
 

2022 SOLICITATION 
 

FEASIBILITY STUDY GRANTS 
 

GRANT APPLICATION 
 

 

APPLICATION DEADLINE: BY 5:00PM ON NOVEMBER 2, 2022 
*Application must be received by this date and time* 

 
  Send application electronically to: WRD_DL_feasibilitystudygrants@water.oregon.gov 

 
Mail application to: 

 
OREGON WATER RESOURCES DEPARTMENT 

Attention: Grant Program Coordinator 
725 Summer Street NE, Suite A 

Salem, OR  97301 

 

APPLICATION SUBMISSION INSTRUCTIONS  
 

1. When completing your application, use the Application Instructions available at the OWRD 
Funding Opportunities, Applications, Forms, and Guidance webpage: 
https://www.oregon.gov/owrd/programs/FundingOpportunities/FeasibilityStudyGrants/Pages/For
ms.aspx  
 

2. Complete all sections in the spaces provided. An application must be submitted on the attached 
form provided by the Department. An explanation must accompany the application if any of the 
information required cannot be provided [OAR 690-600-0020(6)]. 
 

3. Please ensure that the Certification portion of Section II is signed with a live signature by the 
Applicant and, if applicable, the Co-Applicant.  
 

4. Taking part in a Pre-Application Conference prior to applying is highly recommended. The pre-
application conference request form is available on the OWRD Funding Opportunities Forms 
webpage. To learn more contact the Department. 
 

5. Complete and sign the application checklist. 
 

6. Electronic submission of application is the preferred method. You may scan a copy of the signed 
signature page and submit with your application if both documents are included in the same email.  
 

7. If application is submitted in hard copy - use 8 ½” x 11” single sided, unstapled pages. Provide any 
attachments to the application on 8 ½” x 11” single-sided, unstapled pages.  
 

8. Contact the Department at 971-301-0718 or WRD_DL_feasibilitystudygrants@water.oregon.gov if 
you have any questions. 

mailto:WRD_DL_feasibilitystudygrants@water.oregon.gov
https://www.oregon.gov/owrd/programs/FundingOpportunities/FeasibilityStudyGrants/Pages/Forms.aspx
https://www.oregon.gov/owrd/programs/FundingOpportunities/FeasibilityStudyGrants/Pages/Forms.aspx
mailto:WRD_DL_feasibilitystudygrants@water.oregon.gov
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FEASIBILITY STUDY GRANT APPLICATION CHECKLIST 
 

Instructions: Use this checklist to ensure that your application is complete.  An incomplete application 
will not be eligible for further review and consideration. This checklist must be completed and signed in 
order for your application to be considered complete. 
 

SECTION A - Application 

 

I. Study Information 

☒  Study name and type(s) is complete and correct. 

☒  The requested grant amount and previous Feasibility Study Grants for the study do not 
exceed $500,000.  

☒  The requested grant amount does not exceed 50% of the Total Cost of the Study. 
 

II. Applicant Information 

☒  All applicant and co-applicant name(s) and contact information is complete and correct. 

☒  Application is signed by Applicant/Authorized Person. 

☒ Application is signed by Co-Applicant/Authorized Person OR there is no co-applicant.     

     Note: If the project is awarded funding the co-applicant will be required to sign and be 
party to the grant agreement. 

 

III. Study Location  

☒  All questions have been addressed. 

☒  Site plan map is attached. 
 

IV. Feasibility Study Summary 

☒  A brief (4-5 sentence) summary of the feasibility study and goal is included. 
 

V. Feasibility Study Grant Specifics 

☒  All questions have been addressed. 

☒  Study tasks are identified. 
 

VI. Feasibility Study Budget 

☒  All tasks and budget items follow the Department’s Budget Procedures and Allowable 
Costs guidance available on the OWRD Funding Opportunities Forms webpage. 

☒  All budget information is accurate and complete. 

☒  Administrative costs do not exceed 10% of total Grant Request. 

☒  Tasks listed in budget match those identified in Questions 15 and 16. 
 

VII. Match Funding Information 

☒  Matching Funds total, at a minimum, 50% of the Total Cost of the Feasibility Study. 

☒  Match fund letters, indicating pending or secured match, are attached and equal the 
amounts listed in VI. Feasibility Study Budget. 

 

VIII. Storage-Specific Questions   

☒  All questions have been addressed OR the application is not for a storage project. 

☐  Minimum Storage Specific Study Requirements are met and are incorporated into the 
study and tasks.  

 



Water Rights 
Certificates

4
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III.  Feasibility Study Summary 
 
1. Please provide a brief, 4-5 sentence summary of the feasibility study.   This summary should include 

a brief description of the goal of the water conservation, reuse, or storage project being studied and 
the purpose of the study.  Please refer to the Feasibility Study Grant Application Instructions for 
additional information on what to include in your study summary.   

