Johnson, Jim Nakano, Dave Powers,
and Helen Westbrook. The Subcommittee is scheduled to meet on January 8, 2009, to continue a
discussion about the funding allocation process and potential for no fund decisions for the 2009-
2011 biennium. Staff anticipate that there will be two additional Subcommittee meetings during
the Council Support process; one in late February to discuss the application and evaluation
process and continue the funding allocation discussion, and a second in early April to discuss the
evaluation and merit scoring results, tier rankings, and funding allocation alternatives in
preparation for the June 2009 funding decision.
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The key Council Support dates and deadlines are provided in the table below.

DATES ACTIONS

December 3 - 12 | Council Support Application Workshop for applicants
Workshops are scheduled for Redmond, Pendleton, Salem and Central
Point; and a conference call workshop option is provided

January 30 Council Support Application Deadline 5:00 p.m.

February 10-12 | Council Support Advisory Committee Trainings (The Dalles, Salem)

March 5 Council Support Advisory Committee “pre-discussion scores” due in
Salem.

March 9-12 Council Support Advisory Committee application review meetings

April 15 Staff recommended merit scores/tier rankings announced. Reminder:
These are not final until June Board decision

May 8 Applicant comment letters due in Salem 5:00 p.m.

May 18 June Board meeting staff reports posted on OWEB web site

June 2-3 Board Award of Watershed Council Support Grants (Salem)

June 4 Council Support awards posted on OWEB web site

July 5 Grant Agreements signed and mailed to grantees for their signature

Staff Contact

If you have questions or need additional information about the 2009-2011 council support grant
cycle, please contact Lauri Aunan at lauri.g.aunan@state.or.us or 503-986-0047.
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January 21-22, 2009 OWEB Board Meeting

Executive Director Update #D3: October 20, 2008 Grant Cycle Update

Background
A total of 233 grant applications were submitted to OWEB on its October 20, 2008 deadline.
This is the second largest number of applications OWEB has received for a grant cycle, 31 less

than the high mark from October 2007. Table 1 displays the number of applications and

amounts requested from the grant application submissions.

Table 1 - Types of Applications for October 20, 2008

Tec_hnlcal Education | Monitoring | Acquisition | Restoration Totals

Assistance
Region 1 7 7 7 3 10 34
Region 2 7 5 8 2 20 42
Region 3 18 9 9 2 20 58
Region 4 5 8 3 3 27 46
Region 5 7 3 4 1 32 47
Statewide 0 3 3 0 0 6

Totals 44 35 34 11 109 233

The application review process has started with regional review team meetings to evaluate
applications in the Eastern Oregon region on December 16-17, 2008. Regional review teams in
Central and Western Oregon will meet on January 6, 12, 15, and 20, 2009 to review applications.
OWEB’s Education and Outreach Review Team met on December 4, 2008 in Bend to review
and score all 35 education and outreach applications and provide their review to the regional
review teams. The Oregon Plan Monitoring Team met on December 9 in Salem to review all 34
monitoring applications and provide that information to the regional review teams.

The Board reserved $9.25 million for Restoration and Acquisition projects for this cycle. The
Board also reserved $750,000 for Technical Assistance and $1.3 million for Monitoring grants
this cycle. Finally, the Board reserved $750,000 to support Education and Outreach needs, with
a minimum of $500,000 for Education and Outreach grants for the October 2008 cycle. Up to
$250,000 of that reserve may be invested to implement a strategic statewide awareness and
public information campaign.

As shown in Table 2, the amount of funds requested far exceeds the funding available for this
cycle of applications. Based on the regional review team recommendations, and taking into
account available funding, staff will develop funding recommendations for the Board’s March
2009 meeting.
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Table 2 - Dollar Amounts by Application Type

Tec_hnlcal Education | Monitoring | Acquisition | Restoration Totals
Assistance
$241,468 $172,612 $388,020 | $2,616,462 | $1,311,016 $4,729,578

Region 1
Region 2 $234,247 $139,286 $515,866 | $1,500,000 | $1,632,948 $4,022,347
Region 3 $667,765 $355,635 $684,900 | $2,900,000 | $2,894,110 $7,502,410
Region 4 $184,458 $286,666 $337,190 | $1,225,000 | $7,269,002 $9,302,316
Region 5 $291,868 $106,687 $209,442 $500,000 | $3,536,576 $4,644,573
Statewide 0 $188,561 $565,287 0 0 $753,848
Totals $1,619,806 | $1,249,447 | $2,700,705 | $8,741,462 | $16,643,652 | $30,955,072
Reserved
Funds $750,000 $500,000 | $1.3 million $9.25 million

*This includes the $3,922,352 Pilot Butte Piping Project (209-4034), which has been directed to
the Water Conservation policy discussion (Agenda Item H) and will not be part of the October
2008 funding recommendations

Staff Contact

If you have questions or need additional information, please contact Lauri Aunan at

lauri.g.aunan@state.or.us or 503-986-0047.
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January 21-22, 2009 OWEB Board Meeting

Executive Director Update #D4: OWEB Information Security Plan

Background

Information security is the protection of information from a wide range of threats in order to
ensure business continuity, ensure privacy of information, and minimize business risk.
Information security is achieved by implementing a set of controls, including policies, processes,
procedures, structures, and functions.

The statewide Information Security policy (#107-004-052) effective as of July 30, 2007, directs
each state agency to establish a plan to initiate and control the implementation of information
security within the agency and manage risk associated with information assets. Plans must
include processes to identify and classify information assets, applicable state directives and legal
regulatory requirements, information security roles and responsibilities, employee security
awareness and training elements, and policies that govern agency information security activities.
Each agency should develop a plan that supports its mission and business goals while
considering the information assets it holds, their value to the organization, and the steps
necessary to protect the information.

Oregon Administrative Rule 125-800-0005(20) requires all agencies to complete information
security plans and submit them to the Department of Administrative Service (DAS) for approval.
Plans are due on or before July 30, 2009.

OWEB Information Security Plan

Staff attended DAS-sponsored training on developing information security plans in October of
2008. We are currently coordinating development of specific plan elements with the Oregon
Economic and Community Development and Water Resources departments, because of the file
server, email, and web hosting services provided to OWEB by each agency. Staff have also
identified a process and schedule for implementing the plan shown in the table below.

Information Plan Steps Timeline

Coordination with OECDD/WRD December 2008 — February 2009
Meet with managers about policies January 2009

Policy review and development January — February 2009
Organize agency work group February 2009

Draft Plan March 2009

Internal review of plan by managers April — June 2009

DAS review of plan/Plan revisions July 2009

Submission of plan July 30, 2009

Staff anticipate updating the Board on development of the OWEB Information Security Plan at
upcoming Board meetings.

Staff Contact
If you have questions or need additional information, please contact Melissa Leoni, at
melissa.leoni@state.or.us or 503-986-0179.

Page 16




January 21-22, 2009 OWEB Board Meeting

Executive Director Update #D5: Measure 66 Audit Update

Background

The Oregon Constitution requires an independent audit be performed of all the agencies
receiving and expending Measure 66 funds. Earlier, this year, the Secretary of State Audits
Division began the process to conduct an audit for the 2005-2007 biennium, its fourth Measure
66 audit. The Audits Division conducted their field work this past spring for fiscal compliance
of the use of Measure 66 funds during this time period for expenditures at OWEB and the
Departments of Agriculture (ODA), Environmental Quality (DEQ), Fish and Wildlife (ODFW),
and the State Police Fish and Wildlife Division.

Preliminary Audit Findings

This summer, we received the preliminary findings of the Audits Division for OWEB and the
other state agencies. With respect to OWEB, the preliminary findings conclude that the agency
expended Measure 66 funds in compliance with the Constitution, and classified and recorded
expenditures appropriately. This is good news for the agency, and a testament to the excellent
efforts of OWERB staff in properly managing Measure 66 funded expenditures.

In a July 2008 letter, the Audits Division notified OWEB that its preliminary findings noted
exceptions with two agencies (ODA and ODFW) involving Measure 66 capital expenditures that
lacked clear documentation to link costs to specific capital projects. The letter recommended
that OWEB work with those agencies to make sure appropriate corrective measures are taken.

OWEB has a significant interest in the appropriate expenditure of Measure 66 funds. OWEB
enters into interagency agreements with all state agencies that receive legislatively appropriated
Measure 66 funds. These agreements include a statement of work and reporting requirements.

Subsequent to receiving the Audits Division letter, OWEB staff contacted ODA and ODFW at
the agency head and staff level to initiate discussions to better understand the issues and explore
options for resolving them. We have met twice with each agency and are confident each agency
is taking the appropriate steps to resolve the Audits Division findings for future audits.

We have also met with the Audits Division to discuss an identified 0.5 percent imbalance of
Measure 66 funds in the overall expenditure of capital (65 percent) and non-capital (35 percent)
funds. The expenditure imbalance accounts for funds expended since 1999. By 2014, at least 65
percent of Measure 66 funds must be for capital projects in order to meet constitutional
requirements. There is sufficient time over the coming biennium to address the imbalance.
OWEB staff will work with the Audits Division, the Governor’s Office, and Legislature to
ensure this issue is resolved.

Final Audit Report

The final report of the Audits Division was published on December 29, 2008. A summary from
the report is attached. Copies of the full report will be provided to Board members at the
upcoming meeting.

Staff Contact
Contact Tom Byler at tom.byler@state.or.us or 503-986-0180, or Cindy Silbernagel at
cindy.silbernagel @state.or.us or 503-986-0188, with questions about the audit.
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January 21-22, 2009 OWEB Board Meeting

Executive Director Update #D6: 2007-2009 Oregon Plan Biennial Report

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 for Salmon and Watersheds. 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.

2007-2009 Oregon Plan Biennial Report

The 2007-2009 Biennial Report follows the same general format of the 2001-2003, 2003-2005,
and 2005-2007 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. Also incorporated into the basin reports section is a single
project story and photo to highlight the types and range of restoration projects and partnerships
across the state.

The 2007-2009 report is organized differently than past reports, in that it starts with an executive
summary and a more thorough explanation about the Oregon Plan before describing the specific
voluntary restoration, agency action, monitoring, and science oversight elements of the Plan.
Following the Oregon Plan elements, the report for the first time specifically includes a section
describing OWEB and its Oregon Plan and voluntary restoration investment roles. The Board
observations and recommendations for improving implementation of the Oregon Plan, developed
by staff and the Board co-chairs with Board review, are included at the front of the 2007-2009
report with the executive summary.

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

Staff Contact
If you have questions or need additional information, please contact Melissa Leoni, at
melissa.leoni@state.or.us or 503-986-0179.
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January 21-22, 2009 OWEB Board Meeting

Executive Director Update #D7: Wetlands Investment Update

Background

This item provides an update about two wetland related initiatives undertaken recently by
OWEB?’s Monitoring and Reporting Program. The first part of the report is a progress update on
the digitization of National Wetlands Inventory (NWI) maps. The second portion of this report
is a status update about the monitoring and assessment effort for wetlands projects that was
recently enhanced through a grant from the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA).

Digitization of National Wetlands Inventory Maps

As reported at the September Board meeting, significant progress has been made in recent years
toward building an electronic map of all wetlands located in the state. When completed, this
map will be readily available to local restoration groups and interested parties such as state and
federal agencies responsible for the management of wetlands. The basis for the map is the NWI
maps, which are being digitized under this project.

In October 2008, Oregon Corrections Enterprises (OCE) completed the digitization of 242 NWI
maps under the funding agreement between OWEB and the Oregon Department of
Administrative Services, which awarded $48,000 for this work. The U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service’s (USFWS) NWI staff are conducting quality assurance and quality control review of
these products, and anticipate making them available on the USFWS’s NWI website
(www.fws.gov/wetlands/data/index.html) by early 2009.

OCE is currently digitizing 481 NWI maps that cover southeastern Oregon with $96,200 in non-
capital funding allocated by the Board at the May 2008 meeting. At the time of this report, over
one-third of the maps are digitized. The estimated timeframe for completion of this work has
been accelerated to May of 2009. These maps, in conjunction with deliverables from an
initiative by The Wetlands Conservancy to revise 97 outdated NWI maps in western Oregon,
will result in a comprehensive statewide GIS coverage comprised of wetland location
information in an electronic format that is easily accessible to watershed councils, soil and water
conservation districts, landowners, agencies, and other entities in Oregon. The anticipated date
these wetland maps will be available is September of 2009.

Compliance and Effectiveness Monitoring of Wetlands Projects

OWEB was awarded $342,281 by EPA to create the framework for an Oregon Wetland
Monitoring and Assessment Program in September of 2008. The two-year project is intended to
make initial progress toward a comprehensive wetland monitoring strategy by applying the
Oregon Rapid Wetland Assessment Protocol (ORWAP), developing detailed effectiveness
monitoring to assess wetland quality, testing a preliminary invertebrate-based biological
monitoring tool, improving the quality and management of data on wetland mitigation and
restoration sites, and increasing information exchange to improve decision-making about
wetland enhancement and investments. Project implementation will occur initially in the
Willamette Valley which is intended to complement and inform investments that will be made by
OWEB under the Willamette Special Investment Partnership.
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Since the update provided at the September Board meeting, project partners have made
substantial progress in several areas. Staff finalized a grant agreement with EPA Region 10 for
this award. OWEB entered into an interagency agreement with the Oregon Department of State
Lands and developed a non-competitive grant agreement with The Xerces Society for
Invertebrate Conservation for their work on this project.

In late October, representatives from the three partner organizations held a project planning
meeting to set work priorities for the remaining quarter of 2008. Following that meeting, work
has focused on five areas: 1) Refinement and testing of monitoring protocols for ORWAP and
detailed effectiveness monitoring (including invertebrate Index of Biological Integrity);

2) Scoping of potential wetland monitoring sites for rapid assessment and detailed effectiveness
monitoring in preparation for 2009 field season; 3) Release of a Request for Proposals (RFP) for
a wetland contractor to assist with monitoring; 4) Preparation for a sample design workshop for
effectiveness monitoring of wetland projects in conjunction with EPA’s Western Ecology
Division; and 5) Review of DSL’s database for wetland-related information. Staff reviewed and
selected a wetland contractor, Adamus Resource Assessment, Inc., and will negotiate the
contract terms in January of 2009. Field work will begin in earnest in the spring of 2009 with
results from the first year of sampling available in late September of 2009.

Staff Contact

If you have questions or need additional information about NWI mapping, please contact Ashley
Seim, GIS Specialist, at ashley.seim@state.or.us or 503-986-0186. If you have questions or need
additional information about the EPA wetland grant, contact Renee Davis-Born, Data Analyst
and Information Specialist, at renee.davis-born@state.or.us or 503-986-0029.
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January 21-22, 2009 OWEB Board Meeting

Executive Director Update #D8: CREP Update

Background

Oregon has an agreement with the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) to provide cost share
for riparian forested buffers along streams in agricultural lands in Oregon. The Conservation
Reserve Enhancement Program (CREP) is statewide and when initiated, it was recognized that
program implementation would take greater staff commitment than similar programs in the
Midwest. The primary reason for that is that the agricultural producers in the Midwest have a
stronger and longer relationship with the Farm Service Agency (FSA). In addition, the Oregon
CREP was developed to provide a series of creative incentives that make the program more
complex than similar CREP programs in other states. As a result, OWEB has provided funding
for technical assistance to support the program over the last four biennia.

During the discussions of the 2007-2009 biennium spending plan at the September of 2007
meeting in LaGrande, the Board raised a concern about the increased commitment of funds for
CREP contracts. Additional concerns about funding for CREP Technical Assistance were raised
by the Oregon Department of Agriculture (ODA) and Soil and Water Conservation Commission
during discussions about additional funding for soil and water conservation districts.

Following these discussions, staff formed a work group to examine issues associated with CREP
and develop recommendations for the Board to use when considering the allocation of funds for
the coming biennium. Members of the work group are:

Gail Stinnett, FSA, Hillsboro
Kevin Macintyre, FSA, The Dalles
Lois Loop, FSA, Tualatin

Larry Ojua, ODA, Salem

Tom Straughan, ODA, Pendleton
Amie Loop-Frison, Yamhill SWCD
Ron Graves, Wasco SWCD

Meta Loftsgaarden, NRCS

OWERB staff support is provided by Ken Bierly and Melissa Leoni.

Work Group Activity

The work group has met twice and a subgroup has met once. An additional meeting is set for
early in 2009. The work group has agreed on a proposed approach for funding technical
assistance for the program. The topic that the work group is still discussing is budgeting and
development of an accrued liability fund for contracts that go beyond 2014. This issue will be
critical in the budgeting of capital funds over the next two biennia.

Originally, staff anticipated that the work group would discuss negotiation of a new Oregon
CREP agreement between Oregon and the USDA under the new Farm Bill. The 2004 Oregon
agreement was set to expire on December 31, 2007, but was extended when a new Farm Bill was
not passed by that date. This extension amended the Oregon agreement to apply to the new Farm
Bill, making it unnecessary for either party to negotiate a new agreement. Staff were concerned
that opening up the Oregon agreement could jeopardize federal funding of elements of Oregon’s
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unique approach, including the cumulative impact bonuses given to landowners who enroll a
certain number of stream miles in the program. Staff determined that the risks of negotiating a
new agreement were too great. Therefore staff are working to address the Board’s concerns
through other means, including the development of an accrued liability fund and managing
landowner contract expectations.

Staff will provide additional reports on CREP at the March and June Board meetings.
Staff Contact

If you have questions or need additional information, please contact Ken Bierly, at
ken.bierly@state.or.us or 503-986-0182.
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January 21-22, 2009 OWEB Board Meeting

Executive Director Update #D9: 2008 Coastal Wetlands Grants

Background

This report provides an update on the status of the federal 2008 U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
(USFWS) Coastal Wetlands Grant Awards projects and notification of recent receipt of Federal
Fiscal Year (FFY) 2009 awards. The Coastal Wetlands Grants offer a significant partnership
investment opportunity to restore and protect wetland and estuary ecological values, promote
strong partnerships, and provide a two to one match of OWEB funds.

In June of 2007, OWEB submitted four applications on behalf of our coastal partners for project
funding under the Coastal Wetlands Grant Program. On January 9, 2008, the Secretary of the
Interior announced the awards that included all four applications submitted by OWEB.
Combined, the four federal grants total approximately $2.2 million and require a total state match
of just over $1 million. Attachment A lists each project and details the status of the project.

In March of 2008 and May of 2008, staff reported to the Board on these awards. At the March
Board meeting, the Board awarded $232,614 to grant application #208-1040, Tamara Quays
Dike Removal and Fish-Passage Culvert, and authorized OWEB to enter into grant agreements
for the $754,800 of federal funding for restoration activities in the Lower Salmon River. In May,
the Board delegated authority to the Director to enter into the appropriate grant agreements for
the federal funds and allocated up to $265,000 of capital funds for the state match for the Lint
Slough Restoration application.

OWEB has received three grant agreements from USFWS and is awaiting the fourth for the 2008
awards. Projects in the Salmon River are progressing while the Yaquina and Alsea land
acquisitions are held up by due diligence issues, although both acquisitions appear likely to
proceed soon. The Lint Slough project is progressing with state match, but awaits federal grant
funds due to cultural resources evaluations.

Staff Contact
If you have questions or need additional information, please contact Ken Bierly, at
ken.bierly@state.or.us or 503-986-0182.
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Attachment A

Status Report
2008 Coastal Wetlands Grant Awards

Project: Lower Salmon River Estuary

USFWS Award: $754,800

OWEB March: $232,614

This project involves significant actions in the Salmon River estuary to remove human impacts
from residential and recreational development. OWEB granted $232,614 for the initial stages of
the project. The project has been initiated to reconnect Rowdy Creek to the Salmon River
estuary.

Project: Lint Slough Restoration Phases Il & 111

USFWS Award: $310,000

OWEB March: $265,000

The Lint Slough project has been awarded the state match funds and is ready to proceed. The
federal grant has been delayed but should be awarded by February. The project builds on
previous work in recovering estuarine function from legacy alterations.

Project: Alsea Acquisition

USFWS Award: $997,350

OWEB March: $301,000

This project was being developed to request Board approval of state match in January; however
details of the transaction have not been fully resolved. The project is changing slightly and may
include more fee title acquisition and less conservation easement acreage.

Project: Yaquina Acquisition

USFWS Award: $95,735

OWEB March: $46,250

OWERB retains approximately $300,000 of previously awarded federal funds for wetland
acquisition in the Yaquina estuary. The Wetlands Conservancy is working to combine the
proposed 2008 acquisition, which is relatively small, with the remaining funds to achieve a larger
estuarine wetland purchase. The details of this transaction are being worked on and should be
resolved in early spring of 20009.
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Oregon Watershed Enhancement Board
775 Summer Street NE, Suite 360

Salem, OR 97301-1290

(503) 986-0178

FAX (503) 986-0199
www.oregon.gov/OWEB

December 31, 2008

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

Melissa Leoni, Senior Policy Coordinator

SUBJECT: Agenda Item E: Legislative and Budget Overview
January 21-22, 2009 OWEB Board Meeting

Introduction

This report updates the Board on the proposed 2009-2011 Governor’s Recommended Budget for
the Oregon Watershed Enhancement Board. The report also provides information related to the
2009 legislative session.

Background

The 75" Oregon Legislative Assembly convenes on January 12, 2009, to consider the state
budget and substantive legislative matters. Released on December 1, 2008, the Governor’s
Recommended Budget (GRB) reflects the Governor’s spending priorities based on anticipated
available revenues. The GRB is the critical starting point for legislative consideration of
individual state agency budgets.

The GRB includes some of the policy packages OWEB requested for operating the agency in its
Agency Request Budget (ARB) submitted to the Governor last fall. An overview of OWEB’s
2009-2011 GRB for allocations of Measure 66 Lottery Funds and federal Pacific Coastal Salmon
Recovery Funds (PCSRF) is included in Attachment A. The attachment also includes proposed
GRB allocations of Measure 66 funds to other state agencies.

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

Discussion

A. Revenue

Lottery Fund revenues are down from levels anticipated earlier in the biennium. The lower
revenue forecasts reduce expected Measure 66 revenues for next biennium. The GRB for
OWEB was developed using the December 2008 lottery forecast of $98 million. This
revenue, combined with $2 million from an unallocated/ending balance from 2007-2009 and
$5.4 million transferred in from the Research and Development Fund, results in $105 million
total revenue available.
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Of the $105 million, the GRB proposes allocating $74 million to OWEB. Of that total to
OWEB, $55 million are capital funds and $14 million are non-capital funds. These proposed
allocations would be a reduction of $4 million in total funding compared to the current
biennium. The GRB also estimates that $15 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.

The State Office of Economic Analysis anticipates that revenues for the 2009-2011 biennium
will continue to decline through the first year. It is likely, therefore, that the Legislature will
have less revenue to pass the state budget than was available for constructing the GRB.
Upcoming revenue forecasts in March and May will be used determine final budget levels for
all state agencies.

B. Expenditures
The following are highlights of the OWEB budget packages proposed in the GRB:

1. Program Continuity — Package 100, 7.0 FTE. This package requests the
continuation of seven limited duration positions from the 2007-2009 biennium. The
positions are:

o Office Specialist 2 (permanent)
Accountant 1 (permanent)
PCSREF reporting specialist (NRS 2 limited duration)
Business Application Specialist (ISS 7 limited duration)
Data Management and Information Specialist (NRS 3 limited duration)
Oregon Plan Communications Coordinator (PAS 2 limited duration)
Operations Policy Analyst (OPA 1 limited duration)

2. PCSRF Grants — Package 130. In combination with existing base budget levels, this
package brings the total proposed funding for PCSRF to $15 million.

3. Capital Grants — Package 200, $54.8 million for restoration and acquisition grants.

4. Research and Development Grants — Package 300, $5.4 million. Funding for
operating grants is $1.9 million and funding for capital grants is $3.5 million.

5. Program Enhancements — Package 150, 4.0 FTE. This package requests four new
positions to advance our mission and additional responsibilities. The positions are:

e Regional Program Representative (NRS 4 limited duration)

o Office Specialist 2 (limited duration)

e Partnership Investment Coordinator (NRS 4 limited duration)

o Partnership Investment Specialist (NRS 3 limited duration)

These positions will help OWEB address workload demands of our field staff by adding a
Regional Program Representative to serve an area on the west side of the Cascades. The
two Partnership Investment positions will provide needed program support for OWEB’s
portfolio of activities under our Partnership Investments program area. These include
staffing salmon recovery plan implementation, Special Investment Partnerships, the
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Conservation Reserve Enhancement Program, the Whole Watershed Initiative, and other
OWEB investment areas that are not carried out through the regular grant program
process. The Office Specialist position would support staff in the Monitoring and
Reporting and Fiscal sections. Neither section currently has administrative support.

6. Local Capacity Support — The GRB proposes to maintain the same level of funding for
the capacity of watershed councils and soil and water conservation districts as they
received in the 2007-2009 biennium, at $5 million each. The funding sources include a
combination of Measure 66 non-capital and PCSRF funds.

C. Legislative Session

As the legislative session begins, the Democrats control both the Senate and the House of
Representatives, increasing their majority in the House to a 36-24 margin. As a result, the
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.

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

Attachments
A. 2009-2011 Governor’s Recommended Budget Overview
B. 2009 Legislature -- Natural Resources Committee Membership
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BM66 LOTTERY, FEDERAL and OTHER FUNDS ALLOCATIONS
Governor's Recommended Budget
(excludes carryforward)

Lottery Lottery Lottery Lottery Federal Other

Operating Capital R&D Total Transfer Funds Funds TOTAL GRB
2009-11 Economic and Revenue Forecast Dec 08 34,412,446 | 63,908,829 98,321,275 98,321,275
2007-09 Unallocated/Estimated Ending Balance 748,809 1,315,063 2,063,872 2,063,872
TOTAL AVAILABLE FOR 2009-11 35,161,255 | 65,223,892 [ 5,400,000 105,785,147 | 16,047,781 | 1,536,718 | 123,369,646

Allocated to Other Agencies
OSP Fish & Wildlife 5,494,658 583,052 6,077,710 6,077,710
ODFW 5,241,745 | 4,686,103 9,927,848 9,927,848
Agriculture 4,340,230 | 5,088,642 9,428,872 9,428,872
DEQ 6,056,344 6,056,344 6,056,344
Water Resources 100,000 100,000 100,000
Total Other Agencies Allocations| 21,132,977 | 10,457,797 31,590,774 31,590,774

Allocated to OWEB

OWEB Operations-EBL 5,740,142 5,740,142 5,740,142
OWEB Operations-Policy Packages 284,891 284,891 994,289 1,279,180
Watershed Council Support 1,799,000 1,799,000 3,341,000 5,140,000
SWCD Support 1,799,000 1,799,000 3,341,000 5,140,000
IMST 651,395 651,395 651,395
LCREP 323,048 323,048 323,048
Grants 3,310,090 | 54,766,095 | 5,400,000 63,476,185 8,371,492| 1,536,718| 73,384,395
Total Allocated to OWEB 13,907,566 | 54,766,095 | 5,400,000 74,073,661 | 16,047,781 | 1,536,718 91,658,160
TOTAL 2009-11 Allocations 35,040,543 | 65,223,892 | _5,400,000 105,664,435 | 16,047,781 | 1,536,718 | _123,248,934
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Attachment B

2009 Legislature — Natural Resource Committee Assignments

House Agriculture, Natural Resources and Rural Communities Committee

Member District County/City/Basin

Rep. Brian Clem, Chair (D) 21 Willamette (Marion — Salem)

Rep. Suzanne VanOrman, Vice Chair | 52 Hood River/Sandy (Clackamas &

(D) Multnomah)

Rep. Wayne Krieger, Vice Chair (R) |1 Coos, Curry, & Douglas (Bandon)
Rep. Terry Beyer (D) 12 Willamette (Lane Co.— Springfield)
Rep. Vic Gilliam (R) 18 Willamette (Clackamas & Marion Co.)
Rep. Arnie Roblan (D) 9 Coos, Douglas, Lane (Coos Bay)

Rep. Mike Schaufler (D) 48 Willamette (Happy Valley)

House Environment and Water Committee

Member District County/City/Basin

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

Rep. Jefferson Smith, Vice Chair (D) | 47 Willamette (East Portland)

Rep. Vic Gilliam, Vice Chair (R) 18 Willamette (Clackamas & Marion Co.)
Rep. Jules Bailey (D) 42 Willamette (Portland)

Rep. Phil Barnhart (D) 11 Willamette (Lane & Linn Co.)

Rep. Cliff Bentz (R) 60 Baker, Grant, Harney, Malheur Co.

Rep. Debbie Boone (D) 32 Clatsop, Columbia, Tillamook (N Coast)

Senate Environment and Natural Resources

Member District County/City/Basin

Sen. Jackie Dingfelder, Chair (D) 23 Willamette (Portland)

Sen. Jason Atkinson, Vice Chair (R) | 2 Josephine & Jackson Co.

Sen. Floyd Prozanski (D) 4 N. Douglas & South Lane Co.
Sen. Mark Hass (D) 14 Willamette (Portland/Beaverton)
Sen. Brian Boquist (R) 12 Willamette (Middle Willamette)

Joint Ways and Means Natural Resources Subcommittee

Member District County/City/Basin

Sen. Vicki Walker, Co-Chair (D) 7 Willamette (Lane Co. — Eugene)
Rep. Bob Jenson, Co-Chair (R) 58 Umatilla & Union Co.

Sen. Jackie Dingfelder (D) 23 Willamette (Portland)

Sen. David Nelson (R) 29 Morrow, Umatilla, Union, Wallowa
Rep. Peter Buckley (D) 5 Jackson (Ashland & Medford)

Rep. Ben Cannon (D) 46 Willamette (Portland)

Rep. Brian Clem (D) 21 Willamette (Marion — Salem)

Rep. Chris Edwards (D) 14 Willamette (Lane Co — West Eugene)
Rep. Jim Thompson (R) 23 Willamette (Middle Willamette)
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BM66 LOTTERY, FEDERAL and OTHER FUNDS ALLOCATIONS
Governor's Recommended Budget
(excludes carryforward)

Lottery Lottery Lottery Lottery Federal Other

Operating Capital R&D Total Transfer Funds Funds TOTAL GRB
2009-11 Economic and Revenue Forecast Dec 08 34,412,446 | 63,908,829 98,321,275 98,321,275
2007-09 Unallocated/Estimated Ending Balance 748,809 1,315,063 2,063,872 2,063,872
TOTAL AVAILABLE FOR 2009-11 35,161,255 | 65,223,892 [ 5,400,000 105,785,147 | 16,047,781 | 1,536,718 | 123,369,646

Allocated to Other Agencies
OSP Fish & Wildlife 5,494,658 583,052 6,077,710 6,077,710
ODFW 5,241,745 | 4,686,103 9,927,848 9,927,848
Agriculture 4,340,230 | 5,088,642 9,428,872 9,428,872
DEQ 6,056,344 6,056,344 6,056,344
Water Resources 100,000 100,000 100,000
Total Other Agencies Allocations| 21,132,977 | 10,457,797 31,590,774 31,590,774

Allocated to OWEB

OWEB Operations-EBL 5,740,142 5,740,142 5,740,142
OWEB Operations-Policy Packages 284,891 284,891 994,289 1,279,180
Watershed Council Support 1,799,000 1,799,000 3,341,000 5,140,000
SWCD Support 1,799,000 1,799,000 3,341,000 5,140,000
IMST 651,395 651,395 651,395
LCREP 323,048 323,048 323,048
Grants 3,310,090 | 54,766,095 | 5,400,000 63,476,185 8,371,492| 1,536,718| 73,384,395
Total Allocated to OWEB 13,907,566 | 54,766,095 | 5,400,000 74,073,661 | 16,047,781 | 1,536,718 91,658,160
TOTAL 2009-11 Allocations 35,040,543 | 65,223,892 | _5,400,000 105,664,435 | 16,047,781 | 1,536,718 | _123,248,934
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Attachment B

2009 Legislature — Natural Resource Committee Assignments

House Agriculture, Natural Resources and Rural Communities Committee

Member District County/City/Basin

Rep. Brian Clem, Chair (D) 21 Willamette (Marion — Salem)

Rep. Suzanne VanOrman, Vice Chair | 52 Hood River/Sandy (Clackamas &

(D) Multnomah)

Rep. Wayne Krieger, Vice Chair (R) |1 Coos, Curry, & Douglas (Bandon)
Rep. Terry Beyer (D) 12 Willamette (Lane Co.— Springfield)
Rep. Vic Gilliam (R) 18 Willamette (Clackamas & Marion Co.)
Rep. Arnie Roblan (D) 9 Coos, Douglas, Lane (Coos Bay)

Rep. Mike Schaufler (D) 48 Willamette (Happy Valley)

House Environment and Water Committee

Member District County/City/Basin

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

Rep. Jefferson Smith, Vice Chair (D) | 47 Willamette (East Portland)

Rep. Vic Gilliam, Vice Chair (R) 18 Willamette (Clackamas & Marion Co.)
Rep. Jules Bailey (D) 42 Willamette (Portland)

Rep. Phil Barnhart (D) 11 Willamette (Lane & Linn Co.)

Rep. Cliff Bentz (R) 60 Baker, Grant, Harney, Malheur Co.

Rep. Debbie Boone (D) 32 Clatsop, Columbia, Tillamook (N Coast)

Senate Environment and Natural Resources

Member District County/City/Basin

Sen. Jackie Dingfelder, Chair (D) 23 Willamette (Portland)

Sen. Jason Atkinson, Vice Chair (R) | 2 Josephine & Jackson Co.

Sen. Floyd Prozanski (D) 4 N. Douglas & South Lane Co.
Sen. Mark Hass (D) 14 Willamette (Portland/Beaverton)
Sen. Brian Boquist (R) 12 Willamette (Middle Willamette)

Joint Ways and Means Natural Resources Subcommittee

Member District County/City/Basin

Sen. Vicki Walker, Co-Chair (D) 7 Willamette (Lane Co. — Eugene)
Rep. Bob Jenson, Co-Chair (R) 58 Umatilla & Union Co.

