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APPLICATION DEADLINE: BY 5:00PM ON OCTOBER 15, 2020 
*Application must be received by this date and time* 

 
  Send application electronically to: WRD_DL_feasibilitystudygrants@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/Pages/default.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 503.986.0869 or WRD_DL_feasibilitystudygrants@oregon.gov if you 
have any questions. 

mailto:WRD_DL_feasibilitystudygrants@oregon.gov
https://www.oregon.gov/OWRD/programs/FundingOpportunities/Pages/default.aspx
mailto:WRD_DL_feasibilitystudygrants@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 key tasks are identified. 

 

VI. Feasibility Study Budget 
☒  All key 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. 
☒  Key tasks listed in budget match those identified in Questions 13 and 14. 

 
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 key tasks.  
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SECTION B - Application Attachments  

Instructions: Use this checklist to ensure required attachments are included with your application. All 
attachments to the application must be numbered as well as included in this list.  For all attachments 
ensure documentation meets any criteria identified in the application instructions, Storage-Specific 
Guidance, and Guidance on Budget Procedures and Allowable Costs.  For “other” optional attachments 
in excess of the three spaces provided, include a supplemental list.  

 Required Attachments: 

☒  Attachment 1 – Site map (Question 3) 

☒  Attachment 2 – Signed Landowner Agreement Forms (Question 5) to verify that you have 
authorized access to the lands on which the study would occur. (N/A) 

☒   Attachment 3 – Documentation of matching funds (Question 22) includes the following:  

a) Match documentation for all match fund sources listed in the match fund table. 

b) Match fund documentation that clearly identifies the dollar amount and describes the 
work to be accomplished with the match.  

☒  Attachment 4 (Select Storage Projects Only: if you answered “yes” to any part of Question 
23) – Description of approach to address storage-specific requirements; see the Storage-
Specific Study Requirements: Application Guidance for the minimum requirements. (N/A 
– included in application body). 

 
Optional Attachments: 

☐☒  Letters of support (Question 13): Attachment # 5 

☐  List and description of key tasks (Question 14): Attachment #       

☐  Secured permits and regulatory approvals needed to implement the project (Question 15): 
Attachment #        

☐☒  Other: Exhibit 1           Attachment # 6 

☐  Other:                 Attachment #       

☐  Other:                 Attachment #       
 

 
All required items within Section A and B of the application checklist are completed and all identified 
criteria are addressed to the best of my knowledge. 
 
Signature of Applicant/Authorized Person: _____________________________ Date: ________ 
 
Print Name:  Shelley Burgess_______________________ Title: __Union County Administrative Officer 
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FEASIBILITY STUDY GRANTS  

2020 GRANT APPLICATION 
 
 

I. Study Information 
 
Study Name: Upper Grande Ronde River Watershed Storage Feasibility Study  
 
Type of Feasibility Study:       Water Conservation              Reuse   

      Storage (Above-Ground)      Storage (Below-Ground)  

      Storage (Other) 
 

Requested Grant Amount (must be no more than 50% of Total Study Cost): $114,000       

Total Cost of Feasibility Study: $ 228,000            
Note: Request(s) may not exceed $500,000 per project.  
 

II. Applicant Information 
 

Applicant Name: Union County Co-Applicant Name: N/A 
Address: 1106 K Avenue  Address:        
 La Grande, Oregon 97850        
Phone: (541) 963-1001 Phone:         
Fax: (541)963-1079 Fax:        
Email: sburgess@union-county.org Email:         

 
Principle Contact: Dana Kurtz Fiscal Officer: Shelley Burgess 
Address:    1901 N. Fir Street Address:  1106 K Avenue  
 La Grande, Oregon  La Grande, Oregon 97850 
Phone:   (541) 963-8309 Phone:   (541) 963-1001 
Fax:   (541) 963-5456 Fax:  (541) 963-1079 
Email:  dkurtz@andersonperry.com Email:   sburgess@union-county.org 

Certification: I certify that this application is a true and accurate representation of the proposed work 
for a project feasibility study and that I am authorized to sign as the Applicant or Co-Applicant. By the 
following signature, the Applicant and Co-Applicant (if applicable) certifies that they are aware of the 
requirements of an Oregon Water Resources Department grant, have read and agree to all conditions 
within the sample Feasibility Study Grant Agreement and are prepared to conduct the study if awarded. 
 
Signature of Applicant/Authorized Person: __________________________ Date: ________ 
 
Print Name:  Shelley Burgess                                    Title:   Union County Administrative Officer 
 
Signature of Co-Applicant/Authorized Person:             Date: ________   
 
Print Name:                                 Title:        
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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 Upper Grande Ronde River Watershed (UGRRW) Partnership has been participating in OWRD’s 
integrated water resources Place-Based Pilot Project  for over four years - the results of our 
assessments of water quality and quantity in the UGRRW indicate that water storage is vitally needed 
to achieve our goals to reduce late season surface water deficit (for in-stream and out-of-stream 
needs), improve surface water quality, improve groundwater sustainability, and buffer for natural 
hazards and climate change risks. 
 
The Partnership proposes to conduct a UGRRW-wide assessment of aboveground storage options - 
the Feasibility Study would include two components: (1) A review of the entire watershed to 
determine suitable locations for aboveground storage of winter runoff; and (2) an evaluation of the 
in-stream flow needs in the reaches most likely to be impacted by a storage project. 
 
The goal of the study would be to identify storage locations and assess site suitability through a 
variety of social, legal, environmental, economic, and technical factors, while simultaneously 
conducting large-scale In-stream Flow Incremental Methodology/Physical Habitat Simulation System 
(IFIM/PHABSIM) studies to determine in-stream flow needs for fisheries.  
 
In its Step 3 Report on the water needs, the UGRRW Partnership identified in-stream demand as a 
data gap; these proposed IFIM/PHABSIM studies would ensure that winter storage does not 
compromise the ecological integrity of stream systems. These studies also will help inform how stored 
water could best be used to benefit both in-stream and out-of-stream needs as the basin prepares to 
implement any storage projects identified as a result of this feasibility study. 

 

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°14'6.15"N/ -118° 2'28.84"W 

b. County:  Union 

c. Watershed/Basin (HUC 10 number): 17060104 
 

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) 
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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. 

 

 
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.    
 

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 likely to be accessed or impacted have not been identified, OR 
this question is not applicable. If this box (6b) 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 (6c) 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 

            ☐Public 
☐Private 

      

            ☐Public 
☐Private 

      

            ☐Public 
☐Private 

      

            ☐Public 
☐Private 

      

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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Tax Map Number Tax Lot Number Ownership Type 
(  One) Property Owner of Record 

            ☐Public 
☐Private 

      

            ☐Public 
☐Private 

      

            ☐Public 
☐Private 

      

            ☐Public 
☐Private 

      

            ☐Public 
☐Private 

      

 
 

V.  Feasibility Study Specifics 
 
Instructions:  Please answer all questions in this section.  As applications are expected to result in 
additional pages to complete this section, you may attach your responses on a separate document as 
long as you indicate the question numbers in your response.   
 
7. Water Need. Describe the identified water need (local, regional, or statewide).  Please provide data 

or a narrative substantiating the need.  
 

 
Water in the UGRRW is essential for agricultural productivity, municipal viability, and the 
sustainability of Endangered Species Act (ESA)-listed species and fisheries of great cultural significance 
to local tribes.  
 
Water storage is needed in the UGRRW for multiple reasons: surface water supply is limited during 
the summer through late fall when demand is highest for in-stream and agricultural needs; there is 
currently significant uncertainty with groundwater supply, as water volume in alluvial and volcanic 
aquifers are under stress; and water quality issues have been identified throughout the watershed 
related to high water temperatures, low dissolved oxygen, and insufficient flows. These concerns are 
all exacerbated by the shifting hydrograph resulting from climate change. There is potential to 
improve these concerns and meet existing and future needs through the managed release of stored 
water. 
 