 

The proposed study would evaluate the feasibility of reducing suspended sediment in the East Fork 
Irrigation District’s irrigation water and eliminating a major overflow in the district’s delivery system. 
This would include 1) evaluating options for reducing sediment and eliminating an existing major 
overflow within EFID’s system,  2) assessing the feasibility, size, and cost of preferred alternative, and 
3) recommending preferred alternatives and next steps. Eliminating overflows and reducing sediment 
levels in irrigation water would conserve water and support the goals of increasing summer 
streamflows for Endangered Species Act-listed spring Chinook salmon and steelhead and providing 
high-quality irrigation water to farms and rural residences.  
 

 

IV.  Study Location  
 
Instructions:  Please answer the following questions about the location of the feasibility study and 
project being evaluated. 
 
2. Location. Please provide the following information about the study and project location. 

a. Latitude/Longitude (in decimal degrees): 45.588514/ -121.548339 

b. County:  Hood River 

c. Watershed/Basin (HUC 10 number): 1707010505 
 

3. Site Plan Map. Please attach a site plan map showing the following and label as Attachment #1: 

a. Feasibility study area boundaries 
b. Project area (if implemented) 
c. True north arrow 
d. Map title and legend 
e. Latitude and longitude 

f. Property boundaries 
g. Surface water bodies 
h. Sampling locations (if proposed) 
i. Points of Diversion and Place of Use, labeled 

for each water right (if applicable) 
 

4. Properties Impacted or Accessed During Study. Check the box which best describes the properties 
involved in the proposed Feasibility Study. 

a. ☐This Feasibility Study will not impact or access lands.   

b. ☒This Feasibility Study will impact or access lands. Complete the table below to identify any 
properties where access is required for the feasibility study or on which the study would occur. 
Add rows as needed. 

c. ☐This Feasibility Study will identify lands which may be impacted or accessed within the 
activities of this study. List the Task(s) describing this work:       
 

Complete this table only if box “b” is checked. 
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5. Landowner Agreement. Attach a signed Landowner Agreement form for each property listed in 

Question 4 where access to the property is required or on which the Feasibility Study would occur. 
Attach Landowner Agreement form(s) only for those properties involved in the Feasibility Study and 
label Attachment #2. (Landowner Agreement forms may be found on the Applications, Forms and 
Guidance webpage.)  
a. Where a single landowner entity is the owner of record for multiple properties, one form may 

list the multiple properties owned by that entity. 

b. For public lands attach the landowner form or other documented authorization from the federal 
or state government property owner allowing the feasibility study activities or documentation 
that demonstrates such authorization is being pursued.    

c. If Question 4.c. was checked above, list the Task describing work to obtain landowner 
agreement approvals.       
 

6. Properties Impacted or Accessed During Implementation. Check the box which best describes the 
properties involved in future project implementation. Identify any lands that would be impacted or 
accessed during future project implementation. Check all that apply and provide the requested 
information. 

a. ☐The proposed project, if implemented, will only impact or access lands already identified in 
Question 4 (must have selected box “b” under Question 4). 

b. ☐The proposed project, if implemented, will likely impact or access lands during 
implementation, but those lands have not been identified, OR this question is not applicable. If 
this box “6.b.” is checked, do not complete the table below. 

c. ☒The proposed project, if implemented, is highly likely to impact or access additional lands 
during implementation. If this box “6.c.” is checked, complete the table below to identify any 
additional properties (those not already identified under Question 4) where access is required 
for future project implementation. Add rows as needed. No Landowner Agreement forms are 
required for lands listed only under this question. 

Tax Map Number Tax Lot Number 
Ownership Type 

( ✓ One) Property Owner of Record 

01N10E1000 201 
☐Public 

☒Private 
Douglas Caveny & Lori Keller 

01N10E1100 300 
☐Public 

☒Private 
Mt. Hood Forest Products 

 

Tax Map Number Tax Lot Number 
Ownership Type 

( ✓ One) Property Owner of Record 

10N10E1000 300 
☒Public 

☐Private 
East Fork Irrigation District 

01S10E0400 600 
☒Public 

☐Private 
East Fork Irrigation District 

01S10E0400 302 
☒Public 

☐Private 
East Fork Irrigation District 

01S10E0500 600 
☒Public 

☐Private 
East Fork Irrigation District 

https://www.oregon.gov/OWRD/programs/FundingOpportunities/FeasibilityStudyGrants/Pages/Forms.aspx
https://www.oregon.gov/OWRD/programs/FundingOpportunities/FeasibilityStudyGrants/Pages/Forms.aspx
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V.  Feasibility Study Specifics 
 
Instructions:  Please answer all questions in this section.  
 
7. Water Need, Issue, or Concern. Describe the identified water need, issue, or concern that the study 

seeks to address. (local, regional, or statewide).  Please provide data or a narrative substantiating 
the need, issue, or concern.  

