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“Bottom Line Up-Front” 
District Recommendation: 

 
1. Approve the Willamette River Floodplain 

Restoration (Interim Response) Final 
Feasibility Report, June 2013 
 

2. Release the Proposed Chief’s Report for State 
and Agency Review 
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Mt Pisgah/Howard Buford 

C1B 

C1C M1A 

M1B The Nature Conservancy 

M2A 

Recommended Plan: 
  -  Supports the USACE Campaign Plan Goals  
  -  Is In-Line with the USACE Environmental Operating Principles 
  -  Meets the Objectives of the Study and Is in the Federal Interest 
  -  Is Cost Effective and Policy Compliant 
  -  Is Enthusiastically Supported by our Non-Federal Sponsor (TNC) 
  -  Is Integrated with our Other Authorized Purposes 

 

“Bottom Line Up-Front” 
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► National Ecosystem Restoration Plan (NER) 
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 Recommended Plan 
 Compliance 

► Environmental 
► PGM / ATR / IEPR 
► Public Involvement 

 Proposed Implementation Schedule 
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Project Location 

The Willamette River Basin 

Project Location 
• 10th Largest U.S. River 
• Drains 12,000 Sq Mi 

• 2012 – Thiess International River Prize 
• 1998 – American Heritage River (1 of 14) 

• 1983 – Willamette Valley Prairie Complex 

• Large Columbia Tributary 
• 70% of Oregon’s Population 

• One of Four National Migratory Flyways 

Nationally and Regionally 
Significant Ecosystem: 

• 1987 – National Natural Landmark 



Legislative Authorization 
 1961 Authorization: 

- Senate: Willamette 
Basin Comprehensive 
Study (11/15/61) 

- Potential improvements 
to project purposes: 

• Flood control 
• Navigation 
• Hydroelectric power 
• Other purposes 

- Coordinated w/ related 
land resources 
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Legislative Authorization 

 1988 Authorization: 
- House:  Willamette 

Basin Review Study 
(9/8/88) 

- Authorized project 
purposes: 

• “..determine the need 
for further 
improvements …. in 
the interest of water 
resources…” 
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Reconnaissance Report 905(b) approved 18 June 1999 
 

2004 FCSA w/ Study Non-Federal Sponsor:   MWVCOG 
 (Mid-Willamette Valley Council of Governments) 

-3 Counties and 31 Cities 
-Confederated Tribes of the Grand Ronde 
-7 Special Districts 
-The Nature Conservancy (TNC) partnered with and 
represented the MWVCOG 

 

This Project is an Interim Response to Legislative 
Authorities. 

 

This is a Legacy Project 
 
 

 

Study History 
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Project Purpose & Need 
Purpose: 

-  Restore natural floodplain ecosystem 
functions along the Lower Coast and Middle 
Forks of the Willamette River. 

Need: 
-  Modified  ecosystem conditions – loss of natural 

floodplain functions – highly modified from development 
-  Multiple fish and wildlife species including listed 

threatened and endangered species 
-  Recommended plan compatible with other efforts by 

stakeholders within the Willamette River Basin 
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Willamette River 
 Geomorphic Changes Over Time 
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From: Hulse, et al 2002. Willamette Basin Planning Atlas.  



Goal and Objectives 
 

 Restore natural floodplain 
ecosystem function and 
conditions to the Coast Fork 
and Middle Fork Sub-basins: 

 
1. Increase channel complexity 

and diversity 

2. Restore connectivity of river to 
floodplain habitats 

3. Restore native floodplain 
habitats, including cottonwood 
gallery forests, riparian and wet 
prairies habitats 
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Problems 
 

 Loss of Natural 
Floodplain Processes: 
-  Connections & Storage 
-  Natural Sediment 

Movement 

 
 Loss of Habitat Quantity 

and Quality:  
-  Complexity 
-  Woody Debris 
-  Invasive species 
-  Barriers to Passage 
-  Riparian Vegetation 
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Planning Constraints 
 No increase water surface elevation or induced 

flooding 
 No adverse impact to water quality 
 Willing land owners 
 Compatible with dam operations 
 Sponsor cost constrained to $15-20 million 

equating to approximately a total project cost of 
$40-50 million 

 Construction during the in-water work window 
 Avoid known Cultural and HTRW sites 

12 



Project Delivery Process 
 Project Delivery Team – Vertical Team Integration 
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•Portland District – PM, PDT 
•Mid-Willamette Valley Council of Governments-Sponsor 
•TNC – PM, Sponsor’s Representative 
•TetraTech – Technical Contractor 
•Mississippi Valley Division – ECO-PCX 
•Wilmington District – Review Plan 
•St. Paul District – Lead ATR, Model Review, IEPR 
•ERDC/LAERF – Model Review 
•ERDC – Model Review 
•Seattle District - ATR 
•Walla Walla District – Cost CX, ATR 
•Louisville District (CELRL) – ATR 
•St. Louis District - IEPR 
•IWR - IEPR 
•Battelle Memorial Institute (IEPR) 
•Northwestern Division 
•USACE HQ – NWD Regional Integration Team 
•USACE HQ – Office of Water Project Review 



