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Sodom Dam Fish Passage Improvement and Flow Management Project 

Landowner/Technical Team Meeting 

October 14, 2009 
10 am to 12:10 pm

Kirk Room, Brownsville Library, Brownsville, OR

Prepared by: Denise Hoffert-Hay, Project Manager

Prepared for: Project area landowners and Tech Team members, October 2009

Questions?  Please call or email Denise at: (541) 619-5896 or hofferthay@peak.org

In attendance:

	Bud Baumgartner, Calapooia Watershed Council
	Tara Davis, Calapooia Watershed Council

	Denise Hoffert-Hay, Calapooia Watershed Council
	Scott Wright, River Design Group

	Mark Running, Calapooia Watershed Council
	Alex Liverman, OR Dept Env Quality

	Megan Hilgart, NOAA Restoration Center
	Melissa Jundt, NOAA Restoration Center

	Michael Lambert, OR Dept Fish and Wildlife
	Gloria Kiryuta, OR Department of State Lands

	Jim Morgan, OR Parks and Recreation Dept
	Steve Mamoyac, OR Dept Fish and Wildlife

	Bo Miller, OR Dept Transportation
	Kevin Seifert, Linn SWCD

	Ann Gray, US Fish and Wildlife Service
	Shelly Hanson, USACE

	Brian Glaser, Landowner
	Michael Mattick, OR Water Resources Dept

	Peter Jensen, Landowner
	Telly Wirth, Landowner

	Theresa Buckley, Landowner
	Alex Farin, OR Dept Fish and Wildlife

	Bill Buckley, Landowner
	


Meeting began at 10 am with introductions.

Denise provided an overview of the September meeting.  View the final summary at: www.calapooia.org 

She provided an overview of the meeting agenda and the meetings’ main goal: to reach consensus to move forward with design/permits for the proposed combined alternative.  She reminded the group that we are working toward identifying a conceptual alternative that everyone can support to move forward and that there will be ample opportunity to weigh in on the specifics at future meetings. 

Presentation: Scott Wright, P.E., River Design Group

Scott’s presentation focused on providing an overview of the proposed combined alternative and some examples of other similar projects that River Design Group (RDG) has implemented in the past few years.  The presentation is available to download from the Council’s webpage at: http://www.calapooia.org/wp-content/uploads/2009/01/Technical Team Presentation 101409.pdf
Scott provided an overview of a typical project’s stages and progression.  It includes: 

Planning: perform studies and develop alternatives, obtain agency/landowner input 

Final Design: final plans for construction, permitting

Project Implementation: funding and construction

He reminded the group that this project is still in the “Planning” phase.  There is going to be more opportunity for input on and refinement of the design as the project moves into the final design and permitting phase.  

He provided a brief overview of the project area and current photos of the dam and bifurcation as well as aerial photos/maps of the project area to remind/reorient everyone to the project site.

The preferred alternative described here was developed with feedback from landowners and agency staff and takes into consideration the economic realities of implementing the project.  It is derived from the most supported components presented in the original alternatives.  This approach is one that is achievable with available funding and is a solution that addresses the project’s objectives for fish passage, water delivery for landowners and reduces flood risk.

Proposed Combined Alternative 
The proposed alternative includes the following components:

1. Remove Sodom Dam.  Maintain channel grade by installing grade control with fish passage at all flows.  Develop bifurcation design to minimize maintenance.

2. Remove Shear Dam.  Regrade channel and establish fish passage at all flows.

3. Remove Spillway Dam (optional).  

4. State Parks to move Thompson’s Mills offline and install a pump system to meet water needs for demonstration milling and aesthetics (optional).

For the bifurcation to better provide the functions of conveying flows, sediment and wood, it will need to be modified.  Research shows that if you have more evenly split flow/shear stresses, sediment is more likely to stay mobile and move through the system.  Scott is looking at other bifurcated systems to develop a proposed design for reconfiguring the Sodom/Calapooia bifurcation.

