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HOW WE BEGAN

In March of 1999 the United States Forest Service Leadership Conference highlighted water and watersheds as the issue of the decade.  They agreed that focused, integrated efforts would be necessary for successful restoration of watersheds.  To implement the concepts, they requested that National Forests and Research Stations throughout the United States submit proposals for large-scale watershed restoration demonstration areas.  As a result of that request, proposals from the Siuslaw and Siskiyou National Forests and the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area were combined with a proposal from Ducks Unlimited for restoration of Pacific Northwest Coastal Estuaries.  This combination of proposals initiated the Pacific Coast Watershed Partnership.  Since September of 1999, individuals from many state and federal agencies along with private and volunteer groups have been working together to shape the concept of the Pacific Coast Watershed Partnership.  This business plan is a result of that collaborative planning.

THE VISION

The Pacific Coast Watershed Partnership is a locally led and regionally supported collaborative targeting efficient and effective watershed protection and restoration.  The focus is on restoration of water quality and aquatic habitat to bring about recovery of salmon, trout and migrating waterfowl.  Restoring key watersheds as a refuge system along coastal areas of Oregon and Washington is the heart of the partnership.  Within target watersheds, existing local watershed councils will continue to coordinate projects and develop programs to fund those projects.  Between target watersheds, Ducks Unlimited and others through the Pacific Coast Joint Venture program, will strategically protect, restore, and enhance key wetland and estuarine habitats along the Pacific Coast.  Together, resources will be allocated and leveraged to maximize project delivery and efficiency addressing local priorities in an ecologically beneficial way.  Federal and state resources and leadership will integrate public and private land conservation.  The success of this partnership will be demonstrated by visible and measurable restoration of resource conditions and endangered species recovery.  The success will be of national as well as international significance. The following groups have already taken an active interest in this effort:

Bureau of Land Management   Local Landowners  US Forest Service  

    Ducks Unlimited              State of Oregon          Siuslaw Watershed Council

  State of Washington        Soil and Water Conservation Districts
Coquille Watershed Council          Dungeness River Management Team  

Natural Resources Conservation Service    Farm Service Agency   Sport Fisherman
Skagit Watershed Council  US Fish and Wildlife Service    County Gmnts.

National Marine Fisheries Service    Bonneville Power Administration     Audubon
 Native American Tribes   Department of Environmental Quality     

Environmental Protection Agency     Pacific Coast Joint Venture
 Resource Conservation and Development Districts       US Army Corp of Engineers 
THE STRATEGY – FOCUS ON THE CRITICAL FEW

There is a need to focus watershed restoration efforts.  There is a need to demonstrate that watershed restoration will bring about recovery of threatened and endangered species.  The Pacific Coast Watershed Partnership will provide the focus necessary to bring about aquatic species recovery.  The strategy (Figure 1) involves selecting a group of watersheds, spread throughout the coastal areas of Oregon and Washington, which together will provide a refuge system from which species recovery can occur.  The watersheds will be selected through a scientific process that involves evaluation of biological and physical integrity as well as incorporating areas where significant investments have already been made toward protecting and restoring watershed conditions (Appendix A).   The selected watersheds will have the potential to produce high quality salmon and trout habitat for species recovery.  Ultimately, they will provide the strongholds of salmon and trout populations that will seed other areas as populations increase.  As restoration is completed in the initial set of watershed in the Pacific Coast Watershed Partnership, adjacent areas will be prioritized to continue the focused restoration strategy.  Through the involvement of key funding and decision-making agencies in the selection process, there will be commitment to focus funds and personnel to facilitate the necessary high priority restoration in these few critical areas.  

Individual watershed restoration efforts through local watershed councils are well underway.  Many watershed groups formed locally in the 1980’s when environmental issues were highlighted.  However, over the past 4 to 6 years, the focus on local action through development of watershed councils has escalated.  Since the mid to late 1990s, the States of Oregon and Washington have both taken an active role in the salmon recovery process and have authorized all state agencies to actively seek restoration projects to restore water quality and aquatic habitat.  The states are funding development of or strengthening existing watershed councils and allocating funds to implement restoration activities.  Local watershed councils lead assessments of watershed condition and follow the assessments with action plans which determine where, when and what type of projects are critical to restoration of their particular area.  These local planning groups strive to coordinate agencies and willing local landowners in a collaborative restoration effort.  

Individual watershed efforts will continue on their own. There are hundreds of individual watershed councils working diligently to restore watershed conditions across the Pacific Northwest.  However, the magnitude and cost of needed restoration is enormous.  There is not enough money to complete all the needed restoration and there is insufficient qualified staff to design and implement restoration projects across the two states.  Over the past seven years, there have been billions of dollars dedicated to active watershed restoration. Still, we are not been able to prove that the activities employed have made a difference in the quality of aquatic habitat or to the populations of salmon and trout throughout a watershed.  Projects are selected and implemented opportunistically and randomly throughout both states.  

Identification of watersheds that are critical for salmon and trout recovery will enhance the ability of the Pacific Coast Watershed Partnership to solicit funding from donors.  Local efforts will continue to guide restoration within selected watersheds.  By grouping the watersheds with the highest potential for recovery into a refuge system, however, the effect of the individual local watershed council efforts will be magnified due to focused restoration with sufficient funding to complete high priority work.  Grouping the efforts of individual watershed collaboratives into a combined coastal effort of restoration is the key to the Pacific Coast Watershed Partnership. Ultimately through this effort to focus restoration, and commitment to work collaboratively across ownerships, the people of Oregon and Washington as well as state and federal agencies will achieve their goals of salmon recovery.  

Partnerships and collaboration with local residents through Watershed Councils, Soil and Water Conservation Districts, private and volunteer organizations and community groups will be key to implementing the restoration needed across ownership in high priority watersheds.  Through the Pacific Coast Watershed Partnership local teams will work with residents within high priority areas to determine what conditions or land uses in the watershed limit desired outcomes. With the aid of models developed by the Pacific Northwest Research Station (Reynolds and Reeves 1999), local residents and land management agency representatives will form teams to determine which areas and conditions in their watersheds are the most important to protect or restore.  This method will build ownership and commitment to the restoration effort.  Credibility of the model will be enhanced since local knowledge will be utilized to set the criteria for the model.

In addition to selecting a series of watersheds to serve as a refuge along the coast of Oregon and Washington to recover aquatic species, the Pacific Coast Watershed Partnership proposes a concurrent strategy to restore estuarine habitat.  Of all the ecosystems in a watershed, the one with the greatest benefits to the greatest number of species are the estuarine systems.  Estuaries are ecological transition zones, integrating features of the watersheds they drain with those of the marine environment.  Productivity in the mixing zone is particularly high.  Estuaries serve important roles in the life histories of marine and anadromous species, among them crab, salmon, herring, migratory waterfowl, shorebirds, and hundreds of less well-known species.  The extreme natural variability of estuaries – twice-daily tidal ebb and flood, mixing of salt and freshwater, and rapid fluctuations in temperature and salinity all influence the productivity of these areas.  Degradation and loss of estuarine habitats has reduced the productive capacity of the entire watershed.  Many scientists believe that focusing restoration in these critical areas is the first priority of restoring watersheds along the Pacific Coast.  

Through a variety of partners including Ducks Unlimited, Forest Service, States of Oregon and Washington, Pacific Coast Joint Ventures, US Fish and Wildlife Service, Natural Resources Conservation Service, the River Conservancy, and The Trust for Public Lands, estuaries and main river systems along the coast of Oregon and Washington will be protected and/or restored to link the key refuge areas.

Figure 1: A partner-driven restoration strategy to restore salmon, trout, and migrating waterfowl in the Pacific 

                Northwest 
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A key component of the Pacific Coast Watershed Partnership is the involvement of the Pacific Northwest Forest and Range Experiment Station.  Their primary goal is to develop tools to help determine priority areas for watershed restoration efforts that will assist in the recovery of habitat for declining salmon populations in coastal Oregon and Washington.  Specific objectives are:

1. Develop Geographic Information System models to identify watersheds with the greatest inherent potential to produce fish.

2. Develop procedures to prioritize watersheds for restoration efforts and to identify the conditions in a given watershed that should be addressed in a restoration effort.

3. Develop projections of possible future changes in watershed and salmon and trout habitat condition across all ownerships under current policies.

4. Estimate costs of easements for restoration on private land in watershed identified for restoration.

5. Develop monitoring programs to evaluate the effectiveness of restoration efforts.

To accomplish these objectives, we will take advantage of work of the Coastal Landscape Analysis and Modeling Study (CLAMS) that is evaluating effects of forest policies at province scales in the Oregon Coast Range.  CLAMS is a joint research project of the PNW Research Station, Oregon State University, and the Oregon Department of Forestry.  We will use databases and models developed in CLAMS to evaluate the inherent potential small watersheds to produce salmon (Objective 1).  This evaluation will depend primarily on the geology and landscape features of the watersheds (e.g., gradient, valley width, etc.) and will initially not consider ownership or land-use.  We will then prioritize these watersheds with regards to which would be the best for restoration efforts (Objective 2).  To do this we will develop a decision support model that considers such things as which watershed conditions need to be addressed, economic costs, and ownership patterns.  We will be able to project future conditions of the watershed and the habitat within it using models developed in CLAMS (Objective 3).  This will allow managers and decision makers to make initial evaluations of restoration to see if desired results are likely to be achieved. We will enlist the assistance of economists at Oregon State University, to evaluate the economic consequences of proposed restoration efforts on private lands (Objective 4).  We will explore possible ways of off-setting costs to private land owners so that economic costs are minimized.  The Oregon Watershed Enhancement Board has offered to contribute half of the cost for this objective.  Monitoring programs will follow what is being proposed for the aquatic-riparian component of the Northwest Forest Plan (Objective 5).

THE PROJECT AREA – WHY IS IT IMPORTANT TO FOCUS HERE

The Pacific Northwest is economically one of the fastest growing regions in the United States.  The basic human needs for energy, transportation systems, and food production create altered hydrology, fragmented riparian areas, alien plant species, blocked fish passages, and heavy nutrient and sediment loads in the rivers and streams. Cumulative effects of all these actions are manifested in the coastal estuaries.  Watersheds along the continental United States' northern Pacific Coast are some of the most degraded in the Northern Hemisphere.  As salmon and trout population have declined due to habitat conditions, several species have been listed as threatened under the Endangered Species Act has resulted.  Recovery of salmon, trout and migratory waterfowl populations are issues throughout the Pacific Northwest.  

A number of recent assessments have highlighted the Pacific Northwest coastal watersheds as a national high priority for restoration.   

1. The Unified Watershed Assessments directed by the Clean Water Action Plan identify all the watersheds in this area as, Category 1a, having the highest priority for restoration.

2. The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service has rated the area a nation-wide priority as demonstrated by the recent nearly $1 million NAWCA grant to Columbia Land Trust for wetland purchase and restoration.

3. National and statewide focus on endangered species recovery for migratory fish, including the coastal cutthroat trout, chum salmon, steelhead trout, coho and chinook salmon, and bull trout (i.e. Washington Salmon Recovery Fund Board and The Oregon Plan for Salmon and Watersheds).

Recovery efforts need to follow a strategy that is coordinated across state and ownership boundaries.  The scope of the project area includes all coastal and Puget Sound watersheds of Oregon and Washington.  However, the Pacific Coast Watershed Partnership is needed to bring about restoration in an area of this magnitude.  The strategy is based on identifying watersheds where restoration efforts will result in recovered salmon populations and then focusing funds and restoration technology into those areas.  This strategy has two important implications that will lead to species recovery.  First, providing adequate funds so that truly integrated restoration occurs across ownerships within individual watershed will provide many more returns on each dollar invested.  A large number of coordinated actions, taken together will be much more effective in restoring aquatic habitat than if those same activities were done over separate time frames.  For instance, taking out half or two thirds of the culverts preventing fish passage on any one stream may do little good, while collaborating to insure all fish passage culverts are removed, and having sufficient funds to perform the necessary work, will allow a very significant return of the salmon population.

Secondly, by grouping watersheds that provide a refuge system for aquatic species throughout the coastal areas of Oregon and Washington, it will be easier to raise money by directing the funding organizations to the concept of one integrated project (the refuge concept) instead of trying to secure separate funding for a number of scattered unaffiliated individual watershed projects. For example, Ducks Unlimited has already signed cooperative agreements securing nearly $5,000,000 for restoration of over 4,700 acres of tidal, estuarine and fresh water wetlands, associated uplands and riparian areas in 9 key estuaries along the Oregon Coast and Lower Columbia River as part of their Pacific Coast Estuary Initiative. 

The Pacific Coast Watershed Partnership would integrate these and other existing partnerships into a cohesive effort for watershed restoration.  In addition, capitalizing on the environmentally aware urban population centers can expand the partnership.  Population growth in the Pacific Northwest is due in part to the allure of the outdoor- oriented lifestyle.  The region appeals to those who appreciate the scenic beauty and myriad of outdoor activities such as kayaking, sailing, windsurfing, mountain climbing, mountain biking, hiking, camping, and fishing.   Being environmentally conscious, these residents are an enormous, and largely untapped, potential source of labor and/or capital for restoration.  For instance, REI, a sporting goods retailer based in Seattle, organizes trail building and other projects for members.  Friends of Trees, a tree planting group in Portland, annually organizes hundred of volunteers to plant thousands of trees.  Our marketing effort can reach and appeal to these residents. 