 Regional Technical Experts and Stakeholders 
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•Oregon Parks and Recreation Department 
•Oregon Department of Environmental Quality 
•Oregon Watershed Enhancement Board 
•Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife 
•Friends of Buford Park & Mt. Pisgah 
•Northwest Power and Conservation Council 
•Lane County Council of Governments 
•Coast Fork Watershed Council 
•Middle Fork Watershed Council 
•Willamette Riverkeepers 
•Meyer Memorial Trust 
•The Freshwater Trust 
•The Confederated Tribes of Grande Ronde 
•Confederated Tribes of Siletz Indians 
•National Marine Fisheries Service 
•US Fish & Wildlife Service 
•Bonneville Power Administration 
•USDA Forest Service 

Project Delivery Process 
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Project Delivery Process 

 DQC reviews / legal certifications conducted on all products 

 Public involvement throughout design process 

 ATR conducted throughout design process 

 VE Study completed and certified  

 IEPR conducted on draft Final Report 

 OWPR Policy Compliance Reviews conducted on all products 

 Study integrated with other activities in the Valley                   
(see next slide) 
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Integrated Watershed Activities 
- Operating Projects 
- Willamette River Bank Protection 

Program 
- Middle Fork Willamette River 

Fishery Restoration Project 
- Willamette Project Operations 

Biological Opinion 
- Willamette Flow Management 

Project 
- Upper Willamette River 

Conservation and Recovery Plan 
for Chinook Salmon and Steelhead 

- Oregon Plan for Salmon and 
Watersheds 

- Willamette Partnership 
- Willamette Sub-basin Plan 

 

- Conservation Reserve 
Enhancement Program 

- Native Fish Conservation Policy 
- Willamette River Legacy Program 
- Oregon Parks and Recreation 

Department Master Plan 
- Oregon Habitat Joint Venture 
- Willamette River Basin Planning 

Atlas 
- Region 2050, Southern Willamette 

Valley 
- Coast Fork Willamette Watershed 

Council 
- Middle Fork Willamette Watershed 

Council 
- Friends of Buford Park and Mt. 

Pisgah  
16 
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Non-Federal Sponsor 

 
 
 
 

 The mission of The Nature Conservancy is to conserve 
the lands and waters on which all life depends 
 

 Offices in all 50 states and 33 countries  
 

 Uses a non-confrontational, collaborative approach 
 

 Leads with science – over 550 scientists on staff 
 

 Corps/TNC Partnership MOU  
17 
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Project Briefing 
 Overview 

► Project Location 
► Study Authorization 
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 Alternatives Considered 
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► PGM / ATR / IEPR 
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Project Location 

    Project Location 

State Capital 

Santiam River Sub-Basin 

Lower Willamette 

McKenzie River Sub-Basin 

Coast Fork / Middle Fork 
Willamette River  

Long-Tom River 
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Project Location 

    Project Location 

State Capital 

**This Project is an 
Interim Response to 
Legislative Authorities 

Coast Fork / Middle Fork 
Willamette River  
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Alternatives Considered 
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C1 

C2 

C3 

R1 

Alternatives Considered 
M1 

M2 

C4 

M3 

M4 
M5 
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C1 

C2 

C3 

R1 

C1 

C2 

C3 

R1 

M1 
M2 

M4 
M5 

Alternatives Considered 
 

6 Priority Areas : 
1. C1/M1, Confluence 
2. C2, Camas Swale Area 
3. C3/R1, Row River 

Confluence 
4. M2, Below Jasper 
5. M4, Fall Creek 

Confluence 
6. M5, Elijah Bristow 

State Park 
 
43 Alternative Sites 
Considered 
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Measures Considered 
 Remove or modify: 

-  Levees or Revetments 
-  Structures  
-  Or Fill from Floodplain 

 

 Remove / Control Invasive Species 
 

 Re-vegetate with Native Species 
 

 Construct / Reconnect Off-Channel Habitats        
(including restoration of gravel mined areas) 
 

 Place Large Wood in Channel and Floodplain 
 24 
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Conceptual Level Plan Features 
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Example – Engineered Log Jam (ELJ) 

26 



BUILDING STRONG® 

Alternative Evaluation 
NER Plan #13 (National Ecosystem Restoration)  

 

Criteria 
National Ecosystem 

Restoration Plan (NER)    
(Plan 13) Preliminary Costs 

Total  First Cost $75,531,714 
Annual Costs (including O&M)    $3,346,110 
O&M Cost       $299,000 
AAHUs 327.4 

NER 
C1B + M1A + 
M1B + C1C 
+M2A + C1A 
+C1C + C1D  
+C3A + M1D  

+ C2A 



NER Plan 
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Measures C1-
A 

C1-
B 

C1-
C 

C1-
D 

C1-
G 

M1-
A 

M1-
B 

M1-
D 

C2-
A 

C3-
A 

M2-
A 

Remove invasive 
plant species 

X 
 

X X X 
 

X X X X X 
 

X 

Revegetate riparian 
and floodplain 

X 
 

X X X 
 

X X X X X 
 

X 

Restore gravel 
mined ponds/create 
wetlands 

X X X X 

Reconnect 
ponds/side 
channels to rivers 

X 
 

X X X 
 

X X X X 
 

Alter revetments X 
 

X X X 

Place large wood in 
floodplain 

X 
 

X X X X X 
 

X 
 

X 

Engineered log 
jams 

X 
 

X X X 
 

X 
 

X X X X 
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NER Plan 
 
 

•NER Plan includes: 
1,210 acres,  
11 sites: C1B, C1C, M1A, 
M1B, M2A, C1A, C1D, 
C1G, C2A, C3A, M1D 
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Alternative Evaluation 
Recommended Plan #6 (Locally Preferred Plan)  

