Attachment A

May 12, 2006

MEMORANDUM

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

SUBJECT: Agenda Item R: Other Business
U.S. Forest Service Whole Watershed Restoration Partnership
May 16-17, 2006 OWEB Board Meeting

l. Introduction

This staff report updates the Board on a proposal to partner with the U.S. Forest Service (USFS)
to conduct “Whole Watershed Restoration” efforts. The Board considered action to fund this
project at its March meeting and raised a number of issues regarding the project. Since that
meeting, OWEB staff worked with USFS staff to respond to Board member questions, and now
request Board action to allocate funds to support the USFS project.

. Issues Raised and Proposed Resolution

One concern raised at the March meeting was whether the USFS was requesting OWEB funds to
make up for funding shortfalls within their agency. This is not the case. The federal funds
available for the partnership project are entirely above and beyond core agency responsibilities.
In fact, the Pacific Northwest Region of the USFS has successfully competed for approximately
$100,000 in additional discretionary restoration funds for this federal fiscal year from within the
agency. In this instance, OWEB funds would not replace federal funding shortfalls. Instead,
OWEB funds would further leverage existing funds that the USFS has obtained to achieve
additional aquatic restoration beyond what they would otherwise accomplish. Moreover, OWEB
funds would all be used for restoration purposes, not to support USFS staff or to fulfill other
federal mandates of the agency.

A second issue raised was about previous partnership accomplishments. In response, the USFS
has provided information about the previous year’s accomplishments with the program
(Attachment A) that shows restoration projects completed in the Umpqua, Sandy, John Day, and
Goose Lake basins. The total investment for these projects was $457,000, which included
$113,000 of USFS funds and $344,000 of other funds.

A third issue raised by Board members concerned the use of OWEB funds by a federal agency
on federal lands. For this project, all OWEB funds are to be used directly for watershed
restoration purposes. This use is fully consistent with OWEB funding objectives. OWEB has
also discussed with USFS staff the desire to use OWEB funds to the greatest extent possible on
non-federal lands or on elements of projects that provide resource benefits to non-federal lands.
This approach would be carried out in implementing the project with the understanding that the



effort seeks to effectively address watershed restoration issues and to avoid, to the extent
possible, unnecessary limitations created by land ownership boundaries. This partnership
method to restoration offers the opportunity to achieve significant benefits for improving
watershed function at a large geographic scale.

Finally, Board members raised concerns about establishing a separate funding process without
the same level of review as the OWEB Grant Program. The process developed under the USFS
partnership has a substantive review that includes OWEB staff participation. While different in
form, the nature of the review is in significant alignment with that provided by the OWEB
regional review teams. In addition, OWEB staff commit to consult with regional review team
members on an informal basis to get their input on proposed projects under the USFS process.
This will be especially important for technically complex and large-scale projects.

To address these Board member concerns, OWEB staff worked with the USFS to develop a list
of conditions that would be part of the USFS partnership agreement. The conditions are
contained in Attachment B.

IV.  Recommendation

Staff recommend the Board allocate $500,000 of capital funds as an interagency agreement
between USFS and OWEB. These funds will be distributed through individual grant agreements
to implementing parties.

Attachments
A. 2004-2005 USFS Partnership Program
B. Proposed Interagency Agreement Conditions



