Project:  Implement the Grande Ronde Model Watershed Program Administration and Habitat Restoration Projects

BPA Project Number:  199202601

Response to ISRP Comments

Comment - The proposal did not provide sufficient detail on monitoring and monitoring results.  Specifically address the following areas:

· Provide a better description of results and post-project monitoring.

· Provide a formal evaluation of cumulative effects of all watershed council activities and an over all evaluation plan.

· Provide results in terms of measured responses in species and habitats.

Response

Individual Project Monitoring

Project monitoring at the individual project level consists of implementation monitoring and a  basic level of effectiveness monitoring designed to assess results of the project at the site where the work was accomplished.  Project specific monitoring does not address off-site results or cumulative effects of groups of projects.  

The intensity of project effectiveness monitoring is commensurate with the project complexity.  The GRMWP requires a monitoring plan to be included with each project proposal submitted to the GRMWP.  Each proposal (See Attachment 2), including the monitoring component, is reviewed by our 9-member Technical Committee composed of primarily agency biologists and resource project specialists.  The Technical Committee determines the adequacy of the monitoring plan relative to the objectives and complexity of the project.  The GRMWP requires an annual monitoring report for each project for five years.  We maintain a project file that contains each year’s monitoring reports.

The GRMWP does not annually summarize the results of our on-going habitat restoration projects.  Perhaps this is something we should do.  We implement 20-30 individual projects annually.  Many of these are small scale projects using restoration methods that have been demonstrated many times through research level investigations to be effective in varied applications.  Examples include riparian livestock exclusion fencing, off-stream livestock water development, riparian planting, road obliterations, culvert replacement (passage related), and natural large wood placement.   Staff does, however, review the annual reports when they are submitted.  Annual reports are submitted for five years.  This timeframe allows us to assess early results such as if the facilities are being maintained, vegetation survival or response, fish passage improvements and sediment reduction (visual and narrative).     Photo-points are used extensively to demonstrate changes such as vegetation recovery.  Although photo-points do not provide quantitative information they do depict qualitative improvements.

Cumulative Effects Monitoring

We do not believe cumulative effects monitoring of all watershed council activities, at the basin scale, would be productive, nor would it detect habitat improvements related to projects.  We base this on two factors.  The first is it has been a relatively short timeframe since projects have actually been implemented on the ground. Projects were funded through the GRMWP beginning in 1994.  At the earliest, the first projects were not completed until 1995 or 1996.  Many projects have been of the passive type such as livestock exclusion fencing to encourage riparian revegetation by natural means.  Measurable habitat change, at individual sites, over such a short timeframe is unlikely.  A cumulative effects assessment to detect changes in water quality, habitat, or species (changes normally occurring over many years or even decades), in the same timeframe, is extremely unlikely. 

The second reason for this assertion is the scale of the restoration work program compared to the size of the area and the extent of the problems.  To demonstrate see Table 1.  Table 1 depicts implementation results of restoration projects in three watersheds that have been the object a relatively high level of restoration work, the Upper Grande Ronde (UGR), Catherine Creek and the Lostine River. 

Summary of GRMWP Projects 1994-2000 for three selected watersheds

Watershed
UGR
Catherine Crk
Lostine River

Total Acres in Watershed
440,600
202,300
69,000

Perennial Stream Miles
1,325
500
98

Stream Miles Treated
131
11
5

Stream Miles Affected *
235
90
80

Riparian Exclosure Fence miles
70
6 
8

Livestock Water Developments
45
11
7

# instream structures (includes natural wood placement)
219
57
5

Instream habitat improvements (miles treated)
59 
7
.1

# Diversion structures improved
0
6
5

Fish Passage Improvements (# sites

13
4

Upland Work (acres treated)
248
1


Road Work (improvement or obliteration) miles of road
60
161
2

Riparian Work (ac treated)
1631 
57 
54

* Stream miles affected includes miles treated, and are any streams, or stream reaches,  that were influenced by riparian or upland treatments.  Upland treatments may be at some distance from the riparian area, e.g. livestock pasture fencing.

As can be seen by these figures, even if projects were to show immediate results, the limited extent of the work only affects a relatively small proportion of these watersheds.

Realizing the need to demonstrate results in some manner, the GRMWP contracted the services of consultant, Steve Bauer of Pocket Water Inc., to assess our monitoring program and prepare a report suggesting how to adequately conduct project effectiveness, cumulative effects and water quality monitoring.  Several conclusions/recommendations came out of this report.

Conclusions/recommendations addressing project effectiveness monitoring were:

· Documenting a linkage between projects, or groups of projects, and in-stream benefits is not likely because stream condition is a product of both near-stream activities and the cumulative effect of upstream conditions.

· Causing change to in-stream condition requires considerable improvement in the condition of the watershed.

· A strategy for documenting the effectiveness of projects may need to rely more heavily on a weight of evidence approach than on direct monitoring.  Elements might include:

1. Implementation monitoring

2. Monitoring surrogate measures (e.g. canopy density/shade for water temperature)

3. Inference from water quality/fisheries habitat trend monitoring

· A possible strategy might be to use implementation monitoring and minimal effectiveness monitoring for every project combined with more detailed effectiveness monitoring for a sub-sample of representative projects, then scale up the information to the entire program.

The GRMWP is currently implementing two other general recommendations from this report.  The first is to hire a Monitoring Coordinator and the second is to complete a basin wide Monitoring Plan.  The Program already does the implementation and low level effectiveness monitoring for projects, as recommended above.  

In spite of the above comments, we believe base line and trend monitoring is in place to accomplish some of the other recommendations (see below).  Water quality trend monitoring, habitat monitoring and flow measurement has been on-going for several years, by several entities.  Over the long-term we feel we will be able to assess water quality and habitat changes related to restoration projects that have, and will be implemented.  However, at the suggestion of Bauer, and others, we propose to accomplish this by scaling down from the basin level to watersheds or even subwatersheds.  As an example, we would select one to several subwatersheds (approximately 15,000 acres each) within the Upper Grande Ronde, Catherine Creek or the Lostine River watersheds.  Within these subwatersheds we will combine results of individual project monitoring (often monitoring surrogate measures), more intensive water quality monitoring, and intensified stream inventory and habitat monitoring (See Species Monitoring below, Project # 199202604).

