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Oregon’s Wetland Resources

A letter from the Oregon State Land Board

Known by various names, such as marshes, swamps, and bogs — depending on their type — wetlands
were historically viewed as sources of disease and obstacles to productive use of the land. Wetlands
were converted to other uses, often with governmental assistance. One of the primary means was the
Swamp Land Act of 1860, which encouraged European settlement and agricultural production by
transferring land from the federal domain to private individuals if they agreed to drain the land. Since
that time, we have learned much more about wetlands and the important functions they provide to
society.

Many wetlands play an important role in floodwater reduction. Some stream-associated wetlands
absorb and store floodwater, reducing flood peaks, and then release the water slowly. Research has
shown that in watersheds with healthy wetlands, streams are more likely to flow through the summer.

Wetlands are also important to wildlife for water, shelter, and food. More than seventy percent of
animal species that occur in Oregon’s coniferous forests use wetlands at some stage of their life.
Wetlands also support a high number of threatened or endangered species, many that occur only in
wetlands.

Wetlands act as natural water cleaners. The soils and vegetation remove excess nutrients, bacteria, and
even some metals and other toxins from water. The city of Cannon Beach uses wetlands to further treat
sewage to meet Oregon’s water quality standards. Constructed wetlands are increasingly used for on-
site treatment of stormwater, animal waste, runoff from nurseries, and to provide the final “polish” of
treated sewage.

Oregon’s estuarine and riverine wetlands are critical to salmon and steelhead. Juvenile fish feed in
tidal marshes, gaining size and strength before they migrate to the ocean. During floods, young fish in
the upper reaches of streams find shelter in streamside wetlands. Wetlands also produce an abundance
of food that supports healthy fish populations. Healthy wetlands and watersheds support healthy
salmon populations.

Wetlands perform many important functions in urban settings and are valued for the services they
provide. The citizens of Eugene have developed a wetland conservation plan for part of the city that
integrates wetland protection with open space corridors, stormwater management, water quality
improvement, and flood reduction. Their efforts have received national recognition.

Oregon’s efforts to manage wetlands for the benefit of all citizens have also been recognized nationally.
Oregon’s Wetland Conservation Strategy incorporates the successes to date as well as the issues and
needs that remain to be addressed. We, the members of the State Land Board, are pleased to have a
part in managing Oregon’s wetlands. Oregon has lost approximately thirty-eight percent of its original
wetlands. This Wetland Conservation Strategy provides a framework for how we, as a state, might
manage the remaining wetlands in Oregon for the benefit of all the people.

Phil Keisling
Secretary of State

State Treasurer



RER XX ERRRRRRRRRRRRRRRRRRRRRRRRRRRRRRRERRERFERERRYSRRRRIR D

Oregon’s
Wetland
Conservation
Strategy

Issue Analysis, Public Discussions & Recommendations

Oregon Division of State Lands
Wetland Conservation Strategy Workgroups

Compiled by Nancy Leibowitz
March 1995



2 , - Oregon’s Wetland Conservation Strategy

Acknowledgments

This report is the result of invaluable assistance and guidance provided by individuals with the following state,
local, and federal agencies and interest groups. The project was funded by a grant from Region 10,
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency for Wetland Program Enhancement.

Oregon Division of State Lands
Oregon Department of Agriculture
Wetlands Conservancy
Seaside School District
Oregon Department of Education
Soil and Water Conservation Districts
Oregon Farm Bureau
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
City of Hillsboro
Oregon Extension Service, 4-H
Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Oregon Department of Forestry
N.W. Power Planning Council
U.S. Soil Conservation Service
METRO
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Bureau of Land Management
U.S. Forest Service
Oregon Department of Environmental Quality
Oregon State University
Lane Council of Governments
Common Ground Urban Land Council
Association of Oregon Counties
Oregon Department of Land Conservation and Development
Klamath Falls City Planning Department
Oregon Parks and Recreation Department
Portland Audubon Society
Oregon Department of Revenue
U.S.D.A. Agricultural Stabilization and Conservation Service
Sierra Club
Stoel, Rives, Boley, Jones, and Grey
Oregon State Homebuilders Association
Black Helterline
The Oregon Natural Heritage Program
Land Conservation and Development Commission
Eugene Planning Commission
Oregon Department of Transportation
Oregon Water Resources Department
Confederated Tribes of Umatilla Indian Reservation
City of Albany
Mark Wilson
Urban Stream Council
National Marine Fisheries Service
National Wildlife Federation
Bonneville Power Administration
Oregon Coastal Wetland Joint Venture
Oregon Department of Energy
Oregon Economic Development Department

TARRAAAAAAARAAAARAARAAAAARAAAAAAAAARTRAARAARAAAAARRAAACRARARRRA2AARRAC S



Oregon’s Wetland Conservation Strategy

Table of Contents

PrOIACE ..o et 5
BaCKGrOUNG ...ttt e 5
PUIDOSE L. e et e e 5

ACIONYMS & SYMDOIS et 7

INEFOAUCTION ..o e e e 9
BaCKGrOUNG ...t 9
Guiding Principles and COMPONENES .........couiivuiiiiiiiieeeeeeeee e eeee e, 12
PrOCESS et e ——— 14
LS SIS ettt ettt e 15

ROGUIALION ... e 17
ISSUE AN INEEAS v e 17
RECOMMENUALIONS ..eieeieeeeeeeeee e e i 21

Wetland PIANNING .........cc.vvvoeeeeieeeeeeeeeeee e 25
ISSUE AN NEEAS .. e e i 25
RECOMMENAATIONS ... e e, 27

WELIAN PrOTECHON ..o e e 29
ISSUE @NA INEEUS ..veee e e e i 29
RECOMMENAALIONS ...t i 29

WELIANA RESEOTAION ..ccoeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee e e e 33
[SSUE @NA NEEAS .o e e e 33
RECOMMENAALIONS ..ciiiiiiieeeee e e e, 34

PUDBIIC INfOIMALION ..o e 37
[SSUE AN NEEAS ...t 37
RECOMMENAALIONS ....ooiiiiiiiiiiieeee e e 37

Best Management PraCtiCes ..........uuuuueeeeeieeeieiiiieieeeeeeeee ettt aeaaeaen 39
[SSUE QN NEEAS .o e i 39
RECOMMENAALIONS ..o e e e, 39



4 : ' Oregon’s Wetland Conservation Strategy

Public Lands Management...............ccccueeeeueeeeieiieeeeieeeeeeeeeeeeee e, 41
[SSUE AN NEEAS ....ooneeiieiiieeei e n e 41
ReCOMMENAALIONS .....eoiiiiiiiiie e 41

Wetlands Inventory, Trends, & Research Needs................c..cooevcceeeeeevciiineeiaaann. 43
[SSUE @NA NEEAS ..ottt et e e 43
DISCUSSION <.ttt e e ettt e e e e e et e e e e e ere e e e e et eeeerenes 43
ReCOMMENAALIONS ....eeieiiiiiiiieiee et 44

SUMIMQATY ..ottt 47
Program RESOIULION ...coooiiiiiiieee e e 47
Non-Regulatory Program Development ..............covviiiiiiiiii oo 48
Wetland Planning Implementation ...............cc.ooiiouiiiiiiiiis e 50
Wetland Resource INfOrmMation ..........c..ocuiioiiiiiiiiies e, 52

Strategic IMmplementation ................cccovveeeeeeeiiieieeeecie e 53
PrIOMITIES ..ottt ettt e e et eeeeae s 54

RETEIEIICES ..o, 57

GIOSSAIY .ot 59

Appendix A: Current State Policies on Wetland Protection, Restoration,
Conservation, & Creation ...........euee e e et e e eeaann, 61

Appendix B: Supplemental Recommendations
of the Regulatory WOTIKZIOUD ......covviieuiiciiice e 65

Appendix C: Supplemental Recommendations
of the Priority Wetland WOTIKGroup «......oeveevvneiiieeieee e 69

Appendix D: Evaluation of Wetland Funding
& INCENTIVES ...ttt ettt 73

Appendix E: Recommendations of the Wetland
Restoration Policy WOIKEIOUD .......viiii e e 97



33338833333 33339333393333393308838383058333883838303383883333%3s

Preface

Background

“Wetland” is a term that conjures up images of water, lush vegetation, abundant wildlife and—
more recently—raging controversy. The management of this resource has drastically changed
through time.

In the early days, settlers in Oregon—and in the rest of the country—viewed wetlands as an
impediment to efficient development. The Swamp Land Acts of 1849, 1850, and 1860 provided
public domain wetlands to any individuals who would drain them and put them to
“productive” use. Drainage and urban renewal ordinances continue to reflect the view that
ponded or saturated soils (wetlands) are a nuisance to be eliminated. This view originated with
the early settlers, whose vivid experiences taught them that ponded water served as a breeding
area for mosquitoes. Additionally, in their agrarian-based society, the settlers’ very survival
depended upon producing successful crops, and their farming practices often required draining
soils for production.

Today, current developments in conservation tillage and crop residue practices are changing the
ways farmers work the land, and new information on the linkages of watersheds and land
management practices is changing the way many landowners view wetlands.

Increased awareness of the public value of wetlands led to legislative actions in the 1970s. The
Removal-Fill Law, enacted by the Oregon Legislature in 1971, found that “unregulated filling in
the waters of the state for any purpose may result in interfering with or injuring public
navigation, fishery and recreational uses of the waters.” During 1973, Oregonians expressed their
concern about protecting wetlands in landmark land-use legislation; Statewide Planning Goals 5,
15, 16, and 17 all specifically mention wetland resources. Then, in 1989, the Oregon Legislature
adopted a policy stressing the importance of wetlands (ORS 196.668 and 196.672); the Legislature
focused on integrating wetland planning and permitting. From these origins, Oregon’s wetland
management program has emerged.

Purpose

This report suggests direction and establishes priorities for the Oregon Wetland Conservation
Strategy, an integrated state wetland program. The recommendations in the report are aimed
toward improving the effectiveness and efficiency of Oregon'’s efforts to conserve, restore, and
protect wetlands, recognizing that many wetlands occur on private property. The goal of the
Strategy is to:

“Ensure the long-term protection and management of the state’s wetland resources
through both requlatory and non-regqulatory measures by (a) providing protection of
wetlands and restoration sites (b) conserving and managing functions, values, and
acreage of wetlands, and (c) encouraging restoration of wetlands for watershed, water
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quality, and/or wildlife objectives, while accommodating necessary economic activities.
Also, to manage Oregon’s wetlands through partnerships that improve education,
communication, cooperation, and consistency among agencies, organizations, and

the public.”

The Strategy’s ultimate goal is “no net loss” of wetlands in terms of acreage, functions, and
values. Implementation of the Oregon Wetland Conservation Strategy will assist in attaining the
Oregon Progress Board’s Benchmark of maintaining at least 100 percent of the 1990 wetland
acreage.
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a prevalence of vegetation typically adapted for life in saturated soil conditions.” They comprise
approximately 2 percent of the surface area of Oregon (Dahl, 1990). Oregon’s wetlands are highly
diverse in structure and position in the landscape and include such areas as saltwater and
freshwater marshes, swamps, bogs, floodplain wetlands associated with rivers, “wet meadows,”
farmed wetlands, saltgrass and greasewood flats, shallow lakes, and vernal pools. Oregon is
known as a “green” state, yet annual precipitation varies from more than 12 feet on the north-
western coast to less than 5 inches in the southeast desert. The state’s varied landforms support
an immense diversity of wetlands from coastal bogs and salt marshes, to alpine meadows, to
interior valleys with meandering river sloughs and wet prairies, to desert sinks and flats.

It is estimated that Oregon has approximately 1,393,900 acres of wetlands (Dahl, 1990) and
1,700,000 acres of hydric soils (T. Thorson, Natural Resources Conservation Service, personal
communication).

Wetlands perform a multitude of functions for society. The 1989 Oregon Legislative Assembly
found that wetlands provide:

* flood control and storm damage protection, which prevent loss of life and property;

* essential spawning, rearing, feeding, nesting and wintering habitats for a major portion of this
state’s fish and wildlife, including threatened and endangered species;

* essential habitat for waterfowl using the Pacific Flyway and for the rearing of salmon and
other anadromous and resident fish;

* water quality improvement through absorption and filtration of sediments, nutrients, metals,
and toxic materials that would otherwise degrade groundwater or the water quality of
adjacent rivers, lakes, and estuaries; and

* significant opportunity for public recreation, environmental and ecological research,
education, scenic diversity, and aesthetic value as open space.

As we deliberate on “wetland” policy, we must be continually bear in mind that wetlands are
inseparably interrelated to the rest of the aquatic system and the terrestrial ecosystems within the
watershed.

We’re Losing Wetlands

Approximately 38 percent of Oregon’s historic wetlands have been converted to agricultural,
commercial, and other uses (Dahl, 1990). The conversion of wetlands has been accompanied by a
decline in water quality, loss of wildlife habitat, and increased risk of flood damage and erosion.
Much of the conversion of wetlands was a result of public policies that provided funding and
technical assistance to drain and dike wetlands, as well as incentives to purchase cheap or free
public “swampland” for conversion to “productive” use.

Changes in public policy during the last two decades have attempted to reverse the trend of
wetland conversion and to redirect regulatory, landowner incentive, and management efforts.
These changes in public policy are reflected in federal and state regulations and in planning
mechanisms aimed at protecting natural resources (see Table 1).

Despite the changes, many observers believe the federal and state regulatory programs aimed
at protecting wetlands are not comprehensive, consistent, or sufficiently effective (General
Accounting Office, 1988; The Conservation Foundation, 1988; U.S. Advisory Commission on
Intergovernmental Relations, 1992). Factors such as overreliance on regulatory programs, an
inadequate wetland inventory, the limited scope of regulatory programs, duplication and
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inconsistency in permit processes, limited budgets, and a lack of non-regulatory programs to
promote protection and restoration on public and private lands all contribute to this problem
(World Wildlife Fund, 1992).

Policy conflicts and changes create the need to evaluate the existing structures and their
effectiveness in achieving stated policy goals. At this time of new policy initiatives, it is
appropriate to step back and evaluate the pressures the state now faces and will face in the years
to come, to evaluate our track record, and to develop a vision for the future of wetland resources
in Oregon.

The 1989 Oregon Legislature asserted that the state’s wetland regulatory program was
uncoordinated and ineffective in providing resource protection or development certainty to the
public trying to sort their way through regulations. The Legislature adopted several non-
regulatory policies to promote wetland conservation. They included:

e protection, conservation, restoration, effective mitigation, and best use of wetland resources;
e use of a single wetlands definition for regulatory and planning purposes;

e development and distribution of a statewide wetland inventory and public information on
wetlands;

e integration of the regulatory program to reduce delays, uncertainty, and duplication in the
permit processes; and

» development of landowner incentives for wetland conservation.

However, the Legislature did not provide funding to accomplish all of these policies.

Guiding Principles and Components

Strategic planning through the statewide land-use planning process has provided substantial
protection for more than 99 percent of Oregon’s remaining tidal marshes. The strategy used to
manage Oregon’s estuaries was the application of an estuary classification system and a goal to
maintain diversity of systems. The strategy identified estuarine management units for protection,
conservation, or development (DLCD, 1987; Bella, 1974). Oregon’s estuarine planning approach
has successfully protected the public trust held in intertidal and subtidal lands.

Freshwater wetlands pose a significantly greater challenge for conservation. A conservation
strategy is needed—to a large extent—because so many wetlands are on private land, and
landowners are motivated by their own objectives, which often require draining or filling of
wetlands. Unfortunately, society’s ability to change the environment far exceeds the ability to
foresee the ecological or social consequences of such change (Bella and Overton, 1972). Therefore,
resource management and economic development principles and strategies should be integrated
to avoid ecological and societal crises.

The time is ripe to develop and implement an integrated program to conserve, protect, and
manage the state’s wetland resources. Coordination of local, state, federal, and interest group
resources, tools, and expertise can lead to a resolution of wetland management conflicts and
improve the effectiveness and efficiency of wetland conservation efforts. The overall goals of this
Strategy are to:

e ensure the long-term protection and management of the state’s wetland resources through both
requlatory and non-regulatory measures by (a) providing protection of wetlands and restoration sites;
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(b) conserving, and managing functions, values, and acreage of wetlands; and (c) encouraging
restoration of wetlands for watershed, water quality, and/or wildlife objectives, while accommodating
necessary economic activities;

manage Oregon’s wetlands through partnerships that improve education, communication, cooperation,
and consistency among agencies, organizations, and the public.

The Strategy is based on the following principles:

1.

Wetland planning should be integrated with watershed management, economic development,
transportation and infrascructure programs, floodplain and stormwater management, point
and non-point water quality control programs, and habitat management planning efforts as a
means to prevent adverse wetland impacts and resolve land-use conflicts.

Public agencies should form partnerships to facilitate exchange of services, data, personnel,
and funds in order to eliminate duplication of effort, resolve policy and management
differences that currently exist for wetland and riparian areas, and promote maximum
effectiveness in use of public funds and personnel.

Where possible, conservation activities should be conducted within a watershed or landscape
context to assure long-term sustainability of the resource. Piecemeal regulation, management,
and conservation of wetland and riparian habitat is ineffective in conserving and sustaining
the resource and addressing societal needs for clean water, wildlife habitat, and floodplain
protection.

Recognizing that a significant percentage of Oregon’s wetlands are privately owned, a key to
effective wetland management is cooperation with private landowners. Providing
information, technical assistance, and incentives to encourage voluntary participation in
wetland conservation programs and opportunities should be promoted.

Consistent regulation and management of wetlands on public and private lands is necessary
to protect the resource in Oregon. Local, state and federal public land agencies should provide
additional protection and stewardship of wetlands on public lands.

The state should develop standards, policy, and funding sources to implement a proactive
non-regulatory program aimed at restoration and protection of wetlands. State efforts should
complement federal efforts to achieve these ends.

The current regulatory program must be made more effective, efficient, and responsive to the
public and to landowners.

The state must strive to implement an integrated wetland strategy that is comprehensive,
flexible, and regionally focused, and that and helps achieve Oregon Benchmarks to:

e preserve the 1990 wetland resource base,

e improve watershed health,

* increase the water quality of Oregon’s rivers and streams,

e increase Oregon’s groundwater quantity and quality,

e decrease the incidence of species that are threatened, endangered, or rare in Oregon,
* increase the recreational opportunities in the state,

* increase the number of visually attractive rural highway miles, and

e increase the percent of industrial lands actually suitable for development.

Adequate resources must be pursued to ensure program implementation.



Process

The Division of State Lands served as facilitator, mediator, and integrator of this Strategy process.

Literature review, interviews with representatives from key government agencies and interest
groups, and topical wetland strategy workgroups were utilized to identify issues and develop
recommendations for the Strategy. Representatives from the development community;
environmental groups and consultants; agriculture; academia; and federal, state, and local
governments served on nine advisory committees that met from June 1992 to February 1993 to
address specific issues, develop consensus recommendation, and guide Strategy development.
Workgroups discussed and developed recommendations for the Strategy components illustrated
in Figure 1. Each workgroup drafted a background paper with consensus recommendations for
improving wetland conservation efforts. Collectively, the recommendations and implementation
guidelines establish a cooperative wetland conservation strategy for the state. Priority
recommendations are denoted by a @ in each chapter.

Figure 1. The pieces of Oregon’s Wetland Conservation puzzle.