Project Element 1 – Remove Sodom Dam

The Sodom Dam is located 1300-1400 feet downstream of the bifurcation. The entire Sodom Dam will be removed and no part of it will be left in the River.  The entire channel between the bifurcation and the dam will be a restoration project.  Grade control structures will be installed in the channel with large boulders keyed deeply to the channel bed and into the banks then, covered with streambed material.  Two to four grade control structures will be needed to provide enough elevation in the Sodom to raise flows by one foot in the Calapooia.  These structures will pass fish at all flows and because of their configuration, provide compartmentalized rather than consolidated flows during low flows.  The structures can migrate some and not compromise the integrity of the project.  This style of project provides flexibility to adjust elevations and make modifications to get them to the appropriate height (vs. concrete weirs or full planning weirs).  In addition to the grade control structures, other large boulders will be installed throughout the entire reach to add some roughness and improve energy dissipation.

The grade control structures will be coupled with some channel building to narrow the Sodom channel in this reach and create a bench within the overly wide existing channel where sediment can deposit and vegetation can establish.

The Clark Fork River in Montana has had grade control structures similar to this installed.  Prior to receiving permits to implement this design, the project was reviewed by several leaders in river restoration including Dave Rosgen.

In the Mid-Fork of the John Day, a channel similar in size to the Sodom, was re-constructed with extended riffles and vegetated soil lifts.  This type of channel reconstruction is a very common restoration activity and Matt Daniels presented his research on the Jocko River at River Restoration NW Symposium in 2009 (the pdf of his presentation is available at: http://rrnw.org/stevenson2009/documents/session10/4_Daniels_MattRRNW09.pdf
Project Element 2 – Remove Shear Dam/Regrade channel

The Shear Dam will be removed entirely and the channel regarded at the project footprint.  No grade control will be installed at this location to allow the channel to downcut and regain some capacity to carry higher flows.

Project Element 3 – Remove Spillway Dam.  Develop alternative water supply for the Thompson’s Mills.  (Optional project components, not funded by the watershed council.)

Oregon Parks and Recreation Department (OPRD) will determine whether to pursue removal of Spillway Dam.  It is not a barrier for fish passage and it is not creating issues for sediment or water delivery.  OPRD will need to determine what type of water delivery system will best meet their needs and develop designs to implement the project.  WRD has offered to provide assistance to OPRD in moving forward with an off-line system and has also cautioned it is a 6 month or more long process to secure groundwater rights if that is the direction OPRD chooses to take the project.

Project Discussion 

Comments and Questions from the meeting participants:  Questions and comments from participants in italics.  Responses from RDG and Denise in plain text.

NOAA (Melissa Jundt) would like to have the design documents for the projects used as examples in the presentation (Clark Fork, John Day, Jocko).

OPRD wants to make clear that they will pursue an alternate water source for the Mills, not necessarily groundwater pumping.  Piping surface water may be an option.  

When do these grade control structures “fail”?  They are designed not to fail, and given the existing conditions: low gradient, existing stable conditions, expect the structures to be relatively stable.

What is the operation protocol?  Who is responsible when debris builds on the bridges?  Cables and other mechanisms to tie in wood, etc should be avoided.  Debris at bridges will be handled as it currently is – by the bridge owner.  No cables will be used in conjunction with this project.

How aware are local landowners of River processes and will all future problems in this section of the River be associated with this project?  This is an on-going issue for the watershed council to continue to work with landowners on education of river processes and to assist people who are interested in doing voluntary river restoration projects on their property.  

The Council has a 2010 deadline for implementing the project with the existing OWEB grant funding.  Is it feasible to expect to be able to implement the project in less than a year given the need to prepare an MOU with OPRD, complete designs for all the proposed projects, obtain permits, go out to bid for hiring a contractor, etc?

The project timeline is tight, but do-able.  RDG will work with the Council on putting together a timeline for implementing the project in 2010.

The Council requires a solid understanding with OPRD of roles and responsibilities moving forward.  The Council is not pursuing funding for developing an alternative water source for the Mills or to remove the Spillway dam.  These two project elements could be funded by Parks and be used as match toward the Sodom and Shear dam removals.