On-going Monitoring


Water Quality


The Grande Ronde Basin Water Quality Report (Ballard 1999) was the first summary of the basin-wide coordinated water quality monitoring program initiated by the GRMWP.  This report summarized the data from the following:

Agencies Monitoring:

U.S. Forest Service
U.S. Bureau of Reclamation

Oregon Dept of Env. Quality
Oregon Dept of Fish and Wildlife

Oregon Water Resources Dept
U.S. Geological Survey

Nez Perce Tribe
Union & Wallow Soil & Water Conservation Dist.


Measured Parameters:  Temperature, flow, weather, water chemistry, nutrients, bacteria, and suspended sediment (variable by site).


Locations:  

11 stations - 
Grande Ronde River

7 stations -
Catherine Creek

4 stations -
Indian Creek

2 stations each
Meadow Creek, Five Points Creek, Clear Creek, Limber Jim Creek, Fly Creek, Spring Creek, Dark Canyon Creek, Bear Creek, Clearwater Ditch, Cross Country Canal

3 stations each
Wallowa River, Lostine River, Whiskey Creek, Rock Creek


Habitat Monitoring

The U.S. Forest Service and Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife have conducted over 900 miles of stream and riparian habitat surveys, beginning in 1991, throughout the Grande Ronde Basin.  The Forest Service is resurveying 30-40 miles per year.   Stream reaches that include projects show substantial site specific improvements as does the site specific project monitoring.  However, again due to the very limited coverage of stream surveys at the basin scale, it is not possible, on a large scale or cumulatively, to relate habitat improvement to projects.  The Forest Service feels the stream survey program provides a good initial inventory of habitat conditions, but is less useful to determine habitat trend due to variability among surveyors.  


The Forest Service currently does not have the budget to accelerate the stream inventory program.  We propose to work with the Forest Service to support and develop the program to concentrate surveys on streams and stream reaches where individual or groups of projects have been implemented.  Surveys in combination with project specific monitoring may detect habitat changes over the long term. 


Flow Monitoring

The Oregon Water Resources Department, U.S. Geological Survey and Wallowa SWCD maintain nineteen stream gaging stations in the Basin.  The GRMWP has helped acquire funding from a variety of sources to assist in the operation of the stations.  The maintenance of continuous data from these stations is vital if we are to demonstrate increased stream flows resulting from projects.  

We do not expect to be able to measure changes resulting from modified hydrologic condition, as a result of projects, in the short term.  This is due to a combination of the extreme annual variability in precipitation and the low level of change as a result of  projects.  However, projects that purchase or lease water rights, or store significant quantities of water could measurably increase late season flows.  Flow monitoring is in place to detect flow increases for these kinds of projects.  

Species Response Monitoring

We have consulted with ODFW Northeast Region biologists and ODFW Research Branch on possible ways to do this.  The consensus is, that although a relatively high level of species monitoring is on-going, and more is proposed (see below), it is not likely that population trends and production data could be related to restoration work, with the possible exception of passage projects for example, that reestablishes fish use to previously unused habitat.

The Northeast Region conducts spring chinook redd counts on nearly all chinook spawning stream reaches.  This provides a population estimate of adult escapement.  Steelhead redd counts are a sample of spawning reaches so only a population trend estimate is possible.  Regional biologists also conduct snorkeling surveys to determine relative abundance and habitat use.  Surveys such as this, when conducted in restoration project stream reaches often show increased juvenile use of structural channel improvements as a result of the projects, but biologists will be the first to admit this does not necessarily equate to increased production or survival as a result of the project. It could just be a redistribution of fish. 

ODFW Research also intensively monitors steelhead and chinook populations through Project # 199202604 “Life History of Spring Chinook and Summer Steelhead in the Grande Ronde River Basin and Monitor Salmonid Populations and Habitat”.  This project provides population and production estimates as well as trend information.  The proposal for 2002 has proposed an expansion to include research level investigations to link habitat changes to populations in selected watersheds.  ODFW Research Branch has the expertise and capability to do this level of monitoring.  If we are being asked to report species response, related to projects, results and data from Project # 199202604,  is clearly a prerequisite to accomplish this.  We are certainly open to further suggestions on how we might address ISRP comments relative to species and habitat monitoring.
Comment -  Tasks presented under 8 Objectives are absent of methods.  Provide technical detail on methods.   Explain rationale for some types of treatments, e.g. noxious weed treatment, tree thinning, rock structures (sediment reduction).

Response

Response is provided for Objectives 2-8, relating to habitat restoration methods.

Objective 2 – Improve In-stream Habitat Diversity


Problem statement

In-stream habitat diversity has been reduced by a variety of anthropogenic causes.  In the Grande Ronde the most prevalent causes have been stream channelization, wood and rock removal, splash-dam logging, road building, intensive livestock grazing       and riparian logging.  These actions, in addition to reducing habitat diversity, have often left channels vertically or horizontally unstable, or in deep down-cut ditches, with little chance of recovery if not actively treated.

Methods

The GRMWP, as have others engaged in stream restoration in the Grande Ronde Basin, has used a combination of passive and active restoration methods.  The preferred method (and least expensive) is to remove the causal agent and reestablish sedge, shrub and tree vegetation to stabilize channels and eventually provide a wood source for the stream.   This approach works very well and is used extensively to improve riparian condition (Objective 3).  However the passive approach will not relocate a ditched, downcut channel back into an historic pattern, it will not bring wood back for many decades and it will not provide off-channel rearing habitat.  Passive methods have been used where possible and include riparian planting or natural revegetation, and livestock grazing control.

Where necessary the GRMWP has supported and promoted more aggressive approaches to reestablish historic channels, stabilize unstable channels and reintroduce wood and rock structure.  Rock structures are used most often on the larger streams where input from hydrologists or fluvial geomorphologists have indicated that vertical or horizontal channel stability must be established before efforts to reestablish vegetation will be successful. Rock veins, J-hooks, vortex weirs or barbs have been the structures that have been used.  Where large wood is absent or nearly so, and has been identified as an integral component of the system, additions are proposed in the form of naturally placed whole trees, with roots attached, or strategically located log complexes.  Whole tree placements are made to simulate natural locations and are usually not cabled or otherwise held in place.  If the system is particularly unstable, and subject to very high flows (larger systems), some strategic cabling or incorporation into rock structures is used.  