Primarily National Forest resource professionals who have developed strong relationships with active and effective Watershed Councils throughout Oregon and Washington have selected the initial watersheds for restoration.  The initial priority areas include the Coquille and the Siuslaw watersheds in Oregon, and the Dungeness and the Skagit watersheds in Washington.  Coastal estuaries, including the Lower Columbia River estuary are also included with emphasis on estuaries associated with high priority watersheds. If the scientific selection process determines that these are not the priority watersheds to restore for salmon refuges, emphasis would be switched to higher priority watersheds. 

THE SETTING – PAST PRESENT AND FUTURE

Prior to the arrival of European explorers and traders in the late 1700s and European settlers in the mid 1800’s, native Americans lived along the coastal areas of Oregon and Washington.  Native tribes utilized resources from the ocean, estuaries and streams, gathered berries and hunted wildlife from forested uplands to support their subsistence-based culture. Reports from early explorers describe conditions as: deep multiple channels choked with wood, salmon so thick they would spook horses, large spruce in the bottomlands and skies darkened by the migration of ducks and geese.  

European settlers began utilizing the resources in the late 1800s (Figures 2- 6) through logging first of streamside and later upland areas, diking estuary and freshwater wetlands for farmland and pastures, clearing rivers of debris, and constructing roads. Thousands of acres of bottomland were altered by clearing, filling, diking, building, paving, tilling and grazing.  Land was cleared for both urban and farm use.  Most stands of the bottomland riparian forests were logged at least once for lumber, fuel and paper pulp.  Humans have introduced non-native plant, fish, bird, and animal species, and reduced native populations.  Since 1910, coho salmon runs have declined 85-90%.  Human actions have created air, water and noise pollution sources from vehicles, trains, airplanes and industry.  Urbanization patterns and transportation corridors have fragmented habitat and created barriers to animal movement.  

Today the Pacific Coast is a complex mix of diverse public and private land ownership patterns and escalating population and urban growth pressures.  Over 5 million people live in the twenty-two million acre watershed.  The population grew by almost ¾ million since 1990, and growth is expected to continue at a similar rate.  Over 4 million people live in three fast-growing metropolitan areas; Puget Sound Metro Area (Seattle, Tacoma, Olympia to Vancouver, British Columbia), Vancouver WA, and Portland OR.  The cumulative effect of population growth and increased natural resource pressures are manifested in degraded watersheds and coastal estuaries.  Aquatic and terrestrial species are on the Endangered Species Act list, and the Environmental Protection Agency has listed streams in every watershed as water quality limited for a variety of reasons.  The citizens of the Pacific Coast area depend on the condition of the natural resources for businesses, recreation, tourism, and quality of life.  Degraded habitats and resources (Figures 7-13) need to be restored (Figures 14-21) for future generations.  

The future of the Pacific Coast can be one where the people and their activities, livelihoods, and communities are in balance with the ability of the natural resources to sustain those activities.  Humans are a part of the environment and can manage the resources to maintain natural processes (nutrient cycling, biodiversity, succession, erosion, and hydrology).  In the short term there is a need for people to work together and agree upon the desired future conditions of the land, the water and the ecosystem.  This could be accomplished through existing local Watershed Councils.  Through education and outreach programs, local constituents will make informed decisions for their watershed based on sound scientific understanding of natural processes, the resiliency of the land and the potential of the land to support different activities and uses.  They in turn will provide the grass roots political support that is necessary to fund and implement a restoration program.

VISION OF THE FUTURE

Healthy and diverse salmon populations  - premier fishing opportunities

Rivers run clear and cold and support people and wildlife

The culture is consistent with ecosystem potential

Livability ranking - highest in the nation

 Highly sought eco-tourism center 

Waterfowl and wildlife abound







PARTNERS – THE KEY TO SUCCESS


This project could not go forward without involvement and commitment of a variety of partners (Figure 22, Appendix B) including government agencies, private organizations and support of citizens in local communities.  Through collaborative efforts, each individual partner will realize a number of benefits at the local level.  Through the Pacific Coast Watershed Partnership, those benefits will be magnified.

Each of the initial watersheds selected for the Pacific Coast Partnership, Coquille, Siuslaw Sandy River Delta, Dungeness, and Skagit have effective Watershed Councils.  The Councils are composed of local residents and resource professionals who know the ground, know the community and are the ones that need to be making the decisions about local restoration priorities.  Only they can know the biological and physical capability of different portions of the watersheds to produce quality aquatic habitat combined with the social opportunity to implement restoration projects in different areas.  These decisions are effectively made at the local level.

Through the Pacific Coast Watershed Partnership, there is a second level of partnerships developed at the Regional level.  These partnerships include the Governor’s Office Natural Resource staff, State and Federal Management and Regulatory Agency staff, National Conservation Organizations, and Foundations.  Development of these partnerships facilitates additional emphasis in priority watersheds by local staff and the acquisition of funding to implement restoration in selected high priority watersheds. There is a solid group of partners at this level (Appendix B) that supports the concept of the Pacific Coast Watershed Partnership and will participate in the scientific selection of watersheds over the next 6 months. 

PARTNERSHIP BENEFITS

Strengthened credibility of individual programs by participating in an organized strategy

Ability to coordinate and pool fiscal and technical resources – become more cost efficient

Demonstrate new ways of doing business – capitalize on opportunities and innovations

Help implement continental/international conservation plans

Participate in develop and critique of restoration theories and techniques

Attract new funds and leverage funding opportunities

Concurrently meet landowner and agency goals 

Strengthen viability of local communities/businesses

The focus on watershed restoration and recovery of salmon and other threatened and endangered species has never been so keen as it is now.  Most state and federal agencies have species recovery as their primary focus.  There are a large variety of funding options to accomplish restoration objectives.  Landowner and special interest groups are working together to understand the issues and initiating efforts to restore watershed conditions.  Currently, however, each different group is focusing on their own land, their own agenda, and implementing opportunistic projects.  There is a lack of coordination and a lack of focus.  Many people refer to the current situation as “random acts of kindness for the land.”  Through the Pacific Coast Watershed partnership, the resources and energies that all of these groups have will be utilized at the local level.  Successful efforts to prioritize sub-watersheds within selected watersheds will be shared and encouraged among the partners.  The funding secured through Regional partners, who emphasize the refuge concept of focused watershed restoration, will be channeled to the local level to be used in accordance with their locally developed action plans.   

STRATEGIC PROTECTION AND RESTORATION

This approach will create a framework of aquatic and terrestrial refuge systems throughout the Pacific Northwest coastal area.  Through the Pacific Coast Watershed Partnership restoration of efforts of federal, state and private land managers will be focused and integrated.   This multi-state conservation strategy will be based on a scientific assessment of physical and biological criteria for salmon, waterfowl and old-growth dependent species.  

Establishment of a core refuge system for threatened and endangered species will be the basis for implementation of state salmon recovery and federal clean water action plans and will be tested by research scientist to assure it is an appropriate approach to restoration.  Within high priority restoration areas, the partnership will locate and deliver funding and other resources to local groups, communities, federal and state agencies, thereby accelerating restoration and species recovery within whole watersheds.  Results will be visible and measurable.  The partnership will build on existing organizations that are central to efforts in project implementation, monitoring and evaluation.

Through large influential partnerships, these refuge systems will be linked together by a system of restored wetlands along the coast.  Coastal estuary restoration will benefit international migratory birds, water quality, and aquatic species. The success of the Pacific Coast Watershed Partnership depends on landowners, governments and organization working together across entire watersheds to get the job done.  

THE PROJECTS – STAYING FOCUSED ON THE GOAL

Throughout the Pacific Northwest, many groups, including the Forest Service and Bureau of Land Management, Watershed Councils, the Department of Ecology in Washington, several Native American Tribes and Private Industrial Timber Companies have completed watershed assessments.  These assessments are a systematic approach to understanding natural resources and how they interact to form ecosystems.  It is important to understand the condition of the natural resources both within a watershed and within larger regional areas.  Populations of wildlife and fish can often be an indicator of degraded resource conditions.  Their life cycles are affected by changes in environmental conditions since they integrate complex interactions in the environment in a way humans do not fully understand.  Reduced populations, however, indicate that there is something wrong in their environment.  For aquatic species, scientist point to over simplification of habitat, reduced riparian, wetland and estuary function and over harvest as explanations for declining populations.  As a result, strong restoration programs can be developed which focus on developing aquatic habitat in critical portions of the watershed where the largest return for the restoration investment would occur.  

In watersheds involved with the Pacific Coast Watershed Partnership,  not every project identified by agencies or landowners will be addressed.  Only those projects in high priority watersheds that address conditions that limit the ability of that watershed to produce habitat conditions to support threatened or endangered species will be addressed.  It is important to establish a link between potential project activities and ecosystem restoration goals.  Accomplishing these goals requires a strong social component and commitment from all the partners.  Building and sustaining partner commitment to restoration activities at both the local and Regional level is key to the success of this project.

Table 1 highlights the restoration goals that have been identified in the watershed analyses that have been completed for the watersheds included in the Pacific Coast Watershed Partnership.  There are specific resource elements that make up each goal.  For each resource element, there are on-the-ground indicators of the condition of that resource.  These are the items that would be monitored to assess resource condition in the first place and to show recovery of that resource condition following implementation of a restoration program.  A list of potential types of projects that are known to improve resource conditions is included to stimulate ideas for groups planning a restoration strategy.  Finally, a list of specific projects, by year is included to show how funding for the Pacific Coast Watershed Partnership will be utilized.  Right now, this list only shows efforts being made in 2000 and planned in 2001 utilizing National Forest System and State and Private Forestry funds.  There are many more projects that are being funded by partners and through traditional Forest Service appropriations that are occurring in the core refuge watersheds that are not shown on the chart at this time. However, they will be included as groups itemize and display their individual activities during the collaborative processes initiated with this partnership.  When meeting with partners, the format of Table 1 could serve as a tool to characterize activities for all groups working in the watershed.

Table 1: Linking Project Activities To Ecosystem Restoration Goals 

	RESTORATION / PROTECTION GOAL
	RESOURCE ELEMENT
	INDICATOR
	POTENTIAL PROJECT
	SPECIFIC PROJECTS

2000
	SPECIFIC PROJECTS

2001

	Stream channels function to moderate transport of flows, debris and sediment while providing high quality aquatic species habitat 
	Stream channel shape, profiles
	Sinuosity

Meander Belt Width

Width Depth Ratio

Entrenchment
	Channel realignment

Create/connect off-channel habitat
	
	

	
	In-stream habitat complexity
	Pools

Riffles

LWD

Substrate comp.
	Boulder placement

Large Wood complexes
	Siu -West Fork Deadwood habitat
	NF Siuslaw habitat

SFC - .5 mi large wood complexes

	
	Hydrologic Regime
	Channel network form

Runoff timing
	Disconnect roads form stream system

Close/decommission/obliterate/relocate roads

Upgrade/remove culverts

Install waterbars

Provide energy dissipaters

Mulch/seed bare surfaces

De-compact 

Reduce road density
	Siu - N. Fk.. Road relocation  .25 miles


	Dungeness 11 miles road deommissioning

	All life stages of aquatic organisms move freely up and down stream system
	Channel continuity
	Stream gradient

Species distribution
	Culvert removal/upgrade


	Siu - N. Fk. Road relocation .25 miles

SFC Culverts - .5 mi
	SFC 1 large culvert

	Riparian vegetation is adequate to provide shade, bank stability and recruitment of wood and litter to the channel over time
	Riparian Function
	Species

Seral class distribution

Composition

Structure
	Riparian planting/release

Animal control

Fencing

Control noxious weeds


	Siu Riparian Planting 

25 acres

Siu Riparian Release 

 40 acres

Sandy River Delta –planting, noxious weed control 15 acres

SFC - Elkhorn Planting
	Sandy River Delta – planting, noxious weed control 15 acres

SFC riparian planting .5 mi.

	Vegetation characteristics and patterns provide adequate riparian habitat and support hydrologic and soil erosion processes expected for the area
	Riparian Forest Communities
	Seral distribution

Structure – Composition


	Thinning

CWD creation/ Snag creation

Planting\Release 

Controlled burns

Restore Native Vegetation

Control noxious weeds
	Siuslaw LSR treatment plan 300 ac. 