Sen. Jackie Dingfelder (D) 23 Willamette (Portland)

Sen. David Nelson (R) 29 Morrow, Umatilla, Union, Wallowa
Rep. Peter Buckley (D) 5 Jackson (Ashland & Medford)

Rep. Ben Cannon (D) 46 Willamette (Portland)

Rep. Brian Clem (D) 21 Willamette (Marion — Salem)

Rep. Chris Edwards (D) 14 Willamette (Lane Co — West Eugene)
Rep. Jim Thompson (R) 23 Willamette (Middle Willamette)
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Oregon Watershed Enhancement Board

re O I l 775 Summer Street NE, Suite 360
Salem, OR 97301-1290

Theodore R. Kulongoski, Governor (503) 986-0178
FAX (503) 986-0199

www.oregon.gov/OWEB

January 5, 2009

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

SUBJECT: Agenda Item F: Budget and Spending Plan Update
January 21-22, 2009 OWEB Board Meeting

l. Introduction
This report updates the Board on the status of the OWEB 2007-2009 budget and spending plan.

1. Background

The economic downturn over the past year has affected all sectors of Oregon’s economy. The
downturn has impacted expected state revenues, especially General Fund revenues. As a result
of the budget shortfall identified in the December revenue forecast, the Governor recently
directed General Fund state agencies to cut 1.1 percent from their budgets between now and the
end of the biennium in June 2009. At this point in time, Lottery Fund revenues have not dipped
below projected levels for budgets in the current biennium, so OWEB has not been asked to
make reductions.

The State Office of Economic Analysis predicts that revenues will continue to decline over the
coming months, causing additional shortfalls for current 2007-2009 state agency budgets, and
reductions for upcoming 2009-2011 budgets. The potential budget cuts may include agencies
supported by Lottery Funds. The Legislative Fiscal Office anticipates that current biennium
budgets may need to be cut above and beyond the levels recently required by the Governor. In
anticipation of this outcome and for next biennium, the Legislative Fiscal Office (LFO) directed
all state agencies to submit budget reduction scenarios of five percent (for 2007-2009) and 20
percent (for 2009-2011).

I11.  2007-2009 Budget and Spending Plan

At the last quarter of the biennium, it is typical for the demand for OWEB grants to exceed
available funding. This year is no exception. As contained in Table 1 below, the pending grant
cycle offers a stark contrast of overall demand compared with funds reserved for each offering.

Table 1. OWEB October 2008 — March 2009 Grant Cycle

Zseg;tna:gitla Education Monitoring | Acquisition Restoration Totals
;th'ests* $1,619,806 | $1,249,447 $2,700,705 $8,741,462 |  $16,643,652 | $30,955,072
Eﬁsneg;’ed $750,000 | $500,000 | $1.3million $9.25 million

*These numbers represent all grant applications filed in October 2008. Not all applications will be
recommended for funding.
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The pending grant cycle does not represent the full demand for OWEB funding, as there are a
number of additional proposals the Board could consider as partnership investments that would
occur outside the regular grant process.

The insufficient funding issue is made more problematic given the uncertain revenue situation.
As mentioned above, Lottery Fund revenues could continue to decline in the near term and result
in budget cuts between now and the end of the biennium on June 30, 2009. For OWEB, the five
percent cut scenario requested by LFO for this biennium would result in a reduction of Measure
66 funds totaling over $4.1 million, including $911,776 in non-capital funds (including research
non-capital) and $2,975,000 in capital funds.

It is important to note that in responding to the LFO request, staff proposed the potential cuts be
taken out of remaining unexpended discretionary grant funds, rather than reducing funding for
existing grants or the operations of watershed councils, soil and water conservation districts, and
OWEB. While the prospect of reduced unexpended capital and non-capital grant funds is far
from desirable, staff believe that this is a preferable course of action when compared to requiring
the return of awarded grant funds or cutting the capacity of the local and state organizational
infrastructure that develops projects, awards grants and implements restoration work. In
addition, with only three biennia remaining between now and 2014, reductions to organizational
capacity would have very significant impacts on the progress and momentum of the overall
watershed enhancement program.

IV.  Discussion

Staff anticipate that the LFO cut scenario levels are on the high end, and it remains to be seen
whether Lottery Fund cutbacks will be required and at what level. Nevertheless, the prospect of
reduced revenues and the resulting budget tightening represent the need for the Board and staff
to proceed carefully as we move forward under the current spending plan. The following
sections provide a briefing on the status of non-capital and capital spending plans in the context
of budget revenue uncertainties.

A. Non-Capital Spending Plan Status
The table below outlines the current status of Board reserves of non-capital funds available
for the remainder of the 2007-2009 biennium.

Table 2. OWEB Non-Capital Funds Reserve Status

Program Area Remaini_ng OWEB
Non-Capital Reserve

Local Capacity Funding 1,987,000
Technical Assistance 750,000
Recovery Planning 350,000
Monitoring Grants 1,300,000
Other Monitoring 600,000
Education & Outreach Grants 500,000
Education & Outreach Statewide 250,000
Assessment 23,110
Oregon Plan Products 464,507
Partnership Investments 150,000
Research Non-capital 1,146,277

TOTAL $7,520,894

Page 33



Fortunately, the vast majority of the $7.5 million are federal salmon funds, which are not
subject to potential cuts. Approximately $2 million of the total are a combination of Measure
66 non-capital funds and research non-capital funds. The LFO cut scenario would reduce
these combined Measure 66 fund sources by $911,776. While significant non-capital funds
would remain, the loss of Measure 66 funds would present challenges for the staff and Board.
This is due to the fact that a number of funding proposals received by the board are not
related to salmon recovery. Measure 66 funds are critical to support these requests.

B. Capital Spending Plan Status
The remaining reserved and unexpended capital funds are set out in the following table:

Table 3. OWEB Capital Funds Reserve Status

Remaining OWEB
Program Area or Fund Type Capital Reserve
Capital Grants/Acquisitions 9,250,000
Special Investment Partnerships 2,000,000
Recaptured Capital Grant Funds 1,541,029
Salmon License Plate Funds* 437,407
TOTAL $13,228,436

*These funds may also be used for non-capital purposes

The total remaining capital funds is significant, and if not reduced, will go far in meeting the
demand of meritorious funding requests. The demand will also be significant. For example,
acquisition applications representing roughly $4 million may be ready for Board
consideration in March. This sum amounts to nearly half of the $9.25 million reserved for all
restoration and acquisition requests for the cycle. The situation gets more complicated when
one considers the LFO reduction scenario, where $2,975,000 in Measure 66 capital funds
would be cut from the current budget. This would have a considerable impact on available
funds, and could lead to reconsidering Board reserve priorities.

V. Next Steps

No action is immediately required of the board to address this situation. The March or more
likely May 2009 revenue forecast will ultimately determine whether budget cuts will be
necessary. While no decisions need to be made in January, it is important for the Board to be
aware of this potential outcome and to begin a dialogue about possible alternatives for moving
forward with the spending plan and its potential influence on funding decisions at the March
meeting.

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

Page 34



Oregon Watershed Enhancement Board
775 Summer Street NE, Suite 360

Salem, OR 97301-1290

(503) 986-0178

FAX (503) 986-0199
www.oregon.gov/OWEB

January 5, 2009

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

Ken Bierly, Deputy Director

SUBJECT: Agenda Item G: Policy Issue Discussion
January 21-22, 2009 OWEB Board Meeting

l. Introduction

This report provides an update on four policy issues, including: (1) the efforts to clarify agency
policy on the use of Measure 66 capital funds for mitigation or legally required activities; (2)
invasive species management; (3) water conservation projects: and (4) working lands
conservation easements.

1. Background

The four policy issues identified above are eligible for funding under OWEB’s adopted
administrative rules. However, clarifying intent and priorities and identifying alternative
approaches to funding these types of activities is complex and could have a significant affect on
OWERB?’s programs. These issues have been identified through Board Subcommittee discussions,
Board meeting discussions, and staff considerations.

The following sections highlight each issue and identify the current status of internal and
external discussions. Staff intend to engage the Board in a discussion on the mitigation project
eligibility issue at the January meeting. Staff will only introduce the other three issues at this
time. Attachment A provides a proposed schedule for future issue development and Board
consideration.

I11.  “Mitigation” Project Eligibility

OWEB has adopted administrative rules guiding eligibility and preferences for restoration grants
(OAR 695 Division 10). OAR 695-010-0040 specifically describes the following as ineligible
for OWEB funding by the Board:

(3) A watershed improvement project constructed solely to comply with a state or federal
agency enforcement order, legal judgment or mitigation requirement.

When the administrative rule was adopted it was done to prevent the use of OWEB funds (public
funds) to satisfy a requirement that an individual incurred from an action that adversely impacted
the environment. Subsequently, questions have been raised over the potential use of Measure 66
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funds to fund a mitigation bank from which “credits” would be sold to allow others to alter
wetlands. OWERB staff cooperated with a group of state and federal agencies to develop
guidance describing the circumstances where restoration funds may or may not be appropriate in
species and wetland mitigation projects.

Staff have also encountered significant and increasing opportunities to leverage OWEB funding
with some other types of funding that could be construed as being required for mitigation
purposes or to be in compliance with a state or federal legal judgment. If OWEB is to join in
these opportunities, it is critical to ensure that OWEB funds are used only for restoration benefits
that are above and beyond, or separable, from the actions taken to comply with mitigation or
legal judgment requirements. Also, as other devices are created to trade ecosystem services, it
will be important for OWEB to be clear when Measure 66 funds can and can not be involved.
This is a complex and nuanced issue, and often depends on the specifics of an agreement.

Staff have determined that rule changes are not needed to clarify when and how OWEB funds
may be used in these types of scenarios, but that further guidance for grantees, staff, and grant
reviewers is needed. Staff have initiated internal discussions and drafted policy guidance on this
subject. (Attachment B) Staff are looking for feedback on the draft policy from the Board at the
January meeting, with further discussion and policy adoption planned for March.

IV.  Other Policy Areas
The other three policy areas are introduced in this section of the report.

A. Water Conservation Projects
OAR 695-010-0040 describes the following as ineligible for OWEB funding by the Board:

(5) A water conservation project, unless there is a measurable instream flow benefit,
groundwater benefit or water quality improvement.

The restoration and protection of stream flow is clearly within the range of activities eligible
for funding by OWEB. OWEB has funded restoration projects that have resulted in
conserved water and direct water right purchase or lease projects. Staff and the Board have
noted that the preponderance of the large-scale water conservation related restoration projects
come from the Deschutes Basin and have significant costs. The review of proposed short-
term leases by the Deschutes River Conservancy in 2008 also raised gquestions about the
benefits provided for the investment requested.

These questions have put staff in the position of reevaluating the current approach of treating
water conservation applications along with all other applications. Staff are looking for ways
to develop clear guidance for the Board on prioritizing stream flow restoration and
acquisition grant applications, evaluate the options for future investments, and develop a
context for consideration of the $4 million Central Oregon Irrigation District restoration
application (Pilot Butte Piping Project, 209-4034). Staff are also considering whether there
is a more effective way to solicit and fund activities that result in instream flow benefits.
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Staff recently formed a Flow Conservation Work Group (FCWG) to work through these
issues. The group will consider the current contributions to flow protection and develop
suggestions on approaches for focus on ecological benefits. Membership of the FCWG is
identified in the table below. The first meeting of this advisory group was held on December
9, 2008. Staff plan to have two additional meetings with the FCWG and report to the Board
in March or June. Conversations with the group have not proceeded sufficiently to identify
the depth of recommendations that may arise from the group. Staff will also consult with the
Board Land Acquisition Subcommittee as the FCWG conversations progress.

Flow Conservation Work Group

Name Affiliation
Rich Adams Oregon State University
Debbie Colbert Oregon Water Resources Department
Clay Landry Consultant
Janet Newman Lewis & Clark College
Martha Pagel Attorney
Andrew Purkey National Fish and Wildlife Foundation
Adam Sussman Consultant

B. Invasive Species Management
In terms of grant program preferences, OAR 695-010-0030 includes the following:

(1) Projects that address altered watershed functions affecting water quality, water flow
volume and duration, and the production capacity for fish over projects that address site-
specific land use problems where the greatest benefit is to a private resource or land.

(3) Projects that change land management practices to address the causes of chronic
disturbances to the watershed over projects that address only symptoms of disturbance.

The need for stable and flexible funding to address long-term monitoring, coordinated
management, strategic control, and enforcement efforts related to invasive species was
recently identified in the 2008 Oregon Invasive Species Council’s (OISC) Statewide Summit
Report to Governor Kulongoski. The Executive Summary is included as Attachment C. The
efforts of the OISC and the report recommendations have raised questions about the
appropriate role for OWEB in funding in invasive species management.

Between July 1999 and May 2008, the total OWEB investment in invasive species
management has totaled $22.7 million, including approximately $5.4 million for projects
involving weed control and $2.8 million for juniper removal projects. The majority of
OWEB grants involving weed control were for stream, riparian, and upland restoration
projects where the noxious or invasive weed treatments were one component of a larger
watershed project.

Measure 66 funds have also been appropriated to the Oregon Department of Agriculture
(ODA) for weed and pest control programs, including:

e Since July 1, 2001, $9.7 million for the ODA Noxious Weed Control Program. ODA
staff work closely with the Oregon State Weed Board to prioritize weed control
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projects and award noxious weed control grants that protect and enhance fish and
wildlife habitat and watersheds overall.

e Since July 1, 2003, $4.8 million for the ODA Insect Pest Control and Prevention
Program. These funds are used for invertebrate plant pest eradication and control
projects that protect and enhance watersheds, fish and wildlife habitat and/or water
quality in Oregon from gypsy moth, Japanese beetle, Asian longhorned beetle, and
many other harmful and invasive pests.

The magnitude and overwhelming nature of the battle against invasive and exotic species is
significant. The questions that the Board may wish to resolve include identifying a level of
funding for invasive species control and the criteria for connecting watershed health or
function and invasive species control. Staff have invited the OISC to present at the March
2009 Board meeting in preparation for starting to address this issue in the summer of 2009
with discussions by the Board at the September 2009 and January 2010 meetings.

C. Working Lands Conservation Easements

In Division 45, the Board has adopted priorities for Land Acquisition grants, including
defining a “Land Acquisition Project” as “a project that proposes to acquire an interest in
land from a willing seller for the purpose of addressing the conservation needs of priority
habitat and species consistent with conservation principles identified by the Board. Interests
in land may include a lease, purchase of a conservation easement, or purchase of fee simple
title.”

The Board Land Acquisition Subcommittee has raised the question of how working lands
conservation easements are evaluated for funding. OWEB’s current administrative rules
focus on habitat, plant community, and species ecological priorities and whether applications
meet one or more conservation principles to protect those priorities. A number of working
lands easement proponents argue that protection from land division and intensification of use
should be sufficient for funding. This issue faces the Board on at least four pending land
acquisition grant applications. Staff will be working on this issue over the spring and
summer with a Board discussion in September of 20009.

V. Recommendation
This is an informational item. No Board action is requested at this time.

Attachments
A. Working Schedule for Policy Issues
B. Draft Mitigation Policy
C. Oregon Invasive Special Council Statewide Summit Report to Governor Kulongoski Executive Summary
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Attachment A

OWEB Policy Issue Development Schedule

2008 2009 2009 2010
Policy Dec Jan Feb March | April May June July Aug Sept Oct Nov Dec Jan
Mitigation
Recommendations

Board Discussion

Board Action

Water Conservation

Advisory Group Meetings

Recommendations

Board Discussion

Board Action

Working Lands Easements

Advisory Group Meetings

Recommendations

Board Discussion

Board Action

Invasive Species

Advisory Group Meetings

Recommendations

Board Discussion
Board Action
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Attachment B

Oregon Watershed Enhancement Board
Policy to clarify eligible uses of OWEB funds

related to mitigation project and funds

Effective Date: , 2009

Approved By:

Tom Byler, Executive Director

Background
In 2004, the OWEB Board adopted an administrative rule that states:

“The Board will not consider:

(3) A watershed improvement project constructed solely to comply with a state or federal
agency enforcement order, legal judgment or mitigation requirement;...” (OAR 695-010-
0040)

This rule was adopted to prevent the use of OWEB funds to satisfy a legal obligation of another
party. The staff discussion before the Board on this issue in January of 2008, focused on the
desire to prevent the use of OWEB funds from subsidizing development that is required to
“mitigate” for an environmental alteration. The Board discussion distinguished between direct
permit or other legal requirements (e.g. DSL removal-fill permit requirement, EPA enforcement
order, or judicial order to restore a site as part of a legal settlement, etc.) and a general legal
requirement (e.g. state law prohibits blocking anadromous fish passage) that is not specific to an
individual action.

Since the adoption of the rule a number of questions have arisen concerning the intent and
application of the rule. In 2005, Roger Wood asked the Department of Justice (DOJ) for advice
on the applicability of the rule to local government mitigation requirements and whether the rule
could be interpreted to make eligible for OWEB funding projects required by state or federal law
where there has not been a specific or cited violation that must now be corrected. DOJ advised
OWEB that projects required only by local government are eligible for funding, but if the local
government requirement is imposed solely because of a state or federal requirement for
mitigation, then the project is ineligible for funding. DOJ also concluded that OWEB’s rules (as
currently written) make mitigation projects required by state or federal entities ineligible,
regardless of whether there has been an order or judgment reflecting violations of law requiring
mitigation.

This policy further defines and clarifies eligibility for projects under OAR 695-010-0040.
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OWERB Policy

The intent of the administrative rule is to fund voluntary, pro-active watershed improvement
projects that aren’t specifically required by state or federal government. For the purposes of this
policy, mitigation means activities designed specifically to compensate for the adverse ecological
effects of a project or development activities, or to resolve violations of law.

The following are examples of project and funding situations and whether OWEB funding is
eligible to participate in such situations.

General Eligibility.

Projects designed to exclusively to compensate for the adverse ecological impacts of
another project or development, or to address violations of law as required by a state or
federal enforcement order are not eligible for OWEB funding. However, specific
elements of a mitigation project that aren’t required, for example the creation of
additional habitat benefits or additional acres of wetlands restored or created are eligible
for OWEB funding. The funding used to support the required mitigation is not eligible to
be counted towards the required match for OWEB grants. For example, if a developer
contributes $100,000 to restore 10 wetland acres as compensatory mitigation and OWEB
funds will be used to restore an additional 5 acres, the $100,000 cannot be used as match
for the OWEB grant.

Projects to make actions compliant with state or federal law, but where no mitigation is
required. Projects designed to comply with state or federal law, but where no mitigation
requirement, judgment, or enforcement order exists are eligible for OWEB funding.
Examples include fish passage projects designed to comply with ORS 509.580 — 509.910
and agricultural water quality projects designed to implement local agricultural water
quality management plans (ORS 580.900 — 580.933).

OWEB may fund a project designed to address a local government order, judgment, or
mitigation requirement if the requirement is solely a function of local government and
does not originate in state or federal requirements. For example, local government
mitigation requirements based on local government codes, and not state or federal
requirements for such codes, can be addressed with OWEB funding. However, if a
county or city adopts a code to implement a state or federal requirement, then OWEB
funds cannot be used to fund that project. In general, the use of OWEB funds for this
purpose should be discouraged in order to honor the intent to fund voluntary, pro-active
watershed improvement projects.

Recovery Plans. Voluntary actions to meet the objectives of an approved recovery plan
are eligible for OWEB funding.

Habitat Conservation Plans. Actions that meet the objectives of a Habitat Conservation
Plan, but that are not specifically required in the associated take permit or are not
required by state or local government to meet the requirements of the approved HCP or
take permit, are eligible for OWEB funding. For example, if a land trust wants to
purchase a conservation easement to protect habitat that is also covered by a HCP, but
property is not specifically mentioned in the HCP or protection is not required by the take
permit, then OWEB funds could be used in the acquisition of the easement. But, if the
HCP and/or take permit require specific mitigation actions, including the protection of
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habitat, activities designed to meet the HCP or take permit conditions are ineligible for
OWEB funds. If the HCP involves a single landowner and authorizes specific activities
and offsetting actions, the use of OWEB funds would be used to satisfy a federal
mitigation requirement and all activities under the HCP would be ineligible for OWEB
funding.

Mitigation or Settlement Funds (BPA funding, Pelton-Round Butte; FERC, and other
negotiated settlements). Where a legal judgment includes the creation of a fund for
habitat restoration or protection purposes, but does not identify specific restoration or
habitat mitigation projects, OWEB funds are eligible as cost share with these funds to
implement specific projects. For example, the Pelton Round Butte license required the
licensee to establish a fund to accomplish two general outcomes, improved fish habitat
and increased protected stream flow. The agreement did not specify individual projects
but a process and criteria. However, OWEB funding would be ineligible if the fund
identified a specific parcel to be protected or specific restoration project to be
accomplished with those funds. In this instance, OWEB could partner on additional
protection and restoration projects or activities, but not those needed to meet the purpose
of the fund.

Mitigation Banking. By statute, “Mitigation bank” means a wetland site, created,
restored or enhanced to compensate for unavoidable adverse impacts. OWEB funds are
not eligible to be used to establish a mitigation bank to offset permitted environmental
alterations. This is consistent with the January 2008 Oregon Interagency
Recommendations developed by OWEB and a number of other state and federal agencies
on the use of restoration funds and funding of mitigation banks. The policy prohibits the
use of restoration funds for the purpose of establishing or creating credits for a mitigation
bank. The policy does allow restoration funds to be used with “payment to provide”
mitigation funds for watershed restoration projects. OWEB funds could be used with
these funds on a restoration projects in a similar fashion to the Mitigation or Settlement
Fund situation described above.

Conservation Banking. Since conservation banks have not been established yet, OWEB
policy will be to treat them in the same manner as mitigation banks until conservation
banking policy and standards have been fully established.

Ecosystem Services Markets. Ecosystem services mean the environmental benefits
arising from the conservation, management, and restoration of ecosystems. The issue of
whether landowners can sell ecosystem services from lands where OWEB has
contributed funding for the acquisition of fee title or a conservation easement has been
raised by the land trust community. Since there are only limited markets for carbon at
this time, but great speculation about the development of such markets, the appropriate
role and use of OWEB funds is uncertain. At present, OWEB typically funds acquisition
projects to protect existing habitat or to facilitate a change in ownership in order to enable
the restoration of important habitat. OWEB protects the state’s investment in the
condition and protection of that habitat through a conservation easement.

There are two principles that might be useful to guide future policy related to ecosystem
services. The first principle is that OWEB funds should not be used to allow
environmental degradation at some alternative location. The second principle is that
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OWERB funds not be used to pay twice for the same ecological benefit.

In the future, OWEB may consider alternative valuation methods to determine the fair
market value of land acquisition projects to account for ecosystem service market values.
In the interim, OWEB should consider adding language to its template easement making

it clear that protection of existing plant communities includes the carbon sequestration
values of those communities.
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Executive Summary

A year-long statewide public awareness and engagement campaign was initiated in Oregon in 2008
to address the increasing threat invasive species pose to Oregon’s natural resources, economy, and quality of
life, and initiate actions to better protect Oregon. The campaign includes numerous federal, state, and local
governments, tribal governments, nonprofit organizations, universities, industry representatives, media, cor-
porations, private foundations, and citizen groups.

As part of the campaign and to help coordinate an effective government response to invasive species
in Oregon, the Oregon Invasive Species Council coordinated and hosted a statewide invasive species sum-
mit on July 22, 2008 in Salem, Oregon. About 175 people attended the summit, which was designed to bring
federal and state agency and industry leaders and legislators together to describe the obstacles to successfully
dealing with invasive species in Oregon, and strategies to address those barriers.

Summit attendees described five main concerns relative to invasive species in Oregon, and suggested
potential solutions to address those concerns:

Coordination/Cooperation—QOregon needs leadership and communication/cooperation across
agencies, enhanced political will to balance strategic and local issues, effective memorandums of
understanding with federal agencies, and increased non-governmental participation. Solutions include clearly
identifying roles of all agencies, a comprehensive inter-agency strategic plan, an effective Early Detection-
Rapid Response Program, an effective outreach program, creation of regional invasive lists, coordinated and
efficient tracking of data on invasives, and, where possible, lessening unnecessary duplication of effort by
targeting groups or suites of species versus species-specific efforts.

Funding—There is a need for stable, flexible funding as well as emergency funding dedicated to
long-term monitoring, coordinated management, strategic control, and enforcement efforts. Solutions include
collecting user fees, enforcing existing fines, creating vanity plates, using lottery and Measure 66 dollars, and
taxing the vectors (containers, tires, etc.).

Policy—Oregon lacks a comprehensive policy dealing with invasive species, including a lack of
focus on pathways and vectors, and checkpoints at ports of entry. There are gaps and overlaps in enforcement
jurisdiction. Solutions include stronger laws, clarification of noxious weed listing criteria, a statewide
assessment, and legislative committees to deal with invasives.

Public Awareness—Oregonians lack knowledge about invasives and their effect on the environment
and the economy. They don’t understand their personal responsibility, they fear government involvement,
they are confused by the plethora of information on invasives, there is no clear statement of the invasive
species problem, and social norms need to shift. Solutions include a sustained multi-media campaign, better
distribution of existing materials and use of existing programs, and required curriculum in the schools.

Research and Monitoring— There is no statewide baseline assessment and monitoring system,
no transparent and logical risk assessment tool for prioritizing, no integrated database/information
sharing system, no forum to share information and research needs, and no comprehensive statewide rapid
response strategies for invasive species (note: there are response plans for a few species). Solutions include
development of an incident command system to respond to new invasions, professional training on invasive
species, creation of a joint federal/state program to identify priorities for research, and development of
integrated monitoring programs.

The next steps are to share this report with the Governor, incorporate key strategies into the OISC
strategic plan, support key legislative concepts in the 2009 legislative session, and develop and share with the
Governor OISC recommendations to enhance support of invasive species efforts throughout Oregon.
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Attachment A

OWEB Policy Issue Development Schedule

2008 2009 2009 2010
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Recommendations

Board Discussion

Board Action
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Board Action
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Attachment B

Oregon Watershed Enhancement Board
Policy to clarify eligible uses of OWEB funds

related to mitigation project and funds

Effective Date: , 2009

Approved By:

Tom Byler, Executive Director

Background
In 2004, the OWEB Board adopted an administrative rule that states:

“The Board will not consider:

(3) A watershed improvement project constructed solely to comply with a state or federal
agency enforcement order, legal judgment or mitigation requirement;...” (OAR 695-010-
0040)

This rule was adopted to prevent the use of OWEB funds to satisfy a legal obligation of another
party. The staff discussion before the Board on this issue in January of 2008, focused on the
desire to prevent the use of OWEB funds from subsidizing development that is required to
“mitigate” for an environmental alteration. The Board discussion distinguished between direct
permit or other legal requirements (e.g. DSL removal-fill permit requirement, EPA enforcement
order, or judicial order to restore a site as part of a legal settlement, etc.) and a general legal
requirement (e.g. state law prohibits blocking anadromous fish passage) that is not specific to an
individual action.

Since the adoption of the rule a number of questions have arisen concerning the intent and
application of the rule. In 2005, Roger Wood asked the Department of Justice (DOJ) for advice
on the applicability of the rule to local government mitigation requirements and whether the rule
could be interpreted to make eligible for OWEB funding projects required by state or federal law
where there has not been a specific or cited violation that must now be corrected. DOJ advised
OWEB that projects required only by local government are eligible for funding, but if the local
government requirement is imposed solely because of a state or federal requirement for
mitigation, then the project is ineligible for funding. DOJ also concluded that OWEB’s rules (as
currently written) make mitigation projects required by state or federal entities ineligible,
regardless of whether there has been an order or judgment reflecting violations of law requiring
mitigation.

This policy further defines and clarifies eligibility for projects under OAR 695-010-0040.
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OWERB Policy

The intent of the administrative rule is to fund voluntary, pro-active watershed improvement
projects that aren’t specifically required by state or federal government. For the purposes of this
policy, mitigation means activities designed specifically to compensate for the adverse ecological
effects of a project or development activities, or to resolve violations of law.

The following are examples of project and funding situations and whether OWEB funding is
eligible to participate in such situations.

General Eligibility.

Projects designed to exclusively to compensate for the adverse ecological impacts of
another project or development, or to address violations of law as required by a state or
federal enforcement order are not eligible for OWEB funding. However, specific
elements of a mitigation project that aren’t required, for example the creation of
additional habitat benefits or additional acres of wetlands restored or created are eligible
for OWEB funding. The funding used to support the required mitigation is not eligible to
be counted towards the required match for OWEB grants. For example, if a developer
contributes $100,000 to restore 10 wetland acres as compensatory mitigation and OWEB
funds will be used to restore an additional 5 acres, the $100,000 cannot be used as match
for the OWEB grant.

Projects to make actions compliant with state or federal law, but where no mitigation is
required. Projects designed to comply with state or federal law, but where no mitigation
requirement, judgment, or enforcement order exists are eligible for OWEB funding.
Examples include fish passage projects designed to comply with ORS 509.580 — 509.910
and agricultural water quality projects designed to implement local agricultural water
quality management plans (ORS 580.900 — 580.933).

OWEB may fund a project designed to address a local government order, judgment, or
mitigation requirement if the requirement is solely a function of local government and
does not originate in state or federal requirements. For example, local government
mitigation requirements based on local government codes, and not state or federal
requirements for such codes, can be addressed with OWEB funding. However, if a
county or city adopts a code to implement a state or federal requirement, then OWEB
funds cannot be used to fund that project. In general, the use of OWEB funds for this
purpose should be discouraged in order to honor the intent to fund voluntary, pro-active
watershed improvement projects.

Recovery Plans. Voluntary actions to meet the objectives of an approved recovery plan
are eligible for OWEB funding.

Habitat Conservation Plans. Actions that meet the objectives of a Habitat Conservation
Plan, but that are not specifically required in the associated take permit or are not
required by state or local government to meet the requirements of the approved HCP or
take permit, are eligible for OWEB funding. For example, if a land trust wants to
purchase a conservation easement to protect habitat that is also covered by a HCP, but
property is not specifically mentioned in the HCP or protection is not required by the take
permit, then OWEB funds could be used in the acquisition of the easement. But, if the
HCP and/or take permit require specific mitigation actions, including the protection of
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habitat, activities designed to meet the HCP or take permit conditions are ineligible for
OWEB funds. If the HCP involves a single landowner and authorizes specific activities
and offsetting actions, the use of OWEB funds would be used to satisfy a federal
mitigation requirement and all activities under the HCP would be ineligible for OWEB
funding.

Mitigation or Settlement Funds (BPA funding, Pelton-Round Butte; FERC, and other
negotiated settlements). Where a legal judgment includes the creation of a fund for
habitat restoration or protection purposes, but does not identify specific restoration or
habitat mitigation projects, OWEB funds are eligible as cost share with these funds to
implement specific projects. For example, the Pelton Round Butte license required the
licensee to establish a fund to accomplish two general outcomes, improved fish habitat
and increased protected stream flow. The agreement did not specify individual projects
but a process and criteria. However, OWEB funding would be ineligible if the fund
identified a specific parcel to be protected or specific restoration project to be
accomplished with those funds. In this instance, OWEB could partner on additional
protection and restoration projects or activities, but not those needed to meet the purpose
of the fund.

Mitigation Banking. By statute, “Mitigation bank” means a wetland site, created,
restored or enhanced to compensate for unavoidable adverse impacts. OWEB funds are
not eligible to be used to establish a mitigation bank to offset permitted environmental
alterations. This is consistent with the January 2008 Oregon Interagency
Recommendations developed by OWEB and a number of other state and federal agencies
on the use of restoration funds and funding of mitigation banks. The policy prohibits the
use of restoration funds for the purpose of establishing or creating credits for a mitigation
bank. The policy does allow restoration funds to be used with “payment to provide”
mitigation funds for watershed restoration projects. OWEB funds could be used with
these funds on a restoration projects in a similar fashion to the Mitigation or Settlement
Fund situation described above.

Conservation Banking. Since conservation banks have not been established yet, OWEB
policy will be to treat them in the same manner as mitigation banks until conservation
banking policy and standards have been fully established.

Ecosystem Services Markets. Ecosystem services mean the environmental benefits
arising from the conservation, management, and restoration of ecosystems. The issue of
whether landowners can sell ecosystem services from lands where OWEB has
contributed funding for the acquisition of fee title or a conservation easement has been
raised by the land trust community. Since there are only limited markets for carbon at
this time, but great speculation about the development of such markets, the appropriate
role and use of OWEB funds is uncertain. At present, OWEB typically funds acquisition
projects to protect existing habitat or to facilitate a change in ownership in order to enable
the restoration of important habitat. OWEB protects the state’s investment in the
condition and protection of that habitat through a conservation easement.

There are two principles that might be useful to guide future policy related to ecosystem
services. The first principle is that OWEB funds should not be used to allow
environmental degradation at some alternative location. The second principle is that

Page 48



OWERB funds not be used to pay twice for the same ecological benefit.

In the future, OWEB may consider alternative valuation methods to determine the fair
market value of land acquisition projects to account for ecosystem service market values.
In the interim, OWEB should consider adding language to its template easement making

it clear that protection of existing plant communities includes the carbon sequestration
values of those communities.
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Oregon Watershed Enhancement Board
775 Summer Street NE, Suite 360

Salem, OR 97301-1290

(503) 986-0178

FAX (503) 986-0199
www.oregon.gov/OWEB

January 6, 2009

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

SUBJECT: Agenda Item I: Partnership Investments — Special Investment Partnerships
January 21-22, 2009 OWEB Board Meeting

l. Introduction

This report provides an update on the implementation of the Deschutes and Willamette Special
Investment Partnerships (SIP). Each partnership is progressing well given the strength of the
partnerships and range of activities involved.

The Deschutes and Willamette SIPs are part of the broader suite of OWEB partnership
investments, which are also discussed in Agenda Item L.

1. Background

A. Deschutes Special Investment Partnership

The Board approved the Deschutes Partnership in January of 2008 at the regular meeting in
Astoria. The Deschutes Partnership was based on a strong working relationship developed
locally between the Upper Deschutes Watershed Council, Crooked River Watershed Council,
Deschutes River Conservancy, Deschutes Basin Land Trust, Confederated Tribes of the
Warm Springs Indian Reservation, Portland General Electric Company, and the irrigation
districts and landowners of the upper basin. The purpose of the Deschutes SIP is to improve
habitat for the reintroduction of anadromous fish above the Pelton-Round Butte Dam
complex.

