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Implementation Team Project Proposal Site Tour Evaluation
Project Proposal Name: _Wilson Haun___________________________________________________________








Date:
3/5/20_____

BSR: __WMS 1______

Tier: ___1____

Rating (H, M, L)____H_________


Current Fish Use and Life Stage

What are the current fish species and life stages that would be affected by the proposed activities?  Will this project improve critical life stage access/habitat?  

.  

ChS and O.mykiss
Snake River steelhead, bull trout and Snake River spring Chinook would be affected; this project proposes to improve both spawning and rearing habitat for those species.

This reach includes critical spawning and rearing habitat for ESA-Threatened Snake River Steelhead

(Oncorhynchus mykiss), ESA-Threatened Bull trout (Salvelinus confluentus), and ESA-Threatened Snake River

spring Chinook (Oncorhynchus tshawytscha).

Snake River steelhead, Snake River spring Chinook, and Bull Trout.  Yes, this project proposes to improve both spawning and rearing for the species listed. Primary species to benefit will be Chinook and steelhead as it is located in their spawning and rearing habitat range.  This is mostly a migration and foraging reach for Bull Trout. 

Limiting Factors
What limiting factors does the project address? Are there other limiting factors that should be considered in the final proposal?


Project addresses limiting factors of Stream Complexity, Riparian Condition and Floodplain Connectivity with the goal to achieve proper geophysical and ecological form/function and therefore better spawning and rearing habitat for fish species listed above.

303D for - Temperature, Sedimentation, pH, Habitat Modification, Flow Modification,

Bacteria
The limiting factors are provided in the Atlas workbook.

This project aims to help mitigate for the following limiting factors:  stream temperature and flow quantity, stream complexity, riparian condition, key habitat 


quantity, and floodplain connectivity.  Considering the size and scope of the project and existing constraints, there are no other limiting factors that stand out 


in need of addressing. 

Proposed Restoration Activities
What restoration activities are being proposed? Are there additional activities that should be included in the final proposal?  Are the activities appropriate for the site? TA
Wood placement instream and on the floodplain, channel reconnection, gravel/boulder placement, alcove creation, woody vegetation promotion, and increased floodplain connectivity. The suite of activities seems sufficient and appropriate for the site with the exception of the gravel/boulder placement. I am open to this restoration measure, however, and I look forward to further discussion on that topic during the 30% design review. 
Sponsor and landowner discussed boulders and recognize that there are some naturally occurring in the main channel as well as likely recruitment from adjacent hillside. This action seems appropriate on some level. 

Restoration Activities

1. Protect Land and Water (Easement, Acquisition, Management)

3. Pool Development

5. Meander (Oxbow) Re-connect - Reconstruction

6. Spawning Gravel Cleaning and Placement

9. Restoration of Floodplain Topography and Vegetation

11. Perennial side channel

12. Secondary (non-perennial) Channel

13. Floodplain pond wetland

14. Alcove

15. Hyporheic Off-Channel Habitat (Groundwater)

16. Beaver Restoration Management

17. Riparian Fencing

18. Riparian Buffer Strip, Planting

19. Thinning or removal of understory - (juniper thinning)

20. Remove non-native plants

26. Boulder Placement

27. LWD Placement

28. Modification or Removal of Bank Armoring

30. Acquire Instream Flow (Lease- Purchase)

31. Improve Thermal Refugia (spring reconnect, other)

34. Upland Vegetation Treatment - Management

35. Road decommissioning and abandonment

In a parallel process to the proposed habitat project, the project team is also working on an in-stream flow lease,

and the landowner is working on addressing floodplain conifer encroachment issues (vegetation composition).

The project sponsor is proposing placing LWD structures, reconnecting channels, placing gravel and boulders in the channel, creating alcoves, and reestablishing woody and wetland vegetation.  All of these proposed restoration activities seem appropriate at this site provided the aforementioned limiting factors.  There are several additional restoration actions included in the list being considered by the project team that are not listed as actions that were considered appropriate for this specific polygon of the WMS-1 reach in the Atlas workbook (specifically actions 6, 19, 26, and 34).  If these actions are thought to be appropriate in this specific location, then perhaps the IT team should consider adding them to the list in the Atlas workbook.