The UGRRW Partnership has completed four reports in our planning process. The Step 2 Report 
focuses on water availability and the Step 3 Report focuses on water need/demand.  These reports 
and supporting documents are available directly (https://andersonperry-
my.sharepoint.com/:f:/p/dkurtz/Ep9GcSb7mj9FqN0aZ8I8g6oBq22lx7iGysPi4cy9VYIUAA?e=MLbdaL) 
or on our website if there are additional questions related to water needs (summarized below) 
https://union-county.org/planning/place-based-integrated-water-resources-planning/ . These reports 
have been adopted by the Partnership and represent our best understanding of local demand. 
 

https://andersonperry-my.sharepoint.com/:f:/p/dkurtz/Ep9GcSb7mj9FqN0aZ8I8g6oBq22lx7iGysPi4cy9VYIUAA?e=MLbdaL
https://andersonperry-my.sharepoint.com/:f:/p/dkurtz/Ep9GcSb7mj9FqN0aZ8I8g6oBq22lx7iGysPi4cy9VYIUAA?e=MLbdaL
https://union-county.org/planning/place-based-integrated-water-resources-planning/
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The UGRRW Partnership completed a quantitative analysis of the total volume of water available in 
the UGRRW (divided into eight subwatersheds) and compared this to calculated needs for ecological, 
agricultural, and municipal needs. This analysis indicated that overall, on an annual basis, there is 
enough water to supply all current demands (and future [defined as the next 50 years] demands if on-
farm conservation measures are also implemented). However, the analysis indicated that on a bi-
weekly basis there are substantial deficits in many of the eight subwatersheds from July to 
September. These deficits are currently occurring and are projected to worsen in the next 50 years 
because of climate change (as projected by the Representative Climate Pathways (RCP) 8.5 climate 
model). Exhibit 1 Table 7-1, 7-2, and 7-3 summarize these volumes as identified in the Step 3 Report.  
 
Currently, on a bi-weekly basis, there is not enough water to meet total demand (municipal, 
agricultural, and in-stream) from July 1 to November 30 (with the worst period being September 1 to 
November 20). The total deficits range from -712 acre-feet (AF) to -2,059 AF per two weeks in 
subwatershed 1, which is the most downstream point of the UGRRW and represents the sum of the 
area. These deficits are projected to worsen in 2068 if no action is taken (Exhibit 1, Table 7-3). Each AF 
of deficit strongly impacts tribal fisheries and sensitive ESA-listed fish species that rely on cool, 
flowing streams in the late season to avoid premature mortality, as well as the agricultural 
community that relies on multiple crop cuttings to allow for enough profit to help the farms  stay in 
business. 
 
A summary of how these supply and needs were calculated is presented below: 
 
Surface water supply was calculated in the Step 2 Report as described below: 

Surface water flow is measured in select locations in the UGRRW by multiple agencies, including 
OWRD, which has eight active gaging stations in the UGRRW. Flow was analyzed in each 
subwatershed. Water volume was shown as an exceedance probability (chance that volume will 
be greater than a certain value) for each two-week period in the 1958 to 1987 base period of 
record. Exceedance probabilities were calculated for the base period to represent three different 
flow conditions: high water (10 percent exceedance), low water (90 percent exceedance), and 
median water (50 percent exceedance). Each subwatershed had the same general patterns of 
peak flows during springtime. Subwatershed 1 (which includes all flow in the UGRRW) showed a 
maximum median flow in a two-week period of approximately 80,000 AF. The total annual 
amount of natural stream flow in the UGRRW is estimated to be 644,600 AF per year.  Much of 
the flow in the UGRRW occurs during a brief period in the spring (April-May, generally). According 
to OWRD, locations where streamflow is available at 80 percent exceedance for live flows are 
limited to the central and northern portions of the UGRRW (and only for three to six months per 
year). An important source of uncertainty in planning for future water availability is the increasing 
frequency of differences in magnitude and timing of actual streamflow availability in the UGRRW 
compared to availability during the 1958 to 1987 base period.  

 
Current (2018) and future (2068) demands were calculated as follows for each user group (in-stream, 
agricultural, and municipal [which includes industry]): 
 

1. In-stream Needs: In-stream demand was estimated at roughly 173,750 AF per year based on 
existing in-stream water rights. However, many of the waterways in the UGGRW do not have 
in-stream water rights. In streams where they do occur, the methodologies used in 
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establishing them are quite dated and do not reflect the current state of the science. As a 
result, the quantification of in-stream demand remains a significant data gap that the UGRRW 
Planning Group seeks to address through this feasibility study. This will build upon the 
information compiled in our Step 3 Report, which suggested that water flows and 
temperatures are the primary components of in-stream demand for aquatic species and other 
water uses. In-stream flow deficits are greatest in late summer/early fall.  Water quality issues 
associated with low flows, elevated water temperatures, and high bacteria and nutrients are 
a significant concern (Step 3 Report; Figures 5-3, 5-4, and 5-5; Tables 5-8 and 5-9).  In-stream 
demand is complex, and numerous processes contribute to the amount of water available for 
in-stream use. In-stream demand for aquatic life is driven by several factors: species, water 
needs, stream variables, and future changes. In-stream demand is also important for other 
uses that are important to tribal culture. For in-stream demand, the group was able to 
quantify species and water needs and qualify stream and future demands. This was 
accomplished using calculations based on in-stream water rights (ISWR) and qualitative 
analysis, which were largely based on ODFW’s 1975 Grande Ronde Basin Investigation. 
 
To determine how often existing needs (as described by ISWR only) are met, data from the 
OWRD Water Availability Reporting System were used to evaluate how much water was left 
for in-stream uses when consumptive uses (municipal and agricultural) were removed. Water 
availability for an ISWR at the 80 percent and 50 percent exceedances was calculated. 
Determining whether future demands can be met is dependent on many issues such as the 
severity of climate change impacts and whether conservation measures are implemented. For 
this planning effort, temperatures from the climate model RCP 8.5 were considered for future 
planning efforts. 
 

2. Agricultural Needs: Agricultural water demand was characterized using an evapotranspiration 
model, which has the advantage of providing temporal information about how crops use 
water throughout the growing season.  The model also facilitates estimates for future climate 
and increased irrigation efficiency scenarios.  Current (2018) agricultural water use was 
estimated to be 193,725 AF per year (surface water) and 77,973 AF per year (groundwater).  
Future (2068) estimated gross irrigation water requirement is 284,532 AF per year (surface 
water) and 114,522 AF per year (groundwater) with existing irrigation efficiency and 214,169 
AF per year (surface water) and 87,396 AF per year (groundwater) under the increased 
efficiency scenario (Step 3 Report, page 4-31; Figure 4-1, Figure 4-5, Figure 4-15, Figure 4-17, 
and Appendix B Agriculture Water Demand Summary Table [page246]).  The increase in 
future demand is due to increased temperatures and decreased precipitation estimates as 
projected by the RCP 8.5 climate model. Water rights were used to delineate irrigated lands 
and as a reference point for comparisons to modeled crop water use.  Irrigation water rights 
represent an upper limit to current legal water use.  Current (2018) estimated irrigation water 
rights total 211,134 AF per year (surface water) and 86,832 AF per year (groundwater).  It is 
unknown what portion of groundwater is obtained from alluvial versus basalt aquifers. 
 

3. Municipal Needs: Total municipal demand (including cities, self-supplied industrial users 
(SSIU), and unincorporated users) was estimated to be 2,060 AF per year (surface water) and 
8,190 AF per year (groundwater). This water is primarily obtained from deep basalt aquifers. 
Total municipal demand is projected to increase from 10.3 to 22.3 thousand AF (TAF) per year 
from 2018 through 2068, with SSIU demand projected to increase by up to a factor of 4 (3.7 
TAF in 2018 to 15.0 TAF in 2068). 
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8. Study Goal. Describe the feasibility study goal. 
 

