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Date:  February 20, 2009 3 – 5 p.m.
Topic:  Counting on the Environment Water Quality Focus Group Meeting
Location:  Clean Water Services Durham facility 16580 SW 85th Avenue, Tigard, OR  97224
Attendees:  Ranei Nomura, Dave Wilkinson, Denise (NRCS) Russ Hatz, Yvonne Vallette, Bill Ferber, Charlie Logue, Ali Saleh, Alan Henning, Bobby Cochran, David Primozich, Joni Shaffer
Agenda Attached ____Yes   X__  No   

Water Quality Focus Group Meeting

The Counting on the Environment Project is funded by a Conservation Innovation Grant through the Natural Resources Conservation Service.  Its purpose is to develop an integrated ecosystem crediting methodology that land managers can use to put good conservation actions on the ground.  The focus of the project will be on wetlands, salmonids, water quality temperature, prairie and possibly water quality nutrients.  This methodology may be expanded to include other conservation actions in version 2.  The current area of focus is in the Willamette valley but we would like be able to expand this to a larger geographic area.

On February 3rd this project held a meeting of federal, state and local government, environmental leaders along with the interested public called “the Working Group” and they have approved the version 1 methodologies for the ecosystem credit calculator. We plan to use the Shadelator to measure temperature, ORWAP to assess wetlands, the Nutrient Trading Tool for water quality nutrients and sediments, and we are starting from scratch on a prairie methodology.

After today’s meeting we will be heading out into the field for testing in March.  The results of the field testing will be taken back to the Working Group in April and then a final field test in May.  May’s field testing results will be taken back to the Working Group in June for any needed tweaking.  Then we will be looking for approval in August.  

The reason for the radical timeline is the time constraints of the NRCS grant.  We don’t see another funding source that will pay for this. We have had a lot of support from Clean Water Services and want to recognize the great work from DEQ and the Water Quality Trading Team.
Methodology

We are farthest along on this methodology.  For temperature we are going to use the Shadelator as the way to measure credits for riparian shade.  On the Willamette Partnership’s website there is a Temperature Trading Handbook which represents the bulk of work done under an EPA grant to show a land manager a way to calculate credits for temperature by riparian restoration.  Today we want to talk about the multiple benefits of restoring a riparian area that the land manager may have.
The Nutrient Trading Tool

We had a meeting last week with DEQ who said that nutrients are not a priority problem in the Willamette Valley.  They believe that at a larger scale temperature is the bigger issue.    In smaller watersheds nutrients are a problem.  Clean Water Services does have a nutrient TMDL for phosphorous on the Tualatin river.  We need to decide how much effort and time it will take to get the Nutrient Trading Tool up and working on the Tualatin and is if it within the scope of this project.

The Nutrient Trading Tool is currently being used across the country.  The way it works is to create a series of management actions at the edge of field.  The Nutrient tool also calculates sediments and is adding pesticides and carbon in the future.

NRCS has the data to populate the Apex model.  Most of the database has not been automated by GIS but the data is available on the Russell II database including pesticide data, management programs, soils and geometrics of field, all of this information comes into the Apex. Shawn at NRCS says it wouldn’t take long to train someone or he could do it himself.  DEQ was positive about using the Nutrient Trading Tool outputs.
To get started using this tool in your area, you can use a small city or valley for a testing model in your area to calibrate for the watershed.  You will also want to be calibrated for flow and modified for sediments. Currently the coast range has sediment problems, McMinnville & Yamhill will have sediment load allocations soon.  

Future Currencies

David is currently working on flow augmentation.  He is checking to see if water rights can be used to generate credits by putting water back in the stream.

There have been a lot of questions why we are not doing flood plain restoration.  This is something that we may do in the future.  NRCS received funding for flood plain restoration and we may circle back and check if this can be a benefit for temperature, salmon or stream.  At DEQ they have started evaluating flood plain restoration.  When Sonya and Ryan put that together they will come and talk to you.

We have also been asked why we are not doing carbon.  There is so much going on with carbon that we are watching to see what comes out of it.  In addition, the land based indicators are so different that what we are currently doing.

Action Items

· Willamette Partnership and Ali Saleh schedule a meeting with Shawn at NRCS to see what it would take to get the Apex populated for Washington County

The Water Quality Group was thanked for their participation.  We will be asking the group to come together again in late April.  There will be another set of field testing in May and we are looking for approval in August.
Date:  February 20, 2009 from 1 – 3 p.m.