US FOREST SERVICE WHOLE WATERSHED INITIATIVE FUNDED PROJECTS
December 20, 2007

Attachment B

;&%‘E‘; Pjt ID Grantee Project Name StPa :?ngtte Pro;s;:eEnd AP;%(Z(;; PTD Receipts Balance
206-833 5299|USDA Forest Service Siuslaw NF  |US Forest Service Whole Watershed Restoration $ 45,430.00 | $ - % - | $45,430.00
Reserve
206-833 5362|Partnership for the Umpqua Rivers |Joe Hall In-Channel Project 6/1/2006 6/30/2008| $ 27,000.00 | $15,624.25 | $15,624.25 | $ 11,375.75
206-833 5363[MidCoast WSC Green River Large Wood Placement 10/3/2006 6/30/2008| $ 1,000.00 | $ 1,000.00 | $ 1,000.00 | $ -
206-833 5364|Wallowa Resources Peavine, Chesnimnus and Devlis Run Creeks Project 6/1/2006 6/30/2008 $ 20,000.00 [ $10,000.00 | $ 10,000.00 | $ 10,000.00
206-833 5365{Wallowa Resources Upper Joseph Creek Culvert Replacement 6/1/2006 6/30/2008| $ 62,000.00 [ $55,800.00 | $58,689.14 | $ 6,200.00
206-833 5366|Sandy River Basin WSC Sandy River Riparian Restoration Project 7/12/2007| 6/30/2008| $  6,770.00 [ $ - | $ - |$ 6,770.00
206-833 5367|USDA Forest Service Wallowa- Bear and Meadow Creek Large Wood 6/18/2007 6/30/2008| $ 18,000.00 | $ - % - | $18,000.00
Whitman NF
206-833 5370{USDA Forest Service Umatilla NF  [Road 5510 Decommissioning 4/6/2007 7/31/2008| $ 52,000.00 [ $ - 1% - | $52,000.00
206-833 5371|USDA Forest Service Malheur NF  |Upper Beaver Creek Culvert Project 4/6/2007 7/31/2008 $ 55,000.00 [ $ - | $ - | $55,000.00
206-833 5372|USDA Forest Service Fremont - Deming Culvert Replacement 4/7/2007 7/31/2008| $ 60,000.00 | $ - % - | $60,000.00
Winema NFs
206-833 5373|USDA Forest Service Willamette Middle Fork Willamette Large Wood Placement 6/11/2007 6/30/2008| $ 20,000.00 | $ - % - | $20,000.00
NF
206-833 6003|Upper Deschutes WSC Whole Watershed Restoration Partnership - Upper Metolius | 6/13/2007 7/31/2008| $ 34,000.00 | $ - % - | $34,000.00
Fish Passage
206-833 6004|USDA Forest Service Pacific NW  |Whole Watershed Restoration Partnership - Rock Creek 6/15/2007| 6/30/2009| $ 9,000.00 | $ - % - |'$ 9,000.00
Region Fish Passage
206-833 6005(USDA Forest Service Umatilla NF  |Whole Watershed Restoration Partnership - Phase Il Road | 6/15/2007 6/30/2009| $ 30,000.00 | $ - % - | $30,000.00
5510 Decommissioning
206-833 6009(Hood River SWCD Whole Watershed Restoration Partnership - Robinhood 5/29/2007| 12/31/2009( $ 19,800.00 | $ - % - | $19,800.00
LWD Placement
206-833 6027|USDA Forest Service Umpqua NF  |Whole Water Restoration Partnership - Cedar Creek Aquatic | 6/14/2007 10/31/2009( $ 40,000.00 | $ - % - | $40,000.00
$ 500,000.00
USDA Forest Service Agreements $ 284,000.00
Local Partner Grants $ 170,570.00
Uncommitted $ 45,430.00

$500,000.00




Attachment D

Whole Watershed Restoration Initiative- Securing core habitats for

recovery of Pacific salmon and other native fish and wildlife
A Proposal to the Oregon Watershed Enhancement Board

Executive Summary

On behalf of the PNW Whole Watershed Restoration Partnership, Ecotrust respectfully requests $500,000
from the Oregon Watershed Enhancement Board (OWEB) to contribute to the Whole Watershed
Restoration Initiative. Our Partnership combines several large-scale collaborative efforts to recover
Pacific salmon habitat in high conservation-value watersheds in Oregon and Washington. With plans for
considerable growth in 2008, the Partnership is currently funded by the USDA Forest Service, the
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, and the Bureau of Land Management. Ecotrust is the
fiscal agent and program coordinator. The Partnership Fund was created in 2006. Since that time, the
partners have collectively invested $1,935,000 in 28 projects in Oregon, improving conditions on more
than 130 miles of stream habitat, 135 acres of critical riparian, wetland, and forested habitat, removing
more than twelve barriers to salmon and bull trout passage, and decommissioning more than thirteen
miles of sediment-producing roads. More than half of these projects were in high priority basins. By
participating in the Initiative this year (2008), OWEB funding will be matched by at least $1.5 million
dollars of federal funding, plus additional local contributions. (Over two-thirds of this funding is
expected to go to projects in Oregon.)

This Initiative is unique, and highly attractive to new partners, for three primary reasons: 1) the rigorous
multi-scale analyses used to select priority basins, focus watersheds and specific projects needed for
salmon recovery; 2) the Partnership’s focus on completing whole watershed restoration and accelerating
the pace of this restoration; and 3) our partners’ restoration expertise and commitment to provide
technical and operational support to community-based restoration groups, through all project phases
including planning, implementation, and monitoring.

Our Initiative amplifies community-based and regional partnerships, focusing funding for strategic
restoration of Pacific salmon ecosystems. This initiative brings together a unique set of resources, tools,
technical expertise, and proven accomplishment with a diverse and growing network of partners for
recovery of at-risk salmon stocks.

Partnership Background

Ecotrust's mission is to inspire fresh thinking that creates social, environmental, and economic value.
Founded in 1991, Ecotrust is a private, nonprofit organization that works with its partner, Ecotrust
Canada to build a more reliable prosperity in the coastal bio-region stretching from northern California
through British Columbia and Alaska.

For fifteen years, Ecotrust has been at the forefront of salmon ecosystem conservation efforts, building an
infrastructure to spur investment in the natural and social capital of Salmon Nation. Ecotrust has an
extensive history of planning, promoting and facilitating salmon habitat restoration and protection. In
1997, we worked with Sea Resources, one of our community-based partners in Southwest Washington, to
publish Restoring the River, Plan for the Chinook River. This plan was adopted and many of the
activities recommended in the plan have been implemented by a coalition of partners led by Sea
Resources. In 2000, we collaborated with Oregon Trout and Wild Salmon Center to complete A Salmon
Conservation Strategy for the Tillamook and Clatsop State Forests
(http://www.inforain.org/mapsatwork/anchorhabitats/). From that input, the Oregon Department of
Forestry crafted its own version of a Salmon Anchor Habitat Strategy in 2003, and we continue to assist
them in improving the conservation measures associated with their strategy. To help support and
integrate the work of multiple partners, in 2002, Ecotrust completed The Development of Regional




Priorities for Salmon Restoration in the Coastal Watersheds of the Pacific Northwest
(http://www.inforain.org/mapsatwork/priorities/).

