Fiscal Year 2010 319 Grant Proposal Technical Review Comments
Project: Miller Ranch Ruby River Channel Restoration (Watershed Restoration) 

Sponsor: Ruby Valley Conservation District 

Summary

The Ruby Watershed Council (RWC) is proposing to restore a section of the Ruby River channel  downstream of the Ruby Reservoir, in a section located immediately upstream of Alder, Montana.  The Ruby watershed has a DEQ-approved Water Quality Protection Plan/TMDL (December 2004), including this section of the Ruby River. Listed pollutants causing impairment include phosphorus, sediment/siltation, and temperature. Sources include riparian vegetation disturbance, flow alteration, stream encroachment, and grazing. 
The Ruby Watershed Council Water Quality Technical Advisory Committee is currently developing a five-year watershed ‘restoration implementation plan’ based on the TMDL recommendations (funded though an existing 319 grant), and has identified the upper Ruby basin as a critical area for projects to reduce human induced sediment.

Based on the “2009 Call for Grant Applications” and an initial review of the proposed project, DEQ considers this 319 Watershed Restoration Project as a “top priority” “Tier II Project” for funding at this time.
Technical Comments

Section II A. Introduction
· The introduction needs to contain rationale describing how this project fits into the Council’s overall watershed restoration strategy, how this project seeks to contribute to improving water quality in this section of the Ruby (perhaps by reducing bank erosion or by improving sediment capture), and how the likely project design would achieve these water quality goals (e.g. the design actions that would actually reduce bank erosion or would improve sediment capture).  

· The first paragraph of Section II C. Collaborative Effort (describing the history and planning for the project) could provide some of this section’s description of the project development.
· The introduction does not include a clear description of what the project is (approximate size and amount of stream channel restoration and the project’s starting and ending points) nor does it describe how the Ruby Watershed Council selected this project from among many potential restoration projects in the Ruby.  
Section II B. Statement of Need and Intent

· The statement of need section would benefit from an overview of the watershed group’s watershed-wide restoration “strategy” for the Ruby (possibly including selections from the Ruby TMDL implementation section and other Ruby watershed planning documents).  This short written explanation should show why this project is a priority for the Ruby Watershed Council and how these actions are cost-effective management practices.
· This restoration strategy overview could include a brief listing of the types of past Ruby watershed restoration activities and how these projects were selected (i.e. the RWC’s strategy(s) for the watershed work and it’s criteria for selecting implementable projects).  This description of the strategic priorities supporting RWC work plans/project development should assist reviewers in understanding the results of past restoration projects, as well as giving a context for this project.
· Please provide a description of the underlying reasons for this river segment’s historic bank problems (why the banks were hardened), and explain how this project will not just be a ‘band-aid’ in the dynamics of the larger Ruby river channel movements. 
Section II C. Collaborative Effort
· The first paragraph of this section, describing the history and planning for the project, could  be used within the introduction section’s description of the project development.
Section II D. Project Planning and Management 
· This section in the draft application was untitled.  
· This section is intended to describe the roles and responsibilities of the various project partners and how they will contribute to the project’s activities (engineering, technical assistance, cost shares, in-kind, project management, public outreach, etc.). 
· This section probably should describe the role of the Ruby CD as project financial administrator and their history of successful 319 grant management.
SECTION III – PROJECT COMPONENETS
III C. Watershed Activity Component 
· This missing section needs to describe the status and future progress of the Ruby Watershed Restoration Plan (WRP) and how this project would likely advance the goals and schedule of activities in the upcoming WRP.
III D. Operation and Maintenance
· This missing section focuses on the operation of the project, such as: the expected life span for the practices associated with the Miller  project, descriptions of how the practices will be operated and maintained to remain functional, and the Miller Ranch’s contact person(s) that participating agencies would contact in order to inspect the project.  
III E. Monitoring Component – As a stream restoration project, this missing section (which could reference a new monitoring task in the Section IV SOW below) must explain how the following monitoring requirements will be met: 

· Documentation of the “before” conditions (GPS located photos, or cross-sections and channel profiles, etc.). 

· Documentation of “post-implementation” conditions (same techniques as above). 

· A narrative description of the overall project and the quantifiable gains you hope it will achieve. 

· Assurance of landowner agreements allowing participating agencies to have periodic conditioned access to the site for continued monitoring.
·  The narrative must describe how, when and why the project monitoring data will be collected and reported. It must identify the organization(s) responsible for project evaluation and specify how the information from the data analysis will be shared and utilized for future projects. The narrative would indicate that the data will be conveyed to DEQ using DEQ’s current data upload process so that it can be input into DEQ’s current database for storing monitoring data. The narrative should also describe how the data will be conveyed to DEQ for input into the separate, GRTS, database. 
· Monitoring must be included in the SOW as a separate line item for the project at either goal, objective or task level, with this item including completion of a DEQ approved SAP or QAPP for data collection/processing. 
· Prior to project implementation, the grantee must submit a Sampling Analysis Plan (SAP) to DEQ for approval. The SAP must be submitted in both hard copy and electronic format, and must include a signature block for the DEQ project officer. Project implementation may not begin until DEQ has provided the grantee with written approval of the SAP. For assistance on SAP development, please contact Mark Bostrom, DEQ QA Officer at 406-444-2680 or via email at mbostrom@mt.gov. (Note: the SAP does not need to be submitted with the grant application.) 
· All in-stream water quality monitoring data collected in a 319 project must be included in STORET. Therefore, the water quality monitoring data must conform to a specific format for direct import using the STORET Import Module (SIM). SIM compatible Electronic Data Deliverable (EDD) file specifications are detailed on the web at http://www.deq.mt.gov/wqinfo/datamgmt/STORET_SIM_Support.asp. Questions regarding the SIM compatible format can be directed to Jolene McQuillan of the Data Management Section, (406) 444-5304 or jmcquillan@mt.gov for further consultation. 
· Results from the data analysis should be used to evaluate progress, determine if changes in project/monitoring design need to be considered, and provide a preliminary assessment of overall project success. 