Off-channel rearing habitat is developed by opening access to existing remnant channels, or by excavating secondary channels.  The preferred method is do minimal excavation.  However, where land leveling has occurred, along with channelization, excavation is necessary.  Projects may involve installation of some type of water control structures in the old channel to maintain water levels in backwater habitat.  Aggressive revegetation (artificial planting) of newly created channels is often prescribed.  Development of off-channel habitat is only undertaken in very close consultation with fisheries biologists, hydrologists, and if necessary engineers.  

Objective 3 – Enhance Riparian Condition


Problem statement

Riparian habitat has been degraded by a variety of actions.  Most prevalent are uncontrolled livestock grazing, riparian logging and road building.  The actions occurred over many decades.  These activities, in combination, have been especially degrading, e.g. riparian roads and logging create conditions especially attractive to livestock, improving access and providing more forage.  Draw-bottom native surface roads and railroad grades are a legacy of past logging methods and are prevalent throughout the basin.  The roadways restrict natural stream movement, retard vegetative recovery and disconnect wetlands from streams.  Eliminating roads is “active restoration” and is often necessary to initiate riparian recovery.  


Methods

The methods to meet this objective, within the riparian area itself, emphasize passive restoration approaches, with the exception of road obliteration and removal.  The first activity is to remove or ameliorate the cause of the degradation.    To address grazing, riparian exclusion fencing or other techniques such as development of up-slope water sources or pasture fencing are used.  Water gaps in riparian exclusion fences were used in the past but unacceptable impacts often still occurred with large numbers of livestock watering at concentrated sites.  This method of providing water has mostly been replaced by development of upslope water sources, or if those are unavailable, pumping water from the stream to troughs located out of riparian areas.  Solar, hydraulic ram, or electric (where available) pumps are used to extract water from the stream or in some cases shallow wells.

Vegetation reestablishment, preferably by natural means, often occurs over time in the absence of the factors that caused its removal.  Planting rooted native shrub and tree stock, cuttings or seedlings is used where natural establishment is unexpected or would only occur over a very long period.

Road mitigation, at a minimum, involves closure of the road.  Further treatments such as subsoiling (to eleviate compaction), obliteration and recontouring are often used to achieve maximum benefit.

Riparian and wetland recovery is a long term process that involves reestablishing vegetation, channel form and pattern, and elevating the water table.  Channel aggregation and corresponding water table elevation is a long  term process.  Methods, described above, often just begin the natural processes, with many years and even decades necessary to complete the process.  Severely downcut or channelized systems sometimes require a more aggressive approach such as reconstructing a sinuous channel and filling all or portions of the former channel.

Objective 4 – Reduce Stream Sedimentation


Problem statement

Major sources of stream sedimentation in the Grande Ronde are unstable streambanks, riparian and upland roads, degraded rangelands and intensive stand replacement wildfires.  These impacts have been the result of things such as excessive livestock grazing, riparian logging, agricultural practices, noxious weed invasion and deteriorating forest health.

Methods

Methods to reduce unnaturally high levels of stream sedimentation involve treating in-channel, riparian zone and upland sources.  Actions within the riparian zone are similar to methods described in Objective 3.  Since sediment sources in the uplands can be substantial these must be addressed also.  Methods to reduce sediment from roads, in addition to closing unneeded roads, can involve improving the condition of roads that remain open to use.   Installing proper drainage structures, culverts or sediment catchments are methods that are often used.


Agricultural sources of sediment are often addressed by supporting improved farming practices such as minimum tillage systems.  Minimum tillage practices can have an additional benefit of reducing irrigation use, which could translate to less water withdrawal from streams or aquifers.


Methods to reduce risk of sedimentation as a result of stand replacement wildfires involve restoration or maintenance of forest health.  Tree thinning and use of prescribed fire is supported to recreate more natural conditions in terms of tree density and species composition, which has been demonstrated to reduce the risk of stand replacement fires or lessen the impacts when fires do occur. 

Objective 5 – Increase Late-season streamflows

Problem Statement

Late season low stream flows are often the result of loss of hydrologic function.  Contributing factors include loss of wetlands, stream channelization and many other factors already mentioned.  In combination with agricultural irrigation withdrawals, this has resulted in acute late season stream flow problems.

It is thought that another contributor to reduced late season stream flows is the unnatural development of forests in the uplands.  Forest management and fire suppression practices over the last 100 years have altered species composition and tree density in ways that are thought to have affected timing and quantity of runoff.  Forest stand composition has changed from historic conditions.  Forest Service assessments have repeatedly described the divergence from the historic range of variability in plant associations in the Blue Mountains.  In the absence of a more frequent fire regime, dense stands of fir and lodgepole have developed which intercept more precipitation and transpire more water than stands that were frequently under burned. 

Methods

Methods identified in Objectives 2 and 3 that improve riparian and upland hydrologic function, reestablish wetlands, and improve overall watershed health will, in the long term, also improve late season stream flows.  Reducing tree density, through thinning or selective use of prescribed fire, is used to return forests to historic conditions, which it is thought will also positively affect the hydrologic cycle, yielding more late season stream flow.

Substantial, short term improvement in late season stream flows are possible by improving agricultural irrigation efficiency, or the acquisition or leasing of water rights.  Methods to improve efficiency include improvement in application methods or conveyance methods, e.g. conversion from flood to sprinkle application, ditch lining or piping, and installation of automated headgates.  Automated headgates, at diversion points, can efficiently regulate water withdrawal to actual need, avoiding waste and water quality impacts by reducing return flow of degraded water. 

The acquisition and leasing of water rights, although limited in nature to date, is a program that can provide substantial short term stream flow benefits as well as water quality benefits.  A method that has been used to facilitate transfer of agricultural water rights to in-stream rights  is Oregon Water Resources Department Conserved Water Statute (CWS).  Increased application of the CWS, outright water rights purchase or leasing, and water storage are methods to improve stream flows that will be aggressively pursued by the GRMWP.