 
This Feasibility Study includes two components: 1) Determine if suitable locations in the UGRRW exist 
for aboveground water storage to be used for ecological and agricultural needs; and 2) complete in-
stream Flow Incremental Methodology/Physical Habitat Simulation System (IFIM/PHABSIM) studies 
on portions of Catherine Creek and the Upper Grande Ronde River that are likely to be identified as 
storage sites and have been identified by ODFW biologists as priority habitats to complete these in-
stream flow studies. 
 

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

This feasibility would achieve these goals through our interdisciplinary and multiple user-benefit 
approach, while utilizing the best available technical expertise. 
 
First, a technical feasibility assessment will occur in which all potential storage sites will be identified. 
This process will include obtaining the highest quality LiDAR data, contour maps, and aerial photos of 
the UGRRW and pairing this information with soil maps, geology data, hazards maps, 
wetlands/waterbodies maps, and other resource maps. This watershed map will be annotated with 
existing literature reviewed related to previous aboveground storage studies. Next, existing water 
storage locations will be identified (both natural and built) to determine if expansion is possible. New 
built and natural storage locations will be identified. Volumes at each location will be identified. 
 
Second, a social/legal feasibility assessment will be conducted whereby all sites will be placed in a 
spreadsheet and scoring criteria will rule out those that are not feasible based on key social/legal 
components such as landownership issues, availability of water in that location, cost/benefit, safety, 
fundability, and permitting.  
 
Third, feasible locations will be reviewed and up to four target sites will be selected for further 
analysis. Target sites will be selected based on a criteria to be developed in the feasibility study, but is 
generally anticipated be those that score most highly in the social/legal feasibility assessment and will 
focus on a cost/benefit analysis of project cost, project ability to meet water needs, and project 
impacts to the environment. All decisions will be documented in project reports. 
 
Fourth, IFIM/PHABSIM studies will be conducted on Catherine Creek and/or the Upper Grande Ronde 
River, which are the most likely to include viable storage sites, to address in-stream demand data 
gaps and identify peak, flushing, and bypass flows. These IFIM/PHABSIM studies are generally 
anticipated to cover Catherine Creek from Davis Dams upstream to the confluence of the North and 
South Forks and the Upper Grande Ronde River from the confluence of Fivepoints Creek upstream to 
the East Fork. These locations are both likely storage option locations and priority areas identified by 
ODFW biologists to further refine in-stream flow understanding. The two studies are proposed, 
however the area of coverage and level of detail of these studies may shift depending on storage 
locations identified. The studies will meet the minimum requirements for OWRD Storage Feasibility 
Studies. 
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Fifth, a comprehensive environmental feasibility assessment will occur to determine whether the top 
four locations are feasible based on alternative means of water supply being available, ecological 
flows being supported (task four data to be used), analysis of environmental impacts, and evaluation 
of the need and ability to augment in-stream flows.  
 
Sixth, these steps will be documented in the Feasibility Study report and Oregon Watershed 
Enhancement Board (OWEB) Strategic Action Plan with details on whether to pursue funding for 
implementation and design on any of the sites. These results would be reviewed by the UGRRW 
Partnership and adopted. 
 
Please see key tasks for additional detail. 
 

 
10. Water Availability. Please provide evidence that water is available to meet the above described 

need.  Evidence can include regulatory and physical information regarding water availability.  
 

There are currently, two storage reservations in the study area as described in OAR 690-508-0110 
Upper Grande Ronde Subbasin Storage Reservation. These include 14,900 acre-feet of Meadow Creek 
and tributaries and 12,000 acre-feet of the Grande Ronde River and tributaries, including Fly Creek 
and tributaries upstream of river mile 184. 
 
 Also, based on Place-based planning Step 2 and Step 3 analysis, water is available on an annual basis 
to meet the need described in Question 7 above. There are significant seasonal deficits (on a bi-
weekly basis on a subwatershed level), but overall, there is enough surface water available. As shown 
on Table 7-1 of the Step 3 Report, the water balance (total for all eight subwatersheds) when 
subtracting agricultural, ecological, and municipal demand, indicates a surplus of 277,130 AF per year 
of surface water. A large caveat to this number is that groundwater is excluded due to lack of 
information about the total volume of water in the aquifers and what a sustainable rate of use would 
look like. Additionally, all calculations of water demand and availability are based on best available 
information. 
 
Surface water supply was calculated in the Step 2 Report as described below: 

Surface water flow is measured in select locations in the UGRRW by multiple agencies, including 
OWRD, which has eight active gaging stations in the UGRRW. Flow was analyzed in each 
subwatershed. Water volume was shown as an exceedance probability (chance that volume will 
be greater than a certain value) for each two-week period in the 1958 to 1987 base period of 
record. Exceedance probabilities were calculated for the base period to represent three different 
flow conditions: high water (10 percent exceedance), low water (90 percent exceedance), and 
median water (50 percent exceedance). Each subwatershed had the same general patterns of 
peak flows during springtime. Subwatershed 1 (which includes all flow in the UGRRW) showed a 
maximum median flow in a two-week period is approximately 80,000 AF. The total annual 
amount of natural stream flow in the UGRRW is estimated to be 644,600 AF per year. Much of the 
flow in the UGRRW occurs during a brief period in the spring (April-May, generally). According to 
OWRD, locations where streamflow is available at 80 percent exceedance for live flows are 
limited to the central and northern portions of the UGRRW (and only for three to six months per 
year).  
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More detailed calculations will be completed as part of the Feasibility Study. 
 

 
 
 
11. Community Benefit. Describe how implementation of the project could benefit and/or impact the 

community. 
 

Implementation of small scale or larger scale storage would improve in-stream flows and water 
quality, reduce supply uncertainty, address natural hazards and climate change and will have a 
positive impact on many groups who depend on this water. The agricultural community could have 
access to additional water for irrigation even into late summer and fall. Improved water quality and 
flows (supplied from late season releases of stored water) would be beneficial to fish and other 
aquatic species. Other uses, including recreational, fire suppression, and others could see benefits as 
well. 
 
Additional late season flow (through release of stored water) will could substantially benefit the 
survival of ESA-listed species and local farms. A testament to how much the community will benefit 
from a storage project is the very existence of our UGRRW Partnership, which has been working 
together for more than four years to secure our water future. 
 

 
12. Community Support. Describe the level of community support and commitment associated with the 

study.  This may include any collaborative water planning efforts undertaken to identify the project 
or study.   

 
 
The Upper Grande Ronde River Watershed (UGRRW) Partnership has been participating in OWRD’s 
integrated water resources Place-Based Pilot Project  for over four years, with more than 75 
meetings, and more than 2,250 hours of work volunteered by more than 25 members of our diverse 
Partnership. The results of our assessments of water quality and quantity in the UGRRW indicate that 
water storage is vitally needed to achieve our goals to reduce late season surface water deficit (for in-
stream and out-of-stream needs), improve surface water quality, improve groundwater sustainability, 
and buffer for natural hazards and climate change risks. 
 
The UGRRW Partnership supports this Feasibility Study. Storage was ranked the highest priority action 
to be taken by the group during implementation in the Step 4 Report. 
 
The UGRRW Partnership brings together a variety of stakeholders to help plan for future water needs 
in the UGRRW. The Partnership includes a variety of stakeholders representing diverse water interests 
who are working collaboratively to develop a place-based integrated water resource plan for a better 
water future. The following Partners (organizations and individuals) have signed the UGRRW 
Memorandum of Understanding and support this Feasibility Study: 
 
The Freshwater Trust, Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Indian Reservation, Union County Seed 
Growers (Brett Rudd), U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Union County Cattleman’s Association (Rodger 
Huffman), private citizen (Larry Larson),  Fescue Commission/M&M Farming, LLC (Matt Insko), farmer 
(Curtis Ricker), farmer (Cheryl Murchison), City of La Grande, Department of Environmental Quality, 
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City of Imbler, City of Union, City of Cove, Union County Farm Bureau, City of Island City, Oregon 
Department of Fish and Wildlife, Oregon Water Resources Department, Oregon State University 
Extension Office, Grande Ronde Model Watershed, U.S. Forest Service (Wallowa-Whitman National 
Forest), Union County Soil Water Conservation District, Union County, farmer (Tim Wallender), farmer 
(Ann Hulden), Natural Resources Conservation Service, Oregon Department of Agriculture, and Trout 
Unlimited.  
 