Inventory
Trends
Research

; Public Land Management
Regulatory Integration

Planning

Public Information

Best Management Practices

Technical Assistance Restoration
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Issues

Regulatory Integration
Wetland regulations are implemented at three governmental levels: federal, state, and local.
Questions have recently arisen about the efficiency and effectiveness of regulatory programs.
Duplication of effort at a time of declining resources is not supportable. Effective integration that
eliminates duplication is necessary.

Planning
While State Planning Goal 5 requires local governments to plan for the protection of wetlands and
other natural resources, these governments typically have avoided the effort because they lack the
data and resources needed for successful implementation. To ensure that local governments can
comprehensively and proactively develop wetland conservation plans for their communities,
these resources must be made available. To achieve Oregon’s wetland conservation goals, wetland
regulation and planning programs must be better integrated and should be augmented by non-
regulatory wetland management approaches. The ongoing evaluation of State Planning Goal 5
should be completed with an eye to making changes that better focus the local and state
requirements.

Public Lands
More than half of Oregon’s land base, including some of the state’s most important wetlands, is
owned and managed by the federal and state governments. Increased coordination and active
wetland stewardship is needed to improve management of these public wetland resources.
Stewardship of these lands can significantly assist in meeting the Oregon Benchmark of “no net
loss” of wetlands and provide examples for private land management.

Protection
Oregon has not identified protection priorities for wetland types or sites. A prioritization system
could help make future management decisions more predictable. Oregon’s Goal 5 planning
requirement can be used to identify sites for protection, if modified to do so.

Restoration
More than 1 million acres of wetlands in Oregon have been drained, diked, or in some way
converted to other uses. The state should identify and prioritize ecologically important regions
and sites for wetland restoration. The state has abundant policies to protect wetlands but no
policies to restore historically lost wetlands.

Public Information
While there has been much public debate about wetland management issues, little information
about the resource is available to the public. Public information about Oregon’s wetland resources
would increase public awareness and facilitate intelligent debate.

Data Needs
There is much to learn about Oregon’s wetland resources. Basic inventory data and studies of
ecological function and wetland trends are needed to focus Oregon’s wetland management and
public information programs precisely.
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Regulation

Issue and Needs

In Oregon, wetland regulations are implemented at three governmental levels: federal, state,
and local (Table 2). The most comprehensive regulatory programs for wetlands are the state
Removal-Fill Law (ORS 196.800-196.990), the Oregon Wetland program (ORS 196.668-196.692),
and the federal Clean Water Act program, under Sections 401 and 404. The objective of each
regulatory program is to conserve, protect, and manage water resources for the benefit of
present and future generations.

Questions have arisen recently about program and process efficiencies due to duplication and
the complexity of resource protection efforts. Overlapping jurisdictions and complex regulations
confuse the public and fail to promote the best use of limited resources.

The multiple federal, state, and local programs to regulate, manage, and protect state waters
have not been fully effective in protecting wetland resources. This is due in part to the reactive
nature of the permitting process and in part to the following gaps or weaknesses in the current
programs:

* The state and federal regulatory programs do not encompass all activities that alter wetlands
(e.g., vegetation removal and drainage).

* Some agriculture and forestry practices affect waters of the state despite current regulations.

* Current regulations do not protect riparian areas adjacent to streams and wetlands on public
or private lands outside of the Forest Practices Act and a limited number of local government
plans.

* There is no systematic regulation of sediment from upland construction sites of less than
5 acres.

* The state’s Removal-Fill Permit Program does not regulate wetland fills of less than 50 cubic
yards.

* State and federal permit processes are not fully integrated with local comprehensive plans,
water quality and quantity management strategies, and watershed action plans.

* No common database exists to help federal, state, and local agencies assess permit status
and/or assess the cumulative impacts of permits in an area. No ongoing program exists to
monitor program effectiveness and cumulative effects.

Increased interagency coordination is needed to redirect the regulatory program to prevent
wetland impacts and to increase public information about the wetland regulatory programs.
The regulatory program needs to be evaluated in its effectiveness to manage and prevent loss of
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Table 2. Primary local, state, and federal tools used to regulate or manage Oregon’s wetlands

Agency

Local governments

DSL

WRD

DOF

DOA

DOGAMI

DEQ

DEQ

DLCD

COE, EPA

PRD, DSL

BLM, USFS

NRCS

DEQ

DLCD

Tool

Oregon Statewide Planning Program

ORS 215.010 et seq.

Removal-Fill Law
ORS 196.800 et seq.

Water rights
ORS 537.130

Forest Practices Act
ORS 527.610 et seq.

Confined Animal Feed
Operations
ORS 468.200 et seq.

Mined Land Reclamation Act
ORS 517.750 et seq.

NPDES discharge permits
OAR Chapter 340, Div. 41
& Section 402 of Clean Water Act

Section 401 of the Clean
Water Act, OAR Chapter 340,
division 48

Coastal Zone Management Act

Section 404 of the Clean
Water Act

Scenic Waterways Law
ORS 390.805 et seq.

Wild & Scenic Rivers Act

Food Security Act

Section 303 of the
Clean Water Act
ORS 468.030

Goal 5
ORS 197.005 et seq.

Description

Comprehensive land-use plans and
ordinances developed to comply with
statewide planning goals.

Regulates filling and removal
in waters of the state.

Authorization to use water for
wetland mitigation, restoration, and
water storage projects.

Management of forest practices,
affects wetlands in forested areas.

Wastewater containment and
runoff control.

Surface mining operations that may
encompass wetlands areas.

Regulates point source discharges into
state waters.

Water quality certification of proposed
federal permits and licenses to “protect
beneficial uses.”

That federal and state programs and plans
must be in compliance with the Coastal
Zone Management Act. DLCD determines
whether federal permits or licenses are
consistent with the state program.

Regulates discharge of fill into waters
of the U.S.

Prohibits all removalffill in certain
waters of the state, except by approval of
the State Land Board. Prescribes
management of designated waterways.

Protects “outstanding, remarkable
values,” (i.e., water quality, fisheries,
wetlands, scenery on designated rivers).

Regulates wetland on lands of USDA
program participants. Establishes the
Wetlands Reserve Program.

{dentified pollutants load that can be
discharged into waters of the state and still
achieve identified water quality standards.

Requires local government to conserve
open space and protect natural and scenic
resources.




significant wetland resources in a manner that is more responsive to the public. The overlap
between state and federal programs must be examined together to evaluate:

1. program efficiency and effectiveness,

2. future opportunities for partial or full assumption of Clean Water Act Section 404
responsibilities, and

3. actions necessary to ensure a timely process, certainty, and predictability for the regulated
public.

In addition, recognizing that the regulatory program does not sufficiently conserve Oregon’s
wetlands, workgroup members strongly advocated the use of non-regulatory programs to protect,
restore, and conserve the state’s wetland resource base. Non-regulatory measures—including
cooperative restoration programs with landowners, acquisition of title or easements on priority
wetlands, coordination of public lands management, and education—were proposed as important
measures for the achievement of an effective regulatory wetland program.

Mitigation as a Regulatory Policy
Mitigation, defined as avoidance, minimization, or compensation for unavoidable adverse
environmental effects, is an important element of Oregon’s wetland regulatory program. The
regulatory reliance on mitigation—and the effectiveness of mitigation in replacing wetland
functions and acreage—have been reviewed in Oregon (Kentula et al. 1992, Franklin and Shaich
1993). Net loss of Oregon’s wetlands is occurring because of ineffective project design and lack of
clear policy. Recommendations for addressing and improving the wetland mitigation program
include:

1. placing greater emphasis on avoidance of impacts,

2. developing clear mitigation policy and criteria,

3. regulating mitigation siting in a landscape context, and
4

exploring compensatory alternatives (e.g., mitigation banking, joint projects, payment
in lieu, etc.).

Wetland Delineation

The National Academy of Sciences is conducting an analysis of wetland delineation. Meanwhile,
Oregon recognizes the need to refine and develop scientifically valid wetland criteria for
application to the different ecoregions of the state. Once the National Academy of Sciences has
completed its analysis of wetland delineation, the state will review the applicability of the results
to Oregon.

Categorization
Wetland assessment or classification means the scientific description of functional assessments
based on measurable physical, chemical, or ecological attributes. Assessments have been
instrumental for wetland inventory, research, and planning efforts. Conversely, wetland
categorization means the assignment of value-based rankings derived from aggregated wetland
attributes. Categorization implies management or regulatory priorities for wetlands.
Categorization is a two-tiered process, involving (a) developing categories, and (b) allocating
wetland sites or wetland types to categories, often with management implications for each
category.
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Recommendations

Regulatory Process

@ A range of options was proposed to address the regulatory overlaps of the Removal-Fill
program, the federal 404 permit program, and the state water quality certification program.
The proposed options listed in Appendix B are presented to prompt further discussion and
resolution by the decision-making parties in the state and federal governments, and they
do not represent consensus of the workgroup members. The proposed options build upon
the following themes:

¢ Eliminate duplicate permit processes in a manner that increases regulatory efficiency
without increasing the current workload.

® Pursue coordination and co-location opportunities among personnel of the Department
of Environmental Quality, Division of State Lands, and the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers.

® Explore the feasibility of delegating permit authority to other agencies and levels of
government, based on proficiency and standards.

¢ Conduct proactive watershed plans and Wetland Conservation Plans as a context for
permits.

¢ Develop an interagency-coordinated database for permit tracking.

® DPursue legislation, administrative rule, or policy changes to cover significant gaps in
wetland protection.

€ Implement and coordinate monitoring activities to assess program effectiveness and
progress toward “no net loss.”
The proposed options need to be further articulated, and specific options identified for
resolution.

@ Multiple recommendations were suggested to (a) consolidate and simplify the permit process
and (b) develop consistent interagency permit standards. The detailed recommendations
are listed in Appendix B. The recommendations address development of:

@ clear and objective standards for wetland permitting;
common definitions for terminology;
written guidance for conducting alternatives analysis;

L 2R 2R 4

a single application form for Removal-Fill, Section 404, water rights, and 401
certification permits;

*

an accessible database for planning and permit evaluation that is compatible with GIS;

L 2

tools for securing water rights for wetland mitigation, restoration, and preservation
activities;

¢ a dispute-resolution framework for difficult permit issues; and

4 educational materials explaining the wetland permitting process.
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The challenges to implementation of these recommendations are significant. The regulatory
overlap, program gaps, and technical issues are often extremely complex. Institutional

conflicts arising from the different roles and approaches of state and federal agencies make it

difficult to resolve the regulatory issues solely at the state level.
=& Strengthen efforts to protect wetland resources under the current regulatory system by
implementing the following:
¢ Promote the adopted policy to protect wetlands ORS 196, ORS 197, Goal 5, Goal 16,
etc., (see Appendix A) through integrated regulation and planning processes.
& Develop state policy that emphasizes avoidance and sets forth mitigation guidance
and criteria.
¢ Fully utilize and strengthen wetland enforcement efforts by increasing the
enforcement resources and heightening enforcement-related restoration efforts and
regulatory education. The state should continue to seek alternative staffing
mechanisms to implement these efforts.
¢ Address specific program gaps and refine the wetlands regulatory program by:
1. continuing to monitor the implementation and effectiveness of the Removal-Fill

Law, Forest Practices Act, and Water Quality Standards to assure the programs are

successful in meeting their stated policy goals (see specific recommendations in
Appendix B);

2. coordinating interagency efforts to research the effects of management practices on

the ecological integrity of wetlands; and
3. developing wetland management strategies for water quality limited stream
basins.

Mitigation

@ The state should continue to develop a wetland mitigation policy that promotes
avoidance, compensatory mitigation alternatives (e.g., mitigation banking, restoration,
payment in lieu, and protection), and the use of buffers. Detailed recommendations are
listed in Appendix B. Program efforts and success in avoiding wetland impact should be
tracked and reported. The cost effectiveness of mitigation options for replacing wetland
acreage and functions must be addressed. Compensatory mitigation should be seen as

field experiments that can provide information on ways to improve projects through time.
@ Mitigation banking opportunities in Oregon should be pursued as a means to consolidate

fragmented landscape impacts and highway impacts within the same watershed. This

will more likely result in wetland projects that are sustainable, as well as properly located,
designed, and managed. It will be necessary to examine and evaluate the effectiveness of

the current statute (ORS 196.60 (3) and (8)). Refer to Appendix B for further mitigation
banking recommendations.

& The process to obtain water rights for wetland mitigation projects should be facilitated.
The effectiveness of the 1993 legislation (HB 2107) should be evaluated.
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® Mitigation project success goals and criteria should be defined in the context of watershed
and wetland restoration activities. Efforts should build upon existing mitigation
assessments, literature, reference sites, and the Oregon Freshwater Wetland Assessment
Methodology. A mitigation design manual that highlights methodologies to achieve
successful projects should be developed for regulatory personnel and the public.

@® The state should develop specific wetland management policies for water quality limited
stream basins where existing wetlands assist local jurisdictions in meeting the basin water
quality criteria established by the Oregon Department of Environmental Quality.

Agricultural Wetlands

@ General confusion about federal and state definitions of agricultural wetlands complicates
administration of programs for regulating, protecting, and restoring wetlands.
Recommendations include:

¢ Promote and encourage consistency in federal and state policy and regulations for
agricultural wetlands. Examine the state and federal definitions and technical criteria.
Promote consistent use of terms wherever not prevented by law. Promote sharing of
wetland determinations between all agencies for use in the state and federal regulatory
framework.

¢ C(larify the distinctions between prior converted cropland and farmed wetlands relative
to the state wetland regulatory process.
¢ Clarify who may make prior converted cropland determinations. Develop informational

text and a matrix that explains the definitions and technical criteria of agricultural
wetland categories for federal and state permits.

Wetland Categorization

® Oregon should explore the development of a wetland categorization scheme to improve the
state’s wetland management decisions. Categorization should be conducted in a landscape
context, with consideration for landscape goals, wetland condition, and available
information about wetland functions and values. In its categorization process, the state
should seek to minimize the loss of valued ecological functions by ranking wetlands in
terms of comparative ecological risk due to wetland loss or degradation in the landscape.
Wetland categorization should be conducted either by the local land-use planning process,
by wetland conservation planning or by watershed planning efforts.

® Wetland categorization efforts must consider:
¢ primary land-use characteristics of the basin,
€ water quantity and quality and land-use issues within each watershed,

¢ information from the Oregon Freshwater Wetland Assessment methodology and the
priority wetlands identification process,

¢ periodic review of the proposed categories when new information is available,
€ management goals for the basin or planning area.




Cumulative Impacts

@® Oregon needs to evaluate the status of wetland systems in the state and evaluate the
effects of cumulative impacts to the state’s wetland systems. To do such an evaluation
would involve developing goals, policies, and methodologies to evaluate cumulative
impacts. This effort will require baseline data on wetland functions and wetland types.
The ultimate goal is to influence future management decisions and clarify policy.

@ Oregon currently does not have a mechanism for addressing cumulative impacts.
A proposed approach to addressing and ultimately quantifying cumulative impacts
includes:

*
*
*

L 4
*

L 4
*

collecting and compiling baseline data;
identifying the condition of priority watersheds;

identifying historical and existing functions and the condition of wetlands in priority
watersheds;

identifying changes in forcing functions (e.g., hydrology);

assessing and prioritizing risks and opportunities for wetland protection, restoration,
and management;

incorporating these risks and opportunity considerations into state policy; and

encouraging the incorporation of these assessments into local comprehensive plans,
state land management plans, and federal land management plans.

As an interim surrogate for cumulative impact assessments, the state should track
wetland permit activity and wetland loss by watershed.
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Wetland Planning

Issue and Needs

Wetland planning is an effective means to address cumulative environmental effects. Planning is a
proactive approach to wetland management that offers certainty for development and greater
protection and conservation of wetlands in a manner that maintains landscape integrity.

Planning requires the evaluation of future actions before impacts occur. Planning decisions should
acknowledge that the Oregon landscape has experienced nearly 150 years of alterations.

In 1973, Oregon pioneered a land-use planning program that established 19 statewide planning
goals. Planning Goals 16 and 17 protect Oregon’s estuarine resources and coastal shorelands;
Planning Goal 5 provides a framework for protecting natural resources and open spaces.

Goal 5 requires each city and county to inventory the location, quantity, and quality of wetlands
once information is available and requires cities and counties to develop a land-use program to
protect significant wetlands after evaluating conflicting use through the economic, social,
environmental and energy (ESEE) assessment. However, the Goal 5 process has not been effective
in protecting Oregon’s wetland resources because the process lacks specific standards and data,
and local governments lack resources to inventory and make planning decisions about wetlands.

In 1989, Oregon passed Senate Bill 3, which (a) established an optional local planning process
(Wetland Conservation Plans) to provide a context for wetland permitting and (b) required the
Division of State Lands to develop and maintain a statewide wetland inventory. As part of the
statewide wetland inventory, standards were developed to ensure consistent wetland
information. Wetland Conservation Plans (WCPs) provide an alternative to Goal 5. They give
local governments an opportunity to address future resource protection and development needs
and to address wetland resource decisions in context with other land-use needs. Wetland
planning in urban areas (through WCPs and Goal 5 planning mechanisms) creates certainty for
development, as well as creating opportunities to improve floodplain capacities, improve water
quality, and preserve wildlife corridors, open space, recreation, and aesthetics. Although Oregon
has developed innovative planning approaches through Goal 5 and through WCPs, implemen-
tation has been limited to relatively small areas in cities and counties.

Planning that incorporates larger landscapes is necessary to ensure long-term integrity of wetland
resources. Planning must integrate activities related to water quality and quantity, fish and
wildlife resources, and land use. Large-scale wetland planning integration (e.g., watershed, basin,
ecoregion) could create a more useful context for wetland regulation, protection, and restoration.
Therefore, Oregon’s wetland planning goals, priorities, and planning processes should be
integrated with ongoing resource and region-specific efforts. To augment Oregon’s wetland
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Recommendations

@ The state should pursue a basin planning approach that effectively integrates activities

related to water quality and quantity, fish and wildlife resources, wetlands, and compatible
land uses in a watershed. The Strategic Water Management Group proposal (SWMG Policy
Workgroup, 1992) provides a process that could be used integrate these efforts effectively.

The state should continue to integrate wetland planning and wetland regulation as a means
of achieving greater wetland protection. To reach this objective, a tiered ranking system that
clarifies the roles of governments and integrates goal-based wetland planning, wetland
regulations, and long-term wetland protection measures (e.g., acquisition) should be
developed. Rankings should be based on existing information and guidance (e.g., the
Oregon Freshwater Wetland Assessment Methodology and proposed wetland protection
criteria). Rankings should allocate wetland resource sites for either (a) public agency and
interest group acquisition, (b) protection through the planning process, or (c) conservation
through the use of best management practices (BMPs) or the permit process. Rankings
would be aligned closely to wetland tiers proposed under the regulatory section. The
anticipated wetland resource hierarchy would identify:

* outstanding wetland sites designated for protection through acquisition, conservation
easements, and other uses of public funds,

* significant wetlands protected through the local planning process, and
¢ other wetlands conserved by regulatory and best management practice processes.
The following is a diagrammatic representation of the tiered ranking system for wetland

planning and protection:
Local °
R Protecnon

BMPs and Regulatory Programs

O © o [ ESEE Process

Development of a ranking system is necessary to promote and advance the local planning
process for wetlands and to ensure state protection of priority wetlands through acquisition
and other long-term protection measures.