Objective 6 – Improve Upland Watershed Condition & Function

Problem Statement

The condition, health and function of riparian areas and streams are a product of near stream conditions as well as upland conditions.   Degraded vegetative condition can be reflected in water quality and timing of runnoff.  Three major causes of poor vegetative condition in the Grande Ronde Basin are inappropriate livestock grazing, unnatural forest conditions as addressed above, and invasion of noxious weeds.   The negative effects of inappropriate grazing are varied with the most notable being decreased vegetative cover resulting in increased overland water flow and accelerated erosion. Poor forest health has recently (last 15 years) manifested itself in more frequent and higher intensity forest fires, sometimes with dramatic impacts to riparian areas, in-channel habitat and water quality.  

Noxious weeds are not a new phenomena to the Grande Ronde with many species first introduced 50- 60 years ago.  However by all accounts the area affected is beginning to increase dramatically, especially along streams (streams provide an efficient mechanism of seed transport), and in the drier ecosystems where noxious weeds can more easily compete with native plants.  Noxious weeds often become established on degraded rangelands, often initiated by overgrazing.  Noxious weeds form monocultures of shallow rooted plants which increase surface erosion, decrease soil water holding capacity, and in extreme cases may contribute to mass soil movement and landslides.

Methods

Methods to address grazing impacts in the uplands involve changing the distribution and numbers of livestock.  Development of grazing plans provides technical help to implement improved grazing practices, which improve vegetative health.  Methods to redistribute livestock include water developments, strategic salting or pasture fencing. 

Manipulating tree density to more resemble historic stand conditions creates more resilient forests better able to withstand forest disease and insect outbreaks, and droughts.  Tree thinning is accomplished through hand methods or prescribed fire. 

The containment of noxious weeds populations and promotion of native plant communities must involve an integrated approach.  Methods to do this are very specific to individual locations and species, and can involve many actions.  Since noxious weeds often become established on overgrazed lands, control of grazing is necessary before additional methods can be effective.  Follow-up methods include direct control by hand pulling, chemical treatment, or mechanical treatment.  Biological agents, are being developed and are also being used with very good success.  The remaining element is the reestablishment of the native plants through hand seeding, mechanical drilling or aerial application. 

Objective 7 – Improve Adult and Juvenile Fish Passage

Problem Statement

Fish passage problems in the Grande Ronde are generally related to irrigation diversion structures in streams or road crossings.  These facilities can be a passage problem for migrating adults, rearing juveniles or both.


Methods

Strategies to address irrigation diversions are to modify, replace or eliminate the structures.  Modification can be to install fish ladders, concrete, log or rock weirs.  Elimination can occur through consolidation or the installation of screened pumping facilities, which do not require a diversion structure.  The assistance of fish passage specialists from ODFW, NMFS or the Bureau of Reclamation is often requested.


Methods to address inadequate culverts at road crossings involve replacement with bottomless arches, bridges, or oversized culverts.  If culverts are used they are installed at 0% grade or counter sunk to fill with substrate and create natural bottom conditions. 

Objective 8 – Improve Water Quality

Water quality is the product of near stream as well as upstream conditions.  Water quality objectives are addressed indirectly by the tasks and methods identified in Objectives 2-6.  

Comment – More detail should be presented on the GRMWP process for project solicitation and evaluation and the internal review process.   Specific projects or priorities are not identified.

Response

Introduction 


The GRMWP uses funds from BPA to administer the program, and to annually implement a suite of individual restoration projects.  Site specific projects are often with single landowners, and may be as simple as excluding livestock from a short reach of stream, to as complex as channel relocation over several thousand feet of channelized stream.  The GRMWP project development strategy involves a combination of targeting site-specific needs, as well as an opportunistic approach, taking advantage of willing landowners solicited by the local Soil and Water Conservation District, agency biologist, and GRMWP Staff.


Site specific projects are often not known or fully developed at the time the annual funding proposal is submitted to CBFWA (see solicitation process).  However GRMWP restoration priorities have been established, and are used to target work areas and solicit projects.

Focus Areas/Priorities


GRMWP Staff, the GRMWP Technical Committee and agency biologists have identified Focus Watersheds, using watershed and habitat assessment documents that have been produced over the last eight years.  Primary assessments used to establish Focus Areas include: 

· Assessment of Stream & Riparian Conditions in the Grande Ronde Basin, Huntington 1993

· Grande Ronde Model Watershed Program Operations-Action Plan, 1994

· Wallowa County-Nez Perce Tribe Salmon Recovery Plan, 1993 & 1999

· Application of the Ecosystem Diagnosis & Treatment Method to the Grande Ronde Model Watershed Project, 1997

· Upper Grande Ronde River Subbasin Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL), ODEQ 1999

· Upper Grande Ronde River Subbasin Agricultural Water Quality Management Area Plan, Union SWCD, 1999

· River Basin Assessment, Upper/Middle Grande Ronde River and Catherine Creek, ODEQ, 1998

Grande Ronde Basin Focus Watersheds

· Upper Grande Ronde River





· Middle Grande Ronde River

· Catherine Creek

· Indian Creek

· Lookingglass Creek

· Minam River

· Wallowa River

· Lostine River

· Bear Creek (Wallowa)

· Hurricane Creek

· Imnaha River

· Big Sheep Creek


“Problem Environmental Attributes” and “Candidate Restoration/Improvement Actions” have been developed for each of the Focus Watersheds (See Attachment 1)

Solicitation Process


GRMWP Staff , agency biologists, SWCD personnel and others have worked cooperatively for the last several years planning and implementing projects.  All, who have been involved with this program, are familiar with the GRMWP solicitation process, proposal format, Focus Areas and project evaluation criteria.  This network of specialists work throughout the field season contacting landowners, sharing information, collecting data or providing technical help to landowners wishing to implement projects.