The Forest Service is a primary coalition partner, with considerable technical expertise and operational
experience. The agency manages more than 30 million acres of forest and rangelands critical to the
successful recovery of Pacific salmon in Washington, Oregon, California and Idaho. These National
Forest System lands compose the headwaters of most of Oregon’s river basins, delivering high-quality
water to downstream habitats and composing a significant portion of remaining refugia for wild fish and
aquatic organisms. Protection and restoration of salmon habitat on these lands is provided by a
comprehensive Aquatic Conservation Strategy (USDA Forest Service, 1994). Coupled with adjoining
private lands containing broad, productive valley bottoms, these National Forest System lands provide
some of the best sites to target for cooperative restoration, requiring a relatively small investment to
produce high-quality habitat conditions at the watershed scale.

Ecotrust and the Forest Service have partnered for more than five years to identify and implement priority
work for salmon recovery in the watersheds of Oregon and Washington (Pacific Coast Watershed
Partnership, www.PacificWatersheds.net). For a description of past community-based project work,
please see: Roots of Prosperity, The Pacific Coast Watershed Partnership
http://www.ecotrust.org/publications/roots_of prosperity.html.

Priority Areas

Initial priority areas in Oregon and Washington were identified using our conservation planning priorities

tool (www.PacificWatersheds.net/priorities) combined with outputs from the river basin-scale

prioritization by the Forest Service (Basin-scale Restoration Prioritization Process, PNW Region, USDA

Forest Service, Appendix 1). The Partnership selected the following priority basins for this initiative:
e Mid-North Oregon Coast

South Oregon Coast (Rogue/Umpqua)

John Day

Lower Columbia (Hood River downstream)

Upper Columbia (Above Yakima, below Grand Coulee)

Puget Sound

Based on watershed analyses and community input, our partners in these basins have selected focus
watersheds as their initial targets for recovery. Focus watersheds within the basins are:
e Mid-North Oregon Coast: Alsea River
South Oregon Coast: Steamboat Creek (North Fork Umpqua) ; South Fork Coquille
John Day: Middle and North Fork
Lower Columbia: Sandy River, Oregon; and Lewis River, Washington
Upper Columbia: Methow/Twisp Rivers
Puget Sound: Skagit River and South Fork Skokomish River

See Appendix 2, Map: Whole Watershed Restoration Partnership Priority Basins.

NOAA has also rated the relative conservation value (high, medium, or low) of all watersheds with
critical habitat for salmon. The WWRI focus watersheds are all ranked high by NOAA.

Our planning and prioritization process takes a ‘Protect the Best’ approach, focusing restoration activities
in a few important watersheds per basin. Using watershed analyses, we identify the most critical work
needed for each in action plans. The goal is to restore and protect the major ecological functions,
removing risk factors and restoring damaged habitat-forming processes in the watershed, across all



ownerships. Once we have completed this work, we shift focus of restoration efforts to the next priority
watershed. We believe that by concentrating and coordinating restoration efforts where there is strong
community support, collaboration, and high ecological value, we achieve measurable and sustainable
recovery faster than when our efforts are spread randomly across the landscape.

Goals and Objectives

Goal:
Complete whole watershed restoration within priority river basins, securing core habitats for recovery
of native, at-risk fish and wildlife species.

Long term objectives:
1. Complete essential work restoring major ecological functions in at least 5 watersheds by 2010.
2. Publicize habitat restoration and protection efforts to increase citizen awareness and support of
watershed restoration efforts.

Short-term objectives:
1. Support at least one high-quality project in each watershed in all priority basins per year,

implementing the rigorous Sub-Award Selection Process described in Appendix 3.

Manage, track, fund, and report on more than 20 sub-award projects.

Grow the Partnership Fund to $2 million per year of public and private funding.

4. Incorporate a base monitoring program for each sub-award project selected and establish a common
reporting and monitoring format.

5. Increase and improve the public outreach and education efforts associated with the restoration
activities supported by the Partnership Fund (sub-awards) and publicize the Initiative’s goals,
supporters, and achievements.