SECTION IV – SCOPE OF WORK
Each task needs to use the standard task elements and formatting, including all five required task elements: 
· task description, 
· costs, 
· responsible parties, 
· timeline, and 
· outputs/deliverables. 
Several of these elements are incomplete or missing from the draft proposal’s task items.  The 319 application guidance includes several types of example tasks shown in its appendices (see: http://deq.mt.gov/wqinfo/nonpoint/Grants/FY10-11callForGrants/FinalCALLGRANTAPPLICATIONS.pdf  ).
Task 1 (Final design) should include a narrative task description, such as “Will complete a site design creating a new river channel (of approximately 3,000? feet) with channel sinuosity, floodplain access to wetlands, and sustainable riparian vegetation comparable to near-natural conditions.”  This description would include descriptions of how this restored channel would provide water quality benefits (reduced sediment creation both within the restored channel and the upstream/downstream hydraulic power dissipation).  The other task activities such as: providing a topographic survey, hydraulic analysis, excavation volume calculations, etc. are activities within this tasks’ description. The task’s deliverable should include something like ‘final construction and bid documents completed and then accepted by NRCS and the Ruby Conservation District.’  The responsible parties would include: the design subcontractor and the landowner. 
Task 1: Final design - The actual channel restoration goals need to be included in this task’s narrative descriptions.  Simply creating a more sinuous channel may or may not improve water quality or provide wetland benefits.  This task needs to specify the engineering goals for items such as sinuosity design (such as approximating natural sinuosity conditions in a self maintaining channel) and wetland design goals (such as providing sustainable wetlands, including regular floodplain access to refresh and maintain wetlands).  This task description needs to include a clear set of project design goals, and these goals probably need to include some water quality benefits (such as sediment reduction, or improved stream substrates, etc.). 
Task 2: Obtain permits – This task needs to describe which permits are likely to be needed and who will be responsible for obtaining all necessary permits.   The task deliverable could be something like: ‘Following final design approval, all necessary permits will be secured by the landowner, with assistance by the contractor.”
Task ? Project Monitoring and SAP– Given the extent of this project’s channel work, it is necessary to include a specific monitoring task.  As a project deliverable, an estimate of the sediment and nutrient load reductions that will be achieved by this project will be required. If a quantitative estimate cannot be made at this time, then a qualitative estimate would still be useful.

This task should probably include something like: Channel cross-sections will be measured prior to construction, during the operation and upon project completion.  Estimates of sediment reductions will be prepared using best professional estimates. In-project and downstream pool fines samples will be collected the following year to assess achievement of the TMDL water quality targets. These activities will include preparation and adherence to a DEQ approved Sampling Analysis Plan (SAP). 

Task 3/4: Project construction and management throughout life of project – Please provide a description of how the estimated cost of constructing these channel restorations was developed ($ per foot, or estimates from similar comparable projects).  These construction cost estimates probably will be very rough prior to completion of the final design.  Specifically, this task will need to describe: 
· who will bid out the channel construction (presumably the Ruby CD), 
· who will lay out the on-the-ground channel design, 
· who will manage the channel construction contractor (assuring on-site adherence to the channel design and/or approving modifications to the channel design), and
· who will be responsible for accepting the final channel construction/restoration work as fully complete (with completed as-built design drawings).  
These contracting and contract management activities require a notable level of technical expertise (that may be available from the NRCS or other agencies such as FWP or USFWS).  For projects on Forest Service lands in the upper Ruby, the Forest Service provided the technical oversight, but on private lands it may be more challenging to find a technically-effective project management entity. Chatting with adjacent watershed groups on how they have organized the technical management of channel reconstruction projects may be helpful.  Given the level of uncertainty around this task, it might be useful to include a reasonable budget holdback or margin of uncertainty in developing this task’s construction and project management budget.

Task 4/5: Project Administration, Outreach & Education - This task probably should be broken out into two tasks (or subtasks).  The E and O activities will need to be specifically listed.  And the “Administration” budget for reporting/financial management probably should be the more typical 10% of the total 319 amount.
Other Review Items.  
Project match requirement: 
· The project match is figured using a 60%/40% non-federal match ratio.  Thus, the draft proposal’s 319 grant total of $40,560 requires a non-federal minimum match of $27,040 (i.e. 40% of a project total of $67,600).  The draft proposal budget was notably less than this 40% match level. 
· Within the budget, please identify specifically where the match dollars (or in-kind match) for the project will be coming from.  
· This project is likely to provide notable landowner benefits, and very little match is being provided by the landowner. Significantly more match from the landowner is needed.
The final application must contain the following:
· Section I -Nonpoint Source Grant Application Summary Form (signed), 
· Section V Support Documents  (Project Milestone Table, Project Detail Budget Table,  and  Project Map), 
Please be sure to include the actual signed letters of support (including the participating landowner) with your final application.
PAGE  
6