 

By far, the two largest water needs in the study area are irrigated agriculture and instream flows for 
threatened salmon and steelhead populations. Currently, there is insufficient streamflow in the Basin 
during the summer months to meet the competing demands for water (Hood River Basin Study, 
Bureau of Reclamation, 2015; https://www.usbr.gov/pn/studies/hoodriver/index.html). The Lower 
Columbia River Conservation and Recovery Plan for Oregon Populations of Salmon and Steelhead 
identified low streamflow as a primary limiting factor to recovery in the Hood River Basin (ODFW 
2010; https://digital.osl.state.or.us/islandora/object/osl:18167). Low streamflows associated with 
water diversions limit the amount and quality of fish habitat by increasing competition for food and 
spawning sites, contributing to warm water temperatures that are harmful to salmon and trout, and 
concentrating the proximity of predators and prey. The East Fork Hood River supports threatened 
populations of spring Chinook salmon, winter and summer steelhead, and coho. The Instream Flow 
Incremental Methodology study completed as part of the Basin Study quantified the relative amount 
of suitable habitat for these species at varying streamflows. The study indicated that the amount of 
suitable spring Chinook spawning habitat on the East Fork Hood River is well below optimal levels. 
This is because spring Chinook spawn in late summer when irrigation demand is high and stream 
flows are low. With no additional water conservation actions, EFID will not be able to meet irrigation 
needs and leave water instream for fish in future dry years (WPN, Hood River Water Conservation 
Assessment, 2014; https://hoodriverwatershed.org/wp-
content/uploads/2019/10/Resources_HoodRiverWaterConsStrategy2016.pdf). 
 
The East Fork Irrigation District (EFID) diverts an average of 75% of the East Fork Hood River’s flow 
during August/September, which reduces spawning and rearing habitat for threatened salmon and 
steelhead on 7 miles of the East Fork and 14 miles of the mainstem Hood River. The lower East Fork 
Hood River is one of the highest priority conservation areas in the watershed because of high intrinsic 
potential for steelhead habitat, the best potential for winter steelhead recovery, and the greatest 
potential for water conservation (Thieman et al. 2021, https://hoodriverwatershed.org/wp-
content/uploads/2021/09/Hood-River-Strategic-Action-Plan_FINAL_signed.pdf). Currently, the 
District’s infrastructure loses an estimated 17 cfs (5,287 acre-feet annually) to overflows (end spills) 
throughout the district, which is approximately 18% of the average amount of water that EFID diverts 
annually.  
 
The economy of Hood River County is heavily dependent upon irrigated agriculture, with one-third 
of personal incomes in the County coming from the fruit industry (Radtke et al. 2000). Approximately 
80% of cropland is in tree fruit production. In 2012, gross agricultural commodity sales in Hood River 
County were $112,094,002. Summer flows in the East Fork Hood River are primarily from annual snow 
and glacial melt on Mount Hood. As Mount Hood glaciers continue to recede and associated 
snowpack lessens, water will become scarcer and water curtailment may increase. Drought has 
occurred in 3 of the past 14 years and has required EFID, by voluntary request to patrons, to curtail 
water deliveries by 25 percent throughout the peak irrigation season to avoid depleting streamflow in 

https://www.usbr.gov/pn/studies/hoodriver/index.html
https://digital.osl.state.or.us/islandora/object/osl:18167
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the East Fork Hood River at its diversion. Climate change is projected to decrease streamflows by 20% 
across the Hood River Watershed within the next 15-45 years (Bureau of Reclamation, 2015), 
increasing the need to improve instream flows to buffer against these impacts. 
 

This study will investigate the feasibility of two major actions that EFID can take to conserve water: 
1) Removing sediment from irrigation water and 2) Eliminating a major overflow that occurs at the 
‘traveling screen’. Each of these issues is discussed in more detail below. 
 
Sediment in Irrigation Water 
The headwaters of EFID’s water supply includes the Newton Clark glacier on Mt. Hood and as such the 
water supply is often extremely high in sediment, which creates significant operations and 
maintenance issues for pressure reducing valves along EFID’s pipelines and is a deterrent to on-farm 
water conservation. Water-efficient equipment allows an irrigator to apply water at an appropriate 
rate for their soils and slopes. Older, traditional irrigation systems typically consist of hand or wheel 
lines with impact sprinklers that, on average, apply 2.4 feet to 3 feet per irrigation season. This can 
lead to the application of more water than is necessary and result in wasted water. New, more 
efficient systems typically consist of fixed poly-tubing with micro or rotator sprinklers. Studies in the 
Hood River Basin found that, on average, orchards with micro-sprinklers applied 1.53 feet/year, which 
is a 40 to 50% water savings (HRSWCD 2013, Irrinet 2007). Pear trees, which occupy 62% of the 
valley’s agricultural land, typically need 1.6 feet of irrigation water in an average summer (Agrimet). 
Thus, they are well suited for irrigation with micro-sprinklers. However, an ongoing challenge to using 
micro-sprinklers in the watershed is the glacial sediment in irrigation water, which clogs the small 
orifices of micro-sprinklers and bores them out over time, increasing the amount of water application. 
This issue has deterred some orchardists from converting to water-efficient sprinklers. To date, there 
are still approximately 4,500 acres (50% of total irrigated acres) in EFID being irrigated with inefficient 
irrigation equipment. Cleaner water would be an incentive for growers to convert from old to new 
irrigation technology.  