Siu - Western Lane Gorse treatment 95 acres
	SFC 162 ac LSR treatment


Table 1: Linking Project Activities To Ecosystem Restoration Goals 

	RESTORATION / PROTECTION GOAL
	RESOURCE ELEMENT
	INDICATOR
	POTENTIAL PROJECT
	SPECIFIC PROJECTS

2000
	SPECIFIC PROJECTS

2001

	Water quality supports beneficial uses and natural functions
	Sediment
	Dissolved oxygen

Embeddedness

Width/depth ratio

Landslide rates

Debris torrents

Stream scour
	Close/decommission/obliterate/relocate roads

Upgrade/remove culverts

Install waterbars

Provide energy dissipaters

Mulch/seed bare surfaces

De-compact

Reduce road density
	Siu - Misery Creek Road Decom 1.13 miles – 11 culverts

Siu - Cooperative Road Maint – Lane County – 6 culverts, 6 mi

SFC - Wooden Rock Culverts/road –1 mi/4 culverts
	SFC 10 miles waterbars and culvert cleaning

SFC 8 culvert upgrades

	
	Shade/Water Temperature


	Water temperature

Riparian vegetation composition

Dissolved oxygen
	Plant riparian /release riparian

In-stream structure to capture gravels

Alter riparian species composition/seral class

Control noxious weeds
	
	SFC 10 Ac. Riparian Reserve Treatment (CWD/release)

	
	Nutrients
	Nitrates

Phosphates

Marine elements

Salmon carcasses
	Fertilize use control

Distribute carcasses
	
	

	
	Chemical Pollution
	Chemical composition
	Herbicide/pesticide use control

Relocate Roads
	
	

	
	Bacterial Contamination
	E. Coli
	Animal waste control

Human waste control


	SFC 3Toilets – hig rec area
	

	Water quantity supports beneficial uses
	In-stream flow
	flow
	Acquire water rights

Improve irrigation application

Comprehensive water use plans
	
	SFC Land Acquisition

	Wetlands are sufficient to filter sediments and nutrients, attenuate floods, recharge groundwater and provide habitat
	Floodplain Interaction
	Off channel habitat

Elevated water table
	Large wood complexes

Channel realignment
	
	

	
	Fresh water wetlands
	Wetland hydrology
	Dike removal

Ditch filling

Restore native vegetation

Restore hydrology
	Sandy  River Delta – control exotic species – 75 acres, deepen wetlands 15 acres
	Sandy River Delta – Control exotic species – 50 acres, deepen wetlands 20 acres, plant 3 acres

	
	Estuarine wetlands 
	Wetland hydrology


	Dike removal

Ditch filling

Tide gate removal/upgrade

Restore native vegetation 

Restore hydrology
	Siu - Estergaard dike removal
	

	Soil condition supports natural erosion rates and supplies adequate moisture and nutrients to vegetation
	Slope Stability
	# of Landslides

Cutslope failures

Fill slope failures
	Stabilize roads

Create CWD

Maintain vegetation in unstable areas
	SFC - Landslide Planting 1 acre
	

	
	Soil Compaction
	Soil density or resistance
	De-compact (subsoiling)
	
	


Table 1: Linking Project Activities To Ecosystem Restoration Goals 

	RESTORATION / PROTECTION GOAL
	RESOURCE ELEMENT
	INDICATOR
	POTENTIAL PROJECT
	SPECIFIC PROJECTS

2000
	SPECIFIC PROJECTS

2001

	Agency personnel and residents of the watershed understand watershed processes and make informed land use decisions
	Local control based on expertise
	Participation in Watershed Council/SWCD Activities

Integrated planning strat.
	Acquisition/ Easements Monitoring

Marketing

Education
	Siu - Estuary training/monitoring

Siu - Stream passage training

Siu - Waite property acquisition


	SFC Participation in Watershed Council

	Federal, state and local groups and landowners work  collaboratively on restoration projects
	Holistic restoration aimed at limiting factors
	Jointly funded/supported projects
	Strong prioritization of areas and activities 

Cooperative/other Agreements

 Integrated Land Management Plans


	Siu - Interagency collaboration mtg.

Siu - interagency technical group to prioritize areas and project types

Siu - Interagency and local groups determine ways to multi-fund multi year projects.
	

	Natural resources are protected and utilized in a responsible manner which promotes a sustainable and diverse economy
	Economic viability

Healthy ecosystems
	Community cohesion and stability -future based
	Informed compromises
	Siu - Increased salmon poaching patrols
	SFC 80 acres Port Orford cedar roadside sanitation to reduce spreat of disease


THE CUSTOMERS 

Salmon is the icon of the Pacific Northwest.  People all over the world know the area for the fisheries resource and the beautiful streams that produce the salmon.  Tourism for fishing expeditions is declining.  Reduced fishing opportunities, increasing regulations, and lack of fish continually frustrate local residents.  Many people find their water source polluted and crabs, clams and other marine organisms are no longer edible due to high toxin levels in bays and estuaries.  The responsibility for turning this situation around, for protecting the small amount of high quality habitat that remains and restoring degraded lands, falls on land management and regulatory agencies and local residents.  These groups have inherited land use patterns and management methods that may have led to the degraded condition.  These are the customers of the Pacific Coast Watershed Partnership.

The customers include everyone who lives and works in the coastal areas of Oregon and Washington.  The Pacific Coast Watershed Partnership will provide leadership, technical and monetary support to our customers through established Watershed Councils and other local partners.  We will work together to fund projects in high priority areas.  

Our customers include the 5 million people who live in the large metropolitan areas of Seattle, Olympia, Puget Sound, Vancouver and Portland.  Some urban residents derive their livelihood from resource utilization in the watershed.  Others support communities and local businesses by visiting coastal and estuarine areas for recreation.  Bird watching, beach walking and recreational driving are the top recreational activities of the country.  The Pacific Coast partnership will enhance those opportunities, as well as sport fishing, hiking, and other recreation activities.  Tourists visit the watershed from all over the world and provide substantial economic benefits to local communities.  

Landowners need and utilize incentives to help make the shift in the way they manage their land.  However, even landowners who are interested in changing their land use practices are often frustrated by the bureaucracy involved in accomplishing the task.  Often landowners have no idea of the complexities of permitting.  Items that often come up in discussion include:

· Consultation with NMFS and USFWS on Endangered Species Act issues;

· Fill and dredging permits from the Army Corp. and Division of State Lands;

· Multitudes of agreements, and commitments involved with accepting federal funding; 

· Having to pay up front for contracted work before being reimbursed or not having the funds needed for cost share practices.

Agency personnel as well need to understand the complexities of accomplishing restoration work on the ground and need to learn how to work better together and with the public to accomplish the task.  To clarify some of the issues, the Pacific Coast Watershed Partnership held an interagency meeting with members of the Siuslaw Watershed Council and Soil and Water Conservation District.  Similar meetings will be held with local constituents in other watershed areas. The following 9 items are a synthesis of the types of collaborative efforts that the customers see are needed in the watershed through a program such as Pacific Coast Watershed Partnership.  Through development of the Pacific Coast Watershed Partnership there is now a collaborative that is taking leadership in addressing these issues.  In addition, another forum with local landowners, private and volunteer organizations will occur to determine their needs and desires from this Partnership.

1) Prioritize sub-watershed in basin to focus activities.  Determine priority projects.

2) Develop a mutually acceptable assessment / action plan

a. Agency and local entity action plans need to come together

3) Plan priority areas and priority projects then…  Bank money for implementation

a. Bank money to spend over a 3-5 year period

b. Develop a Memorandum of Understanding or other agreement to bank money

c. Provide assistance – technical, extension, financial

d. Focus efforts

e. Work through existing means

4) Use watershed council as a clearinghouse

a. Information sharing on programs/permits

b. Local library file

c. Web page

d. Possible to combine required permits across ownerships

e. Have info / templates / examples available

5) Clarify roles

a. Share expertise across agency/entity lines

b. Share info on roles and responsibilities for all players

6) Cultivate local ownership

a. Work through local entities – bottom up instead of top down

b. Give priority to local contractors

c. Consultants can build trust as well

7) Funding to watershed councils to do outreach / implementation

a. Use local landowners for outreach – pay stipend

b. Also use consultants/ master woodland program

c. Include SWCDs to do outreach – fund

8) Joint Monitoring 

a. Temperature monitoring

b. Combined database

c. Monitoring for projects – pool all this

9) One format - for grant applications and accomplishment reports

a. Agencies requiring reports should get together OWEB, DEQ, DSL, USACE….
BENEFITS FOR LOCAL RESIDENTS THE LAND OWNER

Responsible and efficient agricultural production

Sustained and dependable forestry production

Enhanced fisheries (recreational and commercial and cultural)

Improved recreation experience (eco-tourism–canopy trails to bird watching)

Transition to a more diversified, resilient economy

Improved quality of life

Our most important customers have not yet been born.  Therefore, success will be measured by the legacy we leave our children.  Will they inherit environmental problems or will they benefit from a strategically focused path of planning and restoration?  

BENEFITS FOR THE NATIONAL CITIZEN

Knowing that their participation has resulted in: 

 A sustained temperate rain forest ecosystem 

Restoration of salmon and other endangered species through a refuge system Healthy waterfowl, shorebirds, neo-tropical migratory species populations and habitats supported in the Pacific flyway 

Responsible wood products use through sustained forest management 

Places to visit, use and enjoy

THE CONTROVERSIES

Successful implementation of this partnership will require societal change.  This change involves citizens, governments, and organization taking more responsibility and actions to conserve, restore, and responsibly manage coastal watersheds. The Oregon Plan for Salmon and Watersheds has initiated such change throughout Oregon.   The Governor has asked all Oregonians to be a part of the solution needed to restore watersheds and ensure the survival of endangered species.  The same social movement is beginning in Washington State.  The Pacific Coast Watershed Partnership takes advantage of this grass roots support and links restoration of federal lands with that of state and private lands.  This could not be accomplished, however, without addressing several controversies. 

Prioritizing areas for restoration – how do we agree?

· Science Based area selection (Appendix A) vs. Opportunistic selection 

Landowners who want to initiate restoration projects on their land should be supported in their efforts, regardless of their location.  However, this should be tempered with the higher priority need to do the critical restoration in high priority watersheds to ensure viability of endangered species.  Prioritizing is a controversial process since certain areas will be lower priority and a disproportional amount of watershed restoration funding will be shifted to high priority areas.  There appears to be winners and losers in the process.  

Protecting the land for conservation vs. private property rights

· Protecting riparian areas vs. use of private land

· Road closures vs. public access

· Maintaining slope stability vs. harvest on steep slopes

Regulatory requirements vs. voluntary efforts

· Controlled land use vs. unsustainable development and resource utilization

The landowner will initiate restoration efforts on private lands.  Each landowner’s objectives for his or her land will be used as a basis for the restoration strategy.  Satisfying landowners while applying scientifically credible restoration efforts is important.  Bridges need to be built between government agencies and the public since this controversy surfaces often as a result of: not understanding the motives of government agents; not wanting to deal with the bureaucracy that is often a part of government assistance; and thinking that any initial participation will lead to further government control of private lands.  Landowner hesitation is understandable and it is the responsibility of government to change its own behavior.  There should be strong working relationships between government and landowners.   Restoration cannot occur in a vacuum.   The condition of public land is only a part of the solution; the condition of private land is a critical component of the restoration strategy. 

Often, landowners do not understand the value of their particular piece of property to the watershed as a whole.  An example of this surfaced when a local group started monitoring where young fish were rearing during the summer months.  This information was shared with community members, especially with landowners who participated and allowed monitoring on their land.  When people were made aware that their property had the potential to support many fish, they usually wanted to learn what they could do to protect or restore their property to increase use by aquatic species.

The partnership wants to avoid the following scenario:

There could be group splintering and lack of consensus that leads to no action and the resources continue to degrade.  The process becomes too bureaucratic; too complex requires too much paperwork and landowners get frustrated.  This ends up being a top down approach, priorities are established yet everyone does what they want where they want anyway.  There is no agreed upon strategy at either the local or the landscape level.  There is no partner ownership.  There may be active political opposition and as a result budgets and resource conditions continue to decline.

A positive scenario would be:

We establish a vision of watershed condition at the local level that everyone agrees to.  There is sufficient time to collaborate and high quality restoration and protection projects result.  High quality, strategically located restoration projects are implemented and have visible, measurable results. There is local ownership, involvement and pride in restoration programs and all partners are credible and respected for their efforts. 

COMPETING VISIONS

There are competing visions that include groups who promote the concept that there are no problems with the conditions of the forests, streams, and estuaries.  That the reason there are no fish is because of predators in the bays, unfavorable ocean conditions and because of foreign fishing fleets over harvesting salmon in the oceans.  Most scientists attribute salmon and trout population declines to a variety of complex factors which include habitat loss as well as mismanagement of harvests.  

For state and federal land management and regulatory agencies, the focus is on watershed restoration.  However, there are as many visions of how to accomplish watershed restoration, as there are agencies and groups working in the watershed.  Currently each group has their own individual plans.  A few of the plans are outlined below.

· The Northwest Forest Plan – provides guidelines for federal lands 

· The Oregon Plan for Salmon and Watersheds – seeks voluntary efforts in restoration from landowners through Watershed Councils and State Agencies- takes and opportunistic approach.

· Farm Bill Programs – emphasize voluntary watershed restoration limited to agricultural producers.