The partners have made great strides to accomplish the objectives of the partnership during
this first biennium. The partners have met to reevaluate priorities and identify future
projects. They will present in detail their progress at the January Board meeting. The
Deschutes partners have been very successful in their cooperative efforts and showing what
is possible in terms of improving flow, habitat, and quality of life in the Upper Deschutes
Basin.

B. Willamette Special Investment Partnership

The Board approved the Willamette Partnership in March of 2008 at the regular meeting in
Medford. The Willamette Partnership was not as locally driven as the Deschutes Partnership.
OWEB staff invested a significant amount of time and effort to engage a wide variety of
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entities and interests to look at the issues raised in the Willamette Planning Atlas concerning
channel complexity and connection of the river to the floodplain.

To date, three projects have been funded from the Willamette SIP. The three projects are
located throughout the reach of the river (one in the Portland Area, one in the Salem area,
and one in the Eugene area). The Willamette Mission Project has received good press
coverage. (Attachment A) These projects have been used as a pilot for the development of a
different relationship with the Willamette SIP review team. OWEB staff are scheduling
more direct involvement of the review team in project development and design through
construction. The deeper engagement of the review team reflects the unique nature of the
projects proposed for the Willamette SIP.

OWEB has contracted with One Planet Consulting (Paula Burgess) to work with partners in
developing SIP projects for the Willamette. Paula has a significant depth of experience and
strong local contacts that will be a valuable help in moving the effort forward. There will be
significant work to develop projects over the winter and spring with the allocation of funds to
implement the resulting projects over the next few summers.

While the Willamette SIP has not progressed as rapidly as the Deschutes, there is building
momentum around the concepts developed through extensive research on the Willamette
funded by the Environmental Protection Agency and the recent Biological Opinion released
by the National Marine Fisheries Service and U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.

I1l.  Recommendation
This is an informational item. No Board action is requested at this time.

Attachment
A. December 9, 2008. Statesman Journal article on Willamette Mission
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Attachment A

The project is also a redesign of a 1990s proposal by the Army Corps of Engineers. That
project was suspended in 2001 for financial reasons but not before engineering design and a
biological assessment were completed.

In addition to removing the old dike, Willamette Riverkeeper plans to have the old road that
goes across the channel replaced with a bridge. Currently, the road is under water most of the
winter, denying access to Beaver Island for at least four months out of the year.

Beaver Island has miles of horse, bike and pedestrian trails. It's where people go to exercise
their pets off-leash. The equestrian trailhead parking and overnight horse camp are both on the
island, as well as the fishing dock. Beaver Island is also home to the mission trail and viewing
area, the site of the former Willamette Mission, established in 1834 by the Rev. Jason Lee. A
horseshoe pit and volleyball court also are flooded all winter.

This winter, the public will have a chance to comment on recreation plans, which are still being
designed.

"It turns out that the way we manage properties for native fish and animals and plants also
assures that the properties will be here for people to enjoy for generations to come," said
Dennis Wiely with Oregon Parks and Recreation Department.

The project — funded by the Oregon Watershed Enhancement Board and the Meyer Memorial
Trust — also calls for widening and deepening the channel where it joins back up with the
Willamette to prevent problems for the Wheatland Ferry.

About 80 acres of weed removal and planting native species is another part of the project.

Scientists will continue to monitor the site even after the heavy work is done. They plan to
monitor for native species, such as red-legged frogs and western pond turtles.

The Oregon Watershed Enhancement Board has targeted $6 million for restoration projects
along the Willamette River for 2007 to 2009, said Ken Bierly, OWEB's deputy director.

"The emerging vision is a series of these projects — some of which are in public ownership
and some in private ownership," said David Hulse, a professor in the department of landscape
architecture at University of Oregon. Hulse also is on the science advisory team which
reviewed the project. "We see them as a series of coordinated efforts of strongholds for natural
and ecological process that slowly over the next 20 to 40 years will cover more of the river but
in ways compatible with farmers continuing to farm and cities continuing to grow."

bcasper@ StatesmanJournal.com or (503) 589-6994

Copyright © 2008 - StatesmanJournal.com All rights reserved.
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Oregon Watershed Enhancement Board
775 Summer Street NE, Suite 360

Salem, OR 97301-1290

(503) 986-0178

FAX (503) 986-0199
www.oregon.gov/OWEB

January 6, 2009

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

SUBJECT: Agenda Item L: Partnership Investments —Partnerships Status
January 21-22, 2009 OWEB Board Meeting

l. Introduction
This report provides an update on the status of OWEB partnership investments.

1. Background

OWEB has invested in a number of partnership projects over the years. Each project area is
progressing well given the strength of the partnerships and range of activities involved. One
common link between these partnerships is that they do not go through OWEB’s regular grant
program process.

Because the partnership projects undergo different review processes, the Board last year formed
the Partnership Investment Subcommittee to provide greater focus on these investment areas.
The Subcommittee meets periodically to review the status of existing partnership projects and to
review potential new ideas and proposals before they are introduced to the full board.

This report updates the Board on two specific partnership project areas— the Whole Watershed
Restoration Initiative and Oregon 150 grants. The report also describes the discussions of the
Partnership Investment Subcommittee relating to the overall program and the potential of
additional partnership concepts.

Updates on several partnership projects are found in other reports for this meeting. The status of
efforts related to the Oregon Conservation Reserve Enhancement Program is contained in see
Agenda Item D8). A report on Special Investment Partnerships is located in Agenda Item I. A
discussion of Oregon Plan Products is included in Agenda Item L-1.

I11.  Partnership Updates

A. Whole Watersheds Restoration Initiative

OWEB and the U.S. Forest Service (USFS) started this partnership to encourage restoration
in geographic priority areas using a step-wise strategic approach. The program was
structured around anadromous fish restoration priorities at the basin scale. Within the
priority basins, focus watersheds were chosen to develop a Watershed Action Plan from a
watershed scale assessment. The program was intended to implement restoration actions
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until all the actions identified in a Watershed Action Plan were completed. At that time a
new focus watershed would be identified. The program was established to implement
projects on both public and private lands in each focus watershed. The partnership has
grown from a joint effort of OWEB and USFS by adding NOAA Fisheries as a significant
funding partner and Ecotrust as program manager.

OWEB funds ($545,000) have been fully allocated to projects selected in 2008. The partners
solicited for 2009 projects in October of 2008 and had a review session in December of 2008.
The 2009 projects will be awarded early in 2009. In staff conversations with the partners, a

budget allocation will be requested for the 2009 — 2011 biennium from OWEB capital funds.

B. Oregon 150 Grants

In 2007, OWEB committed $1 million to support the Oregon Sesquicentennial celebration by
funding projects that benefit Oregon Symbol species (American beaver, Western
Meadowlark, Oregon Swallowtail, and Chinook salmon). The program was a joint effort
with the Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife (ODFW) to help implement the Oregon
Conservation Strategy. ODFW solicited for grant applications and ran a review process in
spring of 2008. Five grants were awarded from this solicitation. In late summer of 2008,
ODFW again solicited for grant applications. This solicitation resulted in the award of 11
grants. OWEB staff have written grant agreements for all but three of the awards. This
partnership will end when the projects have been completed. Projects funded by the grants
awarded in the spring are scheduled to be complete by February of 2009, while the projects
funded with the recent awards have just been initiated. Staff are exploring media
opportunities with ODFW.

IV.  Partnership Investment Subcommittee Discussions

The Partnership Investment Subcommittee met on November 24, 2008 to discuss the status of
existing partnerships and evaluate the significant level of interest in partnerships around the state.
The Subcommittee discussed the progress of current partners, the interest in continuing the
current partner relationships, and the effects of a curtailed budget for the coming biennium.

The Subcommittee advised caution about considering further partnership investments and
recommended that staff focus on the effectiveness of the existing partnerships before moving
forward with any significant expansion. The Subcommittee also discussed the need for the
Board to consider the appropriate balance between the regular grant program and partnership
efforts in developing a budget spending plan for next biennium.

OWEB staff have been approached by or have had discussions about as many as 13 additional
partnership efforts. These range from biomass to carbon markets to geographic specific efforts.
While there is a growing recognition of the value of focused efforts, it is important to wisely
choose how to invest limited staff time. The Subcommittee did recognize that there were one or
two possible additional partnerships that might be developed over the next biennium.
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The ongoing efforts that will receive continued attention by staff are described below.

A. Upper Klamath Basin Keystone Initiative of the National Fish and Wildlife
Foundation

The National Fish and Wildlife Foundation (NFWF) recently approved funding to address
the recovery of Lost River and shortnose suckers, and Klamath Rainbow Trout. The program
is well structured, has clear goals and benchmarks, and active partners. The dedication of
funding by NFWF and cooperative relations among the partners makes this an inviting
partnership to consider. Staff will monitor this effort and work with the Partnership
Subcommittee on the potential future role for OWEB.

B. Lower John Day Sustainable Communities Initiative

The county governments, watershed councils, and soil and water conservation districts in the
Gilliam, Wheeler, and Sherman County area (Lower John Day Basin), along with the Wild
Salmon Center and local landowners, have initiated a series of conversations about ways to
achieve salmon recovery (Mid-Columbia Steelhead) and support economically viable local
communities. The group has met twice and is working towards an integrated effort to
identify community economic and social needs along with ecological needs for salmon
recovery. This is a grassroots effort that is organizing in a critical part of the state. The
effort needs to mature, but is a major opportunity to focus salmon recovery effort within a
larger context. Staff will monitor this effort and work with the Partnership Subcommittee on
future roles for OWEB.

V. Recommendations
This is an informational item only. No Board action is requested at this time.
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Oregon Watershed Enhancement Board
775 Summer Street NE, Suite 360

Salem, OR 97301-1290

(503) 986-0178

FAX (503) 986-0199
www.oregon.gov/OWEB

January 6, 2009

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

Renee Davis-Born, Data Analyst and Information Specialist

SUBJECT: Agenda Item L-1: Oregon Plan Products
January 21-22, 2009 OWEB Board Meeting

l. Introduction

This report updates the Board on the further development regarding three specific Oregon Plan
Products discussed at the September Board meeting. The report is for informational purposes
only.

1. Background

Over the years, OWEB has provided support for the implementation of the Oregon Plan for
Salmon and Watersheds by funding interagency efforts that help further State goals and
objectives. The Board has retained an Oregon Plan Products non-capital spending plan line item
in recent biennia to provide for Oregon Plan needs identified by staff in consultation with the
Oregon Plan Monitoring Team and Core Team. Staff include Oregon Plan products as a
subcomponent of the Partnership Investments program, because they do not fit well into the
regular grant program process.

In 2007, the Board delayed funding additional Oregon Plan Products until there was more clarity
about the amount of non-capital funding that would be available from the Pacific Coastal Salmon
Recovery Fund (PCSRF). At the May and September 2008 Board meetings, staff briefed the
Board about several high priority Oregon Plan Products. These products, which are the subject
of this report, will inform such activities as project planning and implementation by watershed
councils to reporting on agency Key Performance Measures by OWEB and other agencies.

Last summer OWEB was awarded additional PCSRF funds. In September 2008, the Board
reserved $650,000 of those funds for Oregon Plan Products. Due to current budgetary
considerations, staff is not at this time proposing the Board fund the Oregon Plan Products
described below. However, we do believe these projects warrant a continued discussion and may
be appropriate to fund later this biennium if funding is available.
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Oregon Plan Products for Future Consideration

A. Data Management System for Fish-Passage Barriers and Habitat

Fish passage barrier removal projects comprise a significant number of the total on-the-
ground accomplishments under the Oregon Plan for Salmon and Watersheds. OWEB
awarded well over $28 million in grant funds for 313 fish passage barrier removal projects
over the last ten years. Several thousand miles of streams have been re-opened to salmon
and other aquatic species in Oregon’s waterways as a result of this partnership. To date,
however, Oregon does not possess a partial or comprehensive list and map of fish passage
barriers to guide priority development for future barrier removal and for evaluation of past
barrier removal accomplishments relative to overall needs.

The Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife (ODFW) is charged in statute with maintaining
a fish passage barrier database and prioritization system. ODFW has made significant
progress in developing an approach and prioritization framework through a collaborative task
force that will result in an Oregon Fish Passage Barrier Inventory Database. In recent
months, ODFW secured funding from the Oregon Department of Administrative Services
and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service to update spatial datasets for fish habitat distribution
and fish-passage barriers.

By mid 2009, ODFW anticipates making up-to-date fish habitat distribution data available
online for coho salmon, winter and summer steelhead, spring and fall Chinook salmon, and
chum salmon. This initial version of the fish passage barrier database is not inclusive of all
fish-passage barriers on all state waterways, but it does represent a compilation of the three
largest databases in Oregon (ODFW, Oregon Department of Transportation, and the Bureau
of Land Management).

Since the September Board meeting, OWEB and ODFW staff met to discuss near-term
priorities and future needs related to data management for fish-passage barriers. These
priorities include such tasks as incorporating into the ODFW barriers database information
from other sources such as OWEB’s Oregon Watershed Restoration Inventory (OWRI),
Oregon Water Resources Department (OWRD), U.S. Forest Service, and local barrier
inventories from watershed councils and soil and water conservation districts. In addition,
staff from both agencies have coordinated on a review of five barrier datasets from the
Umpgua Basin to assess the consistency of content among the datasets and to evaluate the
degree of overlap.

OWEB funding could enable the development of a comprehensive, web-accessible data
management system for fish-passage barriers that will greatly benefit OWEB, grantees, tribal
government, state agencies, federal entities, and the public. Data in this system would be
regularly updated to reflect new inventories of barriers and restoration actions undertaken to
address fish-passage problems. This web-based system would allow users to depict fish
habitat and barriers on maps, assess the level of severity of different barriers, and to use
decision-support tools for prioritizing barrier removal restoration projects at multiple
geographic scales throughout the state. OWEB funds would be used for the staff time and
costs related to developing, updating, and distributing the data layers that would be generated
under this effort.
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Staff estimate that $80,000 in OWEB funding would be needed to support this effort. This
item may be presented for consideration of the Board at its March 2009 meeting.

B. Stream Flow Measurement with Oregon Water Resources Department

Another potential Oregon Plan Product involves OWRD stream flow gauges and monitoring
equipment. This is integrally linked to the Board’s investment in water conservation and
irrigation efficiency projects, as well as the subsequent effectiveness monitoring program
effort to evaluate those projects. Over the past several years, funding of stream flow
monitoring and gauges has occurred in several areas of the state through the regular grant
program at OWEB. There has not been a systematic evaluation of where these gauges are
funded relative to a state-wide strategy such as that developed by OWRD.

Staff have explored potential partnerships regarding stream measurement with OWRD staff
for several years. During the 2007 legislative session, OWRD and OWEB were involved in
discussions about the importance of upgrading, installing, and maintaining Oregon’s network
of stream gauges. These discussions included the idea of a partnership to fund priority
stream gauges for flow and water quality monitoring. Staff expect similar discussions to
continue this session given that the Governor’s Recommended Budget includes $100,000 in
Measure 66 Lottery funding for water measurement purposes.

This issue remains relevant to OWEB programs. When presented with the consideration of
this topic at the September meeting, several Board members expressed interest in potential
OWEB investment in a partnership with OWRD, particularly as it relates to restoration
project evaluation and climate change. In addition, the stream flow measurement issue
dovetails well with the recently formed Flow Conservation Work Group formed by OWEB
staff. (See Agenda Item G.)

Given that this issue will likely be a topic during the legislative session, staff do not
recommend specific proposals for action at this time. Staff will keep the board updated with
any new developments on this subject at upcoming board meetings.

C. Watersheds Research Monitoring Equipment

OWEB has invested in several research projects over the years and many include the
purchase and operation of monitoring equipment. At times, this equipment is subject to
damage, loss, and vandalism. While funding of maintenance is not eligible through the
restoration grant rules, no such prohibition exists for research or monitoring grants. Until
recently, the Board has not been asked explicitly to fund equipment repair and replacement.
In the spring of 2008, staff were contacted by the Oregon Watersheds Research Cooperative
(WRC) on the subject of funding equipment replacement and repair for three paired-
watershed study areas previously funded by the Board.

The WRC is a public-private consortium comprised of state and federal agencies and private
forestry interests. The WRC is implementing watershed scale research projects in three areas
(Trask, Hinkle, and Alsea river basins), in part, through OWEB funding. The projects are
designed to evaluate contemporary forest harvest and develop an understanding of the effect
of those practices on physical and ecological processes on the landscape. OWEB has funded
capital expenses through two separate research grants for the WRC in the amount of nearly
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$650,000. The most recent investment of $400,000 was through a Research Grant awarded
in September of 2007.

The WRC approached staff this spring with a request for additional funding to cover research
equipment repair and replacement costs, estimated at $60,000 per year. The WRC requested
that OWEB consider partial funding to cover 50 percent of these costs, or $30,000 per year.
Following the Board discussion in September 2008, the WRC provided additional
supplemental information, which is contained in Attachment A. The WRC also revised its
proposal to request $13,835 per year from OWEB.

Staff believe the revised request represents a more realistic need for the research project
equipment maintenance, repair, and replacement. There is not a prohibition on funding the
maintenance of monitoring and research equipment as exists in the administrative rules
pertaining to restoration grants, and research grants are often dependent upon functioning
equipment in order to provide useful information. For these reasons, staff anticipate
returning to the Board in March with a request to fund the maintenance, repair, and
replacement of equipment for the project from research capital funds. The current request,
however, is for funding through 2017 and staff will continue to work with the WRC to refine
this aspect of the request.

IV.  Staff Recommendation
This is an informational item only. No Board action is required at this time.

Attachment
A. Oregon Watersheds Research Cooperative Request
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Attachment A

MAINTENANCE/REPAIR BUDGET
ALSEA WATERSHED STUDY

The Watersheds Research Cooperative (http://watershedsresearch.org/ ) is evaluating the effectiveness of
various forest management strategies in protecting and restoring small headwater streams and
downstream fish bearing streams. OWEB has invested close to $900,000 in the three watershed studies in
two separate grant cycles for capital investments. These studies would not have been possible without
these OWEB investments. While long-term studies are needed to address these kinds of effectiveness
questions, they also result in annual equipment repair and replacement costs. The purpose of this paper is
to provide budget and Oregon Plan context for these watersheds studies and discuss the expected nature
of our expected equipment maintenance costs over the life of the studies (through 2017).

Total estimated annual maintenance or replacement costs for three watershed studies: $13,835/year. The
actual equipment is itemized in Tables 1, 2 and 3. This estimate does not include batteries that will
eventually wear out nor does it include catastrophic damage to any station such as treefall on a weir or
gauging house or loss of a flume site during debris flow or storm event. Costs to completely re-
establishment a gauging station or flume site would range from $12,000 - $23,000 depending on the site.

Table 1. Estimated annual equipment maintenance costs for the Alsea.

Alsea Items Cost

Annual replacement of tubing for pump samplers (3 sets) $250

Annual replacement for DO probe sensor caps (6) $510

HACH DO Probes (1 per year due to vandalism or weather damage) | $2,425

Precipitation gauges (average of 2 lost per year due to vandalism) $100

1 TTS station to be vandalized every three years $2,000

TOTAL ANNUAL $5,285
Table 2. Estimated annual equipment maintenance costs for the Trask.

Trask Items Costs

Annual TTS Maintenance $2,685

Annual headwater flume maintenance $ 2,385

TOTAL ANNUAL $5,070
Table 3. Estimated annual equipment maintenance costs for Hinkle.

Hinkle Items

Annual Micro Met Maintenance $ 600

Annual TTS Maintenance $ 2,880

TOTAL ANNUAL $ 3,480

TOTAL ANNUAL COSTS FOR 3 STUDIES $13,835

The three watershed studies- Alsea, Hinkle, and Trask, have been able to leverage OWEB's substantial
investment against an even larger operating budget from diverse funding sources. The operating budget for
the three studies is approximately $695,000-$1,527,000/year for a total anticipated cost of $10,545,000
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when the project is complete. Funding sources include but are not limited to ODF, NCASI, OFRI, BLM,
Douglas County, OFIC, Weyco, USGS, OSU, EPA, and other Grant money.

The research and monitoring conducted under the three watershed studies benefits the Oregon Plan.
These studies address effectiveness of current forest management (a critical component of the Oregon
Plan), across multiple landowner types (State, Private, and Federal), multiple regions, and at a watershed
scale. The Alsea, Hinkle, and Trask studies include biological and downstream responses to forest
management. No other project currently addresses all of these topics. Furthermore, effectiveness
monitoring is currently recognized as a knowledge gap for the Oregon Plan. This research compliments
other OWERB research focused on status and trends or restoration. In fact, the Alsea Study will evaluate
restoration as well as general forest management.

While long-term studies are needed to address these kinds of effectiveness questions, they also require
annual equipment repair and replacement. Thus, we are now faced with repairing and replacing equipment
initial purchased with OWEB capital investments. Not maintaining equipment is not an option. It could
result in temporally and spatially inconsistent data collection, lower data quality, data gaps, or complete
loss of data stations if damaged equipment is not replaced. These types of issues can limit final study
conclusions.

We estimate that the WRC can cover some of the maintenance costs. Examples could include batteries or
catastrophic damage both of which were not included in the estimate. The WRC funds will come from
current funding sources in proportions to their relative investments (i.e. ODF, NCASI, OFRI, BLM, Douglas
County, OFIC, Weyco, and USGS). Given our available budget for equipment repair, we estimate the
following maintenance grant requests to OWEB through the life of these studies as follows:

13k/year from 2009 - 2011 (Hinkle will be done),

10K/year from 2012-2016 (Trask will finish),

5K in 2017 (Alsea will finish)

Actual maintenance costs may differ from this estimate and may vary from year to year. While large storm
events can be particularly devastating to instream equipment, even average storm events cause damage.
Some equipment is simply limited in longevity or needs battery upgrades and replacements (e.g. temp
probes). Other equipment, by design is subjected to damaging floods (TTS probes and samplers).
Therefore it is reasonable to anticipate annual maintenance will be needed. Our estimates are based on
knowledge from principle investigators who have experience with other large scale, long term studies (e.g.
H.J. Andrews, Hinkle Creek)

We can only estimate what we would purchase based on operation for the last several years. Luminescent
DO and temperature probes need to be maintained every year or two. We have had vandalism of cables
and theft of instruments over the last couple years. In these damp locations electronic can short out.

We recognize multiple requests for high priority work outweigh available OWEB funds. We appreciate
OWEB's past support and investment in this well-designed set of watershed studies. We do not plan to
solicit additional funding from OWEB but there could be an unforeseen, compelling development in the
future that might warrant a request. Because we have the basic watershed research structure in place
these sites become high valuable for "add-on" studies. For example, the question about stormwater runoff
and herbicides can be address at these sites in a much tighter experiment and at lower cost than it would
elsewhere.
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We appreciate your consideration of this request. Any questions should be forward to Chris Jarmer or Liz
Dent.

Chris Jarmer
Oregon Forest Industries Council
503.586.1243

Liz Dent
Aquatic Specialist
State Forests Program
Oregon Department of Forestry
Phone Numbers:
Philomath: 541.929.9168
Salem: 503.945.7371
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Attachment A

MAINTENANCE/REPAIR BUDGET
ALSEA WATERSHED STUDY

The Watersheds Research Cooperative (http://watershedsresearch.org/ ) is evaluating the effectiveness of
various forest management strategies in protecting and restoring small headwater streams and
downstream fish bearing streams. OWEB has invested close to $900,000 in the three watershed studies in
two separate grant cycles for capital investments. These studies would not have been possible without
these OWEB investments. While long-term studies are needed to address these kinds of effectiveness
questions, they also result in annual equipment repair and replacement costs. The purpose of this paper is
to provide budget and Oregon Plan context for these watersheds studies and discuss the expected nature
of our expected equipment maintenance costs over the life of the studies (through 2017).

Total estimated annual maintenance or replacement costs for three watershed studies: $13,835/year. The
actual equipment is itemized in Tables 1, 2 and 3. This estimate does not include batteries that will
eventually wear out nor does it include catastrophic damage to any station such as treefall on a weir or
gauging house or loss of a flume site during debris flow or storm event. Costs to completely re-
establishment a gauging station or flume site would range from $12,000 - $23,000 depending on the site.

Table 1. Estimated annual equipment maintenance costs for the Alsea.

Alsea Items Cost

Annual replacement of tubing for pump samplers (3 sets) $250

Annual replacement for DO probe sensor caps (6) $510

HACH DO Probes (1 per year due to vandalism or weather damage) | $2,425

Precipitation gauges (average of 2 lost per year due to vandalism) $100

1 TTS station to be vandalized every three years $2,000

TOTAL ANNUAL $5,285
Table 2. Estimated annual equipment maintenance costs for the Trask.

Trask Items Costs

Annual TTS Maintenance $2,685

Annual headwater flume maintenance $ 2,385

TOTAL ANNUAL $5,070
Table 3. Estimated annual equipment maintenance costs for Hinkle.

Hinkle Items

Annual Micro Met Maintenance $ 600

Annual TTS Maintenance $ 2,880

TOTAL ANNUAL $ 3,480

TOTAL ANNUAL COSTS FOR 3 STUDIES $13,835

The three watershed studies- Alsea, Hinkle, and Trask, have been able to leverage OWEB's substantial
investment against an even larger operating budget from diverse funding sources. The operating budget for
the three studies is approximately $695,000-$1,527,000/year for a total anticipated cost of $10,545,000
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when the project is complete. Funding sources include but are not limited to ODF, NCASI, OFRI, BLM,
Douglas County, OFIC, Weyco, USGS, OSU, EPA, and other Grant money.

The research and monitoring conducted under the three watershed studies benefits the Oregon Plan.
These studies address effectiveness of current forest management (a critical component of the Oregon
Plan), across multiple landowner types (State, Private, and Federal), multiple regions, and at a watershed
scale. The Alsea, Hinkle, and Trask studies include biological and downstream responses to forest
management. No other project currently addresses all of these topics. Furthermore, effectiveness
monitoring is currently recognized as a knowledge gap for the Oregon Plan. This research compliments
other OWERB research focused on status and trends or restoration. In fact, the Alsea Study will evaluate
restoration as well as general forest management.

While long-term studies are needed to address these kinds of effectiveness questions, they also require
annual equipment repair and replacement. Thus, we are now faced with repairing and replacing equipment
initial purchased with OWEB capital investments. Not maintaining equipment is not an option. It could
result in temporally and spatially inconsistent data collection, lower data quality, data gaps, or complete
loss of data stations if damaged equipment is not replaced. These types of issues can limit final study
conclusions.

We estimate that the WRC can cover some of the maintenance costs. Examples could include batteries or
catastrophic damage both of which were not included in the estimate. The WRC funds will come from
current funding sources in proportions to their relative investments (i.e. ODF, NCASI, OFRI, BLM, Douglas
County, OFIC, Weyco, and USGS). Given our available budget for equipment repair, we estimate the
following maintenance grant requests to OWEB through the life of these studies as follows:

13k/year from 2009 - 2011 (Hinkle will be done),

10K/year from 2012-2016 (Trask will finish),

5K in 2017 (Alsea will finish)

Actual maintenance costs may differ from this estimate and may vary from year to year. While large storm
events can be particularly devastating to instream equipment, even average storm events cause damage.
Some equipment is simply limited in longevity or needs battery upgrades and replacements (e.g. temp
probes). Other equipment, by design is subjected to damaging floods (TTS probes and samplers).
Therefore it is reasonable to anticipate annual maintenance will be needed. Our estimates are based on
knowledge from principle investigators who have experience with other large scale, long term studies (e.g.
H.J. Andrews, Hinkle Creek)

We can only estimate what we would purchase based on operation for the last several years. Luminescent
DO and temperature probes need to be maintained every year or two. We have had vandalism of cables
and theft of instruments over the last couple years. In these damp locations electronic can short out.

We recognize multiple requests for high priority work outweigh available OWEB funds. We appreciate
OWEB's past support and investment in this well-designed set of watershed studies. We do not plan to
solicit additional funding from OWEB but there could be an unforeseen, compelling development in the
future that might warrant a request. Because we have the basic watershed research structure in place
these sites become high valuable for "add-on" studies. For example, the question about stormwater runoff
and herbicides can be address at these sites in a much tighter experiment and at lower cost than it would
elsewhere.
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We appreciate your consideration of this request. Any questions should be forward to Chris Jarmer or Liz
Dent.

Chris Jarmer
Oregon Forest Industries Council
503.586.1243

Liz Dent
Aquatic Specialist
State Forests Program
Oregon Department of Forestry
Phone Numbers:
Philomath: 541.929.9168
Salem: 503.945.7371
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Oregon Watershed Enhancement Board
775 Summer Street NE, Suite 360

Salem, OR 97301-1290

(503) 986-0178

FAX (503) 986-0199
www.oregon.gov/OWEB

January 6, 2009

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

Renee Davis-Born, Data Analyst and Information Specialist

SUBJECT: Agenda Item M: Monitoring and Research Program
January 21-22, 2009 OWEB Board Meeting

l. Introduction
This report updates the Board on the ongoing activities of the Monitoring and Research Program.
The report is for informational purposes only.

1. Background

Monitoring section staff have focused on a number of program areas since the last Board
meeting. The Board spending plan includes a $1.3 million reserve for the regular monitoring
grant solicitation. In this pending grant cycle, OWEB received a total of $2.7 million in
monitoring grant requests. Monitoring staff led the review of these applications by the Oregon
Plan Monitoring Team(OPMT). The OPMT reviews will inform the Regional Review Team
evaluations of applications.

Staff are also in the midst of selecting a contractor to perform the riparian and fish passage
evaluations for the South Coast and Grande Ronde basins. The Board approved $100,000 for
this purpose in September 2008. This review will look at the effectiveness of these project types
in the two basins that have seen the longest period of restoration investment.

The following section provides details on several monitoring program activities: 1) the Coastal
Storm Assessment Report; 2) the Research Priorities and Solicitation Process; and 3) Wetland
Effectiveness Monitoring.

1. Discussion

A. Coastal Storm Assessment Report

At the January 2008 Board meeting in Astoria, staff provided Board members with its initial
impressions about how OWEB investments fared in the December 2007 storm in the North
Coast Basin. At that time, preliminary reports indicated that culvert and bridge replacements
appeared to have survived the storm and that no reports had come in about large wood being
lost or causing damage downstream. Staff already had received reports of new log and
gravel recruitment and newly braided channels. Channel reconstruction projects also
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appeared to have fared well. At the same time, some riparian fencing and planting damage
had been found on the Upper Nehalem River.

Staff suggested the potential use of effectiveness monitoring funds to do follow-up research
on the effect of storm events on restoration projects and how the findings from such a study
could inform OWEB’s grant making activities and guidelines for implementation of
restoration projects. The Board agreed with this approach.

In the summer of 2008, OWEB contracted with the Institute for Natural Resources (INR) at
Oregon State University to coordinate and lead the OWEB Coastal Storm Assessment
project. The purpose of this project was to evaluate past and current restoration practices and
their relative survival during the significant wind-and-rain storm event of December 2007. A
second objective was to assess how the guidelines used to inform the implementation of these
projects may be affected by potential changes in storm events due to global warming.

Staff expect the final report to be available by the time of the upcoming Board meeting. Staff
will provide copies of the full report and summarize its findings at that time.

B. Research Priorities and Research Solicitation Processes

OWEB offered its first open solicitation for research grants in 2007 and awarded funding to
nine projects last September. During 2008, the Monitoring and Research Subcommittee met
to develop priority focus areas for the anticipated 2009 research grant cycle. A proposed
approach to developing specific research priorities was presented to and adopted by the
Board at the September 2008 meeting. Staff then began working on revising the research
priorities and establishing a process for soliciting research proposals in the spring of 2009.

In light of potential revenue reductions and budget constraints, staff propose a slight shift of
course in this program area. Instead of developing a broad list of updated research priorities
to inform an open solicitation for research grant proposals, staff recommend convening the
Monitoring and Research Subcommittee to discuss a more narrow set of research priorities
that could focus on applied research products such as: climate change and local watershed
impacts; climate change and salmon returns from the ocean environment; economic
evaluations of the role OWEB investments play in local economies and communities;
modeling water availability; and terrestrial considerations of invasive species and wildfires.

Staff will reconvene the Monitoring and Research Subcommittee on this issue and report
back to the full Board this spring.

C. Agency Investments in the Wetland Effectiveness Monitoring Program

As reported in the Director’s update Agenda Item D7, OWEB secured a $342,281 grant from
the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) to create the framework for an Oregon Wetland
Monitoring and Assessment Program in the Willamette Valley. Staff have made significant
progress on this since September.

The EPA funded project is intended as an initial step toward a comprehensive wetlands
strategy by applying the Oregon Rapid Wetland Assessment Protocol (ORWAP) to develop
detailed effectiveness monitoring to assess wetland quality and evaluate restoration and
mitigation success. The project also will test a preliminary invertebrate-based biological
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monitoring tool, improve the quality and management of data on mitigation and restoration
sites, and increase the exchange of information to improve decision-making about wetland
enhancement and investments. This project is intended to complement and inform
investments that will be made by OWEB under the Willamette Special Investment
Partnership. The work under this grant commenced last fall and field work is scheduled to
begin in the spring of 20009.

Following the Board’s approval of the delegation of authority for the Director to enter into
grant agreements and contracts, staff conducted a Request for Proposals and selected a
wetland contractor to conduct the field work during the next two field seasons. While the
EPA grant provided $63,000 for the field work, there are additional parameters that could be
monitored including sensitive wildlife species featured in the Oregon Comprehensive
Wildlife Conservation Strategy that would add significant value and understanding to the
overall wetland evaluation project. Staff may come before the Board in March with a request
to allocate $30,000 for this purpose. The funds would come from the existing $375,000
reserve for effectiveness monitoring. These additional funds would supplement the federal
grant dollars and enable an extension of the field work contract that is being finalized this
month.