 
 

C
1B

 +
 M

1A
 +

 M
1B

 +
 C

1C
 +

  M
2A

 LPP 

Criteria 
National Ecosystem 

Restoration Plan (NER)    
(Plan 13) Preliminary Costs 

Total  First Cost $75,531,714 
Annual Costs (including O&M)    $3,346,110 
O&M Cost       $299,000 
AAHUs 327.4 

NER 
C1B + M1A + 
M1B + C1C 
+M2A + C1A 
+C1C + C1D  
+C3A + M1D  

+ C2A 

Criteria 
Locally Preferred Plan 

(LPP) (Plan 6) 
Preliminary Costs 

Total Cost $34,116,143 
Annual Costs (including O&M) $1,511,370 
O&M Cost $150,000 
AAHUs 182.3 
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LPP Plan 
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Measures C1-
A 

C1-
B 

C1-
C 

C1-
D 

C1-
G 

M1-
A 

M1-
B 

M1-
D 

C2-
A 

C3-
A 

M2-
A 

Remove invasive 
plant species 

X 
 

X X X 
 

X X X X X 
 

X 

Revegetate riparian 
and floodplain 

X 
 

X X X 
 

X X X X X 
 

X 

Restore gravel 
mined ponds/create 
wetlands 

X X X X X 
 

Reconnect 
ponds/side 
channels to rivers 

X 
 

X X X 
 

X X X X 
 

X 
 

Alter revetments X 
 

X X X 

Place large wood in 
floodplain 

X 
 

X X X X X 
 

X 
 

X 

Engineered log 
jams 

X 
 

X X X 
 

X 
 

X X X X 
 

X 
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Alternatives Considered 
 
 

•NER Plan includes: 
1,210 acres,  
11 sites: C1B, C1C, M1A, 
M1B, M2A, C1A, C1D, 
C1G, C2A, C3A, M1D 
 
 
 
•LPP includes:  
574 acres,  
5 sites: C1B, C1C, M1A, 
M1B, M2A 
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Deviation from NER Plan 
Recommended Plan is Locally Preferred Plan:                        

A reduction in scope and cost, incrementally justified, 
a best buy plan1, and meets the study objectives. 

34 

1 – See Plan 6 
 

2 – Updated costs use final costs from Chapter 6 as compared to the 
 preliminary costs used in the CE/ICA and comparison of alternatives. 

Criteria 

National Ecosystem 
Restoration Plan 

(Plan 13) Preliminary 
Costs 

Locally Preferred Plan 
(LPP) (Plan 6) 

Preliminary Costs 

Updated 
Recommended Plan 

(LPP) Costs2 

Total First Cost $75,531,714 $34,116,143 $41,322,000 
Annual Cost (including O&M) $3,346,110 $1,511,370 $1,851,000 
O&M Cost $299,000 $150,000 $150,000 
AAHUs 327.4 182.3 182.3 

Annual Cost/AAHU $10,220.25 $8,290.56 $10,153.60 
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Economic Summary1 
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1 – Based on October 2012 price levels,  
       3.75 percent rate of interest, and a 50-year period of analysis 
2 – Four year period of construction assumed for overall project 
3 – Operation, Maintenance, Repair, Replacement, and Rehabilitation 
 

Investment Costs 
C1B $6,072,000 
C1C $7,796,000 
M1A $8,077,000 
M1B $16,381,000 
M2A $2,996,000 
 Total First Cost $41,322,000 
  Interest During Construction2 $207,000 
  Total $41,529,000 

Average Annual Costs & Benefits 
Total Annual Cost, including O&M $1,851,000 
OMRR&R3 $150,000 
Annual Benefits (AAHU) 182.3 
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Cost Apportionment 
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Item Federal Sponsor Total 

Design and Construction 
 
LERRDs1 
 
Total Cost-shared Implementation Costs 

$26,859,000 
 
                $0 
 
$26,859,000 

$14,043,000 
 
     $420,000 
 
$14,463,000 

$40,902,000 
 
     $420,000 
 
$41,322,000 

Percentage of total cost-shared 65% 35% 100% 

Average Annual OMRR&R2      $150,000 

1. LERRDs= lands, rights-of-way, relocation, and disposal sites 
2. OMRR&R=Operation, Maintenance, repair, and replacement, and rehabilitation 
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C1 

C2 

C3 

R1 

C1 

C2 

C3 

R1 

M1 
M2 

M4 
M5 

Alternatives Considered 
 

6 Priority Areas : 
1. C1/M1, Confluence 
2. C2, Camas Swale Area 
3. C3/R1, Row River 

Confluence 
4. M2, Below Jasper 
5. M4, Fall Creek 

Confluence 
6. M5, Elijah Bristow 

State Park 
 
43 Alternative Sites 
Considered 
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C1 

C2 

C3 

R1 

C1 
M1 

M2 

Alternatives Considered 
 

6 Priority Areas : 
1. C1/M1, Confluence 
2. C2, Camas Swale Area 
3. C3/R1, Row River 

Confluence 
4. M2, Below Jasper 
5. M4, Fall Creek 

Confluence 
6. M5, Elijah Bristow 

State Park 
 
43 Alternative Sites 
Considered 
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C1B 
C1C 

M1A 

M1B 

M2A 

Recommended Plan 
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Benefits: 
• Reconnection of the 90 acre floodplain 

site to Coast Fork 
• Fish access (listed Chinook salmon, 

steelhead trout, Oregon chub) 
• Restore riparian buffer for long-term wood 

recruitment 
• ELJs for channel complexity 
• Increase and enhance wetland habitat 