· Ducks Unlimited – focuses on restoration and protection of wetland habitats

· Regulatory Agencies: Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ), Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) – regulate compliance on laws such as the Endangered Species Act (ESA) and Clean Water Act (CWA)

· USFWS – North American Waterfowl Management Plan -  focuses on estuarine and wetland habitats

· State and Federal wildlife agencies – focus on specific species habitat restoration

· Private and Volunteer Organizations – Oregon Trout, Wild Salmon Center, Washington Trout, Eco-trust, Pacific Coast Joint Ventures – seek opportunities to restore watershed conditions through studies, education, acquisition, and project implementation

· Tribal governments – focus on natural resource management on tribal lands
These individually efforts have merit.  However, they could be much stronger and effect more change in ecosystem recovery if they were focused in specific watersheds and integrated with each other.  This is where the restoration strategy and leadership of the Pacific Coast Watershed Partnership provides a powerful means of effecting real change and measurable accomplishment for species recovery.  The premise of the Pacific Coast Watershed Partnership is that: 

1. There is more return on the investment of restoration funds when limiting factors (i.e. access barriers or poor habitat) are treated for within the high priority portion of an entire stream than for separate, uncoordinated sections. 

2. It is easier to secure funding for one large project (the refuge concept of multiple watersheds) than for each watershed individually.  

Many of these groups provide funding for restoration projects; the others are competing for the same pots of funding or the same volunteers to implement the projects.  Through the partnership, these groups will submit projects for joint funding and utilize each other to leverage additional funds to complete effective and efficient projects that compliment each other and accelerate restoration.

Individually, each agency or private organization has strengths in its ability to work with other public agencies and in their ability to work with private landowners.  They also have weaknesses in these same arenas (Appendix C).  Through the partnership, the strengths of the various groups can be utilized to support each other where needed and the weaknesses and inability to affect change will be reduced.   As we learn to understand the goals and mission of each group, the details of this chart can be filled in and our ability to work efficiently together toward a common vision will be improved.

STRENGTHS OF THE 

PACIFIC COAST WATERSHED PARTNERSHIP

Restores whole watersheds to productive conditions

Focuses funds and activities in critical priority refuge areas -selected and evaluated based on current scientific understanding 

Emphasizes protecting and restoring natural systems

Promotes sustainable community economic and land use strategies

Utilizes existing forums, doesn’t create a new bureaucracy

The Future Depends on Decisions Implemented Now

The future of Pacific coast watersheds could be one of a variety of outcomes depending on choices made now.  The Coastal Landscape Assessment and Modeling System (CLAMS) project has modeled some potential outcomes based on existing guidelines for federal lands and expected management practices on private lands.  The modeling shows that the Northwest Forest Plan alone is not sufficient to provide habitat to restore Endangered Species (USDA-CLAMS 1999).  A coordinated strategic approach through the Pacific Coast Watershed Partnership will be a critical link in bringing citizens and agencies together to implement restoration at a speed and scale sufficient to sustain endangered species.

MARKETING – SHARING THE VISION

The key market program of the Pacific Coast Watershed Partnership is building Partnerships.  These efforts have been very successful.  Locally through Watershed Councils and Regionally, Forest Service resource mangers are viewed as professionals with the skills needed to plan and implement restoration.  This in collaboration with other partners who balance the skill mix (i.e. conservation districts who have direct connections to local sub-watershed community leaders) help focus and expedite restoration planning and implementation.  

Displaying successes as well as failures helps others understands what can work in specific situations.  Perhaps the best value of this Partnership is to demonstrate how visual and measurable improvements in watershed condition can be accomplished if both agencies and landowners work together.  Tables 2 and 3 display the marketing and communication plan that will be used to gain visibility for this partnership. 

Table 2:  Marketing the Pacific Coast Watershed Partnership 

	ACTIVITY
	TIMELINE

	· Build a partnership base 
	On-going

	· Integrate with communities, use grass root structure and support system, focus is on what’s wanted/needed in local communities.
	On-going

	· Work through local Watershed Councils/ urban area/ civic organizations, groups/SWCDs, other agencies, schools
	On-going

	· Ensure clarity of our message, intent and goals; and not raise expectations that can’t be met – be clear so that anyone can give message.  Encourage supportive partners to carry the message
	On-Going – Complete by June 30,2000

	· Find out from partners and others who else we are missing from the partner list and encourage them to join us
	On-going

	· Stress credibility from us and our work
	On-going

	· Be accountable through yearly accomplishment reports and measurable results
	Due Sept 30,2000 and each year following.  Summarize activity to date.


Table 3:  Pacific Coast Watershed Partnership Communications Plan

	ACTIVITY
	TIMELINE

	· Communicate both externally and internally
	On-going

	· Press – Critical at all levels - county, state, national.  Employ news releases, and press stories
	Begin summer 2000

	· Demonstrate new and innovative restoration methods
	Begin fall 2000

	· Field Trips for Governor/ Legislators/ agency leaders, congressional members, Tribal leaders, Organizational leaders
	Fall 2000

	· Use the internet – create a web site
	Summer 2000

	· Publicize widely – locally, regionally, nationally
	Summer 2000


ACTIONS WE AVOID

Alienating anyone

Being bureaucratic

Being agency dominated

Getting bogged down in process 

Moving ahead without grass roots support


Not focusing on priorities

Ignoring concerns

GOVERNANCE – HOW THE PARTNERSHIP WORKS

Organization

Pacific Coast Watershed Partnership strives to work in collaboration with existing groups i.e. Watershed Councils, SWCDs and Pacific Coast Joint Ventures (Appendix B identifies partners for each watershed).  The Pacific Coast Watershed Partnership effort exists to augment and focus monetary and technical resources into strategically selected areas.  This project will accelerate local efforts in restoration within individual high priority watersheds and link their local efforts under a regional refuge concept. The Partnership would utilize a four-prong approach, taking advantage of existing organizations. The organizational structure is outlined in Table 4, and depicted in Figure 23.

Implementation teams – These are the existing Watershed Councils at the local level.  They develop, plan, implement, monitor and report on-the-ground restoration projects.  The local teams would forward project proposals for funding to the technical committee.  These existing teams consist of Watershed Council members, managing agencies, tribes, volunteer groups and others. 
A technical committee would be formed for oversight developing and managing processes, data analysis, monitoring and reporting results for the entire watershed, and marketing.  This group would review proposals forwarded by local implementation teams and recommend funding priorities to the steering committee.  

A steering committee would be responsible for policy, setting direction and scope of the Partnership, marketing and developing political support.  The existing Pacific Coast Joint Ventures steering committee can be augmented as needed.  

A coordinator is needed to facilitate the Partnership through collaboration and communication with all partners. The coordinator will facilitate the selection of watersheds for the refuge concept.  This person will coordinate, collect and archive data, report and market.  A single point of contact is critical, given the size, scope and complexity of this watershed restoration effort.  

Table 4:  Organizational Responsibilities and Structure

	
	Responsibilities
	Participants
	Structure
	Meetings

	Implementation

Teams
	· Develop, Plan and Implement Projects

· Monitoring and Reporting

· Marketing
	Local Watershed 

Councils, NGOs, tribes, managing agencies,

 volunteer groups
	In Place
	Often,

as needed

	Technical

Committee
	· Develop/Manage Processes

· Watershed Level Monitoring/Reporting

· Coordinate Data

· Recommend Funding Priorities
	Contact Point for 

each partner
	New Group
	Initially 

frequent.

semi-annually

 in out years.

	Steering 

Committee
	· Policy Making 

· Guides Development

· Political Support

· Marketing
	Expand existing Joint 

Venture Steering 

Committee
	In Place


	Yearly

	Coordinator
	· Point of Contact

· Communication

· Coordination

· Data Collection Point

· Reporting

· Marketing
	New position.

Liaison to Pacific 

Coast Joint Ventures 

Coordinator/ Ducks 

Unlimited
	New
	Continuous





THE OPERATIONS PLAN

This business plan is the first strategic step to development of the Pacific Coast Watershed Partnership.  Development of the business plan has helped all partners formulate a clear vision of the desired outcome and the steps needed to attain those outcomes.  The following outlines the steps that will guide the growth and development of the Pacific Coast Watershed Partnership.  Table 5 is a graphic display of the expected timeline for this project. 

Phase I – FY 1999-2001:

· Develop concept of Pacific Coast Watershed Partnership.  Build partnership in the process.  I

· Complete strategic planning and strengthen partnerships within three “initial focus” watersheds.  These watersheds include the Siuslaw and Coquille Rivers, and the lower Columbia estuary (representing broad southern, central and northern zones along the Oregon coast.)  For FY 2000, priority projects in these watersheds would be implemented.  

· Implement scheduled restoration activities in initial set of watersheds

· Work with local Watershed Councils to prioritize areas and coordinate restoration among agencies and landowners.

· PNW researchers and a variety of partners from private volunteer organizations, state and federal agencies will identify and validate core refuge areas throughout the range of the project.

· Partners and local residents would be brought in to help initiate planning and develop an implementation schedule within priority areas. 

· Refine selection criteria to determine where and which projects will get funded. Select critical areas for restoration (high priority areas) within priority watersheds. 

· A number of wetland and estuarine restoration projects will be completed along the Pacific Coast as an effort to connect these focus watersheds.  
· Acquire state, council or partner data for watersheds that are lacking information that we can use for tracking changes over time.  Identify data needs/gaps in selected priority watersheds.  

· Plan for new projects in 2-4 priority watersheds, prepare grant proposals and applications for project funding (i.e. write grants for out-year projects).

Phase II - FY 2001-03:  

· Continue work with partners to implement projects within the three initial focus watersheds as well as expanding to additional focus watersheds. 

· Continue wetland and estuarine restoration in strategic locations along the Pacific Coast.  

· Complete all high priority restoration work within at least one of the three initial focus watersheds.  

· Expansion areas will be determined from assessment in Phase I, will include areas in Washington both the Olympic Peninsula and Puget Sound area.

Phase III -FY 2003-05: 

· Expand project work to additional focus watersheds in Washington. 

· Continue wetland and estuarine restoration in strategic locations along the Pacific Coast.

Phase IV - FY 2005-10: 

· Active projects and partnerships in 10-12 watersheds. Bring on 2 watersheds every other year to give sufficient time for planning. 

· Integrate wetland and estuarine restoration of past 5 years with watershed projects being initiated in new focus basins, and continue restoring wetlands and estuaries that connect refuges throughout Coast Oregon and Washington.

· High priority restoration completed in original watersheds. 

Table 5:  Timeline for Pacific Coast Watershed Partnership

	TASK                                   
	2000
	2001
	2002
	2003
	2004
	2005
	2006
	2007
	2008
	2009
	2010

	Build partnerships
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Hire project coordinator
	        
	
	
	
	
	        
	
	
	
	
	

	Determine high priority restoration watersheds for Pacific Coast Watershed Partnership
	  
	
	
	*
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Determine project selection criteria
	   
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Acquire watershed / species condition data
	   
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Select projects along coastal zone 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Completed planning in Siuslaw, Coquille, Lower Columbia
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Complete high priority project implementation 

Siuslaw, Coquille, & Lower Columbia
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Locals plan priority sites and project types within high priority areas
	         
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Prepare grants for project funding
	        
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Implement projects, expand to 1-2 watersheds per year (10-12 watersheds total)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Complete restoration in expanded project areas and along coastal zone
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Monitor project and partnership success
	        
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	




FINANCIAL PLAN

The Pacific Coast Watershed Partnership is based on the premise that a multitude of state, federal, and local entities as well as private and volunteer organizations will all work together toward a common goal.  The expectation, and the commitment of several partners to date is to pool funds, use various funding sources to leverage other funding sources and as a result have sufficient budgets to implement desired goals and objectives.  Appendix D itemizes budget requests from separate project areas.  

Tables 6-8 are budget worksheets for FY 2000, 2001 and 2002 (research only).  Local watershed partners are working on project selection and budgeting needs for 2002 and beyond.  Appendix D contains a breakdown of expected funding needs for National Forest portion of the Partnership through 2004.  

Table 6:  Proposed PNW Budget

	2001
	
	2002

	Objectives 1,2,3 & 5
	

	GIS Tech./Analyst GS9/11 Term-.5yr 
	$80,000
	$80,000.



	GIS Workstation operating costs
	$35,000
	$15,000.

	Travel

	$1,000
	$1,000.



	Overhead (16%)
	$18,560
	$15,360

	Subtotal
	 $114,560
	$111,360

	Objective 4 (PNW Contribution to OSU)*
	

	Salary

	$33,400
	$33,400

	Computer support
	$16,000
	$16,000

	Travel
	$2,000
	$2,000

	Overhead (43%)
	$22,102
	$22,102

	Subtotal
	$73,502
	$73,502

	
	
	

	Total

	$187,062
	$183,862

	PRODUCTS
	Priority watersheds; Priority activities;

Preliminary monitoring design
	Finalize prioritize watersheds;

Final monitoring design;

Economic analysis


*This represents 50% of the costs.  OWEB will provide the balance of the funding for this objective.