GRMWP Staff annually distributes a solicitation letter setting the proposal due date, usually in early December.  The Program uses a standardized format to facilitate review (See Attachment 2).  Upon receipt, proposals are reviewed for completeness and distributed to a nine member Technical Committee (See Attachment 3 – Technical Committee Representation).  The Technical Committee reviews proposals using Evaluation Criteria (See Attachment 4) that were cooperatively developed by the Technical Committee and GRMWP Board of Directors.  The committee meets and develops a recommendation for each project.  Choices are: 

· Fund as Presented

· Possible Fund (if contingencies are met or additional requested information is supplied) 

· No Fund (project does not meet goals and objectives of GRMWP)  

Projects that qualify for funding are rated High, Medium, or Low Priority and are ranked according to how well they meet the evaluation criteria.  Technical Committee recommendations are presented to the GRMWP Board of Directors who make the final decision for funding.  Approved projects are submitted to BPA for contracting. 

Attachment 1  -  GRMWP FOCUS WATERSHEDS

The GRMWP Staff, Technical Committee and Board of Directors have established the following focus watersheds in coordination with biologists and agency representatives.  The program used all available planning and assessment documents.  The purpose of establishing the focus watersheds was to concisely identify the problems and potential restoration actions to landowners and others wishing to plan and implement restoration projects.

Middle Grande Ronde

(La Grande to mouth)
Problem Environmental Attributes

Low Flows, Summer and early Fall mostly

Limited Habitat Diversity

Temperature - high temperatures translate to a  passage problem after water warms to lethal temperatures.
Dissolved Oxygen (Do) & Ph.
Winter rearing habitat quality & quantity, primarily throughout the valley.
Bank stability - state ditch is affected most although unstable banks occur throughout the Valley.
Candidate Restoration/Improvement Actions

Water leasing

Vegetation Enhancement

- primarily Grande Ronde Valley with emphasis on the state ditch.

- intercepts nutrients, provides some shade, DO & Ph improved.

Coordinate irrigation 

- withdrawals will add time to favorable adult migration period, through the valley (i.e., July 15 - Aug 1)
Large wood  - Structure placement 
-key sites could be refugia areas.
Develop thermal refugia (winter & summer)

- sources and potential areas to be identified with the aid of McIntosh=s remote sensing work.

Tap L.G. Municipal Watershed

-  (some diversion now into Mill Creek)

-divert Beaver Creek Reservoir water via pipeline to La Grande into Grande Ronde River at La Grande.
Note: =d actions are highest priorities

Lookingglass Creek
Problem Environmental Attributes

Lack of woody debris - Turnbulls= downstream.

Limited pool habitat - lower reaches below hatchery.

Temperature (winter) natural icing

Sub-watershed is generally a low priority for restoration.  Maintenance & enhancement of existing quality habitats is needed.  Some local problems on tributaries.
Candidate Restoration/Improvement Actions

LWD additions - lower reaches

Riparian Vegetation enhancement  - some localized reaches on tributaries.
Check level of logging & other activities on Umatilla Forest.

Indian Creek
Problem Environmental Attributes

- Low late season flows lower reach
- High water temperatures > lower reach

Locally substandard riparian conditions on 

-medium to low priority

-lower 3-4 mile reach

Fine Sediment

Irrigation diversion passage (Indian Creek Ditch)
Habitat Diversity - lower 3-4 mi.
Candidate Restoration/Improvement Actions

- Improve irrigation efficiency

Provide year around passage at Indian Creek Ditch - being addressed with on-going projects.

-check potential passage or other problems with culvert at power plat site.

- Livestock management - off-site water, exclusion, limited use

- Little Indian Creek, local sites on Indian Creek

 - Road Management - limit use, close, improve - projects underway but still some opportunities.
Catherine Creek
(South Fork, North Fork, Main stem above Union; Main stem Union to Mouth, Little Crk, Little Catherine)

Problem Environmental Attributes

- Seasonal low flows - below state park contributing factors include low base flow, out of basin transfer, irrigation.

- Elevated temperatures - below park

- Reduced channel complexity - mainstem above Union, most severe Union to mouth.

- Substandard riparian conditions -locally affected sites between Forks and Union, mostly a problem below Union.
Excessive fine sediment - moderate to low priority in all reaches and tributaries - special note: Mill Creek below Cove and Milk Creek.

Stream bank erosion - mostly below Union - spotty

- Union to mouth reach, local sites (review 1995 resurvey - ODFW).

- Lack of pool habitat - general condition

- large wood deficiencies, general condition throughout the system.

Winter rearing  habitat - quality and quantity Union to mouth.

Dissolved Oxygen & Ph - Union to mouth
Candidate Restoration/Improvement Actions

- Improve irrigation efficiencies

-  coordinated water diversion, sprinkle conversion, etc.
Water Leasing - 

Water augmentation (well use - demonstration site) must know groundwater relationships
- Large Wood additions

Ditch consolidation - State Park to Union reach..
Riparian vegetation enhancement

- site specific, some localized areas between Park & Union, lower reaches are the priority.  Maintenance & enhancement of existing vegetation is important.

Road management - (i.e., closure, limit use, improvements) -
- much work has been done, still opportunities in Little Creek & Little Catherine

Bank Stabilization - site specific locations Union to mouth.

Refugia protection/development - same as G.R.;  Hot Lake - winter habitat.

Develop thermal refugia

- sources & potential areas to be identified with the aid of Bruce McIntosh=s remote sensing work

- Hot Lake - source of warm water wintering habitat.

- Livestock Management - Big Pole Allotment needs work; still lots of site specific opportunities, mostly Forks to mouth reach.

Monitor water temp at Union intake ponds (mainstem warming?)

Side channel rearing opportunities on lower river oxbows, (study opportunities, BOR Funding?)

Upper Grande Ronde
(Meadow Crk, Fly Crk, Sheep Crk, Limber Jim, Chicken, Clear Crk)

Problem Environmental Attributes

- High summer temps - all except Clear Crk

- all the way up through spawning reaches, (result of riparian condition - intensive mgmt.)

- Low flows

- base flow now a problem because of channel structure
-base flow could be less than historic.
- Lack of channel complexity, pools, LWD, poor width/depth  (except Clear, Fly - work done to date)

Stream bank erosion - except Clear, Limber Jim, Chicken, Sheep

-more on tribes. 1st & 2nd order (grazing)
- problems are most prevalent on 1st & 2nd order tributaries
- Fine Sediment - all reaches and tributaries

- primary source is roads

Icing conditions - Fly Creek to L.G.

Symptomatic of other structural problems.