‘Traveling Screen’ Overflow 
The first ten miles of EFID’s delivery system is the Main Canal. At its end, irrigation water goes 
through a large screen (aka. the ‘Traveling Screen’) to remove coarse debris before being spilt into 
three major sublateral lines. There is also a major overflow at this point, which flows into Neal Creek. 
This overflow is needed to prevent the main canal from overtopping when irrigators along the 
sublateral lines shut off. However, this wastes water and increases the turbidity of Neal Creek, which 
is otherwise a clearwater stream. In the figure below, the orange line shows the amount of overflow 
into Neal Creek between August 27 and September 21, 2022, which usually ranged from 2 to 6 cfs. If 
this overflow were eliminated, this water would stay in the East Fork Hood River where it would 
improve spawning and rearing habitat for salmon and steelhead.  
 



9  2022 

 
 
 
 

 

 
8. Study Goal. Describe the feasibility study goal and how that goal addresses the water need, issue, or 

concern. 
 

The goal of this study is to evaluate the feasibility of various actions to conserve water, specifically by 
removing sediment from EFID’s irrigation water and eliminating the overflow at the ‘traveling screen’. 
This will lay the groundwork to move forward with the recommended alternatives. Removing 
sediment in irrigation water improves the life span of pressure reducing valves, which are an integral 
part of EFID’s new and proposed pipelines. It also increases the effectiveness and longevity of high 
efficiency on-farm and residential irrigation equipment and provides incentive for farmers with 
inefficient irrigation equipment to convert to micro-sprinkler technology. Eliminating the overflow at 
the traveling screen would save between 2 to 6 cfs, which would be left instream to increase summer 
streamflows for the benefit of threatened salmon and steelhead populations.  

 
9. Study Scope. Describe how the proposed study would achieve the goal. 
 

This study will identify and evaluate actions to remove sediment from irrigation water and eliminate 
the overflow at the traveling screen. The study will be completed by staff from the Bureau of 
Reclamation’s Sedimentation and River Hydraulics Group and a water resource engineer from 
Watershed Professionals Network (WPN). EFID staff will also support the study. 



10  2022 

 
The proposed study includes a site visit and review of existing EFID infrastructure, operations, current 
sediment control and water conservation practices, and potential locations for sediment control and 
water conservation infrastructure.  In addition, Reclamation staff and WPN will review all relevant 
plans and data that identify alternatives or support the development of new sediment control and 
water conservation measures. New data acquisition will include the collection of up to six water 
samples from three locations (shown on site map); one near EFID’s point of diversion, one at the 
OWRD’s gauge, and one at the traveling screen. Samples from all three sites will be analyzed for 
particle distribution size and up to three samples from the traveling screen will be analyzed for 
suspended sediment. 
 
Once all existing and new data and information is reviewed, the team will compile the alternatives. It 
is anticipated that, at a minimum, the following actions will be evaluated and ranked: 
a. Modifications to the slide gates at EFID’s diversion to divert water from the river’s surface instead 
of its bottom 
b. Construction of a settling basin near the existing Coanda screen near EFID’s point of diversion 
c. Reconfiguration of the current system that flushes out sand above the existing sand traps 
d. Evaluation of continuous flushing at the sand trap using a small pump and automated valves 
c. Piping the main canal and installing several large pressure reducing stations 
d. Installing a filtration system near the traveling screen 
e. Constructing a settling basin/regulating reservoir near the traveling screen that is integrated with 
SCADA, which could eliminate the overflow into Neal Creek and provide an opportunity to settle out 
and remove sediment. 
 
A ranking system will be developed to evaluate these and any other alternatives, which will include 
technical feasibility, effectiveness, cost:benefit, operations/maintenance concerns, and potential for 
implementation. Conceptual designs, cost, and detailed descriptions will be developed for high-
ranking alternatives.  
 
EFID anticipates implementing the preferred actions over the next two to three years, pending 
funding. 
 

 
10. Water Planning and Preparation. Identify the plan or planning effort that identifies the study or 

future project (if applicable). Describe how this study informs plans or preparations for a more 
secure water future. 
 

The East Fork Irrigation District Infrastructure Modernization/Watershed Plan Environmental 
Assessment (Farmers Conservation Alliance, 2020) and the Hood River Basin Partnership Strategic 
Action Plan (Hood River Watershed Group/Thieman et al., 2021) identify and prioritize the need for 
sediment removal in irrigation water and water conservation.  Removing sediment in irrigation water 
improves the life span of pressure reducing valves, which are an integral part of EFID’s new and 
proposed pipelines. It also increases the effectiveness and longevity of high efficiency on-farm and 
residential irrigation equipment and provides incentive for farmers with inefficient irrigation 
equipment to convert to micro-sprinkler technology. Eliminating the overflow at the traveling screen 
would save between 2 to 6 cfs. These actions would help provide irrigators with clean, reliable water 
and would increase summer streamflows for the benefit of threatened salmon and steelhead 
populations, which would be a substantial step towards a more secure water future. 
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11. Water Availability. Please provide evidence that water is available to meet the above described 

need, issue, or concern.  Evidence can include regulatory and physical information regarding water 
availability.  