Backwater connection 
to Coast Fork 

Regrade pond 
banks for wetland 
and riparian 
habitat 

Engineered log jams 

Invasive species 
control and 
revegetation, place 
loose wood 

Recommended Plan Features (C1B) 
First Cost $6,072,000 

Connections 
between ponds 
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Recommended Plan Features (C1C) 
First Cost $7,796,000 

Benefits: 
• Reconnection of the 80 acre floodplain 

site to Coast Fork 
• Fish access (listed Chinook salmon, 

steelhead trout, Oregon chub) 
• Restore riparian buffer for long-term 

wood recruitment 
• ELJs for channel complexity 
• Increase and enhance wetland habitat 

Backwater 
connection to Coast 
Fork 

High flow 
connection to 
Coast Fork 

Engineered log jams 

Regrade pond banks 
for wetland and 
riparian habitat 

Invasive species 
control and 
revegetation, loose 
wood 

Remove fill 
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Recommended Plan Features (M1A) 
First Cost $8,077,000 

Benefits: 
• Reconnection of the 151 acre 

floodplain site to Coast and Middle 
Forks  

• Fish access (listed Chinook salmon, 
steelhead trout, Oregon chub) 

• Restore riparian buffer for long-term 
wood recruitment 

• ELJs for channel complexity and 
promote natural delta/confluence 
processes 

• Increase and enhance wetland habitat 

Backwater 
connection 
to Middle 
Fork 

High flow 
connection to 
Coast Fork 

Regrade pond banks 
for wetland and 
riparian habitat 

Regrade topsoil and 
mined piles for 
revegetation 

Invasive species 
control and 
revegetation, place 
loose wood 

Engineered log jam 
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Recommended Plan Features (M1B) 
First Cost $16,381,000 

Benefits: 
• Reconnection of the 175 acre floodplain 

site to Middle Fork 
• Fish access (listed Chinook salmon, 

steelhead trout, Oregon chub) 
• Restore riparian buffer for long-term 

wood recruitment 
• Increase and enhance wetland habitat 

Lower revetment and 
notch for seasonal 
connections 

Connections 
between ponds 

Regrade pond banks 
for wetland and 
riparian habitat 

Control invasive 
species, revegetate, 
place loose wood 
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Recommended Plan Features (M2A) 
First Cost $2,996,000 

Benefits: 
• Enhance existing high quality 78 acre 

fish/wildlife habitat and access 
• Removal of invasive species 
• Restore riparian buffer for long-term 

wood recruitment 

Control invasive 
species, revegetate, 
place loose wood 
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C1B 
C1C 

M1A 

M1B 

M2A 

Recommended Plan 
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Photo: © Rick McEwan 

Mt Pisgah/Howard Buford 

C1B 

C1C M1A 

M1B The Nature Conservancy 

M2A 

Project Overview 
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Commanding General’s Introduction: 
 

“My intent is that the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers will 
continue to increase its public value…….as a National asset 

that provides leadership and technical expertise in formulating 
and implementing environmental stewardship, water resources, 

and broader sustainable infrastructure policies.”   

Goal 2:   
Transform Civil Works 

Deliver enduring and essential water 
resource solutions using effective 

transformation strategies. 

End-State for Goal 2: 
 

“The Corps of Engineers will focus its talents and energy on 
comprehensive, sustainable and integrated solutions to the nation’s 
water resources and related challenges through collaboration with 

stakeholders (internal, regional, states, local entities, other Federal 
agencies, etc.), playing traditional or emerging roles (leadership, technical 

support, broker, data and knowledge provider, etc.), and evaluating the 
current and required portfolio of water resources infrastructure.  This goal 

refers to not only, developing and delivering comprehensive and lasting 
solutions and products but also ensuring that the deliverables are 

sustainable (long lasting, integrated and holistic) to respond to today’s and 
future challenges.” 

 
 

The Corps of Engineers will focus its talents and energy on comprehensive, sustainable and integrated solutions to the nation’s water resources and related chal           The Corps of Engineers will focus its talents and energy on comprehensive, sustainable and integrated solutions to the nation’s water resources and related chal           The Corps of Engineers will focus its talents and energy on comprehensive, sustainable and integrated solutions to the nation’s water resources and related chal           The Corps of Engineers will focus its talents and energy on comprehensive, sustainable and integrated solutions to the nation’s water resources and related chal           
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RS 
 

HEADQUARTERS 

Environmental Operating Principles 
Background:  
  
The United States Army Corps of Engineers Environmental Operating Principles were developed to ensure that Corps of Engineers missions 
include totally integrated sustainable environmental practices. The Principles provided corporate direction to ensure the workforce recognized the 
Corps of Engineers role in, and responsibility for, sustainable use, stewardship, and restoration of natural resources across the Nation and, 
through the international reach of its support missions. 
 
Since the Environmental Operating Principles were introduced in 2002 they have instilled environmental stewardship across business practices 
from recycling and reduced energy use at Corps and customer facilities to a fuller consideration of the environmental impacts of Corps actions 
and meaningful collaboration within the larger environmental community. 
 