- Substandard riparian conditions - all

Passage - made___ culverts at road crossings.

Candidate Restoration/Improvement Actions
- Large wood additions

-Grande Ronde River 5115 to Vey Meadow

-Vey Meadow 

-Meadow Crk to L.G.

-Meadow Crk - Burnt Corral down to mouth.

-Five Points Creek

-Tybow Canyon

Structural improvements

rock in places - Lower priority than wood.

Riparian vegetation enhancement

-accomplish mostly through protection

-dredge tailings in upper Grande Ronde needs work.

-Grande Ronde River 5115 to Clear Creek

-Sheep Creek

- Road management

-McCoy Creek, McIntyre, Rd.. 2137 re-route.

-Lots of current work on FS has been done,  still open roads in bad locations

-5110 - Warm Springs Crk

-Improvement - surfacing where roads are still needed.

-Roads on private lands - contact ODF.

Upper Grande Ronde (cont.)
(Meadow Creek, Fly Creek, Sheep Creek, Limber Jim, Chicken, Clear Creek)

Bank stabilization

taken care of by treating other problems
Refugia identification protection/improvement

-Clear Creek is an example

-use McIntosh=s work to identify specific locations.

Water augmentation

-develop Kaufman proposal -restoration of wet meadows for storage

-subsoiling trials - Cath. Crk)

Off-site storage

-Must be above steelhead distribution and not in Bull Trout Habitat

-Small storage areas don=t amount to significant storage..

Passage improvement at roads (culverts)

5160 Little Fly Crk

McCoy 2137 road

- #1 priority - wet meadow restoration - upland water storage.

Minam River
Problem Environmental Attributes
Dense conifer tree stocking - low priority

 High temperatures at lower end (late summer)

Excessive fine sediments-  lower end

Splash Dam and Roads related

 Channel structure & complexity (below Wilderness Boundary)

result of splash dams/ties w/temperature
Icing conditions in the lower reach

Riparian Conditions - lower end
Candidate Restoration/Improvement Actions
Road maintenance, Improvement or relocation

below wilderness boundary
Riparian Vegetation - enhancement conifer planting if needed (check naturals)
Natural fire/fuels program (wilderness)

on-going
Limit use of roads

Livestock management - (exclusion, off-site water, restricted use)

being addressed by on-going projects (assess/monitor)

- Narrow channel - possibly large wood or rock for short term improvement.

Wallowa River (including Prairie Crk)
Problem Environmental Attributes
 Low flow immediately downstream of Wallowa Lake to confluence of Prairie Crk.

 Fine sediment in same reach (lack of flushing flow)

 Nutrient & sediment inputs from feedlots and pastures (large & small ownerships)

 Excessively warm, sediment & nutrient irrigation returns

 Woody debris deficiencies (cottonwoods)

Prairie Crk.; Wallowa below Enterprise

Limited channel complexity & diversity

Prairie Creek

 Severe bank stability & sedimentation (Prairie Crk)

Low levels of stream shading (Prairie Crk)

Candidate Restoration/Improvement Actions
Improve irrigation efficiency

- reduce quantity of diverted water that result in high return flows to Prairie Crk

- continue to work w/landowners

 
- consider re-visit issues/alternatives

- small steps - w/efficiencies

Water leasing

Off-site water storage (low priority)

Wallowa Lk. Levels - Wallowa Lk Basin Plan - a resource

Provide periodic flushing flow from Wallowa Lake

- programmed release annually last week of April/ 1st of May - Bank full 2/3 wks.; flush gravels sediment & smolt migration & for steelhead

- Livestock management (exclusion, feedlots, off-site water, pastures)

-emphasis on Prairie Crk;

- Road management - (maintenance, use limitation, close)

habitat concerns

ODOT; Co. Rd.. Crew - entire system, Canyon & Tributaries

Create filter areas for feedlots - wetlands

Relocate feedlots

provide alternate water sources.

Lostine River
Problem Environmental Attributes
- Extreme low summer flows (some dewatering)

lower end

- High Temperatures

below Sheep Ridge

 - limited pool habitat


channelization - lower end - below Sheep Ridge Dam

 - lack of large woody debris

 - Bank stability

down lower in system - River down cut

30' high cut  (between foster & Clearwater ditches)

 - Harassment of spawning chinook- trail heads, campgrounds
 - Fine sediment -

lower river irrigation return flow, campgrounds.

 - Passage restrictions from irrigation diversions 

Willetts, Sheep Ridge, Tulley Hill

being addressed - BOR

Lack of riparian vegetation (moderate priority)

some sections, local problem

Candidate Restoration/Improvement Actions
Livestock management (grazing & feedlots)

mostly being addressed with current projects.

Create wetlands & filter strips for feedlots & irrigation return flows

still potential for a few sites

 - Improve riparian vegetation. (Reduce summer temps. - winter thermal cover)

Limit gravel dredging on lower reach.

 - Move recreation facilities out of and away from riparian areas

some ongoing projects

Seasonal sport fisheries closures to reduce adult harassment

 - Improve irrigation efficiencies (divert less, return less)

Off-site storage - low priority

Water leasing 

Wells to supplement flows

Lostine River (cont.)
Modify/improve diversion structures

- being addressed

 - irrigation diversions screening (winter stock water?)

Develop alternate stock water

 - Campgrounds - trail heads

Cross-country ditch return flow - high sediment

*find sources.

Coordinating irrigation diversions for passage flow.

Bear Creek
Problem Environmental Attributes
 - Low summer flows from the mouth to Chamberlin Ditch

Lack of woody debris from the mouth to the N.F. boundary & in the lower reach of Little Bear Creek. Moderate priority.

 - Lack of pools from the mouth to forest boundary & in the lower reaches of Little Bear Creek

Cut banks & bank stability problems in lower reach Little Bear Creek.

Riparian fence will help

Water quality impacts of livestock

no data to confirm; lots ongoing - assess first, monitor

Fine sediment

being addressed, monitor and assess roads - on-going projects.