Topic: Counting on the Environment – Wetlands Focus Group

Location: Clean Water Services Durham Facility 16580 SW 85th Ave., Tigard, OR 971224

Attendees:  Bill Abadie, Yvonne Vallette, Bobby Cochran, Dana Hicks, Kirk Jarvie, Dana Field, John Christy, Paul Adamaus, Ron Raney, Russ Hatz, John Marshall, Patty Snow, Jay Lorenz, David Primozich, Joni Shaffer

Agenda Attached ____Yes ____No   

Wetlands Focus Group Meeting

Introduction

The Counting on the Environment Project is a project funded by a Conservation Innovation Grant through the Natural Resources Conservation Service.  Its purpose is to develop an integrated ecosystem crediting methodology that land managers can use to put good conservation actions on the ground. 

On February 3rd this project held a meeting of federal, state and local government, environmental leaders along with the interested public called “the Working Group” and they have approved the version 1 methodologies for the ecosystem credit calculator. The focus of the methodology will be wetlands, salmonids, water quality temperature, prairie and possibly water quality nutrients.  We plan to use the Shadelator to measure temperature, ORWAP to assess wetlands, the Nutrient Tool for water quality nutrients and we are starting from scratch on a prairie methodology.

After today’s meeting we will be heading out into the field for testing in March.  The results of the field testing will be taken back to the Working Group in April and then a final field test in May.  May’s field testing results will be taken back to the Working Group in June for any needed tweaking.  Then we will be looking for approval in August.  The reason for the radical timeline is the time constraints of the NRCS grant.

Wetlands Methodology
Oregon Rapid Wetlands Assessment Protocol (ORWAP)

ORWAP gives 16 functional scores based on the number of acres and the value of their function in context.  The agencies have been working on how to take these numbers and translate them into a decision for permits, restoration and mitigation banks.  This past summer Paul Adamus tested 220 sites around Oregon.  The purpose was to iron out any awkwardness, answer questions, pin down data that was not practical and add any suggested indicators.    DSL also contracted six independent consultants to test it and did a volunteer study to look at repeatability in the scoring. ORWAP will be complete and available to the public April 1st.  

The Counting on the Environment Project is looking at using ORWAP to assess wetlands and wet prairie. Paul is working on using this functional based assessment to create a crediting tool.  These 16 scores for function can be collapsed down into five, which will be the crediting tool.  We are also working with the USACE & DSL to help us determine what this will look like. 

The Counting on the Environment project plans to have ORWAP as part of a toolbox that a land manager can use to test a site for restoration opportunities and decide how to sell the credits in a market as wetland, salmonid, water quality or prairie.
Distinguishing how to count credits on a site

Discussion commenced on the conceivability of stacking multiple types of credits on the same geography (e.g. stream and wetland credits for a forested wetland along a stream bank). It will be possible to delineate different areas into polygons on a site and sell those separate polygons into separate markets. Once you decide which market to sell the credits into, that polygon will only be able to sell that one type of credit.  We are not asking the agencies to approve multiple credits for actions in one polygon.  
Functional replacement
Discussion continued regarding acreage replacement. There will not be a complete shift from acreage replacement to functional replacement. What ORWAP is hoping to change is to figure out what the function replacement will be and how to achieve that.  Enhancement actions are losing acre functionality and never catching up.  The reason for mitigation project failure is largely bad site locations. If you have a bad habitat for amphibians, adding more bad habitat doesn’t help.  Now that the ORWAP includes measures of ecosystem value, it will help steer restoration and mitigation in the right area. ORWAP may become a tool that would make ratios irrelevant and replace with a quantitative outcome.

Questions and concerns for how these changes will affect restoration were raised.  What will be the assurance for moving away from ratios? If you just do 1 – 1 replacement, at the end of the day how will you account for lost acreage and the value of the acreage lost?  How do you value what will exist in the future for what you are losing today? It was suggested to have a designation of high medium and low quality restoration and only do medium and high.