 

EFID’s water rights are senior to all other water rights in the basin (see attached water certificates). 
Water that EFID conserves remains in the East Fork Hood River at its point of diversion. 
 

 
12. Potential Impacts and Benefits. Does this study investigate the potential impacts and benefits of 

project implementation on the economy, the environment, and/or the community?  If applicable, 
list the tasks where that work will occur. Note: Investigating potential impacts and benefits is one of 
a number of eligible study tasks. 
 
Study tasks will not specifically investigate the potential impacts of project implementation on the 
economy, environment, and/or community. Several other studies and plans have already quantified 
and/or described the benefits of water conservation in EFID and the Hood River Watershed. These 
include the Hood River Basin Study (Bureau of Reclamation, 2015), the East Fork Irrigation District 
Infrastructure Modernization/Watershed Plan Environmental Assessment (Farmers Conservation 
Alliance, 2020), and the Hood River Basin Partnership Strategic Action Plan (Hood River Watershed 
Group/Thieman et al., 2021) 
 

Task number and title – n/a 

Task number and title – n/a 

 
13. Community Engagement Describe if any opportunities were provided for meaningful engagement, 

suitable for the public who may be interested in, or affected by the study or project implementation. 
Describe if there were any specific strategies to engage environmental justice communities. 

 

The Natural Resources Conservation Service held a public scoping meeting in 2018 during the 
development of the East Fork Irrigation District Infrastructure Modernization/Watershed Plan 
Environmental Assessment. Public concerns and comments regarding EFID’s proposed system 
improvements for water conservation and irrigation modernization were recorded and incorporated 
into the plan. For the proposed feasibility study, WPN and EFID will present the water conservation 
and sediment control alternatives being considered at a public meeting of the Hood River Watershed 
Group. The HRWG holds public educational presentations most months. Presentations are attended 
by a diverse cross-section of the community, and HRWG is taking steps to make its presentations 
accessible in both English and Spanish. The EFID will also post information about the study on its 
website, which uses Google translate to provide the information in both English and Spanish.  
 

 
14. Community Interests and Concerns. If community interest or concerns were identified, describe the 

plans to address them in this study or future efforts. (Note: You may attach Letters of Support to the 
application.)   
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High sediment levels in EFID irrigation water is a common concern of EFID patrons. Water 
conservation is a community-wide concern. Effectively addressing both of these concerns is the 
central task of this study. 
 

 
15. Study Tasks. Identify the study tasks necessary to conduct the feasibility study using the following 

format and including as many tasks as necessary to complete the study. In the event that your study 
receives grant funding, the tasks identified will be incorporated into your grant agreement as the 
“Statement of Work.”  Please note: Project management and administration are common functions 
within a specified task and not separate tasks themselves. 
 

Task number. Task Title 

• Task schedule: The approximate dates during which the task will be completed. 

• Description of task activities: Include specific details of the task such as task purpose, planned 
approach, appropriate technical information, proposed methods, and rationale for the 
approach. 

• Qualified personnel that will complete task: Include a description of the professional experience, 
professional qualifications and licensure of personnel necessary for task work.   

 
Task 1. Review existing information and identify all potential sediment control measures 

• Task schedule: September 2022-March 2023 

• Description of task activities: Bureau of Reclamation staff performed a two-day site visit with 
EFID and Watershed Professionals Network (WPN) to become familiar with EFID infrastructure, 
operations, current sediment control practices and to discuss additional potential sediment 
control measures.  They also reviewed the draft East Fork Irrigation District System 
Improvement Plan prepared by Watershed Professionals Network, LLC (Draft dated 10-15-2021) 
and the Hood River Basin Study prepared by Bureau of Reclamation staff at the Pacific 
Northwest Regional Office in Boise, ID (Nov. 2015). Staff may identify additional potential 
sediment control measures for various points along the EFID system from the point of diversion 
on the East Fook Hood River to the traveling screen. 

• Qualified personnel that will complete task:  Bureau of Reclamation’s staff from the 
Sedimentation and River Hydraulics Group 

 
Task 2. Evaluate sediment load in water samples 

• Task schedule: August 2022-July 2023 

• Description of task activities: Collect up to six water samples from three locations (shown on site 
map); one at EFID’s point of diversion, one at the OWRD’s gauge, and one at the traveling 
screen. Samples from all three sites will be analyzed for particle distribution size and up to three 
samples from the traveling screen will be analyzed for suspended sediment.  