 - High summer water temps

 - Harassment of adult spawners (recreation)

- move campground - USFS

Fish passage at irrigation diversions

- no known problems

Candidate Restoration/Improvement Actions
Improve Irrigation efficiency

 - Augment late season flows

- off site storage - lower reaches for irrigation (exchange for stream water)

- leasing or purchasing water rights - late season

- coordinated irrigation diversion - flow for passage

- stand density control

Improve stream structure & complexity

- develop low flow channel - proposal being developed

- add large woody debris - Little Bear - downstream

- develop pools

- stabilize cut banks- being addressed-assess

 - Livestock management 

small ownerships - lower reach

Abandoning Allen Ditch?

Modeling of Bear Creek & Lostine

Hurricane Creek
Problem Environmental Attributes

Excess fine sediment - natural, upper portion (low priority)

Excess fuel density (upper - wilderness - USFS (low priority)

 - Low to non existent summer flow

- 3 mi. Section upper Alder Slope ditch to Lower Alder Slope ditch

High temperatures (?) Low priority

 - Woody debris deficiencies

 - limited channel diversity & structure (channelization) 

Passage at irrigation diversions - low priority

Gravel dredging (check on it) - low priority

(Dorrence Rd. Not a recent problem)

 - Riparian vegetation lacking

Blue Heron rookery- low priority

Irrigation diversion screening (?) - O.K. - low

 - Low quality irrigation return flows

- Return from Wallowa River - no data available - need to research

Septic inputs to groundwater (?)

- potential w/developments - County is addressing

 - Sediment & nutrients input from feedlots, agriculture land lower section

Candidate Restoration/Improvement Actions
Improve irrigation efficiencies

Lease Water

Modify/improve irrigation diversions

Stop gravel dredging - if continuing

- Livestock Management - feedlots in particular

Reworking Valley distribution system, a maze? - study

Force water to sub & return cooler to stream

Channel diversity - prone to flooding - difficult to address

Riparian Vegetation. - trees and shrubs especially important

Look at off-channel rearing habitat

System needs help; high gradient system (7000 ft./20 mi.)

Imnaha River
Problem Environmental Attributes

 - Fine sediment (mid and lower)

(Twin Lakes Fire)

Degraded water quality - nutrients, sediment (feedlots)

some CAFO complaints - lower priority

High temperatures - lower reach, possibly mid reach

Big Sheep contributes - lower priority

Landslide in upper reach

lower priority

High Mercury levels (near gauging station)

lower - naturally occurring - may do a water sample

Harassment of spawning fish

lots of camping in lower reach - continue efforts - moderate priority

Riparian vegetation (mid-reach) spruce mortality

lower priority

 - Excessive fuel accumulations

Important to address - Above Crazyman Creek. (Some wilderness) to Grouse Creek (include Grouse Crk drainage)

Lack of woody debris (mid and lower reach)

Imnaha to USFS/ Imnaha down) - lower priority

Lack of pool habitat (mid and lower reach)

lower priority
Septic nutrient inputs ?

lower priority

Bank stability

lower priority

Ice jams

lower priority

Candidate Restoration/Improvement Actions
Vegetative stabilization of headwater landslide areas

Limit access to spawning areas (harassment)

Move campgrounds away from river

manage grazing and livestock use (exclusion, limited use)

Add or preserve large woody debris

Imnaha River (cont.)
Close sport fishing during spawning

ODFW could consider

Improve deficient septic systems

make sure new ones are sufficient.

Riparian planting

Create filter strips, settling ponds or wetlands to filter feedlot runoff

In general subbasin is a lower priority - actually in fairly good condition - high priority for maintenance.

 - Improve tributary conditions (Grouse Creek.)

Roads

grazing

fuels

 - Fuels in entire drainage - future mgmt. USFS

Big Sheep (include Lick Creek)
Problem Environmental Attributes

 - Elevated sediment, turbidity & nutrient levels (canal fire, roads, timber harvest, grazing, feedlots)

Temperature in lower reaches - highest priority

Loss of riparian vegetation (fire-headwaters, grazing)

 - Out of basin water diversion

Density stocked regenerated lodgepole stands (future flow reduced) - lower priority

 - Low late season flows

 - Loss of water from canal

Lack of flushing flows [fire sediment in spawning gravel(s)]

Harassment of spawning adult salmon - lower priority

 - Bank instability (fire, livestock) - especially Lick Creek.

Physical barriers - lower priority

*Squaw Creek - upstream - primary life cycle of spawning.

 - *Noxious Weeds - herbicide, pesticide use - need to educate

Hydro Plant - adversely effecting steelhead.

Candidate Restoration/Improvement Actions
Off-site water storage

important - not realistic

Water leasing (out of basin & hydro)

important - not realistic

 - Livestock management

 - Riparian vegetation protection/enhancement

 - Create wetlands, filter strips, & settling ponds for feedlot runoff

 - Improve stream structure (pools, sinuosity) as practical (gradient)

especially lower end - upper has lots

Attachment 2 
GRMWP Project Proposal Format

1.
Project Name: 

Give the project a descriptive name that consists of the Name of Creek, landowner=s name, and 3-5 word description of the kind of project, eg. Catherine Creek/Smith Riparian Enhancement

2.
Applicant: 

Applicant will usually be the SWCD for projects on private lands, or an agency (ODFW, ODF, USFS, Public Works Department) for projects on public lands or facilities.  Include name, address and phone #, fax #.
3.
Participating Landowner(s) and Agencies: 

List all parties involved in the project, including others that provide funding.  Include name, address and phone #, fax #.
4.
Project Contact(s): 

List the technical and administrative contacts with address and phone #.  Administrative contact will be the contact point for paperwork and correspondence from BPA.

5.
Project Location: 

Legal description (Township, Range, & Section), watershed, stream reach, county, etc,GPS coordinates if available.

6.
Project Objectives:   

State which habitat parameters (watershed and fisheries) are being addressed and how this project will affect those parameters.  Be as specific as possible, quantify where appropriate. Tie to planning documents that have been prepared for the watershed or stream, e.g. Agency Planning Documents, GRMWP Action Plan, GREDT, Grande Ronde Habitat Assessment, Wallowa Co Salmon Plan, Watershed Assessments, CRMP=s, etc. Identify if projects have been specifically listed in any assessment.  Reference pages where assessment addresses the kind of work being proposed.

7.   Project Description

Subheadings:

Introduction - briefly give an overview of the project, one brief  paragraph summarizing the project. 