The state should identify federal regulatory mechanisms to integrate Wetland Conservation
Plans with the Corps of Engineers’ responsibilities under the Clean Water Act. Procedural
consistency between Wetland Conservation Plans and the federal 404 (b) (1) guidelines
should be pursued. If federal regulatory mechanisms that accommodate local plans are not
teasible under present law, the Division of State Lands should work with interested parties
to amend the Clean Water Act during reauthorization.
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@ The state should consider amending Goal 5 to address wetlands by:

# defining the role of existing state and federal wetland regulations in the planning
process;

# providing clear definitions of wetland and watershed values to be protected;

# developing a clear and objective approach for establishing “significance” for
wetlands;

¢ defining state and local roles in the Goal 5 process;

# identifying regions of high risk, using criteria such as population growth rates,
percent of residential lands, and land-use designations as priorities for wetland planning;

# developing inventory guidance defining wetland location, quantity and quality;

@ deletion of the option of not including wetlands in comprehensive plan reviews
(1(b) option in current rule); and

¢ providing funding to local governments for their planning expenses.

& The state should assess the differences between rural and urban wetland planning goals
and tools, recognizing that rural and urban wetlands differ in quality, type, diversity,
adjacent land-use impacts, and development pressures. Given these differences, most
planning advisory workgroup members recommend:

# dividing Goal 5 for wetlands into two categories, (a) urban and rural development
areas and (b) resource lands. Different planning requirements should be developed
for these categories (e.g., conduct intensive wetlands inventories within urban and
developing areas and exempt resource land from this requirement).

® The state must continue program development for Wetland Conservation Plans.
Guidance is needed for wetland functional assessments; compatible uses; practicable
alternatives; protection, conservation, and development designations; and minimum
requirements for mitigation, monitoring, and maintenance plans.

@ State and local governments should develop a stable funding source for local wetland
planning efforts. Possible funding sources include private foundations, dedicated state
taxes, bonds, fees, and other sources are identified in Appendix D.

@® Local planning should avoid wetland impacts and resolve land-use and resource
protection problems by promoting the use of planned unit developments, the transfer of
development rights, and other planning mechanisms. Urban planning that takes into
account the landscape context should be promoted (e.g., integrating wetlands into
greenways, floodplains, and water quality and habitat improvement efforts).

® Pursue planning and data collection efforts aimed at developing maps of wetlands and
riparian sites with priority for restoration and protection in high-priority watersheds.
(See proposed processes and criteria for prioritizing wetland sites for protection and
restoration in the Wetland Protection and Wetland Restoration chapters.)

@® An interagency working group has developed the Oregon Freshwater Wetland
Assessment Methodology. The methodology incorporates both landscape (watershed)
and site-specific approaches. To some extent, the methodology is tailored to the state’s
different ecoregions. Guidance should be developed to describe how the Oregon
Freshwater Wetland Assessment Methodology will be used for different programs.
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Wetland Protection

Issue and Needs

An important goal of the Wetland Conservation Strategy is to assess and evaluate existing and
proposed mechanisms designed to protect outstanding wetlands and riparian areas for present
and future generations. Protection is defined as long-term management of a resource to ensure its
sustainability and its natural values. Existing regulations and permitting processes do not provide
long-term protection of wetlands that are unique, difficult to replace, or that provide water
quality improvement, provide habitat for threatened and endangered species, or act as wildlife
corridors. The goal should be implemented through voluntary and cooperative efforts.

State wetland protection efforts should include:

1. planning to identify priority wetlands within watersheds, based on functional value and
regionally representative wetland types (see page 32 for possible criteria for identifying
priority wetlands);

2. identification of areas for protection by Wetland Conservation Plans;

3. development of acquisition and other long-term protection strategies; and

4. providing information about the management of wetlands to ensure the continued integrity
and existence of natural resource values.

Program policy, standards, funds, and interagency and interest group coordination are necessary
to implement these efforts. Outlined below are the workgroup’s recommendations for programs
to protect wetlands through the local planning process, as well as suggestions for a establishing a
process to identify high-priority wetlands.

Recommendations

@ Wetland protection policies embodied in state statute are adequate, but are not applied in a
manner that effectively promotes the Wetland Strategy goal (see Appendix B). The follow-
ing steps should be taken to strengthen wetland protection policy:

¢ Develop effective incentive programs for protecting wetlands and riparian areas. Iden-
tify current obstacles to wetland protection. Promote effective incentive programs and
inform the public about them. Evaluate the effects of the current state property tax
structure on wetland protection and restoration.

¢ Clarify the planning requirements under Oregon’s statewide planning program.

¢ Assess the economic costs and feasibility of various approaches to protecting wetland
sites (e.g., acquisition, purchase of conservation easements, and other protection
measures; see Appendix C).
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4 Develop a method to reserve water rights for protected and restored wetlands.

€ Develop interagency resource management strategies that protect priority wetlands
within the context of watershed management and protection.

® Develop standards for wetland protection that promote and ultimately ensure the long-
term sustainability of protected wetland ecosystems. These standards should include:
1. the assurance of long-term sustainability (available water source, compatible

adjacent land use, and best management practices);

2. the establishment of stormwater discharge regulations to ensure that affected

wetlands will be protected;

the development of buffer standards and other resource protection measures;

the monitoring, reviewing, assessing, and reporting of protection efforts; and

5. the establishment of guidelines for site management and stewardship; a site
management plan should be required for each protected site and should address
buffers, management strategies, and compatible uses of the protected site
(e.g., access, recreation, research, and education).

Oregon should identify and designate priority wetlands within watersheds, based on
functional value and representative wetland types, and then provide them with long-term
protection.

A systematic process for identifying and assessing priority wetlands and implementing
wetland protection efforts is needed. A process should be developed that is standardized,
documentable, and flexible. It should include agency and landowner participation, and it
should ultimately aid in identification of wetlands protected under Statewide Planning
Goals 5 and 17. Resource protection would be implemented through both the local
planning process and the state-level protection and acquisition efforts. Potential steps in the
process are listed below and are further described in Appendix C.

> W

# Identify criteria for wetland protection.

¢ Identify watershed objectives; involve the public as well as landowners, and educate
interested participants in how to provide wetland protection.

¢ Coordinate with other wetland management efforts.

® Prioritize sites for management, acquisition, or other approaches, addressing any
private property issues that might exist.

# Protect sites through the use of local planning mechanisms and acquisition.

A stable, long-term funding source for wetland protection should be developed. Currently
available incentive programs and competitive funding sources are listed in Appendix D.
Cost-match programs, funding sources for regional mitigation banks, and cooperative
acquisition initiatives should be explored. The state should coordinate funding and
protection priorities with other cooperators (e.g., Oregon Coastal Wetlands Joint Venture,
American Fishery Society; see Table 3).

In addition, Oregon should explore future options of obtaining dedicated program funds
from the lottery, bonds, excise taxes, vanity license plates, and/or property transfer taxes.
Private landowners should be encouraged to pursue wetland protection funds from the
programs outlined in Appendix D.
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Table 3. Wetland protection cooperators

Federal Agencies
Bonneville Power Administration
Agricultural Stabilization and Conservation Service
Bureau of Reclamation
U.S. Forest Service
Bureau of Land Management
National Park Service
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Environmental Protection Agency
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration—Coastal Zone Management Program
Natural Resources Conservation Service

State Agencies
Department of Land Conservation and Development
Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife
Oregon Department of Forestry
Division of State Lands
Water Resources Department
Parks and Recreation Department
Department of Environmental Quality
Economic Development Department
Oregon Department of Transportation
Governor’s Watershed Enhancement Board
Oregon Department of Higher Education
Community and Private Colleges and Universities
Soil and Water Conservation Districts

Local Governments
Cities
Counties
Regional governments

Interest Groups and Organizations
American Fisheries Society
Ducks Unlimited
The Wildlife Society
Fish and Wildlife foundations
The Wetlands Conservancy
Utilities
Oregon Trout
Oregon Bass and Panfish
Special districts—water diking, drainage, Unified Sewage Agency
Land trusts (e.g., Wetlands Conservancy, Trust for Public Lands, Oregon Coastal Wetlands Joint Venture, etc.)
Pacific Flyway Council
Private property owners

Tribes

Ports
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® Oregon should actively support the activities of land trusts in their efforts to secure

conservation easements, acquire land, establish management agreements, and sort out the
legal aspects of making a charitable donation for wetland resource protection and
management.

In order to more completely implement wetland protection efforts, staffing must be
provided. Staffing will be needed to develop policy, pursue funds, provide technical
assistance to local governments, and identify priority wetlands for protection, as well as
to develop criteria, conduct and coordinate the planning process, and validate and
prioritize eligible sites for protection.

The success of Oregon’s wetlands protection efforts should be monitored and evaluated
on a regular basis.

Criteria for identifying priority wetlands should include the following:

¢ High functions or multiple functions—This includes single-function wetlands that are rated
high for water quality, water quantity, or habitat functions and wetlands that provide multiple
functions.

& Rarity—This includes wetlands where threatened and endangered species occur or wetland
types that are remnant or sparsely represented in the region.

¢ Ecological viability—This is determined by the condition and sustainability of the wetland
system; based on adjacent land-use practices, water availability, connectedness,
contaminants, restorability, and controllable noxious species.

& Threat—This includes water quality conditions and trends, water quantity trends, adjacent
land use, and wetland land use; the magnitude and impact of threat to proposed functions and
values of the sites should be considered, as well as the objectives of the protection plan.

& Cultural benefits—This includes opportunities for access, education and outreach, research,
and passive recreation. Open space, aesthetically pleasing sites, sites that contain historic
gathering places, and local or regional archaeological and cultural sites can also provide
cultural benefit.

& Identification by local, state, or federal programs or plans for protection or acquisition—
This includes sites identified by Goals 5, 15, 16, 17; the Statewide Comprehensive Qutdoor
Recreation Plan; Pacific Flyway Habitat plans; etc.

¢ Management feasibility and costs—Ownership (public, private, tribal, ports, or special
districts); political and social considerations; economics (cost/benefit ratio); and management
costs must be considered when identifying priority wetlands.

|
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Wetland Restoration

Issue and Needs

Restoration of degraded or drained wetlands presents one of the greatest opportunities to
maintain or increase Oregon’s wetland resource base (The Conservation Foundation, 1988;
Oregon Senate Bill 3). It also helps achieve the Oregon Quality of Life Benchmark for Wetlands.
Until now, wetland restoration opportunities have been pursued on a limited basis, primarily
through cost-share programs of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service’s Private Lands Initiatives and
Agricultural Stabilization and Conservation Services.

Integration of policy and programs will foster development of uniform standards and
coordination of implementation. Priority areas for restoration need to be identified. Wetland
restoration opportunities should be inventoried by watershed to provide information for local
and regional groups.

The Oregon Scientific Wetlands Restoration Workgroup defined restoration as “the process of
intentionally altering a degraded wetland or historic wetland to produce an attainable wetland ecosystem
and associated ecosystem processes to achieve regional or local ecological goals. The intent of the work is to
emulate the natural hydrology, structure, function, diversity, and dynamics of the defined indigenous
ecological system.”

Distinctions between wetland creation, restoration, and enhancement can be made in the
following manner:

Creation—conversion of a non-wetland area into a wetland.

Restoration—the intentional alteration of degraded or historic wetlands to emulate the
natural hydrology and functions of an indigenous wetland system.

Enhancement—the alteration, maintenance, or management of existing wetlands for long-
term improvement of particular functions or values (often to the detriment of other functions
or values).

Wetland restoration objectives developed by the Wetland Restoration Workgroup include the

following:

1. Restore wetlands to sustain and improve the ecological structure and function of the
associated landscape unit (e.g., riparian areas and buffers within a watershed). Restoration
goals and the criteria by which their achievement is evaluated should incorporate temporal
expectations, ecoregional differences, ecological changes over time, and linkages with other
landscape features.

2. Where possible, restore historic wetlands (“historic” is loosely defined as before European
settlement). Project feasibility and availability of data should both be considered when
deciding whether to restore wetlands historically lost from a landscape.
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3. Re-establish a wetland’s identified ecological functions, such as productivity and wildlife
habitat.

4. Recognize and restore wetland functions that satisfy human needs. Examples of human
need include water quantity and quality, flood control, recreation, education, and research.

5. Ensure that restored wetlands persist over time and require minimal management.

6. Set statewide priorities for restoration, and focus resources based on criteria including;:
historic loss, threat, feasibility and availability of site, ecological context, functions, human
need, and sustainability of the site.

Recommendations

@ In order to develop wetland restoration policy and implement that policy, the state should
do the following:

*

*

Convene a restoration advisory panel (or coordinate with an existing group) to develop
standards to guide wetland restoration efforts.

Develop technical information materials for landowners; provide them with guidance

for setting wetland restoration objectives; and provide landowners with technical

assistance in establishing and implementing restoration projects.

Promote consistent application of restoration standards on private and public lands,

and encourage public agencies to restore wetland and riparian areas.

Cooperate with others in wetland restoration planning and include restoration planning

in state efforts to: (a) identify priority watersheds and focus immediate efforts toward

their restoration and (b) plan and implement wetland restoration during the next

decade by using a statewide restoration inventory. Statewide wetland restoration

planning efforts should:

1. enhance the wetlands base or watershed health of a basin,

2. establish regional priorities for restoration of wetland ecosystems,

3. identify potential restoration sites within wetland conservation planning areas,

4. establish compensatory mitigation or mitigation bank opportunities with the
potential to meet regional or state restoration goals,

5. provide guidance for wetland regulatory decisions at the watershed level, and

6. identity opportunities for wetland restoration to improve water quality.

Develop a centralized digital database to aid in identifying and prioritizing wetland

restoration sites. Data needed to identify potential restoration sites includes: existing

wetlands, hydric soils, hydrologic information, geomorphology, existing land use,

and zoning.

Prioritize potential restoration sites based on:

¢ current threat and historic loss of wetlands in the landscape,

* biological information (threatened and endangered species, migratory bird routes,
and anadromous fish),

¢ water quality problems (contaminants and non-point source pollution), including
water availability,
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¢ connectedness with other wetland ecosystems,
* ecological viability,

e available data,

e political and social considerations,

e potential cooperative opportunities, and

* cultural benefits.

® Develop state priorities to assist in targeting the Wetland Reserve Program in Oregon.

# Clarify the water right requirements for wetland restoration. Continue to explore
opportunities to acquire water rights or registrations for restored wetlands and reserve
rights through the Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife, the Parks and Recreation
Department, and the Department of Environmental Quality.

& Promote research on the effects that restored wetlands have on wildlife and fisheries
habitat, water quality improvement, flood control, and watershed health and develop
public information materials to describe the results.

¢ As funding allows, the state should conduct research on reference sites, which are
relatively undisturbed natural systems used as models for restoration projects.
Reference site data helps define attainable restoration goals and evaluate the functional
performance of restoration projects.

Restoration feasibility criteria must address ecological suitability and cooperative
opportunities (see Appendix E). These proposed criteria need to be refined and field tested.

¢ Conduct and coordinate cooperative restoration activities with interagency groups and
interest groups. (Refer to Table 4 for restoration cooperators.)

@® Develop informational materials that describe permits needed to conduct wetland
restoration. Explore ways to streamline regulatory processes for wetland restoration.

@® Pursue funding for restoration planning and implementation. Federal, state, and local
governments, as well as private and non-profit groups, should all play a role in funding,
implementing, and managing restoration projects (see Appendix E). Funding programs
for wetland restoration are summarized in Appendix D.

@ Establish plans for managing wetland restoration sites that will:

1. define site management objectives that are compatible with identified watershed
objectives;

2. promote public interest and involvement in restoration planning, implementation,
and management;

3. obtain funding to manage restoration projects that maintain the ecological viability
of the project through time and changes in ownership;

4. include protection of water sources and compatible land uses needed to maintain
the site; and

5. ensure long-term site protection via acquisition, conservation easements, and other
protection mechanisms.
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Table 4. Primary wetland restoration cooperators

Federal Agencies
Natural Resources Conservation Service
Consolidated Farm Services Agency
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Bureau of Land Management
U.S. Forest Service
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
Bonneville Power Administration

State Agencies
Strategic Water Management Group
Governor’s Watershed Enhancement Board
Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife
Water Resource Department
Division of State Lands
Department of Environmental Quality
Department of Forestry’s Stewardship Incentives Program
Department of Parks and Recreation

Local Governments
Cities
Counties
Soil and Water Conservation Districts
METRO Greenspaces Program
Councils of Governments

Interest Groups and Organizations
Ducks Unlimited
Land Trusts (e.g., Wetlands Conservancy, Trust for Public Lands)
Coastal and Intermountain Wetlands Joint Venture
Oregon Watershed Improvement Coalition
Pacific Northwest Rivers Council
Central Oregon Lands lssues Forum
Oregon Coast Wetlands Joint Venture

Landowners

|
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Public Information

Issue and Needs

Increased public information and technical assistance are needed to promote public awareness
of wetland resource issues and clarify issues relating to wetlands. Landowners, the general
public, public officials, and resource managers have identified the need for information on
permitting processes, wetland functions and values, the role of wetlands in the landscape,
property rights and public values, and the variety of wetland types in Oregon. Greater
appreciation of wetland functions and clearer understanding of regulatory and management
programs could lead to improved public support for the stewardship actions and commitments
necessary to sustain and enhance Oregon’s wetland resources.

Recommendations

@ Because the public finds the wetland regulatory program confusing and frustrating, the
state should develop informational materials and programs that clarify the regulatory
process. Specific approaches should include (a) producing a brochure on wetland
regulations, (b) producing a permit application booklet and “form guide” (describing
activities permitted, appropriate permit timelines, and agencies involved), (c) scheduling
periodic interagency training sessions, and (d) developing a public outreach program.

& Cooperative partnerships should be developed to provide educational and technical
assistance on wetland stewardship issues, including protection, restoration, enhancement,
management, and incentive opportunities. This assistance should be aimed toward the
specific needs of rural and urban audiences. Demonstration projects should be used to
show how cooperative efforts work and what local benefits are available.

¢ Priority elements for rural stewardship include brochures on Best Management
Practices (BMPs), training and informational meetings led by experts on land
management principles, and tours of in-progress and successful demonstration projects.

@ Priority urban stewardship education efforts include promotion of teacher intern
opportunities in non-profit groups and agencies, implementation of class and field
elements of the “Adopt a Wetland” curriculum as part of the natural resource
curriculum for public schools, and use of volunteers to conduct wetland assessments
for the regulatory agencies. (High school students could be used as volunteers in
monitoring and mentoring programs; this would support students’ efforts toward the
educational Certificate of Initial Mastery required under House Bill 3565.) Cooperative
development of an auditory and tactile “wetlands in the watershed” exhibit at the
Oregon Museum of Science and Industries also could be pursued.
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In order to sensitize the public to wetland functions and values and wetland
management issues, the state should increase public awareness of the variety of wetland
types in Oregon and the role of wetlands in the landscape. Wetland types (including
saltwater and freshwater marshes, bogs, forested wetlands, wet meadows, saltgrass and
greasewood flats, and vernal pools) and their associated functions and values in both
rural and urban landscapes should be depicted in brochures, posters, and videos that are
widely distributed. A wetland stewardship brochure should also be developed.
Information about the value of wetlands for local landowners should be developed.