Project should be coordinated so that Sodom and Shear occur at the same time.

Cultural resource issues need to be addressed and the Tribes need to be included early on in this discussion.  The Council recognizes that the cultural resources issues need to be explored right away.  As soon as the MOU with Parks is in place, contracting with an archaeologist can begin.

Long-term bank stabilization is a concern.  Are landowners aware that channel changes may occur in the project area? Not all landowners are aware of this project and its potential impacts.  It will be difficult to know if changes that occur in the River are a result of changes promulgated by the project or if they are just part of living with an active River.  With or without dam removal, the Calapooia is a very dynamic River (as evidenced by the geomorphology report).  On-going outreach and education of landowners and working with those who want to participate in voluntary restoration projects is a big part of the Council’s work. 

OPRD needs to be on the same timeline as this project in order to have water at the Mills.  WRD permits take 7 to 9 months to process, so if OPRD is moving to an off-line system that includes groundwater pumping, they need to apply for the appropriate permits soon.  WRD has indicated they are ready to begin discussions with OPRD for exploring water delivery options.

Landowners want assurance that there will be funding available for keeping the channels clear of wood.  Erosion is going to continue on the Sodom no matter how much riparian vegetation is planted.  There will not be on-going funding for channel maintenance beyond the first few years of the project’s implementation.  Managing the wood in the channel will be an on-going issue for those landowners who want to manage it.  There is some room in the regulations for landowners to do some clearing in the channels.  The Council has information on this and can re-distribute it to landowners.  

What happens if the project is not implemented in 2010 and a flood occurs that deposits so much sediment that the Calapooia channel is completely cut-off and all flows go into the Sodom?  

During a flood, the surrounding landscape, all the side channels and old meander cut-offs, etc would be inundated whether or not sediment blocked the Calapooia.  Really, the problem wouldn’t be during a flood, but the following summer when the flows would be unable to enter the Calapooia.  OPRD has an active permit for dredging at the bifurcation and could dredge to open the Calapooia.

Concerned about the ability to maintain the bifurcation.  Will there be contingency funding to go back in and address any needed changes to the site over time?  Can the permits be written in such a way that they provide long-term ability for continuing to get in the channel to perform maintenance?  There will be limited funding for future maintenance.  No grant sources provide this type of long-term assurances on projects.  The permitting agencies could be flexible in how they write the permits to allow equipment back into the channels for future maintenance.

The site has many layers of complexity with flooding, wood, sediment.  Need to expect to accommodate future channel adjustments.  

Access to all dams and easements is available through OPRD.  The easements are also available long-term for site maintenance even once the dams are removed.

Management plan is needed for the bifurcation.  

Landowner maintenance is a concern on private property river banks.  There seems to be a dichotomy with what is allowed.  If sediment, debris, etc are at the bifurcation, attention will be paid and agencies will support doing something to manage it, when the same situation occurs on private property, a landowner’s property occurs and the landowner is told, it’s just river processes, so live with it.  

Part of this project will be to address some of the large wood jams on the Calapooia channel that are inhibiting water/sediment movement.  The reality is that management at the bifurcation will need to occur to maintain the bifurcated system and that is to everyone’s benefit.  Landowners benefit from the management of the bifurcation because it maintains flow in both channels.  The project is working toward minimal future maintenance.

Focus on restoration for only 1300 feet above Sodom Dam leaves out restoration downstream of the dam.

The focus of the restoration in the reach above the dam is to maintain gradient following dam removal.  The Council will continue to work with willing landowners to fund voluntary restoration projects below the dam. 

This project is complex.  It looks to control water in two ways by increasing flows in the Calapooia and decreasing them in the Sodom.  It also will try to decrease sediment deposition in the Calapooia while improving sediment delivery in the Sodom.  
The proposed changes to the flow management and bifurcation should help to manage this complexity.  Currently, significant sediment is depositing at the bifurcation.  By changing the shape of the bifurcation and bringing the flows closer to a 50/50 split, more material should remain mobilized.  Managing the flows for a more even distribution is just bringing the system back to the condition it was at 10 or so years ago.
Access to the floodplain on the Sodom side is currently very limited.  Will that change with this project’s implementation?