The concepts embedded in the original Principles remain vital to the success of the Corps and its missions. However, as the Nation's resource 
challenges and priorities have evolved, the Corps has responded by close examination and refinement of work processes and operating 
practices. This self-examination includes how the Corps considers environmental issues in all aspects of the corporate enterprise. In particular, 
the strong emphasis on sustainability must be translated into everyday actions that have an effect on the environmental conditions of today, as 
well as the uncertainties and risks of the future. These challenges are complex, ranging from global trends such as increasing and competing 
demands for water and energy, climate and sea level change, and declining biodiversity; to localized manifestations of these issues in extreme 
weather events, the spread of invasive species, and demographic shifts. Accordingly, the Corps of Engineers is re-invigorating commitment to the 
Environmental Operating Principles in light of this changing context. 
 
The Environmental Operating Principles relate to the human environment and apply to all aspects of business and operations. They apply across 
Military Programs, Civil Works, Research and Development, and across the Corps. The Principles require a recognition and acceptance of 
individual responsibility from senior leaders to the newest team members. Re-committing to these principles and environmental stewardship will 
lead to more efficient and effective solutions, and will enable the Corps of Engineers to further leverage resources through collaboration. This is 
essential for successful integrated resources management, restoration of the environment and sustainable and energy efficient approaches to all 
Corps of Engineers mission areas. It is also an essential component of the Corps of Engineers' risk management approach in decision making, 
allowing the organization to offset uncertainty by building flexibility into the management and construction of infrastructure. 

The United States Army Corps of Engineers Environmental Operating Principles 
were developed to ensure that Corps of Engineers missions include totally 
integrated sustainable environmental practices. The Principles provided corporate 
direction to ensure the workforce recognized the Corps of Engineers role in, 
and responsibility for, sustainable use, stewardship, and restoration of 
natural resources across the Nation and, through the international reach of its 
support missions. 

. ……These challenges are complex, ranging from global trends such as 
increasing and competing demands for water and energy, climate and sea level 
change, and declining biodiversity; to localized manifestations of these issues in 
extreme weather events, the spread of invasive species, and demographic 
shifts. Accordingly, the Corps of Engineers is re-invigorating commitment to the 
Environmental Operating Principles in light of this changing context. 

……. Re-committing to these principles and environmental stewardship will 
lead to more efficient and effective solutions, and will enable the Corps of 
Engineers to further leverage resources through collaboration. This is essential 
for successful integrated resources management, restoration of the 
environment and sustainable and energy efficient approaches to all Corps 
of Engineers mission areas. It is also an essential component of the Corps of 
Engineers' risk management approach in decision making, allowing the 
organization to offset uncertainty by building flexibility into the management and 
construction of infrastructure. 

http://www.usace.army.mil/Home.aspx
http://www.usace.army.mil/Home.aspx
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USACE Re-energized Environmental 
Operating Principles  (EOP) 

 Foster sustainability as a way of life throughout the organization.  
 Proactively consider environmental consequences of all Corps activities and 

act accordingly.  
 Create mutually supporting economic and environmentally sustainable 

solutions.  
 Continue to meet our corporate responsibility and accountability under 

the law for activities undertaken by the Corps, which may impact human 
and natural environments.  

 Consider the environment in employing a risk management and systems 
approach throughout the life cycles of projects and programs.  

 Leverage scientific, economic and social knowledge to understand the 
environmental context and effects of Corps actions in a collaborative 
manner.  

 Employ an open, transparent process that respects views of individuals 
and groups interested in Corps activities.  
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Environmental Compliance 
 Environmental Assessment integrated into feasibility report. 

 FONSI execution pending 

 No significant environmental compliance issues. 

• No HTRW issues 
• Cultural Resources, Section 106 compliant 
• Fish & Wildlife Coordination Act compliant 
• U.S. Fish & Wildlife Biological Opinion (BO) complete 
• National Marine Fisheries Services (BO) complete 
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NWP Compliance of PGM 
 37 Comments from OWPR throughout project 
  

• All policy issues have been resolved 
 

• Most significant comments pertained to real estate policy 
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Technical Reviews 
 Agency Technical Review 

- Review Managed by ECO-PCX, St. Paul District led effort 
- All ATR Comments resolved 
- Certification Completed, July 2013 
- Cost DX Certification received, July 2013 

 Independent External Peer Review 
- Review Managed by ECO-PCX, Battelle 
- Panel concurred with all PDT responses 
- Final Evaluator and Backcheck responses received, June 2013 

 Habitat Suitability Index (HSI) Model Review and Approval 
-   The following HIS models were approved by the HQ Model Certification Team: 

Models Approved for this Study 
• Western Pond Turtle 
• Oregon Chub 
• Native Amphibians 
• Native Salmonids 
• American Kestrel 
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Models Pre-Approved for National Use 
• Beaver 
•  Wood Duck 
•  Yellow Warbler 
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Climate  Change 
 Climate model predictions: 

- Warmer temperatures with less snowpack 
- More rainfall with more intense storms 
- More frequent droughts and floods 

 
 Recommendation for resiliency – Recommended plan implements key 

recommendations from the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change 
- Protect and restore areas that provide ecosystem services such as flood 

control, water storage, carbon sequestration, and temperature refugia – 
FLOODPLAINS 

- Manage and control invasive species 
- Base resource management decisions on ecosystem-watershed scale to 

provide flexibility – LARGER SCALES 
- Protect key parts of the landscape that can withstand climate change effects – 

FLOODPLAINS AND CHANNEL MIGRATION ZONES 
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Risk Management 