Funding and implementation of wetland education for individuals and interest groups
should be promoted. (A rural example is Operation Stronghold, an effort conducted by
Dayton Hyde in Chiloquin, Oregon, that promotes maintenance of both wildlife habitat
and ranch productivity. The Oregon Watershed Improvement Coalition also actively
promotes education to resolve difficult watershed management issues.)

A “Wetlands Hall of Fame” could be created to recognize landowners and developers
who have conducted exemplary wetland restoration projects. If it is publicized, this
effort will increase public awareness of the functions and values of wetlands in the
landscape.

The state should develop and distribute a wetland education “toolbox,” or notebook of
available flyers and brochures on wetland types, functions and values, and stewardship
opportunities in Oregon. This notebook should be distributed to any interested people
or groups.

Use of the Environmental Protection Agency’s Wetlands Hotline (1-800-823-7806) should
be encouraged. A statewide interagency 800 number for information on wetlands and
wetland management programs also could be developed and promoted.

Information on the balance between property rights and public values should be
incorporated into wetland educational materials that are distributed to landowners,
planning commissions, planners, resource managers, and the general public.

The state should pursue funding sources for interest group and interagency
implementation of these wetland education strategies. Refer to Appendix D for
education funding sources.
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Best Management
Practices

Issue and Needs

Land management practices, including development that is vital to Oregon’s economy (such as
development for residential, industrial, and commercial purposes, or for timber and agricultural
crop production), can damage the ecological integrity of wetlands and riparian systems. Conser-
vation measures that reduce negative impacts and protect, maintain, and enhance wetlands and
riparian areas must be promoted. Voluntary management practices that sustain wetland hy-
drology, acreage, and functions should be described. Landowner and trade organizations should
be used to implement conservation efforts.

Recommendations

@ The state should identify and promote management practices that pro’tect and maintain
wetlands and the functions they perform. Inadvertent destruction, eradication, and degra-
dation of wetlands should be prevented, as should cumulative impacts to wetland systems.

= Develop guidelines for Best Management Practices (BMPs) for wetlands and riparian areas.
Although many current conservation practices and management procedures are sound,
BMPs could be developed that relate directly to the conservation of wetland and riparian
areas. These include:

stormwater management,

fertilizer and pesticide management, including storage and application,

road construction and construction of stream crossings,

vegetation removal,

management of exotic species (e.g., nutria, Phlaris, Lythrum, Spartina, etc.),

construction practices,

agricultural practices (e.g., land development, diking, draining, grazing, and livestock
and waste management practices),

erosion control (e.g., stabilization of exposed soil, minimization of soil disturbance, use
of suitable material, removal of temporary fill),

L 2R 2R 2R 2R 2N 2R 4

*

4 mining, and
¢ forest practices in a joint effort with the Department of Forestry.

« Public and private groups should provide technical assistance to landowners interested in
implementing stewardship demonstration projects.

@ Use existing landowner and trade networks to disseminate information and technical
assistance.
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Public Lands
Management

Issue and Needs

More than 50 percent of the land in Oregon is owned and managed by the federal government.
An additional 5 percent of the state is owned and managed by state agencies. Currently, the
objectives, priorities, and activities for wetland resource protection and stewardship are not well-
defined by public land management agencies. Coordination of state and federal land
management, stewardship, and maintenance programs is needed to protect, maintain, or improve
the condition and extent of wetlands on public lands and to improve the condition of publicly
owned and managed watersheds. Coordination would help eliminate duplication of effort,
resolve policy and management differences between agencies, and promote maximum effective-
ness in the use of public funds and personnel. Better coordination and information exchange
would lead to better informed decision-making and improved wetland management of Oregon’s
public lands.

Recommendations

@ Develop and implement a formal Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) between the state
and federal land management agencies concerning the protection of Oregon’s wetland and
riparian resources. The MOU should establish a coordinated, watershed-based approach to
managing wetlands on public lands and should include the Division of State Lands,
Department of Parks and Recreation, Department of Forestry, Department of Transportation,
Department of Fish and Wildlife, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, U.S. Bureau of Land
Management, U.S. Forest Service, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, and the National Park
Service. The intent of the interagency coordination would be to:

¢ identify common regional priorities and opportunities for wetland restoration and
protection projects;

¢ establish compatible goals, objectives, and management approaches for wetlands
statewide;
4 promote a common understanding of wetland functions and values; and
¢ develop a common inventory of wetlands on Oregon’s public lands.
® The MOU cooperators should actively participate in an interagency wetlands workgroup to
accomplish several tasks, including identification of criteria for wetland protection and

restoration, selection of priority or opportunity sites to manage cooperatively, and
development and implementation of an evaluation element.

'® The Division of State Lands will convene and lead the interagency wetlands workgroup
and its activities.
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Wetlands Inventory,
Trends, & Research Needs

Issue and Needs

Lack of information on wetland location, acreage, type, and ecological function has hampered
efforts to manage Oregon’s wetlands effectively. To monitor implementation of Oregon’s
Benchmark for Wetlands, the state needs:

1. digital mapping and compilation of numerical data on the state’s wetlands and hydric soils,
2. an evaluation of wetland loss by ecological region or political subdivision, and
3. research on the ecological functions of wetlands in the landscape.

Cooperative opportunities for data gathering and research should be pursued. Completion of the
wetland data layer in accordance with the state’s GIS plan should be a priority.

Discussion

Oregon is required to compile and maintain a comprehensive statewide wetlands inventory

(ORS 196.674.) The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service has completed the National Wetlands Inventory
(NWI) for the state, including 1,869 wetland maps at a scale of 1:24,000. (The NWI data is derived
primarily from aerial photointerpretation of 1982-1986 CIR photography.) Large portions of the
Coast Range, Umpqua Valley, and south coast wetlands maps need to be updated because of
inferior map quality and map scale. Very little map information has been digitized. Wetland areas
that have been digitized include: (a) much of the Columbia River Gorge; (b) Coquille River Basin;
(c) Columbia River Estuary; (d) Clackamas, Multnomah, and Washington counties; and (e) a small
portion of the Harney and Malheur Lake area. A statewide digital wetlands database is necessary
for more effective wetland planning and management.

The National Wetlands Inventory provides wetlands information on a regional or statewide scale,
but more detailed wetland inventories are needed in areas with high growth rates. The Division
of State Lands has developed guidance and rules for conducting local wetland inventories, and
such inventories have been completed for multiple localities (e.g., West Eugene, Grants Pass,
Albany, Cannon Beach, Rockaway Beach, and Clatsop Plains) utilizing planning funds from the
Environmental Protection Agency and the Oregon Economic Development Department.

Other digitized natural resources data—especially information regarding soils—would
supplement the wetland data and provide additional analytical capability. Soils information can
help identify soil-wetlands relationships, identify appropriate areas for wetland restoration, and
help to estimate the historic wetlands base or wetland losses for the state. A statewide digital soils
map and database is available at a scale of 1:250,000. It is anticipated that by 1997, approximately
30 percent of the state will have digital soil survey data available at a scale of approximately
1:24,000. Soils mapping and digitizing is being completed by the U.S. Natural Resources
Conservation Service in cooperation with other federal agencies, state agencies, local
governments, and private interests.
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Data on wetland location, hydric soils, wetland changes through time, and ecological functions
of wetlands would facilitate the analysis of wetland and waterway data, aid in the identification
of priority areas for wetland protection and restoration, and provide improved and more
accessible information for regulatory and planning purposes.

Recommendations

Wetlands Inventory
@ Update the National Wetlands Inventory to a constant base by bringing the older, poor-

quality Coast Range and south coast NWI maps up to statewide standards (estimated
cost: $135,000).

Digitize the NWI for the entire state (estimated cost: $250,000). If funding constraints require

a staged approach, high-priority regions are:

¢ Coast and Coast Range—Concerns include anadromous fish habitat management;
development pressure along the coast.

¢ Willamette Valley—Needs include increasing development pressure; important
fisheries, including anadromous fish; and wetland restoration potential.

¢ Columbia River Basin—Concerns include anadromous fisheries habitat management
and restoration; water quality; and conflicting water quantity and water quality uses
(irrigation, hydroelectric power, fish).

Develop local wetland inventories within urbanizing areas to augment the statewide

wetlands inventory. Together, state agencies and local jurisdictions should prioritize

urbanizing areas for conducting large-scale local wetlands inventories according to state
standards (OAR 141-86-110 to 141-86-240).

The Division of State Lands should obtain, archive, and develop a database of wetland
determination, creation, and restoration information generated by all agencies and private
parties for use in updating the statewide wetland inventory.

Establish a biennial state budget item for developing and maintaining the statewide
wetlands inventory. Funds would thus be available to cost-share local wetlands inventories
and to create and distribute the digital statewide wetlands inventory information.

The state government should investigate options to cooperate with the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service for periodic updates of the statewide wetlands inventory.

Identify and pursue cooperative opportunities for digitizing completed soil surveys at scales
of 1:24,000 or 1:20,000.

Wetland Trends

@ Conduct a wetlands trends analysis. Various approaches should be explored, the most

detailed of which would involve acquiring new (1990s) CIR photography digitizing both the
1980s and 1990s photography.

Another approach would be to select locations and regions around the state for wetland
trend analysis. Areas representing urban growth, rural pressures, and coastal growth issues
could be selected for analysis.
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Research Needs

@ Develop a method to determine the “in stream flow” or the water storage needed to protect
and maintain a wetland system. The Water Resources Department requires such a method-
ology to be in place before it can consider an in-stream water right to protect wetlands.

@ Document the functions of specific wetland types. Consider applying the recently
developed hydrogeomorphic approach statewide.

@ Encourage research on the effects of agricultural and forest management practices on
wetland functions. Address the effects of pesticides and herbicides on wildlife that uses
agricultural lands. Encourage research on the off-site and on-site impacts of vegetation
removal from wetlands.

@ Encourage or conduct research to develop criteria for locating priority landscape positions
to protect or restore wetlands in order to meet societal needs for water quality and habitat
improvement.

@ Encourage research to determine the role and size of buffers necessary for wetland
restoration and protection.

@ Sponsor or encourage research on the hydrologic regimes and taxonomic classification of
problematic Oregon hydric soils.

@ Determine the critical information needed to design and implement successful wetland
mitigation projects in a landscape context.

® Compile results from research on the cumulative impacts of wetland loss.

@ Determine the conditions and management that would be required to control pest plant
species and to successfully plant wetland species. Collect data on the relationship of soil
and hydrology characteristics to successful wetland vegetation re-establishment.

® Determine the quantitative indicators of ecological function and the appropriate frequency,
duration, and intensity of monitoring needed to document wetland creation and restoration
success.

@ Identify and pursue cost-share and other cooperative opportunities for inventory, data
analysis, and research.

@ All state resource agencies should pursue a data management system that is compatible
(and conversant) with other systems and provides readily available wetland inventory data
and other data to state and federal agencies, local communities, and the public.
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Summary

Oregon’s Wetland Conservation Strategy

Analysis of Oregon’s wetland management program has identified numerous tasks that must be
completed if long-term conservation of the resource is to be achieved. Oregon must resolve
current program issues, initiate implementation of the non-regulatory components of the
program, and build the informational database necessary to manage the resource and monitor
progress of the Strategy. On the following pages, priority tasks are summarized, and key
implementation cooperators for each task are identified.

The Oregon Wetland Conservation Strategy must be a coordinated effort of public and private
agencies and groups. Its implementation will necessitate a network arrangement rather than a

consolidation of authority. Lead agencies and key cooperators for Strategy tasks are listed in
Table 5.

Program Resolution

The existing conflicts and inefficiencies in state and federal government wetland regulatory and
land management programs have resulted in wetland loss and public confusion. Although some
progress has been made, significant challenges remain. Interagency partnerships are needed to
promote coordinated and consistent wetland regulations and public land management
approaches. Key tasks include the following.

Regulatory Integration
The overlap between the federal and state regulatory programs
must be eliminated. Appendix B lists options for reducing

COE program duplication; these should be addressed and resolved.
S The wetland regulatory process should be streamlined and
A\. ‘ integrated, and standards for wetland permitting should be
= clearly articulated. Regulatory agencies should develop a
DEQ, common permit database that is accessible to local governments
E— and to the public. The implementation and effectiveness of the
| @ program should be monitored to assure that the programs are

successful in meeting their stated policy goals.
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Public Lands Management

A state and federal Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) for
cooperative management of wetlands on public lands should be
completed. MOU cooperators should actively participate in
interagency wetlands workgroups to identify criteria for wetland
protection and restoration, select sites for cooperative wetland
management, develop wetland inventories for priority parcels,
and evaluate completion of interagency objectives.

Non-Regulatory Program Development

The Division of State Lands should initiate a focused effort to develop public information and
provide technical assistance to the public. Education, restoration, planning, and protection efforts
hold the greatest promise for resolving issues of public confusion, resource fragmentation, and
resource conservation. Cooperative efforts are needed to implement non-regulatory program
elements on private lands. Priority program elements for implementation include the following:
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Public Information and Technical Assistance

Form cooperative partnerships to develop educational materials
and programs and to provide landowners, developers, and
agency personnel with technical assistance on wetland steward-
ship issues, including protection, restoration, enhancement,
management, and incentive opportunities in rural and urban
areas. This would address the need to:

¢ increase awareness about the variety of wetland types in
Oregon and the role of wetlands in the landscape;

* promote implementation of the “Adopt a Wetland” program
cooperatively by students and neighborhood groups;

¢ identify and promote management practices that landowners
and developers can use to protect and maintain wetlands and
the functions they perform. (The state should develop BMP
guidelines to cover multiple activities);

* provide landowners and local governments with information
and technical assistance on protection mechanisms available
for wetlands.
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o Table 5. Key participants in implementation of wetland conservation
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Wetland Planning Implementation

Oregon has pioneered a planning program to create a context for wetland regulation. Planning
approaches that address large-scale issues have been recognized in the governor’s budget and in
deliberations of the 1989 and 1993 Legislatures. Effective implementation of these programs can
involve the public in wetland decisions, provide priorities for limited public resources, and focus

attention on conflict resolution.

conflicts.
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Planning for Wetlands in Local Comprehensive Plans
Continue to promote, fund, and implement wetland planning as a
context for regulatory and management decisions. The Division of
State Lands should work closely with the Land Conservation and
Development Commission’s review of State Planning Goal 5 to
provide better wetland protection. Promote the use of zoning and
planning mechanisms to resolve land-use and resource-protection

Watershed Planning

Use watershed planning approaches to identify
watersheds at risk of ecological degradation.
Implement wetland management efforts in
priority watersheds where restoration needs are
known and public interest is high. Focus public
information, technical assistance, and
restoration, protection, and cooperative public
land management in these high-priority areas.
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Restoration

Use watershed planning approaches to identify needs
and opportunities for restoration. Actively promote and
participate in the Wetlands Reserve Program. Provide
technical assistance to landowners interested in
restoring their wetlands. Develop the policies and
database needed to promote wetland restoration for
compensatory mitigation, for stormwater treatment, or
as an urban amenity.

Protection

Consider modifying the statewide land-use planning
program to identify priority wetlands for protection.
Develop standards and criteria to identify priority
wetlands. Initiate a systematic process to identify high-

. - 1 7 . priority wetland sites for protection.
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Wetland Resource Information

Without good information, it is difficult to manage a resource effectively. Information on wetland
location, acreage, type, and ecological functions is required in order to manage the resource and
monitor progress toward both the goal of this Strategy and the 1990 Oregon Benchmark for
Wetlands. Wetland resource information needed includes:

Inventory and Trends

Update and digitize the statewide wetland inventory and conduct

a wetlands trends analysis for the state.

DSL DEQ
.
JEPA |
USFW | | NRCS |
Research
P Conduct research and document functions of specific wetland
I types. The research results are high-priority elements of an
UNV DSL educational program on wetlands.
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Strategic Implementation

Oregon’s Wetland Conservation Strategy

Successful implementation of the Wetland Strategy would be characterized by:

implementation of strategy elements,
coordination and consistency among public agencies,

measurable long-term wetland protection, restoration, and management efforts on public
and private lands,

program flexibility that allows the state to take advantage of future resource opportunities, and
enhanced cooperation between public and private parties.

To achieve this vision, several key steps must be taken:

1.

Endorsement of the Strategy by the State Land Board and the Strategic Water Management
Group. Commitment from the governor’s office and the Strategic Water Management Group
will facilitate resolution of agency conflicts on highly visible and complex issues in need of
policy coordination (e.g., Goal 5 revisions). The Division will coordinate and facilitate
development of the formal Strategy network; convene interested parties to develop consensus
policies on wetland restoration and other priority topics; and track, report, and evaluate
Strategy progress. In addition, the Division will pursue stable, long-term funding sources and
legislation required for successful implementation of the Wetland Conservation Strategy. To
achieve these goals, the Division will work closely with the State Land Board, the governor’s
office, the Strategic Water Management Group, and the Environmental Protection Agency.

Obtain financial and political support from the executive branch and Legislature. Resources
are needed to fund Strategy elements, landowner incentives, state coordination efforts, and
landowner implementation efforts. The governor and Legislature have the opportunity to
allocate resources and explore funding mechanisms needed to provide stable, long-term
financing for the Strategy. If resources are not increased for this effort, advancements in the
wetlands program will only occur slowly.

Develop educational materials and provide technical assistance and guidance from the
state, federal, and local governments and interest groups. Lack of available resources to
provide public information will directly inhibit advancement of wetland protection,
restoration, and coordinated management efforts.

Program evaluation. The Division of State Lands will monitor the Strategy’s progress,
measure it against the Strategy’s goal and the Oregon Benchmark for Wetlands, and report the
results yearly to the State Land Board and the Oregon Progress Board. Strategy performance
measures will quantify efforts toward wetland regulatory integration; cooperative public land
management; education; restoration; protection; restoration; policy development; and
inventory, trends, and research as related to work plan progress toward the Oregon Benchmark.
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Priorities
The Strategy suggests numerous significant tasks necessary to achieve long-term conservation of
wetlands in Oregon. The Strategy’s highest priority actions should achieve the following goals:

» effective wetland resource conservation,
* coordination and consistency among public agencies, and
* Jandowner and public support and implementation.

These goals establish priorities for the existing program. If these goals are to be reached, efforts
must be focused on the following four areas:

* Reduce regulatory overlap and duplication. This challenge has been initiated by Strategy
workgroups, but requires significant additional focus. Clarifying wetland conservation goals
and monitoring the effect of the existing regulatory program will help. Making the regulatory
program comprehensible will garner public support and result in more effective wetland
protection.

* C(Clarify and resolve wetland planning programs. There is significant frustration with the
existing planning approach as it applies to wetlands. For Goal 5 planning requirements to be
resolved, policy must be made clear, and funding mechanisms must be identified.
Implementation of Strategic Water Management Group watershed planning recommendations
may provide a mechanism to address rural issues. Clarification of urban planning and large-
scale planning requirements, outcomes, and regulatory results could help increase wetland
resource protection.

¢ Implement cooperative management of wetlands on public lands. Coordination of state and
federal land management, stewardship, and maintenance programs will lead to improved
condition and extent of wetlands on public lands.

* Develop and distribute public information. Clear, well-illustrated public information can
help dispel misconceptions and fears. Better information and public presence can engender
public support for policy objectives.

The Strategy’s goals also provide priorities for program enhancement. The Environmental
Protection Agency has established a grant program for states and Native American tribes that
wish to improve their wetland programs. Priority efforts in Oregon would include the following.