The collaborative and consensus-based decisions of our Partnership have allowed us to continue 
working together through tough circumstances. The need of our watershed for this collaborative 
effort was acknowledged by OWRD in granting our Partnership the pilot funding to pursue this 
collaborative water planning, by OWEB in granting our Partnership the capacity funding to implement 
our water plan, and by many others who have supported our efforts along the way. 
 
 

 
13. Letters of Support. List letters of support (name and/or affiliation of sender).  Attach copies of the 

letters to your application. 
 

See Attachment 5 – Letters of Support for copies of the following: 
• See CTUIR Letter of Support and Match Documentation in Attachment 3 
• See ODFW Email of Support and Match Documentation in Attachment 3 
• UGRRW Partnership Letter of Support 
• UGRRW Partnership Meeting Minutes with Partnership support for this storage Feasibility 

Study application identified. 
• Union County Cattleman Letter of Support 
• Union County Farm Bureau Letter of Support 
• Grande Ronde Model Watershed Letter of Support 

 
 
14. Study Key Tasks. Identify the study key 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 key 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 key task and not separate key tasks themselves. 
 

Task number. Key Task Title 
• Task schedule: The approximate dates during which the key task will be completed. 
• Description of key task activities:  Include specific details of the task such as task purpose, 

planned approach, appropriate technical information, proposed methods, and rationale for the 
approach. 
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• Qualified personnel that will complete task:   Include a description of the professional 
experience, professional qualifications and licensure of personnel necessary for task work.   

 
Qualifications are described below and referenced in each Key Task: 
 
UGRRW Partnership Work Group – This group will be composed of technical experts with extensive 
familiarity with the UGRRW. A list of Partners is identified in question 12 above. Our expected technical 
experts include NRCS for GIS mapping and identification of on farm conservation areas, Oregon 
Department of Agriculture for water reservation assistance, local farmers and ranchers for site 
assessment assistance, Oregon Department of Environmental Quality for water quality impact 
assessments, Oregon Department of Water Resources for legal evaluations, and the Grande Ronde 
Model Watershed, Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife, Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Indian 
Reservation, US Fish and Wildlife, and National Marine Fisheries Service for habitat and in-stream needs 
assessment and review. 
Anderson Perry & Associates, Inc. (AP) – AP was founded in 1975 and is a full-service civil engineering 
and environmental consulting firm with nearly 100 employees and extensive experience with water 
storage feasibility studies, both above and below ground. AP, led by Brett Moore, P.E. has recently 
completed two aquifer storage and recovery projects in the area as well as the physical siting review for 
aboveground water storage feasibility studies in the Klamath Basin and Wasco County.  Staff includes 
licensed engineers, and experienced environmental compliance staff. AP, led by Dana Kurtz, Senior 
Environmental Scientist, has been working with the UGRRW Partnership for over four years in the water 
planning process.  
Stillwater Sciences, Inc. – Stillwater Sciences specializes in science-based, technical approaches to 
natural and water resource management. Using a collaborative and targeted approach, they integrate 
habitat and species information to understand critical ecosystem processes and identify effective 
measures for restoring and managing rivers and their floodplains as functioning ecosystems within the 
context of current conditions and future climate change. Stillwater Sciences, led by Kim Gould, Senior 
Aquatic Scientist, will work closely with the team to provide the technical information needed to make 
scientifically sound management decisions. The staff includes fish biologists who have completed 
numerous IFIM/PHABSIM studies throughout the region.  
CTUIR – The CTUIR Water Resources Department works to ensure that ground and surface waters are 
available to satisfy CTUIR treaty rights, the needs of CTUIR members, and the citizens of the Umatilla 
Indian Reservation. Through both engaging in collaborative partnerships such as the UGRRW Partnership 
and utilizing CTUIR Water Code procedures and regulations, they advocate for sustainable water use and 
management. Lead by Anton Chiono, Water Rights Transaction Specialist, CTUIR will ensure that in-
stream needs are considered in the process. 
ODFW – ODFW manages water and aquatic resources for Oregon. Their team of in-stream flow experts 
are developing a rapid flow assessment tool and statewide prioritization process that should be 
available in early 2021. They will apply these tools to evaluate potential storage locations. 
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Task 1. Technical Feasibility Assessment (Identify all potential sites – utilize GIS mapping) 
• Task schedule: 3 months (June 2021-August 2021) 
• Description of key task activities:  

o Obtain highest quality mapping (LiDAR/topographic mapping) available of the area. 
Overlay U.S. Geological Survey soil map/geology information/hazards map and 
other relevant resource maps.  

o Review literature of potential aboveground storage sites previously reviewed (by 
USBR, etc.) and identify them on the map (include notes related to volumes and 
why rejected/determined infeasible).  

o Identify existing water storage sites (reservoirs, ponds, wetlands, oxbows) and 
develop notes on whether expansion/deepening is possible and volumes.  

o Identify new potential built aboveground storage sites (natural depressions, existing 
canals, historic sloughs, oxbows). 

o Identify new potential natural aboveground storage sites (former wetlands/ 
floodplains) that could be enhanced or restored).  

o Identify amount of water available for storage at each location (indicate on map). 
o The UGRRW Partnership will review and provide feedback on the map for at least 20 

hours total (assuming 1 hour per Stakeholder Committee Member for discussion 
during meetings). 

• Qualified personnel that will complete task:  UGRRW Partnership Work Group, AP (see details 
above Task 1). 

 
Task 2. Social/Legal Feasibility Assessment (develop spreadsheet to document the following 

 components and scoring criteria to rule out those that are not feasible) 
• Task schedule: 3 months (September 2021-November 2021) 
• Description of key task activities:  

o A spreadsheet will be developed to document the following components and 
associated scoring criteria: 
 Description of concept (location, size, relevant information from Task 1) 
 Availability of water 
 Estimated earthwork 
 Desirability of site for users (identify intended users and their preference for 

this location; identify potential controversiality of sites). 
 Landownership issues (identify any landowner or adjacent landowner 

concerns). 
 Cost/benefit (volume) analysis (estimate rough costs and values for water 

use). 
 Safety (identify any safety issues). 
 Permits (identify water right/environmental permitting pathway for 

potential locations/location types). 
 Reasons eliminated – document reasons for not moving forward with 

project and date 
o The UGRRW Partnership will review and provide feedback on the social/legal 

assessment for at least 20 hours total (assuming 1 hour per Stakeholder Committee 
Member for discussion during meetings). 

 
• Qualified personnel that will complete task:  UGRRW Partnership Work Group, AP (see details 
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above Task 1). 
 

Task 3. Select up to Four Target Sites 
• Task schedule: 3 months (December 2021-February 2022) 
• Description of key task activities:  

o Utilize the spreadsheet from Task 2 to select up to four target sites from locations 
not eliminated through the social/legal analysis of Task 2. Target sites will be 
selected based on a criteria to be developed in the feasibility study, but is generally 
anticipated to include a cost/benefit analysis of project cost, project ability to meet 
water needs, and project impacts to the environment. 

o Receive feedback and approval from UGRRW Partnership. The UGRRW Partnership 
will review and provide feedback on the sites for at least 20 hours total (assuming 1 
hour per Stakeholder Committee Member for discussion during meetings). 

• Qualified personnel that will complete task:  UGRRW Partnership Work Group, AP (see details 
above Task 1). 

 
Task 4. Complete IFIM/PHABSIM studies on Catherine Creek and the Upper Grande Ronde River 
• Task schedule: 8 months (July 2021-February 2022) 
• Description of key task activities:  

o Analyze bypass, optimum, and flushing flows. It is anticipated that the 
IFIM/PHABSIM studies will be required for both the Catherine Creek and Upper 
Grande Ronde River general areas, as that is where storage options are likely to be 
sited. The two studies are proposed, however the area of coverage and level of 
detail of these studies may shift depending on storage locations identified. 
Description of the proposed steps in these studies is located in Question 23. 
 CTUIR and ODFW, utilizing Bonneville Power Administration (BPA) funding, 

will complete the study on Catherine Creek from Davis Dams upstream to 
the confluence of the North and South Forks. 