IV.  Recommendation
This is an informational item only. No action is requested at this time.
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OWEB Coastal Storm Assessment
Project

Prepared by

The Institute for Natural Resources
Oregon State University

Marine Resource Management Program and

Oregon Sea Grant
Oregon State University

for the
Oregon Watershed Enhancement Board




Goal of Coastal Storms Project

Provide a science-based approach to assist OWEB iIn
determining If its restoration project guidelines are robust
enough to take into account potential increases in storm
magnitude, frequency and/or intensity associated with
climate change.




Approach

Assessment of the 2007 storm characteristics and intensity
Random selection of OWEB funded restoration activities

On-site storm damage assessment:
—  Wind throw
— Debris & torrent flow

On-site condition and effectiveness
— Pre-storm from OWEB monitoring reports
— Post-storm using rapid field assessment methodology

Independent expert judgment used to.
— Create assessment protocols
— Validate field assessments for each site




Taylor Scale of Storm Intensity

Table 1. Storm Intensity scale using five categories

Likert Scale*
mﬁn-_-n—n

| 22 | 24 [ 26 | 28 |
Precipitation, Percent of 100 -
Year, maximum ocbserved
‘ashington Coast, sea level

" & walue of 1 represents the smallest or weakes? significant storm, 5 the highest. The parameters are
mubualy exciusive.

Precipitation




Selection of Sample Sites

33 OWEB Grant Numbers in study area

Random selection of 19 grant numbers/86
iIndividual projects/sites:

— 60 riparian planting
— 13 large wood placement

— 13 fish passage




Rapid Field Assessment

Develop a rapid assessment framework with individual
protocols developed for each of the restoration activities:

» Be able to be completed quickly and accurately In
the field without the use of specialized equipment
or time consuming detailed measurement

Establish baseline measures of the condition and
effectiveness of the restoration projects

|dentify potential recent wind, torrent and debris
damage to the projects.

Can be used for day to day OWEB monitoring needs




Site Condition

Table 7. Field assessment of restoration site condition

anditian
3

All Projects 1% 3%9 1484 S0%4
Riparian Qg 284 15%% 57 %
Lorgs ¥Wood Plocameant %0 1.5%0 009 Z3%0

Fish Possogs 040 0%% 23%% 46%
A volue of T indicobas thot there wos no eviderce of resiorotion adhvity of the s%a.
A score of 5 would indicate thot site, project in e bost physical condition pessible given
rormally prenvailing condifions.
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Change in Site Condition

Restoration Sites and Precipitation Intel

" oo 1 = 100% of 100 year
maximum

5 =140% Of 100 year
maximum

Restoration Sites and Storm Impact

4
3 5

2%
1%\ f 0%

1 = No adverse change

—

5 = Severe adverse change
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Change in Site Condition

Riparian Sites and Storm Impact LWP Sites and Storm Impact

3 4
2 O%Njf/
15% 5 5
0% 4 FO%
15%

2

0%
3
0%

4 5
0% 0%

-

Fish Passage Sites and Storm Impact

1 = No adverse
change

5 = Severe adverse
change
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Findings

The Dec 07 storm had a minor impact on OWEB funded
restoration projects on the North Coast:

* Prevailing winter conditions on the North Coast tend to
towards the extreme and frequently impact restoration
sites

Less resilient sites are likely not subject to restoration
and if they are they either do not last or they receive
“best practice” treatment

Restoration design, implementation and rehabllitation
practices limit lasting effects from severe storms

Damage from elk and beaver, smothering by invasive
species and landowner neglect also impact restoration sites




Caveats

Riparian plantings at the sampled sites were relatively
young and plantings may suffer more significant storm
damage as they mature

Our findings should not be extrapolated to the rest of
Oregon, especially east of the coast range. Different land
uses, climate and hydrological regimes may mean
restoration sites are impacted differently by severe storms

The absence of systematic pre-storm monitoring data
made before and after comparisons of site condition and
effectiveness impossible in all but a few instances

Some observed storm damage used to infer impact could
have occurred in storms prior to December 2007




Recommendations

OWEB should:

1.

Develop a web-based one-stop shop for best practice
guidelines for all restoration activities promoting:

» Greater consistency In the effectiveness of
projects overtime

» An accessible body of knowledge for the next
generation of restoration practitioners

Require greater consistency in monitoring reporting from
restoration practitioners. Our rapid assessment
approach is easy to follow and requires no special
training or equipment, yet provides consistent monitoring
of project condition and effectiveness across a region
and through time.



Recommendations

3. Support research that helps reduce uncertainty about the
effects of climate change on Oregon’s watersheds
Including the development of regionally downscaled
models that forecast climate under a range of scenarios
at a watershed scale

Build climate change detection into its monitoring
protocols to help identify long-term cumulative changes
In watershed condition

. Consider the need to demonstrate climate resiliency
and/or ongoing climate adaptation in restoration
practices as a condition for funding




Thanks

Project Team

Glenn Ahrens OSU Extension

Jenna Borberg OSU Marine Resource Management
Cyrus Curry Oregon Watershed Enhancement Board
Robert Emanuel OSU Sea Grant Extension

Erik Endrulat Oregon Watershed Enhancement Board
Lisa Gaines OSU Institute for Natural Resources
Guillermo Giannico OSU Fisheries and Wildlife
Michael Harte OSU Marine Resource Management
Josh Lambert OSU Institute for Natural Resources
Kathy Maas-Hebner OSU Forest Science Laboratory
Melissa Murphy OSU Marine Resource Management
Peter Parsons Oregon Department of Agriculture
Stacy Polkowske OSU Institute for Natural Resources

Marv Pyles OSU Forest Engineering

Assistance

Liz Dent, Oregon Department of Forestry

Maggie Peyton, Upper Nehalem Watershed Council

Ray Monroe, Tillamook County Soil and Water Conservation District
Doug Ray, Carex Consulting

Maryanne Reiter, Weyerhaeuser

Tom Shafer, Oregon Watershed Enhancement Board



An Analysis of Storm Characteristics and
Long-Term Storm Variability Along the
Oregon-Washington Coast

George H. Taylor
Certified Consulting Meteorologist
Applied Climate Services, LLC
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Percentage of Average Annual Precipitation Recorded Each Month,
West Coast Stations













Precipitation (in. * 100)
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Table 5.1. Historic Peak Winds at Astoria. Peak gusts from 1995-2006 are adjusted
upward to account for a 5-second averaging period.

Peak Gust
Storm Event at Astoria (mph) | Other Name
12-Oct-62 96 Columbus Day Storm
03-Dec-07 85 "Great Coastal Gale"?
14-Dec-06 82 Hanukkah Eve Storm
15-Jan-51 80
16-Jan-00 78
03-Mar-99 78
13-Feb-79 76 Kitsap Blowdown
17-Dec-61 76
20-Dec-61 76
16-Jan-86 75
03-Nov-58 75
15-Dec-95 74 Big Blast
15-Dec-97 74
20-Jan-93 72 Inauguration Day Storm
27-Apr-62 71
27-Dec-02 70
26-Mar-71 70
09-Jan-53 70
14-Nov-81 68 Friday-the-13th Storm
07-Jan-53 66
27-0Oct-50 65
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Research Topics

1. Time series of “Atmospheric Rivers” (“Pineapple
Express events”)

2. Concurrent wind-rain storms

3. Using PDO and other “cycles” to hedge risk of
extreme events

_ i i | i i i i i i i
1%00 1910 1920 1930 1940 1950 1960 1970 1980 1990 2000
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Diagnosis of an Intense Atmospheric River Impacting the Pacific Northwest: Storm

Summary and Offshore Vertical Structure Observed with COSMIC Satellite Retrievals

PAUL J. NEIMAN, F. MARTIN RALPH, AND GARY A. WICK

NOAA/Earth System Research Laboratory/Physical Sciences Division, Boulder, Colorado;

YING-HWA KUO, TAE-KWON WEE, AND ZAIZHONG MA, National Center for Atmospheric Research;
GEORGE H. TAYLOR, Oregon Climate Service, Oregon State University, Corvallis, Oregon

MICHAEL D. DETTINGER, U.S. Geological Survey, Scripps Institution of Oceanography, La Jolla, California
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Oregon Watershed Enhancement Board
775 Summer Street NE, Suite 360

Salem, OR 97301-1290

(503) 986-0178

FAX (503) 986-0199
www.oregon.gov/OWEB

January 5, 2009

MEMORANDUM
TO: Oregon Watershed Enhancement Board
FROM: Miriam Hulst, Acquisitions Specialist

Ken Bierly, Deputy Director

SUBJECT: Agenda Item O: Deferred Acquisitions
January 20-21, 2009 OWEB Board Meeting

l. Introduction

This staff report provides an overview of the land acquisition applications received in the
October 2008 grant cycle, gives an update on the status of previously pending land acquisition
grant applications, and provides an update on the status of U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
(USFWS) Coastal Wetlands Grants for land acquisition.

1. Deferred Acquisitions

Staff received 11 land acquisition applications in the October 2008 grant cycle. The applications
requested a total of $8,741,462 and represented all regions except for Region 6. The applications
are currently being evaluated for ecological and educational merit by the appropriate regional
review team.

The October 2008 applications, combined with the additional 11 applications previously deferred
for due diligence review, total $16,410,232. Attachment A provides additional information
about the acquisition applications that are currently pending and the acquisition applications that
were received in the October 2008 grant cycle.

Land acquisition grant applications often require more time to fully evaluate and prepare funding
recommendations than is available in the regular 21-week grant cycle. At the time of writing this
staff report, none of the 11 land acquisition applications deferred at previous Board meetings will
be ready for consideration at the January 2009 Board Meeting. It is possible that several of the
October 2008 applications may be ready for Board consideration at the March 2009 meeting. At
least one deferred acquisition, the Big Creek Acquisition, is also likely to be ready for Board
consideration at the March 2009 meeting. Given the significance of the proposed acquisition and
the funding amount requested from OWEB, staff want to brief the Board about the application in
January. The application is described in the following section.

A. Big Creek Acquisition (209-105)

The Big Creek Acquisition application, currently pending due diligence review, is expected
to be ready for funding consideration by the Board at the March 2009 Board meeting. The
Nature Conservancy (TNC) is currently requesting $2 million from OWEB for this
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application. The Big Creek Acquisition project would be a large OWEB investment, and
thus staff have opted to provide the Board with an informational preview of this project.

In April 2008, TNC submitted an application for the Big Creek Acquisition project seeking
$3,750,000 in OWEB funds. The Big Creek property, 193 acres located on the Oregon Coast
in Lane County, is adjacent to Siuslaw National Forest and Washburne Memorial State Park.
The application states that 97 percent of the property contains OWEB priority ecosystems,
plant communities, and species. The property contains 132 acres of federally designated
critical habitat for Oregon silverspot butterfly, a threatened species. The property also
contains 0.65 miles of federally designated critical habitat for coho salmon, a threatened
species. The presence of both threatened species has been confirmed on the property by the
U.S. Forest Service (USFS) and TNC. The application states that steelhead, red-legged frog,
band-tailed pigeon, and several other at-risk species are also present on the property.

The Big Creek property’s zoning currently allows for development of a 150-unit destination
resort and up to 11 additional units. The current owners have drafted building plans and
obtained development permits. TNC recently entered into an agreement with the owners to
purchase the property for the appraised value of $4.07 million.

The Big Creek application states that acquisition of the property is consistent with five of the
conservation principles contained in OWEB’s Basin Ecological Priorities. The property’s
exceptional biodiversity and location adjacent to other conserved properties, in addition to
the imminent development threat and the need for active restoration to sustain Oregon
silverspot butterfly habitat, make the property a high priority for protection. The Region 1
review team feels that this site is a critically important conservation opportunity. The team
identified Big Creek as a key watershed and the proposed property as a chance to conserve
both aquatic and terrestrial species of significance.

In May 2008, the Board Acquisitions Subcommittee declined to proceed with due diligence
review for the project. The Subcommittee’s decision was based on TNC’s intent to convey
the property to the USFS after purchase of fee title. The Subcommittee was concerned about
the state’s ability to protect its conservation interests in such a scenario because federal
agencies will not hold fee title to land on which the state has a conservation easement. The
Subcommittee also declined to proceed with due diligence because it felt that TNC needed to
explore additional funding sources, rather than asking OWEB to contribute $3.75 million of
the $4.07 million purchase price.

As a result of the Subcommittee’s concerns, TNC engaged Oregon Parks and Recreation
Department (OPRD) in conversations regarding the project. OPRD has expressed interest in
holding title to the property. TNC is seeking project funding from the National Oceanic and
Atmospheric Administration (NOAA), U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), and private
sources to reduce the amount requested from OWEB. In July of 2008, the Subcommittee
decided to proceed with due diligence review for the project because of TNC’s efforts to
address its concerns. TNC submitted a revised application requesting $2 million in OWEB
funds, approximately 50% of the property’s purchase price. Funding decisions are expected
to be made by other funders between January and March of 2009.
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TNC is working with OPRD, USFS, and its other project partners to develop a framework for
collaborative management of the property. TNC anticipates having a cooperative
management framework in place by March 2009. At that time, if the due diligence review is
complete, staff expect to recommend the project for Board funding.

I11.  Coastal Wetlands Grants for Land Acquisition

As described in Agenda Item D9, the 2008 Coastal Wetlands Grants for the Yaquina and Alsea
land acquisitions are held up by due diligence issues, although both acquisitions appear likely to
proceed soon and may be ready for Board consideration at the March 2009 meeting. The grant
applications for the OWEB funds to match the federal funds are noted in Attachment A.

In May of 2008, the Board authorized the Director to request legislative Emergency Board
approval to submit 2009 Coastal Wetlands Grant applications to the USFWS. The Legislative
Emergency Board in June of 2008 gave OWEB the approval to apply for 2009 Coastal Wetlands
Grants. OWEB submitted applications for two land acquisition grants in the Nehalem Bay were
submitted in late June of 2008. The total grant request was for $1,463,077, with match from
OWEB of $868,462. This request has been reviewed by the USFWS. OWEB was informed that
both applications were successful in receiving federal grant funds on December 17, 2008
(Attachment B). The state match amount will be requested from the 2009-2011 OWEB budget.

IV.  Recommendation
This is an informational item only. No Board action is requested at this time.

Attachments
A. OWEB Pending Acquisitions
B. 2009 Coastal Wetlands Grant Notice
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Attachment A

OWEB Pending Acquisitions

Primary
APp Applicant Project Name Date Received OWEB Funds Acerage Ecological Status
Number Requested
Value(s)
207-324 |Wallowa Basin Land |Lostine River CE 10/16/2006 $516,000 175ac. [riparian and Received Title Report and
Trust wetlands Phase | ESA, Pending
Appraisal
208-111 |Greenbelt Land Trust|Luckiamute Meadows/ [10/22/2007 $200,000 76 ac. riparian and Pending Due Diligence
Maxfield Creek CE wetlands
208-112 |Greenbelt Land Trust|Luckiamute/Willamette |[10/22/2007 $600,000 125ac. |[riparian and Pending Due Diligence
Confluence CE wetlands
208-113 |Greenbelt Land Trust|Willamette Floodplain- |10/22/2007 $600,000 200 ac. [riparian and Pending Due Diligence
Upland CE wetlands
208-114 |Greenbelt Land Trust|Evergreen Creek CE 10/22/2007 $500,000 222 ac. Pending Due Diligence
208-115 |City of Eugene South Eugene Hills Acq.|10/22/2007 $1,205,330 400 ac. |fendlers blue & |Pending Due Diligence
Kinkade lupine
208-116 |The Wetlands Alsea Bay Coastal Wetlands |[$301,000 235ac. |diked salt marsh |Pending Due Diligence
Conservancy Grant
208-117 |Wetlands Yaquina Il Coastal Wetlands |$46,250 61.35 ac. |[tidal marsh Pending Due Diligence
Conservancy Grant
209-101 |North Coast Land Neawana Riparian 4/23/2008 $1,314,960 212 ac. |riparian and Pending Due Diligence
Conservancy Forest wetlands
209-104 |Benton County Cardwell Hills CE 4/23/2008 $385,230 65.5ac. |[Willamette Valley|Policy Issues Raised
prairie
209-105 ([The Nature Big Creek Inholding 4/23/2008 $2,000,000 193 ac. [coastal prairie & |Policy Issues Raised
Conservancy forest
Subtotal: pending acquisitions $7,668,770
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Attachment A

Acquisition Applications Received 10/20/08

209-106 |[Lower Nehalem North Nehalem Bay 10/20/2008; 2009 |($466,462 16 ac. freshwater and New application
Community Trust Coastal Wetlands tidal wetland,
Grant forested upland
209-107 |Western Horizons | Trackwell Ranch 10/20/2008 $500,000 7,820 ac. [riparian and New application;
Conservation Society grassland potentially ineligible
209-108 |Oregon Rangeland |Maxwell Ranch CE 10/20/2008 $700,000 3,600 ac. |freshwater New application
Trust wetland and
riparian
209-109 |Oregon Rangeland |Albertson Ranch CE 10/20/2008 $200,000 730 ac. |freshwater New application
Trust wetland and
riparian
209-110 |Western Rivers Elk River and Rock 10/20/2008 $200,000 170 ac. [riparian New application
Conservancy Creek
209-111 |City of Albany East Thornton Lake 10/20/2008 $2,400,000 24 ac. wetland, riparian, [New application
upland
209-112 |City of Cannon Ecola Creek Forest 10/20/2008 $1,400,000 805 ac. [riparian, wetland, |New application
Beach Reserve Addition forested upland
209-113 |The Nature Table Rocks 10/20/2008 $1,300,000 1,690 ac. [oak woodland and |New application
Conservancy savanna, upland
prairie
209-114 |Deschutes Land Coffer Ranch CE 10/20/2008 $325,000 330 ac. |freshwater New application
Trust wetland and
riparian
209-115 |Three Rivers Land |Carver Caves 10/20/2008 $500,000 87 ac. cliff, cave, talus  |New application
Conservancy slope, upland
forest
209-116 |McKenzie River Duncan Island CE 10/20/2008 $750,000 83 ac. freshwater and New application
Trust tidal wetland,
forested upland
Subtotal: applications received 10/20/08 $8,741,462
TOTAL $16,410,232

CE = Conservation Easement
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U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service

Department of the Interior
U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service

Pacific Regional Office
911 NE 11™ Avenue eW S
Portland, Oregon 97232-4181

Phone: 503/231-6121

Fax: 503/231-2122
http://pacific.fws.gov

For Release on December 17, 2008 08-098
Contact: Amy Gaskill, Portland, Oregon, (503) 231-6874

More Than $8 Million in Coastal Wetland Grants
Going to Oregon and Washington

The Wildlife and Sport Fish Restoration Program of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service is awarding more than
$20 million in Coastal Wetlands Conservation grants to 12 states, Interior Deputy Secretary Lynn Scarlett
announced today. Of that amount, the states of Oregon and Washington will receive a total of $8.7 million in
grants.

The Coastal Wetlands Conservation grants will provide federal funding for two projects in Oregon and eight in
Washington and will be supplemented with $6 million from state and private partners. The grants will be used to
acquire, restore, or enhance more than 1,444 acres of coastal wetlands for long-term conservation benefits to
wildlife and habitat. Partners in this year’s projects include state and local governments, local land trusts, private
land owners, and many others.

"Coastal wetlands not only provide valuable habitat for many fish and wildlife species but they also help keep
our oceans cleaner and serve as buffers to protect coastal communities from storms and flooding" said Robyn
Thorson, Director of the Service’s Pacific Region, which includes Washington and Oregon. "This Region’s
Coastal Program is a great example of a voluntary approach to habitat conservation. By providing technical and
financial assistance to our partners, we can enlist their help in conserving coastal areas threatened by
development and predicted sea-level rise resulting from climate change.”

The National Coastal Wetlands Conservation grants are awarded to states through a competitive process. The
program is funded under provision of the 1990 Coastal Wetlands Planning, Protection and Restoration Act, with
money generated from excise taxes on fishing equipment and motorboat and small engine fuels.

The following are descriptions of the nine projects which received grants this year in Oregon and Washington.

lof4

Page 102



Oregon

Bott’s Marsh Nehalem Estuarine — The Oregon Watershed Enhancement Board (OWEB) working with the
Trust for Public Land proposes to acquire 36.76 acres of estuarine intertidal marsh and tidal channels in the
Nehalem Estuary in Tillamook County. Acquisition of the Bott’s Marsh is the key to a larger effort to conserve
the Nehalem Estuary led by local land trusts and OWEB. Bott’s Marsh is at risk of being developed and the
wetland heavily impacted or eliminated by marina development.

Grant request: $950,000
Partner share: $402,000
Total cost: $1,352,000

North Nehalem Bay Wetlands Conservation — The Oregon Watershed Enhancement Board in partnership with
the Lower Nehalem Community Trust proposes to acquire 16 acres at the edge of Nehalem Bay in Tillamook
County on the northern coast of Oregon. Of the 16 acres, 12.5 acres are declining freshwater forested and
estuarine intertidal wetlands and 3.5 acres are adjacent uplands. Acquisition of the proposed sites is an important
step in protecting Nehalem Bay wetlands from the impacts of residential development, and it will establish
connectivity among State and private conservation sites that border the northern half of Nehalem Bay.

Grant request: $629,665
Partner share: $583,078
Total cost: $1,212,743
Washington

Dutcher Cove-Sewell Property Acquisition — The Washington Department of Ecology, the Key Metropolitan
Park District, and the Trust for Public Land are working together to conserve tidelands in Dutcher Cover on the
Key Peninsula in South Puget Sound. The Department of Ecology proposes to acquire 25.5 acres, including 19
acres of declining coastal wetlands. Dutcher Cove is a highly productive habitat that benefits several threatened
species, including five salmonids. The tidal flats also provide excellent habitat for recreationally and
commercially valuable shellfish and forage fish that support migratory waterfowl and shorebirds.

Grant request: $500,000
Partner share: $555,500
Total cost: $1,055,000

Harstene Island — Scott Property Acquisition — The Washington State Parks and Recreation Commission in
partnership with the Trust for Public Land (TPL) proposes to acquire 39.3 acres on the eastern shore of Harstene
Island in southern Puget Sound. This project is part of a larger collaboration with TPL to protect approximately
112 acres of tidelands, wetlands, and associated uplands. This tract contains three small fresh water streams and
their associated palustrine wetlands and uplands, as well as feeder bluffs, pocket estuaries, rocky intertidal beach,
and sandy intertidal beach. This property has been a priority acquisition for the Washington State Parks in the
last 10 years.

Grant request: $1,000,000
20f5
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Partner share: $1,010,000
Total cost: $2,010,000

Hoquiam Surge Plain Coastal Grant Phase | —The Washington State Department of Fish and Wildlife in
partnership with the Chehalis River Basin Land Trust, Cascade Land Conservancy, and Grays Harbor Audubon
propose to acquire 714 acres of high quality coastal surge plain and adjacent spruce forest within the Grays
Harbor ecosystem, located on the Olympic Peninsula. This acquisition is part of an effort to protect 1,138 acres
of privately held land that is under threat of development. The Hoquiam surge plain’s extensive network of
tidally influenced channels, sloughs and wetlands provide critical rearing and foraging habitat for juvenile
Chinook, Chum, Coho, salmon and steelhead

Grant request: $1,000,000
Partner share: $470,000
Total cost: $1,470,000

Kiket Island Shoreline Acquisition Phase | — Washington State Parks and Recreation Commission is working
with the Trust for Public Land and other not-for-profit and governmental organizations to acquire Kiket Island in
North Skagit Bay in Skagit County. Phase | will permanently protect approximately 50.5 acres of high quality
estuarine intertidal wetlands, marine nearshore, and associated uplands for expansion of the Deception Pass State
Park. The project area includes valuable fish forage and spawning habitat, native fringe eelgrass beds that
provide habitat to juvenile salmonids, and valuable sediment feeder bluffs that provide substrate for marsh
development and intertidal spawning areas.

Grant request: $1,000,000
Partner share: $1,039,400
Total cost: $2,039,400

Lily Point Acquisition Phase Il — The Washington State Department of Ecology, partnering with The Nature
Conservancy and Whatcom County, proposes to acquire a 146-acre tract with 4,200 feet of natural shoreline and
94 acres of nationally declining estuary intertidal wetlands. The project area is located on the southeast corner of
Point Roberts in Puget Sound, bordered by Canada to the north, Boundary Bay to the east and the Strait of
Georgia to the south. The proposed acquisition will be combined with an adjacent 130-acre tract to create a new
County park. It also contains exceptional sediment feeder bluffs that provide forage fish spawning substrate and
sediment to nourish declining estuarine wetland habitat along the western side of Boundary Bay.

Grant request: $1,000,000
Partner share: $454,550
Total cost: $1,454,550

Lower EId Inlet Acquisition Phase Il — The Washington State Department of Ecology proposes to acquire 55
acres at the southernmost terminus of Puget Sound, including 51.5 acres of wetlands, 1.25 miles of coastal
shoreline, and estuarine habitat, tidal sloughs, freshwater springs, and forested uplands. The site, 66 percent of
which is nationally declining coastal wetland types, provides excellent habitat for five salmonid species
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including Eld Inlet fall chum, Puget Sound coho, Federally threatened Puget Sound fall Chinook and winter
steelhead, and anadromous coastal cutthroat trout. This project will add to nearly 600 acres that have already
been conserved in the Eld Inlet watershed.

Grant request: $650,000
Partner share: $417,780
Total cost: $1,067,780

Lynch Cove Acquisition — Washington State Department of Fish and Game proposes to acquire 236 acres of
estuarine intertidal wetland habitat in Puget Sound near the town of Belfair for protection of habitat for coastal
and fish and wildlife resources, including five species of salmonids. In addition, 45 acres of farmed-diked
pasturelands will be restored to estuary function. The salt marsh provides valuable habitat for migratory birds
and other wetland-dependent fish and wildlife species. This is also one of the most important winter waterfowl
areas in Hood Canal and South Puget Sound. This project will add to 540 acres in the estuary that have been
conserved through previous grants and by the Great Peninsula and Cascade Land Conservancies.

Grant request: $1,000,000
Partner share: $480,000
Total cost: $1,480,000

Twin Rivers Estuary Acquisition — The Washington Department of Ecology in partnership with the Squaxin
Island Tribe proposes to acquire 125 acres of highly quality estuarine and freshwater habitat complex. The
project area is located at the upper end of Oakland Bay in southern Puget Sound and is bounded by two
productive salmon streams. The site includes approximately 3,200 feet of marine/estuarine shoreline and 66
acres of nationally declining estuarine intertidal wetlands between the mouths of the two streams. This property
provides important habitat for five salmonid species, forage fish species, numerous migratory and resident
shorebirds, waterfowl, shellfish, and other wildlife.

Grant request: $1,000,000
Partner share: $598,190
Total cost: $1,598,190

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service is the principal Federal agency responsible for conserving, protecting and
enhancing fish, wildlife and plants and their habitats for the continuing benefit of the American people. The
Service manages the 95-million-acre National Wildlife Refuge System, which encompasses 545 national wildlife
refuges, thousands of small wetlands and other special management areas. It also operates 69 national fish
hatcheries, 64 fishery resources offices and 81 ecological services field stations. The agency enforces federal
wildlife laws, administers the Endangered Species Act, manages migratory bird populations, restores nationally
significant fisheries, conserves and restores wildlife habitat such as wetlands, and helps foreign and Native
American tribal governments with their conservation efforts. It also oversees the Federal Assistance program,
which distributes hundreds of millions of dollars in excise taxes on fishing and hunting equipment to state fish
and wildlife agencies.

-FWS-
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Attachment A

OWEB Pending Acquisitions

Primary
APp Applicant Project Name Date Received OWEB Funds Acerage Ecological Status
Number Requested
Value(s)
207-324 |Wallowa Basin Land |Lostine River CE 10/16/2006 $516,000 175ac. [riparian and Received Title Report and
Trust wetlands Phase | ESA, Pending
Appraisal
208-111 |Greenbelt Land Trust|Luckiamute Meadows/ [10/22/2007 $200,000 76 ac. riparian and Pending Due Diligence
Maxfield Creek CE wetlands
208-112 |Greenbelt Land Trust|Luckiamute/Willamette |[10/22/2007 $600,000 125ac. |[riparian and Pending Due Diligence
Confluence CE wetlands
208-113 |Greenbelt Land Trust|Willamette Floodplain- |10/22/2007 $600,000 200 ac. [riparian and Pending Due Diligence
Upland CE wetlands
208-114 |Greenbelt Land Trust|Evergreen Creek CE 10/22/2007 $500,000 222 ac. Pending Due Diligence
208-115 |City of Eugene South Eugene Hills Acq.|10/22/2007 $1,205,330 400 ac. |fendlers blue & |Pending Due Diligence
Kinkade lupine
208-116 |The Wetlands Alsea Bay Coastal Wetlands |[$301,000 235ac. |diked salt marsh |Pending Due Diligence
Conservancy Grant
208-117 |Wetlands Yaquina Il Coastal Wetlands |$46,250 61.35 ac. |[tidal marsh Pending Due Diligence
Conservancy Grant
209-101 |North Coast Land Neawana Riparian 4/23/2008 $1,314,960 212 ac. |riparian and Pending Due Diligence
Conservancy Forest wetlands
209-104 |Benton County Cardwell Hills CE 4/23/2008 $385,230 65.5ac. |[Willamette Valley|Policy Issues Raised
prairie
209-105 ([The Nature Big Creek Inholding 4/23/2008 $2,000,000 193 ac. [coastal prairie & |Policy Issues Raised
Conservancy forest
Subtotal: pending acquisitions $7,668,770
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Attachment A

Acquisition Applications Received 10/20/08

209-106 |[Lower Nehalem North Nehalem Bay 10/20/2008; 2009 |($466,462 16 ac. freshwater and New application
Community Trust Coastal Wetlands tidal wetland,
Grant forested upland
209-107 |Western Horizons | Trackwell Ranch 10/20/2008 $500,000 7,820 ac. [riparian and New application;
Conservation Society grassland potentially ineligible
209-108 |Oregon Rangeland |Maxwell Ranch CE 10/20/2008 $700,000 3,600 ac. |freshwater New application
Trust wetland and
riparian
209-109 |Oregon Rangeland |Albertson Ranch CE 10/20/2008 $200,000 730 ac. |freshwater New application
Trust wetland and
riparian
209-110 |Western Rivers Elk River and Rock 10/20/2008 $200,000 170 ac. [riparian New application
Conservancy Creek
209-111 |City of Albany East Thornton Lake 10/20/2008 $2,400,000 24 ac. wetland, riparian, [New application
upland
209-112 |City of Cannon Ecola Creek Forest 10/20/2008 $1,400,000 805 ac. [riparian, wetland, |New application
Beach Reserve Addition forested upland
209-113 |The Nature Table Rocks 10/20/2008 $1,300,000 1,690 ac. [oak woodland and |New application
Conservancy savanna, upland
prairie
209-114 |Deschutes Land Coffer Ranch CE 10/20/2008 $325,000 330 ac. |freshwater New application
Trust wetland and
riparian
209-115 |Three Rivers Land |Carver Caves 10/20/2008 $500,000 87 ac. cliff, cave, talus  |New application
Conservancy slope, upland
forest
209-116 |McKenzie River Duncan Island CE 10/20/2008 $750,000 83 ac. freshwater and New application
Trust tidal wetland,
forested upland
Subtotal: applications received 10/20/08 $8,741,462
TOTAL $16,410,232

CE = Conservation Easement
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U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service

Department of the Interior
U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service

Pacific Regional Office
911 NE 11™ Avenue eW S
Portland, Oregon 97232-4181

Phone: 503/231-6121

Fax: 503/231-2122
http://pacific.fws.gov

For Release on December 17, 2008 08-098
Contact: Amy Gaskill, Portland, Oregon, (503) 231-6874

More Than $8 Million in Coastal Wetland Grants
Going to Oregon and Washington

The Wildlife and Sport Fish Restoration Program of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service is awarding more than
$20 million in Coastal Wetlands Conservation grants to 12 states, Interior Deputy Secretary Lynn Scarlett
announced today. Of that amount, the states of Oregon and Washington will receive a total of $8.7 million in
grants.

The Coastal Wetlands Conservation grants will provide federal funding for two projects in Oregon and eight in
Washington and will be supplemented with $6 million from state and private partners. The grants will be used to
acquire, restore, or enhance more than 1,444 acres of coastal wetlands for long-term conservation benefits to
wildlife and habitat. Partners in this year’s projects include state and local governments, local land trusts, private
land owners, and many others.

"Coastal wetlands not only provide valuable habitat for many fish and wildlife species but they also help keep
our oceans cleaner and serve as buffers to protect coastal communities from storms and flooding" said Robyn
Thorson, Director of the Service’s Pacific Region, which includes Washington and Oregon. "This Region’s
Coastal Program is a great example of a voluntary approach to habitat conservation. By providing technical and
financial assistance to our partners, we can enlist their help in conserving coastal areas threatened by
development and predicted sea-level rise resulting from climate change.”

The National Coastal Wetlands Conservation grants are awarded to states through a competitive process. The
program is funded under provision of the 1990 Coastal Wetlands Planning, Protection and Restoration Act, with
money generated from excise taxes on fishing equipment and motorboat and small engine fuels.

The following are descriptions of the nine projects which received grants this year in Oregon and Washington.
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Oregon

Bott’s Marsh Nehalem Estuarine — The Oregon Watershed Enhancement Board (OWEB) working with the
Trust for Public Land proposes to acquire 36.76 acres of estuarine intertidal marsh and tidal channels in the
Nehalem Estuary in Tillamook County. Acquisition of the Bott’s Marsh is the key to a larger effort to conserve
the Nehalem Estuary led by local land trusts and OWEB. Bott’s Marsh is at risk of being developed and the
wetland heavily impacted or eliminated by marina development.

Grant request: $950,000
Partner share: $402,000
Total cost: $1,352,000

North Nehalem Bay Wetlands Conservation — The Oregon Watershed Enhancement Board in partnership with
the Lower Nehalem Community Trust proposes to acquire 16 acres at the edge of Nehalem Bay in Tillamook
County on the northern coast of Oregon. Of the 16 acres, 12.5 acres are declining freshwater forested and
estuarine intertidal wetlands and 3.5 acres are adjacent uplands. Acquisition of the proposed sites is an important
step in protecting Nehalem Bay wetlands from the impacts of residential development, and it will establish
connectivity among State and private conservation sites that border the northern half of Nehalem Bay.