* Develop a wetland restoration policy. This would position the state to respond to the
Wetland Reserve Program. Significant tasks include:

1. integrating restoration needs into watershed planning,
2. developing guidance for wetland restoration,

3. preparing and distributing public information, and

4. providing technical assistance to landowners.

Partnerships with landowners and public land management agencies will be important to the
success of this program.

* Develop a technical assistance program. Using agency staff to assist landowners in wetland
conservation efforts on private lands has not been a funded priority. Public agencies can
present a significantly different image by providing direct assistance to landowners. An inter-
agency technical assistance team could significantly benefit wetland conservation in Oregon.
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Glossary

Benchmark

A measurable standard for achievement. In 1991, the Oregon Progress Board adopted a goal of
maintaining at least 100 percent of the state’s 1990 wetland acreage. This is referred to as the
Oregon Benchmark for Wetlands.

Best management practices (BMPs)

Techniques and methods (determined through scientific study and past experience) for using a
resource in a way that will maximize public and private benefits and minimize the use’s adverse
effects on the environment.

Buffers
Areas adjacent to wetlands that are necessary to maintain, protect, or restore wetland functions and
values.

Consent
A group agreement on an action or opinion.

Conservation
Management of wetlands and water sources according to a plan that encourages practices designed
to maintain and provide for wetland hydrology, acreage, and wetland functions and values.

Coordination
The cooperative planning, funding, and implementation of management practices and the sharing
of lessons learned from joint efforts.

Creation
The conversion of a non-wetland to a wetland.

Cumulative impacts
The interaction or sum of all individual impacts occurring over time and space.

Enhancement
The alteration, maintenance, or management of existing wetlands for long-term improvement of
particular functions or values (often to the detriment of other functions or values).

ESEE
A process that local governments employ to balance competing economic, social, environmental, and
energy uses and goals.
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Mitigation
The reduction of a proposed project’s adverse effects by considering, in the order presented, the
following options:
a. avoiding the impact altogether by not taking certain action or parts of an action;
b. minimizing impacts by limiting the degree or magnitude of the action and its
implementation;
c. rectifying the impact by repairing, rehabilitating, or restoring the affected environment;
d. reducing or eliminating the impact through time by preservation and maintenance
operations during the life of the action; and
e. compensating for the impact by replacing or providing comparable substitute wetland area
or water resources.

Protection
The management of a resource in a way that will ensure continued existence of its structure and
functions.

Restoration
The intentional alteration of degraded or historic wetlands to emulate the natural hydrology and
functions of indigenous or self-sustaining wetland systems.

Riparian area
The area immediately adjacent to a freshwater stream or river, typically forested.

Standards
Established approaches or measures to determine quality, quantity, extent, or value.

Stewardship
An individual’s responsibility to manage life and property with proper regard to the rights of others.

Sustainability
The continued physical existence of a system and its forcing functions, and the maintenance of
ecological diversity, processes, and functions over long periods of time.

Watershed
The entire land area drained by a stream or system of streams, with all stream flow that originates in
the area being discharged through a single outlet.

Water right
Alegal authorization to apply water to a beneficial use under a valid water-use permit or certificate.

Wetlands

Areas that are inundated or saturated by surface or groundwater long enough to support (and that
under normal circumstances do support) a prevalence of vegetation typically adapted for life in
saturated soil conditions.

Wetland Conservation Plan (WCP)

A written land management plan for a designated geographic area of Oregon that contains detailed
and comprehensive policies, standards, criteria, and implementing measures to guide public and
private uses and protection of wetlands, waters, and related adjacent uplands.
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Appendix A

Current State Policies on Wetland Protection,
Restoration, Conservation, & Creation

Current State Wetland Protection Policy

ORS 196.672.1

Promote the protection, conservation, and best use of wetland resources, their functions and values
through the integration and close coordination of statewide planning goals, local comprehensive
plans, and state and federal regulatory programs.

ORS 196.672.6
“... provide mechanisms for expedited permit review consistent with protection and conservation
of wetland resources.”

ORS 196.672.7
Continue to meet the requirements of federal law in the protection and management of wetland
resources, while asserting the interests of this state. ...

ORS 196.672.8
Develop and provide information to the general public concerning the functions, values, and
distribution of wetlands of this state to raise public awareness of these resources.

ORS 196.672.9
Promote the protection of wetland values on private lands by developing and using public
recognition programs, incentives, and other non-regulatory actions.

ORS 196.681.2(3)

Designation of wetlands for protection, conservation, and development (in WCP) is consistent with
the resource functions and values of the area and the capability of the wetland area to withstand
alterations and maintain important functions and values.

ORS 196.805.1
The protection, conservation, and best use of the water resources of this state are matters of the
utmost public concern. ...

ORS 197.230

In preparing, adopting, and amending LCDC goals and guidelines ... consider the existing
comprehensive plan of local government ... preserve the functional and local aspects of land
conservation and development ... give consideration to the following areas and activities: estuarine
areas; tide, marsh, and wetland areas; lakeshore areas; floodplains; and unique wildlife habitats.

State Planning GOAL 5

Conserve open spaces, scenic and historic areas, and natural resources. Protect scenic and historic
areas and natural areas for future generations. Promote healthy and visually attractive
environments in harmony with the natural landscape character. The location, quality, and quantity
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of the following resources shall be inventoried ... fish and wildlife areas and habitats, ecologically
and scientifically significant natural areas, wetlands. ... Where no conflicting uses for such resources
have been identified, such resources shall be managed so as to preserve their original character.

State Planning GOAL 16

To recognize and protect the unique environmental, economic, and social values of each estuary and
its associated wetlands; and to protect, maintain, where appropriate develop, and where
appropriate restore the long-term environmental, economic, and social values, diversity, and
benefits of Oregon estuaries.

ORS 196.610
The Director of the Division of State Lands can receive funds under the federal Emergency Wetland

Resources Act of 1986, PL99-645 for the voluntary acquisition of wetlands and interest therein
according to the wetlands provisions of the Statewide Wetlands Resources Act of 1986. ...

ORS 196.650

The Division of State Lands may use the moneys in the Oregon Wetlands Mitigation Bank Revolving
Fund Account for the following purposes: (a) for the voluntary acquisition of land suitable for use in
mitigation banks, (b) to pay for costs incurred for alterations needed to create, restore, or enhance
wetland areas for purposes of carrying out provisions of ORS 196.600 to 196.655, ... 5) of the
dispersal of funds received under the Federal Emergency Wetlands Resources Act of 1986,

PL 99-645, for the voluntary acquisition of wetlands and interest therein as identified in the
wetlands provisions of the Statewide Comprehensive Outdoor Recreation Plan.

Current State Restoration Policy

ORS 196.672.5
Establish the opportunity to increase wetland resources by encouraging wetland restoration and

creation where appropriate.

ORS 196.672.4

Maintain a stable resource base of wetlands through the mitigation of losses of wetland resources
and the adoption of the procedural mitigation standard currently used by federal agencies.

ORS 196.674
In compiling and updating the Statewide Wetlands Inventory, the Division [of State Lands] shall
identify opportunities for wetland creation, restoration, and enhancement when the information

is available.

State Planning GOAL 16

To recognize and protect the unique environmental, economic, and social values of each estuary and
its associated wetlands; and to protect, maintain, where appropriate develop, and where
appropriate restore the long-term environmental, economic, and social values, diversity, and

benefits of Oregon estuaries.

Current State Wetland Conservation Policies

ORS 196.805.1
The protection, conservation, and best use of the water resources of this state are matters of the

utmost public concern.
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ORS 196.672.1

Promote the protection, conservation and best use of wetland resources, their functions and values
through the integration and close coordination of statewide planning goals, local comprehensive
plans, and state and federal regulatory programs.

ORS 196.672.6
“.. providing mechanisms for expedited permit review consistent with the protection and
conservation of wetland resources.”

ORS 196.672
Continue to meet the requirements of federal laws in the protection and management of wetland
resources, while asserting the interests of this state.

ORS 196.681.2(c)

Designation of wetlands for protection, conservation, and development (in WCPs) is consistent with
the resource functions and values of the area and the capability of the wetland to withstand
alterations and maintain important functions and values.

State Planning GOAL 5

Conserve open spaces, scenic and historic areas, and natural resources. Where no conflicting uses
for such resources have been identified, such resources shall be managed so as to preserve their
original character.

Division of State Lands Rangeland Policy

The policy states that “over the next two years, the Division will concentrate on ensuring that
grazing management plans are developed and adopted for each of the Division’s larger leaseholds,
and those leaseholds containing significant wetland areas or which are important to achieve
watershed management objectives.”

ORS 527.630

“..itis declared to be the public policy of the State of Oregon to encourage economically efficient
forest practices that assure the continuous growing and harvesting of forest tree species and the
maintenance of forestland for such purposes as the leading use on privately owned land, consistent
with sound management of soil, air, water, fish and wildlife resources and scenic resources within
visually sensitive corridors as provided in ORS 527.755 that assures the continuous benefits of those
resources for future generations of Oregonians.”

Creation Policy

ORS 196.672.10

Encourage wetlands as an interim use of mining and construction sites on lands that were not
originally wetlands and are designed for other than wetland purposes in an acknowledged
comprehensive plan, while insuring that interim wetland use does not limit the future use of such
sites for mining and construction.
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Appendix B

Supplemental Recommendations
of the Regulatory Workgroup

The Wetlands Regulatory Workgroup proposed the following supplemental recommendations for
improving Oregon’s wetland regulatory program. Their recommendations fall into three categories:

a. proposals for addressing regulatory overlap,
b. suggestions for developing regulatory process, and
c. recommendations for improving mitigation.

Proposals to Address Regulatory Overlap

Proposals to address overlap of the Removal-Fill Law with other federal and state programs
affecting wetlands were discussed.

Issue 1

As the Oregon Department of Environmental Quality develops standards for wetlands, care should
be taken to minimize overlap in considerations and to integrate considerations of mitigation made
by the Division of State Lands. The development of water quality standards could provide guidance
on stormwater and pollutant discharges.

Issue 2
Several options were proposed for resolving the overlap of the federal 404 program and the state’s
removal-fill regulations.

1. The Corps of Engineers could issue a State Program General Permit or a regional permit for
specific classes of activities or specific geographic regions. The Corps is currently considering
this option for issuing permits in Wetland Conservation Plan areas. The option appears to
work well when federal interagency communication is excellent (e.g., New Hampshire,
Maine, Massachusetts, etc.).

2. In 1982, Oregon’s assistant attorney general conducted a detailed analysis of the state’s legal
authority to assume the Section 404 permit program. The state should continue to move
toward assumption of the 404 program. This option would significantly reduce duplication of
effort. The state would benefit from federal oversight of program actions; federal-state
partnerships would be enhanced.

3. The Division of State Lands could retain permitting authority solely for activities currently
(a) covered under either Corps of Engineers Nationwide Permits or (b) not regulated by the
Corps of Engineers. This option would result in a workload one-third less than that of the
current state program, assure resource protection for these areas, and allow the state to
reallocate staff to other efforts.

4. Another way to address and resolve the overlap in federal and state regulatory programs
would be for the state to eliminate its Removal-Fill program in order to focus efforts on
planning. The assumption would be that the federal government is adequately regulating
dredge and fill of waters within the state.
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General Program Recommendations

To facilitate resource protection under the current regulatory system, the Wetland Strategy
Workgroup recommended the following actions:

® The state should promote the adopted policy to protect wetlands and should develop state
policy that sets forth mitigation guidance and criteria.

® The state should strengthen wetland enforcement efforts through (a) an increased program
resources, (b) restoration, and (c) education. The state should continue to seek alternative
staffing mechanisms to implement these efforts.

@® The state should retain the program exemptions listed in ORS 196.905. Specific recom-
mendations to address program gaps and refine the wetlands regulatory process include:

¢ The Division of State Lands should print a summary of Oregon state policy for
wetlands protection and regulation. The summary should merge the language and the
intent of ORS 196.805, 196.668, and 196.672.

# The Division of State Lands should consider development of separate policies for
specific categories of fill and removal activities that occur in waters of the state
(e.g., wetlands alteration, gravel removal, and streambank restoration).

¢ The state should continuously monitor the implementation and effectiveness of the
Removal-Fill Law, Forest Practices Act, and Water Quality Standards to assure that the
programs are successful in meeting their stated policy goals. Coordinated interagency
efforts are needed to research the effects of management practices on soil, water, and
habitat integrity of wetlands. Assessment of the relationship among these ecosystem
components is needed before the policy direction of current programs can be refined.
Coordinated monitoring will allow the state to make best use of limited resources.

Process Recommendations

The Wetland Strategy Workgroup had several recommendations for consolidating and
simplifying the permit process and developing consistent permit standards.

@ The state should develop a set of clear, objective standards and guidelines for wetland
permitting. This task is expected to promote consistent, predictable permit evaluations.
Through the use of narrative statements with a standard format or a standards checklist,
the Division of State Lands should document permit evaluation and finding decisions.

® Administrative rules should be developed to provide written guidance on impact
avoidance and minimization. This effort should be coordinated with federal agencies, and
it should include terminology and approaches to addressing statewide planning goals. The
rules should define how the planning process would be integrated into the permit process.

@ The state should consider adopting rules that recognize National Environmental Protection
Act documentation for federal projects as adequate for meeting the state alternatives test.

@ Using input from state and federal commenting agencies, the Division of State Lands,
Army Corps of Engineers, Water Resources Department, and Department of Environ-
mental Quality should develop a single permit application form. Directions should be
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clearly explained in “plain English,” should employ the use of examples, and should
include a glossary. Applicants should be provided with technical assistance, and they
should be given a brochure that identifies the information they must provide for each type
of removal-fill project if the permit application is to be evaluated in a timely manner.

@ The state should promote coordination between regulatory and resource agencies, promote
feedback within the regulatory programs, and conduct cooperative staff training on issues
related to wetlands regulation, enforcement, and management.

@ The state should evaluate the effectiveness of the water right registration for wetland
mitigation, restoration, and preservation activities.

® A process to expedite resolution of disputes between applicants and state and federal
agencies should be encouraged. Dispute resolution, with explicit resolution time frames,
should be encouraged both early in the permit process and at the contested case stage.
Funding options for this process will be provided.

® Wetland Conservation Plans and regional permits are encouraged as a means to improve
wetland planning and avoid the case-by-case permit application process.

@® Assoon as feasible, educational materials on the process of issuing wetland permits should
be developed for permit applicants, industry and interest groups, planners, and the
general public.

Mitigation Recommendations

Mitigation, defined as avoidance, minimization, or compensation for unavoidable adverse
environmental effects, is an important element of Oregon’s wetland regulatory program. The
regulatory reliance on mitigation for replacing wetland functions and acreage—as well as the
effectiveness of mitigation—have both been reviewed and challenged.

Net loss of wetlands in Oregon is occurring under the existing permit program. Recommenda-
tions for addressing and improving the wetland mitigation program include (a) greater emphasis
on avoidance of impact, (b) provision of clear mitigation criteria and guidance, (c) mitigation siting
in a landscape context, and (d) exploration of compensatory alternatives, including mitigation
banking, restoration, gravel mining opportunities, and use of protection funds.

® Mitigation program and site-specific goals aimed at restoring species and watersheds—
along with the criteria to determine their success—should be defined. Mitigation program
goals, guidance, site-specific-success criteria, and species success criteria should be
developed. These efforts should build upon existing mitigation assessments and literature.
Success criteria must address project objectives and projected timelines, succession, historic
loss, and design considerations. A mitigation design manual that highlights methods to
achieve successful projects should be developed.

® The state wetland mitigation policy should:
¢ Place increased emphasis on wetland avoidance and rely less upon compensatory
mitigation.
¢ Encourage net gain in acreage, functions, and values in highly impacted watersheds.
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*

*

Allow compensation for project impact at off-site areas within the same watershed,
provided the off-site compensation replaces lost wetland functions.

Promote widespread use of planning options to avoid wetland impacts. Encourage
planners to promote use of flexible building specifications and zoning or development
ordinances to avoid direct wetland loss.

Actively promote compensatory mitigation alternatives (including restoration of
historic wetlands, mitigation banking, and use of protection funds), while exploring the
appropriate use and limitation of mining-site reclamation opportunities and wetland
enhancement.

Explore means by which applicants could be provided with technical assistance in the
development of mitigation proposals. Explore alternative ways to conduct mitigation
project evaluations.

Explore legislative options to enable the Division of State Lands to promote a site’s future
integrity by requiring buffers around created or restored wetlands and waterways.

The state should clearly articulate mitigation guidance and criteria. To facilitate the process,
complete permit and mitigation information should be required at the time of application.

Alternatives to site-by-site mitigation requirements should be seriously considered.

*

The Wetland Regulatory Workgroup supported mitigation banking in a watershed
planning context and considered it appropriate for at least two distinct situations:
(a) fragmented landscape impacts and (b) highway impacts within the same watershed.

Opportunities to enhance or create wetlands in gravel mining ponds were encouraged
as a means of meeting general program goals, but should not yet be promoted as an
option for compensatory mitigation. The Department of Geology and Minerals
Industries should be encouraged to promote opportunities for wetland creation or
restoration at mined sites. Various approaches for wetland creation or restoration within
a stream, parallel to a stream, and on uplands should be pursued. Technical information
materials should be developed.

The workgroup promoted restoration of historic wetlands as a preferred form of com-
pensatory mitigation. To meet watershed objectives, restoration should be conducted in
a watershed context. Proposed projects must replace the functions, values, and acreage
of the impacted site.

Protection funds were encouraged as an option for compensatory mitigation. The goal
of the protection option is to protect and preserve wetlands superior in type and
qualities to the wetlands proposed for impact. Sequencing and minimal in-kind
mitigation must be accomplished prior to allocating funds for wetland protection.

A high compensatory ratio should be required. Protection efforts should build upon the
state effort to identify and protect high-priority wetland sites.
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Appendix C

Supplemental Recommendations
of the Priority Wetland Workgroup

Vision for Network of Protected Wetland Sites

Designate and provide long-term protection to the state’s highest priority wetlands, based on
high functional value and representative wetland types. The purpose of this effort is to assure
that these outstanding wetlands are preserved for present and future generations.

Need for Network of Protected Wetland Sites

Ensure the long-term protection of Oregon’s priority wetlands (through acquisition, management
agreements, conservation easements, or other appropriate means) in order to maintain these
areas for present and future generations. The Priority Wetland Workgroup recognized that the
current regulatory program does not guarantee long-term protection to these significant sites.

Nomination Framework and Process
A process for identifying, ranking, and implementing wetland protection efforts is needed.
The process should be standardized and flexible; it should include multi-agency and local
participation, and should ultimately aid in identification of “significant” Goal 5 resources.

The workgroup recommends that phased implementation, criteria development, and
implementation measures be established.

The proposed steps for selecting high-priority wetlands are outlined below:

1.

Identify criteria. Efforts should be conducted by a multi-agency group and should include
local and interest group participation. The Division of State Lands should be the lead agency,
with assistance from and coordination with other state and federal agencies.

Identify protection objectives. The interagency technical team and watershed councils
(if they exist) should identify protection objectives, involving the public and interested
participants.

Develop protection criteria. Identify those criteria that would identify unique, rare, or
important wetland types in Oregon. Develop indicators and limitations for identifying
priority sites.

Implement protection provisions. Implementation through statewide planning goals or
other means will be required.