 Overall, recommended plan is “low risk” 
-  Restoration measures proven practice 
-  No induced flood risk   (no rise to 100 year flood) 

 
 Cost and Schedule Risk Analysis Results 

-  No critical cost risk are remaining 
-  4 critical schedule risk remaining 

Out-year federal funding 
Review process and approval bureaucracy 
Timing of real estate easement acquisition 
Ecosystem Restoration remaining a priority mission area 

-  80% confidence level resulting in 33.8% cost contingency 
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 Wide variety of stakeholders involved from 
reconnaissance phase 
 

 A series of public meetings held during plan formulation 
and evaluation 
 

 NEPA Public review of draft report in March-April 2013 

Public Involvement  
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Public Involvement (continued) 

Key public issues and responses: 
-  Introduction of invasive species into the river if ponds 

are connected 
-  Concerns about contaminants and water quality 
-  Water quality/temperature in ponds 
-  Flow Management, gravel deposition on the Coast 

Fork, and erosion/flooding 
-  Protect species and habitats during construction 
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Project Briefing 
 Overview 

► Study Authorization 
► Purpose, Problems, Goals & Objectives 
► Project Location 
► Project Delivery Team & Non-Federal Partner 

 Alternatives Considered 
► Locations 
► Plan Formulation 
► Economic / Cost Summary  
► Locally Preferred Plan & Deviation from the NER 

 Recommended Plan 
 Compliance 

► Environmental 
► PGM / ATR / IEPR 
► Public Involvement 

 Proposed Implementation Schedule 
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Remaining Milestones 

 Civil Works Review Board:  18 September 2013 

 Release of Letters for State & Agency Review:  20 September 2013 

 Initiate State and Agency Review:  2 October 2013 

 Complete State and Agency Review:  1 November 2013 

 Issuance of Final Chief’s Report:  1 December 2013 
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Project Briefing 
 Overview 

► Study Authorization 
► Purpose, Problems, Goals & Objectives 
► Project Location 
► Project Delivery Team & Non-Federal Partner 

 Alternatives Considered 
► Locations 
► Plan Formulation 
► Economic / Cost Summary  
► Locally Preferred Plan & Deviation from the NER 

 Recommended Plan 
 Compliance 

► Environmental 
► PGM / ATR / IEPR 
► Public Involvement 

 Proposed Implementation Schedule 
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“Bottom Line Up-Front” 
District Recommendation: 

 
1. Approve the Willamette River Floodplain 

Restoration (Interim Response) Final 
Feasibility Report, June 2013 
 

2. Release the Proposed Chief’s Report for State 
and Agency Review 
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Agenda 
 Welcome    General Walsh 
 Project Briefing   Colonel Eisenhauer 
 Sponsor Support   Dr. Leslie Bach 
 MSC Commander Briefing   Mr. Ponganis 
 Agency Technical Review  Ms. Jodi Creswell and 
      Mr. Elliott Stefanik 
 IEPR    Ms. Lynn McLeod and 

      Mr. Steve Pugh  
 Policy Review Assessment  Ms. Jeanette Gallihugh 
 Board Discussion   General Walsh 
 Action    Mr. Tab Brown 
 Lessons Learned/After Action  Colonel Eisenhauer 
 Lessons Learned       Mr. Ponganis 
 Close     General Walsh   
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Middle and Coast Forks 
Willamette River 

The Nature 
Conservancy in 
Oregon Willamette 

Basin 
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Shallow edges 
for young fish 

New gravel 
bars & 
islands  

Refuge 
areas during 

floods 

Narrow 
channels with 

shade  

Flood Storage  

Cold water 
pockets  

Habitat for 
larger fish 

Functioning Floodplains Provide Diverse Habitats 
That Support Ecosystems and Ecosystem Services 

Flow 

Adapted From Kirk Schroeder, ODFW 
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Willamette Confluence 
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 High human 
value limits 
amount of 
floodplain 
available for 
conservation 
and restoration 
 

  

Regaining Floodplain Function 

Restoration of floodplains with former gravel 
operations is one of the most promising options 
for regaining floodplain habitat 

From: Gregory, Hulse and Baker, 2002 



69 



70 

Complex: contains over 
1,500 acres of prairie, 
savanna, and oak 
woodland and almost 6 
river miles of floodplain 
forest 

Project is located within the 
heart of an approximately 
5000 acre complex of 
conservation lands 

Photo: © Rick McEwan 
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C1C: 
Coast Fork and 
Associated Gravel 
Ponds 

© Sarah Kate Weaver/TNC 

© Leslie Bach/TNC © Leslie Bach/TNC 
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M1A and M1B: 
Middle Fork and 
Associated Gravel 
Ponds 

© Stephen Anderson 

© Stephen Anderson © Stephen Anderson 
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M2A: 
Middle Fork and 
Associated Gravel 
Ponds 

© Stephen Anderson 

© Charlie Quinn/TNC 

© Leslie Bach/TNC 



GI Study: 
Total Cost: $3.7 M 
Sponsor:    $1.85 M 
10 years 
3 Commanders 

PED and Construction: 
TNC has provided 
letter of support for 
project and self- 
certification of financial 
capability 

Sponsor Commitment 

© Leslie Bach/TNC 

© Leslie Bach/TNC 

© TNC 
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Rationale for NWD Support 

► Concur with the District Commander’s findings and 
recommendations; 

► Plan is consistent with Federal, State, and local laws and 
ordinances; 

► Plan has strong Sponsor and stakeholder support. 
► Plan will provide highly valued restored habitat in the 

Willamette River, considered “the Crown Jewel of Oregon’s 
River Systems”, a priority for the State of Oregon and the 
agencies in the Pacific NW; 

► Plan provides reconnection and restoration of significant 
habitat for native species, including internationally significant 
salmon and other nationally significant species.  
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Rationale for NWD Support 
Collaboration 

► Plan is complementary with other regional plans to restore 
resources in the Willamette Basin being carried out 
through other multiple federal, state, and local initiatives.  

