319 Grant Proposal Technical Review Comments (2010 Cycle)
Project: Peterson Creek and Upper Clark Fork Tributaries (Watershed Restoration) 
Sponsor: Watershed Restoration Coalition of the Upper Clark Fork (WRC)
Summary

The Watershed Restoration Coalition of the Upper Clark Fork (WRC) proposes watershed monitoring and restoration implementation of the Upper Clark Fork Tributaries TMDL by: initiating baseline monitoring on key tributaries, providing effectiveness monitoring of past riparian improvement projects, conducting a riparian grazing improvement project on Peterson Creek, and conducting education and outreach activities with local landowners.  The grant proposal focuses on improving grazing and irrigation practices to address temperature, sediment-siltation, low-flow and other impairments on tributaries to the upper Clark Fork River.

The Upper Clark Fork River tributaries will have a DEQ-approved Water Quality Plan/TMDL in 2009 (expected in December). The major TMDL impairments include temperature and nutrients. Sources include stream-side alterations, low-flow alterations, nutrients, and temperature & sediment from land management practices.  Following completion of the TMDL, the WRC will accelerate its work in developing the Upper Clark Fork Tributaries’ Watershed Restoration Plan (WRP), which is funded through an existing 319 contract.
Based on the “2010 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 Review Comments

Section II A – Introduction
· A review of the project activities shows that the bulk of the proposed project grant activities focus on Upper Clark Fork watershed efforts (including trend monitoring and project effectiveness), with an initial focus on the Peterson Creek restoration work.  Thus, it may be useful to retitle this grant as “Upper Clark Fork Tributary Restoration” (rather than ‘Peterson Creek and Upper Clark Fork Tributaries”).
· The second paragraph of the introduction would benefit from a short summary of the Upper Clark Fork tributaries TMDL status, such as the total number of impaired waters and the total number of tributary waters impaired by sediments, metals and temperature.  This will help introduce the subsequent need/intent section details of the particular waters with watershed restoration activities or that are being targeted for detailed future monitoring. 
Section II B - Statement of Need and Intent
Several reviewers suggested the need section include an overview of the watershed group’s guiding watershed-wide restoration “strategy” (possibly including suggestions from the draft TMDL).  This restoration strategy overview could include a brief description of the types of past tributary restoration activities conducted by the WRC/CD/NRD/etc. and how these projects have been selected (i.e. the WRC strategy(s) for the watershed work and the criteria for selecting priority projects).  This description of the strategies supporting WRC work plans and project development would assist reviewers in understanding the desired results from past restoration projects.  In particular, this short historical strategy summary would provide a context for understanding the assessment goals for Task 2’s completed/developed restoration projects.
Specifically, reviewers suggested that: 
· It would be helpful to list the monitoring goals so it is clear why the WRC wants to monitor this particular group of streams. 

· One possible approach could separate the monitoring goals into assessing trends in watershed health and assessing recent projects (seems like two separate forms of monitoring having differing monitoring goals and methods).  
· A reviewer suggested that the WRC needs to list the group’s goals and priorities so it is clear why certain streams were selected for monitoring. These goals should show the strategy behind the differing forms of monitoring (introducing the reasons for the different forms of monitoring between the first two tasks).
· Is this monitoring designed to help develop a characterization of temperature and sediment impairments that will help with designing future work on watershed temperature issues?

· What is the next step after the monitoring data is collected? What are the intended goals for the activities that would make use of the collected data?
· Please provide a description of how Peterson Creek was selected for riparian enhancement and  please discuss how this project is addressing the underlying reasons for bank instability in this system and how this is not just a “band-aid”.   Some descriptions may be available in the Section III C and in the Task 3 description (sections of which could be moved into the Statement of Need).
· Also, please describe the overall results of the East Valley Watershed Baseline Report (2003) and how this report helped in selecting possible restoration projects.   Please indicate how the streams selected for monitoring were chosen and how the sites for restoration were chosen.   