Discussion continued on what are the functions and values of “in kind” and “out of kind” restoration.    Current definitions are based on wetland habitat type. Moving to functions-based trading may alter what “in-kind” means. For example, can you replace water quality functions lost on an emergent marsh with those gained on a forested wetland? If a mitigation site provides almost all functions from an impact site, except for the fish habitat functions, does it matter what type of wetland those fish functions come from? The project team agreed to bring some suggestions back to the group.

DSL currently has a limited number of traditional mitigation recipes.  These could be weighted and decided which ones are best and require that those ones be done.  Logic statements along with a functionally weighted value of acres is a more refined tool and can address wetland activity which will address assessment problems.  For example, blocking drain tile on one site can create an uplift and blocking it in another would not create any uplift.
It is important that there are a set of rules that bankers understand.  They will want to know how much money they need to invest, what is the cost to restore functional value and how many credits that translates into.  Indicate what the incentives are to using a higher grade of restoration that will show functions going up over time and more credits which can be released.  Having the contextual value of the landscape will give the bankers the opportunity to pick locations that are of high value
Temporal Loss, Risk and Assurances

Temporal loss was discussed and how to account for this. This may be more of a policy issue.  We know what has a high risk of failure and what works well. Ratios and more acreage replacement than what has been lost are an argument for temporal loss.  You can use risk & timelines as multipliers when calculating the ratios for the risk factors.  Site management can also address temporal loss. DSL is still requiring a monitoring assessment at 5 years that proves you are getting what you want. Would DSL have the ability to add in risk assurance?  
The group asked about how to deal with temporal loss of habitat needs to be accounted for.  If you impact a forested wetland you should have to replace a forest wetland.  Another tradeoff might be that if you affect a wet prairie site then you must replace wet prairie or something even better.  The question of how to determine the quality and what are the best restoration sites were discussed.  Some suggestions of valuing based on species, regional rarity, special areas of cover, recovering vanishing habitats, natural heritage sites can all be given priorities.  Kirk Jarvie wanted to make clear that DSL cannot force mitigation that is above the functional replacement of what is being lost.
The group leaned away from accounting for temporal loss, but the project team will bring back some scenarios for assurances that may include some accounting for temporal loss.

Developing Smart Credits

The group focused on creating “smart credits”.  With a smart credit system, bankers could develop a diversity of credits and the regulating community could mitigate in different areas.  There would also be the ability for a landowner to sell credits in multiple markets.  First we need to get agreement on how to calculate this. The group will need to think about how to combine functions and values to get at services.    We need a process that is predictable not simple.  The challenge will be creating uplift that is predictable and consistent.
Paul Adamus and the project team will develop several scenarios based on the group’s discussion on how to translate ORWAP scores into units that can be traded in a regulatory context. The project team will wrestle with combined functional scores vs. separate ones, the definitions of in-kind vs. out-of-kind, accounting at the permit level vs. program level, and some of the economic implications of the different scenarios.

The Wetlands Focus Group was thanked for their participation in this meeting.  We will ask this group to come together again in late April after the first set of field testing is completed and those results taken back to the April meeting with the Working Group.
Date:  February 23, 2009 1 – 3 p.m.

Topic: Counting on the Environment Salmonid Focus Group

Location: Clean Water Services Durham Facility 16580 SW 85th Ave.nue, Tigard, Oregon 97224

Attendees:  Bobby Cochran, David Primozich, Deborah Vigoravid, Bill Abadie, Ken Bierly, Brett Brownscomb, Bill Warncke, Doug Baus, Kelly Moore, Brandt (parametrix), Jim Turner, Marc Liverman, Damon Hess, Joni Shaffer

Agenda Attached ____Yes ​​ _X_ No   

Salmonid Focus Group Meeting

Introduction

The Willamette Partnership is a non-profit organization dedicated to increasing the pace, scope and effectiveness of restoration. The Counting on the Environment Project is a project funded by a Conservation Innovation Grant through the Natural Resources Conservation Service.  Its purpose is to develop an integrated ecosystem crediting methodology that land managers can use to put good conservation actions on the ground.  This project is based on the ground work done under an EPA grant for trading water temperature credits.  