• Qualified personnel that will complete task:  EFID staff will collect the water samples and the 
sediment analyses will be completed by a certified laboratory. 
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Task 3. Evaluate & rank sediment removal options 

• Task schedule: April 2023-October 2023 

• Description of task activities: Consider alternatives described in the Hood River Basin Study and 
draft EFID System Improvement Plan and potentially propose additional alternatives; Develop a 
ranking system for evaluating potential sediment control measures based upon effectiveness, 
relative cost, and potential for implementation; Rank each alternative; Develop concept 
sketches and descriptions of potential sediment control measures; Recommend the alternatives 
that were ranked the highest. 

• Qualified personnel that will complete task:  Bureau of Reclamation’s staff from the 
Sedimentation and River Hydraulics Group; Niklas Christensen, Watershed Professionals 
Network engineer who has designed several water conservation projects for EFID and 
participated in the development of the Hood River Basin Study; Steve Pappas, EFID Manager 

 
Task 4. Evaluate & rank water conservation options 

• Task schedule: April 2023 – October 2023 

• Description of task activities: Consider alternatives described in the Hood River Basin Study,  
East Fork Irrigation District Infrastructure Modernization/Watershed Plan Environmental 
Assessment, and EFID System Improvement Plan; Develop a ranking system for evaluating water 
conservation measures based upon effectiveness, relative cost, and technical feasibility; Rank 
each alternative; Develop concept sketches and descriptions of preferred measures; 
Recommend the alternatives that were ranked the highest.  

• Qualified personnel that will complete task:  Niklas Christensen, Watershed Professionals 
Network engineer; real estate and legal professionals to evaluate aspects of proposed actions 
that require land purchase 
 

Task 5. Final report 

• Task schedule: November 2023-January 2024 

• Description of task activities: A report of findings that will identify potential alternatives for 
different locations throughout the EFID system, the ranking system used to rate the alternatives, 
results of the alternative rankings, and recommendations for next steps.  

• Qualified personnel that will complete task:  Bureau of Reclamation’s staff from the 
Sedimentation and River Hydraulics Group; Niklas Christensen, Watershed Professionals 
Network  
 

16. Study Task Scheduling. Estimated duration of feasibility study: August 2022 to January 2024 
 

Place an “X” in the appropriate column to indicate when each task of the project would take place. 
Study tasks should match those listed as part of your response to the previous question.  
 

Feasibility Study Tasks 
(Add additional rows as needed) 

Grant year Grant year Grant year 

2022 2023 2024 

 Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 

Task 1 ☐ ☐ ☒ ☒ ☒ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ 

Task 2 ☐ ☐ ☒ ☒ ☒ ☒ ☒ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ 

Task 3 ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ ☒ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ 



14  2022 

Task 4 ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ ☒ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ 

Task 5 ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ ☒ ☐ ☐ ☐ 
 

17. Feasibility Study Water Rights. Identify any water rights required to conduct the proposed 
Feasibility Study below. Check all of the following that apply and provide the information requested: 
 

a. ☒ No water rights are required to complete the proposed study. Continue to Question 18. 

b. ☐ The proposed study requires a new water right or other water right transactions to conduct 
the study. If checked, list the transaction(s) required (e.g., new right, transfer, etc.):       

c. ☐ This Feasibility Study will identify water rights necessary to conduct the activities of this 
proposed study. List the Task(s) describing this work:       

d. ☐ The applicant has legal access to a water right that will be used to conduct the study. The 
proposed study requires a water right, and the applicant holds or has been given permission to 
utilize the water right(s) for the proposed study. If checked, list all water rights required for the 
study in the table below, adding rows as needed. See the Application Instructions for further 
guidance, including how to find water right information. 

   
This table is only required if you check box "d”. 

 

 Water Right Number 
(Include prefixes, if applicable,  

e.g., CW 12345) 

Is this an application, permit, 
certificate, limited license, special or 
final order, transfer, decree, lease, 
or claim? Enter “New right Needed” 
below if a new water right is needed 
to do this work. 

Tax Lot IDs within the Place of Use 
where water will be used to 

complete the study 
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18. Project Implementation Water Rights. Identify any water rights needed to implement the proposed 
Project below. Check all of the following that apply and provide the information requested:   
 

a. ☐ The applicant does not know what water rights or water right transactions are required for 
the project.  That will be determined through this study or other effort at a future date. 
Continue to Question 19.  

b. ☐ The proposed project requires a new water right or other water right transactions. If 
checked, list transaction(s) required (e.g., new right, transfer, etc.):       

c. ☒ The applicants holds the water right(s) required for the project. If "c” is checked, include list 
of rights in the table below, adding rows as needed. See the Application Instructions for further 
instruction, including how to find water right information. 

 
This table is only required if you check "c”. 

Water Right Number 
(Include prefixes, if 

applicable, 
e.g., G 00010) 

Is this an application, 
permit, certificate, 

limited license, special or 
final order, transfer, 

decree, lease, or claim? 