LN



Appendix 1

Pacific Northwest Region, Forest Service
Basin-scale Restoration Prioritization Process

Pacific Northwest Region
U.S.D.A. Forest Service

Dave Heller, Regional Fish Program Leader
Bruce McCammon, Regional Hydrologist
Jeff Uebel, Regional Habitat Biologist

June 2002



I. General Background

A prioritization process to identify geographic emphasis areas for restoration
work has been developed by the Pacific Northwest Region, Forest Service. It
provides an ecological basis for priority setting. The Regional process consists
of three “modules” displaying priorities for aquatic, terrestrial and
community/social environments. The modules are designed to operate
independently or be combined to produce an integrated priority ranking for
basins. These modules have been initially applied at the basin scale (3" level
hydrologic unit or HUC), to provide information for broad-scale strategic planning.
It is anticipated that the general approach and criteria used in the modules will be
used at other spatial scales (4", 5™ and even 6™ field HUC's) as a basis for
developing a consistent, nested strategy for restoration work at all levels in the
Pacific NW Region. Increasingly more detailed local data would be used as
watershed size decreases. Basic concepts guiding development of the three
modules has emphasized analysis of whole basins (not just Federal lands), as
well as rating areas in the best relative condition as the highest priority for
restoration.

Il. Aguatic Module Approach

The aquatic module considers resource condition, watershed sensitivity, and
management-related risk factors in establishing priorities. It addresses
ecological needs of at-risk fish stocks, watershed condition and water quality.
The underlying approach in developing the model is to utilize quantitative
information, using the best data consistently available across the two-state area
(Oregon and Washington).

The model utilizes the same general methodology developed in the interagency
(IIT) Interim Watershed Restoration Strategy, for Biological Opinions in the
PACFISH/INFISH areas (May 2000). Please refer to this document for details on
derivation of the model. It is included as Appendix A. This Regional model
incorporates additional variables for reflecting water quality improvement needs.
It also uses some different information than was used in the IIT Restoration
Strategy analysis, in an effort to utilize uniform data sets available for the entire
two-state area.

I1l. Model Development and Framework

The model construction incorporates three primary categories for analysis: 1)
Aquatic Resource Condition; 2) Watershed Sensitivity; and 3) Management
Intensity. The paradigm of risk reduction in the “best” basins first drives the
weighting of the model components from 4 for aquatic resource condition to 1 for
watershed integrity. These weights were assigned based on the modelers’ belief
of their relative importance. The model is intended to select for basins with a



higher proportion of watersheds in a “fully functioning” or “functioning at risk”
condition. Among basins with similar condition ratings, the most “sensitive” are
rated highest for treatment, and then among similar groupings, the basins with
the greatest amount of risk factors are rated highest.

Each of the categories is represented by a series of criteria/indicators. These are
both physical and biological for each of the categories. Basins are scored for
each indicator and the indicator ratings are ranked to normalize. In an Excel
spreadsheet, each indicator ranking is then weighted by multiplying it's relative
importance within the category by the reliability of the data — high-3, medium 2,
and low-1. This results in a possible range of weights for each indicator, ranging
from 1-9. The weighted indicator scores within each category for each basin are
summed and averaged to produce a weighted average score for the category.
The weighted average score for each category is then multiplied by the category
weight. The scores for each of the categories are then totaled for each basin.
The general logic track followed for model development follows (refer also to
Table I):

1. Aquatic Resource Condition: With a weighting of 4, this category is
weighted as the most important category in the model. It represents basin
condition under existing management regimes. It also infers the potential for
detectable response in resources of concern (fish populations, water quality, etc.)
to restoration work. It is intended to select for basins with the highest proportion
of sub basins/watersheds in “functioning” or “functioning at risk” condition. The
category uses both physical and biological criteria/indicators.

e Physical Indicators
o Current condition/potential for response: Water quality
impaired stream segments
o Future status: Land-use (amount of protected/reserved
lands)
e Biological Indicators
o General condition: Native biodiversity
o Condition/potential for response: Healthy fish stocks



2. Basin Sensitivity: This category has a weighting of 2. It characterizes the
inherent relative sensitivity of the watershed to disturbance using selected risk
factors (see #3 below).

e Physical Indicators
o Surface erosion risk
o Mass failure risk
e Biological Indicator
o Federally Listed T& E species

3. Management Intensity: This category measures the degree of human
impact on the landscape, and is a measure of potential to affect significant
change in resource conditions through restoration work. Human-caused
disturbance such as road building and consumptive water use are considered
risk factors. This is the lowest weighted category and is intended to help sort
basins after each basins’ condition and sensitivity are factored together.

o Terrestrial/Watershed Indicator- Road density
o Aquatic Indicator (channel condition)- Consumptive water
use

TABLE I: Aquatic Model Construction

1. Aquatic Resource Condition

Indicator Score-> Rank (1-9) X Indicator Weight*= Weighted Rank
303d segments
Key watershed %
Wild/Parks %
Healthy Stocks
Biodiversity

|

|
ololofefs

|

Condition Category = Sum Indicator Weighted Ranks X 4 (Category
Score Sum of Indicator Weights (33) Weight*)

2. Basin Sensitivity
Indicator Score->Rank (1-9) X Indicator Weight*= Weighted Rank

Surf. Erosion risk - 4 L
Mass failure risk . 4 S
T&E species _ . 3 L

Sensitivity Category= Sum Indicator Weighted Ranks X 2 (Category
Score Sum of Indicator Weights (11) Weight*)




