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What is the Oregon Plan?

The Oregon Coastal Salmon Restoration
Initiative laid the foundation for the Oregon
Plan for Salmon and Watersheds. Its focus
on coastal coho salmon populations listed
under the federal Endangered Species Act
later expanded to encompass the statewide
watershed program that exists today.

* Investments in Local Solutions
 Private/Public Partnerships
» Science-Based Watershed Management

 Implementation of Existing Laws
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Macroinvertebrate Community Score
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Standards and Benchmarks

Parameter Poor Basis for benchmark
Vertebrate Community Score <50 25t percentile of reference sites.
Macroinvertebrate Community <0.9 25t percentile of reference sites.
Score
Fine Sediment > 30 % Aquatic life use protection (Drake 2004).
>16C Core cold water habitat. Numeric standard
Water Temperature Salmon and trout rearing and migration habitat.
>18C .
Numeric standard
Dissolved Oxygen Concentration <8.0 mg/L Numeric standard
Dissolved Oxygen I_Dercent of <90 % Numeric standard
Saturation
Total Inorganic Nitrogen > 0.3 mg/L 25t percentile of reference sites.
Total Phosphorus >0.03 mg/L 25t percentile of reference sites.
. Water Quality for contact recreation and aquatic life use
Oregon Water Quality Index <85 protection (Cude 2001)
Biochemical Oxygen Demand > 0.8 mg/L 25t percentile of reference sites.
Total Solids > 66 mg/L 25t percentile of reference sites.
pH <6.50r>8.5 | Numeric standard




Percentage of stream miles

120

100

(0]
o

(o2}
(@]

N
o

N
o

Vertebrate Index of Biological Integrity (VIBI) Across
Landuse

10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90
VIBI Score

100




Stressor Extent and Relative Risk
for Macroinvertebrates and Vertebrates
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Land Use Extent and Relative Risk
for Macroinvertebrates and Vertebrates
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Project challenges

Criteria did not exist for many of
the parameters of interest.

Aggregating data from several
projects was a technical
challenge.

Many individual site weights had
to be calculated based on the
samples size.

Sample size for some strata was
limited.

The report was suppose to be a
synthesis of data collected by
multiple agencies. It ended up
being multiple reports compiled
together.




Future Applications

« TMDL Effectiveness Monitoring at the
Basin Scale

— By land use type: Forest, Agriculture, Urban

— Report on effectiveness of the Forest
Practices Act, Senate Bill 1010, and TMDL
Implementation Plans.

* Focus on High Level Indicators like:

— IBI, Riparian condition, Water Quality Index,
and TMDL parameters.
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Lower Columbia Wadeable Stream
Conditions Report
2003-04




Lower Columbia Wadeable Streams Assessment




Evolutionarily Significant Units
In the Lower Columbia




Watersheds
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Lower Columbia Land Use
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Lower Columbia Ecoregions
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Reference Sites
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Stressor Extent and Relative Risk
for Macroinvertebrates and Vertebrates
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Project challenges

* Very diverse landscape west to east.
— Political
— Geographic
— Landuse

« Relatively small sample size (54 randomly
selected sites) for such a diverse region which
did not allow us to look at land use or other
strata.

 Reference sites taken from a large geographic
region.
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