Grant request: $629,665
Partner share: $583,078
Total cost: $1,212,743
Washington

Dutcher Cove-Sewell Property Acquisition — The Washington Department of Ecology, the Key Metropolitan
Park District, and the Trust for Public Land are working together to conserve tidelands in Dutcher Cover on the
Key Peninsula in South Puget Sound. The Department of Ecology proposes to acquire 25.5 acres, including 19
acres of declining coastal wetlands. Dutcher Cove is a highly productive habitat that benefits several threatened
species, including five salmonids. The tidal flats also provide excellent habitat for recreationally and
commercially valuable shellfish and forage fish that support migratory waterfowl and shorebirds.

Grant request: $500,000
Partner share: $555,500
Total cost: $1,055,000

Harstene Island — Scott Property Acquisition — The Washington State Parks and Recreation Commission in
partnership with the Trust for Public Land (TPL) proposes to acquire 39.3 acres on the eastern shore of Harstene
Island in southern Puget Sound. This project is part of a larger collaboration with TPL to protect approximately
112 acres of tidelands, wetlands, and associated uplands. This tract contains three small fresh water streams and
their associated palustrine wetlands and uplands, as well as feeder bluffs, pocket estuaries, rocky intertidal beach,
and sandy intertidal beach. This property has been a priority acquisition for the Washington State Parks in the
last 10 years.

Grant request: $1,000,000
20f5
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Partner share: $1,010,000
Total cost: $2,010,000

Hoquiam Surge Plain Coastal Grant Phase | —The Washington State Department of Fish and Wildlife in
partnership with the Chehalis River Basin Land Trust, Cascade Land Conservancy, and Grays Harbor Audubon
propose to acquire 714 acres of high quality coastal surge plain and adjacent spruce forest within the Grays
Harbor ecosystem, located on the Olympic Peninsula. This acquisition is part of an effort to protect 1,138 acres
of privately held land that is under threat of development. The Hoquiam surge plain’s extensive network of
tidally influenced channels, sloughs and wetlands provide critical rearing and foraging habitat for juvenile
Chinook, Chum, Coho, salmon and steelhead

Grant request: $1,000,000
Partner share: $470,000
Total cost: $1,470,000

Kiket Island Shoreline Acquisition Phase | — Washington State Parks and Recreation Commission is working
with the Trust for Public Land and other not-for-profit and governmental organizations to acquire Kiket Island in
North Skagit Bay in Skagit County. Phase | will permanently protect approximately 50.5 acres of high quality
estuarine intertidal wetlands, marine nearshore, and associated uplands for expansion of the Deception Pass State
Park. The project area includes valuable fish forage and spawning habitat, native fringe eelgrass beds that
provide habitat to juvenile salmonids, and valuable sediment feeder bluffs that provide substrate for marsh
development and intertidal spawning areas.

Grant request: $1,000,000
Partner share: $1,039,400
Total cost: $2,039,400

Lily Point Acquisition Phase Il — The Washington State Department of Ecology, partnering with The Nature
Conservancy and Whatcom County, proposes to acquire a 146-acre tract with 4,200 feet of natural shoreline and
94 acres of nationally declining estuary intertidal wetlands. The project area is located on the southeast corner of
Point Roberts in Puget Sound, bordered by Canada to the north, Boundary Bay to the east and the Strait of
Georgia to the south. The proposed acquisition will be combined with an adjacent 130-acre tract to create a new
County park. It also contains exceptional sediment feeder bluffs that provide forage fish spawning substrate and
sediment to nourish declining estuarine wetland habitat along the western side of Boundary Bay.

Grant request: $1,000,000
Partner share: $454,550
Total cost: $1,454,550

Lower EId Inlet Acquisition Phase Il — The Washington State Department of Ecology proposes to acquire 55
acres at the southernmost terminus of Puget Sound, including 51.5 acres of wetlands, 1.25 miles of coastal
shoreline, and estuarine habitat, tidal sloughs, freshwater springs, and forested uplands. The site, 66 percent of
which is nationally declining coastal wetland types, provides excellent habitat for five salmonid species
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including Eld Inlet fall chum, Puget Sound coho, Federally threatened Puget Sound fall Chinook and winter
steelhead, and anadromous coastal cutthroat trout. This project will add to nearly 600 acres that have already
been conserved in the Eld Inlet watershed.

Grant request: $650,000
Partner share: $417,780
Total cost: $1,067,780

Lynch Cove Acquisition — Washington State Department of Fish and Game proposes to acquire 236 acres of
estuarine intertidal wetland habitat in Puget Sound near the town of Belfair for protection of habitat for coastal
and fish and wildlife resources, including five species of salmonids. In addition, 45 acres of farmed-diked
pasturelands will be restored to estuary function. The salt marsh provides valuable habitat for migratory birds
and other wetland-dependent fish and wildlife species. This is also one of the most important winter waterfowl
areas in Hood Canal and South Puget Sound. This project will add to 540 acres in the estuary that have been
conserved through previous grants and by the Great Peninsula and Cascade Land Conservancies.

Grant request: $1,000,000
Partner share: $480,000
Total cost: $1,480,000

Twin Rivers Estuary Acquisition — The Washington Department of Ecology in partnership with the Squaxin
Island Tribe proposes to acquire 125 acres of highly quality estuarine and freshwater habitat complex. The
project area is located at the upper end of Oakland Bay in southern Puget Sound and is bounded by two
productive salmon streams. The site includes approximately 3,200 feet of marine/estuarine shoreline and 66
acres of nationally declining estuarine intertidal wetlands between the mouths of the two streams. This property
provides important habitat for five salmonid species, forage fish species, numerous migratory and resident
shorebirds, waterfowl, shellfish, and other wildlife.

Grant request: $1,000,000
Partner share: $598,190
Total cost: $1,598,190

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service is the principal Federal agency responsible for conserving, protecting and
enhancing fish, wildlife and plants and their habitats for the continuing benefit of the American people. The
Service manages the 95-million-acre National Wildlife Refuge System, which encompasses 545 national wildlife
refuges, thousands of small wetlands and other special management areas. It also operates 69 national fish
hatcheries, 64 fishery resources offices and 81 ecological services field stations. The agency enforces federal
wildlife laws, administers the Endangered Species Act, manages migratory bird populations, restores nationally
significant fisheries, conserves and restores wildlife habitat such as wetlands, and helps foreign and Native
American tribal governments with their conservation efforts. It also oversees the Federal Assistance program,
which distributes hundreds of millions of dollars in excise taxes on fishing and hunting equipment to state fish
and wildlife agencies.
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Oregon Watershed Enhancement Board
775 Summer Street NE, Suite 360

Salem, OR 97301-1290

(503) 986-0178

FAX (503) 986-0199
www.oregon.gov/OWEB

December 31, 2008

MEMORANDUM
TO: Oregon Watershed Enhancement Board
FROM: Carolyn Devine, Communications Coordinator

SUBJECT: Agenda Item P: Communications Update
January 21-22, 2009 OWEB Board Meeting

l. Introduction
This report provides an update on continuing efforts under the OWEB Communications Plan.
The report is for informational purposes only.

1. Background

The statutes guiding OWEB’s communications strategy state that the agency "shall provide
educational and informational materials to promote public awareness and involvement in the
watershed enhancement program.” (ORS 541.370) In May of 2005, the Board adopted an
Education and Outreach Strategy (Strategy) that had evolved into an umbrella plan that
connected and supported all of OWEB's education and outreach functions: the Grant Program,
Oregon Plan support, partnerships, and support of local voluntary efforts.

The Strategy is comprehensive and ambitious. OWEB has been limited in its capacity to
implement the Strategy because of constraints on the availability of non-capital funding, and
until this biennium, no OWEB staff person was committed full time to shepherd this program
area.

At the retreat in July 2007, the Board decided to re-visit the Strategy. In December 2007, a
Board Subcommittee was formed to lead this effort. Subcommittee members include Jim
Johnson, Meta Loftsgaarden, and Patricia Smith. OWEB lead staff include Carolyn Devine and
Tom Byler. The Subcommittee has met five times, and discussions have focused on the statutory
guidance to the Board regarding OWEB’s communications.

Building upon this direction, the Subcommittee began drafting a communications
implementation plan. The purpose of this plan is to integrate OWEB's communications efforts
and tools toward providing educational and informational materials to promote public awareness
and involvement in the watershed enhancement program in a manner that is as strategic and
effective as possible.

At the outset, the Subcommittee developed the following goals and outcomes for the
communications implementation plan:
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Goal
OWERB serves as the infrastructure that supports and catalyzes sustained voluntary, incentive-
based watershed enhancement activities in Oregon.

Outcomes
e Increased participation in voluntary on-the-ground watershed improvement activities.
e Increased awareness of Oregon's watershed enhancement accomplishments.
e Increased involvement in a wide-range of community-based watershed conservation and
restoration activities.

The Subcommittee recognized that utilizing all communications tools (Education and Outreach
grants, the web site, press releases, publications, etc.) will be essential to support the larger
agency mission of creating and maintaining healthy watersheds and natural habitats. The
challenge is to determine the most strategic use of available funding and staff resources to make
effective use of these tools.

I11.  Communications Implementation Plan Progress
Since the last Board meeting, staff focused on the following elements of the communications
program.

A. Biennial Conference, November 5-7, Eugene

Staff strived to make the conference audience-focused and outcomes-based. Forty percent of
the participants identified themselves as education/outreach coordinators. Two of the tracks,
“Effective Organizations” and “Engaging Your Community,” included 15 sessions that
provided participants tools for improving awareness and participation in their on-the-ground
restoration efforts. Ninety three percent of the participants who took the survey said that they
are motivated to use at least one of the communications ideas learned from the conference,
and 11 percent said that they plan to implement five or more ideas.

B. Education/Outreach Review Team

For the October 2008 grant cycle, OWEB formed a statewide team of education and outreach
experts from around the state to help the agency evaluate the merit of Education and
Outreach grant applications. In the past, this function had been performed exclusively by the
Regional Review Teams (RRTSs). The strengths of these teams tend to be more oriented
toward on-the-ground restoration work, rather than education and outreach. For this grant
cycle, staff will use both the RRTs and the statewide Education and Outreach Review Team
(EORT) to evaluate these applications.

The EORT has 21 members. The members were selected with several qualifications in mind:
e Familiarity with education and outreach grant proposal writing and/or reviewing;
experience with OWEB’s process was helpful but not required;
¢ An understanding of outcomes-based educational planning in watershed awareness
and education; and
e A willingness and ability to look at both the "big picture” of programmatic goals as
well as the details of budgets and project management.
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The EORT met on December 4, 2008, and scored each of the Education and Outreach
applications using the following five criteria:

1. Audience. The proposal demonstrates a clear understanding of the audience's needs,
applies appropriate learning strategies, and addresses barriers to learning.

2. Activities. The proposed activities are well-defined and will lead toward the
outcomes described.

3. Outcomes. The end products and outcomes of this proposal provide educational and
informational materials, have the potential to be accomplished successfully, and are
supported by a well-considered budget.

4. Project Evaluation. The project incorporates evaluation for program improvement
and effectiveness.

5. Importance. The project provides a valuable investment in furthering the broader
goal of developing and maintaining healthy watersheds by promoting public
awareness and involvement in the watershed enhancement program.

By the time of the January Board meeting, all RRTs will have reviewed the Education and
Outreach grant applications within their regions. Staff will combine the evaluations of the
RRTs and EORT in developing funding recommendations for the Board’s consideration at
the March meeting.

C. Communications and Message Refinement

OWEB is now accepting proposals to develop a marketing and messages plan for a multi-
year public awareness and information plan on voluntary cooperative conservation projects
to restore Oregon's watersheds. This implementation plan will serve as the basis for all
media and communications to promote public awareness and involvement in the agency's
watershed enhancement program. The work will take place between January 22, 2009, and
September 30, 2009. The successful candidate will work directly with the Executive
Director and Communications Coordinator, but also more broadly with the OWEB Board
and key stakeholders. Staff plan to have the successful candidate selected by the time of the
January Board meeting. If this is accomplished, staff will introduce the lead representative(s)
to the Board at the meeting.

IV.  Recommendation
This is an informational item. No Board action is requested at this time.
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Oregon Watershed Enhancement Board
re O I l 775 Summer Street NE, Suite 360
Salem, OR 97301-1290

Theodore R. Kulongoski, Governor (503) 986-0178
FAX (503) 986-0199
www.oregon.gov/OWEB

December 31, 2008

MEMORANDUM
TO: Oregon Watershed Enhancement Board
FROM: Lauri Aunan, Grant Program Manager

SUBJECT: Agenda Item Q: Grant Solicitation for April 2009
January 21-22, 2009 OWEB Board Meeting

l. Introduction

This report proposes the Board revise the 2007-2009 grant cycle schedule to allow staff to solicit
grant applications for Technical Assistance for the upcoming April 20, 2009, deadline. The
Board will consider grant awards for this solicitation at its September 2009 meeting. Staff will
propose a grant cycle schedule for the full 2009-2011 biennium at the June 2009 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 2007, the Board adopted a grant cycle
schedule for the 2007-2009 biennium. For the April 20, 2009, grant deadline, the schedule
currently includes a solicitation of Restoration and 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 2009-2011 biennium. As discussed in Agenda Item E, Legislative and
Budget Overview, Lottery revenues are diminishing, the Governor’s Recommended Budget for
OWEB includes reductions in capital and non-capital funding, and there is uncertainty about the
availability of Pacific Coastal Salmon Recovery Funds.

Even if capital grant funds are reduced in the final 2009-2011 budget adopted by the Legislature,
we expect there will still be significant capital funds available for restoration and acquisition
grants. 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 support technical assistance as
guidance to capital project development.
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IV.  April 20, 2009 Grant Cycle

Even though OWEB’s 2009-2011 budget is not yet known, staff recommend soliciting Technical
Assistance grant applications on the April 20, 2009, deadline for Board consideration at the
September 2009 meeting. Staff are not suggesting a Board reserve of the 2009-2011 non-capital
funding at this time. Staff will propose a non-capital spending plan, and Technical Assistance
funding recommendations that follow the proposed plan, at the September 2009 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 June and September Board meetings.

V. Recommendation
Staff recommend the Board revise the 2007-2009 grant cycle schedule to add the solicitation of
Technical Assistance applications to the April 20, 2009, grant application deadline.
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Oregon Watershed Enhancement Board
775 Summer Street NE, Suite 360

Salem, OR 97301-1290

(503) 986-0178

FAX (503) 986-0199
www.oregon.gov/OWEB

January 6, 2009

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

SUBJECT: Agenda Item R: Other Business
Brownsville Dam Grant Amendment
January 21-22, 2009 OWEB Board Meeting

l. Introduction
This report requests Board approval to reallocate funds and to amend an existing grant award for
the removal of the Brownsville Dam and replacement of the water diversion facility.

1. Background

In December of 2004 the Board awarded $40,833 to the Calapooia Watershed Council to
develop designs for the removal of Brownsville Dam (#204-506). In September of 2006, the
Board awarded $577,527 for the removal of the dam and replacement of the water supply for the
City of Brownsville ditch (#207-091). The dam has been successfully removed and the work is
highlighted on the Small Dam Removal Effectiveness Monitoring page of the OWEB web site at
www.oregon.gov/OWEB/MONITOR/monitor_smalldams.shtml. By all accounts, the project
has been successful and is being monitored to determine the ecological outcomes of removing a
small dam.

The experience gained from the project has led to the Small Dam Removal Guide in Oregon - A
Guide for Project Managers publication, which provides guidance on dam removal. A copy of
the report will be distributed at the Board meeting.

I11.  Proposed Action and Fiscal Effect

The project manager has recently been faced with unanticipated expenses that are of no fault of
the Calapooia Watershed Council. The Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife changed the
pump screening requirements from the time that the project was permitted. Approximately
$36,080 in additional funds is now needed to complete the project. (Attachment A)

Completion of the pump station is a critical commitment the council made with the community.
The project will require additional funds now in order for it to be completed on schedule this
spring. OWEB staff propose funding this purpose by using funds previously committed by the
Board to fund Salmon Season State of Emergency grants. There are remaining unexpended
funds in the Salmon Season State of Emergency program and demand has significantly declined.
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The reallocation will essentially close out the remaining salmon emergency funding. The
proposed action will not affect the funding allocations or budget items discussed in other agenda
items.

V. Recommendation

Staff recommend the Board approve amending grant #207-091 by adding $36,080 from
previously allocated funds.

Attachment
A. Calapooia Watershed Council letter
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Attachment A
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Attachment A
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APPROVED BY THE BOARD MARCH 18, 2009
Oregon Watershed Enhancement Board
January 21, 2009
OWEB Board Meeting
Salem, Oregon

Minutes
OWEB Members Present OWERB Staff Present Others Present
Miles Brown Bonnie Ashford John Moriarty
Bobby Brunoe Lauri Aunan Nan Evans
Dan Carver Ken Bierly Bruce Taylor
Dan Heagerty Tom Byler Dick Springer
John Jackson Rick Craiger T.J. Woodley
Jim Johnson Carolyn Devine Nicole Duplaix
Skip Klarquist Sue Greer Jackie Hastings
Kim Kratz Wendy Hudson Michael Cairns
Jose Linares Melissa Leoni Jean Reiher
Meta Loftsgaarden Greg Sieglitz Eric Harblen
Jennifer Phillippi Cindy Silbernagel Tara Putney
Dave Powers
Patricia Smith
Diane Snyder *Other OWERB staff attended
Helen Westbrook portions of the meeting since it
Ken Williamson was held in the State Lands

Building where OWEB’s
offices are located.
Members Not Present
Jim Nakano

A Board Member Comments
Representatives on the OWEB Board commented on recent activities and issues facing their
respective agencies.

B. Board Co-Chair Election

Board Co-Chair Diane Snyder provided background information on how the Board has elected
Co-Chairs in the past and described the decisions facing the Board: 1) to select a chair or co-
chairs; and 2) to formally elect a chair or co-chairs. She also reported that in a conversation with
Director Byler, Dan Heagerty expressed interest in serving another term as co-chair.

After a brief discussion, Board members unanimously approved:
1. to continue the practice of Board co-chairs; and
2. toelect Dan Heagerty to serve as Board co-chair for a two-year term.

C. Minutes

Minutes of the September 16-17, 2008, Board meeting in Klamath Falls were unanimously
approved.
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D.

Executive Director Update

Executive Director, Tom Byler, summarized the following items that were provided to Board
members as part of their meeting notebook:

1.

Biennial Conference Recap

OWEB’s 10" Biennial Conference “Working for Healthy Watersheds — Climate Change
and Watershed Resilience” was held November 5-7, 2008, in Eugene. The conference
was organized around the theme of climate change. A conference evaluation summary
was provided to Board members as part of the staff report.

2009-2011 Watershed Council Support

The watershed council support application deadline is January 30, 2009. Staff have been
working with the Board Council Support Subcommittee to discuss the application and
evaluation process and funding allocation alternatives in preparation for the June 2009
funding decision.

October 20, 2008, Grant Cycle Update

A total of 233 grant applications were submitted to OWEB on its October 20, 2008,
deadline. This was the second largest number of applications OWEB has received for a
grant cycle. The amount of funds requested far exceeds the funding available for this
cycle. Based on the regional review team recommendations, and taking into account
available funding, staff will develop funding recommendations for the Board’s March
2009 meeting.

OWEB Information Security Plan

Staff attended a DAS-sponsored training on developing information security plans in
October of 2008. Staff have identified a process and a timeline for developing and
implementing the plan for OWEB. The final plan is due to DAS by July 30, 2009.

Measure 66 Audit Update

The Secretary of State’s Office Audit Division completed a constitutionally required
audit of Measure 66 funding, which included a review of effectiveness and performance
at OPRD and ODFW and a review of financial integrity at all six state agencies that
received Measure 66 funds during the 2005-2007 biennium (OWEB and OPRD, and the
Departments of Agriculture, Environmental Quality, Fish and Wildlife, and the State
Police Fish and Wildlife Division).

Findings indicated that OWEB expended Measure 66 funds in compliance with the
Constitution, and classified and recorded expenditures appropriately. The audit also
showed an imbalance in the 65%-35% split for capital and non-capital funds which will
need to be balanced prior to 2014. The audit stated that OPRD could improve reporting
accuracy for facilities maintenance backlog, ODFW could improve reporting accuracy
and expenditure classification, ODA showed classification improvement, and OWEB,
OSP, and DEQ were in compliance. OWEB staff are continuing to work with ODFW
and ODA on proper reporting of Measure 66 funds.
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6. 2007-2009 Oregon Plan Biennial Report
As required by statute, OWEB distributed the 2007-2009 Oregon Plan Biennial Report to
the Governor and appropriate legislative committees by January 15. Although the report
was slightly rearranged, it generally followed the same format of previous reports by
having the core of the report be two-page layouts for each of the 15 Oregon Plan
reporting basins.

7. Wetlands Investment Update
Updates were provided on two wetland-related initiatives recently undertaken by the
Monitoring and Reporting Program.

Digitization of National Wetlands Inventory Maps

In October 2008, Oregon Corrections Enterprises (OCE) completed the digitization of
242 NWI maps. OCE is currently digitizing 481 NWI maps that cover southeastern
Oregon, and expect completion by May of 2009. The anticipated time these wetland
maps will be available on the USFWS NWI website is September of 2009.

Compliance and Effectiveness Monitoring of Wetlands Projects

In September 2008, OWEB was awarded $342,281 by EPA to create the framework
for an Oregon Wetland Monitoring and Assessment Program. The project will occur
initially in the Willamette Valley which is intended to complement and inform
investments made by OWEB. The three partners (OWEB, Department of State
Lands, and The Xerces Society) met to set work priorities, and schedule field work
for spring of 2009 with results from the first year of sampling expected in late
September of 2009.

8. CREP Update
OWEB staff formed a CREP work group to examine issues associated with CREP and
develop recommendations for the Board to use when considering the allocation of funds
for the coming biennium. The work group is staffed by Ken Bierly and Melissa Leoni.
Updates will be provided at the March and June Board meetings.

9. 2008 Coastal Wetlands Grants
In June of 2007, OWEB submitted four applications on behalf of our coastal partners for
project funding under the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service National Coastal Wetlands
Grant Program. On January 9, 2008, the Secretary of the Interior announced the awards
that included all four applications submitted by OWEB totaling approximately $2.2
million with a proposed total state match of just over $1 million.

E. Legislative and Budget Overview

Tom Byler, Executive Director, provided updates on the proposed 2009-2011 Governor’s
Recommended Budget (GRB) for OWEB. The GRB is based on the December 2008 revenue
forecast and reflects the Governor’s spending priorities based on available revenues. The GRB
is the starting point for legislative consideration of individual state agency budgets. Director
Byler summarized highlights of OWEB’s GRB which includes the following policy packages:
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1. Program Continuity — Package 100, 7.0 FTE. This package requests the continuation of
seven limited duration positions from the 2007-2009 biennium. The positions are:
o Office Specialist 2 (permanent)
Accountant 1 (permanent)
PCSREF reporting specialist (NRS 2 limited duration)
Business Application Specialist (ISS 7 limited duration)
Data Management and Information Specialist (NRS 3 limited duration)
Oregon Plan Communications Coordinator (PAS 2 limited duration)
Operations Policy Analyst (OPA 1 limited duration)

2. PCSRF Grants — Package 130. In combination with existing base budget levels, this
package brings the total proposed funding for PCSRF to $15 million.

3. Capital Grants — Package 200, $54.8 million for restoration and acquisition grants.

4. Research and Development Grants — Package 300, $5.4 million. Funding for operating
grants is $1.9 million and funding for capital grants is $3.5 million.

5. Program Enhancements — Package 150, 4.0 FTE. This package requests four new
positions to advance our mission and additional responsibilities. The positions are:
e Regional Program Representative (NRS 4 limited duration)
o Office Specialist 2 (limited duration)
o Partnership Investment Coordinator (NRS 4 limited duration)
o Partnership Investment Specialist (NRS 3 limited duration)

These positions will help OWEB address workload demands of our field staff by adding a
Regional Program Representative to serve an area on the west side of the Cascades. The
two Partnership Investment positions will provide needed program support for OWEB’s
portfolio of activities under the Partnership Investments program area. These include
staffing salmon recovery plan implementation, Special Investment Partnerships, the
Conservation Reserve Enhancement Program, the Whole Watershed Restoration
Initiative, and other OWEB investment areas that are not carried out through the regular
grant program process. The Office Specialist position would support staff in the
Monitoring and Reporting and Fiscal sections. Neither section currently has
administrative support.

6. Local Capacity Support — The GRB proposes to maintain the base level of funding for
the capacity of watershed councils and soil and water conservation districts established in
the 2007-2009 biennium, at $5 million each. The funding sources include a combination
of Measure 66 non-capital and PCSRF funds.

Board members discussed the accountability of other state agencies who receive Measure 66
funds. They asked staff to work with other M66 agency directors to come to Board meetings and
tell how they spend those funds. All recognized the importance of getting the stories told leading
up to 2014.
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Bruce Taylor, Defenders of Wildlife, and Nan Evans, The Nature Conservancy, explained the
proposed Watersheds and Wildlife Conservation Act of 2009. They have been meeting with
Measure 66 agencies and stakeholders, and plan to submit the proposed legislation to the
legislature. They refer to it as a “renewal not reauthorization” of Measure 66. They believe that
this bill will strengthen Measure 66 with Oregon’s voters with the addition of climate change and
wildlife conservation. They currently see the Oregon Plan as relating more to fish and
watersheds than conservation.

The Board discussed forming a subcommittee to work with staff on the legislative concept if a
bill is developed.

F. Budget and Spending Plan Update

Tom Byler, Executive Director, updated Board members on the effects of the economic
downturn as it relates to OWEB’s 2007-2009 budget. Most of the proposed budget cuts have
been to agencies that are funded from the General Fund. Most of OWEB’s funding comes from
federal funds and constitutionally dedicated Lottery revenues. Lottery revenues have declined
but have not yet dipped below projected levels for the biennium. If Lottery revenues continue
declining, OWEB may face budget cuts this biennium.

Staff will know more after the March and May revenue forecasts and will continue to brief Board
members at future meetings.

G. Policy Issue Discussion

Melissa Leoni, Senior Policy Coordinator, and Ken Bierly, Deputy Director, updated Board
members on four policy issues, including: (1) the efforts to clarify agency policy on the use of
Measure 66 capital funds for mitigation or legally required activities; (2) invasive species
management; (3) water conservation projects: and (4) working lands conservation easements.

The issues have been identified in discussions with Board Subcommittees, Board meetings, and
among staff. They are complex issues that could have a significant affect on OWEB’s programs.

A proposed schedule was provided with the mitigation policy issue being the first identified for
Board consideration and action. The other three will continue to be discussed by staff and will
be brought for Board consideration later in 2009. The Board discussed the draft mitigation
policy attached to the staff report. Staff will return to the March meeting with a revised policy
for Board consideration.

H. Public Comment

e Dick Springer, West Multnomah SWCD, worked for the legislature for 16 years, wants to
know how the West Multhomah SWCD can participate in the Willamette SIP.

e T.J. Woodley, Klamath SWCD, supported continuing funding for the Small Grant

Program. He made specific suggestions about the management of the Small Grant
program.
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l. Partnership Investments — Special Investment Partnerships

Staff briefed the Board on the current status of the approved Special Investment Partnerships
(SIP). The Deschutes partners explained their progress and staff discussed the status of the
Willamette SIP.

Deschutes SIP
The following partners were at the Board meeting to update Board members on progress
made with the Deschutes SIP:

e Brad Nye, Deschutes Land Trust

e Tod Heisler, Deschutes River Conservancy

e Ryan Houston, Upper Deschutes Watershed Council

Willamette SIP
The following were at the Board meeting to update Board members on progress made with
the Willamette SIP, and the new partnership between OWEB and the Meyer Memorial Trust:
e Paula Burgess OWEB Contractor
e Pam Wiley and Eric Jones, Meyer Memorial Trust

J. Middle Willamette Local Partner Presentations
The following representatives of local groups provided Board members with a brief presentation
about their work in the Willamette Basin.
e Tara Putney, Calapooia WC
Liz Redon and Erica Lang, North Santiam WC
Eric Hartstein, South Santiam WC
Tim Stieber, Yamhill SWCD
Jackie Hastings, Polk SWCD
Jean Reiher, Yamhill Basin Council
Nicole Duplaix, Luckiamute WC
Charles Redon, Rickreall and Glenn-Gibson Creeks WC
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APPROVED BY THE BOARD MARCH 18, 2009
Oregon Watershed Enhancement Board
January 22, 2009
OWEB Board Meeting
Salem, Oregon

Minutes
OWEB Members Present OWERB Staff Present Others Present
Miles Brown Bonnie Ashford Michael Gaudern
Bobby Brunoe Lauri Aunan Jo Morgan
Dan Carver Ken Bierly John Moriarty
Dan Heagerty Tom Byler Jim Paul
John Jackson Rick Craiger Alan Horton
Jim Johnson Carolyn Devine Joe Whitworth
Skip Klarquist Sue Greer Brett Brownscombe
Kim Kratz Wendy Hudson Greg Apke
Jose Linares Melissa Leoni Chris Jarmer
Meta Loftsgaarden Greg Sieglitz Duncan Berry
Jennifer Phillippi Cindy Silbernagel Jim Cathcart
Dave Powers Ed Hodney
Patricia Smith Karlene McCabe
Diane Snyder *Other OWERB staff attended ~ Owen Wozniak
Helen Westbrook portions of the meeting since it
Ken Williamson was held in the State Lands

Building where OWEB’s
offices are located.
Members Not Present
Jim Nakano

K. Oregon Parks and Recreation Department Presentation

Tim Wood, Director, Oregon Parks and Recreation Department, talked about his agency’s use of
Measure 66 funding and their approach toward 2014. Director Byler will be presenting at the
Parks Commission meeting the following week.

L. Partnership Investments

The Board Partnership Investments Subcommittee met in November to discuss the progress of
existing partnerships, evaluate the significant level of interest in partnerships around the state,
and possible effects of a curtailed budget next biennium. OWEB staff have been approached by
or have had discussions about as many as 13 additional partnership efforts ranging from biomass
to carbon markets to geographic specific efforts. Staff expect to continue discussions on the
following two partnership opportunities for a potential future role with OWEB: Upper Klamath
Basin Keystone Initiative of the National Fish and Wildlife Foundation and Lower John Day
Sustainable Communities Initiative.
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Ken Bierly, Deputy Director provided an update on the partnerships listed below:
e Whole Watersheds Restoration Initiative
OWEB and the U.S. Forest Service started a partnership in 2006 to encourage restoration
in geographic priority areas. OWEB funds have been fully allocated to 2008 projects. A
project solicitation was held in October 2008 for 2009 projects that we expect will be
awarded in early 2009.

e Oregon 150 Grants
In 2007, OWEB committed $1 million in a joint effort with ODFW to support the Oregon
Sesquicentennial celebration by funding projects that benefit Oregon Symbol species
(American Beaver, Western Meadowlark, Oregon Swallowtail, and Chinook Salmon). In
two separate solicitations, a total of 16 grants were awarded.

He also introduced the following who explained their project(s) and are seeking potential
partnerships with OWEB in the future:
e StreamBank
Louise Solliday, Director, Department of State Lands
Alan Horton and Joe Whitworth, Oregon Trout

e Forest Carbon Marketing
Michael Gaudern, Woodlands Carbon Company
Jim Cathcart, ODF Small Woodlands Association
Duncan Berry, The Coastal Wetlands Initiative

L-1. Oregon Plan Products

Greg Sieglitz, Monitoring and Reporting Program Manager, and Renee Davis-Born, Data
Analyst and Information Specialist, briefed Board members on three specific Oregon Plan
Products, which were identified as high priority items to be funded with a $650,000 reserve by
the Board at the September 2008 meeting. Due to current budgetary constraints, Staff did not
seek approval to fund these projects, but wanted to continue discussions for future consideration
of the following:

A. Data Management System for Fish-Passage Barriers and Habitat

Fish passage barrier removal projects comprise a significant number of the total of on-the-
ground accomplishments under the Oregon Plan. In the last 10 years, OWEB awarded over
$28 million in grant funds for 131 of these projects. This project would fund data
management for information gathered on fish passage barriers from other government agency
databases (OWEB’s OWRI, Water Resources Department, U.S. Forest Service) and
watershed council and soil and water conservation district data inventories, and incorporate
the data into the ODFW fish passage barrier database.

B. Stream Flow Measurement with Oregon Water Resources Department

Since the 2007 legislative session, OWEB and WRD have been involved in discussions about
the importance of upgrading, installing, and maintaining Oregon’s network of stream gauges.
Funding for this project is currently part of the Governor’s Recommended Budget, fits in
well with discussions of the recently formed Flow Conservation Work Group, and is
expected to be part of legislative discussions this session.
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M.

C. Watersheds Research Monitoring Equipment

OWEB staff were recently contacted by the Oregon Watershed Research Cooperative on
funding monitoring equipment replacement and repair for three paired-watershed study areas
(Trask, Hinkle, and Alsea river basins) previously funded by the Board. The WRC is a
public-private consortium comprises of state and federal agencies and private forestry
interests. The WRC requests partial funding at $13,835 per year from OWEB through 2017.
OWERB will continue working with the WRC to refine the timing of their request.

Monitoring and Research Program

Greg Sieglitz, Monitoring and Reporting Program Manager, and Renee Davis-Born, Data
Analyst and Information Specialist, introduced this item to update Board members on activities
of the Board Monitoring and Research Subcommittee (Meta Loftsgaarden, Ken Williamson, and
Bobby Brunoe, staffed by Greg Sieglitz and Courtney Shaff).

N.

A. Coastal Storm Assessment Report

George Taylor and Dr. Michael J. Harte, OSU Sea Grant, explained the results of the
evaluation of how the December 2006 coastal storm affected OWEB-funded restoration
projects to the Board.