We are focusing on developing a methodology for wetlands, salmonids, prairie, water quality temperature and possibly water quality nutrients.  We are working with 25 federal, state, local government agencies and conservation leaders called “The Working Group”. We are looking for approval of this methodology August of 2009 starting in the Willamette Valley and hoping to expand geographically.  On Friday, February 20 we met with three other focus groups’ for prairie, wetlands and pilot projects and made great progress.  This group’s focus is salmonids.  In March we plan on taking this methodology out into the field and bringing the results back to the Working Group in April, then a final field test in May and wrapping up in August.

Background

Bill Warncke with ODOT began working on a methodology for mitigating for salmon in 2005.  It was a multi agency effort.  They met weekly from July 2005 through May 2006 and spent a lot of time deciding what the salmon need.  In March of 2006 expert panels met and provided feedback on their work and the methodology was adjusted.  Pilot studies were done in June 2006.   At this time ODOT’s focus shifted back to doing mitigation as they had done traditionally.  Parametrix, who was also working on this project, decided to continue the work.  Parametrix made a decision to invest additional time and human power into this project and completed the methodology for an ecosystem measurement tool.

To use this tool you initially do a survey and collect indicators, the indicators drive functions and determine a baseline. Last you project post development action and reward either a credit or debit.  Oregon Trout used this methodology with streambank on four separate sites to get a feel if the results made sense.  One alteration was made changing from weighted acre to weighted linear foot as the tradable unit.   This made more sense for quality purposes.  

What we need to address in the next 90 minutes is a model that will provide consistency and predictability and also be used by regulators.  We need to hit benchmarks that the agencies agree on. 

Discussion commenced on who the customers will be that we are building this tool for.  The customers will be the people who make impacts that can’t be avoided. They will need to mitigate for those impacts.  We want to make sure that mitigation happens in the right places where it will make a difference.  We have multiple currencies we are looking at and we want to create a methodology with an ecological perspective.

Not all sites are counted as equals. If there are no salmon, then there are no salmon credits.  This can be addressed in site selection criteria. The market infrastructure will have a credit registry.  If someone sells a credit that credit will have a serial number and be tracked over time.  These will be monitored so that they will not be sold more than once.  There will be standards that the regulating community agrees to and third parties checking that the rules are applied.  The basics of a project have to meet a set of standards and the methodology is to decide what those standards are.

.

Selection Criteria

Discussion centered on site selection criteria.  We need to develop the screening criteria to be able to distinguish a comprehensive approach.   Some site criteria could be: can salmon get to it, stream bank side strength and bank improvement, watershed scale-is it in the right place. All these criteria should be site specific. The sites need to tie into a recovery plan. NOAA has data priority records & population structure.  We need a system to designate priorities and designate what is high, medium low.

One thing ODOT did was develop conceptual guidance for the limiting factors in the watershed. Some limiting factors are overall viability of the population, conductivity and disease. One concern is that everyone does not speak the same language and don’t define limiting factors in the same way which may make them hard determine.  When determining limiting factors consider location, scarcity and function on site then assign weighting factors to discount overall liability & risk.   
Just because we don’t have a recovery plan doesn’t mean we don’t have enough information to move forward.  The Oregon Coast Team has done a lot of work already and can help quantify the analysis.  There is comprehensive information for the Willamette Valley that can be used for units of exchange. 

Indicators can be weighted (e.g. large wood) and multiple functions.  For a full list of indicators please refer to the Parametrix hand out.  You should receive a higher weighting if your performance is happening in a priority area.  We need to have agreement on where to go for information about contextual issues that prioritize the weighting factors.  The criteria for streams are complex and can be confusing.  Some resources are fish history, GIS mapping and Watershed Councils. When comparing rivers like the Mollalla to the North Santiam you will need exchange rates.  

This is not a static tool and new information will continually be added in.  We need a mechanism to track progress and a way of tweaking it with new information. We want it to grow with the balance of level of information with ability to act.  It is difficult to say when you have enough information to move forward and know that you aren’t doing the wrong thing.  We have draft recovery plans, the information is never perfect.  We need to know where the gaps are so that we can move forward.

It will be important to capture the bigger picture.  Identify the recovery plan working up from the details.  For restoration you will need to restore 60 – 70% to get real results. In context and communication with the regulatory agencies you don’t want to get into too many details. Try to capture the larger picture and what will contribute to it.  The details can be used for the land owner for restoration guidelines.