Table 7:  FY 2000 Budget Allocation

	EBLI
	PROGRAM
	DOLLARS
	DU request
	DU funded
	CRG Req
	CRG fund
	SIU Requ
	SIU funded
	SIS Requ
	Sis Funded

	SPST
	STEWARDSHIP
	165,000
	165000
	165,000
	
	
	
	
	
	

	SPUF
	URBAN FORESTRY
	35000
	35000
	35000
	
	
	
	
	
	

	NFRM
	RECREATION MGT
	41000
	
	
	
	
	19500
	41000
	
	

	NFWL
	WILDLIFE HABITAT
	182000
	120000
	156000
	26000
	26000
	
	
	
	

	NFIF
	INLAND FISH HABITAT
	26000
	
	
	
	
	
	
	31000
	26000

	NFAF
	ANADROMOUS FISH
	189000
	120000
	41000
	
	
	78000
	94000
	31000
	54000

	NFTE
	TE&S SPECIES
	112000
	30000
	103000
	9000
	9000
	
	
	
	

	NFSI
	WATERSHED IMPROV
	38000
	
	
	
	
	19500
	19000
	31000
	19000

	PARD
	ROAD RECON
	26000
	
	
	
	
	
	
	32000
	26000

	TRTR
	RD/TRAILS
	30000
	
	
	
	
	58500
	30000
	
	

	NFFV
	FORESTLAND VEG
	11000
	
	
	
	
	19500
	11000
	
	

	PAMF
	MAINTENANCE
	0
	30000
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	TOTALS
	855,000
	500000
	500,000
	35000
	35000
	195000
	195000
	125000
	125000


Table 7 Summary:  For Oct 1 1999 through Sept 30 2000, the following funding has been authorized for National Forest funding;

Coquille Watershed:
 
 $125,000

Siuslaw Watershed:   

 $195,000

Sandy River Delta:     

 $  35,000

Ducks Unlimited:

 $500,000
TOTAL FY2000 BUDGET   $855,000

Table 8 Summary :  For Oct. 1 2000 through Sept 30 2001, the following funding has been requested for National Forests and Partners  this amount of funding is needed to implement critical restoration projects:

	INITIAL REQUEST
	REVISED REQUEST – To be competitive with other National Demonstrations, knowing that overall funding would not be increased, the Regional Office reduced the original request and added regional funding to the budget to reduce the overall request for funding from the Washington Office.  

	PCWP Total Need:



$ 17,059,000

PCWP Request from Forests:


$   3,217,000

Other National Forest Funding:

$    ( 422,000)

Partner Contribution:



$(12,305,000)

Ducks Unlimited Request:


$   1,115,000

INITIAL FY2001 BUDGET REQUEST 
$   4,332,000

	Lowered Total Request:


$ 15,753,000
Lowered Request from Forests:

$   2,537,000

Other National Forest Funding:

$    ( 422,000)

Regional Contribution:


$     (239,000)

Partner Contribution:



$(12,305,000)

Reduced Ducks Unlimited Request:

$      250,000

FINAL FY2001 BUDGET REQUEST
$   2,548,000


	Table 8:  Pacific Coast Demonstration Area - FY 2001 Needs
	
	
	05/19/2000
	

	
	
	TOTAL
	
	STATION/
	
	
	LOWER
	Less
	

	
	
	DEMO
	PARTNER
	FOREST
	REMAINING
	
	ESTIMATED
	REGION
	WO

	EBLI
	
	NEED
	FUND
	FUND
	NEED
	
	REQUEST**
	FUND
	Request

	FRRE
	Research
	273
	87
	0
	186
	
	186
	0
	186

	NFAF
	Anadromous Fish
	1,266
	740
	50
	476
	
	476
	50
	426

	NFFV
	Forest Vegetation
	50
	0
	50
	0
	
	0
	0
	0

	NFIF
	Inland Fish Habitat
	236
	155
	0
	81
	
	81
	10
	71

	NFIM
	Inventory & Monitoring
	12
	5
	0
	7
	
	7
	0
	7

	NFRM
	Recreation Mgmt
	25
	0
	25
	0
	
	0
	0
	0

	NFRV
	Rangeland Veg Mgmt
	95
	10
	7
	78
	
	78
	5
	73

	NFSI
	Watershed Improvement
	640
	400
	10
	230
	
	230
	7
	223

	NFSO
	SW&A Operations
	182
	105
	10
	67
	
	67
	7
	60

	NFTE
	TE&S Habitat Mgmt
	334
	144
	15
	175
	
	50
	0
	50

	NFTM
	Timber Sales Mgmt
	473
	300
	30
	143
	
	143
	50
	93

	NFWL
	Wildlife Habitat Mgmt
	279
	5
	11
	263
	
	78
	5
	73

	PAMR
	Road Maintenance
	789
	394
	55
	340
	
	340
	55
	285

	PAMT
	Trail Maintenance
	0
	0
	0
	0
	
	0
	0
	0

	PARD
	Road Construction
	561
	110
	50
	401
	
	401
	50
	351

	SPST (FRM)
	Forest Stewardship ***
	400
	0
	0
	400
	
	400
	0
	400

	NFLA
	Real Estate Mgmt
	176
	50
	2
	124
	
	0
	0
	0

	LALW
	LWCF Land Acquisition
	1,546
	1,300
	0
	246
	
	0
	0
	0

	CWKV
	KV Reforest, F&WL
	107
	0
	107
	0
	
	0
	0
	0

	
	Subtotal for NFS part
	7,444
	3,805
	422
	3,217
	
	2,537
	239
	2,298

	DU
	Ducks Unlimited ****
	9,615
	8,500
	0
	1,115
	
	250
	0
	250

	TOTAL DU and NFS Request
	17,059
	12,305
	422
	4,332
	
	2,787
	239
	2,548

	**   Request may be lower than need, because of other considerations

***  The SPST $400,000 in Forest Resource Mgmt. Funds are to be spent Region-wide (including SIU, SIS, CRGNSA, Ducks Unlim.,

      and Washington Forests); Funds will be provided to State Foresters for program delivery on non-federal lands.

****  Ducks Unlimited is a valued partner, but their request of $1,115,000 was lowered to make this project more competetive. 

        Possibly some of the $400,000 of SPST could go towards DU projects on private land.

        In FY 2000, Ducks Unlimited was given $500,000 in FS funding for Pacific Coastal projects.


EVALUATION - MEASUREMENT AND ACCOUNTABILITY

A lot of time and money is spent on monitoring often with few results.  This partnership will develop an integrated monitoring plan among participants.  Several agencies already integrate their data (USFS, BLM DEQ water quality sampling) and many agencies (ODFW, BLM, USFS have agreed upon key fish habitat indicators that will be collected in all stream surveys).  Through the Pacific Coast Watershed Partnership, this data will be collected and put into one data base.

The Natural Resource Information System – WATER Team has agreed to populate the databases with information from the Siuslaw Basin.  This will be a prototype to show the utility of the system.  The WATER module is capable of graphically displaying stream survey information.  It will be easy to determine where surveys have been completed as well as where surveys need to be done.  Attached databases will display the quality and reliability of the data.  Watershed improvement needs (WINs) will also be displayed graphically, the WINs database will show where projects have been completed and where projects still need to occur.  This will be an invaluable display when working interagency and with landowner groups.  Out year project planning will be simplified with this process.

In order to be accountable for the funds and energy expended to implement this partnership, project data need to be collected to evaluate the trends of watershed condition over time.  Reeves and Reynolds (PNW) with help from USFS personnel developed a model that can be utilized to track changes in watershed condition over time.  The elements of the model relate back to the indicators of resource condition and the restoration goals outlined in Table 1.  Monitoring elements focus on stream channel function, Riparian and upland vegetation, wetland function, and water quality. Specific monitoring elements are included in the model (Appendix E).  The a model can be tailored to specific conditions of any watershed by adjusting the weight and thresholds given to each value.  PNW researchers will work with agency personnel and local residents who can validate the parameters of this model.  This validation will increase the ownership that people have in the model outputs.  

The number of groups that are involved will measure success of this partnership. The level of coordinated project planning and implementation that occurs in the focus watersheds will also be a measure of success.  Ultimately, the trend in the condition of our watersheds, based on our best scientific understanding of watershed processes will be the measure of our success.

Table 9:  Monitoring Requirements

	TASK
	WHO 
	REPORT DUE

	Coordinate with agencies in the watershed
	Implementation Team
	Annually 

	Maintain list (GIS) of watershed restoration needs
	Implementation Team
	Annuallly

	Maintain list (GIS) of watershed restoration Accomplishments
	Implementation Team
	Annually



	Market the Program
	Coordinator
	Annually

	Prepare Budgets
	Implementation Team
	Twice annually

	Track Budget Expenditures
	Implementation Team
	On-going

	Monitor Trends in watershed condition over time
	Coordinator / PNW Implementation Team
	5 year assessment


RISKS AND ASSUMPTIONS

The Pacific Coast Watershed Partnership is built upon the assumption that if you focus restoration activities in areas where there is a high potential to create quality habitat and there are sufficient populations of a diverse variety of aquatic species to populate that habitat you will have measurable success in recovering aquatic species of concern.  We are assuming there is a higher probability of being successful with this scenario than with random and opportunistic allocation of funds for restoration activities.  

Restoration will continue in other areas, if there is proven success with this scenario, others may focus their restoration strategies.  If there is not proven success through focused restoration to create a refuge system, then there is no loss in trying.  

The enormity of this task is humbling.

Local support and grass roots efforts are critical to implementation of restoration activities.

There is magic in people working together.

 We are doing this for our children’s children.

APPENDIX A - Process For Selecting High Priority Watersheds For Restoration

This section is underway – the process will be documented as it develops.

On the large scale of the Pacific coastal drainages, an interagency team will select key refuges.  The criteria are still being developed, however, to date, the team has selected the following criteria (Table 1) with an emphasis on aquatic ecosystem restoration.  Efforts are being made to coordinate with other on-going prioritizing schemes (USFS, ODFW, Unified Federal Policy).

Table 1:  Criteria to be used to prioritize watersheds throughout Coastal Oregon and Washington for Restoration emphasis.

	Critical habitat
	Watersheds are rated with a higher priority if they are considered 

	
	critical salmon habitat.

	
	

	Habitat suitability
	Evaluates biophysical condition of watershed with respect to suitability 

	
	of salmon habitat. Other things being equal, watersheds in poorer 

	
	condition receive higher priority. For watersheds with low average reach 

	
	gradient, habitat suitability can be evaluated with repect to upland and 

	
	in-channel conditions.

	
	

	Off-channel habitat
	It is assumed that this factor would not be directly altered by 

	
	watershed restoration. Off-channel habitat is needed for good salmon 

	
	habitat, so poor extant conditions would reduce efficacy of treatments.

	
	

	Mature vegetation cover
	Evaluates percent of upland forest area with forest vegetation 

	
	classified as mature (80-150 years old). It is assumed that watershed 

	
	restoration would not have a direct immediate effect on mature cover. 

	
	Efficacy decreases as percent mature forest cover drops below a 

	
	threshold.

	
	

	Gravel
	A suitable amount of gravel substrate is needed for good salmon habitat, 

	
	but it is assumed that watershed restoration would not directly affect 

	
	gravel conditions in the short term. Efficacy decreases as gravel 

	
	conditions drop below a threshold.

	
	

	Longterm mining effects
	Percent of stream length impacted by historic mining with a persistent 

	
	legacy.

	
	

	Large dams
	Percent of stream length impacted by presence of large, permanent dams 

	
	(includes dams located within or downstream from the watershed.

	
	

	Commercial development
	Percent of stream length impacted by commercial development

	
	

	Large woody debris
	Absence of large woody debris results in reduced pools and pool quality 

	
	and promotes excessive stream channel scouring. Feasibility decreases as 

	
	the amount of woody debris that must be added to the stream increases.

	
	

	Road density
	Feasibility is reduced as miles of road per square mile in watershed 

	
	increases above a threshhold.


	High hazard roads
	Evaluates miles of road crossing areas within watershed with high slide 

	
	potential. Feasibility is reduced as miles of road increases above a 

	
	threshhold.

	
	

	Passage
	Passge problems, whether up- or downstream reduce salmon habitat 

	
	suitability. Feasibility is reduced as the number of hindering 

	
	structures increases.

	
	

	In-channel condition
	This is an index from an EMDS analysis (Reynolds and Reeves 2000) that 

	
	evaluates a variety of stream properties related to salmon habitat, 

	
	including amount of fines and gravel, woody debris, off-channel habitat, 

	
	pools, etc..

	
	

	Upland condition
	This is an index value from EMDS assessment (reynolds and Reevs 2000) 

	
	that evaluates condition of upland habitat in terms of amount of mature 

	
	forest vegetation cover and road density, and road crossing frequency 

	
	over landslide prone areas.

	
	

	Short term mining
	Percent of stream length impacted by small scale mining or dredging 

	
	operations.

	
	

	Grazing
	Percent of stream length impacted by livestock graz ing.

	
	

	Recreation
	Percent of stream length impacted by recreation activities such as camp 

	
	sites, ORV use, high fishing intensity, etc.

	
	

	Commercial use
	Percent of stream length impacted by temporary commercial uses such as 

	
	log landings, and livestock holding facilities.

	
	

	Fertilizer runoff
	Percent of stream length impacted by excessive fertilizer runoff from 

	
	farm operations.

	
	

	Small dams
	Number of small dams used for stream diversion, etc., that significantly 

	
	impact up- and downstream passage of salmon.

	
	

	Culverts
	Number of culverts that significantly impact up- and downstream passage 

	
	of salmon.