B. Research Priorities and Research Solicitation Processes

OWERB offered its first open solicitation for research grants in 2007 and awarded funding to
nine projects in September 2008. Also at that time, the Board adopted an approach to
developing specific research priorities. Staff had anticipated soliciting research proposals in
the spring of 2009, but due to potential revenue reductions, may look toward having a more
narrowly focused solicitation. Staff will work with the Monitoring and Research
Subcommittee and report back to the Board this spring.

C. Agency Investments in the Wetland Effectiveness Monitoring Program

(See also Agenda Item D-7.)

In September 2008, OWEB was awarded $342,281 by EPA to create the framework for an
Oregon Wetland Monitoring and Assessment Program. This project is intended as an initial
step toward a comprehensive wetlands strategy by applying the Oregon Rapid Wetlands
Assessment Protocol (ORWAP) to develop detailed effectiveness monitoring to assess
wetlands quality and evaluate restoration and mitigation success.

Staff recently conducted a Request for Proposals and selected a wetlands contractor to
conduct the field work during the next two field seasons. The EPA grant provided $63,000
for the field work. Although this staff report does not request funding, staff may return to the
March meeting with a funding request to have sensitive wildlife species included in the
monitoring. The species were featured in the Oregon Comprehensive Wildlife Conservation
Strategy and would add significant value and understanding to the overall wetland evaluation
project. The $30,000 needed would come from an existing $375,000 reserve for
effectiveness monitoring.

Public Comment

e Ed Hodney, Director of Parks and Recreation, City of Albany, shared information on
Albany’s enhancement projects, specifically the Simpson Park wetlands project and
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described the East Thornton Lake Nature Area, a proposed OWEB acquisition
(Application No. 209-111).
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O. Deferred Acquisitions

Ken Bierly, Deputy Director, and Miriam Hulst, Acquisitions Specialist, updated Board
members on the status of previously pending land acquisition grant applications and provided an
update on the status of U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service National Coastal Wetlands Grants for land
acquisition.

Eleven acquisition applications were received in the October 2008 grant cycle requesting a total
of $8,741.462. They are currently being evaluated for ecological and educational merit by the
appropriate regional review team.

Big Creek Acquisition (209-105)
Due diligence for this project is almost complete and staff expect to recommend the project
for Board funding at the March Board meeting.

Coastal Wetlands Grants for Land Acquisition

The 2008 Coastal Wetlands Grants for the Yaquina and Alsea land acquisitions are held up
by due diligence issues, although both acquisitions appear likely to proceed soon and may be
ready for Board consideration at the March 2009 meeting.

P. Communications Update

Carolyn Devine, Communications Coordinator, worked with the Board Education and Outreach
Subcommittee (Jim Johnson, Meta Loftsgaarden, and Patricia Smith) to develop goals and
outcomes for the communications implementation plan. The proposed goal and outcomes are:

Goal
OWERB serves as the infrastructure that supports and catalyzes sustained voluntary, incentive-
based watershed enhancement activities in Oregon.

Outcomes
e Increased participation in voluntary on-the-ground watershed improvement activities.
e Increased awareness of Oregon's watershed enhancement accomplishments.
e Increased involvement in a wide-range of community-based watershed conservation and
restoration activities.

Staff and the Subcommittee have focused on the following:
e Biennial Conference
e Education and Outreach Review Team
e Communications and Message Refinement

Staff developed a Request for Proposals for a contract to assist with development of a
communications implementation strategy. Gard Communications had the successful proposal
and were at the Board meeting to introduce themselves. Luciana Johnson is the project manager,
and Scott Sparling is the Principle in Charge. They plan to work closely with the Board as well
as staff and stakeholders.
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Q.

April 2009 Grant Cycle

Lauri Aunan, Grant Program Manager, requested Board approval to revise the 2007-2009 grant
cycle schedule to allow staff to solicit grant applications for Technical Assistance for the
upcoming April 20, 2009, deadline. With the prospect of significant capital funds next
biennium, staff believe that technical assistance is one of the best uses of limited non-capital
funds. Realizing the importance technical assistance plays in the guidance to capital project
development, staff felt it was important to offer a Technical Assistance solicitation in the
upcoming cycle.

Board members unanimously approved revising the 2007-2009 grant cycle schedule to add the
solicitation of Technical Assistance applications to the April 20, 2009, grant application
deadline.

R.

Other Business

Brownsville Dam Grant Amendment

In December of 2004, the Board awarded the Calapooia Watershed Council $40,833 to
develop designs for the removal of Brownsville Dam. In September 2006, the Board
awarded $577,527 for the removal of the dam and replacement of the water supply for the
City of Brownsville ditch. The dam has been successfully removed however; the Council is
now faced with additional expenses due to unanticipated agency requirements regarding
pump screening making an additional $36,080 needed to complete the project.

Director Byler allocated $7,000 in non-capital funds to this project using funds previously
allocated by the Board with authority to determine their use delegated to the director.

Board members unanimously approved to amend grant #207-091 to add $29,080 in capital
funds previously allocated by the Board for Salmon Emergency projects.

Ecosystem Workforce Program

Due to the economic downturn, and the possible availability of federal stimulus money,
OWEB staff requested Board approval to contract with the University of Oregon to prepare
an estimate of the economic impact and job creation from OWEB’s restoration investments.
Contact has been made with the University of Oregon Ecosystem Workforce Program to
conduct this study.

Board members unanimously voted to allocate $75,000 of non-capital research funds to
support the research, analysis, and development of a model to demonstrate the relationship
between watershed restoration investments and local economic impacts and job creation.
They also unanimously voted to delegate to the Executive Director the authority to distribute
these funds through the appropriate interagency agreement, personal services contract,
grant agreement or personnel hire.

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

Meeting Agenda

Oregon Watershed Enhancement Board
March 18-19, 2009

Jefferson 111 Conference Room
Red Lion Hotel Salem
3301 Market Street NE

Directions: From I-5: Take exit #256 to Market Street.
Turn west on Market Street and the hotel is located less than 2 blocks on your right side.

Wednesday, March 18, 2009

Business Meeting - 8:00 a.m.

During the public comment periods (Agenda Items F, I, and O), 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 21-22, 2009, 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. Legislative and 2009-2011 Budget Update
Tom Byler, Executive Director, and Melissa Leoni, Senior Policy Coordinator, will update the
Board on the 2009 legislative session and the 2009-2011 budget process. Director Byler will also
give the Board an update on federal and state stimulus funding initiatives and the economic
impact of OWEB investments. Information item.
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E. 2007-2009 Budget and Spending Plan Update
Tom Byler, Executive Director, will update the Board on the status of the OWEB 2007-2009
budget and spending plan. Information item.

F. Public Comment — Pending Grant Applications [approximately 10:45 a.m.]
This time is reserved for public comment on pending grant 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 grant proposals must be received by agency staff by the
March 11, 2009, deadline. The Board encourages persons to limit comments to no more than five
minutes.

G. Board Consideration of Pending Grant Applications
The Board will consider grant applications submitted by the October 24, 2008, application
deadline. Proposals, supporting materials, and funding recommendations will be discussed and
acted on by the Board. Action item.

H. Oregon Plan Products
Renee Davis-Born, Monitoring Data Analyst, will update the Board on pending Oregon Plan
Product investments and request funding for the Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife fish
passage inventory database and Oregon Watersheds Research Cooperative equipment. Action
item.

I. Public Comment [approximately 3:30 p.m.]
This time is reserved for public comment on any matter before the Board.

J. Effectiveness Monitoring
Courtney Shaff, Grant Program Coordinator, and Sarah Miller, Effectiveness Monitoring
Specialist, will update the Board and request funding for two projects within the OWEB
Effectiveness Monitoring program: the Oregon Wetland Monitoring and Assessment Program and
Savage Rapids Dam effectiveness monitoring. Action item.

K. Research Priorities
Greg Sieglitz, Monitoring and Reporting Program Manager, will update the Board on efforts to
identify research priorities and focus areas, and request allocation of funding for research
priorities. Action item.
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Thursday, March 19, 2009

Business Meeting - 8:00 a.m.

During the public comment periods (Agenda Items F, 1, and O), 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.

CREP Partnership Investment

Ken Bierly, Deputy Director, Larry Ojua, Department of Agriculture, and Lois Loop, Farm
Services Agency, will brief the Board on the work of the Conservation Reserve Enhancement
Program (CREP) Work Group related to program coordination, technical assistance, and program
financing. Information item.

. Mitigation Policy Adoption

Melissa Leoni, Senior Policy Coordinator, will discuss draft policy guidance related to the
eligibility of and preference for restoration grants under OAR 695-010-0040 that may be
considered mitigation projects or legally required actions. Action item.

. Coastal Wetlands

Miriam Hulst, Acquisitions Specialist, and Ken Bierly, Deputy Director, will describe the
proposed process for identifying potential OWEB proposals to submit to the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service (USFWS) for 2010 Coastal Wetlands Grants, and will request Board
authorization to enter into the appropriate grant agreements for the 2009 Coastal Wetlands Grant
awards for two acquisition projects. Action item.

Public Comment [approximately 10:00 a.m.]
This time is reserved for public comment on any matter before the Board.

Communications Strategy Implementation

Carolyn Devine, Communications Coordinator, and Luciana Trevisan Johnson, Gard
Communications, will update the Board on implementation of the OWEB Communications
Implementation Strategy. Information item.

. Partnership Investments

Ken Bierly, Deputy Director, will update the Board on discussions of the Partnership Investments
Subcommittee for moving forward with current and potential partnerships, including the Special
Investment Partnerships (SIP). Information item.

Oregon Water Roundtables Presentation

Todd Jarvis, Associate Director of the Institute for Water and Watersheds at Oregon State
University, will report to the Board on five meetings held across the state during the Fall of 2008
to receive input and advice from Oregonians to inform efforts to identify and communicate a
vision describing where Oregon is, where Oregon is going, and where Oregon wants to be with
respect to adaptive, integrated, equitable, and sustainable water management. Information 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 pending grant applications will be held on Wednesday, March 18, at 10:45
a.m. 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 11, 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, March 18 at 3:30 p.m. and Thursday,
March 19, at 10:00 a.m. 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
Board of Agriculture member: Dan Carver
Environmental Quality Commission member: Ken Williamson
Fish and Wildlife Commission member: Skip Klarquist
Board of Forestry member: Jennifer Phillippi
Water Resources Commission member: John Jackson
Public member (tribal): Bobby Brunoe
Public member: Daniel Heagerty, Board Co-Chair
Public member: Jim Nakano
Public member: Patricia Smith
Public member: Diane Snyder, Board Co-Chair
Public member: Helen Westbrook

Non-voting Members
Representative of NMFS: Kim Kratz
Representative of Oregon State University Extension Service: James Johnson
Representative of U.S. Forest Service: Jose Linares
Representative of U.S. BLM: Miles Brown
Representative of U.S. NRCS: Meta Loftsgaarden
Representative of U.S. EPA: Dave Powers

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

2009 Board Meeting Schedule

June 2-3, Willamette Valley
September 15-16, Wallowa County

For online access to staff reports and other OWEB publications check our web site: www.oregon.gov/OWEB
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Executive Director Update #C1: Watershed Council Support Update

Current Status

OWEB received 63 council support applications on the January 30, 2009, deadline requesting
$8,746,029. Applications included requests from two watershed councils that have never before
applied to OWEB for council support funding: the Molalla River Watch in Region 3 and Upper
South John Day Watershed Council in Region 6.

On February 10 and 12 OWEB held trainings for the 15 council support reviewers. The review
team includes resource professionals from each of OWEB?’s six regions and statewide members.
The reviewers have been scoring the applications individually and submitted their scores to
OWEB by March 5, 2009.

The review teams meet March 9 - 12 for two facilitated review sessions to develop “consensus
scores.” Reviewers’ individual scores will be used to develop consensus scores during the
review sessions. Applications are scored on eight criteria taking into consideration a council’s
organization and governance structure; commitment to improvement; presence of a management
structure; fiscal responsibility; leadership role within the watershed, including collaboration with
partners; planning process; and progress towards council goals.

OWERB will use the review team’s consensus scores to create a merit score and merit category
placement for each application. The merit score and merit category distribution will be
evaluated by staff and the Board Council Support Subcommittee. Grant awards to councils will
be based on (1) an applicant’s merit category, (2) whether OWEB decides to award bonuses for
umbrella or multiple councils or other factors, and (3) available funding.

Staff Contact

If you have questions or need additional information, please contact Courtney Shaff, at
courtney.shaff@state.or.us or 503-986-0046, or Lauri Aunan at lauri.aunan@state.or.us or 503-
986-0047.
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Executive Director Update #C2: SIP Update

Background
In 2008, the Board allocated $10 million for two Special Investment Partnerships (SIP).

Deschutes SIP

In January of 2008, $4 million was allocated to a partnership with four local groups and the
operators of the Pelton Fund (the Confederated Tribes of the Warm Springs Indian Reservation
and Portland General Electric). The Deschutes SIP was dedicated to projects that will enhance
the habitat and access for anadromous fish reintroduced above the Pelton-Round Butte Dam
complex. The Deschutes partners reported to the Board in January of 2009 describing the
progress made to date. They are on schedule for allocating the full $4 million to projects this
biennium.

Willamette SIP

In March of 2008, the Board allocated $6 million to address channel complexity and floodplain
connection to the main stem Willamette River. Staff were clear at the time that working on the
main stem Willamette would take significant effort and more attention than the Deschutes
partnership. At the time OWEB adopted the Willamette SIP, staff were negotiating with the
Meyer Memorial Trust as a funding partner.

Since the adoption of the Willamette SIP, OWEB and Meyer Memorial Trust have been
cooperating on joint efforts to engage both public and private landowners in the effort to address
common interests. While the Willamette SIP is proceeding more slowly, recent activities
indicate a concurrence of interests. Attachment A identifies the recent activities of the
Willamette SIP.

Staff Contact
If you have questions or need additional information, please contact Ken Bierly, at
ken.bierly@state.or.us or 503-986-0182.

Page 139



Willamette SIP Status Report
February 6, 2009

MOAs
1. State Agency agreement signed (by OPRD, DOGAMI, DSL, and OWEB)
2. Funding partners agreement signed (by Meyer Memorial Trust, OWEB)

Proposals reviewed

1. Stephens Creek Confluence (City of Portland)

2. Mission Slough (Willamette Riverkeeper, OPRD)

3. South Meadow at Buford Park (Friends of Buford Park)

Review Team Discussion

1. Role of Review Team in project development

2. Discussion of approach to Mission Slough project
3. Development of Project Development Criteria

4. Discussion with City of Portland

Willamette River Photo Atlas
The Atlas has been completed and distributed.

Awards

1. Stephens Creek Confluence: $199,060. Grant agreement is signed. Project is
completed (see attached photographs).

2. Mission Slough: $908,370 in OWEB funds. Grant agreement is signed. MMT
has funded $196,258 for pre-implementation work. Willamette Riverkeeper has
been working on the design with River Design Group and reported on their
evaluation of existing conditions to the review team. The review team gave
Willamette Riverkeeper feedback on approaches that they feel best fit the SIP
objectives.

3. South Meadow at Buford Park, Phase Ill: $204,824 in OWEB funds. Grant
agreement is signed. MMT has funded $69,500 primarily for monitoring to ensure
monitoring data is consistent with the SIP objectives.

Total OWEB awards: $1,312,254

Active Efforts

1. Scappoose Bottoms (Scappoose Bay WSC, OPRD). Estimated implementation
cost is $200,000. A channel and floodplain re-connection project on OPRD lands.
The Scappoose Bay Watershed Council has applied to the Governor’s Fund for the
Environment for funding for the technical assistance. If funded, staff will work with
the council to coordinate the project development with the review team.

2. Tryon Creek Confluence (City of Portland). $100,000 in OWEB funds. An
alcove-floodplain project similar to Stephens Creek. This project was discussed with
the review team but is not yet ready for full review.

3. Columbia Slough Confluence (City of Portland). $100,000 in OWEB funds. A
collection of alcoves with localized floodplain reconnection.
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Upper Johnson Creek acquisition (Metro). $400,000 OWEB funds. Floodplain
reconnection and alcove restoration.

Flood Plain Rock Pits (DOGAMI). OWEB is working with DOGAMI to identify the
opportunity to reconnect and reclaim abandoned aggregate pits along the Willamette
River. Ongoing discussions with DOGAMI are exploring the development of an
inventory of pits, documentation of their status and evaluating opportunities for
floodplain reconnection.

Bowers Rock Floodplain, Phase | (Riverkeeper). Willamette Riverkeeper has
submitted an application to the Governor’s Fund for the Environment for a grant to
develop a restoration design for the Bowers Rock property.

Rust Property acquisition (Greenbelt Land Trust). This property is being
acquired with BPA funds. The acquisition of an easement on 200 acres of floodplain
next to the Little Willamette Slough and near Bowers Rock State Park will allow
restoration of currently farmed fields. MMT and OWEB staff will work with Greenbelt
Land Trust to fund the development of a restoration design for the property. OWEB
funds will be used to implement the design.

New and Previously identified potential projects

1.

Lebanon Pits (DOGAMI, City of Lebanon, S. Santiam WSC). Approx. $500,000.
Reconnection and restoration of three or more abandoned aggregate pits inside City
park land next to the South Santiam River.

Middle Fork pits and floodplain (Middle Fork Willamette WSC). Approx.
300,000. Reconnection and restoration of between one and three abandoned
aggregate pits next to the river and reconnection of a couple hundred acres of
floodplain.

Clackamas R. channel, floodplain (Metro, Clackamas WSC). Approx.
$600,000. Acquisition of an island (1 mile long by 0.5 mile wide) about 2 miles
upstream from Carver, re-opening a side channel (1.5 miles long), restoration of
floodplain conditions and functions.

Several other projects from the City of Portland could be ready if we invite their
submission this biennium. Approx. $400,000.

Multnomah Channel — Sauvie Island reconnection. The West Multhomah SWCD
and Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife are exploring the possibility of
reconnecting Sauvie Island to the Multhomah Channel.

Ongoing Discussions

1.

"Programmatic” approaches:

a. OWEB has convened a discussion between the Willamette SIP partners and
the Willamette BiOp parties. The conversation was structured to identify
where common goals lie and explore how joint investment can occur.

b. OWEB and MMT have met with NRCS to discuss the opportunity for
floodplain easements associated with the Stimulus bill and NRCS programs.

c. OWERB is continuing the dialog with DOGAMI and others to explore
programmatic measures to integrate abandoned gravel operations into the
dynamics of the river.

d. OWEB is approaching the City of Portland, Portland Harbor Superfund group
to discuss the potential for shared restoration projects.
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Lessons learned, adaptive adjustments, etc.:

1. The effort needs a “spark plug”: The recent addition to capacity has stimulated
connections on a programmatic basin and energized discussions around the
Willamette main stem.

2. Changing existing norms is very difficult: Changing the thinking about a
dynamic river is a significant challenge. Constant reevaluation of principles is critical
for the effort.

3. Challenging Agency Operations is difficult: This applies to OWEB as well as
many of the state and federal agencies. It is difficult for public entities to be flexible
and nimble.

Stephens Creek (before) Stephens Creek (after)
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Oregon Watershed Enhancement Board
775 Summer Street NE, Suite 360

Salem, OR 97301-1290

(503) 986-0178

FAX (503) 986-0199
www.oregon.gov/OWEB

March 5, 2009

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

Melissa Leoni, Senior Policy Coordinator

SUBJECT: Agenda Item D: Legislative and 2009-2011 Budget Update
March 18-19, 2009 OWEB Board Meeting

Introduction

This report updates the Board on pending legislation, the 2009-2011 budget process, economic
stimulus opportunities, and the preliminary results of a contract with the University of Oregon to
prepare an estimate of the economic impact and job creation from OWEB?’s restoration
investments. The report is for informational purposes only.

Pending Legislation

At the January 2009 Board meeting, Nan Evans, The Nature Conservancy, and Bruce Taylor,
Defenders of Wildlife, presented an overview of their proposed Watersheds and Wildlife
Conservation Act of 2009. The legislative proposal was described as a way to update and
strengthen Measure 66 and the Oregon Plan for Salmon and Watersheds with the addition of
express considerations to climate change and the wildlife conservation strategy, among other
things. At this time, it appears that the bill will not be introduced this legislative session.

The deadline for introduction of bills is occurring at the same time as production of this staff
report. Staff are tracking a number of bills that may relate to OWEB or its stakeholders. None
of these bills appear to have as direct an impact to OWEB or the Oregon Plan as the legislative
proposal contemplated by The Nature Conservancy and Defenders of Wildlife. It is unclear at
this time which of the bills may actually move forward through the legislative process. Staff will
report to the Board on the final list of bills being tracked at the March meeting.

2009-2011 Budget Process

The first phase of OWEB’s 2009-2011 budget hearings is complete. The hearings on OWEB's
budget were held on February 18 and 24 before the Joint Ways and Means Subcommittee on
Natural Resources. The hearing on February 24 included public testimony. Representatives of
watershed councils and soil and water conservation districts, landowners, contractors, and other
partners presented testimony in support of the OWEB budget. Co-Chair Heagerty testified on
behalf of the Board. All presenters were effective in helping the Subcommittee understand the
value of OWEB programs and the connection between restoration projects and local jobs.
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Final action on the OWEB and other agency budgets is expected to take place following the May
15 state revenue forecast.

Economic Stimulus

In February, Congress passed the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009 in an effort
to provide federal resources to stimulate job creation and economic growth. The Act contains
$789 billion in total federal funding, and includes a smaller amount of funds that will be
distributed by federal natural resources agencies through existing competitive programs to
support watershed restoration projects.

OWERB has compiled a $39 million statewide master list of potential projects that might qualify
for federal stimulus funds. There is a considerable effort underway by the federal government to
distribute federal stimulus funds to worthy projects as soon as possible. Staff are exploring all
opportunities to obtain federal stimulus funds to support local restoration projects in Oregon.
More specifically, staff submitted project proposals to the U.S. Forest Service (USFS), and will
soon prepare and submit proposals to the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS). The USFS
and NMFS programs offer competitive grants at a national level.

OWEB?’s Economic and Job Impacts

Due to the economic downturn, and the possible availability of federal stimulus money, OWEB
staff requested Board approval in January to contract with the University of Oregon to prepare an
estimate of the economic impact and job creation from OWEB’s restoration investments. Board
members unanimously voted to allocate funds to support the research, analysis, and development
of a model to demonstrate the relationship between watershed restoration investments and local
economic impacts and job creation. OWEB entered into a contact with the University of Oregon
Ecosystem Workforce Program (EWP) to conduct this study.

On February 17, 2009, the EWP provided OWEB with a preliminary analysis of the economic
and job creation impact of OWEB’s restoration investments. (Attachment A) The analysis
concludes that the average impact of each $1 million invested by OWEB is 15 jobs and $1.86
million in total economic activity in Oregon.

The EWP will continue to refine the model used to determine the impact of OWEB'’s restoration
investments over the next year, including conducting more thorough interviews and surveys of
OWEB grantees and contractors and developing statistical models quantifying the economic
impacts and jobs created by restoration activity. OWEB staff will report on the EWP’s progress
at future Board meetings.

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

Attachment
A. Ecosystem Workforce Program Briefing Paper #13: A Preliminary Estimate of Economic Impact and Job
Creation from the Oregon Watershed Enhancement Board’s Restoration Investments
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O UNIVERSITY OF OREGON

Ecosystem Workforce Program

BRIEFING PAPER #13

A Preliminary Estimate of Economic Impact and Job Creation from the Oregon
Watershed Enhancement Board’s Restoration Investments

Max Nielsen-Pincus and Cassandra Moseley Winter 2009

he Oregon Watershed Enhancement Board (OWEB) has proposed nearly $40 million in watershed res-

toration projects for state and federal stimulus funding.! OWEB’s investments in ecological restoration
play a large role in public and private natural resource management with projects ranging from stream habitat
enhancements and fish passage to irrigation canal improvements, riparian reforestation, road decommission-
ing, forest thinning, and wildlife habitat enhancement. As with other capital improvements, watershed resto-
ration activities such as those that OWEB is proposing have considerable economic impact and job creation
potential. Unlike other sectors of the economy, such as transportation infrastructure, there has been little
research to quantify the economic potential of these activities. In this briefing paper, we provide a prelimi-

nary assessment of the potential economic and employment impacts for watershed restoration activities.?

Approach

To calculate the economic impact and job-cre-
ation potential of OWEB’s proposed investments in
watershed restoration, we used published research
and the U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis Regional
Input-Output Modeling System (RIMS) in a four-step
analysis. First, we categorized all proposed projects
in OWEB’s proposal for state and federal stimulus
by the dominant economic activity involved in the
project. Second, we used OWEB match funding
data to estimate a range of additional public and
private funds that will be leveraged with OWEB’s
investment. Third, we used published research
on OWEB’s grantee expenditures to estimate the
economic capture of these funds within Oregon.
Fourth, we use RIMS economic and employment
multipliers for Oregon as a whole to estimate eco-
nomic and employment impacts.

Findings

We find that the projects OWEB is proposing to
implement with state and federal stimulus funds are
likely to create considerable economic activity and
jobs across the state. Specifically, our data suggest

that OWEB'’s proposed $40 million investment in
watershed restoration projects would:

1. Create or retain nearly 600 jobs and generate
over $72 million in total economic activity in
Oregon.

2. Strategically leverage between $38 and $59
million in additional funding from other public
and private sources that would create or retain
an additional 570 to 885 jobs and $71 to $110
million in additional total economic activity.

The Economic Impacts of Watershed
Restoration Activities

OWEB investments fund labor-intensive riparian
and upland restoration projects, equipment inten-
sive aquatic restoration projects, mechanical forest
restoration projects, and a variety of water conser-
vation projects (Table 1). These activities create
long-term improvements in the state’s ecosystems
and create economic activity in several sectors of the
economy.

Every dollar invested in watershed restoration
projects travels through the economy of Oregon in
several ways. Restoration project managers hire
consultants, contractors, and employees to design,
implement, and maintain projects. Consultants and

Institute for a Sustainable Environment
5247 University of Oregon
Eugene, OR 97403-5247
T (541) 346-4546 Fa6541) 346-2040
ewp@uoregon.edu http://ewp.uoregon.edu




Table 1. Restoration Activities by Category

Restoration Category Restoration Activities

Labor-Intensive Riparian & Upland Native planting and seeding, noxious weed treatments, fencing, rangeland restoration,
Restoration manual fire hazard reduction, juniper management

Equipment-Intensive Aquatic & Road Log and boulder placements, instream structure construction, streambank stabilization,
Restoration floodplain connectivity and channel reconfiguration, fish passage and screening improve-

ments, wetland mitigation and restoration, tide gate and small dam removal, upland erosion
control, road decommissioning and maintenance, culvert/bridge replacement and removal

Forest Restoration Mechanized riparian and upland vegetation management, voluntary tree retention, mecha-
nized fire hazard reduction

Water Conservation Canal piping and lining, irrigation efficiency, delivery system improvements

contractors hire field crews, rent or purchase equip-
ment, and buy goods and services needed to imple-
ment projects. Employees spend wages on goods
and services to support their livelihoods. Economic
and employment multipliers represent this voyage
through the economy. A multiplier measures the
degree to which economic activity in one economic
sector creates additional economic activity in other
sectors of an economy. We obtained US Bureau of
Economic Analysis RIMS multipliers for Oregon
and linked the above restoration categories to the
economic industries represented in the RIMS data
(Table 2).°

The RIMS data show that labor-intensive work
has the highest job creation potential (nearly 50 to
100% greater than other restoration categories) at
nearly 29 jobs per million dollars investment in
that type of work compared to only 13 to 20 jobs for
other sorts of restoration activities.* Labor-inten-
sive jobs, however, tend to be lower pay and lower
quality, but can be an important source of quick job
creation. In contrast, equipment-intensive activities
tend to create greater total economic activity due
to higher wages and greater integration with other
economic industries. For example, using a helicop-
ter crew to place large logs in inaccessible streams
has job creation potential similar to forest restora-
tion and water conservation, but the total economic
activity generated by utilizing helicopters is nearly
double that of other restoration activities due to the
amount of support infrastructure needed to maintain
and operate a helicopter operation.

The Economic and Employment Impacts of
OWEB'’s Proposed Investment

OWEB’s investments in watershed restoration
are made through its capital grants program, most of
which is awarded to local watershed councils and
soil and water conservation districts.® Previous
research on grantee expenditures reported that ap-
proximately 80% of OWEB’s investments are spent
locally in the county in which the grantee is located,
and over 90% is spent within Oregon, supporting
local jobs and local economies often in rural and
economically distressed areas of the state.”

We calculated the estimated economic and em-
ployment impacts of OWEB’s proposed investments
in watershed restoration by multiplying the invest-
ment proposed in each restoration category by the
90% rate of state economic capture, and by the RIMS
economic output multiplier and RIMS employment
ratio per million dollar investment, respectively.

On average, every $1 million invested in OWEB’s
capital watershed restoration program will create
approximately 15 jobs and $1.86 million in total
economic activity (Table 3). The economic engines
of OWEB’s proposed watershed restoration projects
are water conservation and equipment intensive
work, which will generate over 80% of the economic
impact from OWEB’s proposed investment.

Table 2. Economic and Employment Multipliers by Restoration Categories

RIMS Economic  RIMS Employment/

Restoration Category Economic Industry Output Multiplier $1 M Investment
Labor-Intensive Riparian & Upland Restoration Forestry & Agricultural Support Services 2.11 28.8
Equipment-Intensive Aquatic & Road Restoration Construction, Air Transportation® 2.32,3.93 20.0, 12.5

Forest Restoration Logging 217 13.4

Water Conservation Water, Sewage and Other Systems 1.85 12.59
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Leveraging OWEB Investments through
Match

Between 1995 and 2008 total public and private
investments in watershed restoration in Oregon
was nearly $500 million and OWEB was the larg-
est source of non-federal watershed restoration
funds. The Oregon Watershed Restoration Inventory
(OWRI) tracks the accomplishments and matching
funding sources of all completed OWEB-sponsored
projects.® Between 2004 and 2007, total matching
funds reported in OWRI varied between 0.97 in 2006
to 1.52 in 2004. This range is a conservative esti-
mate of actual matching funds because match report-
ing to the database is voluntary above the minimum
requirement of 0.25.

OWEB'’s capacity to leverage its investment will
further increase its economic and employment im-
pacts by contributing from 570 to 885 additional jobs
and $71 to $110 million in total additional economic
activity.? Leveraging funding will raise OWEB'’s
overall impact in total job creation to between 1,150
and 1,460 jobs and in economic activity to between
$145 and $182 million. With its capacity to leverage
funding for capital watershed restoration projects,
OWERB is poised to make a substantial contribution
to the economy of the state of Oregon at a time of
critical need for jobs and economic activity.

Limitations and Assumptions

This analysis is based on several assumptions.
First, we assume that each project in OWEB’s pro-
posal for state and federal stimulus is dominated by
one economic activity (e.g., excavator work or tree
planting). From experience we know this assump-
tion does not always hold true. Restoration projects

sometimes include a variety of activities lumped
into one proposal. We make the assumption that
lumping is not biased towards any one category
and that as such the lumping of economic activi-
ties is likely balanced across activities. Second,
we assume RIMS multipliers accurately depict the
economic impacts of restoration activities. This as-
sumption is untested and it is unclear what the im-
pact of this assumption might be. Over the course
of the next year, the Ecosystem Workforce Program
will continue an empirical investigation to test this
assumption. Until that project is completed, the
conclusions presented in this briefing paper should
be viewed as a preliminary estimate of the economic
impacts of watershed restoration.

Next Steps

Over the next year the Ecosystem Workforce
Program will embark on an empirical investigation
of the economics of forest and watershed restoration
activities in Oregon. We will work with the Oregon
Watershed Enhancement Board and the Pacific
Northwest Research Station of the United States
Forest Service to quantify and profile the economic
impacts of watershed restoration on the state and lo-
cal economies. We will develop new robust models
of the relationship between a variety of restora-
tion activities and economic activity in a four stage
analysis. First, we will conduct semi-structured
interviews of watershed council and soil and water
conservation district representatives focused on
staffing and labor costs. Second, we will use these
interviews (and federal procurement databases) to
build a database of restoration contractors that work
in Oregon. Third, we will undertake a survey of
restoration contractors working in Oregon focused

Table 3. Potential Economic & Employment Impacts of OWEB’s Proposed Watershed Restoration Investment

OWEB Proposed  Potential Job Creation Total Economic

Restoration Category Economic Industry Investment in Oregon Activity in Oregon
Labor-Intensive Riparian and Upland Forestry and Agricultural  $3,929,524 101.8 $7,475,604
Restoration Support Services
Equipment-Intensive Aquatic and Road Construction, Air $10,972,715 203.2 $24,809,860
Restoration Transportation
Forest Restoration Logging $939,007 11.3 $1,833,205
Water Conservation Water, Sewage and Other  $23,077,027 261.5 $38,371,327
Systems
Total $38,918,272 577.8 $72,489,995
Average Impact per $1.00 Million Invested 14.9 Jobs $1.86 Million

Note: This table does not include matching funds.
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on (1) general information about contractors work-
ing in watershed restoration, (2) average wage and
salary rates for watershed restoration workers, (3)
spending patterns for each restoration activity in the
typology. Fourth, we will develop statistical models
quantifying estimated economic impacts and jobs
creation by restoration activity. Working with both
agencies simultaneously, we will develop a com-
mon tool for understanding the economic impacts of
forest and watershed restoration that is scalable and
transferable.

Endnotes

' Personal Communication, Tom Byler, Executive Director, Oregon Watershed Enhancement Board, January 20, 2009.

2 Over the coming year, the Ecosystem Workforce Program will be building more robust models of economic impacts
models of a range of forest and watershed restoration activities, funded by the Oregon Watershed Enhancement Board
and USDA Forest Service.

3 The US Bureau of Economic Analysis Regional Input-Output Modeling System allows users to construct a region based
on an aggregation of US counties. The Oregon model is built upon 1997 national account data from the US Economic
Census and updated with 2006 regional economic data. RIMS economic industries are based on the North American
Industry Classification System at the 4-digit level for the industries referenced in Table 2. For more information on
RIMS, please go to URL: http://www.bea.gov/regional/rims/.