Under no circumstances can markets acting alone achieve recovery. We know impacts are happening and will continue to happen. What we need is to put mitigation in places where it will make a difference.  We can set a standard approach with the methodology that can contribute to recovery.  This is an opportunity to identify areas and focus activities.

To determine baseline, limiting factors, and viability for populations it would be good to work through some examples. It is hard to have an idea what a multiplier would be without examples. One way to approach developing a conceptual model would be to write up how you believe the natural process works and explain how the system functions. Take examples of different rivers with the information available and narrow the scope before this group comes back again. Pilot projects are set up at Gales Creek, several sites with Streambank and Delta Ponds. 

What Damon needs are sources for contextual value to check information to look at build up and run it through pilot projects to play out weighting values. Look at ways of prioritizing habitat restoration based on a conceptual plan identify population, limiting factors, threats, management and that may lead you to context. The number one priority for limiting factors is culvert removal.  Others include stream temperature, location, context of upstream and downstream, water resources, sediment and global climate change. Use the best information we have and when we get better information we can update it. 

You can use EDT and professionals with a personal level of knowledge to capture the context on the ground. This could become part of the initial screening.  They could have a three hour brainstorming session looking over the maps for a particular area and checking it off that it makes sense.  

The salmonid group was thanked for attending the meeting.  We will digest the comments over the next weeks and go out into the filed in March and bring the full draft methodology to the Working Group on April 17th.  If you would like to comment further and keep up to date on the project please visit the Counting on the Environment wiki page http://countingontheenvironment.pbwiki.com
Date: February 20, 2009 from 9 – 11 a.m.

Topic: Counting on the Environment - Prairie Focus Group Meeting

Location:  Clean Water Services Durham Facility – 16580 SW 85th Ave., Tigard, OR 97224

Attendees:  Cathy Macdonald, Kathy Pendergrass, Gina LaRocco, Eric Wold, Paul Adamus, Ed Alverson, David Primozich, Anne Marie Myers, Bobby Cochran, Jimmy Kagan, Joni Shaffer

Agenda Attached ____Yes X    No   

Handouts:  Credit Calculator for Willamette Prairie Habitat Services

Counting on the Environment Prairie Focus Group Meeting

Introduction
 The Counting on the Environment Project is funded by a Conservation Innovation Grant through the Natural Resources Conservation Service.  Its purpose is to develop an integrated ecosystem crediting methodology that land managers can use to put good conservation actions on the ground.  The focus of the project will be on wetlands, salmonids, water quality temperature, prairie and possibly water quality nutrients.  This methodology may be expanded to include other conservation actions in version 2.  The current area of focus is in the Willamette valley but we would like be able to expand this to a larger geographic area.

Prairie Calculator Methodology

This Group’s focus is on prairie.  We are in the unique position to create a methodology and say what a prairie credit would look like and to develop the technology to say how it is counted.  

Group Discussion
 Discussion first centered on who the buyers would be in a market?  While there are not any current buyers outside of the voluntary markets, the impacts to prairie will become more regulated over time.  There are federally listed endangered species like the Fender’s Blue Butterfly that will need to be mitigated for.  Very few people are currently mitigating for this because there is not a system in place for distinguishing credits.

The concern was raised of how to divide wet prairie from upland prairie & wetlands.  It may be simpler to let uplands be uplands and wetlands be wetlands and focus the prairie methodology on upland prairie.   Some ways to differentiate between upland and wet prairie on the sites would be to identify natural habitat, species, soil type and wetland cover.  Another way to work through the differences would be in how the sites benefits would be rolled up into a credit.  

To avoid any double dipping, it will be important that when you draw your landscape polygons that you do a wetland delineation and an upland prairie delineation and decide which market to sell in.  If you are using ORWAP (Oregon Rapid Wetlands Assessment Protocol) to score the wetlands you can also use it for wet prairie but not upland prairie because it is not currently sensitive enough to provide an accurate score for both.

Credit Calculator for Willamette Prairie Habitat Services Handout

In-Office Determinations:

It was discussed that the screening criteria of having greater than 95% of the areal cover of herbaceous vegetation is too high.    It may be better to assess the restorability of the site and that the 95% criteria would exclude some sites that would be beneficial to restore.  Paul Adamus will revisit this and make a determination of an appropriate percentage of areal cover.