► Highly collaborative agency/stakeholder effort with Corps 
being an important partner.  

► The Nature Conservancy as the sponsor signifies 
importance of the restoration efforts proposed; TNC is 
investing in the basin. 

► TNC and the Corps are Partners on the Comprehensive 
Plan for Sustainable Rivers Project - the Willamette River 
one of nine sites nationally. 

► Vertical Team and PCX collaboration and support of 
restoration project. 
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Certification of Legal and Policy 
Compliance 

► District Counsel’s legal certification of final report and 
EA: 8 July 2013 

► IEPR completed May 2013 
► ATR certification by the ECO-PCX 8 July 2013 
► Planning Model Certification 15 August 2013 
► Cost certification completed 3 July 2013 
► Vertical Team alignment; legal and policy reviews 

completed and all issues resolved. 
► Project is consistent with the Ecosystem mission and 

Environmental Operating Principles  
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NWD Quality Assurance Activities 
► Coordinated with vertical team to ensure that project is 

technically and policy compliant. 

► Coordinated with PCX to ensure Model approval, ATR, and 
IEPR complete and compliant. 

► Reviewed DQC compliance and certification. 

► Reviewed ATR and IEPR comments and responses to 
ensure appropriate resolution and documentation. 

► Worked with NWP to successfully resolve MSC and HQ 
review comments/issues during various phases of study and 
ensured issues adequately addressed in the Final Report.  

► Review Plan (RP) for Feasibility Studies approved by MSC 
on 11 Sept 2012.   RP for PED to be finalized once the PED 
phase is initiated. 
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Expected Response to Draft Chief’s 
Report 

 Anticipate favorable response to the draft Chief’s Report 
► Project has received strong support from Stakeholders: 

• Surrounding land owners  
• Local public   
• Lane County  
• State of Oregon Governor’s Office 
• Oregon Department of Fish & Game  
• NOAA and USFWS  

► Oregon Congressional delegation strongly supports the 
project 

 Expect congressional support and future congressional 
authorization for construction 
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NWD Recommendation 
 Approve the Final Report. 
 Release the Proposed Chief’s Report for State and 

Agency Review. 
 Complete the Chief’s Report. 
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ATR Team 
Team Member ATR Role Office 
Elliott Stefanik ATR Lead and 

Environmental/NEPA 
CEMVP-PD-P 

Charyl Barrow Plan Formulation and 
Economics 

CENWS-PM-PL 

Karl Eriksen Hydraulics and 
Geomorphology 

CENWS-EN-HH-HE 

Paul Anderson Geotechnical Engineering CENWS-EC-DB-CS 

James Neubauer Cost Engineering CENWW-EC-X 
Ashley Klimaszewski Real Estate CELRN-RE 
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ATR Process 
 Reviews completed for: 

► Draft Report (AFB) 
► Final Report 

 213 Comments generated 
► Draft Report review: 181 comments 
► Final Report review: 32 comments 

 All comments have been closed 
 No outstanding ATR issues 
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Primary Issues 
 Sufficient level of detail for project alternatives 
 Report didn’t include all required information 
 Properly computed project benefits 
 Proper comparison of project alternatives 
 Other typical engineering and planning 

comments 
 

 Majority of comments provided on draft report 
 Final report had few remaining issues 
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Assuring Quality of Planning Models 

 3 Habitat Suitability Index 
(HSI) models approved 
for national use in 2008 
► Beaver 
► Wood duck  
► Yellow warbler 

 5 HSI models approved 
on 7/2/2013 for regional 
use in Willamette River 
Basin 
 Western Pond Turtle 
 Oregon Chub 
 Native Amphibians 
 Native Salmonids 
 American Kestrel 
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Battelle 

Lynn McLeod, PMP  
IEPR Team Lead 

Amanda Maxemchuk 
Project Manager 

Independent External Peer Review (IEPR) 
  
Willamette River Floodplain Restoration Study 
Draft Integrated Feasibility Report and 
Environmental Assessment 
 
Presented to the CWRB on  
September 18, 2013 
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IEPR – Willamette River Floodplain 
Restoration Study 

8
9 

 Panel Reviewed the March 2013 version of the documents 

The Willamette River IEPR was conducted in April/May 2013 

Panel Members                     Panel Discipline  
Steven Pugh (Lead Panel 
Member) 

Planning 

Brandon Kulik Environmental Compliance/Biology 
Tracy Drury, P.E.  Hydrology, Hydraulic and 

Geomorphology Engineering 
Charles Glagola, Ph.D.  Cost Engineering 



Final IEPR Report submitted on May 20, 2013 

IEPR – Willamette River Floodplain 
Restoration Study 

Results:  
 15 Final Panel Comments  

− 2 high significance 
− 9 medium significance 
− 4 low significance 

9
0 

Post-Final Panel Comments/Response results  
documented on June 27, 2013 

Results:  
• PDT Evaluator Responses to Final Panel Comments  

− 13 concurs 
− 2 non-concur 

• Panel BackCheck Responses to the PDT Responses  
− 15 concurs 
− 0 non-concurs 



Notable Panel Findings from the Final IEPR Report 

IEPR – Willamette River Floodplain 
Restoration Study 

 The alternatives analysis did not fully explain: 
► Why other non-engineering alternatives such as dam operation (e.g., 

hydrologic modification) were eliminated from consideration during earlier 
phases of the study.  