Water Right Amount 

Tax Lot IDs within the 
Place of Use where water 
will be used to implement 

the proposed project 
M

ax
 V

o
lu

m
e

 

(a
c-

ft
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ax

  R
at

e
 

(c
fs
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D
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ty
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c-
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92000 certificate 24,650.78 103.5 3 See attached certificate 

80929 Certificate 5.99 5.99 3 See attached certificate 

84803 Certificate 5.06 5.06 3 See attached certificate 

80927 Certificate 0.71 0.71 3 See attached certificate 

 
19. Feasibility Study Permits. Provide a list of any other permits and regulatory approvals needed to 

conduct the Feasibility Study and indicate the status of each in the table below. If 
permits/approvals are required, please submit copies of secured permits/approvals or describe 
efforts to secure permits/approvals including status.  If no permits or authorizations are required for 
the study, provide an explanation:  
 
The proposed feasibility study is an office-based exercise, and no access to private property is 
required. 

 

Permit/ Regulatory Approval Permitting Entity Status and Efforts To Date 

                  

                  

                  

 
20. Project Implementation Permits. Provide a list of the permits and regulatory approvals that you 

anticipate would be needed to implement the proposed project being studied. If permits/approvals 
are not required, please explain why and provide information regarding any agencies contacted to 
verify this determination:  

 

Project Permit/Regulatory Approval (add rows as 
needed) 

Permitting Entity 

Development/Riparian/stream protection overlay review Hood River County 
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VI. Feasibility Study Budget 
 
Instructions:  Please answer the following questions about the study budget using the tables provided. 
 
21. Budget by Line Item or Category. Please provide an estimated line item budget for the proposed 

feasibility study. Examples include: Direct project specific costs, such as in-house staff salary, 
contractual services, and administrative costs. Please note that indirect costs are not an allowable 
grant expense.  See the Department’s Budget Procedures and Allowable Costs for further guidance.  
 

OVERALL STUDY BUDGET 
Line Items 

Number of 
Units*  

(e.g. # of 
Hours) 

Unit Cost 
(e.g. hourly 

rate) 

In-Kind 
Match 

Cash 
Match 
Funds 

OWRD 
Grant 
Funds 

Total 
Cost 

Staff Salary/Benefits (EFID) 120 hours 55 6,600             6,600 

Contractual/Consulting (Bureau of 
Reclamation) 

259 hours 164/hr 42,476             42,476 

Contractual/Consulting (WPN) 276 hours 165/hr   45,540 45,540 

Contractual/Consulting-water 
sample testing 

6  $300 ea             1,800 1,800 

* The “Unit” should be per “hour” or “day” – not per “project” 
or “contract.” Units x Unit Costs = Total Cost 
** Administrative Costs may not exceed 10% of the total 
funding requested from the Department 

Total $49,076 $0 $47,340 

 

$96,416 

 
22. Budget by Task. Identify the budget for each task below. Tasks identified below should be the same 

as the tasks identified in Questions 14 and 15. 
 

Feasibility Study Tasks  
(Add additional rows as needed) 

In-Kind 
Match 

Cash Match 
Funds 

OWRD 
Grant Funds 

Total Cost 

1. Review existing information and identify all 
potential sediment control measures  

14,220 0 0 14,220 

2. Evaluate sediment load in water samples 0 0 1,800 1,800 

3. Evaluate & rank sediment removal options 22,594 0 11,550 34,144 

4. Evaluate & rank water conservation options 2,750 0 23,100 25,850 

5. Final report 9,512 0 10,890 20,402 

                              

                              

Total  49,076 0 47,340 96,416 

 

VII.  Match Funding  

Instructions:  Please answer the following question regarding matching funds.  
 
23. Match Funding Table and Documentation. Please fill out the table below and attach the 

appropriate documentation for both the secured and pending match (add rows as needed).  Keep in 
mind that applicants must demonstrate a minimum dollar-for-dollar match. Please note that a 
failure to meet this requirement or to attach documentation will result in an incomplete application 
that will not be considered for funding. 
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For secured funding, you must attach a letter of support or award from the match funding source 
that specifically mentions the dollar amount identified for this study and as shown in the 
“Amount/Dollar Value” column in the table below.  
 
For pending resources, other written documentation showing a request for the matching funds must 
accompany the application or documentation must identify the date on which a future funding 
application will be submitted, identify the funding program, and provide evidence that the project is 
eligible for the funding program identified. Note that if awarded funds, pending commitments of the 
funding must be secured within 12 months from the date of the award. 
 