3. Management Intensity (Risk)
Indicator Score->Rank (1-9) X Indicator Weight*=Weighted Rank

Road Density L L 3 _
Water Use . . 3 .
Risk Category = Sum Indicator Weighted Ranks X 1 (Category
Score Sum of Indicator Weights (6) Weight*)
Total Basin Score = Condition+Sensitivity+Risk
Scores

*Weighting assignment:
Category Weighting- relative importance based on restoration
philosophy
Indicator Weighting- importance in category times the reliability of
the data

V. Criteria description/derivation

An attempt was made to use the most robust, ecologically representative, and
direct measure for each indicator. In many cases, it was difficult to find complete
data sets derived in a consistent fashion that covered both states for preferred
indicators. Therefore a different, less directly related indicator was sometimes
used. Indicators utilized include:

Water Quality/Physical Criteria

1. Number of currently listed 303(d) segments in the basin.
303(d) listed segments identify those water-bodies that are
currently not meeting water quality standards and, therefore, are
not providing for beneficial uses. Data was taken from an EPA
source. No attempt to validate the listings was made. The data is
for total number of segments and does not represent miles of
“impaired” segments.

2. lrrigation water use
Measures water withdrawal without return flow to streams in million
gallons/day. 1998 water use values were taken from published
USGS data.

3. Surface erosion risk
Potential for surface erosion was estimated for each basin. A
professional panel was convened to qualitatively assign a Very
High, High, Moderate, or Low rating to each of Omernick’s eco-
regions (level 1IV). A GIS query was made to intersect the basin
and eco-region maps with a resultant data table showing acres of




each eco-region in each basin. A final rating for each basin was
determined based on the relative real extent of each erosion class
within a basin.

4. Mass failure risk
Derived in the same fashion as Surface Erosion, above.

5. Road density
Percent of basin with transportation network greater than or equal

to 2 miles per sg. mile. A “moving windows” approach was applied
to a GIS layer that contains transportation maps for all ownerships
in both Oregon and Washington. The result of the analysis is a
tabulation of acres of density classes by ownership by basin. The
table, in concert with the spatial arrangement of the densities,
provides a good representation of the variability of roads within
each basin. Ownership was ignored in the model input. The total
area for road networks with density greater than or equal to 2 miles
per square mile was totaled for use in the model.

Land-use “Condition” Indicators

Two general classes of land-uses were identified as likely to maintain or improve
watershed conditions over time:

1. Wilderness and National parks
Highly protected lands with relatively limited current and future
amounts of human caused disturbance. The percent of each
basin’s acreage in these lands was calculated.

2. Key Watersheds
These are high quality and readily restorable watersheds with high
biological fish recovery and/or water quality values. They are the
focus areas for protection and restoration efforts on FS and BLM
lands. The percent of each basin’s acreage allocated to Key
watersheds (Northwest Forest Plan, Tier I/Tier Il) and/or A1/A2
watersheds (ICBEMP) was calculated.

Biological/Fish criteria

The three biological criteria utilized include:

1. Healthy stocks — number/status of healthy anadromous fish stocks.
Some agencies and interest groups have proposed these stocks as
a logical focal point for protection/restoration efforts. The rationale
for this index recognizes healthy stocks as indicators of functional
habitats. They also infer a relative lack of other significant impacts



acting on the populations, which suggests good potential for
response from further habitat restoration.

The number of species represented by a healthy stock in each
basin was taken from Huntington, et al. (1994), Healthy Native
Stocks of Anadromous Salmonids in the Pacific Northwest and
California. Basins shown with a “Healthy Level 1” stock (greater
than 2/3 potential productivity for the river system) were given two
points; basins with only a “Healthy Level 2" stock (10-66% of
potential productivity) were given one point. Points for each
species were summed to give a total basin score. No attempt was
made to verify the information from the source document. (There is
no comprehensive information on relative status of resident fish
populations available for the two-state area.)

2. Threatened and Endangered Species- number of federal threatened and
endangered fish species in each basin.

Each listed species is given one point. These are totaled for each
basin. Distribution of fish species listed as Endangered or
Threatened (or proposed for listing) were taken from Listing Status
Maps (see www.nwr.noaa). The rationale for the criterion is to
reflect the relative risk for loss of fish species, as well as to
recognize potential benefits from restoration work to help recover
listed species.

3. Biodiversity- number/basin of native salmonid plus rare endemic non-
salmonid fish species.

Each native salmonid species and each Regionally listed sensitive
non-salmonid species was given one point and totaled for each
basin. Due to the current lack of consistent, complete information
on aquatic biodiversity in the watersheds across Oregon and
Washington, the modeling effort utilized two of the more complete
data sets available: The number of native salmonid species in
each basin and the Pacific NW Region FS Sensitive Species list
(which incorporates species listed by both States and Natural
Heritage databases). It was assumed that the diversity of these
native species still present in these basins could function as an
indicator of aquatic community status, and also reflect the additive
benefits for watershed restoration to multiple species. Sources for
data were StreamNet GIS maps, USFWS Distinct Population
Segment maps, and NOAA Coastal Listing Status Map (see
www.nwr.noaa.gov/l1salmon/salmesa/cuttesum .htm.) Efforts are
underway in both Oregon and Washington to compile general
aquatic biodiversity information. When this is available, the model
can be updated with more representative criteria.



http://www.nwr.noaa.gov/1salmon/salmesa/cuttesum

V. Sensitivity Testing

In initial tests of early versions of the model, weighting of the indicators differed
from that shown above. Weighting was adjusted for several indicators to provide
better balance within the model. Computing weighted average scores for each
category also helped to balance the indicators. Subsequent sensitivity testing
has shown that results from the present version of the model do not change
significantly with small changes to weighting in any of the indicators or
categories.