Interim and Long-Term Protection Measures

Table 6 lists proposed protection measures for wetlands, each of which is assigned a rating that
evaluates its effectiveness for both short-term and long-term protection.
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Implementation

Implementation of the wetland protection network must include the following elements (refer to

the Strategy Protection chapter for further explanation of these elements):
* legal tools needed to facilitate the wetland protection process,
* long-term funding sources and incentives for the program,

* collaboration of efforts between agencies, local governments, interest groups, and the public, and

¢ establishment of implementation staff in state agencies.

Table 6. Proposed wetland protection measures

Key—Effectiveness Rating

***  Excellent Long-Term 000 Excellent Short-Term
** Moderate Long-Term 00 Moderate Short-Term
* Fair Long-Term 0 Fair Short-Term

PERMANENT APPROACH

Donations

Bequest. A donation to a non-profit or public agency made at the time of death and provided for
in a will.

Leaseback. Property is donated to an agency or non-profit organization, but the original owner
leases back the use of the land for a specified period of time.

Outright Gift. All rights to the land in fee simple are given to a government agency or non-
profit organization.

Reserved Life Estate or Remainder Interest. The landowner donates the land to a recipient
{agency or non-profit) through a provision in the deed, but reserves the right to use the property
until death.

Sales to Agency or Non-Profit

At Fair Market Value. A sale at fair market value is a sale in which the owner gets the full
market price for his/her property.

Bargain. In a bargain sale, the property is sold for less than its market value.

Installment. There are two types of installment sales. In one, a price is agreed on, title to the
entire property is transferred, and payment is received in installments. In the other, a price for the
entire property is agreed on, but the property is physically divided to transfer title in stages, with
payment at each stage.

Option. This is a contract between the owner and a potential buyer that states the buyer may
purchase the property at an agreed-upon price within a certain period of time, often 90 days to

a year. The buyer makes a payment for this option that is forfeited, if the option is not exercised.

Rating

**% 000
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Table 6. Proposed wetland protection measures—Cont.

Rating
PERMANENT APPROACH—Cont.

Donations—Cont.

Reserved Life Estate. With a reserved life estate, the landowner sells property to an agency or 00
organization with the agreement that the owner and/or specific heirs may continue to use the
land during their lifetimes. This is handled similar to a donation with reserved life estate.

Right of First Refusal. The right of first refusal is a legally binding agreement that takes effect * 0
once the property is placed on the market. It specifies that a particular agency or non-profit

organization has the right to match any bonafide offer made on the property within a given period

of time. This is a useful agreement should you wish to allow the agency or organization the option

of purchasing the land in the event of your death. When granted in perpetuity, the property will

qualify as a charitable contribution for federal income, estate, and gift taxes.

Transfers with Conditions in Perpetuity

Conservation Easement. A conservation easement is a legal agreement that a property owner %000
enters into to restrict certain uses of the land. The easement is recorded on the property deed

and therefore “runs with the land.” It legally binds all present and future owners of the land to

the specified instructions, thus providing permanent or long-term protection.

To set up a conservation easement a “holder” or “grantee” must be named as the willing
recipient responsible for oversight of the terms. This would be a government agency or a private
non-profit. If this mechanism is a gift, it may also qualify as a charitable contribution.

Deed Restrictions. If a recipient of a conservation easement is not available, a deed restriction 00
can be applied. Deed restrictions are similar to conservation easements in that they are recorded
on the deed and run with the land.

Mutual Covenants. A group of landowners can limit the future use of their land through the im- * 00
position of a mutual covenant. This tool is often used when no agency or non-profit organization
can be found to accept a conservation easement.

LESS THAN PERMANENT APPROACHES

Long-Term Lease. For some unique situations, a landowner may have the option of granting a ** 00
lease to a land management agency or non-profit organization.

Non-Binding Agreement. This is an agreement between the landowner and an agency or * 0
non-profit organization that each will have certain responsibilities in regards to the property
management.

Management Agreements. This is a more formal, but still temporary, enlistment of property * 0
protection assistance from an agency or organization. First, a stewardship plan is drawn up and

agreed to by both parties. The organization then provides professional management assistance

and monitors compliance with the plan. These agreements can usually be cancelled with

30 days’ notice and are renewed on an annual basis.

Property Tax Deferral. Property tax increases can be deferred, based upon a “frozen” property *>* 000
value, as long as property is kept in certain conditions (e.g., wetland). Once the condition
changes, the deferral is lost and the deferred taxes are owed.




Table 6. Proposed wetland protection measures—Cont.

Rating

LIMITED APPROACHES

Land Exchange. Land exchange can be used if the landowner is willing to accept another prop-
erty of "like kind” from the party interested in special features on the current parcel. The interested
party may be a government agency or conservation organization. The exchange may be for equal
values, or values may be equalized by a cash payment. This approach enables the landowner to
defer capital gains tax.

* %k ok

Limited Development. Limited development is sometimes the only feasible way to preserve a piece  **

of property in an area with high land values or in a situation where the owner finds all other options
unaffordable. In limited development, a part of the property that is less sensitive is developed to pro-
vide the owner with the funds needed to preserve the sensitive area. To permanently preserve the
remaining sensitive features from further activity, a conservation easement is the preferred option.

Regulatory Approaches

Open-Space Zoning. The significant wetland is zoned for conservation by the city or county, allow- ~ **

ing only limited uses that do not impact the wetland values. This can be coupled with a property
tax deferral as an incentive.

Conditional-Use Requirements. Local government requires changes in the property to go through
a review process to assure that the wetland values are not compromised by development.

Planned Unit Development (cluster development). Planning for a large area of land that balances
approriate building siting options with conservation of natural resources and open space. Concen-
trating development on a portion of the site leaves a larger portion of the site undeveloped and
available for open space values; this scenario would not be possible when planning is conducted
unit by unit. This type of planning is accomplished by using planned unit development ordinances.

Transfer of Development Rights. If the landowner is allowed to sell or otherwise transfer devel-  ***

opment rights (including rights to develop to a specified density) to a third party for use on other
property, the transfer is sometimes termed a “transferable development right.” Again, the effect is
less development on the parent parcel and more development (than otherwise would be permitted
by the local zoning code) elsewhere.

OTHERS

Registration. This is similar to Natural Heritage Program; the landowner voluntarily registers a
site with agreement to manage wetland.

00

00

00

00

00

000
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Conservation Strategy

Appendix D

Evaluation of Wetland Funding
& Incentives*

Introduction

The purpose of this project was to compile, summarize, and evaluate federal, state, and non-profit
non-regulatory wetland incentive programs currently available in Oregon. The information is
intended for use by the Oregon Division of State Lands, cooperating agencies, and interest groups
as they go about the task of implementing elements of the Oregon Wetland Conservation Strategy.
The Strategy promotes various approaches for protection, conservation, and restoration of
wetlands in a watershed management context. Since no single program offers incentives for all
major elements of the Strategy, each incentive program is evaluated as just one of several tools for
implementing the Strategy.

The purpose of this report was to answer several questions:

What incentive programs are currently available for wetland conservation, education,
enhancement, planning, protection, and restoration in Oregon?

What wetland issues or functions does each program address?
What are the strengths and weaknesses of each program?

Do any of the programs offer a useful model for developing incentives for wetlands
conservation by the state of Oregon?

Information Gathering

Data summarized in this report was compiled by reviewing available materials and interviewing
representatives of appropriate agencies and organizations. A draft containing active and inactive
programs both in-state and out-of-state was then reviewed by the Wetland Strategy Policy
Incentives Workgroup, which helped edit the summaries and suggest priorities. Programs were
rated as high priority if they were focused on wetlands and contained funding incentives for
landowners or agencies. A list of contacts for each program appears at the end of the report.

Overview
Review of non-regulatory wetland incentive programs revealed the following:

There are opportunities to improve educational efforts as an incentive to wetland
conservation.

There are opportunities for improving partnerships among government agencies, business,
and environmental groups.

A lack of state funding is limiting opportunities for cost-sharing.

* Prepared for the Oregon Division of State Lands by Jay R. Lorenz, 990 NW Highland Terrace, Corvallis, OR 97330.

February, 1993.
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* Several state programs with laudable goals have no budget or offer a negligible financial
incentive.

* Property taxes may be an issue in cases where wetlands are sold or donated to a public agency
because of loss of local tax revenues.

e A number of programs are successful, as indicated by high rates of application that exceed
funding capabilities.

Teaching people about the functions and values of wetlands can stimulate resource conservation
and protection. Several decades ago, landowners were taught that “wetlands were wastelands”
and were offered financial incentives to drain them. Today, financial incentives for conserving,
protecting, and restoring wetlands should go hand in hand with programs that teach landowners
about the ecological values of wetlands. Funding and educational organizations must coordinate
their messages with landowners to achieve a high level of conservation and protection.

Partnerships are a growing paradigm in resource management of the 1990s and one deserving
greater application in wetland conservation. They are a democratic method of enlarging financial
resources, avoiding potential conflicts, and creating mutual understanding. Excellent examples of
partnerships include Minnesota’s Critical Habitat Matching Program, Wetlands for Iowa, Oregon
Coastal Wetlands Joint Venture, and Oregon Watershed Improvement Coalition. The latter two
organizations are not summarized in this report because they do not award landowners or
agencies funds for resource conservation. However, all four offer ideas for fund raising and
methods for communication between groups with varied interests.

Reviewing wetland incentive programs provides an opportunity to evaluate successes and
failures. Some tax policies—such as reducing personal tax liability by donating property to
charitable organizations—are successful because they offer incentives for many people. In
contrast, the Oregon Resource Conservation Trust is a program in name only because it receives
no funding from the Legislature. An indirect result of this lack of funding is reduced oppor-
tunities for cost-sharing with other funding sources. The Riparian Tax Habitat Tax Credit and its
companion Fish Habitat Improvement Tax Credit, laudable in intent, offer little in the way of
financial incentive. In designing new wetland conservation strategies, we should learn from our
mistakes and emulate success.

Review of incentive programs suggests that the state is falling behind as an active participant in
providing incentives for conservation and restoration. Of Oregon’s few incentive programs,
several of the best (e.g., Non-Point Source Water Quality Control, Stewardship Incentive Program,
and Land and Water Conservation Fund) operate with federal funds. Most federal programs
require matching state funds. Landowners and agencies, such as Oregon Coastal Wetlands Joint
Venture, are finding it increasing difficult to take advantage of federal programs when matching
state funds are scarce.

Land trusts often can provide landowners with advice on tax consequences of protecting
property. Lands receiving tax deferrals or exemptions reduce local property tax revenue. The
effect of reducing property taxes should be kept in mind as new programs are promoted.

A number of planning and zoning techniques can be used for natural resource conservation and
protection. A report by the Lane Council of Governments, Metropolitan Natural Resources Special
Study (dated March 1991, available from Steve Gordon, phone 503-687-4426), lists and evaluates
potential revenue raising and zoning techniques that currently are not widely applied by Oregon
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planners. While not the subject of this report, creative planning and zoning could
contribute to resource conservation.

Interest in resource conservation, protection, and restoration appears high, as indicated
by the large number of people who apply or volunteer in such programs as the U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service’s Private Lands Initiative, the Governor’s Watershed Enhancement
Board, and the Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife’s Salmon Trout Enhancement
Program. Streamlined permitting processes, better coordination between agencies,
adequate funding, and an organized framework for implementation would encourage
more people to participate. Linking resource management to economic development,
increasing educational efforts, and facilitating partnerships all have the potential of
continuing the positive steps already underway toward conserving, restoring, and
protecting Oregon’s wetlands.

Programs summarized in the matrix beginning on page 77 were organized according to
who may receive funding: landowners, landowners or agencies, and agencies. The
matrix ends with a fourth category, “other opportunities,” which includes programs
with innovative concepts that offer models for Oregon’s Wetland Strategy to pursue.

Each program was given a priority rating. High priority (denoted by * in the matrix)
was given to programs or opportunities that are effective in conserving, protecting,
enhancing, or restoring wetlands and have a dedicated source of funding. Medium-
priority programs are less effective because they are limited by funding, geographic
coverage, or degree of wetland work. Expansion or revision of medium-priority
programs could make them effective in Oregon. Low-priority programs were deleted
from the matrix because they lacked financial incentives, had limited geographic
coverage, were inapplicable to wetlands, or were not oriented toward conservation.
Major revisions to program objectives and increased financial incentives would be
required to make low-priority programs effective. Low-priority programs that were
reviewed include: Disaster Relief Act, Fish Habitat Improvement Tax Credit, Food
Security Act (1985)—Conservation Easements, Forestry Incentives Program, General
Habitat Improvement (Green Forage Program), Natural Heritage Conservation Area
Exemption, Oregon Resource Conservation Trust Fund, Riparian Habitat Property Tax
Exemption, Water Bank Program, Water Development Loan Program, and Water
Projects with Public Benefits.

Alist of people and agencies that can supply information about programs or refer
inquiries to program leaders and local offices can be found on page 94.



Oregon's Wetland Canservati

Organization and Program Abbreviations Used in Table 7

ACP Agricultural Conservation Program

ASCS Agriculture Stabilization and Conservation Service
BLM Bureau of Land Management

BPA Bonneville Power Administration

CRP Conservation Reserve Program

DEQ Oregon Department of Environmental Quality
DSL Oregon Division of State Lands

EFU Exclusive Farm Use (Zone)

EPA Environmental Protection Agency

F Forestry (Use Zone)

FEMA Federal Emergency Management Agency

FHA Farmer’s Home Administration

GWEB Governor’s Watershed Enhancement Board
[STEA Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act
MBHHCS Migratory Bird Hunting and Conservation Stamp Act
MPO Metropolitan Planning Organization

N/A Not Applicable

NOAA National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration
NPS Non-Point Source (Pollution)

NRCS Natural Resources Conservation Service

OACD Oregon Association of Conservation Districts
ODA Oregon Department of Agriculture

ODF Oregon Department of Forestry

ODFW Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife
OoDOT Oregon Department of Transportation

ORS Oregon Revised Statutes

OwWIC Oregon Watershed Improvement Coalition
RC&D Resource, Conservation and Development
RCWP Rural Clean Water Program

SIp Stewardship Incentive Program

STEP Salmon Trout Enhancement Program

SWCD Soil and Water Conservation District

TNC The Nature Conservancy

UGB Urban Growth Boundary

USDA U.S. Department of Agriculture

UsDI “U.S. Department of the Interior

USFS U.S. Forest Service

USFWS U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
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ProsRAm AomiNISTRATOR Tvee SUMMARY Euisigiuiry Tecumcal Assistance | Funoine Avaiagiury | Duation Grosrapuic Coverage | EvaLuation AppuicaTion GuIDELINES
Landowners

*Agricultural AS(S RPEC To restore and protect | All farmers and ranch- | NRCS, USFS, State Exomples: permanent | Annual contracts, Statewide. * Producers may enter | Apply through local
Conservation Program nation’s land and ers who establish the forestry agencies, vegetative cover, devel- | although some man- into pooling agree- ASCS committees.
(ACP); two subpro- water resources and need for cost-share Extension Service. opment of seeps, seeps | agement plans are ments to jointly

grams are Wildlife preserve the environ- assistance in solving and wells; environ- designed for imple- solve mutual conser-

Hobitat for Food and ment. To help pre- resource conservation mental and wildiife mentation over several vation problems.

Cover, and Shallow vent soil erosion and problems. Erasion and enhancement, rehabili- | years. © Not speific fo wet-

Water Areas water pollution; pro- pollution problems tafion of shollow water lands, althaugh they

for Wildiife. tect and improve pro- receive the highest areas to support wild-

*Effective, high priority program or apportunity

ductive farm and
ranch land; conserve
water used in agricul-
ture; preserve and
develop wildlife hobi-
tat; and encourage
energy conservation
measures.

Type: (=Conservation, E=Enhancement, Ed=Education, P=Protection, Pl=Planning, R=Restoration

priority.

life. Allocation from
federal to state and
county committees.
This is a cost-share
program. Maximum of
$3,500 per person per
year, or up to 75% of
the cost (varies accord:
ing to county) fo install
practices (higher if ap-
proved by Sec. of Ag.).
In recent years, about
10% of annual ACP
money (or $33,500)
spent on wildlife pro-
gram. Amount directed
to wetland habitat not
known.

may be addressed
in the context of
wildlife and erosion
controf functions.

© Wetlands and shol-
low ponds were
created in Benton,
Polk, and Yamhill
counties.

* Projects are funded
according fo county
priorities. Wefland
work most likely in
counties tht recog-
nize wetlands as a
priority.
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Prosram

ADMINISTRATOR

Twre

Summry

Fuslsiury

Technicat ASSISTANCE:

FuNDiNG AvaltABiLTY

- Dikrion

Geosrapwic Coverace

Evatuation

ApruicaTiON GUIDELINES

Landowners

*0pen Space Deferral

Department of Revenue,
County planning depart-
ment.

Provides a tax incentive
by assessing property
for its open-space use
and not the “highest
and best use.”

Landowner applies for
designation through
county planning office.
Landowner must obtain
comprehensive plan
change of parcel to
“open space” designe-
tion.

No.

N/A

Permanent unless with-
drawn by fandowner.

Within UGB.

 Wetlands are permit-
ted open-space use.
However, by 1990
only 8,500 acres
were protected state-
wide; few were wet-
fands.

® Tax penalty for taking
land out of deferral

* Pragram is frequently
used fo provide buff-
ers between UGB and
EFU zones.

 Program has potential
for greater use for
profecting wetlonds.

o Disincentives to pro-
gram include reduced
praperty tax revenue,
“red tape” with
county planning of-
fice, and potential
burden on future sale
as a result of re-
shricted use.

Salmon Trout Enhance-
ment Program (STEP).

0DFW

EREd

To restore and enhance
salmon and trout habi-
tat. Volunteers assist
ODFW in agency
projects, including in-
stream, watershed, and
education projects.

Anyone inferested

in volunteering—
individuals, landowners,
agencies, people who
have skills or equipment
to offer.

ODFW

Technical assistance by
ODFW with limited
funds available for mg-
terials. Education and
field projects supported.
About $900,000 per
year from state ond
federal sources.

Most projects are com-
pleted within annual
funding cycle.

Statewide.

o STEP projects get
involved in ripasian
and watershed en-
hancement activities
(education and on-
ground) that may
involve wetlands.

® Stream Scene curricu-
lum includes water-
shed perspective.

® Needs to expand 1o
include more work in
associated riparian
and wetlond habitat.




approval for Oregon.

Acquiring necessary
permits for work in
waterways somefimes
tokes 2 years, which
drops proposaf out of
current funding cycle,
requiring re-submis-
sion in competitive
grant process.