* The RIMS data is confirmed by research from other economies that demonstrate job creation potential between 11 and 21
jobs per million dollars of restoration investment depending on the type of activity. See Baker, M. 2004. Socioeconomic
Characteristics of the Natural Resources Restoration System in Humboldt County, California. Forest Community Research.
Taylorsville, CA. (finding that a aproximately 300 jobs were created in Humboldt County, CA in 2002 as a result of a $14.5
million investment in aquatic, riparian, and road restoration). See also Hjerpe, E.E., and Y.-S. Kim. 2008. Economic Impacts
of Southwestern National Forests Fuels Reductions. Journal of Forestry. 106:311-316 (finding that a near $41 million invest-
ment fuels reduction in New Mexico created nearlfr 500 jobs).

5 Air Transportation reflects large woody debris placement projects where logs are transported and placed in a stream by

a helicopter crew.

¢ Oregon Watershed Enhancement Board. 2006. The Oregon Plan for Salmon and Watersheds: 2005-2007 Biennial Re-

port. Salem, Oregon.

7 Hibbard, M. and S. Lurie. 2006. Some community socio-economic benefits of watershed councils: A case study from
Oregon. Journal of Environmental Planning and Management 49:891-908.

8 See OWEB 2006 supra note 5; Oregon Watershed Restoration Inventory Database, 2009.

°This finding is based on the assumption the match funds are directed to the same basic economic activity as the original
investment and that match funding is uniformly distributed across the proposed restoration categories in Table 1.

For more information:

This study is a preliminary effort in a larger program of research at the Ecosystem Workforce Program on the
economic impacts of forest and watershed restoration on local communities in Oregon. Please contact the
Ecosystem Workforce Program at ewp@uoregon.edu for more information.

This study was made possible by funding from the Oregon Watershed Enhancement Board,
the USDA Forest Service, and the University of Oregon.
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Oregon Watershed Enhancement Board
re O I l 775 Summer Street NE, Suite 360
Salem, OR 97301-1290

Theodore R. Kulongoski, Governor (503) 986-0178
FAX (503) 986-0199
www.oregon.gov/OWEB

March 5, 2009

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

SUBJECT: Agenda Item E: 2007-2009 Budget and Spending Plan Update
March 18-19, 2009 OWEB Board Meeting

Introduction
This report updates the Board on the status of the 2007-2009 budget and the OWEB spending
plan for the current biennium. The report is for informational purposes only.

Background

The economic downturn is having a significant impact on state revenues. The February 20
revenue forecast revealed a significant decline in revenue for the current 2007-2009 overall state
budget. The forecast predicts an even larger revenue shortfall for the upcoming biennium. This
report describes the impacts of the 2007-2009 revenue shortfall on the OWEB budget, and
whether those impacts affect the Board’s spending plan for the remainder of the biennium.

I11.  2007-2009 Biennium

The recent revenue forecast shows a big decrease in General Fund revenue for the current
biennium, dropping $713 million since the December forecast and creating a $855 million
budget hole that needs to be corrected to balance the budget before the end of the biennium in
June. Lottery Fund revenues stayed essentially even, despite reduced sales, because the Lottery
Department added administrative savings in order to keep 2007-2009 programs whole.
Therefore, Measure 66 Lottery Fund revenues remain stable for the moment, and hopefully will
remain stable through the remainder of the biennium. The final revenue forecast is scheduled for
May 15.

At the time of writing this report, the legislature is completing its effort to re-balance the 2007-
2009 budget. This involves making cuts and shifting funds around for a number of state
agencies. As part of this effort, the legislature will cut General Fund dollars to natural resources
agencies by over $12 million. Because these cuts are happening so close to the end of the
biennium, many agencies will have little flexibility to protect positions from being cut. A
number of state agencies that we work closely with will lose positions related to the Oregon Plan
for Salmon and Watersheds and other positions as a result of the re-balance.

OWESB is not funded with General Fund dollars, however, some of our current funding is being
re-directed to assist with the re-balance. The re-balance actions that affect OWEB'’s current
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budget are as follows:

1. $59,754 of Measure 66 funds from OWEB administrative operations. These funds will
come out of our operations budget and will be covered with administrative savings and
remaining balances from our accounts for out-of-state travel, training, and other
administrative functions.

2. $150,000 of Measure 66 funds from the Independent Multidisciplinary Science Team
(IMST). This is a significant reduction for IMST operations for the remainder of the
biennium.

3. $15,000 of Measure 66 funds from the Lower Columbia River Estuary Partnership.
4. $430,000 of Salmon License Plate funds.

The first three reductions, combined with Measure 66 funds shifted out of the Departments of
Agriculture and Fish and Wildlife, will be used to fund Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL)
development at the Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ), backfilling a total of $427,630
that had previously been supported with General Funds.

The $430,000 of Salmon License Plate funds are to be moved from the OWEB budget to the
Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife for Oregon Plan related work, including the support of
two Western Oregon Stream positions that work directly with councils and districts on
restoration projects, and a habitat biologist position that also has direct Oregon Plan ties. Lastly,
two DEQ Oregon Plan monitoring positions were restored with General Funds. The funding for
all of these Oregon Plan related positions will last through the end of the biennium (June 30) and
are characterized as one-time fund shifts.

These budget reductions are challenging to deal with, especially so close to the end of the
biennium. Given the reductions many other agencies are facing, however, things could have
been much worse. Despite the budget reductions, there are several positive points to consider:

1. No OWEB positions will be affected by the cuts between now and the end of June.

2. There were no reductions to our remaining non-capital grant funds (Measure 66 and
federal salmon funds) for board awards at the upcoming March and June meetings.

3. Some of the re-balance actions mentioned above saved positions in other agencies that
support our local stakeholders and our overall mission.

IV.  Spending Plan Status

Per a request of the Legislative Fiscal Office before the beginning of the legislative session, all
state agencies prepared budget cut scenarios for the current 2007-2009 biennium. The cut
scenarios were developed in anticipation of revenue reductions that might occur before the end
of the biennium. If significant cuts were to occur to OWEB’s budget, the Board and staff would
likely need to reconsider the spending plan priorities.

As mentioned above, Lottery Fund revenues have not dipped below earlier projections. The
2007-2009 budget re-balance had minimal effect on OWEB’s remaining discretionary grant
funds. Therefore, the Board’s spending plan remains essentially unchanged, and staff
recommend no substantive alterations to the existing plan at this time.
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No non-capital funds reserved in the Board’s spending plan were impacted by the budget
rebalance. Table 1 describes the reserves under the Board’s current non-capital spending plan:

Table 1. OWEB Non-Capital Funds Reserve Status

Program Area Remaini_ng OWEB
Non-Capital Reserve

Local Capacity Funding 1,987,000
Technical Assistance 750,000
Recovery Planning 350,000
Monitoring Grants 1,300,000
Other Monitoring 600,000
Education & Outreach Grants 500,000
Education & Outreach Statewide 250,000
Assessment 23,110
Oregon Plan Products 464,507
Partnership Investments 150,000
Research Non-capital 1,146,277

TOTAL $7,520,894

The spending plan for capital funds needs to be adjusted as a result of the budget re-balance.
The only impact to discretionary grant funds involved a $430,000 reduction to Salmon License
Plate funds, for which revenues accrue on a monthly basis. Following the legislative re-balance
reduction, the current level for Salmon Plate funds is $106,000. These funds are typically used
to support road-related salmon habitat restoration projects. The adjusted spending plan reserves
for capital funds are contained in Table 2 below:

Table 2. OWEB Capital Funds Reserve Status

Remaining OWEB
Program Area or Fund Type Capital Reserve
Capital Grants/Acquisitions 9,250,000
Special Investment Partnerships 2,000,000
Recaptured Capital Grant Funds 1,541,029
Salmon License Plate Funds 106,000
TOTAL $12,897,029

All'in all, OWEB is very fortunate to have avoided significant budget cuts. Staff are hopeful that
the May 15 revenue forecast will not force additional budget cuts. That said, the continuing
economic downturn presents considerable uncertainty about the level of state revenues that will
be available through the remainder of the biennium. OWEB funds could be impacted by revenue
reductions and legislative disappropriation if the May 15 forecast indicates a drop in revenue.
With that in mind, there is no guarantee that funds reserved in OWEB'’s spending plan will be
available for Board awards at the June meeting. Moreover, there is no guarantee that unspent
funds for grants awarded at the March meeting will be available for grantees if revenues decline
further and those funds are disappropriated.

V. Recommendation
This is an information item only. No Board action is requested.
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Oregon Watershed Enhancement Board
775 Summer Street NE, Suite 360

Salem, OR 97301-1290

(503) 986-0178

FAX (503) 986-0199
www.oregon.gov/OWEB

March 6, 2009

MEMORANDUM
TO: Oregon Watershed Enhancement Board
FROM: Lauri Aunan, Grant Program Manager

Carolyn Devine, Communications Coordinator
Greg Sieglitz, Monitoring and Reporting Program Manager
Miriam Hulst, Acquisitions Specialist

SUBJECT:  Agenda Item G: OWEB Grant Award Recommendations
Overview and Statewide Projects
March 18-19, 2009 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 20, 2008, 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 thirty-three grant applications seeking a total of $30,955,072 were received by
the October 20, 2008, 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, Monitoring, and Education/Outreach applications that
generally use non-capital funds. After being screened for eligibility and completeness, the
applications were sent to the five Regional Review Teams (RRTSs), 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. As explained in more detail below,
Education/Outreach applications were also reviewed by the statewide Education/Outreach
Review Team (EORT), and Monitoring applications were also reviewed by the Oregon Plan
Monitoring Team (OPMT).

Following this overview are staff reports containing the OWEB staff funding recommendations
for each region.
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I11.  Review Process

The applications were screened for completeness and categorized by application type. The RRTs
were sent packets or CDs 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, 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 educational 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.

The EORT reviewed each Education/Outreach grant application. They met in Bend on
December 4, and discussed 5 main aspects of each proposal: the applicant's understanding of
audience needs; the design of the activities and whether or not they will lead toward the intended
outcomes; the process for evaluation; and the proposal's overall value toward furthering the
broader goal of developing and maintaining healthy watersheds. These review comments were
passed along to the RRTs for their consideration and use in recommending funding and ranking,
and were also used by OWEB’s Director and Grant Program Manager in making funding
recommendations. OWEB received three Education/Outreach grant applications that have
broader focus than a single region; these were reviewed by the EORT only. OWEB’s Director
and Grant Program Manager used the EORT review to develop funding recommendations for the
statewide applications.

We recognize that measurable outcomes of our education and outreach investments are
important. So that we can articulate the impact of these efforts across the state, we are
encouraging Education/Outreach grantees to report not just their activities, but also the impact
their efforts have had on their communities through changed skills, attitudes, knowledge, and
behavior.

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

The RRT recommendations in summary form were distributed to all applicants whose proposals
were reviewed by that RRT. The EORT evaluations were also distributed to Education/Outreach
applicants. Staff continue in this grant cycle the practice of forwarding all comments received
from applicants regarding the RRT and EORT recommendations to the Board prior to the Board
meeting.
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IV.  Statewide Education and Monitoring Applications

Based on EORT evaluations and staff consideration of the evaluations and available funding,
staff recommend funding two statewide Education/Outreach applications totaling $129,184.
Staff recommend reducing the award for application 209-7000 to $80,000 instead of the
requested $89,643.

Based on the OPMT evaluations and staff consideration of the evaluations and available funding,
staff recommend one statewide Monitoring application for funding at $31,952.

V. Acquisition Applications

Eleven new land acquisition applications 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. The environmental site assessment is reviewed by staff
at the Department of Environmental Quality.

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
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.

Two of the land acquisition grant applications submitted in October 2008 are ready for funding
at this time: Coffer Ranch Conservation Easement, application 209-114 in Region 4; and Table
Rocks Acquisition, application 209-113 in Region 2. These projects are described in the Region
4 and Region 2 staff reports. The rest of the applications submitted in October 2008 are either
recommended for deferral or are not recommended for funding.

One acquisition project previously submitted and deferred by the Board, the Alsea Bay
Acquisition, application 208-116 in Region 1, is ready for a funding decision at this time. The
project is described in the Region 1 staff report.
VI.  Budget Considerations

A. Capital Funds

In September of 2007, the Board established a capital funding target of $9.25 million for
each grant cycle for the 2007-2009 biennium.
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Given the unprecedented economic downturn, it is difficult to predict with certainty exactly
the amount of capital funds available for the remainder of the biennium. Measure 66 Lottery
revenues were distributed to OWEB in February, and the final 2007-2009 distribution will be
in May. The latest revenue forecast shows that Lottery revenues are down from the prior
forecast. However, despite reduced sales, the Lottery has increased administrative savings
and is utilizing about $20 million in contingency reserves in order to keep 2007-2009
programs whole. This means Measure 66 Lottery funds remain stable for the moment--and
hopefully through the remainder of the biennium.

Based on this information, OWEB expects to have approximately $13 million in
uncommitted capital funds available for the remainder of the biennium; this includes unspent
grant funds returned from completed grants. Two million dollars of these available capital
funds have been reserved by the Board for Special Investment Partnerships. Accordingly,
about $11 million in capital funds is available to be allocated through June 2009.

Staff expect that between $2 million and $4 million in land acquisitions applications may be
ready for Board consideration at the June 2009 meeting. If the Board adopts staff’s
Acquisition funding recommendations at the March Board meeting, the total dollar amount
of deferred acquisitions will be $9,684,232.

Staff recommend funding for 62 of the 77 Restoration applications recommended for funding
by the RRTs; two land acquisition applications submitted in October 2008, and the
previously deferred Alsea Bay Acquisition, application 208-116, for which OWEB is
providing state match for a Coastal Wetlands Grant. Staff recommend funding these grants
through the expenditure of $8,662,399 in capital funds.

In addition, in order to allow funding further down the list of non-capital applications, staff
recommend funding two Monitoring applications using capital funds for a total of $241,216.
These applications are eligible for capital funds because they propose effectiveness
monitoring for two implemented Restoration projects where work is continuing: the
Williamson River Delta Restoration in Region 4, and Willow Creek water quality
improvement in Region 5.

Therefore the total recommended expenditure of capital funds is $8,903,615. This is
$346,385 less than the budgeted amount of $9.25 million per cycle. However, there is still
uncertainty about the exact amount of Measure 66 Lottery funds that will be available
through the end of the biennium. In addition, we expect up to $4 million in additional
Acquisitions to be ready for funding consideration by the June 2009 Board meeting.

B. Non-Capital Funds

Table 1 shows the non-capital funding reserved for each grant type. This reserve was
approved by the Board in September of 2008. Table 1 also shows the total dollar amount of
non-capital applications recommended for funding by the RRTs and by staff for the statewide
applications.
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Table 1. Non-Capital Budget Reserve for the October 2008 Grant Cycle

Grant Type Budget
Education/Outreach $750,000
Monitoring $1,300,000
Technical Assistance $750,000
Total Budgeted $2,800,000
Total RRT Do Fund $3,381,290

As discussed above, it is hard to predict the amount of Measure 66 non-capital funds that will
be available to OWEB for the remainder of the biennium. The good news is that even though
Lottery revenues are down from the prior forecast, the Lottery has increased administrative
savings in order to keep 2007-2009 programs whole. However, no one knows for certain
what the May Lottery revenue forecast will be. Further, non-capital funds are more
vulnerable to legislative appropriation. If the Board approves staff’s funding
recommendations for non-capital applications, OWEB will communicate to our grantees that
while the Board has made the awards, funding is subject to the May revenue forecast and to
legislative disappropriation.

Table 2 shows the non-capital funding recommended by OWEB staff for each grant type.
The Technical Assistance budget for the October 2008 grant cycle is recommended for
increase because the RRTs recommended funding for 30 applications totaling about
$1,084,965, and staff determined it was important to fund as far down the Technical
Assistance list as possible, since these proposals will help develop Restoration projects. As a
result of this recommended increase, the Education/Outreach budget is recommended for
reduction.

Table 2. Non-Capital Applications Recommended by OWEB Staff

Grant Type Budget
Education/Outreach $ 597,125
Monitoring $1,315,811
Technical Assistance $ 846,621
Total $2,759,557

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.

Staff recommend funding 13 of the 23 Education/Outreach applications recommended by the
RRTs, and two of the three statewide Education/Outreach applications (one at a slightly
reduced level). Staff recommend funding 19 of the 23 Monitoring applications
recommended by the RRTSs, and one of the three statewide Monitoring applications. Staff
recommend funding 22 of the 30 Technical Assistance applications recommended by the
RRTs.

Staff recommend funding these grants through the expenditure of $2,518,341 in non-capital
funds and $241,216 in capital funds, for total funding of $2,759,557.
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VII. Staff Capital and Non-Capital Funding Recommendations

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

A. 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 Applications, Capital Portion $6,736,399
Monitoring Applications (209-4040 and 209-5067) $ 241,216
Acquisition Applications (Regions 2 and 4) $1,625,000
Coastal Wetlands Acquisition (Region 1) $ 301,000
TOTAL Capital Staff Recommendation $8,903,615

B. Non-Capital Funding Recommendations

Education/Outreach Applications $ 597,125
Monitoring Applications $1,074,595
Technical Assistance Applications $ 846,621
Restoration Applications, Non-Capital Portion $ 18314
TOTAL Non-Capital Staff Recommendation $2,536,655

VIII. Staff Recommendations on Statewide Education and Outreach and Monitoring
Application Funding

Attachment B shows the proposals and funding amounts for statewide Education/Outreach and
Monitoring applications. The table also indicates, by means of shaded entries, the OWEB staff
funding recommendations to the Board.

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

Attachments
A. Types of Applications Received and Amounts Requested by Application Type
B. Statewide Projects Recommended for Funding
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Attachment A

Oregon Watershed Enhancement Board

Types of Applications for October 20, 2008

Technical Education | Monitoring | Acquisition Restoration | Totals

Assistance
Region 1 7 7 7 3 10 34
Region 2 7 5 8 2 20 42
Region 3 18 9 9 2 20 58
Region 4 5 8 3 3 27 46
Region 5 7 3 4 1 32 47
Statewide 0 3 3 0 0 6
Totals 44 35 34 11 109 233

Dollar Amounts by Application Type

Technical Education | Monitoring | Acquisition | Restoration Totals

Assistance
Region 1 $241,468 $172,612 $388,020 | $2,616,462 | $1,311,016 $4,729,578
Region 2 $234,247 $139,286 $515,866 | $1,500,000 | $1,632,948 $4,022,347
Region 3 $667,765 $355,635 $684,900 | $2,900,000 | $2,894,110 $7,502,410
Region 4 $184,458 $286,666 $337,190 | $1,225,000 | $7,269,002* $9,302,316
Region 5 $291,868 $106,687 $209,442 $500,000 | $3,536,576 $4,644,573
Statewide 0 $188,561 $565,287 0 0 $753,848
Totals $1,619,806 | $1,249,447 | $2,700,705 | $8,741,462 | $16,643,652 | $30,955,072

* This includes the $3,922,352 Pilot Butte Piping Project (209-4034)
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ATTACHMENT B

Statewide
Education Applications Reviewed by the Education/Outreach Team
October 20, 2008 Grant Cycle

Staff Recommendations to the Board are Highlighted in Gray

Project # Project name A;O;f:ln t Priority
209-7001  |Building Council Capacity/Gathering 2009/Telling the Story Through Tours * 80,000 1
209-7002 OSU Oregon Watershed Schools 49,184 2
209-7004  |Oregon Civic Science Educational Project - Phase 11 49,734 3
Total Education Projects Recommended for Funding by Staff to Board $129,184

* Listed Amount Reflects Recommended Reduction

Statewide
Monitoring Applications Recommended for Funding by the Oregon Plan Monitoring Team
October 20, 2008 Grant Cycle

Staff Recommendations to the Board are Highlighted in Gray

Project # Project name A-rrno(;[ﬁln t Priority
209-7000 |[Facilitating Improved Biological Monitoring by Watershed Organizations 31,952 1
209-7003  |A Rigorous Statewide Assessment of OWEB's Restoration Projects 439,635 2
209-7005 |Oregon Landscape-Management Study Network 93,700 3
Total Monitoring Projects Recommended for Funding to Staff by Oregon Plan Monitoring Team $565,287
Total Monitoring Projects Recommended for Funding by Staff to Board $31,952
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Oregon Watershed Enhancement Board
775 Summer Street NE, Suite 360

Salem, OR 97301-1290

(503) 986-0178

FAX (503) 986-0199
www.oregon.gov/OWEB

March 6, 2009

MEMORANDUM
TO: Oregon Watershed Enhancement Board
FROM: Lauri Aunan, Grant Program Manager

Tom Shafer, North Coast Regional Program Representative
Miriam Hulst, Acquisitions Specialist

SUBJECT: Agenda Item G: OWEB Grant Award Recommendations
Region 1, North Coast
March 18-19, 2009 OWEB Board Meeting

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

1. Background and Summary

Applicants submitted 34 applications for a total request of $4,729,578 including $2,616,462 for
Acquisitions. The Regional Review Team (RRT) recommended 23 applications for
approximately $1,751,511, and favorably reviewed the three Acquisition applications. Staff
recommend 18 applications for a total award of $1,617,252: $1,153,929 for Restoration;
$53,769 for Education/Outreach; $263,532 for Monitoring; and $146,022 for Technical
Assistance. Staff also recommend one Acquisition application for a total of $301,000.

I11.  Regional Review Team Recommendations

The North Coast Regional Review Team (RRT) met in Newport in January 2009 to review the
applications received in this grant cycle. Restoration, Education/Outreach, Monitoring and
Technical Assistance 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.

The RRT recommended reduced funding for two applications, 209-1043 and 209-1020. After
staff discussions with the applicant, staff recommend reducing funding for Monitoring
application 209-1043 (Upper Nehalem Rapid Bio-Assessment) by a little more than $2,000.
Restoration application 209-1020 (Cedar Creek Large Wood Debris Placement) requested nearly
$34,000 for effectiveness monitoring. The RRT recommended funding only the AQI, stream
temperature, and lamprey monitoring components of the effectiveness monitoring, reducing the
recommended award by $14,750. Staff concur with this recommended reduction.
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IV.  Acquisitions

Three land acquisition applications were received from Region 1 this grant cycle. None of these
are ready for funding at this time and all are recommended for deferral. One previously deferred
acquisition is ready for funding. A second previously deferred acquisition (Big Creek) is ready,

but staff are recommending the Board defer consideration until the June meeting.

A. North Nehalem Bay Wetlands Conservation Project — October 08 Cycle (209-106)
The Lower Nehalem Community Trust (LNCT) requests $466,462 to purchase seven parcels
totaling 16 acres at the northern edge of Nehalem Bay in Tillamook County. LNCT proposes
to use the OWEB funds to match $583,077 in Coastal Wetlands Conservation Grant Program
funds recently awarded to OWEB by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service for acquisition of the
parcels. The parcels contain freshwater wetlands, tidally influenced wetlands, forested
uplands, and two small streams. The project is the first phase of a two-phase effort to
permanently protect wetlands that link land owned by LNCT to Nehalem Bay State Park. At
the direction of the Acquisitions Subcommittee, staff requested due diligence materials in
November 2008. The RRT felt that the project has medium-high ecological value and high
educational value. The requested due diligence materials have not been received. Staff and
the Acquisitions Subcommittee recommend the Board defer consideration of the North
Nehalem Bay Wetlands project until due diligence materials have been received and
reviewed.

B. Ecola Creek Forest Reserve Addition — October 08 Cycle (209-112)

The City of Cannon Beach requests $1,400,000 to purchase an 805-acre property currently
owned by the Oregon Department of Forestry (ODF). The property is adjacent to the city’s
forest reserve, a previous OWEB funded acquisition. The property contains extensive high-
quality wetlands and riparian woodlands. At the direction of the Acquisitions Subcommittee,
staff requested due diligence materials in November 2008. The RRT felt that the project has
very high ecological and educational values. The requested due diligence materials have not
been received. Staff and the Acquisitions Subcommittee recommend the Board defer
consideration of the Ecola Creek Forest Reserve Addition project until due diligence
materials have been received and reviewed.

C. Siuslaw Estuary Duncan Island Ranch Conservation Project — October 08 Cycle
(209-116)

McKenzie River Trust (MRT) requests $750,000 to purchase an 83-acre conservation
easement on a 108-acre property on Duncan Island in the Siuslaw River estuary. The
property contains tidally influenced freshwater wetlands that are in good condition. At the
direction of the Acquisitions Subcommittee, staff requested due diligence materials in
November 2008. The RRT made a conditional project determination of high ecological
value, stating that the project’s value hinges on revisions to the draft conservation easement
and the development and implementation of a high-quality management plan. The RRT felt
that the project has high educational value. Due diligence review is not complete. MRT is
currently working to resolve issues pertaining to the title. When the Acquisitions
Subcommittee met to discuss with staff the RRT evaluation of the project and the results of
due diligence review to date, the Acquisitions Subcommittee recommended that the project
be deferred for due diligence, and be considered for funding in the future only if MRT finds
additional partners to reduce the amount requested from OWEB.
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Staff and the Acquisitions Subcommittee recommend the Board defer consideration of the
Siuslaw Estuary Duncan Island Ranch Conservation Project until due diligence review is
complete, MRT has fully resolved the title issues and RRT’s concerns about the draft
conservation easement, and MRT has revised the funding request to not more than $450,000.

D. Alsea Bay Acquisition — Previously Deferred (208-116)

The Wetlands Conservancy (TWC) requests $301,000 to purchase two properties totaling
approximately 235 acres in the Alsea estuary northeast of Waldport. OWEB funds will
match $997,350 awarded from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service’s National Coastal
Wetlands Conservation Grant program.

1. Ecological Benefits

The Wetlands Conservancy says that the project will protect approximately 88 acres of
estuarine wetlands, an OWEB priority ecosystem. The project will also protect
approximately 128 acres of forested uplands. The application states that the project will
benefit OWEB priority species, including brown pelican, coho salmon, marbled murrelet,
peregrine falcon, steelhead, bald eagle, rufous hummingbird, and Pacific-slope flycatcher.
The application also states that the project is consistent with two of OWEB?’s priorities
for land acquisition: restoring function to an area that requires active restoration to
achieve its conservation purpose and improving connectivity of habitat. The RRT
indicated that the property is a desirable acquisition because it will allow for subsequent
restoration of tidal marsh, an important part of the Alsea estuary.

2. Capacity to Sustain the Ecological Benefits

The application states that the title to the properties will be held by TWC, assuring that
the properties will be protected in perpetuity and restored. The application also states
that management and monitoring plans for the properties will be prepared by TWC and
the Central Coast Land Conservancy. The Wetlands Conservancy owns and manages
over 1,200 acres of land in Oregon, including OWEB-funded acquisitions.

3. Education Benefits

The application states that the Alsea Middle School might be able use the sites for field
study and monitoring, and the MidCoast Watersheds Council will use the sites for
educational outreach. The application also states that TWC will work closely with the
Port of Alsea, Lincoln County, Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife, and Portland
Audubon Society to promote the importance of the Alsea Bay, ongoing restoration and
stewardship activities, and opportunities for community development.

4. Partners, Project Support, and Community Effects

According to the application, the MidCoast Watersheds Council, Lincoln County, and
Lincoln Soil and Water Conservation District are partners in the project. The application
states that the type and level of recreation and public use of the property will be evaluated
during development of site management plans. The application also states that TWC will
work with Lincoln County to determine if the properties will remain on the tax rolls or if
instead in-lieu payments will be made.
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5. Legal and Financial Terms

The application states that the project is a fee title acquisition that will protect watershed
function, tidal marsh, coniferous forest, and riparian areas for OWEB priority species.
OWEB funds are requested for 21 percent of the purchase price of the properties. The
rest of the purchase price will be paid using funds from the Coastal Wetlands Grant
program and the Duke Foundation.

The legal review of the purchase and sale agreements did not raise any concerns for
OWEB. The legal review of the title reports identified several title exceptions, such as a
drainage ditch easement, which would conflict with OWEB’s conservation interest in the
property. TWC agreed to a combination of modifying and removing exceptions to
OWEB?’s satisfaction. This process is nearly complete. Staff do not anticipate
encountering problems in the remaining title work.

Appraisals of the properties were conducted by Duncan and Brown, Inc. OWEB’s
independent review appraiser determined that the appraisal reports are in conformance
with Uniform Standards of Professional Appraisal Practice (USPAP) and Uniform
Appraisal Standards for Federal Land Acquisitions (UASFLA), the value conclusions are
adequately supported, and the proper appraisal methodology was used.

Phase 1 Environmental Site Assessments (ESAs) were conducted for the properties by
Hahn and Associates, Inc. A review of the ESAs by the Oregon Department of
Environmental Quality determined that the reports conform to the American Society for
Testing and Materials (ASTM) standard required by OWEB and that further investigation
IS not necessary. However, one of the properties contains a septic system and well that
must be decommissioned according to applicable regulations.

6. Conclusion

In June 2008, the Acquisitions Subcommittee decided to proceed with due diligence
review because, once acquired by TWC, the properties present significant potential for
tidal marsh restoration. The RRT concluded that the project has high ecological value
but only modest educational value. Resolution of the due diligence issues is nearly
complete. Within several weeks, TWC will finish the removal of a title exception and the
alteration of another, and staff do not anticipate any problems with this process. Public
hearings will be scheduled within several weeks. Staff and the Acquisition
Subcommittee recommend funding for the Alsea Bay Acquisition application, contingent
on resolution of the title issues to staff’s satisfaction and submission of proof that the well
and septic decommissioning has been done in accordance with all laws and regulations.

E. Big Creek Forest — Previously Deferred (209-105)

The Nature Conservancy (TNC) requests $2 million to purchase 193 acres located on the
Oregon Coast in Lane County, adjacent to Siuslaw National Forest and Washburne Memorial
State Park.

1. Ecological Benefits

The application states that 97 percent of the property proposed for acquisition contains
OWEB priority ecosystems, plant communities, and species. Specifically, the application
claims that the property contains 19.7 acres of chaparral and north coast shrublands; 16.5
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acres of floodplain/outwash lowland riparian, linear, wetlands; 6.8 acres of lowland
riparian woodland and shrubland; 140.8 acres of Sitka spruce forest; and 4.5 acres of
Western Oregon upland prairie. The application also states that the property contains
Pacific reedgrass-blue wildrye, an OWEB priority plant community.

The following OWEB priority species have been documented on the property: coho
salmon; steelhead; bald eagle; red-legged frog; Oregon silverspot butterfly; band-tailed
pigeon; olive-sided flycatcher; Pacific-slope flycatcher; ruffed grouse; and rufous
hummingbird. The property contains 132 acres of federally designated critical habitat for
Oregon silverspot butterfly, a threatened species. The property also contains 0.65 miles
of federally designated critical habitat for coho salmon, a threatened species.

The Big Creek application states that acquisition of the property is consistent with five of
the conservation principles contained in OWEB’s Basin Ecological Priorities: securing a
transition area, restoring function to an area that requires active restoration to achieve its
conservation purpose, protecting a site with exceptional biodiversity, improving
connectivity of habitat, and completing an existing network of conservation sites.

The RRT felt that this site is a critically important conservation opportunity. The RRT
identified Big Creek as a key watershed and the proposed property as a chance to
conserve both aquatic and terrestrial species of significance.

2. Capacity to Sustain the Ecological Benefits

TNC hopes that Oregon Parks and Recreation Department (OPRD) will assume
ownership of the property. (See Legal and Financial Terms, below). It is not possible to
fully assess the capacity to sustain the ecological benefits of the project because the long-
term titleholder has not yet been formally identified. However, because TNC anticipates
that it will manage the property in a cooperative manner with OPRD, the U.S. Forest
Service (USFS), the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), and other partners, the
ecological benefits of the project are likely to be sustained.

TNC has been highly involved in Oregon silverspot butterfly conservation work on the
coast for many years. OPRD staff recently told OWEB staff that if OPRD accepts
ownership of the property, it will be managed for habitat values, with infrastructure not to
exceed one trail through the property. Washburne Memorial State Park, located just
south of the Big Creek property, is currently managed by OPRD in part for protection of
natural systems such as beaches and dunes. The application states that long-term
management of the Big Creek property will be financed through a combination of OPRD,
USFS, TNC, and USFWS operations budgets.

3. Education Benefits

The application states that the property will be open to the public for “light, day-use
recreation” and publicized on the OPRD web site. The RRT did not feel that the project
constitutes a significant opportunity for public education.

4. Partners, Project Support, and Community Effects

As described above in Capacity to Sustain Ecological Benefits, TNC is working with
OPRD, U.S. Forest Service, and other project partners to develop a framework for
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collaborative management of the property. TNC anticipates having a cooperative
management framework in place by March 2009.

TNC is seeking project funding from the National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration (NOAA), USFWS, and private sources to match the funds requested from
OWEB. Funding decisions are expected to be made by other funders not later than
March of 2009.

5. Legal and Financial Terms

TNC has engaged OPRD in negotiations regarding ownership of the property. Although
a formal agreement has not been reached, OPRD has expressed interest in holding title to
the property.

The Big Creek property’s zoning currently allows for development of a 150-unit
destination resort and up to 11 additional units. The current owners have drafted building
plans and obtained development permits. TNC recently entered into an agreement with
the owners to purchase the property for the appraised value of $4.07 million.

6. Conclusion

Both the Acquisitions Subcommittee and the RRT felt that this project constitutes a very
important conservation opportunity. The due diligence review is complete. The
property’s final title holder is expected to be OPRD, but a formal OPRD commitment has
not yet been made. TNC anticipates cooperatively managing the property with OPRD,
other state agencies, and federal and local conservation entities.

Staff and the Acquisitions Subcommittee initially planned to recommend funding for the
Big Creek project at the March Board meeting, contingent on formal commitment from
TNC or OPRD to long-term ownership of the property and development of a cooperative
agreement regarding the purposes for which the property will managed and the roles of
the managing partners. However, in recent days, TNC has determined that the need to
complete the Table Rocks transaction (Region 2, 209-113) is more pressing than the Big
Creek transaction. Therefore, staff recommend deferring a funding decision for the Big
Creek project and proceeding with a funding decision for the Table Rocks project.