VIl. Results

Values for the indicators in each basin, and the resulting total model scores are
displayed in Table 1. The basin total scores are shown in Table Ill. Basins
ranking 30 or more were rated as having “high” ecological priority for restoration.
These basins include: Puget Sound, Lower Columbia, Washington Coastal,
Southern Oregon Coastal, Northern Oregon Coast, Lower Snake and John Day.
Basins ranking 23-29 were rated moderate, and include Willamette, Klamath,
Upper Columbia, Northern California Coastal, Deschutes, Middle Columbia,
Clearwater, and Yakima. Basins ranking 22 and below rated low, including Pend
Oreille, Middle Snake-Powder, Spokane, Oregon Closed Basins, Middle Snake-
Boise, Upper Sacramento and Black Rock Basin.



TABLE Il: Basin Criteria and Category Scores

Resource Condition

160402
170102
170103
170200
170300
170501
170502
170601
170603
170701
170702
170703
170800
170900
171001
171002
171003
171100
171200
180101
180102
180200

Risk

160402
170102
170103
170200
170300
170501
170502
170601
170603
170701
170702

healthy Witd.

Basin Name 303(d) key WS NP/wild stk biodivers. Rank
Black Rock Basin 9 27 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
Pend Oreille 9} 27 4; 38 o 1 o 0 320 3
Spokane 9 27 112 0 0 0 0 215 2
Upper Columbia 4 21 329 3 26 5 27 7, 44 4
Yakima @ 21 4: 38 3 24 0 0 5: 29 3
Middle Snake-Boise 8 25 220 0 1 0 0 210 2
Middle Snake-Powder 8/ 25 4: 35 0 0 0 0 0 5 2
Lower Snake 721 5 43 4; 35 0 0 5 29 4
Clearwater 9i 27 7. 67 0 0 o 0 4i 25 4
Middle Columbia 721 217 0 4 2 14 6 34 3
John Day 6 19 9l 81 113 2 14 4 25 5
Deschutes 8! 23 331 214 0 0 4 25 3
Lower Columbia 721 5 42 5 44 320 7. 39 5
Willamette 7. 22 5 41 323 0 0 6l 34 4
Washington Coastal 7. 22 2115 4; 39 954 8! 49 5
Northern Oregon Coastal 7\ 22 4 37 0 3 5 27 5 29 4
Southern Oregon Coastal 2 7 6! 55 219 6 34 5: 29 4
Puget Sound 0 0 5 43 9 81 741 9. 54 7
Oregon Closed Basins 8l 23 112 0 0 0 0 6l 34 2
Northern California Coastal 9 27 5 48 0 0 1 7 2115 3
Klamath 8l 25 7i 61 1 12 o 0 7\ 44 4
Upper Sacramento 9, 27 1 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
importance 1 3 3 2 2

data reliability 3 3 3 3 3

criteria wt. 3 9 9 6 6 33

Basin Name roads water use

Black Rock Basin 0 0 9 27 5
Pend Oreille 0 1 9 27 5
Spokane 3 9 9 26 6
Upper Columbia 4 13 0 0 2
Yakima 5 16 411 4
Middle Snake-Boise 1 2 7 20 4
Middle Snake-Powder 3 9 7 22 5
Lower Snake 3 9 7 20 5
Clearwater 0 O 9 27 5
Middle Columbia 4 12 514 4
John Day 412 8 25 6



170703 Deschutes 5 15 7 21
170800 Lower Columbia 6 18 9 26
170900 Willamette 8 23 6 18
171001 Washington Coastal 516 9 27
171002 Northern Oregon Coastal 9 27 9 27
171003 Southern Oregon Coastal 6 19 8 23
171100 Puget Sound 5 14 9 26
171200 Oregon Closed Basins 3 9 6 17
180101 Northern California Coastal 0 0 9 27
180102 Klamath 2 6 7 21
180200 Upper Sacramento 0 1 8 25