Procras AomINISTRATOR Tyre Summary Eugiaiy TecumacaL Assistance | Funoivg Avarusiry | Duamion Geosrapnic Covemsce | Evatoation Arpuication GUiDELINES
Landowners
* Stewardship ASCS, in cooperation (PER Federal /state pro- Woodland owners 0DF Approved management | Annual National. © Wetlands receive the
Incentive Program with Oregon Depart- Ed grom with woodland (individual, partmership, practices such as free benefit of manage-
(SIP). ment of Forestry. owners to protectand | or corporate} with for- planting, timber stand ment to the extent
enhance all the forest | est land or land suitable improvement, site they are addressed in
resources with an for growing trees. Must preparation, non- the management plon.
emphasis on tree own 5 10 1,000 acres commercial thinning, ® Facus on wetlands,
© planting and timber of forest lond in west- wildlife ond fisheries wildife, and water
o stand improvement em Oregon or 10 to enhancement, wind- quality enhances
..m activities. Program 1,000 acres in eastern breaks, and recreation opportunities for
£ aimed at soil and Oregon. Owners with and riparian improve- funding.
85 waer profection and 1,000 10 5,000 acres ment. §1 0,000 annual o Research and educa-
= wildlife improvements. | may request o waiver mit. Cost-sharing from tional assistance
- through Dept. of 50 to 75% of actual or supplied by 0SU
W Forestry. esfimated cost. About Extension Service.
= $475,000 available in o ODF has demon-
= Oregon. strated inferest in
m exploring cooperative
.~ opportunities to
2 protect and restore
W wetlands with speciol
- orientation foward
o soil and water protec-
- tion and wildlife im-
~ provement.
P © 10 wetlond projects
— hove been funded.
-
a0 | FUSFWS Private USFWS RCE To restore, create, Privote landowners. USFWS, NRCS, state Costsharing for Funded annually, National ® A common practice is | Open. Proposals
2 | Lands inifitives and enhance fish ond 18S0UICe ngencies. construction and projects in place for to link money ovai initiated by londowner,
(KA. Partners for wildlife habitat on implementation of minimum 10 yers. able from this source | often upon recommen-
Wildlife) private lands, especilly management prac- Some prajects are in- with other ASCS dation of NRCS.
wetlonds and riparion tices $10,000 per perpefuity. Repayment programs fo create a
aregs. landowner per year. required if practices conservation package
Phased, mulfi-yeas are not maintained. that is lorger than any
projects are possible. singfe program.
About $800,000 1o Chances for funding
1.0 million per year and conservation im-
for 7 westem states pactis greater with
with Oregon receiving linkages.
$100,000 to ® This program is adminis-
125,000. Project fratively understoffed.
propostls compete Backog of potenticl
for funding af re- projects numbered 40
gional level with to 50 as of Dec. 1992.
about 70% *
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them out of production.
Permanent cover is
planted on lands.

to conserve highly
erodible lands. Limited
to 25% of cropland in
any given county.

local soil and water
conservation districts.

Up to 50% of the cost
of establishing vegeto-
tive cover. Maximum
of $50,000 per year
per farm.

and maintain for dura-
tion of a project. Part
of Food Securities Act
of 1985. 10-year
management agree-
ment with landowner,
with first ones due to
expire in 1996,

Potential of 40-45

effect on wetlonds,
and virtuglly none in
Oregon. Shallow
water provisions were
deleted in 1990 and
placed in Wetland
Reserve Program.
Oregon stayed away
from allocating funds
for shallow water
areds in anticipation
of Wetlond Reserve
Pragram.
® Assess potential for
using this program
for restoring riverine
and gully areas.
® Explore opportunities
for water storage ar-
eas for wildlife.

PROGRAM ApmNISTRATOR Tve “SummerY Eueiauny Techhicat Assistance | “Funping Avaicasitrry Evauarion Arpuicarion Guiokuines
Landowners
*Wetlonds Reserve AS(S RP To purchase eosements | Agricuftural landowners | Yes, NRCS in consulte- | None currently in Open. Program sfill in pilot  Rumored that funds | Apply through local
Program. by ASCS from willing who owned the land tion with USFWS and Oregon. Purchase of phase operating in nine will be ovailable in ASCS committee.
londowners of eligible for af least the preced- | other cooperators. eosement. Costshare states. Eligible land Oregon for 1993.
lond. To restore the ing 12 months prior fo to landowner for includes riparion areas, | e Program hes poten-
hydrology and native the end of the sign-up implementing manage- wetlands farmed under tial, if odequately
vegetation dlose fo its period (with two ex- ment plan. natural conditions, funded.
original condition. To ceptions). farmed wetland, or prior | e Need 1o conduct
protect functions and converted wetlands. focused lobbying
values of wetlands. effort and link fund-
Goal was to enroll ing to state goal for
1 million ucres by wetland restoration
1995. and profection.
® To ease fears and
uncertainty, educate
landowners obout
ramifications of
perpetual eosements
and effects on pri
vate property rights.
o Progam offers o
major opportunity for
wetlond conservation
strategy if
adequately funded.
Landowners
Conservation Reserve | ASCS (R To conserve highly erod- | Funds may be used by | Extension Service, Compensation for land | Landowner agrees to National, according to | @ Nationally, this pro-
Program. ible lands by taking londowners or agencies | NRCS State Forestry, taken out of production. | plant permanent cover | eligibility criteria. gram has hod little




an

Wetl

Oregon’s

competitive process.

* Need fo educate land-
owners with wet-
londs about GWEB
criteria.

® Grants awarded on
basis of individual
merit with relatively
little focus on geo-
graphic priority of
priority problem
aregs.

Prosrast Kommistrator Typt Simiry Euemimy Tecuwicar Assistance | Funoing Avaicasiry | Dugation Geograpmc Coverase | Evauaion AppuickTion GuinELings
Landowner
or Agency
EPA Environmental EPA td EPA supports o compe Non-profit organizo- Environmental Annuol. National. o This is o new program | Proposals due Jan. 15.
Education Grants. tive environmentol tions. education. $12 million with one granting
education grants pro- nationally. In 1992, cycle complete.
gram. Regional and Region 6 received
national awaords are eight regional and ten
mode. national awards.
L
=
=
=
=
-m
S
2
—
...sm
e
: m *Governor's Water- | GWEB, state (OR). EREd Grants for watershed Unsestricted, public and | Yes, cooperotive agen- | Grants awarded Money must be spent | Statewide. ® Budgeted lottery Apply Nov. 1 1o Feb. 28;
. g shed Enhancement restoration, improve- private landowners, cies include NRCS, ODF, { arnually. $500,000 within the biennium in revenue not always | awards made once eoch
i | Boord. ment, enhancement organizations. Each BLM, Extension Service, | proposed for 1993- which it is awarded. available although spring. Contact GWEB
.m and manogement. SWCD may apply for USFS, ODFW and 1995 biennium. Five-year post-project full amount received | for application packet.
o Emphasizes on-the- $2,000 per biennium. | others. Matching funds from monitoring. |ast biennium.
5 ground activity. other sources required © Number of grant
WH Includes educational (federal, state, or applications far
. % projects. Inferagency private). Most project exceeds funding
m coordination and volun- grants are less than capobilties.
@) teers are encouraged. $20,000. Funding « Few applications ond
- Funded projects are from lottery revenues. projects for wefland
. selected through o enhancement.
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Prosram ADMINISTRATOR Twe | Summary TechmcaL Assistance| Funoivs Avatagicrry | Durarion - | ‘Geosrepuic Coverace | EvaLuaion Aepuication Guineunes
Landowner
or Agency
Migratory Bird Hunting | USFWS (64 Duck stomps are sold Agency and non-profit | No. Purchase of migratory Acquisition by federal o A highly effective
ond Conservation to all waterfowl hunters | groups. waterfow! habitat for govemment profects acquisition program
Stamp Act and and any other inter- National Wildlife Refuge | held in perpetuity. placing conservation
companion Wetland ested parties. Funds System. Dependent on and management in
Loon Adt. are used fo purchose purchase of Duck federal jurisdiction.
migratory bird habitat Stamps. Continuous o Progrom directed
for National Wildiife since 1934, primarily toward
Refuge System. Over waterfow! habifat.
3.7 million acres . >=ro:@r anyone ¢an
acquired since 1934. purchase o Duck
Seg also: Emergency Stamp or visit @ wild-
Weflands Resources Act. life refuge, primary
financial burden falls
fo one inferest
group—hunters.
© Decline in number of
hunters s reducing
the number of
stamps purchosed.
Price of Duck Stamps
purchased increased
to offset dedline in
number of hunters.
*Northwest Power Act.| Northwest Power (RP The Coundl develops N/A Cooperating ogencies. | Congressional and BPA | Omgoing. Columbia River

Planning Council /
Bonneville Power
Authority.

policies ond facilitates
partnerships between
agencies that are
directed toward hydro-
electric mitigation for
fish and wildlife, includ-
ing resforation. The
Council is required to
identify the unmet
mitigation needs of the
Columbia River system.
The Council directs BPA
funding to achieve fish
and wildlife goals.

appropriations fund
agency projects that
follow the Council's
policy directives. For
FY 93, the Council was
instrumental in getting
$8 million for the Forest
Service in Region 6.
They have secured
$30-35 million for
salmon and steelhead
projecfs.

watershed.

» Policy directives have
stressed importance
of wotershed level
management, includ-
ing conservation and
protection of wet-
londs.

* Some fish and wild-
life monies have
been spent on wild-
life habitat projects
including purchase of
wetlonds.

o (urrently negotiating
with Oregon on

N/A
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Summary

Tecunicas AssisTance

Procras AomisTRATOR “Euieuiy Funoe Avaiagiiy - | Duranon Brocrapsic Coverset - | Bvauamion Aepuication GUIDELINES
Landowner
or Agency
*Resource, NRCS, federal. PREd Federal grants to RCED | Landowner association | Cooperating agencies $50,000-75,000 per Annual grants. Statewide; projects on | @ Linkage fo wetlands
Conservation and aregs to accelerate and inferest groups. and groups. area per year. district basis. appears fo be
Development. Tesource projects and Local councils award 1) environmental
programs in multi money from RCRD protection in the
county areas os a base | areas. course of economic
for economic develop- development or
ment and enviropmental 2) using wetlands
profection. us a strofegy for
economic develop-
ment.
© This is an excellent
source of funds for
demonstration
projects.
*Section 319, Non- | Department of Environ- | CEEd To support on-the- Eligibility based on how | Cooperating agencies, | Examples include Statewide. o Wetlonds are a statu- | No application deadline.
Point Source Water | mental Quality with R ground conservation, well proposal matches | NRCS, ODA, ASCS. fiparian protection,

Quality Control
Program.

funds from EPA.

enhancement and
education projects
directed toward mitigar-
ing non-point source
pollution, including
wetland mitigation or

state NPS program
needs and issues as
assessed in NPS and
monagement plan.

protection of surface and
groundwater quality,
public awareness and
increase in-sfream water
supplies. 40% or more
non-federal match
required.

torily designated
priority.

® Rare and endangered
species are also o
priority.

* linkage fo wetlands
through water quality
functions, especially
in watershed context
and related to miti-
gating non-point
souce pollution.

® A good source of
matching funds for
GWEB projects.
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Prosras ApmINISTRATOR Tupe SUMsary “-Euemiy Tecnica Assisance | Funoing Avaitagiory | Dugavion Grooraphic Coveract - | EvaLuation ApPLICATION GUIDELINES
Landowner
or Agency
Wetland Program EPA PRC EPA supports wetland State agencies. Regional and national o Wetland Program
Enhancement Grant. program enhancements awards hove been Enhancement has
os needed fo plan, offered and received for been instrumental in
augment, and imple- planning, protection, enhancing the Oregon
ment g regulatory and restorotion, education, wetlands program
non-regulatory wetland regulation, planning and during the post 3 years.
management program. public land monage-
ment elements. Funds
cover staff, policy devel-
opment workshops, and
document preparation
and publication.
Agencies &
Organizations
The Bullitt Foundation. | The Bullitt Foundation. | PCEd Seeks permanent solu- | Non-profit organizations Funds development of Northwest. ® Has provided funding | Deadlines for grants
ions to environmental | in the Northwest. organizational capacity to numerous environ- | <510,000 are Dec. 1,

The Environment
Program.

problems in the North-
west. Goals are o
encourage a healthy
environment, a robust
econory, and an excit
ing culture.

of the environmental
movement; cooperative
efforts amang environ-
mental movement;
cooperative efforts
among envirenmental
groups, business and
government; research;
public education;
litigation; and land
acquisition. Two pro-
grams: one for grants
<510,000, one for
grants >$10,000.

mental organizations
and land frusts in the
Northwest.

» Strong focus on pro-
fection, restoration,
and conservation of
natural resources.

Apr. 1, and Aug. 1.
Applications >$10,000
are due Jon. T, May 1,
and Sept. 1.
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or conserve water on
lokes and rivers across
the country. Proposals
should focus on water
quality and guantity,
include community
involvement, be non-
partisan, have matching
funds, indude awareness
and education, and be
administered by an
organization with o
track record of compler-
ing projects.

be o potential source
of matching fund for
GWEB type projects.

Procram ADMINISTRATOR Tree SummARY EusiBiury TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE FunbiNG Avaruapiumy Duration Geograrsic Coverase | Evaruamion Arpucanion GuiDELINeS
Agencies &
Organizations
Coastal Wetlands USFWS (RP Authorizes funding from | State agencies apply State agencies. 50-50 Federal to State | Program began in Coastal and Great o Dependent on match-
Planning, Protection the Sport Fish Restora- | for grants (e.g. ODFW, Match, or 7525 it 1990; one granting Lakes states, pimarily ing funds from state.
ond Restoration Act tion Account for coustal | DSL). state has a lond trust cycle completed. for constal wetlands. * No grants awarded in
(1990), Coastal ond Great Lokes wet- for acquisition of wet- Oregon vet, largely
Wetland Conservation land conservation lands or apen space. due o fack of state
Gronts. projects. Priority given Between S5 and matching funds and

to acquisifion of natural S7 million available, effective Jand acquisi-

estuarine weflands. nationally. Grant tion trust program.

Funds are also available program receives 18%

for resource restoration, of Sport Fish Restora-

enhancement or man- tion Account, 70% of

agement. which is earmarked for

Louisiana.

COORS Brewing Com- | COORS Brewing (PEd The Pure Water 2000 Open with listed guide- | None by granting In 1991, $600,000 for | According to proposal. | Nationwide.  COORS has funded Open.
pany, Pure Water Company, Golden, (O program gwards grants | lines. company. 150 projects. wetlands projects.
2000. 80401-1295. to clean up, preserve,  Program appears to
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Table 7 Wetland funding matrix — Oregon’s Wetland Conservation Strategy

production, expand
hatchery production,
and provide additional
public access fo fishing
waters.

including in-stream and
riparian restoration.
Approximately

$4 million per bien-
nium, $3.5 million from
fees and 5.5 million
from lottery funds.
Money raised from
surchorge on sport.

they are awarded.

given extra weight.

« {inkage to wetlands
through fisheries
production.

o There is potential fo
link upland projects
with this source of
funding such os
larger landscape fevel
projects producfion.

o Potential source of
funds for saimon
restoration and
manogement.

Procram AoMINISTRATOR Tree Summsry , T,_m_eé, : 1 Tecamcat Assistance | Funoms Avartastuity | Durarion | Grosrapuic Coveraoe | Evauamon Arpuicanion Guineuwes
Agencies &
Orgunizations
*Emergency Wetlonds | USFWS (p This is an act designed | N/A N/A 70% of entrance fees at | N/A National. o This legislation
Resources Act (1986). to generate funds for selected wildiife refuges requires states to
another program— and an amount equal fo develop wetland
Migratory Bird Conser- import duties on arms acquisition priorities.
vation Fund. The act and ammunition goes fo © The legislation allows
generates money for Migratory Bird Conser- acquisition of wet-
Migratory Bird Conser- vation Fund. Increased lands using Lond and
vation by allocating o purchase price of Duck Water Conservation
percentage of enfrance Stamps. Fund monies.
fees to wildlife refuges,
delefing requirement to
repay Wetlands Loan
Act, increasing price of
Duck Stamp, and trans-
ferring import duties on
arms ond ommunition
to fund. Establishes o
national wetlands prior-
ity plant to purchase
wetlands.
Fish Resforation and | ODFW R To restore state-owned | Any public or private Applicants may seek Half funding toward Since 1989. Grants Statewide. o Competitive grant No due dates on
Enhancement Program. fish to hatcheries, non-profit organization. | assistance from state hatcherigs and half to must be spent within progrom. Proposals | submissions proposals
enhance natural fish and federal agendies. enhancement projects, | the biennium in which with matching funds | reviewed and awards

mode quorterly.




Procras AommsTearor Tvpt SubmARY Euicigiuiry Tecamcat Assistance. | Funoing Avanasury - | Dukkrion Grograpriic Covernst | EvatuaTion AppLicaTion GuiDELINES
Agencies &
Organizations
Intermode! Surface 0DoT PRC Enhance the cultural Funds are oriented Federal, state, and local | Acquisition of scenic Program inifigted in Statewide examples * Feasible for wetland
Transport-ation Ed and environmental primarily toward local government (MPO) easements and scenic 1992. Projects funded | include the North conservation, restora-
Efficiency Act of 1991 value of the state’s government, wetlond agencies and other or historic sites. for a 2-year duration. Santiam Highway areq, tion, and protection
(ISTEA). transportafion system. | protection, restoration, | inferested parties. Mitigation of water estuorine areos (Siletz efforts post-1987,
Proposed projects must | or enhancement. Must pollution due to high- Program will need to be { Bay) and priority wet- especially if WCPs
meet one or more be identified as o prior way runoff. Funds re-approved in 1996. lands odjacent to high- are prepored.
enhancement categories | ity of the local govern- could be oriented ways or proposed high- | e Opportunity to marry
and have o direct ment. In oddition, the towards conservation, ways. this effort with Wet-
relationship with @ project must support protection, and lond Mitigation Bank
tansportation system intermodel transporte- enhancement of exist- efforts.
vig function, proximity, | tion, be consistent with ing wetlands impacted o Has increased
or impact. local, state and federal by highway improve- potential i te-
plans, and be supported ments. The program authorized in 1996,
by local cost-share (1o will explore ifs support
support maintenance of of funding mitigation i
the ecosystem). banks and inferpretive
areqs.
Matching funds of
10.27% required.
Land and Water Oregon Dept. of State | CREd Provides matching Locat governments. N/A Acquisition and Since 1965. National. © State funding from Apply Oct. 1o Jan. 1 for

Conservation Funds.

Parks and Recreation.

grants to states and
through states to local
govemments for acquisi-
tion and development
of public outdoor
recreational areas and
facilities. Wetlond and
natural areas may be
included as part of
recreational orea.

development of outdaor
recrectional aregs and
facilities. 50-50 match-
ing between state and
local government.
$356,000 ovailable in
FY 93. 20% of projects
funded.

National Park Service
has fluctuated
between $0.2 and
$3.0 million.

® Potential source of
funding for wildlife
viewing areg and
wetland interprete-
tion center.

o Funds may not be
used for maintenance.

funds in the following
federal fiscal year.
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region and improving
the quality of life for
the most vulnerable
citizens. Alleviate rural
and urban poverty and
promote sustainable
development. Promote
public education and
policy development fo
resolve conflicts.

gathering fo inform the
public and policy
makers, management
plans, and community
education. Criteria
include project need,
public benefit, coopero-
tive implementation,
likelihood of success,
plon to disseminate
results of the project,
and congruence with
Foundation goals. One
in fen projects received
funding.

MN, MT, ND, OR, SD,
WA

environmental issues.

o Large (six figure)
grants have been
awarded.

© Competition for
grants is stiff, and
applications must
respond o rigid
criteria.