Staff Recommendation

Staff recommend funding for three of the five Education/Outreach applications, four of the five
Monitoring applications, and four of the five Technical Assistance applications. Staff
recommend seven of the eight Restoration applications for funding.

Staff and the Acquisitions Subcommittee recommend the Board defer consideration of the three
Acquisition applications submitted in October 2008. One acquisition project previously
submitted and deferred by the Board, Alsea Bay (application 208-116) is recommended for
funding at this time.

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”
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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 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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Region 1 - North Coast

Deferred Acquisition Application Recommended for Funding by OWEB Staff

Total Amount

Project # Project Name Requested

208-116 |Alsea Bay Acquisition ** (FFY 08 National Coastal Wetlands Grant) 301,000
(March 2008 Board Agenda Item J, May 2008 Agenda Item L, Sept. 2008 Agenda Items K-J)

Total $301,000

** Fund with conditions

Region 1 - North Coast

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

And Recommended for Deferral by OWEB Staff

October 20, 2008 Grant Cycle

Total Amount

Project # Project Name

Requested
209-106 |North Nehalem Bay Wetlands Conservation Project 466,462
209-112 |Ecola Creek Forest Reserve Addition 1,400,000
209-116 |Siuslaw Estuary Duncan Island Ranch Conservation Project 750,000
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Region 1 - North Coast

Restoration Applications Recommended for Funding by the RRT

October 20, 2008 Grant Cycle

Staff Recommendations to the Board are Highlighted in Gray

. . Capital Non- Total -
Project # Project Name Capital Priority
Funds Funds Amount
209-1020 [Cedar Cr LWD Placement */Effectiveness Monitoring $19,200 364,780 364,780 1
209-1049 [Little Nestucca River Restoration 232,554 232,554 2
209-1040 [Bummer Creek Restoration 158,370 158,370 3
209-1042 [Cougar Valley Habitat Restoration 34,607 500 35,107 4
209-1031 [Vosburg Creek Dam Removal and Stream Enhancement 37,332 600 37,932 5
209-1041 [Tweedle Lane Fish Passage Improvement 305,080 305,080 6
209-1030 [Neitzel Farm Restoration - Riparian/Floodplain Planting and Tree Release 20,106 20,106 7
209-1028 |Necanicum Estuary Riparian Enhancement 25,461 4,050 29,511 8
Total Restoration Projects Recommended for Funding to Staff by RRT 1,178,290 5,150| $1,183,440
Total Restoration Projects Recommended for Funding by Staff to Board 1,152,829 1,100 1,153,929
* Listed Amount Reflects Recommended Reduction
Region 1 - North Coast
Education Applications Recommended for Funding by the RRT
October 20, 2008 Grant Cycle
Staff Recommendations to the Board are Highlighted in Gray
Project # Project Name A;O;f:ln t Priority
209-1027 |Siuslaw Middle School Stream Team 13,279 1
209-1021 [Stream Team Extension 111 10,978 2
209-1039 [Lower Columbia River Watershed Stewardship Project 29,512 3
209-1034 |Siuslaw Watershed Exploration Camps 2009 18,397 4
209-1046 |MidCoast Watersheds Council Education Program 40,000 5
Total Education Projects Recommended for Funding to Staff by RRT $112,166
Total Education Projects Recommended for Funding by Staff to Board $53,769
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Region 1 - North Coast

Monitoring Applications Recommended for Funding by the RRT

October 20, 2008 Grant Cycle

Staff Recommendations to the Board are Highlighted in Gray

Total

Project # Project Name Priority
Amount
209-1026 |Yachats Water Quality Monitoring Project 9,006 1
209-1022 [Salmon Drift Creek Watersheds Water Quality Monitoring 2009-2010 29,063 2
209-1047 [Mid Coast Monitoring Project 114,426 3
209-1043 [Upper Nehalem Rapid Bio-Assessment * 111,037 4
209-1033 |Siuslaw Volunteer Water Quality Monitoring Program 2009-2010 (VWQMP) 8,118 5
Total Monitoring Projects Recommended for Funding to Staff by RRT $271,650
Total Monitoring Projects Recommended for Funding by Staff to Board $263,532
* Listed Amount Reflects Recommended Reduction
Region 1 - North Coast
Technical Assistance Applications Recommended for Funding by the RRT
October 20, 2008 Grant Cycle
Staff Recommendations to the Board are Highlighted in Gray
Project # Project Name A-rrnoc;[ﬁln t Priority
209-1050 [Fall Creek Channel Restoration Design 15,970 1
209-1037 [Upper Fawcett Creek Fish Passage Engineering 45,680 2
209-1044 [Upper Nehalem Limiting Factors Analysis (3 6th fields) 49,492 3
209-1045 [Bummer Creek Habitat Design 34,880 4
209-1024 |Nehalem Watershed Conservation Planning 38,233 5
Total Technical Assistance Projects Recommended for Funding to Staff by RRT $184,255
Total Technical Assistance Projects Recommended for Funding by Staff to Board $146,022
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ATTACHMENT B

Region 1 - North Coast
Education Applications NOT Recommended for Funding by the RRT
October 20, 2008 Grant Cycle

. . Total Amount
Project # Project Name Requested
209-1025 |North Coast Watershed Education and Outreach Program 50,000
209-1036 |Wilson-Trask Wetlands Education Project 10,446

Region 1 - North Coast
Monitoring Applications NOT Recommended for Funding by the RRT
October 20, 2008 Grant Cycle

. . Total Amount
Project # Project Name Requested
209-1029 |Necanicum Alcove Monitoring 54,890
209-1048 |Netarts Bay Spawning Surveys 59,390

Region 1 - North Coast
Technical Assistance Applications NOT Recommended for Funding by the RRT
October 20, 2008 Grant Cycle

. . Total Amount
Project # Project Name Requested
209-1023 |Siletz Estuary Dike Removal 26,480
209-1038 |NF Beaver Creek Tributary Restoration Design 30,225
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Region 1 - North Coast

Restoration Applications NOT Recommended for Funding by the RRT

October 20, 2008 Grant Cycle

Total Amount

Project # Project Name Requested
209-1032 |Boykin Creek Enhancement 45,391
209-1035 |Swamp Creek Restoration 67,435

Page 171




Oregon Watershed Enhancement Board
775 Summer Street NE, Suite 360

Salem, OR 97301-1290

(503) 986-0178

FAX (503) 986-0199
www.oregon.gov/OWEB

March 6, 2009

MEMORANDUM
TO: Oregon Watershed Enhancement Board
FROM: Lauri Aunan, Grant Program Manager

Mark Grenbemer, Southwest Oregon Regional Program Representative
Miriam Hulst, Acquisitions Specialist

SUBJECT: Agenda Item G: OWEB Grant Award Recommendations
Region 2, Southwest Oregon
March 18- 19, 2009 OWEB Board Meeting

l. Introduction
This staff report describes the Southwest Oregon Regional Review Team recommendations and
staff recommendations for funding.

1. Background and Summary

Applicants submitted 42 applications for a total request of $4,022,347 including $1,500,000 for
two Acquisitions. The Regional Review Team (RRT) recommended 31 applications for
approximately $1,967,132, and reviewed the two Acquisition applications. Staff recommend 24
applications for a total award of $1,382,370: $853,711 for Restoration; $73,465 for
Education/Outreach; $291,745 for Monitoring; and $163,449 for Technical Assistance. Staff
also recommend one Acquisition application for a total of $1,300,000.

I11.  Regional Review Team Recommendations

The Southwest Oregon Regional Review Team (RRT) met in Bandon in January 2009 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.

The Region 2 RRT recommended 17 Restoration applications for $1,371,341; three
Education/Outreach applications for $105,182; six Monitoring applications for $317,480; and
five Technical Assistance applications for $173,129.

The RRT recommended special conditions for three Education/Outreach, two Monitoring, one
Technical Assistance, and five Restoration applications. Minor to moderate budget reductions
were recommended for one Education/Outreach, two Monitoring, three Technical Assistance
applications, and two Restoration applications. Staff concur with these recommendations.
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Increased budgets were recommended for one Monitoring and one Restoration application.
Application 209-2052 continues and expands the volunteer water quality monitoring program of
the Partnership for the Umpqua Rivers. This was the top-ranked Monitoring application, and the
RRT recommended adding $7,000 to support analysis of the data and tracking project
effectiveness. Application 209-2037 (Williams Creek Ditch Improvement Project) proposes to
construct head-gates and install measuring devices in 11 irrigation ditches in Williams Creek, a
tributary to the Applegate River, with the goal of leaving more water instream during the
irrigation season. Williams Creek provides critical habitat for coho, Chinook, steelhead,
cutthroat and Pacific lamprey. This was the top-ranked Restoration application, and the RRT
recommended adding $5,000 for effectiveness monitoring and analysis. Staff concur with both
of these recommendations.

Restoration application 209-2027 (lllinois Valley Riparian Tree Planting Project) was
recommended to be funded for only one year, reducing the budget by nearly half; however, this
application was ranked 17 of 17 and falls below the staff-recommended funding line.

The funding of the staff-proposed restoration projects in Region 2 will result in 1,190 pieces of
large wood being placed instream in over 15.37 miles of stream; 0.60 miles of stream bank being
stabilized using bioengineered techniques; the placement of 8 boulder weirs over 0.5 miles; one
livestock crossing placed to remove livestock from the stream channel; 3.5 acres of riparian area
planted using native species; 1.2 miles of riparian zone protected through fencing; the treatment
of noxious weeds over 1.3 acres of riparian zones; and the restoration of access by steelhead and
coho to 0.29 miles of stream by replacing a undersized culvert.

V. Special Issues

The RRT recommended funding for Williams Creek Culvert Replacement (209-2043), and
ranked the application 10 out of 17. Application 209-2043 proposes to replace a culvert that is
the top priority road-related fish passage project on the Umpqua National Forest. Oregon coastal
coho, steelhead and coastal cutthroat use Williams Creek, which has some of the best remaining
habitat in the Middle North Umpqua fifth field watershed. Replacing the culvert with a bridge
would provide access to 4.37 miles of habitat. However, the full cost of the project is more than
$2.7 million. The application submitted to OWEB indicated that the applicant had applied for
$2.1 million in federal forest highway funding. This funding did not come through. As a result,
staff do not recommend this application for funding. However, the project has been submitted
for federal stimulus funding through the U.S. Forest Service.

V. Acquisition Applications

Two land acquisition applications were received from Region 2 this grant cycle. Both are ready
for a Board decision at the March meeting. One is recommended for funding; the other is not
recommended for funding.

A. EIk River and Rock Creek Land Acquisition (209-110)

Western Rivers Conservancy (WRC) requests $200,000 to repay loans it took to purchase a
170-acre property in the EIk River watershed, near Port Orford, in Curry County. WRC
states that it acted quickly to purchase the property because the land was on the verge of
conversion to a rural home site.
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1. Ecological Benefits

The application states that the property contains 80 acres of lowland riparian woodland
and shrubland, 0.5 miles of Rock Creek (both banks), and approximately 300 feet of Elk
River frontage. The application also states that the property contains “scattered Sitka
spruce trees (less than 5 acres).” Sitka spruce forest is an OWEB priority ecosystem.
According to the application, the property supports coho salmon, fall-run Chinook
salmon (Elk River), foothill yellow-legged frog, and northern red-legged frog. The
application states that the project is consistent with five of OWEB’s conservation
principles for land acquisition: securing a transition area, restoring function to an area
that requires active restoration to achieve its conservation purpose, protecting a site with
exceptional biodiversity, improving connectivity of habitat, and complementing an
existing network of conserved sites.

The property shares a boundary corner with the Kahn Tract, a previously funded OWEB
acquisition. The property is surrounded by Siskiyou National Forest Late-Successional
Reserve and Riparian Reserve lands. Timber was recently harvested on approximately
70 acres of the property. The application states that active restoration is needed in the
harvested area but also states that the area has been replanted.

The RRT felt that the proposed acquisition has unexceptional conservation values. The
members agreed that although the Elk River system is an important salmon producer,
hatchery strays are a problem and Rock Creek does not contribute an appreciable amount
of fish to Elk River. The RRT, did however, acknowledge that the EIk River — Rock
Creek confluence could constitute salmon refugia and that Rock Creek temperatures are
good.

The RRT came to agreement that nearly all of the property’s ecological value is
contained in the southern part of the site, and that the recent upland harvest and
considerable invasive species threat make the rest of the site an undesirable investment.
The RRT pointed out that the property is located on the fringe of an area that is already
well protected. The RRT also pointed out that although the application states that active
restoration is needed to achieve the project’s conservation purpose, it states that passive
restoration is the primary management approach planned for the property. The RRT felt
that passive restoration is not likely to be successful because the site is infested with
gorse. Lastly, the RRT noted that the property had been at risk of only one home site and
concluded that that did not constitute a severe development threat.

2. Capacity to Sustain the Ecological Benefits

The application states that WRC intends for the EIk River Land Trust to own and manage
the property. The application further states that the South Coast Land Conservancy has
agreed (pending approval from its Board) to assume ownership and management of the
property should EIk River Land Trust be unable to continue to own and manage the
property “according to the spirit and conditions of this grant.” The Elk River Land Trust
has a small volunteer staff. WRC is committed to helping the Elk River Land Trust
develop and implement a robust management plan for the property.

Page 174



3. Educational Benefits

The application states that the South Coast Watershed Council and other entities may use
the site on an infrequent basis to demonstrate naturally functioning habitat in the Elk
River basin. The property will not be closed to the public, but no signs or other
encouragement for public use will be implemented.

The RRT felt that the project has low educational merit because it does not contain
noteworthy systems and it is difficult to access. The RRT also felt that the application
did not present a strong commitment to education.

4. Partners, Project Support and Community Effects

The Elk River Land Trust will own and manage the property with management support
from the South Coast Watershed Council. The property taxes have been in forest
deferral, and thus are low. The property will remain on the tax rolls. The application
states that protecting and enhancing salmon and steelhead habitat in the Elk River can
have significant positive impacts on the local and regional economy because fishing is a
major part of the region’s commerce. Little information was provided regarding the
nature of community support for the project.

5. Legal and Financial Terms
WRC applied to the National Fish and Wildlife Foundation (NFWF) for a $50,000
stewardship endowment; the request was recently not funded by NFWF.

6. Conclusion

In November 2008, the Acquisitions Subcommittee decided not to proceed with a due
diligence review because it felt that 0.5 miles of Rock Creek and approximately 300 feet
of Elk River frontage did not constitute significant aquatic resources, and 40 percent of
the property does not contain priority species because it was recently harvested. The
RRT concluded that the project has low ecological and educational value. Therefore,
staff and the Acquisitions Subcommittee do not recommend funding for the Elk River
and Rock Creek Land Acquisition application.

B. Table Rocks Acquisition (209-113)

The Nature Conservancy (TNC) requests $1.3 million for the purchase of 1,690 acres on
Upper and Lower Table Rocks, near Medford, in Jackson County. The Table Rocks, large
basalt mesas rising 700 feet above the Rogue Valley floor, are widely recognized biodiversity
hotspots.

1. Ecological Benefits

The application states that 100 percent of the property proposed for acquisition contains
OWEB priority ecosystems, plant communities, and species. Specifically, the application
claims that the property contains 663 acres of oak woodland, 746 acres of Oregon upland
prairie and savanna, and 281 acres of Northern California claypan vernal pools. A
footnote in the application states that, per the Oregon Natural Heritage Information
Center, the Northern California claypan vernal pool ecological system meets the criteria
for inclusion as an OWEB priority, and its omission from the OWEB list was an
oversight.
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The application states that the property contains 14 of the 23 rare and at-risk plant
communities listed in OWEB’s Rogue Basin priorities for land acquisition. Examples of
the rare and at-risk plant communities cited in the application are white
oak/buckbrush/Idaho fescue, white oak-black oak/poison oak, annual hairgrass vernal
pool, and bracted popcorn-flower — purslane speedwell vernal pool. The application
further states that the acquisition will benefit OWEB priority bird species such as blue-
gray gnatcatcher, Lewis’ woodpecker, oak titmouse, and white-breasted nuthatch; OWEB
priority plant species such as meconella, Henderson’s bentgrass, Gentner’s fritillaria, big-
flowered wooly meadowfoam, slender meadowfoam, Agate Desert lomatium, and coral-
seeded allocarya; and OWEB priority mammal species including fringed bat and
Townsend’s big-eared bat. The application also states that the project will protect
common kingsnake and threatened vernal pool fairy shrimp. The property contains
federally designated critical habitat for the vernal pool fairy shrimp.

The Table Rocks application states the project is consistent with five of OWEB’s
conservation principles for land acquisition: protecting a large intact area, protecting a
site with exceptional biodiversity, securing a transition area, improving connectivity of
habitat, and complementing an existing network of conserved sites.

The RRT felt that the project has very high ecological merit, and noted the presence of
extensive vernal pools. The team also commented on the rapid decline of oak ecosystems
in the area, and agreed that the project constitutes a good oak conservation opportunity.
The RRT also noted that the site’s connectivity to other conservation sites is good, and
that its large size makes fire a potentially feasible management tool. Several RRT
members mentioned that there is considerable development pressure in Jackson County,
and that this project presents an opportunity to avert development-driven increased
demand for water. In all, the RRT felt that the project constitutes a rare, one-time
conservation opportunity, one that should be taken lest it be lost.

2. Capacity to Sustain the Ecological Benefits

TNC believes that public ownership is the most appropriate long-term scenario for the
proposed Table Rocks property. The property is adjacent to 1,280 acres designated an
Area of Critical Environmental Concern by the Bureau of Land Management (BLM), and
is in an area widely used and appreciated by outdoor recreationists. TNC is in talks with
Oregon Parks and Recreation Department (OPRD) on the premise that OPRD will
eventually assume ownership of the property.

TNC is fully committed to owning and managing the property for as long as it takes to
arrange for the most appropriate public ownership. Even though TNC anticipates that it
will eventually transfer the property to public ownership, it intends to remain involved in
the management of the property by entering into a memorandum of understanding with
the eventual title holder and other project partners to cooperatively manage the property
for biodiversity conservation and low-impact recreation. TNC owns and manages 1,881
acres of fee and easement lands on Lower Table Rock, and has three full-time staff
working in the Medford area.
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3. Education Benefits

The application states that TNC and the BLM have offered well-attended education
events such as guided hikes to the public for 25 years at Table Rocks, and that acquisition
of the proposed property will offer additional education opportunities. The application
further states that the public will have year-round access to the property, but that open
access will be limited to hiking with signage to protect fragile habitats. The application
lastly states that other passive recreational activities might be considered if they do not
conflict with efforts to conserve biodiversity at the site. These issues will be addressed
during the development of a management plan for the property.

4. Partners, Project Support, and Community Effects

TNC envisions eventually transferring the property to OPRD, and working together with
OPRD, BLM, Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife, and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service (USFWS) to manage the property. USFWS is considering contributing funds to
the purchase of the property.

The project has wide community support. The application states that the project is
supported by the Jackson County Board of Commissioners, the Seven Basins Watershed
Council, and the Jackson Soil and Water Conservation District. There is tremendous
public interest in the Table Rocks.

5. Legal and Financial Terms
OWEB funds are requested for 33 percent of the purchase price of the property. TNC is
currently seeking additional sources of funding.

TNC initially envisioned that OWEB would invest in and place a conservation easement
on the entirety of the 1,690-acre property. However, the title review revealed the
presence of federal mineral reservations and possible environmental concerns related to
past military use on approximately 420 acres of the property. These issues would be
costly or impossible to rectify to OWEB’s satisfaction, and could conflict with an OWEB
conservation interest in that acreage. Therefore, staff recommend that OWEB only invest
in and place a conservation easement over the portion of the property that is not
encumbered by the federal mineral reservations and environmental concerns. Excluding
that portion of the property from the conservation easement would not lessen the
importance of the conservation investment. All of the vernal pool fairy shrimp critical
habitat originally proposed for protection would still be included in the conservation
easement, and OWEB’s investment would not exceed the fair market value of the portion
of the property covered by the conservation easement.

Staff are working with TNC to address several title exceptions pertaining to the portion of
the property planned for inclusion in OWEB’s conservation easement, but do not
anticipate encountering significant problems in completing the remaining title work.

TNC believes that public ownership is the most appropriate long-term scenario for the

proposed Table Rocks property, and thus has begun talks with Oregon Parks and
Recreation Department (OPRD), as discussed in Capacity to Sustain Ecological Benefits
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section above. TNC is fully committed to owning and managing the property for as long
as is necessary to arrange for the most appropriate public ownership.

An appraisal of the property was conducted by Glen Crouch of Real Property
Consultants. The appraisal was reviewed by the U.S. Department of the Interior’s
Appraisal Services Directorate. The federal reviewers determined that the appraisal
report was prepared in conformance with the Uniform Standards of Professional
Appraisal Practice (USPAP) and Uniform Appraisal Standards for Federal Land
Acquisitions (UASFLA). The federal review and approval is sufficient for OWEB’s
needs, and thus staff did not ask OWEB’s independent review appraiser to review the
appraisal.

A Phase 1 Environmental Site Assessment (ESA) was conducted for the property by
Hahn and Associates, Inc. A review of the ESA by the Oregon Department of
Environmental Quality (DEQ) determined that the report conforms to the American
Society for Testing and Materials (ASTM) standard required by OWEB. The DEQ
review revealed the need for soil sampling on the portion of the property formerly owned
by the federal government. The need for additional environmental due diligence,
combined with the difficulty of removing federal mineral reservations, resulted in staff
and TNC’s decision, described above, to have OWEB only invest in and develop a
conservation easement that excludes the portion of the property formerly owned by the
federal government.

6. Conclusion

Staff initially anticipated recommending TNC’s Big Creek application (Region 1, 209-
105) for funding at the March Board meeting instead of the Table Rocks application.
However, in recent days, TNC has determined that the need to complete the Table Rocks
transaction is more pressing than the need to complete the Big Creek transaction. TNC
anticipates purchasing the Table Rocks property by May 2009. Therefore, staff
recommend funding for the project, contingent on resolution of the remaining title issues,
and based on the explicit understanding that TNC is fully committed to robust
management of the property both before and after the property is transferred to public
ownership. When TNC has identified a public entity to be the property’s long-term
titleholder, and has entered into a memorandum of understanding to cooperatively
manage the property with the title holder and other partners primarily for the
conservation of biodiversity, TNC will submit its request to the Board for approval of the
transfer of the property.

Staff Recommendations

Staff recommend funding 13 of the 17 Restoration applications; two of the three
Education/Outreach applications; five of the six Monitoring applications; and four of the five
Technical Assistance applications. Staff and the Acquisitions Subcommittee recommend the
Board fund one of the two acquisition applications.

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”
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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 OWEB staff.

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

Attachments
A. Applications Recommended for Funding
B. Applications Not Recommended for Funding
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Region 2 - Southwest Oregon

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

And Recommended for Funding by OWEB Staff
October 20, 2008 Grant Cycle

Project # Project Name Total Amount Requested
209-113 |[Table Rocks Acquisition ** 1,300,000
Total $1,300,000

** Fund with Conditions

Region 2 - Southwest Oregon
Restoration Applications Recommended for Funding by the RRT

October 20, 2008 Grant Cycle

Staff Recommendations to the Board are Highlighted in Gray

ATTACHMENT A

Non-
Project # Project Name Captial Funds | Capital | Total Amount | Priority
Funds

209-2037 |Williams Creek Ditch Improvement Project o/ Effectiveness Monitoring $5,000 25,155 25,155 1
209-2042 [Harvey Creek Instream Restoration 156,730 156,730 2
209-2047 |Upper Dean Creek Instream Restoration - Phase | 53,410 53,410 3
209-2053 [Middle Jackson Creek Restoration * 151,878 151,878 4
209-2036 |Quartz Creek Salmon Habitat Restoration 66,233 66,233 5
209-2041 [Coquille North Fork-Moon Creek Instream 2009 40,837 40,837 6
209-2055 [South Sisters Structure Placement Phase 1V 141,298 141,298 7
209-2044 (Kennedy Creek Livestock Crossing Il ** 34,779 34,779 8
209-2035 |Vannoy Creek Stream Enhancement ** 25,137 25,137 9
209-2043 |Williams Creek Culvert Replacement ¢ 257,000 257,000 10
209-2039 [Coquille Myrtle-Dement Creek Instream 2009 48,658 48,658 11
209-2038 |Coquille North and East Fork Riparian Restoration ** 47,119 47,119 12
209-2064 [Murphy Creek Large Wood Phase 2 ** 46,465 46,465 13
209-2029 [Wrights Creek Fish Passage Improvement ** 16,012 16,012 14
209-2045 |Hall Ranch Stream Restoration * 67,644 67,644 15
209-2025 [Williams River Watershed Fine Sediment Reduction 159,553 750 160,303 16
209-2027 [lllinois Valley Riparian Tree Planting Project * 32,683 32,683 17
Total Restoration Projects Recommended for Funding to Staff by RRT $1,370,591 $750 $1,371,341

Total Restoration Projects Recommended for Funding by Staff to Board $853,711 $0 $853,711

* Listed Amount Reflects Recommended Reduction o Listed Amount Reflects Recommended Increase ** Fund with Conditions < submitted for federal stimulus funding
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Region 2 - Southwest Oregon

Education Applications Recommended for Funding by the RRT

October 20, 2008 Grant Cycle

Staff Recommendations to the Board are Highlighted in Gray

Project # Project Name Total Amount | Priority
209-2051 |Watersheds 101 Education & Outreach */** 50,000 1
209-2062 |Bear Creek Regional Education Project ** 23,465 2
209-2061 |Watershed Technical Science Education Training (WTSET) ** 31,717 3
Total Education Projects Recommended for Funding to Staff by RRT $105,182
Total Education Projects Recommended for Funding by Staff to Board $73,465
* Listed Amount Reflects Recommended Reduction ** Fund with Conditions
Region 2 - Southwest Oregon
Monitoring Applications Recommended for Funding by the RRT
October 20, 2008 Grant Cycle
Staff Recommendations to the Board are Highlighted in Gray
Project # Project Name Total Amount | Priority
209-2052 |PUR Water Quality Monitoring o 53,113 1
209-2058 [Coos Watershed Hydrological and Meteorological Monitoring 2009-2011 43,843 2
209-2056 [North Umpqua Pacific Lamprey Monitoring ** 57,956 3
209-2048 [PUR Fish Population and Habitat Monitoring ** 123,658 4
209-2050 |Upper South Umpqua Life-Cycle Monitoring 2009 * 13,175 5
209-2049 |Umpqua Basin Stream Gage Monitoring * 25,735 6
Total Monitoring Projects Recommended for Funding to Staff by RRT $317,480
Total Monitoring Projects Recommended for Funding by Staff to Board $291,745

* Listed Amount Reflects Recommended Reduction o Listed Amount Reflects Recommended Increase
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Region 2 - Southwest Oregon

Technical Assistance Applications Recommended for Funding by the RRT

October 20, 2008 Grant Cycle

Staff Recommendations to the Board are Highlighted in Gray

Project # Project Name Total Amount | Priority
209-2032 |Gold Ray Reservoir Sediment Study * 39,692 1
209-2031 [Savage Rapids Riparian Revegetation ** 25,263 2
209-2057 |Project Design for Coho Passage and Habitat Improvement * 49,484 3
209-2060 [Southwest Coos Watershed Stream Habitat and Road Sediment Prioritization * 49,010 4
209-2030 [Pleasant Creek Habitat Restoration 9,680 5
Total Technical Assistance Projects Recommended for Funding to Staff by RRT $173,129

Total Technical Assistance Projects Recommended for Funding by Staff to Board $163,449

* Listed Amount Reflects Recommended Reduction ** Fund with Conditions

Page 182




Region 2 - Southwest Oregon

Education Applications NOT Recommended for Funding by the RRT
October 20, 2008 Grant Cycle

Project # Project name Total Amount Requested
209-2026 |URWA Education/Outreach: Newsletter/Projector 12,789
209-2034 |Williams Creek Community Outreach Program 19,608
Region 2 - Southwest Oregon
Monitoring Applications NOT Recommended for Funding by the RRT
October 20, 2008 Grant Cycle
Project # Project name Total Amount Requested
209-2040 |Coquille Watershed Effectiveness Monitoring 2009 19,836
209-2059 |Coho Life History in Tide Gated Coastal Lowland Streams 183,587

Region 2 - Southwest Oregon

Technical Assistance Applications NOT Recommended for Funding by the RRT
October 20, 2008 Grant Cycle

Project # Project name Total Amount Requested
209-2028 |Sixes Ranch Streambank Enhancement 33,032
209-2033 [Hill Creek Tributary Incision Study 18,498

Page 183

ATTACHMENT B



Region 2 - Southwest Oregon

Acquisition Application NOT Receiving a Positive Rating for Ecological Merit
and NOT Recommended for Funding by the OWEB Staff
October 20, 2008 Grant Cycle

Project # Project Name Total Amount Requested
209-110 |Elk River & Rock Creek Land Acquisition 200,000
Region 2 - Southwest Oregon
Restoration Applications NOT Recommended for Funding by the RRT
October 20, 2008 Grant Cycle
Project # Project name Total Amount Requested
209-2046 [West Fork Windy Creek Fish Passage 35,892
209-2054 |Billy Creek Habitat Restoration 100,374
209-2063 |Applegate Riparian Restoration Project 73,472
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Oregon Watershed Enhancement Board
775 Summer Street NE, Suite 360

Salem, OR 97301-1290

(503) 986-0178

FAX (503) 986-0199
www.oregon.gov/OWEB

March 6, 2009

MEMORANDUM
TO: Oregon Watershed Enhancement Board
FROM: Lauri Aunan, Grant Program Manager

Wendy Hudson, Willamette Basin Regional Program Representative
Miriam Hulst, Acquisitions Specialist

SUBJECT: Agenda Item G: OWEB Grant Award Recommendations
Region 3, Willamette Basin
March 18-19, 2009 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

Applicants submitted 58 applications for a total request of about $7.5 million, including $2.9
million for Acquisitions. The Regional Review Team (RRT) recommended 43 applications for
approximately $3.8 million, and reviewed the two Acquisition applications. Staff recommend 33
applications for a total award of about $2,839,209. This includes about $1,936,163 for
Restoration; $206,957 for Education/Outreach; $403,415 for Monitoring; and $292,674 for
Technical Assistance.

I11.  Regional Review Team Recommendations

The Willamette Basin Regional Review Team (RRT) met at the Roth’s Hospitality Center in
Salem in January 2009 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.

The Willamette Basin RRT recommended 18 Restoration applications for funding totaling
$2,606,739. The RRT also recommended seven Education/Outreach applications totaling
$318,422, seven Monitoring applications totaling $428,435, and 11 Technical Assistance
applications totaling $403,055.

The RRT recommended special conditions for one Monitoring application, three Technical
Assistance applications, and two Restoration applications. The RRT also recommended small to
medium budget reductions for one Technical Assistance application and one Restoration
application.
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The RRT recommended more significant budget reductions for two Restoration applications.
The budget for 209-3034 (Lomatium Prairie & Floodplain Forest Restoration) is recommended
to be reduced by about $18,000. Reviewers questioned whether heavy equipment should be
brought through sensitive plant habitat in order to create a small pond with unclear benefits to the
goals of the restoration project. The RRT recommended reducing the budget for 209-3059
(Forest Park Habitat Restoration) by about $48,000, based on significant questions that arose
during the site visit regarding the costs used to develop the budget. Staff concur with the
recommendations.

IV.  Special Issues

Staff recommend no funding for the noncapital Education/Outreach component of Restoration
application 209-3049 (WREP IlI: Habitat and Stewardship for Willamette Valley Endangered
Species). The application requests $168,199 to continue a previously funded OWEB grant to
reintroduce the threatened Nelson’s checker mallow plant. Of this amount, $42,640 would fund
education/outreach personnel to conduct field trips and presentations. Although OWEB
sometimes funds small education/outreach components in some Restoration grants (typically a
few hundred to several thousand dollars), this level of request should be submitted to OWEB in a
separate Education/Outreach grant application, and is not recommended for funding.

Monitoring application 209-3065 (McKenzie River and South Fork McKenzie River Pre-
Restoration Monitoring) requests $46,200 to gather information about watershed conditions and
identify restoration opportunities through review of LIDAR and thermal infrared data. Staff
recommend reducing the recommended budget by $17,591 to reflect new LiDAR flight
arrangements with DOGAMI.

V. Acquisitions
Two land acquisition applications were received from Region 3 this grant cycle. Neither is
recommended for funding.

A. East Thornton Lake Natural Area (209-111)

The City of Albany requests $2.4 million to purchase 24.2 acres of undeveloped land in a
residential area of North Albany. The property, rare because it contains populations of both
western painted turtles and western pond turtles, is part of a remnant oxbow of the
Willamette River. The land is currently owned by a developer who previously received
approval from the city to develop a 78-lot residential subdivision. The city’s approval was
appealed to the state Land Use Board of Appeals and remanded to the city for procedural
reasons; a new decision will be made soon by the city. The developer is willing to sell the
property to the city for $3.2 million.

1. Ecological Benefits

The application states that the property contains 4.25 acres of aquatic beds and freshwater
emergent marsh, and 3.7 acres of riparian forest and shrublands (for a total of 33% of the
acreage proposal for acquisition). The remainder of the property (16.25 acres) consists of
a fallow farm field, which the application characterizes as eventual Western Oregon
upland prairie and oak savanna. The application also states that the property contains the
following plant communities: Oregon ash/dewey sedge — stinging nettle; black
cottonwood — red alder/salmonberry; Pacific willow/stinging nettle; water purslane —
waterpepper marsh; dense sedge-tufted hairgrass prairie; and Lobb buttercup aquatic bed.
The project aims to restore white oak/poison oak/blue wildrye and tufted hairgrass —
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California oatgrass valley prairie. According to the application, the project will benefit
acorn woodpecker, short-eared owl, American bittern, chipping sparrow, hooded
merganser, white-breasted nuthatch, American kestrel, dusky Canada goose, western
meadowlark, western gray squirrel, northern red-legged frog, western painted turtle and
western pond turtle.

The application states that the project is consistent with six of OWEB’s conservation
principles for land acquisition: stabilizing an area on the brink of ecological collapse;
securing a transition area; restorin