importance 1 1

data reliability 3 3

criteria wt. 3 3 6

Sensitivity
sfc
Basin Name eros. mass fall T&E

160402 Black Rock Basin 2 8 2 8 00
170102 Pend Oreille 5 20 2 8 1 3
170103 Spokane 5 20 2 8 1 3
170200 Upper Columbia 5 20 2 8 3 9
170300 Yakima 5 20 2 8 3 9
170501 Middle Snake-Boise 5 20 2 8 1 3
170502 Middle Snake-Powder 5 20 2 8 1 3
170601 Lower Snake 8 32 2 8 4 12
170603 Clearwater 5 20 2 8 3 9
170701 Middle Columbia 5 20 2 8 4 12
170702 John Day 8 32 2 8 2 6
170703 Deschutes 5 20 2 8 1 3
170800 Lower Columbia 2 8 520 5 15
170900 Willamette 2 8 2 8 6 18
171001 Washington Coastal 2 8 2 8 2 6
171002 Northern Oregon Coastal 2 8 6 24 1 3
171003 Southern Oregon Coastal 5 20 6 24 2 6
171100 Puget Sound 2 8 2 8 3 9
171200 Oregon Closed Basins 2 8 2 8 1 3
180101 Northern California Coastal 9 36 520 1 3
180102 Klamath 2 8 2 8 5 15
180200 Upper Sacramento 5 20 2 8 0 0

importance 2 2 1

data reliability 2 2 3

criteria wt 4 4 311
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TABLE IlI: Total Basin Scores, Aquatic Restoration Priority Model

Cond. Risk Sens. total

160402 Black Rock Basin 3 5 3 1
170102 Pend Oreille 10 5 6 21
170103 Spokane 7 6 6 18
170200 Upper Columbia 18 2 7 27
170300 Yakima 14 4 7 25
170501 Middle Snake-Boise 7 4 6 16
170502 Middle Snake-Powder 8 5 6 19
170601 Lower Snake 16 5 9 30
170603 Clearwater 14 5 7 26
170701 Middle Columbia 11 4 7 23
170702 John Day 18 6 8 33
170703 Deschutes 11 6 6 23
170800 Lower Columbia 20 7 8 35
170900 Willamette 15 7 6 28
171001 Washington Coastal 22 7 4 33
171002 Northern Oregon Coastal 14 9 6 30
171003 Southern Oregon Coastal 17 7 9 34
171100 Puget Sound 26 7 5 38
171200 Oregon Closed Basins 8 4 3 16
180101 Northern California Coastal 12 5 11 27
180102 Klamath 17 5 6 27
180200 Upper Sacramento 4 4 5 14
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Table IV. TOTAL BASIN SCORES, Aquatic Restoration Priority Model
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Appendix 3: Sub-Award Selection Process

A request for proposals (RFP) was emailed directly to all watershed councils and Soil and Water
Conservation Districts in priority areas as well as to dozens of land trusts, Tribes, local governments, and
other restoration-focused organizations in Oregon. NOAA’s Community-based Restoration Center also
sent the RFP out to its entire mailing list of those interested in restoration. Ecotrust, NOAA, and the PNW
Region of the Forest Service also sent out press releases announcing the Whole Watershed Restoration
Initiative’s available funding, and the RFP was available on the front page of Ecotrust’s web site for over
seven weeks.

The Partnership Fund’s selection committee currently includes staff members from the following agencies
and organizations: OWEB; the US Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS); Ecotrust; NOAA; Trout
Unlimited; the Bureau of Land Management (BLM); the Forest Service; The Nature Conservancy; the
Grand Ronde Tribe; the Wild Salmon Center (invited); the Washington Salmon Recovery Funding Board
(invited); and the Bonneville Environmental Foundation.

The project Evaluation Criteria with which we will select sub-award projects with OWEB funds are:
Goals and Objectives(10 points)

Justification/Technical Merit (20 points)

Benefits (15 points)

Diversity of Partnership (10 points)

Project Readiness (10 points)

Applicant Experience (5 points)

Monitoring (10 points)

Community Outreach (10 points)

Budget/Cost Effectiveness (10 points)
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The sub-award details below were derived directly from the Whole Watershed Restoration Initiative’s
RFP.

Eligible Projects

Restoration projects including, but not limited to, the following activities will be considered for funding:

e Breaching or removal of levees

e Removal of dams or other large obstructions to rivers and streams

e Culvert removal and traditional culvert replacement with stream-bed simulation type culverts or
bridges

o Reestablishing river flow patterns, meanders, and channels that have been altered or obstructed

¢ Restoring and enhancing connections between lakes, sloughs, side channels, the floodplain, and
the main channel

o Restoring riverbanks and floodplains, including riparian restoration

A portion of the funding is dedicated to fish passage barrier removal activities. Proposals should focus on
on-the-ground habitat restoration activities, but they may include other activities such as feasibility
analysis, design, outreach, education, and monitoring. Project activities should be completed within
twenty-four months of the award start date. Activities that constitute legally required mitigation for the
adverse effects of an activity regulated or otherwise governed by local, state, or federal law will not be
considered. Projects requesting less than $20,000 or more than $100,000 will not be considered for
funding under this solicitation.



Eligible Applicants

Eligible applicants include: Tribes, local governments, and non-profit organizations such as local
watershed councils and Soil and Water Conservation Districts, educational institutions, and other non-
governmental community groups and organizations. Federal agencies may apply, but they are ineligible
to receive the NOAA-contributed funds.

Projects that demonstrate strong partnerships are encouraged. A non-federal match of at least 25% of the
total project cost is required, though exceptions may be made for projects that otherwise rank extremely
high.