Groups committed to this selection process include:  Forest Service – management and research; BLM; Wild Salmon Center; Oregon Trout; Washington Trout; SRF Board – Washington; Oregon Watershed Enhancement Board; USFWS

APPENDIX B – Existing Partnerships

SIUSLAW WATERSHED

SIUSLAW WATERSHED COUNCIL

PO Box 488

Mapleton, OR  973

	Ownership:

487,300
	USFS:

129,360

(27%)
	BLM:

127,640

(26%)
	Other Government:

19,380

(4%)


	Private Industrial:

145,340 ac.

(30%)
	Other Private:

65,580

(13%)

	Mission:  

	Restoration Focus:  5 species of anadromous salmon and trout.  Migratory waterfowl including the threatened Aleutian Goose

	Limiting Factors:  Dredging, filling, diking of estuary habitat, loss of freshwater stream structure and habitat complexity, increased sedimentation, reduced stream shade, channel simplification, fish access barriers

	Restoration Strategy:  Priority sub watersheds have been selected, partners are collaborating and focusing their efforts in those areas.  Limiting factors for each area have been identified and prioritization of restoration activities is occurring.

	Monitoring:  This is a pilot area for development of the Northwest Forest Plan provincial monitoring protocol with the Pacific Northwest Research Station.  Essential monitoring components have been identified and a baseline watershed condition has been established.  Changes and trends in watershed condition will be tracked over time.

	Members:  Siuslaw Soil and Water Conservation District, East Lane Soil and Water Conservation District, OR Department of Forestry, Siuslaw Basin Landowners, Mapleton School, Oregon Dept. of Water Resources, OR Dept. of Fish and Wildlife, OR Dept. of Transportation, Natural Resources Conservation Service, Siuslaw Institute, Ducks Unlimited, Siuslaw, Coos Lower Umpqua Tribes, Siuslaw National Forest, Florence School District, Port of Siuslaw, Cascade Pacific Resource Conservation and Development District, Bureau of Land Management, Salmon Trout Enhancement Program, Coast Range Association, Land County Commissioners,  US Fish and Wildlife Service, Army Corp of Engineers, OR Division of State Lands, OR Dept. of Environmental Quality, 

	Funding Contributions: 

1999: 500K State of OR, Ducks Unlimited, 150K USFS, 100K BLM, 100K NRCS/FSA,

2000: 750K State of OR, 1.2M Ducks Unlimited, 270K USFS, 100K BLM, 

100K NRCS/FSA

2001: 750K State of OR, 1M Ducks Unlimited, 500K  USFS, 100KBLM, 100KNRCS/FSA


SKAGIT WATERSHED

SKAGIT WATERSHED COUNCIL

407 Main Street, Suite 205

PO Box 2856

Mount Vernon, WA   98273

www.skagitwatershed.org

	Ownership:

2,000,000 ac
	USFS:

680,000 ac

(34%)
	National Park:
460,000 ac

(23%)
	Canadian Province:

260,000 ac

(13%)


	Other Private:

600,000 ac

(30%)

	Mission: Provide technical assistance, public outreach and education and a collaborative approach to understand, protect and restore the production and productivity of healthy ecosystems in order to support sustainable fisheries.

The council supports and endorses voluntary restoration and protection of the natural landscape processes that formed and sustained the habitats to which salmon stocks, as well as other native aquatic and riparian dependent species are adapted.

	Restoration Focus:  7 species anadromous salmon and trout and 2 native char, includes two ESA listed species, Puget Sound Cinook and Bull Trout, migratory waterfowl.

	Limiting Factors: Fisheries populations trending downward due to habitat degradation and loss, mismanagement, overharvesting and natural cycles. Population pressures (5.5 million people within 90 miles yields a million recreation visitors annually .  Land conversion from forestry and agriculture is resulting in significant development of lower river and estuary areas.

	Restoration Strategy:  Join forces and address the salmon issue from a watershed perspective

	Monitoring:  Implementation and effectiveness monitoring strategies in place

	Members:  Crown Pacific, Ducks Unlimited, East County Citizens Advisiory Committee, Fidalgo Fly Fishers, Forest Concerns of the Upper Skagit, Long Live the Kings, Longview Fibre Company, Mont Baker-Snoqualmie National Forest, Natural Resources Conservation Service

North Cascades Institute, North Cascades National Park, Northwest Chinook Recovery, Padilla Bay Foundation, Padilla Bay national Estuarine Research Reserve, People for Puget sound, Puget Sound Anglers – Fidalgo Chapter, Puget sound Energy, Samish Indian Nation, Seattle City Light, Skagit Audubon Society

Skagit Conservation District, Skagit County, Skagit County Farm Bureau, Skagit County Public Utility District #1, Skagit Fisheries Enhancement Group, Skagit Land Trust, Skagit System Cooperative, Skagit Valley College, Skagitonians to Preserve Farmland, The Nature Conservancy, WA Dept. of Ecology, WA, Dept. of Fish and Wildlife, WA State University Cooperative Extension, Western WA Farm Crops Association, Wildcat Steelhead Club

	Funding Contributions: 

1999 - 2.5 million Council Members, 1.3 million Ducks Unlimited, .15 million USFS

2000 - 2.4 million Council Members, 1.3 million Ducks Unlimited, .45 million USFS


SOUTH FORK COQUILLE WATERSHED

COQUILLE WATERSHED COUNCIL

Bandon OR

	Ownership:

481,450
	USFS:

86,630

(18%)
	BLM:
96,310

(20%)
	Private:

298,510

(62%)

	Mission:  Provide an organizational framework to coordinate the assessment of watershed condition; implement and monitor proven management practices; and test new management practices that are designed to support environmental integrity and economic stability for the community of the Coquille watershed and adjacent areas.

	Restoration Focus: 6 species of anadromous salmon and trout.  Migratory waterfowl.

	Limiting Factors: Increased sedimentation, loss of instream wood structure, simplification of channels and loss of cover, restricted routing of debris and sediment during landslide events, fish migration barriers, loss of upland forest structure

	Restoration Strategy: Priority sub-watersheds and types of restoration projects have been identified.  Agencies and Council working collaboratively on restoration needs and action planning.

	Monitoring; Change in condition monitoring will be focused on high quality fish producing flat areas in the watershed.

	Members:  Coos Soil and Water Conservation District, OR Department of Forestry, Coquille Basin Landowners, OR Dept. of Water Resources, OR Dept. of Fish and Wildlife, OR Dept. of Transportation, Natural Resources Conservation Service, Ducks Unlimited, Siuslaw-Coos-Lower Umpqua Tribes, Siskiyou National Forest, Bureau of Land Management, Salmon Trout Enhancement Program, US Fish and Wildlife Service, Army Corp of Engineers, OR Division of State Lands, OR Dept. of Environmental Quality, agricultural producers.

	Funding Contributions: 

2000:  1M Coquille Watershed Council Members, 150K USFS, 1M BLM

2001:  1M Coquille Watershed Council Members, 150K USFS, 1M BLM


DUNGENESS WATERSHED

DUNGENESS RIVER MANAGEMENT TEAM

Address

www.olympus.net/community/dungenesswc

	Ownership:

179,000 ac.
	USFS:

59,100

(33%)
	National Park:
51,900

(29%)
	State Dept. Natural Resources:

14,300

(8%)
	Private:

53,700

(30%)


	Mission:  Exchange information on technical studies, issues, and projects occurring in the Dungeness River Area Watershed; to pursue implementation of the Dungeness River Comprehensive Flood Control Management Plan, the Dungeness River Area Watershed Management Plan, the Sequim-Dungeness Groundwater Protection Strategy and the Dungeness-Quilcene Water Resources Management Plant; to coordinate the use of staff, funding and other resources among agencies and representatives; and to promote public participation and education on watershed processes and activities. 

	Restoration Focus: 9 species of anadromous salmon and trout including the treatened Fall Chinook and Bull Trout, migrating waterfowl.

	Limiting Factors: lack of mainstem spawning habitat, lack of high flow refugia, low stream flows, excess sediment, 

	Restoration Strategy: Many studies and assessments have been completed on this area.  Restoration will be tied to implementation of the recommendations in those reports.

	Monitoring: On-going to insure project implementation and effectiveness

	Members:  Jamestown S’Klallam Tribe, Clallam County, property owners, Dungeness River Agricultural Water Users Assoc., Us Fish and Wildlife Service, WA Dept. of Fish and Wildlife, Washington Dept. of Ecology, Olympic National Forest, Callam County Planning Commission, Clallam County Critical Areas Committee, Watershed/Dungeness-Quilcene Planning, Sports Fishers, Clallam Conservation District, City of Sequim, North Olympic Land Trust, Dungeness Meadows Homeowners Association, Protect Peninsula;s Future

	Funding Contributions: 

 2000 - 300K WA Salmon Recovery Board, 30K USFS

2001 - ???K WA Salmon Recovery Board, 100K USFS


LOWER COLUMBIA RIVER ESTUARY

LOWER COLUMBIA RIVER WETLANDS RESTORATION AND EVALUATION PROGRAM

	Ownership: Varied and diverse ownerships Program is restoring 3,500 wetland acres on 45 different project sites

	Mission:  Restore wetlands; provide habitat for migrating waterfowl and other aquatic species.  Provide a wetlands management model for other watersheds of the Pacific Northwest.

	Restoration Focus: Large scale wetland restoration

	Limiting Factors: Loss of wetland habitat, simplification of habitat types

	Restoration Strategy: Follows protocols established by Lower Columbia River Wetlands Restoration and Evaluation Program.

	Monitoring:  Large-scale integrated monitoring program in place

	Members:  Ducks Unlimited, Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area, Friends of Trees, Metro, Weyerhauser Foundation, Lower Columbia River Estuary Program, American Forests Gloval Releaf Program, National Fish and Wildlife Foundation, National Forest Foundation, OR Dept. of Fish and Wildlife, Portland State University, Chelsea Corporation, Bonneville Power Administration, US Fish and Wildlife Service, OR Division of State Lands, Oregon State Parks, OR Department of Transportation, Multnomah County, Audubon Society, Friends of the Gorge

	Funding Contributions: 

 1996-2000:  500K Partners, 250K Forest Service

       2001:     175K Partners, 7K Forest Service


APPENDIX B (cont.) – Regional Partners

	NAME
	AFFILIATION
	E-MAIL
	PHONE
	FAX
	HARD COPY MAIL

	Xan Augerot
	Wild Salmon Center
	www.wildsalmoncenter.org
	(503)222-1804
	(503-222-1805
	813 SW Alder St, Suite 702, Portland Or 97205

	Wallace Rutledge
	OR Dept. Forestry
	Wallace.rutledge@gov.state.or
	
	
	

	Tom Spies
	USFS, PNW Station
	
	(541)750-7354
	
	

	Steve Donovan
	Ducks Unlimited
	sdonovan@ducks.org
	(360)263-3288
	(360)263-3289
	708 East 15th Circle, La Center, Washington 98629

	Scott Carlon
	NMFS
	scott.carlon@noaa.gov
	
	
	

	Roy Lowe
	USFWS
	
	
	
	

	Robert Alvarado
	USFS, RO, NR
	ralvarado/r6pnw@fs.fed.us
	(503)808-2901
	(503) 808-2469
	USFS, Natural Resources, P.O. Box 3623, Portland Oregon  97208-3623

	Ray Abriel
	USFS, RO, S&PF
	rabrielr6pnw@fs.fed.us
	(503)808-2355
	
	USFS, Natural Resources, P.O. Box 3623, Portland Oregon  97208-3623

	Paul Heikkila
	Coquille WC
	paul.heikkila@orst.edu
	
	
	

	Margaret Petersen
	USFS,RO,NR
	mpetersen/r6pnw@fs.fed.us
	(503)808-2414
	(503)808-2901
	USFS, Natural Resources, P.O. Box 3623, Portland Oregon  97208-3623

	Ken F. Bierly
	Oregon Watershed Enhancement Board
	ken.beirly@state.or.us
	(503)378-3589
	(503-378-3225
	Public Services Building, 255 Capitol St. NE, 3rd Floor, Salem, Oregon 97310-0203

	Kelly Moore
	OR Plan Monitoring
	kelly.moore@orst.edu
	(541)757-4263
	
	

	Joe Moreau
	BLM
	jmoreau@blm.gov
	(503) 952-6418
	
	

	Jim Sedell
	USFS
	
	(202)205-1038
	 541-750-7339
	

	Jim Mair
	OR Dept. Forestry
	jmair@odf.or.us
	
	
	

	Jeff Uebel
	USFS, RO, NR
	juebel/r6pnw@fs.fed.us
	(503)808-2847
	(503)808-2469
	USFS, Natural Resources, P.O. Box 3623, Portland Oregon  97208-3623

	Jason Miner
	Oregon Trout
	jason.miner@ortrout.org
	(503)222-9091
	
	

	Jack Capp
	USFS, WO, International Forestry
	jcapp/wo@fs.fed.us
	(202)273-4725
	(202)273-4750
	5500W Franklin Court Bldg. Forest Service, USDA