Scoring Rare Plant & Insect Species:

It was determined the listed rare plant & insect species be limited to Fender’s Blue Butterfly, Taylor’s Checkerspot, Kincaid’s Lupine & Willamette daisy.  The focus should be on the butterfly since version 1 of the calculator will be focused on regulatory driven species.  Nectar sources, distance to other restored prairie, and barriers to that prairie should be indicators for ratios and field weighting when calculating prairie credits.  There is potential to integrate State listed species and rare species to the methodology in a later version of the calculator.

Scoring for Rare Wildlife Species:  

When scoring for rare wildlife species, the site will be delineated into polygons of homogenous vegetation units.  It will be important to visit prairie sights in the same month of the year otherwise there could be a different score applied to a site each time you went out.  In discussing how to keep the site assessments consistent, it was determined that data collection eligibility be limited to mid May through early July.    This is the best way to keep standardization, integrity and credibility in the scoring.

In Field Determinations:

It is important to protect the good sites and have a bias toward larger tracts.  There should be a way to rate sites as high, medium and low. It was also discussed to provide a way to credit sites for both invasive species not being on the site and for keeping them away. One way to apply this would be to add an indicator for percentage of cover of native perennial grasses. Discussion continued on how to not discourage medium quality restoration actions and at the same time not promote bad quality sites.  If the site has great potential you don’t want to discourage someone from putting money into restoration.  To account for debits on a site, homogenous polygons would be drawn over bare areas of heavy grazing, ATV tracks, weedier invasive species, and major ground disturbance.  The group will consider how to score this.

When assessing the sites it is important that a trained professional conduct the assessment so as to identify plant species.  At the same time this assessment also needs to be a rapid assessment.  When assessing a site of a few acres compared to 100 acres it would take substantially more time to individually assess all vegetation.  The group decided that a visual assessment would be acceptable.  If a person has the capability to do a more thorough assessment they could do so and possibly get rewarded with a ratio for more clear data.

The TNC synthesis map can be a useful tool to identify the distance to other prairie sites. Distance to lupine is also an important indicator.   Andy Robinson worked to develop a basic detailed model of places that we know where lupine is and also the right soils for it.  You can use that information to help identify lupine on public lands but it is problematic for finding it on private lands.

It was decided that the Project Team would put off full site assessments until May and do some modeling of the methodology on different sites with aerial photographs.  The Prairie Focus Group will be given examples of scoring on these sites so that they can better determine scores and uplift at the next meeting.  The next Prairie Group Focus meeting will be at the end of April after the next Working Group meeting.

Action items

· Draft of recovery almost done, Jimmy Kagan says people can see it and he will send it out

· Ed Alverson will get the list to Jimmy Kagan of the current upland prairies

· The prairie full site assessments will be put off until May, aerial photo assessments of different sites will be done and the scoring brought back to the Prairie Focus Group in April so they can have examples and better determine baseline and uplift.

·  Willow Creek, Basket Slough, Colberg & Kingston Prairie were suggested as potential sites

The Project Team thanked the Prairie Focus group for their time and help with development of this methodology.  If there are any questions you may contact David Primozich, Bobby Cochran, Paul Adamus & Damon Hess.  Also, you can check the Counting on the Environment wiki site for discussion and updates. http://countingontheenvironment.pbwiki.com/
Date: February 20, 2009 from 11:30 a.m. – 12:30 p.m.

Topic: Counting on the Environment Pilot Project Focus Group

Location:  Telephone conference

Attendees: Eric Wold, Damon Hess, Bobby Cochran, David Primozich, Paul Adamus, Cathy Macdonald, Brett Brownscombe,

Agenda Attached ____Yes X   No   

Counting on the Environment Pilot Project

Introduction

In the meeting today we will talk about the potential pilot projects for testing the methodology and credit calculation for the Counting on the Environment Project.    We have narrowed the scope of suggested sites down to a few really good ones to choose from.  

Delta Ponds

Discussion of the pros for this site were that it was good for testing salmon, it has good historic data, there is money to execute the restoration and it is in the UGB. MWMC is likely to buy the temperature credits from the site.  This site may offer them the opportunity to meet that obligation.  There is potential for temperature credits in the north portion of this site.  The north portion is currently in Lane County ownership but the city has rights to do projects and Eric will check on the lease in regards to banking.