The Sodom channel upstream of the dam will be restored to a narrow channel with a floodplain bench within the currently overly wide and incised channel.  So, there will be some floodplain, but it will be at a lower elevation and within the existing channel.

The Calapooia side needs to “work” prior to more water being introduced.  The Shear Dam needs to come out first so the Calapooia channel is ready to accept more flows.

The Sodom side will be addressed first.  It will take more than one year to get the elevations set right for the grade control.  By doing Sodom first, we have the following year when the Shear comes out to do some fine-tuning on the Sodom side.  

What about woody debris?  

There is a lot of woody material that moves through the system and there is not a good way for the system to process it.  Historically, the jams would have built and built until the point where the channel punched through a bank in a new location to go around them – or else the channel would just widen and have multiple side channels.  Now, we try to maintain a single-thread channel in a static location.  To do that will require some on-going maintenance.  There is no easy solution for the wood.

In the first year, how does the Calapooia channel look?

In the first year, we won’t expect to see many changes.  By the second year, with increased flows moving down the Calapooia, we will expect to have some vegetation die back, allowing bare banks to develop and downcut to bring the Calapooia channel elevation down to a level more even with the Sodom side.  This will mean that in a few years, during a 2-year flow event, water in the Calapooia will stay in the channel rather than accessing the floodplain.    

How much predictability is required for this project?  There is a tension between a natural system and a managed one.  

The system is a highly managed system with all private ownership in this reach other than State Parks.  It is a working landscape and there is not the luxury of allowing the River to entirely be in a natural state.  The project is designed to allow as much of the natural processes to occur as possible within the constraints. 

The timing of the expected processes needs to be explained more for the permit applications.  When will the vegetation die back and what will the fate of the nutrients stored in the fines released be?

Following this discussion, the group agreed to support the proposed combined alternative and the Council moving forward with a grant application to OWEB to secure additional funding to implement both dam removals (Sodom and Shear), provide grade control in the Sodom and channel restoration in both the Sodom and Calapooia and to create a design for improving sediment delivery through the bifurcation.   

Denise requested that Technical Team members and landowners provide letters of support for the project.  These letters are vital for the project during the OWEB Review Team process and help reviewers see the level of support a project has for moving forward with implementation.  Their perspective on the project, the process used to reach the decision for removal, the Council’s ability to implement the project, and the benefits of implementing the proposed approach are all good topics to cover in support letters.  If they have been involved with the project for years, they could talk about how the project has evolved over the years to the point where people are ready to come together to implement this design.  

The letters show a broad coalition of support for the project to move forward as well as to document in-kind match for the project.  In-kind support includes people’s time to drive to and attend future Technical Team meetings for the project (there will be at least 6, likely 8 future meetings), your time to review project documents (design drawings, reports, etc) and time to attend future site visits (perhaps 2 or 3 to look at the site before, during and after construction).  The letter must put a dollar value to in-kind contribution in order to count as match.  Use an hourly rate of at least $45.00 for agency staff. Hourly rates take into account not only monetary compensation, but also health and retirement benefits, etc.  Landowner and council volunteers, OWEB sets the rate at $20.00 per hour.   Denise will leave it up to each individual to determine their hourly in-kind match rate.  

Please address the letter to:  

OWEB Grant Review Team

c/o Wendy Hudson

775 Summer St. N.E.

Suite 360

Salem, OR 97301-1290

Please mail the letter to me so that it gets to our grant application:

Denise Hoffert-Hay

2006 Chase Loop SW

Albany, OR 97321

If you have an electronic signature, you can pdf your letter and email it to me.

I need the letters NO LATER THAN NOVEMBER 16th (or there will be no cookies at future meetings…….)

Meeting adjourned at 12:10 pm.

Prepared by Denise Hoffert-Hay.  Questions, comments or edits email to: hofferthay@peak.org or phone 541.619.5896
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