 Stillwater Sciences will complete the study on the Upper Grande Ronde 
River from the confluence of Fivepoints Creek upstream to the East Fork. 

• Qualified personnel that will complete task:  Stillwater Sciences, ODFW, and CTUIR (see details 
above Task 1). 
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Task 5. Environmental Feasibility Assessment (review remaining sites for environmental feasibility and 

eliminate locations that are not feasible)  
• Task schedule: 6 months (February 2022-July 2022) 
• Description of key task activities:  

o Comparative analysis of alternative means of supplying water (See details in 
Question 23 below) 

o Analysis of ecological flows (Utilizing Task 4 data; See details in Question 23 below). 
o Analysis of environmental impacts (including ESA, groundwater volume, surface 

water/groundwater quality, climate change, limiting ecological factors; See details in 
Question 23 below). 

o Evaluation of need and ability to augment in-stream flows (Utilizing Task 4 data; See 
details in Question 23 below). 

o The UGRRW Partnership will review and provide feedback on the map for at least 20 
hours total (assuming 1 hour per average Stakeholder Committee Member for 
discussion during meetings). 

• Qualified personnel that will complete task: Stillwater Sciences, ODFW, and CTUIR to lead; 
UGRRW Partnership Work Group and AP to support (see details above Task 1). 

 
Task 6. Next Steps for selected site(s) 
• Task schedule: 5 months (August 2022-December 2022) 
• Description of key task activities:  

o Prepare report documenting Feasibility Study methods and results. 
o Update OWRD Step 5 Plan as needed and OWEB Strategic Action Plan with details to 

obtain funding for permitting and designing selected site(s). 
o The UGRRW Partnership will review and provide feedback on the map for at least 20 

hours total (assuming 1 hour per average Stakeholder Committee Member for 
discussion during meetings). 

• Qualified personnel that will complete task:  UGRRW Partnership Work Group, AP (see details 
above Task 1). 
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15. Study Task Scheduling. Estimated duration of feasibility study: June 2021 to December 2022 

 
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 Key Tasks 
(Add additional rows as needed) 

Grant year Grant year Grant year 
2021  2022           

 Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 
Technical Feasibility Assessment ☐ ☒ ☒ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ 
Social/Legal Feasibility Assessment ☐ ☐ ☒ ☒ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ 
Select Target Sites ☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ ☒ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ 
IFIM/PHABSIM Studies ☐ ☐ ☒ ☒ ☒ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ 
Environmental Feasibility 
Assessment ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ ☒ ☒ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ 

Next Steps for Selected Site(s) ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ ☒ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ 
 
16. 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.  
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. ☐ 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. 

   

 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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17. 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.  
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.): Boxes 17a and 17b are 
checked because it is unknown what may be required, however it is anticipated that the Upper 
Grande Ronde Subbasin Reservations may be used. There are currently, two storage 
reservations in the study area as described in OAR 690-508-0110 Upper Grande Ronde Subbasin 
Storage Reservation. These include 14,900 acre-feet of Meadow Creek and tributaries and 
12,000 acre-feet of the Grande Ronde River and tributaries, including Fly Creek and tributaries 
upstream of river mile 184.   

c. ☐ The applicants holds the water right(s) required for the project. If 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. 
   

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
ol

um
e 

(a
c-

ft
) 

M
ax

  R
at

e 
(c

fs
) 

Du
ty

 
(a

c-
ft

/a
c)

 
WRD 6-2016, f. & cert. 
ef 10-18-16 
WRD 2-1887, f. & cert. 
ef. 2-25-97 

reservation 14,900             Multiple potential locations 
(exact areas unknown at 
this time); Meadow Creek 
and Tributaries 

WRD 6-2016, f. & cert. 
ef 10-18-16 
WRD 2-1887, f. & cert. 
ef. 2-25-97 

reservation 12,000             Multiple potential locations 
(exact areas unknown at 
this time); Grande Ronde 
River and Tributaries 

                                    
 
18. 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: No permits or authorizations are required to conduct the water 
storage feasibility study. 

 
Permit/ Regulatory Approval Permitting Entity Status and Efforts To Date 
                  
                  
                  
                  

 
19. 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 
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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 

Storage permit OWRD 
Water right transfer OWRD 
Fish Passage Approval ODFW 
Removal Fill Permit DSL 
Section 401 CWA Permit DEQ 
Section 404 CWA Permit USACE 
            

 
 
 

VI. Feasibility Study Budget 
 
Instructions:  Please answer the following questions about the study budget using the tables provided. 
 
20. 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.  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 140 100 14,000             14,000 
Contractual/Consulting 2,090 100 60,000 35,000 114,000 209,000 
Equipment (must be approved)                                     
Supplies                                     
Travel                                     
Other:                                           
                                          
Administrative Costs** 50 100       5,000       5,000 
* 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 74,000 40,000 114,000 228,000 
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21. Budget by Key Task. Identify the budget for each key task below. Key tasks identified below should 
be the same as the key tasks identified in Questions 14 and 15. 

 
Feasibility Study Key Tasks  
(Add additional rows as needed) 

In-Kind 
Match 

Cash Match 
Funds 

OWRD 
Grant Funds Total Cost 

Technical Feasibility Assessment 2000 10,000 20,000 32,000 
Social/Legal Feasibility Assessment 2000 10,000 10,000 22,000 
Select Target Sites 2000 10,000  12,000 
IFIM/PHABSIM Studies 64,000  64,000 128,000 
Environmental Feasibility Assessment 2000  10,000 12,000 
Next Steps for Selected Site(s) 2000 10,000 10,000 22,000 
                              
                              

Total  74,000 40,000 114,000 228,000 
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VII.  Match Funding  
 
Instructions:  Please answer the following question regarding matching funds.  
 
22. 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. 

 
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. 

 
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) 

OWEB Partnership Funds ☒cash 
☐in-kind 

☒secured 
☐pending 

40,000 January 2020 

CTUIR In-stream Flow Study (BPA 
Funds) 

☐cash 
☒in-kind 

☒secured 
☐pending 

60,000 January 2021 

Partnership Review  ☐cash 
☒in-kind 

☒secured 
☐pending 

10,000 October 2020 

ODFW In-stream flow Support ☐cash 
☒in-kind 

☒secured 
☐pending 

4,000 January 2020 

      ☐cash 
☐in-kind 

☐secured 
☐pending 

            

Total of Match Funds   = $114,000  
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VIII.  Storage-Specific Questions  
 
Instructions: If you indicated that your study is for a storage project, answer question 23 in this section. 
If your study is for above-ground storage, also answer question 24.  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.  
 
23. All Storage Projects. Answer the following “Yes/No” questions about the storage project to be 

evaluated in the proposed study. The study will evaluate all options. 
 

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 X☐       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.   
 
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): 

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.   The UGRRW Partnership 
identified the lack of in-stream flow studies as a data gap in our watershed. Therefore, this 
opportunity allows us to meet Feasibility Study compliance requirements as well as 
perform an expanded study to fill this broader data gap related to the actual in-stream 
needs of fisheries in the UGRRW (as opposed to just the amount specified by in-stream 
water rights which may be based on outdated methodologies, and do not cover all stream 
reaches in the basin). To address this need, the CTUIR will utilize BPA funding to contract 
with ODFW to complete the IFIM/PHABSIM study on Catherine Creek in 2021. Stillwater 
Sciences will complete the IFIM/PHABSIM study on the Upper Grande Ronde River as a part 
of this Feasibility Study grant.  
 