Compliance with NEPA and Other State and Federal Regulations

Successful applicants will be required to satisfy all financial and programmatic requirements and meet all
applicable local, state, and Tribal environmental laws and Federal consistency requirements before project
implementation. Applicable NEPA, ESA, Clean Water, and state/federal requirements for all projects
located on federal land will be completed by the Forest Service, Bureau of Land Management, or other
federal agency. The Forest Service may be able to assist with these requirements for projects on non-
federally managed land where resources directly benefit federal land.

Applicants should provide detailed information on the activities to be conducted, locations, sites, species
and habitat to be affected, possible construction activities, and environmental concerns that may exist in
order for the federal agency to make a NEPA determination on each proposal.

Application Process

Application forms are available on Ecotrust’s Web site at www.ecotrust.org. Applications and all other
required documentation must be submitted electronically to tbriggie@ecotrust.org by 5:00 PM on
December 15, 2007. Applicants are required to use the provided format. Please limit the narrative
section (A-H) of the application to five pages.

The application consists of three sections:
1. Title Page (basic organization, contact, and project information);
2. Narrative Questions (based on above evaluation criteria); and
3. Budget Section (expense description and budget table).

Please use the following evaluation criteria descriptions when completing the narrative question
section:

A. Goals and Objectives (10 points)

Goals and objectives refer to the expected condition of the treated area and anticipated project outcomes.
Goals and objectives should be stated clearly and include quantifiable targets. Examples of measurable
objectives include the number of barriers removed or number of points where flow patterns are restored.

B. Justification/Technical Merit (20 points)
Scoring for this category is heavily weighted towards selecting and completing essential restoration work
in priority areas (see Priority River Basins and Focus Watersheds described below).

What is the importance of the project and why is it needed? Where is it located? What is the context of
the project in terms of accomplishment of whole watershed restoration? Is the action tied to or identified
in an existing recovery plan or a watershed action plan? What is the basis for the activity (extent to which
the project is based on analysis and identification of limiting factors). Cite existing watershed analyses
and restoration or recovery plans.

Priority River Basins (5 points, maximum) are:
e Mid-North Oregon Coast



South Oregon Coast (Rogue/Umpgua)

John Day

Lower Columbia (Hood River downstream)

Upper Columbia (above Yakima, below Grand Coulee)
Puget Sound

Focus Watersheds (10 points, maximum) are:
e Mid-North Oregon Coast: Alsea River
e South Oregon Coast: North Fork Umpgua (Steamboat Creek) and South Fork Coquille
o John Day: Middle (Camp Creek) and North Fork (Granite Creek)
e Lower Columbia: Sandy River (Salmon River), Oregon; and Lewis River (East Fork),
Washington
e Upper Columbia: Methow (Twisp) River
e Puget Sound: Upper Skagit River (Sauk/Suiattle) and Skokomish River (South Fork)

Up to an additional five points will be awarded based on the project justification. This includes the extent
to which the project addresses identified limiting factors and implements and existing restoration plan.

C. Benefits (15 points)

The description of project benefits should include benefits to target species (Pacific salmon and
steelhead). Benefits include the number of acres and stream miles of habitat improved and the magnitude
of the improvements (percentage increase in usable habitat, floodplain capacity, etc.). The description
should also address the degree to which the action will improve watershed condition and contribute to
completion of whole watershed restoration. Economic and social benefits should also be described.

D. Diversity of Partnership (10 points)

Developing partnerships among communities, organizations, individuals and agencies is an important
element to long term restoration success. Projects that involve more than one entity will be ranked higher
during the evaluation process. Diversity of partnership will be measured by the number and level of
confirmed partner contributions. Total project funding should consist of at least 25% of funding matched
by other (non-federal) organizations.

E. Readiness (10 points)

Readiness is the degree to which the project is ready for implementation in terms of NEPA standing,
project design, permits, and contract preparation. Projects that are ready to implement will rank higher
during the evaluation process than those that are in the planning phase.

F. Experience (5 points)

Applicants must show capacity to implement the scope and scale of the proposed work and the ability to
successfully complete the project within the proposed budget and timeline. Organizations previously
participating in similar projects with a proven record of project completion and qualified staff members
may be ranked higher during the evaluation process.

G. Monitoring (10 points)

All funded projects must include plans for monitoring project effectiveness consistent with the Estuary
Restoration Act of 2000. Guidance and tools for developing monitoring plans and more information on
monitoring requirements are available at: http://era.noaa.gov/htmls/era/era_monitoring.html

Project monitoring plans must also include a project completion report containing before and after photo
points that illustrate the effects of the project activities as clearly as possible.

H. Community Outreach (10 points)
Ideal projects will demonstrate a high degree of community involvement in all phases of project
development, including implementation and monitoring. Restoration project proposals that include



complementary public outreach and awareness-building components contributing to their watershed
restoration effort will be ranked higher than those without these outreach activities.

I. Budget/Cost Effectiveness (10 points)

The budget description should detail all funds requested and all matching funds and in-kind contributions
and follow the budget format provided. Please also include whether matching funds and other
contributions are pending or secured.
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