ProcRam Aominisrato Tvee Summary EueisiuTy Tecanicat Assistance | Funoing Avaitagiry | Durariow Geoseaenic Coversst | Evatusmon AppuicaTION GUIDELINES
Agencies &
Organizations
Meyer Memorial Trust. | Meyer Memorial Trust. | CEd This is a non-profit Non-profit Small grants progrom Oregon only. ® Meyer Trust has o Quarterly deadlines for
foundation that provides | organizations. ranges between $500 record of awarding small grants. Open for
grants fo @ variety of and $8,000. General grants fo land frusts, | general gronts.
projects including giants of $100,000 American Fisheries
natural resources. have been awarded. Sodiety, and other
envirgnmental
groups.
Northwest Areas Northwest Areas PCEd Promotes economic Non-profit Foundation staff and Funds resolution of Multi-vear projects are | 8-state area: 1A, ID, * Foundation is
Foundation. Foundation. revitalization of the organizations. board. contentious issues, data | considered. concerned about
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and provide for water
quality management.
Awards limited to

S5 million per Council.
Maximum of $1 million
can be authorized by
state NRCS, above fo
Washington D.C. for
approval.

« Explore opportunifies
for cooperative wo-
tershed health and
improvement efforts.

Procram AominisTraTor Toe Susiary Euigimitry Tecmicat Assistance | Funoe Avaasiry | Duration Geosraptic Coverace | Evatuamion Appucaion GuiDELINES
Agendies &
Organizations
*Pittman-Robertson | USFWS, state fishand | CR Federally collected ODFW or subreontractors Funds are used for habi- National. * Linkage to wetlands
and Kingell-lohnson | wildlife agencies money allocated to (e.g., Dept. of Fish and tat enhancement, is through fish and
Acts. (ODFW in Oregon). states for fish ond wild- | Wildlife, Oregon State maintenance and acqu wildlife function of
lite research and habitat | University). sition, research, aquatic wetlands.
restoration. and hunter education, « States have broad
surveys and fish leeway in how funds
- production. Wetlands will be spent.
- acquisition, resforation, ® Greater emphasis on
= a&.amg%ama are wetlands would prob-
£ eligible. Funds collcted ably require strong
r from faxes on hunting political directives.
£ and fishing equipment, o Need fo explore po-
cm‘ . as well as a porion of tential for directing
..u the @ao.__:m tox. About more research fo
- $350 million collected wellands,
2 tnuoly.  Need to lobby ODFW
- to give more fingn-
S cial support to
%” . wetland habitat for
= wildlife.
a5
=
o
T.m Plonning Assistance | Army Corps of Provides grants to State agencies. (0t $10,000 ovailable. Annul. State. © Type of project is
*. to States. Engineers. agendies. Projects must 50-50 match required. open ended.
be completed by Corps
ﬂ staff.
-
E
o
M *Public Law 566 NRCS ECPR Federal grants for plon- | State agencies or Reduction of sail National. ® Linkage fo these
v | Watershed Program. ning, flood protection, | qualified local organiza- erosion, siltation, and funds for wetlands is
m and implementation for | fions. Maximum size of flooding; agricultural through functions:
5 watershed profection 250,000 acres. water management; water quality,
& and management, improve fish and wild- groundwater
m life resources; provide recharge, recregtion,
o recreation; recharge fish and wildlife
oy groundwater reservoirs; resources.
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Prosram AommisTRATOR Toee Submary Eusigiary Tecunicat Assistance | -Funog Avaicasiore: | Duration Groorapic Coverage | EvaLuation ArPLICATION GUIDELINES
Agencies &
(Organizations
*Resource Manage- | NOAA PEd Resource Monagement | Biogeographically Funds may be used for Coastal areas, generally | @ Limited geographic Initiatly from local
ment Improvement Improvement Grants for | representative sifes acquisition, restoration, one per stafe. scope. community, with
Grants. dequisition projects that | sponsored by state management or en- o Funds hroad-scope nomination by
Coustal Tone preserve valued coastol | agendies. hancement of coastal or educafion, acquisifion, | governor.
Management Act resources. Educational, Great Lakes sa._g%. and management.
(1972) inferpretive, ond mo.mo.as,% with siate o Unlikely that addi-
) management costs can for initiation; opproxi- tional sites in Oregon
also be obtained. mately $3.0 million per will be sponsored.
Established the Estuarine state for NOAA. However, program at
Research Reserve Sys- South Slough is
tem, which sefs oside expanding.
reserves representative
of the 27 biogeographical
zones in the U.S. States
sponsor sites.
Rural Clean Water ASCS in cooperation R Provides financial and | Participants must dem- | NRCS, Extension Proctices to improve Cost-share practice Tillamook County o Limited to agricultural,
Program (RCWP). with soil conservation technical assistance to | onstrate a significont Service, EPA, state water quality, which must be maintained (project now complefe, Native American,
districts and other state agricultural landowners | water quality problem | water quality agency, may involve wetlands. | for a minimum of although contract is ond isrigated land.
and federal agencies. and operators in 21 and must have an op- | state foresy. 75% cost-share, no 5 years or for life span | stil in effect). # This progrom was
selected areas through- | proved water quality annual fimit but total of the contract if more designed primarily
out the U.S. where plan designed to treat limit to a participantis | than 5 years. for the Midwest and
there are significant the problem. Privately $50,000. Cureently, East. Onfy one
agriculture-relared water | held agricultural lands, nane in Oregon. project was funded
pollution and water Indian tribal lands and in Oregon.
quality problems. Best | land owned by irigation © ASCS would like to
management practices | districts are eligible. expand the
E_o—zmg to reduce program.
pollutants entering o Need to explore
stream of loke or under- potential for water
ground water or fo shed planning and
prevent pollutants from implementafion
leaving their source. efforts
Must provide longterm ’
community-wide
benefits for assistance.
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Procra ADMINISTRATOR Tyee Stmsiaey Eugimimy Tecumicat AssisTance | Funoing Avauasry | DusaTion Geograptic Coverast | Evatuanion Aepucamion GuioEUNES
Other Successful &
Potential Funding Models
Critical Habitat Private { Minnesota Deportment | PR Provides a means for Anyone with money or 50-50 state and private | On-going. Minnesota. o A private-public
Sector Reinvest in of Notural Resources. private individuals and | land to donate. match. partnership to raise
Minnesotu. groups to help fund the money in a state that
(Reinvest in Minnesota cost of acquiring and hias lost 85% of its
Resources). developing criticol fish wetlands and 99% of
and wildlife habitat. its tall-grass prairie.
Contributions to the
program are matched
dotlar-for-dollar with
state funds appropriated
to the account.
Statelevel dedicated | Various states. (PR These programs address * (reates dedicated

toxes for conservation.

how to generate income

for environmental

profection and conser-

votion without having

to compete with other

agendies for general

fund revenue. Possibili

ties include:

* Excise faxes

* Tax on property
transfers

 Soles tax

 Bonds

o Fees

* Lottery

* Severance fox

funding source that
hios worked well in
FLLAWA, and TN.
* In Oregon, GWEB,
ond ODFW receive
lottery funds.
 New taxes currently
unpopular with
Oregon voters.
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Tel. 515/288-1846).

functions. Projects are
primarily acquisition
{most with matching
funds) and enhancement.
They operate os ¢ fand
trust, ananging purchase
of wetland or ease-
ment, then donating

or selling (often
bargain sales) land fo
county conservation
hoards, state, of federal
agencies.

funds from private and
public sources.

wildlife values,
although all wetland
functions included.

o Partnerships between
lowa Notural Heritoge
Foundation, private,
and public organza-
tions critical to suc-
cess of program.

First 3 years of
program were spent
opening lines of
communication be-
fween conservation,
business, and govern-
ment inferests.

© Member donations
matched with public
and private founda-
tion money fo
acquire wetlands
and enhoncement
projects.

* Recipient organization
pays local property
taxes.

2,200 acres protected
between 1984 and
1988 ranging in size
from 10 t0 1,000
acres.

o Although program is o
success, there is
mixed response from
landowners. Some
wetland owners have
been eager to sell or
donate property, but
some still maintain
the affitude that
wetlands are waste-
fands, undeserving of
conservation.

 Has an Adopt-An-Acre
program as fund-
raiser ond enficement
to join organization.

Prosram AOMINSTRATOR Tret Summary ElieibilTy Tecumicar Assistance | Fuxoms Avaaiury | DuraTiow Groorastic Coversee | Evawation ArpuicaTion GUIDELINES
Other Successful &
Patential Funding Models
Wetlands for lowa lowa Natural Herituge | PC To conserve and protect | Membership organiza- | State and federal Land acquisition funded | In perpetuity. lowa. o J program completely | Open.
Program. Foundation wetlands in fowa, tion open to public. agencies. on membership done- dedicated to wetlands.
(Ben Van Gundy, including all wetland tions and matching Literature emphasizes
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* Collins Foundation.

o Tektronix Foundation.

* Portland General
Electric Co.

o Ford Foundation,
320 E43d b,

New York, NY 10017.
Tel. {212)586-8621.

o Standard Oil Co. Corp.
Contributions and
Community Affairs.

Tel. (216)586-8621.

 American Natural
Resources Commu-
nity Investment
Progrom,
1 Woodward Ave.,
Detroit, MI.

© ARCO Foundation,
515 Flower St.,
Los Angeles, CA
90071.

Tel. (213)486-3342.

o Weyerhaeuser Co.
Foundation,

Tacoma, WA 98477.
Tel. (206)924-3157.

Procras ADMINISTRATOR Tvee SuMMARY Eusisiury Tectncat Assistance | Funpiis Avaitagiiry | Duranion Geoorapric Coverace | EvaLuamon AppuicaTion GUIDELINES
Other foundations. ® Oregon Community Granting agencies. Non-profit Voriable. o These foundations

Foundation, organizations. support natural

621 SW Morrison, resource projects and

Suite 725, should be explored in

Portland, OR 97205.

® Metro Green Spaces,

2000 SW First St.,

Portlond, OR 97201.

Tel. 221-1646.
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List of Contacts

The following people and agencies can supply information about programs or refer inquiries to
program leaders and local offices.

Agricultural Conservation Act
Conservation Reserve Program
Rural Clean Water Program

Wetland Reserve Program
Betty Lissman
U.S. Department of Agriculture/Agriculture Stabilization and Conservation Service
P.O. Box 1300
Tualatin, OR 97062-1300
Tel. 503/692-6830 ext. 225

Private Lands Initiative (Partners for Wildlife)
Pat Wright
U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service
2600 S.E. 98th Ave., Suite 100
Portland, OR 97266
Tel. 503/231-6179

Stewardship Incentive Program
Mike Barsotti
Oregon Department of Forestry
2600 State St.
Salem, OR 97310
Tel. 503/945-7385

Salmon Trout Enhancement Program
Tony Nigro
Oregon Department of Fish & Wildlife
2507 S.W. Tst Ave.
Portland, OR 97207
Tel. 503/229-5400

Open Space Deferral
Irv Iverson
Revenue Department
955 Center St. N.E.
Salem, OR 97310
Tel. 503/378-3381

Dingell-Johnson Act

Emergency Wetlands Resources Act

Migratory Bird Hunting and Conservation Stamp Act
Pittman-Robertson Wildlife Restoration Act

Wetland Loan Act
Ed Murzek
U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service
911 N.E. 11th Ave.
Portland, OR 97232
Tel. 503/231-6171
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List of Contacts—Cont.

Northwest Power Planning Council
John Marsh
620 S.W. 5th Ave.
Portland, OR 97204
Tel. 503/222-5261

Resource, Conservation and Development
Public Law 566 Watershed Program
Dave Patterson
Soil Conservation Service
1220 S.W. 3rd, Room 1640
Portland, OR 97204
Tel. 503/326-2991

Non-Point Source Water Quality Control, Section 319
Roger Wood
Oregon Department of Environmental Quality-Water Quality Division
811 S.W. 6th Ave.
Portland, OR 97204
Tel. 503/229-6124

Governor’s Watershed Enhancement Board
Lorraine Stahr
Water Resources Department
3850 Portland Rd. N.E.
Salem, OR
Tel. 503/378-3739

Environmental Protection Agency Education Grants; Wetland Program Enhancement Grant
Susan Hanley
Environmental Protection Agency
1200 - 6th Ave.
Seattle, WA 98101
Tel. 206/553-1287

Coastal Zone Management Act (National Estuarine Research Reserve System)
Mike Graybill
South Slough National Estuarine Reserve
P.O. Box 5417
Charleston, OR 97420
Tel. 503/888-5558

Coastal Wetland Conservation Grants (Coastal Wetland Planning, Protection and Restoration Act)
Cary Smith
U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service
911 N.E. 11th
Portland, OR 97201

Fish Restoration and Enhancement Program
Pam Omar
Oregon Department of Fish & Wildlife
2501 S\W. 1st Ave.
Portland, OR 97207
Tel. 503/229-5410, Ext. 361




List of Contacts—Cont.

Land and Water Conservation Fund
Marilyn Almero
Oregon Department of State Parks
525 Trade St. S.E.
Salem, OR 97310
Tel. 503/378-6378

Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act
Ken Husby
Oregon Department of Transportation
Region 2
2960 State St.
Salem, OR 97310
Tel. 503/378-2626

Planning Assistance to States
Kurt Loop
Army Corps of Engineers
CENPP-PE-RR
Box 2946
Portland, OR 97208
Tel. 503/326-2473

COORS Brewing Company, Pure Water 2000
COORS Brewing Company
Golden, CO 80401-1295

Meyer Memorial Trust
1515 S.W. 5th, Suite 500
Portland, OR 97201
Tel. 503/228-5512

Critical Habitat Matching Program
Jay Rendall
Minnesota Department of Natural Resources
500 Lafayette Rd.
St. Paul, MN 55155-4007
Tel. 612/296-3344

Wetlands for lowa
Ben Van Gundy
lowa Natural Heritage Foundation
505 — 5th Ave., Suite 1005
Des Moines, IA 50309
Tel. 515/288-1846
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Appendix E

Recommendations of the Wetland
Restoration Policy Workgroup

The Wetland Restoration Workgroup convened September 14-15, 1992, in Hood River, Oregon, to
develop recommendations on wetland restoration policy. Suggestions for state and local roles in
restoration, restoration permits, databases, and priority areas for restoration are listed below.

Statewide Approach to Wetland Restoration
Wetland restoration planning and implementation should be accomplished at two separate scales
and on two different time frames:

1. during the first 2-5 years after implementation of the strategy—restoration in high-priority
basins, and

2. during the next 5-10 years—statewide planning and implementation using a statewide
wetland restoration evaluation and prioritization process.

Initial wetland restoration planning and implementation in high-priority basins would be used to
develop and refine a methodology for accurately establishing wetland restoration priorities.
Priority basins would be identified using the physical and biological criteria. For example, historic
loss, threatened and endangered species, or non-point source problems might give a region a high
priority for restoration. Table 8 lists the regions and watersheds proposed for wetland restoration
that appear to meet ecological and feasibility criteria. As cooperative funding opportunities arise,
wetland restoration planning and implementation should be conducted in these regions. Within
these regions, potential restoration sites would be identified using the proposed criteria and
associated data (GIS layers).

Statewide prioritization should be accomplished using a statewide wetland restoration planning
program. A statewide restoration plan would:

* establish regional priorities for restoration of wetland ecosystems within watersheds,

* identify potential restoration sites within wetland conservation planning areas,

* establish large-site restoration options for compensatory mitigation or for mitigation banks,

* establish potential sites for stormwater and effluent based wetland restoration.

Once high-priority regions and watersheds have been selected for restoration, local watershed
councils could plan and implement restoration efforts cooperatively. The local watershed council
might comprise (or include advisory input from) representatives of planning commissions, Soil

and Water Conservation District offices, state and federal agencies, local planners, landowners,
interest groups, etc.
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Feasibility Criteria
Restoration feasibility criteria must address ecological sustainability, cooperative opportunities,
and management issues pertaining to the restored sites. Restoration of a proposed site must be
attainable in both the ecological and political context.

Q

Ecological viability. The ease of the restoration effort and its long-term success or
sustainability, based on current and future water availability, adjacent land-use practices, and
water quality at the site. Consider the objectives of the restoration plan and the magnitude of
its impact on the proposed functions and values of the site.

Available data on function and values.

Political and social considerations in planning and implementing projects, including
landowner willingness to participate; local political capacity and knowledge.

Potential cooperative opportunities and funding sources.

Cultural benefits or human need (e.g., education, recreation, research, aesthetics, interpretive
value, etc.

Identification by local, state, or federal programs or plans for restoration, based on
community needs and opportunities. Sites identified in Wetland Conservation Plans, within
the estuary plans, or recommended by statewide land-use planning goals.
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TABLE 8. Proposed priority regions/watersheds for wetland restoration

included the following:

Area
Coastal Estuaries:

Columbia River Estuary
Coastal Freshwater Wetlands
Floodplain Features of Lower
Columbia River
Rapidly Urbanizing Areas
Interior Valleys:
Willamette Valley

Wet Prairie & Forested Wetlands

Willamette Greenway

Rogue Valley

Umpqua Valley

Klamath Basin

Oregon High Desert
Closed Basin Wetlands

Warner Basin
Malheur Basin

Serpentine Bogs

Priority areas for wetland restoration, based on ecological, political, and economic feasibility factors,

Rationale, criteria
Historic loss, ease of restoration with predicted high success rates.

Rare habitats, staging and wintering areas, raptors, etc. (Blind
Slough).

Loss of habitat, rapidly urbanizing areas (Gearhart Bog, Neskowin
Marsh).

Diminished by cessation of floods from dams and diking (shallow
lakes, and willow flats of Sauvie and Government islands).

Great historic loss, threat to resource.

Historic loss, land owner interest, proximity to development.

Greatest historical loss, rapidly urbanizing areas, water quality
issues, rare plant species and wet meadow and shrub habitat types.

Great historical loss, rapidly urbanizing areas, water quality issues.
T and E species, rare plant species, and vernal pool habitat.
(highest priority area—Agate Desert).

Great historical loss, rapidly urbanizing area, water quality issues.
Rare plant species and wet grassland habitat (highest priority
area—Sutherland).

Endangered fish (lost river and short nose sucker), Pacific flyway,
water quality and quantity problems, loss of habitat, staging and
wintering areas for raptors, staging area for waterfowl! and
shorebirds, fur bearers.

Important flyway stopover, rare fish and plant species, and rare
habitat types.

Important flyway stopover, rare fish and plant species, and rare
habitat types.

Rare habitat with high number of rare plant species. Impacts from
historic and current mining and water diversion. Mining pressure is
increasing.
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TABLE 8. Proposed priority regions/watersheds for wetland restoration—Cont.

EPA Priority Basins

TIER I—Lower Columbia
Tillamook Bay
Willamette River
Grande Ronde

TIER ll—John Day;
Coos and Coquille R./Bays

TIER Ill—Klamath
NOMINATED—Illinois,
S. Umpqua

DEQ Critical Basins

Tualatin, Garrison Lake, Bear Cr.,
Clear Lake, Yamhill River,
Columbia R.

Willamette R., Pudding River
Coquille River/Estuary,

Klamath River

Columbia Slough,

Grande Ronde River

S. Umpqua River, Rickreall Creek
Umatilla River

Riparian Areas

John Day River
Grande Ronde
Sycan River

Crooked River
Upper Deschutes
Grand Ronde

Water quality problems.

Lots of data, research.

Moderate amount of data, research.

Candidates—(more information needed).

Water quality problems.

Salmon and steelhead, water quality and quantity, loss of riparian
community types.

Salmon and steelhead, water quality and quantity, loss of riparian
community types.

Important wetland habitat, tributary to Klamath River, water
quality and quantity issues.
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