These IFIM/PHABSIM studies are anticipated to cover Catherine Creek from Davis Dams, 
just below Union Oregon, upstream to the confluence of the North and South Forks of 
Catherine Creek. On the Upper Grande Ronde River, this analysis will be undertaken from 
the confluence of Fivepoints Creek, just above La Grande, Oregon, upstream to the 
confluence of the East Fork and mainstem Grande Ronde Rover. These reaches are both 
likely locations for potential storage options as well as priority areas identified by ODFW 
biologists to further refine our understanding of in-stream flow needs to sustain fisheries. 
While the area of coverage and level of detail of these studies may shift depending on the 
storage locations identified, our goal is to better understand instream demand in these 
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reaches and ensure that any potential storage project would not undermine the overall 
ecological integrity of these systems. The studies will meet the minimum requirements for 
OWRD Storage Feasibility Studies, and the elements associated with each study are 
anticipated to generally include: 

o Data compilation (compile and review existing habitat typing and channel type 
datasets: e.g., ODFW Aquatic Inventories habitat typing, Chinook and Steelhead 
Intrinsic Potential mapping, bankfull widths, channel confinement, and HabRate 
ratings for limiting factors geodatabases provided by the GRMW); 

o Channel type stratification and transect selection for an up to 32-mile study 
length; 

o Field data collection; 
o Depth and velocities at one flow level; 
o Water Surface Elevation Levels (WSEL) at two other flow levels, up to a high 

diversion flow; 
o Modeling (using existing suitability curves and criteria, target species: Chinook, 

steelhead, and bull trout); 
o Reporting and project management and coordination 

 
ODFW will also assist by utilizing their new stream assessment tool, which is currently 
under development and is anticipated to be available in early 2021.  Through this process, 
hydrologic data will be coupled with the habitat data to determine peak and flushing flows. 
The studies will be designed to meet the OWRD minimum requirements for storage 
feasibility studies and additional coordination with OWRD and relevant agencies will occur 
once sites are selected to ensure studies meet these requirements.   

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.    A 
comprehensive alternative analysis will be completed utilizing information from the Step 3 
Report as a base. A list of alternative means of supplying water will be prepared including 
reviewing methods to reduce demand (agricultural demand is the highest in the UGRRW so 
that will be the focus). The degree to which conservation can meet demand, costs and 
benefits, and regulatory requirements will be evaluated for locations/project areas derived 
from the Step 3 Report. In the Step 3 Report, future agricultural demand was calculated 
using estimated future ET based on precipitation and temperatures projected by the 
Representative Concentration Pathways (RCP) 8.5 climate scenario. Future demand was 
calculated in two ways: the first assumed no changes in water use, and the second 
assumed irrigation efficiencies. The Natural Resources Conservation Service water savings 
estimator was used to estimate water savings for irrigation system planning. Current and 
potential consumption estimates were calculated based on changes to agricultural 
irrigation practices. Each subwatershed had different benefits to implementing irrigation 
improvements. 
 
Total agricultural water use per year was estimated to be 211,130 AF per year (surface 
water) and 86,830 AF per year (groundwater) using water rights, and 193,730 AF per year 
(surface water) and 77,970 AF per year (groundwater) using estimated ET. Future demand 
with irrigation efficiency implemented to the level suited to field conditions and with 
projected increases in future temperature was estimated to be 211,130 AF per year 
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(surface water) and 86,830 AF per year (groundwater) using water rights, and 284,530 AF 
per year (surface water) and 114,520 AF per year (groundwater) using estimated ET. 
Estimates assume that no additional water rights are issued, and that no expansion of 
irrigated acres occur. 
 
This information indicates that water conservation and efficiency are necessary parts of the 
solution; however, these techniques will not solve the deficit alone, and water storage is 
needed. In the Feasibility Study, this existing information will be used to focus on what if 
any potential locations would be viable for additional water conservation projects. 
 

iii. Analyses of environmental harm or impacts from the proposed storage project. 
Environmental impacts are a component of feasibility that will be included in the 
evaluation. A preliminary analysis of environmental harm will be completed by identifying 
the possible impacts to the required National Environmental Policy Act environmental 
elements. These include ESA species, groundwater levels, climate change impacts, land use, 
floodplains, wetlands, historic properties, biological resources, water quality, air quality, 
noise, transportation, visual aesthetics, hazardous materials, and limiting ecological 
factors. An analysis of possible impacts to these areas based on readily available 
information will be conducted; a complete Environmental Assessment will not be provided 
at this phase of project development. 

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. This 
part of the study will build on both the Step 3 Report and ODFW in-stream flow models 
that are currently being created. An evaluation of the need for and feasibility of using 
stored water to augment in-stream flows will be completed by comparing the available 
water in the basin with the associated water rights and the peak and ecological flow 
analysis. This analysis will provide an indication of the amount of water required to meet 
the identified needs. This study will include a summary of water available in the UGRRW 
(See Step 2 Report), summary of streamflow that is legally protected (See Step 2 Report), 
reference the ecological flows analysis and impact of the proposed project on by-pass, 
optimum peak, and flushing flows that will be conducted as described in 23i. This analysis 
will include the potential for and feasibility of in-stream flow augmentation including 
hydraulic analysis of rainfall-runoff volumes (preliminarily discussed in the Step 2 Report 
and to be enhanced in this study), the extent to which the project can store water 
throughout the year, and the feasibility of if/how the project could operate to augment in-
stream flows. 

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. This storage project is 
not anticipated to be needed for municipal use.  

      
24. 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. 

 
 



26  2020 

Yes, a framework for use would be created to allow for stored water to augment in-stream flows. This 
framework for use would be developed conceptually at the feasibility level, but then, as the project 
was implemented, would be codified as required by law. The UGRRW Partnership contains diverse 
stakeholders and it is a priority for us to ensure that any benefits of water storage are used to meet 
both out-of-stream and in-stream water needs. 
 

 
 



Attachment 0 Cover Sheet for Attachments 

The following attachments are included in this Application: 

Attachment 1 – Site Plan Map 

Attachment 2 – Not included; no landowner agreements at this phase 

Attachment 3 – Documentation of Matching Funds 

• CTUIR Letter of Support and Match Documentation  - Letter from CTUIR Water Resources 
Department documenting the $60,000 of BPA funds that will be used to conduct IFIM/PHABSIM 
studies on Catherine Creek via a contract with ODFW. 

• OWEB Partnership Executed Grant Agreement ($100,000 total funds available) 
• Email from Courtney Shaff, OWEB Business Operations Manager indicating that this feasibility 

study is an acceptable use of OWEB Partnership Capacity/Development Grant Match Funds. Of 
the total $100,000 in OWEB Funds, $40,000 will be used to support this feasibility study. These 
funds will be used to cover consultant time and administrative costs to conduct the needed to 
identify, evaluate, and select locations. This will be allocated as $10,000 for each of task 1, 2, 3, 
and 6. 

• Partnership Match Time Certification Letter – Letter from UGRRW Partnership indicating match 
of approximately 100 hours (20 for each of task 1, 2, 3, 5, and 6) valued at $100 per hour for a 
total of $10,000 in match time contribution. This represents a minimum match, actual time is 
anticipated to be greater. 

• ODFW Email of Support and Match Documentation of $4,000 for Task 4. 

Attachment 4 – Storage Specific Study Requirements – Not included; our answers are contained in the 
feasibility study application on Question 23. 