► How the specific habitat restoration elements fulfill endangered species 
Primary Constituent Element (PCE) requirements. 

 The current understanding of hydraulic conditions and geomorphic processes 
may not optimize project objectives. 
► Historic bedload quantities and the importance of bedload to natural 

geomorphic process in the lower and middle fork subbasins are necessary 
to evaluate and understand the long-term expected conditions. 

 Restoration measures pertaining to invasive species management and large 
woody debris establishment may not be self-sustaining and could require 
perpetual maintenance. 

 The monitoring and adaptive management plan does not provide adequate 
details to confirm that applicable metrics will be developed for evaluating the 
success of the project goals. 9
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IEPR – Willamette River Floodplain 
Restoration Study 

9
2 

 

• The Panel agreed with all PDT Responses to all Final Panel Comments 

Conclusion 
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HQUSACE Team Reviews: 
 
 AFB was held in October 2012. 
 

 Draft report was reviewed in May 2013. 
 

 Final Feasibility Report/EA review completed.  
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 Significant Policy Questions from AFB, 
Draft and Final Report Reviews 

 
 Monitoring and Adaptive Management Plan per WRDA ‘07. 

 

 OMRR&R activities, timing, costs. 
 

 Real Estate:   
► Lands Crediting Valuation Deviation Request 
► Less-than-fee Estate 

 

 National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) and US Fish & 
Wildlife Service (USFWS) Biological Opinions (BiOps). 
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Real Estate 
 

CONCERN:  Proposed deviation from LERRD crediting valuation policies.  
Sponsor lands to be appraised under the hypothetical condition that the 
lands were not encumbered by easements held by Bonneville Power 
Administration and Oregon Watershed Enhancement Board. 
 

REASON:  Insufficient justification for deviation from policy.  Contributed 
funds from BPA and OWEB for sponsor’s purchase of lands were 
contingent upon a perpetual conservation easement in place.  Sponsor 
support was questionable if deviation from policy was not granted. 

  
RESOLUTION:  Deviation from policy was not granted.  Non-Federal sponsor 

remains supportive and capable of implementing Recommended Plan 
and has submitted required sponsor letter of support and financial 
capability statement. 

 

RESOLUTION IMPACT:  Concern Resolved. 
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Real Estate 
 

CONCERN:  Proposed real estate interest in 115 acres (out of 573 acres 
total) is easement versus fee simple acquisition, which is the standard 
interest for ecosystem restoration projects per section 17(b) of EP 
1165-2-502 and Chapter 12 of ER 405-1-12. 
 

REASON:  Adequate justification to deviate from policy not provided.  
Additional concerns with durability of the proposed easement and 
demonstration that less-than-fee is appropriate considering existing and 
foreseeable non-project land uses.   

  
RESOLUTION:   Sufficient justification was provided for HQUSACE to agree 

that less-than-fee interest is acceptable.  Explanation was provided 
regarding  legal durability in Oregon and verifying that existing and 
future land uses will be compatible with restoration features. 

 
RESOLUTION IMPACT:  Concern Resolved. 
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NMFS and USFWS BiOps 
(ESA Section 7 Consultation) 
 

CONCERN:  BiOps were received from Agencies in June 2013.  BiOps lacked 
“Incidental Take Statements,” included inappropriate or non-applicable 
conditions, and required further Section 7 consultation during design and 
construction phases. 

 
REASON:  Purpose of BiOp is to provide Incidental Take Statements to Federal 

agencies which exempts them from prohibitions in the ESA.  Consultation 
was considered incomplete.  Risk to project costs and implementation of 
proposed plan. 

 
RESOLUTION:  District worked expeditiously with the Agencies to receive 

acceptable revised/amended BiOps.   
 
RESOLUTION IMPACT:  Concern Resolved. 
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HQUSACE Policy Compliance Review Team  
RECOMMENDATION 

 
 

Approve release of the proposed  
Report of the Chief of Engineers for  
State and Agency Review. 
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Lessons Learned 
► Apply risk-based decision making early on 

• Initial work included many models, surveys, and 
objectives that required time and resources and 
contributed to long study time.   

► Use transparent process that involves numerous diverse 
stakeholders 

• Diversity and complexity of multiple stakeholders 
requires time, communication, and flexibility when 
trying to align to the federal mission and processes 

► Document, document, document 
• Involve vertical team in all policy discussion through the 

study 
► Treat Sponsors as team members 
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Northwestern Division Lessons Learned 

 Early Vertical Team coordination/policy vetting on lands 
and land value issues within the Columbia River basin 

 Early and full engagement of RE on study teams; need 
to improve quality/completeness of RE Plans  

 Watershed scale projects need to be screened to 
manageable level early in study process. 

 NGO sponsorship has complexities that require greater  
HQ alignment but provide strong partnership 
opportunities in ecosystem restoration for the future.  
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Civil Works Review Board 

►List date, decision, and OMB attendees 
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