He described the site as a 150 acre site including side channel restoration.  Paul Adamus stated that he has already done an ORWAP assessment on some of the ponds. If Delta Ponds is determined to be the best project for Salmon then we will evaluate Salmon there, if Brett’s project is better for salmon then we will assess water quality for temperature at this site.  David, Eric & Bobby will assess which units to prioritize collection on so that we don’t lock up 150 acres for water quality.

Action items

· David, Eric & Bobby will assess which units are most important to prioritize on

· Eric will indicate on a map of the project which areas can be used for field testing and check on the lease with Lane County

· Eric will keep David in the loop in conversations with Peter Ruffier regarding temperature credits

Prairie sites

Willow Creek 

Cathy Macdonald indicated that there has been a lot of well documented restoration work done in recent years on this site including restoring wet prairie and upland prairie.  Because of this work there is the ability to do a retrospective on this site.  They have a preliminary design from OWEB to restore part of a channel which would give a riparian restoration on a prairie area. There is a great population of Fender’s Blue Butterflies.   The drawbacks are when it comes to selling credits on this site you will have to be careful about double dipping and it is difficult to separate the wet prairie from the dry prairie.  

Coberg Hill

This site also has a Fender’s Blue Butterfly population along with acquisition dollars and no O & M money.  U.S. Fish has a private stewardship landowner incentive.  There was discussion regarding U.S. Fish putting money for testing the methodology and then using this site to point to for how to get credits from and then retire them.  There was debate over if this is worth the expense.

Yamhill

Cathy Macdonald recommended using the Yamhill site for testing.  There is more potential on this site and it is earlier in the restoration process.  It is a farm field that is currently being restored.  They have done some planting of nectar and lupine.  One project is done and well documented.  It has the habitat basics and there are 3 stages of prairie at work on this site.  There is a potential for wet prairie restoration there as well as carbon credit trade for conifer in the future.  Paul Adamus agreed that you can get all that you need from prairie at the Yamhill site.  

 It was determined that we currently do not have a perfect pilot project scenario for prairie which would be one private owner, a private funder and a regulatory agency that will acknowledge credits.    Since we don’t need to do a field test until May there is the flexibility holding off on making a final decision until May.  Right now the #1 choice based on the recommendation from Cathy is the Yamhill site.  If time permits, it was decided that the field testing group will go to the Willow Creek site on March 3rd.

Oregon Trout

Brett Brownscombe stated that the Section 319 money has been approved to test the Streambank Tool and there are multiple sites available in the Willamette Basin.  Brett’s idea is that DEQ is a good way to connect projects with people needing to satisfy temperature mitigation. Brett has talked to Pete & Joe to develop a strategy on how to use this tool to calculate credits.  This would be a good opportunity to take the methodology all the way from calculating credits to third party verification and then registering them.  They will be ready to test on willing landowners and have a baseline done by the end of March. It was discussed that the ideal project to test for salmon would be a lower elevation cascade tributary for spawning and rearing.  

It was decided that a project in the Mackenzie River area would be best.   Cathy Macdonald had a project submitted to the TNC from Joe in that area and will forward that to Brett so that he can follow up.  Brett will follow up early next week.  They have committed to DEQ for 4 projects on Sec 319 TMDL.  David said that the Willamette Partnership will register each one and make all of them a pilot project.  

Action Items

· Brett Brownscombe will have a baseline done by the end of March

· Cathy Macdonald will forward a project in the Mackenzie River submitted by Joe to the TNC

· Brett will follow up with Joe early next week on a Mackenzie River project

Gales Creek

The Gales Creek site is farmland along a ½ mile stream section of Gales Creek which runs into the Tualatin River.  There is also 20 acres of wetland restoration available on site.  DSL is paying for the wetland restoration and Clean Water Services is paying for the riparian planting for temperature and has the pre-design done.

Action Items

· It was decided to include the Gales Creek site as a pilot project.
City of Portland

David talked to Mike Reed of City of Portland for Tri End Creek.  It was decided that we have enough projects related to salmon right now. There was no objection to waiting on this one.

Debits/Impacts

There was discussion regarding the importance of measuring a project creating impacts. There will be a follow up on how to find a project in the appropriate area and a way to measure the impacts of that project.
Projects selected

· Gales Creek

· Yamhill 

· 3 projects from Streambank 

· Delta Ponds
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