Section II.D - Project Planning and Management
· One reviewer liked the listing of past grants, although this list does not state the grant purpose.  Please provide a very brief description of the purpose of each in the table. 
Section III B - Education and Outreach Component 
· Will the education and outreach be tailored to various audiences, i.e. what will they do for people of all ages that would be different from the landowners or residents?  The overall concern is that one size E&O does not fit all audiences.
Section III C - Watershed Activity Component –
· This section is very informative.  Possibly, all or most of the second, third and fourth paragraphs could be moved “up-front” into Section II B. Statement of Need.

Section III.E Monitoring Component
· Please provide additional descriptions of the “strategy behind the monitoring” as described in the need and intent section comments above.  Some reviewers assumed that these trend characterizations would focus on trends in relative temperature and sediment impairments.  
· Additional context for the monitoring effort is needed, i.e. what will the data be used for? This will aid in understanding how task 1 “fits” into the restoration activities and priority setting.
Section IV – Scope of Work

· Please provide a short title/label for each task; for example Task 1 could be titled “Watershed Tributary Trend Monitoring” and Task 2 could be titled as “Project Effectiveness Monitoring.”   
· Each task needs to use the standard task elements and formatting, see details at: http://deq.mt.gov/wqinfo/nonpoint/Grants/FY10-11callForGrants/FinalCALLGRANTAPPLICATIONS.pdf .  Each task includes all five elements: task description, costs, responsible parties, timeline, and outputs/deliverables. Several of these elements are missing from tasks in the draft proposal.  Each individual task needs an individual budget (rather than having budget items organized by goal).

Task 1 – Watershed Tributary Trend Monitoring
· In the task description, please provide more specificity regarding the types of data (physical, chemical, biological, visual) and specific parameters of interest that will be collected, based on the information in the Monitoring Component Section.
· Please be aware that 319 project funds are not appropriate for long-term or on-going programs but they can be used for “capacity building”. 


Task 2 – Project Success Monitoring 
· Please provide the approximate number of restoration projects that this task would evaluate for project effectiveness.  
· Which factors will be considered in assessing relative project success?  
· Reviewers assumed that past projects in many cases may already have some project effectiveness monitoring/ assessment evaluations.  
· One reviewer was concerned that this task could be a lot of funding for compiling already available project evaluations.  Preparing a watershed project assessment report every five years is an excellent way to summarize the relative success of completed restoration projects.  However 319 funds normally last for only 2 to 3 years, thus 319 funding for a five-year review window might only include older projects completed through year 2005/2006.  Would it be possible for this task to include project monitoring/evaluations for projects completed less than five years ago?
Task 3 - Peterson Creek Riparian Corridor Improvement
· Please provide a short description of why this riparian project was prioritized/ selected for 319 funding in comparison to other riparian projects from other streams.

· Although this is clearly a beneficial riparian project, it appears expensive.  The amount of funding for approximately three miles of riparian fencing and riparian planting seems high.

· Is it possible for the landowner to provide increased cash match or in-kind services. Additional landowner contribution/involvement would provide more assurance of a successful project.
Task 4 - Education and Outreach 
· How will the education and outreach activities address different audiences? Will there be an effort to engage ranchers, large landowners, small landowners, recreational users and other potential audiences in the watershed or will the effort be targeted? 
Other Comments –

Section V Support Documents 
· The project budget table (Attachment 2 – Project Budget Detail) should provide budget amounts by individual tasks (not by goals).  
· Each task needs an individual budget line (rather than a budget line for each goal). 

· The budget table needs to be checked against the budgets in each of the Section IV task budgets.  
· The final package does not need to include an itemized budget table – which was prepared as a second page of the draft package.

· The final application package will need to include a project schedule/milestone chart. 
Please be sure to include the actual letters of support with your final application.
One reviewer suggested that attaching a copy of the current work plan with a short written explanation which links the grant tasks with work plan priorities would provide a useful context of how the tasks in this grant fit within the larger watershed group activities.
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