Existing condition - this section should demonstrate to reviewers why the project is needed. Describe the existing conditions, habitat, problems, etc. The narrative should succinctly describe any  conditions on the site that relate to watershed health and are important for reviewers to know to assess the need for the project.  Descriptions could summarize qualitative or quantitative information described in assessments (see above) and include flow data, stream inventory data, vegetation descriptions, water quality data, etc.  Also include any other information that is relative to the conditions, e.g.  what factors are contributing to the conditions.  Describe the relationship of this project to prior restoration projects when  appropriate.  Size of this section should range from a paragraph to 2 page, depending on the complexity of the project.

Specific Actions - describe all of the proposed actions/activities, e.g. Task 1-Livestock Water Development, Task 2-Riparian Exclosure Fence/Planting, Task 3-Instream structures.  For each task indicate the amount of work done.  The following work measures, when pertinent,  should be identified :

· miles of stream treated

· miles of road or trail treated

· miles of fence installed

· acres treated (eg. acres planted or acreage inside livestock exclosures) number of instream/streambank structures

· number of water developments (livestock or irrigation)

The location and extent of each task should be identified on a 1:24000 topo map (see Attachments/Maps).  For actions that have an indirect effect on streams or acres (eg. cross-fencing, livestock water developments) estimate the miles of stream or acres that should benefit from the work.  

The more complete (yet brief) the description of work is, the easier it will be for the technical committee and Board to review and understand the project.

Benefits - Describe benefits to watershed, fisheries, wildlife, landowner, social, educational, etc. Tie the benefits to specific tasks.  Quantify if possible.  List other impacts (possibly negative) if there are any.  Be as specific and complete as possible but don=t overstate.

Project Maintenance -describe who, what, when

Permits -list any permits needed and who will obtain them, ESA consultation, etc.

Monitoring Plan - describe what, who, and when.  Tie the monitoring to the objectives, e.g. measure parameters that are described in the objectives.  At a minimum the monitoring plan will include:

Final report which describes the actual implementation of the project.

Pre and post work photos at established photo points

Describe the annual monitoring, this will be conducted for five years and will include specifics about who will do it and what will be monitored.  The report will include photo-point pictures or slides where appropriate.  Reports will be submitted to the GRMWP.

Work Dates -when it will start and end, in-stream work windows, etc.

8. Project Budget

Provide detailed information on costs for materials, labor, cost share by funding source, administration request, etc. Tie budget items to Tasks identified in the Project Description section. 

Provide unit costs and number of units of work where applicable.

9.
Attachments:
Include information or attachments for any of this that is needed.

·  Maps -  must include a vicinity map indicating the project location and 1:24000 topo map(s) with the location of each task identified. The township and range should be identified on the topo map.

· Designs, identify the task(s) depicted.

The proposal is not complete without designs, grazing plans, cost estimates, etc. specific to this project.  Engineered projects will have at least preliminary designs for project review and final designs before the project goes to BPA.

· Permits, what will be needed and who will acquire.

· Pictures, include with proposal or have available for technical committee, pictures can be very helpful to show existing condition and demonstrate the need for the project.

· Other, computer file of the proposal, Word Perfect or MS Word preferred

Attachment 3
Technical Committee Representation

The GRMWP 9-member Technical Committee is represented by the following disciplines:

Fisheries

Two members -  One each from the U.S. Forest Service and the Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife.

Hydrology


One member – Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Indian Reservation

Engineering


One member – U.S. Bureau of Reclamation, Grande Ronde Engineer

Agricultural Practices


One member – OSU Extension Agent

Agricultural Practices/Landowner


One member – Private landowner, farmer

Forest Management


One member – Oregon Department of Forestry

Water Quality


One member – Oregon Department of Agriculture

Range Management


One member – Boise Cascade Corp
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PROJECT EVALUATION CRITERIA

The GRMWP Technical Committee reviews project proposals using the following evaluation criteria.

1. Addresses key/limiting environmental attributes (fisheries & water quality)

Sources to determine key attributes include: GRMWP Action Plan, the Grande Ronde Ecosystem  Diagnosis & Treatment Project, the Wallowa County-Nez Perce Tribe Salmon Recovery Plan, Stream and Riparian Conditions in the Grande Ronde Basin 1993 (Habitat Assessment), Focus Area document, professional judgement or any other supportable data.  Rating should reflect the magnitude of anticipated habitat improvements, proximity to salmon or steelhead spawning or rearing stream reaches, affect on salmon or steelhead habitat parameters, affect on water quality or quantity, and the need to improve the existing condition of the limiting environmental attribute (GREDT rating tables).  Proposals should quantify anticipated benefits/effects where possible.

2.
Provides multiple watershed/species benefits 

Provides multiple watershed/fish/species benefits, e.g., sediment reduction, riparian vegetation improvement, passage, wildlife, water quality (nutrients, temperature, dissolved oxygen), etc. Demonstrate that there are benefits and quantify those benefits were possible.

3.
Timing of benefits 
Timing of benefits, i.e., <2 years, 2-10 years, > 10 years.  This is when benefits first become evident, not the duration of benefits.  Timing is a prioritization factor due to the critical status of listed species

4.
Maintains high quality habitat or restores critical habitat
Maintains high quality habitat or restores critical habitat which currently supports spring chinook or steelhead.  Maintaining high quality headwater habitat or restoring critical degraded habitats is essential to the continued sustainability of these two listed species.  Rating for this element should reflect the importance of the location to the survival and productivity of listed species.

5.
Technical merit
The project is technically sound, i.e., objectives are well defined, measurable, and address problems identified in the proposal.  Practices are technically sound, using demonstrated restoration techniques, and treat causes, not symptoms.  The  monitoring plan is complete and measures progress toward meeting the objectives.

6.
Compliments other past, present, or expected restoration projects
Comprehensive, ties in with projects that are completed, on-going or identified in planning documents.

7.
Special considerations - identify
Any other biological or technical factors which would increase the value of the project, e.g., wildlife benefits, demonstration value, etc.

8.
Educational component
Project has a specific educational component or plan which identifies the schools, agencies, landowners, organizations, etc. that will be involved; and states how the various entities will participate in the project.
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