Attachment 5 – Letters of Support 

• See CTUIR Letter of Support and Match Documentation in Attachment 3 above 
• See ODFW Email of Support and Match Documentation in Attachment 3 above 
• UGRRW Partnership Letter of Support 
• UGRRW Partnership Meeting Minutes with Partnership support for this storage Feasibility Study 

application identified. 
• Union County Cattleman Letter of Support 
• Union County Farm Bureau Letter of Support 
• Grande Ronde Model Watershed Letter of Support 

Attachment 6 – Exhibit 1 Step 3 Area Map and Water Balance Table – Excerpts from the Step 3 Report  

• Figure 2-1 Subwatersheds of the UGRRW 
• Table 7-1 Annual Water Balance (Current Demand) 
• Table 7-2 Annual Water Balance (Future Demand) 
• Table 7-3 Shaded Bi-weekly Water Balance 



Attachment 1 Site Map Plan – Upper Grande Ronde River Watershed, Union County, Oregon 
 



 

Treaty June 9, 1855 ~ Cayuse, Umatilla and Walla Walla Tribes 

Confederated Tribes of the 

Umatilla Indian Reservation 
Department of Natural Resources 

Water Resources Program 

46411 Timíne Way 
Pendleton, OR 97801 

 
www.ctuir.org        davidhaire@ctuir.org 

Phone 541-429-7288  

 Oregon Water Resources Department 

 Grant Program Coordinator 

725 Summer St. NE, Suite A 

 Salem, OR 97301 

 October 15, 2020 

Dear Feasibility Grant Review Team, 

 

As the Water Resources Program Manager for the Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Indian 

Reservation, and as a member of the Upper Grande Ronde River Watershed Place-Based Planning 

Partnership (Partnership), I am pleased to submit this letter in support of the Partnership’s application 

for a Feasibility Study Grant from the Oregon Water Resources Department. 

 

Planning for the sustainable use of water resources is essential to addressing current issues and 

preparing communities and ecosystems for a changing climate. The generous support the Partnership 

has received through Oregon’s Place-Based Planning Program has enabled our basin to begin 

undertaking these efforts in a proactive, collaborative fashion. It is our hope that this work will help 

inform a path to avoiding future resource use conflict, and better prepare our communities for 

adaptation to a changing climate. 

 

However, while planning is a critical first step, the ultimate effectiveness of this effort will be 

contingent upon the implementation of the strategies our Partnership has developed in its vision for 

a sustainable future. Foremost among these is the identification of storage opportunities that will 

enhance, not undermine, the ecological integrity of our river systems. Achieving this will require a 

better understanding of instream needs, which was identified as a data gap during our planning effort. 

 

With this application, our Partnership embarks upon the implementation of its collective vision for 

the Upper Grande Ronde. This vision includes both a thriving economy and a thriving environment, 

and the Umatilla Tribes are pleased to allocate up to $60,000 in BPA funding as match to help invest 

in the analyses necessary to better understand instream demand. 

 

The potential support presented by this Feasibility Study Grant would allow our Partnership to 

continue moving forward in its work, and will be critical to helping Oregon make the most of its 

investment in Place-Based Water Resources Planning in the Upper Grande Ronde. 

  

 

 

 

Program Manager 

Water Resources Program, Department of Natural Resources 

Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Indian Reservation 
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Dana Kurtz

From: Dana Kurtz
Sent: Monday, October 12, 2020 10:44 AM
To: Dana Kurtz
Subject: FW: OWEB partnership fund use

 

From: SHAFF Courtney * OWEB <Courtney.Shaff@oregon.gov>  
Sent: Tuesday, September 29, 2020 3:46 PM 
To: Dana Kurtz <dkurtz@andersonperry.com> 
Subject: RE: OWEB partnership fund use 
 
Hi Dana, I hope you are doing well.  The answers to both questions is yes.  If you have any questions let me know.  
 
Take care,  
 
Courtney  
 
 
Courtney Shaff  
Interim Business Operations Manager  
Oregon Watershed Enhancement Board  
775 Summer St. NE, Suite 360  
Salem, OR 97301  
503‐986‐0046  
courtney.shaff@oregon.gov  
 
To keep updated on OWEB’s granting processes, please visit our website 
(https://www.oregon.gov/oweb/Pages/index.aspx) which contains a list of frequently asked questions and our most 
recent responses.  
 
 

 
 

From: Dana Kurtz <dkurtz@andersonperry.com>  
Sent: Tuesday, September 29, 2020 12:45 PM 
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To: SHAFF Courtney * OWEB <Courtney.Shaff@oregon.gov> 
Subject: OWEB partnership fund use  
 
Hey Courtney,  
 
The Upper Grande Ronde River Watershed Partnership is applying for an OWRD Feasibility Study Grant. I wanted to 
check:  
 

1. Is it allowable to use OWEB partnership funds to draft the application, do background research, meet with work 
groups to work through the study concept etc?  Yes  

2. Is it allowable to use OWEB partnership funds as match funds for the feasibility study grant?  Yes  
3. If the answer to number 2 is no, could you let me know the OWEB TA grant deadline for 2020/2021, and point 

me to the up to date spot on your website? I remember you mentioning grant changes due to COVID but I don’t 
remember if this one was affected.  
 

Thanks for your help!  
 

 

 

Dana Kurtz 
Senior Environmental Scientist 
Anderson Perry & Associates, Inc
1901 N Fir Street/PO Box 1107 
La Grande, OR 97850 
541-963-8309(Office) 
509-953-1804(Cell/Text)  

   

Web         Facebook         LinkedIn  
 



 

 

 

 

October 14, 2020 

 

Dear OWRD review committee, 

 

I, Donna Beverage, Convener of the Upper Grande Ronde River Watershed 

Partnership, pledge to utilize partnership time as match time for this OWRD Water 

Storage Feasibility Grant in the following way: 

 

Task 1 - The UGRRW Partnership will review and provide feedback on the map for at 

least 20 hours total (assuming 1 hour per Stakeholder Committee Member for 

discussion during meetings). 

 

Task 2 - The UGRRW Partnership will review and provide feedback on the social/legal 

assessment for at least 20 hours total (assuming 1 hour per Stakeholder Committee 

Member for discussion during meetings). 

 

Task 3 - The UGRRW Partnership will review and provide feedback on the sites for at 

least 20 hours total (assuming 1 hour per Stakeholder Committee Member for 

discussion during meetings). 

 

Task 5 - The UGRRW Partnership will review and provide feedback on the map for at 

least 20 hours total (assuming 1 hour per average Stakeholder Committee Member 

for discussion during meetings). 

 

Task 6 - The UGRRW Partnership will review and provide feedback on the map for at 

least 20 hours total (assuming 1 hour per average Stakeholder Committee Member 

for discussion during meetings). 

 

This equates to a total of 100 hours of match time from the entire partnership, valued 

at $100 an hour, for a total match of $10,000. 
 

 

Thank you,  

 

 

Donna Beverage    

Commissioner  

 

UNION COUNTY 
BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS 

 
Donna Beverage, Commissioner 

Paul Anderes, Commissioner 
R. Matthew Scarfo, Commissioner 

 
 

Shelley Burgess, Administrative Officer 

 
 

Shelley Burgess, Administrative Officer 

 
 

    1106 K. Avenue La Grande, Oregon 97850 PHONE: (541) 963-1001         FAX: (541) 963-1079        TTY: 1-800-735-1232 
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Dana Kurtz

From: Adrienne W Averett <Adrienne.W.Averett@state.or.us>
Sent: Thursday, October 15, 2020 4:08 PM
To: Dana Kurtz
Cc: Anna Pakenham Stevenson
Subject: RE: Draft Application

Hi Dana,  
 
I can provide $4000.00 of in‐kind match to the feasibility project to assist with implementation of the ODFW prioritization 
and rapid assessment tools, Task 4, and any associated workgroup task for the project period.     
 