Match Funding Source  
(if in-kind, briefly describe the nature 

of the contribution) 

Type 
( ✓ Only 

One) 

Status 
( ✓ Only 

One) 

Amount/ Dollar 
Value 

Date Match Funds 
Available 

(Month/Year) 

East Fork Irrigation District 
☐cash 

☒in-kind 

☒secured 

☐pending 
6,600 January 2022 

Bureau of Reclamation 
☐cash 

☒in-kind 

☒secured 

☐pending 
42,476 January 2022 

      
☐cash 

☐in-kind 

☐secured 

☐pending 
            

      
☐cash 

☐in-kind 

☐secured 

☐pending 
            

      
☐cash 

☐in-kind 

☐secured 

☐pending 
            

Total of Match Funds   = $49,076  

 

VIII.  Storage-Specific Questions  
 
Instructions: If you indicated that your study is for a storage project, answer question 24 in this section. 
If your study is for above-ground storage, also answer question 25.  Please refer to the document on 
Storage-Specific Study Requirements for guidance and information on completing this section, available 
on the OWRD Funding Opportunities, Applications, Forms, and Guidance webpage. If your study is for a 
water conservation or reuse project, skip this section.  
 
24. All Storage Projects. Answer the following “Yes/No” questions about the storage project to be 

evaluated in the proposed study. 
 

A. Will the project divert more than 500 acre-feet of surface water annually?     Yes ☐      No ☐ 

B. Will the project impound surface water on a perennial stream?  Yes ☐       No ☐ 

C. Will the project divert water from a stream that supports sensitive, threatened or endangered 

species? Yes ☐  No  ☐ 
 

If you answered “yes” to any of the questions above, you are required to address the following 
analyses in your feasibility study. By signing this application, you are committing to include these 
required elements in your feasibility study.   
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If you answered “Yes” to (A), (B), or (C) above, attach a description of how you intend to address the 
following required elements in your feasibility study (please refer to the document on Storage-
Specific Study Requirements for guidance and a description of the minimum acceptable standards 
regarding these study requirements).  
 
You must include a Task in Question #15 for this work unless the work was previously conducted. If 
you are attaching results of previously conducted work, you must cite the relevant sections or 
pages. 

i. Analyses of by-pass, optimum peak, flushing and other ecological flows of the affected 
stream and the impact of the storage project on those flows.      

ii. Comparative analyses of alternative means of supplying water, including but not limited to 
the costs and benefits of water conservation and efficiency alternatives and the extent to 
which long-term water supply needs may be met using those alternatives.     

iii. Analyses of environmental harm or impacts from the proposed storage project. 
iv. Evaluation of the need for and feasibility of using stored water to augment instream flows to 

conserve, maintain and enhance aquatic life, fish life and any other ecological values. 
v. For proposed storage projects for municipal use only – For a proposed storage project that is 

for municipal use, analysis of local and regional water demand and the proposed storage 
project’s relationship to existing and planned water supply projects. 

      
25. For Above-Ground Storage Only. Describe whether or not the storage project would include 

provisions for using stored water to augment instream flows to conserve, maintain and enhance 
aquatic life, fish life or other ecological values. As per statute and rule, above-ground storage 
projects that include these provisions receive preference for funding over other storage projects. 
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Attachment 1. 
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Attachment 2. Landowner Agreement 
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Attachment 3. Match Funds Documentation  
 
  







I. Key perso1mel means:

1. Steve Pappas, Manager, EFID

2. Niklas Christensen, Watershed Professionals Network,Contractor

3. Christi Davis-Kernan and Matt De Amico, Bureau of Reclamation

J. Subject Invention means any invention or other intellectual property conceived or first reduced to
practice under this Agreement is patentable or otherwise protectable under Title 35 of the United
States Code, under7USC 2321, et seq., onmder the patent lav,1s of a foreign country.

K. Scope of Agreement means those activities set forth in Appendix 1.

L. Term of Agreement means that period set forth under the Section IV, Article A, Term of this
Agreement.

II. Authorities and Financial Obligations

A. Authorities: Nothing in this Agreement alters the statutory authorities or any other authorities of 

the EFID or Reclamation. This Agreement is intended to facilitate cooperative efforts for mutual 

provision of services and support, and technical assistance by bothPartiesin theconductof meeting 

the objectives and scope of this Agreement. This Agreement does not supersede or void existing 

agreements between the Non-Federal Partner(s) and Reclamation.

Reclamation's authority to enter into this Agreement:

1. ReclamationActofJune 17, 1902(ch.1093, 32Stat. 388;43 U.S.C. 372,etseq.) and acts 
amendatory thereof and supplementary thereto.

2. Title IXof theOmnibusPublicLandManagementActof 2009(P.L.111-11, 123Stat. 991).

Non-Federal Partner's authority to enter into this Agreement: 
1. East Fork Irrigation District -See Attachment A

B. Cost Sharin�: The costs of the Pilot will be shared between Reclamation and the with Reclamation
providing $42,500 cash or equi valentReclamationstaff services and the EFID providing $44,750 cash
or equivalent in-kind services. The EFID and non-Federal Partner(s) financial contribution will be in
the form of:

1. EFID-$44,750instaff salaries and benefits used in support of the completion of the study
tasks identified in this Agreement.

2. Reclamation-$42.S00instaff salaries and benefitsusedinsupportof the completion of the
sh1dy tasks identified in this Agreement.
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Attachment 4. Water Rights Certificates 
































