Action # 6 has been discussed between landowner and sponsor and the intent of using this type of action would be to augment installed wood structures and reaches of the stream channel with placed gravel/cobble for an approximate stage 8 restoration scenario to increase inundation encourage future aggradation and create immediate aggradation of stream channel. Gravel and cobble will be acquired onsite from spoils piles associated with previous NRCS work. Action #19 is currently occurring on the Wilson Haun project site as part of a juniper removal project the landowners have entered with NRCS. Juniper from this action will be used as the primary wood source for the stream restoration. See comments above regarding action #26. Action #34 may not be directly linked to the funding and implementation of the stream restoration, although the East hillslope is being treated for noxious weeds, and invasive juniper. Cattle grazing is no longer occurring, which reduces sediment input and promotes native vegetation for wildlife habitat. 
Technical Merit
Is the project technically sound (i.e. are goals and objectives well defined)?  Are techniques appropriate?  Is the cost-benefit ratio suitable?  Has there been an appropriate level of planning and design?
After a thorough review of the proposal and participating in an onsite visit of the project property with the IT team, the proposed concept appears to be both technically sound and employs a suite of appropriate techniques designed to achieve the objectives of the landowners and the ecological benefits associated with moving the project forward. This project is fully supported as it would continue to add to the restoration efforts previously completed just upstream and others in the Wallowa River Basin. This project also demonstrates the comprehensive level of planning that has gone into the concept and is therefore adequate in its current state. We would like to recommend that the landowner continue to look at all opportunities for habitat improvement and recognize the limited natural channel forming flows with the Wallow River being dam controlled.
It is recognized by the sponsor and landowners that the Wallowa River is dam controlled and the current hydrology is attenuated from the historic conditions pre-Wallowa Lake dam. However, it is important to note that there are several tributaries to the Wallowa River upstream of the project site that are not dam controlled (e.g. Hurricane Creek, Prairie Creek, Trout Creek). The intent of the design is not to imply historic hydrology will
 shape restoration objectives, but rather to encourage and enhance natural processes that are already occurring (i.e. tree and gravel recruitment, native riparian vegetation establishment) through reconnecting side channels, inundating the floodplain for longer periods, adding wood structures and recruiting beavers to continue these processes. The design concept development has gone through several iterations beginning in early 2019 with several alternatives considered from light (hand crew wood placement) to heavy handed restoration. This included input from members of the Wallowa IT team and project technical team. Current floodplain infrastructure both on the upstream (mother-in-law trailer) and downstream (neighbor’s farming operation) provide excessive risk that could come with major channel reconnections at these points. It’s the landowners desire to connect existing channels instead of creating engineered ones, reducing the overall construction impact on the property. 
This project is technically sound with appropriate techniques for the project area. The cost-benefit ratio is fair, and there will be appropriate level of planning and design after the Technical Assistance is complete. 
Is the project technically sound (i.e. are goals and objectives well defined)? Yes

Are techniques appropriate?  I believe so.

Is the cost-benefit ratio suitable? Yes

 Has there been an appropriate level of planning and design? Yes.

We feel this project is both technically sound and justified.  This being only a T.A. application, there are many details yet to be sussed out.  That being said, to the extent possible, the sponsor should include time and measurement (acreage, mileage, etc.) specifics in their objectives.  We commend the sponsor on the level of spatial data they were able to incorporate and consider at this early conceptual stage.
An existing versus proposed conditions table with percent increase and cumulative impact of proposed restoration actions is attached to the revised proposal..  
Recommendations for Improvement/Contingencies
It is recommended that the Landowners (Wilson-Haun) continue to pursue a cooperative relationship with the landowners located at the downstream end of the project, and advocate for the relocation of the feedlot as it acts as a major point source of pollution for the Wallowa in its current location. This action would also act to preemptively mitigate the risk of flooding the feedlot as addressed in the prospectus. By activating the secondary channels found on the left bank floodplain at the downstream end of the project, it would open additional in-stream habitat which would increase the ecological benefits of the project. However, again the action would create risk as addressed above to the downstream landowner further emphasizing the importance of encouraging the relocation of the feedlot.
None at this time.

RE:Downstream landowner, - In February 2020 Trout Unlimited and the Grande Ronde Model Watershedstarted discussions with the landowner about moving his feedlot. He is interested in moving his feedlot off the river and restoring some aquatic habitat on his property. Several strategies have been considered and partners contacted to assist with this request. This includeddiscussing the pursuit of a conservation easement that would allow the landowner to purchase additional land,and cease the feedlot operation. These discussions and strategies are ongoing and all options are being considered. The timetable of restoring the Wilson Haun reach may not align with or should necessarily be tied to removing the feedlot. Additional channels can be connected between the Wilson Haun reach and the Lathrop feedlot when the feedlot removal is implemented.  
Overall this is a great proposal for a project that falls within a high priority area for multiple species, which sites and ties in the Atlas prioritization process very efficiently. To make this proposal even stronger, I would suggest cleaning up the grammar and punctuation a bit. 
Several grammar corrections were made to the proposal by the project sponsor. 
Other Comments
�I think what I perceive “Winston” getting at here is that the floodplain forming processes that once shaped the river are not longer present, so we cannot expect the system to heal itself the way it formed itself. This may require more engineered healing. Not sure if that is what you’re responding to or not. I think whatever you decide I support. 
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