Best Regards,  
Adrienne  

 
Adrienne W. Averett (she/her/hers) | East Region Implementation Coordinator  
Oregon Department of Fish & Wildlife  
107 20th Street, La Grande, OR 97850  
Phone: 541‐962‐1839 | adrienne.w.averett@state.or.us   
 
**Please note: I am currently teleworking and the best way to contact me is via email.  I may be working flexible and/or reduced hours 
to balance family and child care needs.  I will respond to your request as quickly as possible.  Thank you for your patience and 
understanding.**  
 

From: Dana Kurtz <dkurtz@andersonperry.com>  
Sent: Thursday, October 15, 2020 11:57 AM 
To: adrienne.w.averett@state.or.us 
Subject: Draft Application  
 
 
 

 

 

Dana Kurtz 
Senior Environmental Scientist 
Anderson Perry & Associates, Inc
1901 N Fir Street/PO Box 1107 
La Grande, OR 97850 
541-963-8309(Office) 
509-953-1804(Cell/Text)  

   

Web         Facebook         LinkedIn  
 





Upper Grande Ronde River Watershed Partnership 
Place-Based Integrated Water Resource Planning 

Stakeholder Meeting No. 32 

Meeting Minutes 

September 16, 2020 

Conference Call 

ATTENDANCE: 

Adrienne Averett, Dave Johnson, Leonard Flint, Larry Larson, Rodger Huffman, Tim Bailey, 

Jed Hassinger, Bill Gamble, Donna Beverage, Jesse Steele, Tony Malmberg, Matt Insko, 

Anton Chiono, Kyle Carpenter, Curt Ricker, Steve Parrett, Dana Kurtz, Brett Moore 

I. WELCOME

a. Introductions

Donna welcomed the group at 5:05pm. Donna stated the next meeting will

hopefully have an in-person option.

b. Meeting Guidelines

Donna discussed guidelines for virtual meetings: state your name, speak up when

talking, and use chat function.

c. Recap of June 24, 2020 Stakeholder meeting

Dana provided a recap of the June 2020 meeting. Feedback was sought about

meeting time preference; 5:00 p.m. to 7:00 p.m. is the preferred time. Dana stated

that the Partnership is applying for an OWRD feasibility study grant due October

15. The Partnership indicated support for this application.

i. Step 4 report schedule, overview, and preliminary comments

Most recent draft was emailed to everyone September 8; it includes

incorporation of additional comments since last meeting.

II. Step 4 Report Review (80 minutes)

a. Revised Schedule

Dana presented the revised schedule:

October 14, 2020 VOTE to adopt Step 4 Report 

November 11, 2020 Review DRAFT Step 5 Report 

December 9, 2020 Revisions to Step 5 Report 

January 2021 Revisions to Step 5 Report 

February 2021 Adopt DRAFT Step 5 Report 

March 1, 2021 Need to Submit plan to allow for 30-60 days agency 

review (ODA, ODFW, OWRD, DEQ)  

April 2021 Wait/work implementation 

May 2021 Wait/work implementation (presentation of final plan 

to the OWRD commission) 

June 30, 2021 Grant extension expires 



Upper Grande Ronde River Watershed Partnership 
Place-Based Integrated Water Resource Planning 

Stakeholder Meeting No. 32 

 

b. Review and discussion of stakeholder comments 

Dana led discussion of stakeholder comments. See attachment. 

 

III. Conclusion (5 minutes) 

a. Requests for Step 5 working groups forthcoming 

 

b. Next meeting is October 14, 2020 (5-7) Misener Room/Conference Call 

 

c. Other Comments  

 

Donna adjourned the meeting at 6:55 p.m. 

 

 





Union County Farm Bureau 
2106 Cove Ave. 
La Grande, OR  97850 
 
10/15/2020 
 
Oregon Water Resources Department 
Attention: Grant Program Coordinator 
725 Summer Street NE, Suite A 
Salem, OR  97301 
 
To Whom It May Concern: 
 
I am writing on behalf of the Union County Farm Bureau to express our full support of the grant 
application for the Upper Grande Ronde River Watershed Storage Study, being submitted by Union 
County.  Our county farm bureau is proud to have been actively engaged in the local place-based 
planning effort, which has identified surface water deficits as one of the highest priority water resource 
issues in our basin.  The proposed study addresses an urgent need for information regarding potential 
options for water storage, a strategy that has risen to the top of the list for addressing the deficits in the 
Grande Ronde watershed. 
 
While late season surface water deficits have long been felt by local farmers that rely on a consistent 
supply of irrigation water to sustain our crops, this deficit has been elucidated by the work done through 
the place-based planning process.  The analysis of the water balance, based on the biweekly supply and 
demands from different user groups, highlights the fact that, while there is a surplus of water on an 
annual basis, deficits occur in late summer for both instream and consumptive uses.  Storage would 
seem to be an obvious solution to this situation, allowing for the beneficial use of spring runoff water 
that is otherwise often detrimental to farms and residences in the valley due to flooding.  However, such 
storage infrastructure is conspicuously lacking in our basin. 
 
We are grateful to Union County for taking this step to proactively seek solutions to these water 
resource issues that are projected to worsen in the future.  The climate change scenarios evaluated by 
the place-based planning group have found that agricultural demand is likely to increase in the future 
due to temperature increases, while the hydrograph could advance such that water leaves the basin 
well before crop water use peaks.  This situation would not only exacerbate irrigation water deficits, but 
would also reduce instream flows needed to support aquatic organisms, leading to increased conflict 
between these user groups.  It is heartening that we have come together as collaborators in this effort 
to seek solutions that benefit all and reduce future conflict. 
 
If funded, Union County Farm Bureau will support the study and continue our participation in place-
based planning to help implement strategies identified through the process.  We are confident that the 
proposed study will provide vital information that could be pivotal in shaping a bright water future for 
our basin.   As farmers, we look forward to these collaborative solutions that will allow us to sustainably 
grow the agricultural products that are the backbone of our local economy.  Thank you for considering 
this application. 
 
Sincerely,  
 
 
Curt Ricker 
President, Union County Farm Bureau 



 
 

The mission of the Grande Ronde Model Watershed Program is to develop and oversee the 

implementation, maintenance and monitoring of coordinated resource management that will 

enhance the natural resources of the Grande Ronde River and Imnaha River Basins. 

 
 
October 14, 2020 
 
Dear OWRD Feasibility Study Review Team, 
 
 
The Grande Ronde Model Watershed (GRMW) Board of Directors are writing 
this letter in support of the Upper Grande Ronde River Watershed Partnership’s 
Place-Based Integrated Water Resource Planning effort. 
 
GRMW staff have participated on both the Stakeholder and Technical Teams 
since the effort was initiated in 2016.  We are committed to continuing our 
participation in the planning process. 
 
GRMW’s mission is to develop and oversee the implementation, maintenance 
and monitoring of coordinated resource management that will enhance the 
natural resources of the Grande Ronde and Imnaha River Basins.  We support 
the study of feasibility for various methods of water storage to address 
municipal, fish & wildlife and agricultural water needs in the Upper Grande 
Ronde River Subbasin.   We are hopeful that solutions exist that can achieve the 
goals of the wide array of partners invested in this process. 
 
The commitment to this planning effort over the last four years from natural 
resource managers, private landowners, county commissioners, state and federal 
employees and citizens of Union County is a testament to the strength of this 
partnership.  Please consider funding this feasibility study for water storage 
options in the Upper Grande Ronde. 
 
Sincerely, 

 
Jesse Steele 
Executive Director  
 

1114  J Ave. 
La Grande, Oregon 97850 

 

(541) 663-0570 
Fax: (541) 962-1585 

 

http://www.grmw.org 

 
 

Board of Directors   
Chair: 

   Susan Roberts 
Vice-Chair: 

Donna Beverage 
 

Allen Childs 
   Norm Cimon 

Jim Zacharias 
Jed Hassinger 

Joe McCormack 
Jeff Yanke 
Larry Nall 

Jim Webster 
Dave Yost 

JD Cant 
Bill Gamble 

 
 
 

Staff: 
Alexandra Towne 

Mary Estes 
Ian Wilson 

Kayla Morinaga 
Jesse Steele 

Connar Stone 

 



Upper Grande Ronde River Watershed Partnership 
Place-Based Integrated Water Resources Planning  
Integrated Water Resources Needs and Vulnerabilities Report Section 1.0 
 

5/8/2019  Upper Grande Ronde River Watershed Partnership 
G:\Clients\Union County\Water\694-82 Place-Based Planning\Reports\Step 3 Needs and Vulnerabilities Report\Report 5.7.19.docx Page 1-3 

The UGRRW is divided into eight subwatersheds that are analyzed in this report. For more information 
on the methodology to develop these subwatersheds, see the State of Water Resources Report (UGRRW 
Partnership, 2018). See the subwatershed boundaries below (Figure 1-2). 

Figure 1-2   
Subwatersheds of the Upper Grande Ronde River Watershed 
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