	Guido Rahr
	Wild Salmon Center
	www.wildsalmoncenter.org
	(503) 222-1804
	(503) 222-1805
	813 SW Alder St, Suite 702, Portland Or 97205

	Gordy Reeves
	PNW Research 
	greeves@fs.fed.us
	
	
	

	Fred Ringer
	NRCS
	fred.ringer@or.usda.gov
	(503) 692-3688
	
	

	Eric Nelson
	USFWS
	
	
	
	

	Cynthia Ragland
	USFS/DU Laison
	cragland@ducks.org
	(910)758-3722
	(901) 758-3850
	One Waterfowl Way, Memphis TN 38120

	Chuck Lobdell
	Ducks Unlimited
	clobdell@ducks.org
	(503) 675-6389
	(503)699-9426
	2785 Arbor Drive, West Linn, Oregon 97068

	Charles Dewberry
	Ecotrust
	cdewberry@prysys.com
	(541)997-9360
	(541) 997-2194
	1750 Hwy 26, Number 119, Florence, Oregon 97439

	Bruce Taylor
	Oregon Wetlands Joint Venture
	Btaylorwet@aol.com
	(503)697-3889
	(503)697-3268
	1637 Laurel Street, Lake Oswego, Oregon 97034

	Bill White
	NRCS
	
	
	
	

	Bianca Streif
	USFWS
	bianca_streif@mail.fws.gov
	(503) 231-6179
	
	

	Jeff Boechler
	ODFW (habitat division)
	jeff.boechler@state.or.us
	(503)872-5255
	
	

	Tom Wolf
	Trout Unlimited
	tmilowolf@msu.com
	(503) 844-4565
	
	

	Pat Obradovich
	ACOE
	patricia.m.obradovich@usace.army.mil
	
	
	PO Box 2946 (Cen WP-PM), Portland, OR 97208-2946

	Scott Peete
	FS/OR Plan Liason
	speete@fs.fed.us
	(541)750-7181
	
	


APPENDIXC – Strengths and Weaknesses of Partners

	AGENCY
	DEQ
	CPRCD
	USFWS
	OWRD
	FSA
	ODF
	BLM

	Agency Strengths in working with other agencies
	Commitment to coordination – work with watershed councils

319 Funding – from EPA non-point pollution

Priority areas for CWAP established

Clear standards
	Strong inter-agency relations established

Non-profit, flexible, non-governmental work well with communities

Gather agencies for problem solving
	Have $ for projects

Knowledge of federal regs, can help streamline

Biological expertise

Broad experience
	Clear mission – manage water quantity

Good records on registered water rights

Responsive to complaints

Protect in-stream water rights
	Operating in communities since 1930s .Existing networks with agencies

Good at establishing partnerships have financial resources. Good farm records

Partner feds and state  eg. CREP
	History of cooperating with some agencies

Have networks established

Meet landowner needs

Participate in issues resolution team with a # of agencies


	Relationships with many agencies

Common federal agency goals under NWFP

GIS capability

	Agency Weaknesses in working with other agencies
	Have priority areas

Some internal communication barriers

Delays in funding
	No authority

Decreased funding

Limited staff
	Inconsistent staff involvement

Landscape, not site specific knowledge

Limited ability to manage projects, need partners
	Understaffed

Poor records of water use


	Limited staff

Overlooked in planning process
	New agency relationships being established

Agency rules / mandates in conflict with others
	Different regulations

Different interpretations

Tribal relations limited

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Agency Strengths in working with private landowners
	Work through watershed councils

Education and tech assist vs. enforcement

Clear standards

Staff establishes trust


	Hear the voice of public through

members

Work with landowner assoc.

Not perceived as “government”
	Flexibility in where money is spent for projects
	Assistance finding water rights

Assist with well information

Respond to water use complaints
	Established farm/woodland landowner records

Public knows FSA administers USDA programs
	Public represented on Board of Forestry

Public input in process (policy)

Work closely with landowners :

Fire protection

Forest Practices

Forestry Assist
	Links with industrial landowners due to checkerboard ownership

Starting to build relationships

	Agency Weaknesses in working with private landowners
	Inflexible image

Lack of presence

Limited funds
	Complexity of conflicting regulations and agency goals

Lack of funding

Lack of time and staffing
	Lack of public trust due to regulation fears
	Understaffed 


	Limited outreach due to staffing

Limited # of landowners served
	Hard time identifying landowners who need assistance

Complicated programs not understood

Don’t know programs & services available
	Need coordinated efforts to enhance BLM activities


	Agency
	NRCS
	USFS
	Oregon Department of Agriculture
	Soil and Water Cons. Districts
	Oregon Dept. of Fish and Wildlife
	Oregon Division of State Lands
	Oregon Department of Transpor-tation

	Agency Strengths in working with other agencies
	Understanding of planning process and resource needs

Good working relationships with local groups

Technical and financial resource assistance
	Large scale landscape assessment

Many biological, physical, engineering, cultural skills

GIS Applications
	Working with farmers to improve water quality

Financial support to SWCD

Cooperate well with other agencies

Voluntary programs help build trust
	50 year local presence -Landowner trust

Good coverage across basins

Know about available conservation programs 
	Local knowledge of fish populations – long-term trends

Good technical assistance
	Regulate to protect resources

Manage/ own tidal waters of the state

Hold info workshops
	Committed to collaborative process

Committed to environmental protection

Dispersed throughout state

	Agency Weaknesses in working with other agencies
	Lack staffing to work on projects other than in priority areas
	Restricted by assessment requirements

Limited long-term planning

Budget process cumbersome/unpredictable
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Agency Strengths in working with private landowners
	Assistance to private landowners  - individual landowner plans

Understand how to work with landowners to get conservation on the land

Higher trust level with landowners
	Technical expertise

Demonstration sites for env. ed.

Recognize need to collaborate for whole watershed restoration


	
	
	
	Interest in stream-lining regulatory process (permits/ consultation)


	

	Agency Weaknesses in working with private landowners
	Lack of staff and funding

Limited expertise in some areas 

(stream biology & forestry)
	Not set up to work one on one with landowners -distrust of FS.

History of operating on own land holdings
	
	
	
	
	


APPENDIX D - Detailed Budget


[image: image4.wmf]FY2000 SIUSLAW DEMONSTRATION PROJECT LIST WITH FUNDING ALLOCATION

NFRM

NFAF

NFSI

TRTR

NFFV

Total $

TARGETS

Total Funds to Forest

41

94

19

30

11

Standard Job Code

RMYP20

AFYP20

SIYP20

TRYP20

FVYP20

Misery Creek

57

10

67

1.13 miles closed, 11 culverts removed, 5 sidecast pullback areas

Coop Road Maintenance - Lane Co.

30

30

13 Culverts upgraded, 6 miles maintained

Lower Siuslaw LSR Veg treatment Planning

4

 

11

15

300 acres inventoried

NF Siuslaw Road Relocation

9

4

13

.25 miles relocated, .25 miles stream habitate opened

Gorse Treatment

10

10

95 acres treated

Riparian Planting

10

10

25 acres treated

Riparian Release

10

10

40 acres treated

Watershed Program Manager

11

13

9

0

0

33

Coordination - Mapleton Staff

7

7

Personnel at Demo meetings

EBLI TOTALS

41

94

19

30

11

195

Overhead costs = project planning and implementation, Regional Workplan, outyear planning

20.51%


	FY2001 SIUSLAW DEMONSTRATION PROJECT LIST WITH FUNDING NEED
	
	
	
	
	

	PROJECT
	SP??
	SPST
	NFIM
	LALW
	NFLA
	NFAF
	NFSO
	NFSI
	NFTM
	PAMR
	PARD
	NFWL
	NFRV
	NFTE
	Project 

	Waite Farm Restoration
	
	
	
	
	
	50
	
	50
	
	
	
	
	
	
	100
	

	Lower Lake Creek Acquisition
	
	
	
	150
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	150
	

	Baker Beach Wetland Acquisition
	
	
	
	35
	
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	35
	

	Upper Deadwood Citifor Land Exchange
	
	
	 
	30
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	30
	

	North Fork Road Relocation
	
	
	
	
	
	17.5
	17.5
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	35
	

	Green Creek Road 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	200
	
	
	
	200
	

	Upper Condon Culvert Removals
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	35
	
	
	
	35
	

	Lower Siuslaw Waterbarring/Road Stabilization
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	105
	
	
	
	
	105
	

	Gibson Creek Road Obliteration/Riparian Restoration
	
	
	
	 
	10
	 
	
	60
	
	
	
	
	70
	

	Lower Siuslaw Culvert Replacements
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	50
	
	
	
	50
	

	Upper Deadwood Stream Restoration
	
	
	
	
	
	100
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	100
	

	Fiddle Creek in-stream restoration
	
	
	5
	
	
	70
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	75
	

	Karnowski Creek wetland restoration
	
	
	
	
	
	15
	5
	15
	
	
	
	20
	20
	
	75
	

	LSR thinning planning 2000 acres
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	80
	
	
	 
	
	
	80
	

	Riparian reserve stocking control treatment
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	30
	
	
	 
	
	
	30
	

	Siuslaw Basin Riparian release
	
	
	
	
	
	35
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	35
	

	Enchanted Valley Riparian Restoration
	
	
	
	
	15
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	15
	

	Indian Creek / Deadwood Riparian Planting
	
	
	
	
	25
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	25
	

	Wyden ammendment cooperative projects
	
	
	
	
	
	
	35
	
	
	
	
	
	
	35
	

	Sutton Beach Grass Eradication 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	75
	75
	

	Takenich Creek Beach Grass Eradication
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	40
	
	
	40
	

	Siltcoos Creek Beach Grass Eradication
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	78
	78
	

	Western Lane Co. Gorse Treatment
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	5
	
	5
	

	Gorse Eradication - Dunes
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	35
	
	35
	

	Stewardship Incentive Program-
	250
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	250
	

	Stewardship Program - Tech Assist.
	
	50
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	50
	

	Lands/Realty Person to work with partners
	
	
	
	65
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	65
	

	Forest Overhead Costs @30%
	75
	15
	2
	56
	29
	98
	10
	30
	33
	50
	86
	18
	18
	46
	563
	

	Forest Coordinator /contract prep and administration
	
	
	
	25
	25
	
	
	25
	30
	
	
	
	105
	

	EBLI TOTALS
	325
	65
	7
	241
	124
	451
	67
	130
	143
	240
	401
	78
	78
	199
	2546
	

	FOREST CONTRIBUTION
	0
	0
	
	0
	0
	50
	10
	10
	30
	25
	50
	5
	7
	13
	200
	

	DEMO NEEDS
	325
	65
	7
	241
	124
	401
	57
	120
	113
	215
	351
	73
	71
	186
	2346
	


Ducks Unlimited Project List FY 2000 – Pacific Coast Watershed partnership

       (Contributions in Thousands of Dollars)

	Project
	Acres
	Watershed
	USFS $
	DU/Partners $
	Total $

	Leslie
	50
	Coquille
	15
	330
	345

	Lint Slough
	50
	Alsea
	10
	130
	140

	Nix
	120
	Coos
	10
	340
	350

	Cowan
	80
	Coos
	15
	50
	65

	LaCenter Bottoms
	350
	Lewis
	10
	500
	510

	Chinook River
	800
	Lower Columbia
	10
	2810
	2820

	Tide Creek
	50
	Lower Columbia
	20
	30
	50

	Shillapoo Lake
	150
	Lower Columbia
	10
	175
	185

	Sharnelle Fee
	100
	Youngs
	10
	155
	165

	Sandy River Delta
	120
	Lower Columbia
	40
	20
	60

	Salmon River
	20
	Salmon
	50
	360
	410

	Sand Lake
	120
	Sand Lake
	10
	75
	85

	Dawson
	50
	Umpqua
	35
	230
	265

	Sauvie Island
	300
	Lower Columbia
	10
	210
	220

	Smith & Bybee
	1,800
	Lower Columbia
	25
	200
	225

	Swan Marsh
	200
	Willapa
	25
	25
	50

	Willapa River
	900
	Willapa
	40
	1,340
	1,380

	Bear River
	30
	Willapa
	10
	330
	340

	Johns River
	100
	Grays Harbor
	20
	80
	100

	Vancouver Lake
	200
	Lower Columbia
	35
	350
	385

	Total
	5,590
	
	410
	7,740
	8,150


Additional Budget Items                                        (Contributions in Thousands of Dollars)

	Item
	Area
	USFS $
	DU/Partner $
	Total $

	Monitoring and Evaluation
	Lower Columbia
	20
	20
	40

	Monitoring and Evaluation
	Salmon River
	10
	10
	20

	Monitoring and Evaluation
	South Slough
	10
	10
	20

	Monitoring and Evaluation
	Project Wide
	10
	10
	20

	Program Administration
	Project Wide
	20
	20
	40

	Engineering Contingency
	Project Wide
	15
	15
	30

	Outreach/Communication
	Project Wide
	5
	5
	10

	Total
	
	90
	90
	180


	Five Year Summary of Funding Needs and Capabilities

	

	Largescale Project Name:
	Pacific Coast Watershed Restoration Initiative
	Contact Name:
	Robert Alvarado

	Region/Station:
	R6
	
	
	Email:
	ralvarado@fs.fed.us

	
	
	
	
	
	Phone:
	(503)808-2901

	

	 
	Fiscal Year 2000 
	 
	
	 
	FY 2001
	 
	 

	Partners
	Total Need
	Available
	Need
	
	Partners
	Total Need
	Available
	Need

	
	 
	 
	 
	
	See List
	 
	 
	 

	
	 
	 
	 
	
	FS by EBLI 
	 
	 
	 

	
	 
	 
	 
	
	FRRE
	273
	87
	186

	
	 
	 
	 
	
	NFAF
	1,266
	790
	476

	
	 
	 
	 
	
	NFFV
	50
	50
	0

	
	 
	 
	 
	
	NFIF
	236
	155
	81

	
	 
	 
	 
	
	NFIM
	12
	5
	7

	
	 
	 
	 
	
	NFRG
	0
	0
	0

	
	 
	 
	 
	
	NFRM
	25
	25
	0

	
	 
	 
	 
	
	NFRV
	95
	17
	78

	
	 
	 
	 
	
	NFSI
	640
	410
	230

	FS by EBLI 
	 
	 
	 
	
	NFSO
	182
	115
	67

	NFAF
	290,000
	210,000
	80,000
	
	NFTE
	334
	159
	175

	NFSI
	292,000
	137,000
	155,000
	
	NFTM
	473
	330
	143

	MRMT
	95,000
	75,000
	20,000
	
	NFWL
	279
	16
	263

	NFWL
	220,250
	174,000
	46,250
	
	NFWM
	0
	0
	0

	NFTE
	10,750
	2,000
	8,750
	
	PAMF
	0
	0
	0

	NFIF
	30,000
	30,000
	0
	
	PAMR
	789
	449
	340

	PARD
	210,000
	105,000
	105,000
	
	PAMT
	0
	0
	0

	PAMF
	10,000
	0
	10,000
	
	PARD
	561
	160
	401

	
	
	
	
	
	PATC
	0
	0
	0

	
	 
	 
	 
	
	SPEA
	0
	0
	0

	
	 
	 
	 
	
	SPFH
	0
	0
	0

	
	 
	 
	 
	
	SPST(FRM)
	400
	0
	400

	
	 
	 
	 
	
	SSSS
	0
	0
	0

	
	 
	 
	 
	
	TRTR
	0
	0
	0

	
	 
	 
	 
	
	WFHF
	0
	0
	0

	
	 
	 
	 
	
	NFLA
	176
	52
	124

	
	 
	 
	 
	
	LALW
	1546
	1300
	246

	
	 
	 
	 
	
	CWKV
	107
	107
	0

	Total
	 1158000
	 733000
	425000
	
	Total
	7,444
	4,227
	3,217


	
	FY 2002
	 
	 
	
	 
	FY 2003
	 
	 

	Partners
	Total Need
	Available
	Need
	
	Partners
	Total Need
	Available
	Need

	See List
	
	 
	 
	
	See List
	 
	 
	 

	FS by EBLI 
	 
	 
	
	FS by EBLI 
	 
	 
	 

	FRRE
	258
	73
	185
	
	FRRE
	175
	75
	100

	NFAF
	1300
	900
	400
	
	NFAF
	1,500
	1,000
	500

	NFFV
	200
	100
	100
	
	NFFV
	250
	150
	100

	NFIF
	250
	175
	75
	
	NFIF
	300
	200
	100

	NFIM
	75
	45
	30
	
	NFIM
	90
	65
	25

	NFRG
	0
	0
	0
	
	NFRG
	0
	0
	0

	NFRM
	25
	25
	0
	
	NFRM
	30
	25
	5

	NFRV
	110
	60
	50
	
	NFRV
	125
	60
	65

	NFSI
	700
	500
	200
	
	NFSI
	800
	600
	200

	NFSO
	220
	130
	90
	
	NFSO
	300
	200
	100

	NFTE
	340
	180
	160
	
	NFTE
	330
	200
	130

	NFTM
	500
	400
	100
	
	NFTM
	600
	450
	150

	NFWL
	280
	180
	100
	
	NFWL
	300
	150
	150

	NFWM
	0
	0
	0
	
	NFWM
	0
	0
	0

	PAMF
	0
	0
	0
	
	PAMF
	0
	0
	0

	PAMR
	810
	500
	310
	
	PAMR
	800
	500
	300

	PAMT
	0
	0
	0
	
	PAMT
	0
	0
	0

	PARD
	550
	220
	330
	
	PARD
	700
	400
	300

	PATC
	0
	0
	0
	
	PATC
	0
	0
	0

	SPEA
	0
	0
	0
	
	SPEA
	0
	0
	0

	SPFH
	0
	0
	0
	
	SPFH
	0
	0
	0

	SPST(FRM)
	600
	0
	600
	
	SPST(FRM)
	800
	0
	800

	SSSS
	0
	0
	0
	
	SSSS
	0
	0
	0

	TRTR
	0
	0
	0
	
	TRTR
	0
	0
	0

	WFHF
	0
	0
	0
	
	WFHF
	0
	0
	0

	NFLA
	170
	50
	120
	
	NFLA
	150
	35
	115

	LALW
	300
	200
	100
	
	LALW
	300
	100
	200

	CWKV
	110
	110
	0
	
	CWKV
	100
	100
	0

	Total
	6798
	3,848
	2,950
	
	Total
	7,650
	4,310
	3,340

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


	
	FY 2004
	 
	 

	Partners
	Total Need
	Available
	Need

	See List
	 
	 
	 

	FS by EBLI 
	 
	 
	 

	FRRE
	165
	75
	100

	NFAF
	1,300
	1,000
	300

	NFFV
	230
	160
	70

	NFIF
	275
	215
	60

	NFIM
	70
	60
	10

	NFRG
	0
	0
	0

	NFRM
	25
	25
	0

	NFRV
	125
	80
	45

	NFSI
	700
	600
	100

	NFSO
	300
	200
	100

	NFTE
	300
	215
	85

	NFTM
	550
	450
	100

	NFWL
	320
	220
	100

	NFWM
	0
	0
	0

	PAMF
	0
	0
	0

	PAMR
	800
	600
	200

	PAMT
	0
	0
	0

	PARD
	600
	400
	200

	PATC
	0
	0
	0

	SPEA
	0
	0
	0

	SPFH
	0
	0
	0

	SPST(FRM)
	500
	0
	500

	SSSS
	0
	0
	0

	TRTR
	0
	0
	0

	WFHF
	0
	0
	0

	NFLA
	100
	75
	25

	LALW
	200
	150
	50

	CWKV
	75
	75
	0

	Total
	6,635
	4,600
	2,045


APPENDIX E  - Implementation and Effectiveness Monitoring Plan

	ORIGINAL
	COMMENT
	CHOICES

	efuWT
	Weight for exclusive farm use land.
	

	exclusFarmUse
	Percent of land area within watershed that has exclusive farm use designation.
	

	FBveg
	Percent crown cover of conifer species within riparian zone of fishbearing streams.
	

	FBvegWT
	Weight for vegetation cover along fishbearing streams.
	

	fines
	Percent riffle substrate composed of sand or silt.
	

	finesWT
	Weight for fines.
	

	gravel
	Percent riffle substrate that is gravel.
	

	gravelWT
	Weight for gravel.
	

	largeWood
	Average number of large woody pieces per mile of stream.
	

	largeWoodWT
	Weight for large woody debris.
	

	lithology
	Primary parent material in the watershed?
	basalt|sandstone

	lowGradSurvey
	Miles of stream in watershed with gradient <= 4 percent.
	

	matureVeg
	Percent area of watershed in forest vegetation that is 80-150 years old..
	

	matureVegWT
	Weight for mature vegetation.
	

	NFBveg
	Percent conifer species crown cover within riparian zone of non-fishbearing streams.
	

	NFBvegWT
	Weight for NFBveg.
	

	off-channel
	Percent of stream surface area composed of side channels, dam pools, and beaver ponds.
	

	off-channelWt
	Weight for off-channel.
	

	poolArea
	Percent of stream surface area in pools.
	

	poolAreaWT
	Weight for pool area.
	

	poolFreq
	Average number of channel widths between pools.
	

	poolFreqWT
	Weight for pool frequency.
	

	poolQuality
	Percent of total number of pools that are at least 3 ft maximum depth.
	

	poolQualWT
	Weight for poolQuality.
	

	poolWT
	Weight for aggregate pool characteristics.
	

	roadCrossHigh
	Number of road crossings on land with medium or high landslide susceptibility per mile of perennial stream .
	

	roadCrossTotal
	Number of road crossings per mile of perennial stream.
	

	roadCrossWT
	Weight for road crossings.
	

	substrateWT
	Weight for aggregate substrate characteristics.
	

	waterTemp
	Maximum 7-day running average over the summer.  (degrees F).
	

	waterTempWT
	Weight for water temperature.
	


Figure 19:  Wood in streams capture gravel, nutrients and creates fish habitat





Figure 20:  Horses have low impact during stream restoration projects





Figure 21:  Log complexes mimic debris torrent deposits and form the base of habitat improvement structures
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Figure 7:  Degraded riparian area resulted in downcutting of stream into floodplain





Figure 8:  Lack of riparian trees reduces shade, limits wood and nutrient input and accelerates streambank erosion





Figure 9:  Overgrazing leads to soil erosion and sedimentation of stream channels





Figure 11:  Poorly constructed culverts restrict fish passage





Figure 12:  Bedrock stream bottoms result from splash dam logging.  Fish habitat is in poor condition.








OUTCOMES WE CELEBRATE





Success 





Completion of projects





Reinventing our image





Accomplishing realistic goals





Working partnerships





Community support
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Figure 10:  Entrenched stream channels, bedrock substrate offer poor aquatic habitats.





Figure 13:  Poor road drainage results in landslides and sedimentation of  streams 





Figure 4  Streamside logging and splash dam log drives removed structure from stream systems





Figure 5  Dredging of streams led to loss of gravel, structure and caused downcutting of streams





*Others???





Figure 22: Types of Partners





Criteria for area selection and selection of project types will be reevaluated as new information is gained from monitoring or if scientific understanding changes.
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Restoration Projects





Restoration Goals


  20,000 acres Wetlands


   45,000 acres Riparian


     3,000 miles Streams 


  15,000 miles Roads


300,000 acres Uplands








Restored Coastal/


Estuary Wetlands link Key Refuges.





Coastal/Estuary Project





Upland Project





In-stream fish habitat structures





Noxious weed removal





Fish exclusion structures
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Implementation Teams





Riparian plantings





Fish passage structures





Levee/dike removal





Key Refuge link Uplands to the Coast.








The Problem


Energy creation, raw material extraction, food production and transportation systems in the fast growing Pacific Northwest alter hydrology, fragment riparian areas, introduce alien plant species, block fish passages, and deliver heavy nutrient and sediment loads to streams. Cumulative effects are greatest in the coastal estuaries.  





The Strategy





Outcomes


Recovery for Imperiled Fish


Intact Migratory Bird Flyway


Improved Water Quality


Maximize Overall Biodiversity





Figure 18:  Releasing young conifer in hardwood dominated riparian areas accelerates growth of conifer for long-term wood supply 





Figure 6  Ditching and diking of estuaries and floodplains for farm and pastureland resulted in a loss of rearing habitat.





Figure 2:  Commercial fish harvest and canneries captured hundreds of thousands of migrating salmon
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Figure 23:  Schematic Representation of Relationship of PCWP Organization
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Develops Projects for Funding
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*Sandy River Delta 





*Skagit





*Coquille





*Siuslaw
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Figure 17  Volunteers are the core or community restoration projects





Figure 5   Panting conifers in riparian areas will help with large wood in channels in 


the long term





Figure 16  Blasting is a tool to create pools and  remove dikes in wetlands helps restore the hydrology of the area





Figure 14:  Riparian fencing keeps grazing pressure off stream channels
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Figure 3:  No limits on personal salmon harvest
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								FY2000 SIUSLAW DEMONSTRATION PROJECT LIST WITH FUNDING ALLOCATION

										NFRM		NFAF		NFSI		TRTR		NFFV		Total $		TARGETS

		Total Funds to Forest								41		94		19		30		11

		Standard Job Code								RMYP20		AFYP20		SIYP20		TRYP20		FVYP20

		Misery Creek										57		10						67		1.13 miles closed, 11 culverts removed, 5 sidecast pullback areas

		Coop Road Maintenance - Lane Co.														30				30		13 Culverts upgraded, 6 miles maintained

		Lower Siuslaw LSR Veg treatment Planning								4								11		15		300 acres inventoried

		NF Siuslaw Road Relocation								9		4								13		.25 miles relocated, .25 miles stream habitate opened

		Gorse Treatment								10										10		95 acres treated

		Riparian Planting										10								10		25 acres treated

		Riparian Release										10								10		40 acres treated

		Watershed Program Manager								11		13		9		0		0		33

		Coordination - Mapleton Staff								7										7

		Personnel at Demo meetings

		EBLI TOTALS								41		94		19		30		11		195																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																												195

		Overhead costs = project planning and implementation, Regional Workplan, outyear planning																		20.51%
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