United States Department of the Interior

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT
Medford Distriet Office
3040 Biddle Road
Medford, Oregon 97504
email address: BLM_OR_MD Mailvblm.gov

MAR 06 2014

IN REPLY REFER TO:
1792 (ORMO10)

Dear Neighbor and Interested Citizen:

The Environmental Assessment (EA) for Aquatic and Riparian Habitat Enhancement is
available for public review. This programmatic EA analyzes the effects of a suite of watershed
enhancement activities needed to improve aquatic habitat. The broad purpose of the EA is to
expedite watershed restoration and improve aquatic habitat. The Medford District RMP
identified watershed restoration as a key component to the Aquatic Conservation Strategy.
Specifically, the RMP identified restoration of poorly functioning riparian conditions, control
and prevention of road sediment production, and increasing in-stream habitat complexity as
priority restoration activities.

As specific restoration needs are identified by project teams. watershed analysis. or
public input. the projects will be evaluated against the activities and effects identified and
assessed in the programmatic EA. The EA covers projects located on both private and federal
lands within the Medford District Area (see attached map). A Decision Record is expected to be
signed in mid to late April; projects consistent with the stipulations in the EA would then be
implemented under a Determination of NEPA Adequacy. These project-specific documents
would be posted on the Medford District website (see below). It a proposed project is not
consistent with the EA. the project would either be modified or would require additional
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) analysis prior to implementation.

Projects will also be consistent with consultation with the National Marine Fisheries Service
(NMES) Biological Opinion for Fish Habitat Restoration Activities in Oregon and Washington
(ARBO II).

Comments that clearly articulate site specific issues or concerns would be most useful to
us. Copies of the EA will be available for public review in the Medford Interagency Office.
3040 Biddle Rd, Medford OR 97504 and the Grants Pass Interagency Office at 2164 NE
Spalding Ave.. Grants Pass. OR 97526. A formal 30-day public comment period will be
initiated by publication of the EA on the Medford District website:
htp://www.blm.gov/or/districts/medford/plans/index.php. If you would like a copy of the EA.
please stop by the office or contact Tony Kerwin, District Planning and Environmental
Coordinator. at (341) 618-2402. Written comments should be addressed to Bureau of Land
Management, 3040 Biddle Rd, Medford OR 97504 to the attention of Tony Kerwin., E-mailed
comments may be sent to: BLM OR MD Maili@blm.gov. Please send any comments by April
11. 2014, If you would like more information regarding this project, please contact Tony Kerwin
(541-618-2402). Medford District Planning and Environmental Coordinator.
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Before including your address, phone number, e-mail address, or other personal
identifying information in your comment, be advised that your entire comment including your
personal identifying information may be made publicly available at any time. While you can ask
us in your comment to withhold from public review your personal identifying information, we
cannot guarantee that we will be able to do so. We will make all submissions from organizations

or businesses, available for public disclosure in their entirgty.

Sincerely,

Dayne Barron
Medford District Manager

Attachment
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EA# DOI-BLM-OR-MO000-2013-0004-EA

ACTION/TITLE: Aquatic Habitat Enhancement

LOCATION: The Project covers all lands within and adjacent to the Medford District Bureau of
Land Management
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1.0 Purpose and Need

Introduction

The Bureau of Land Management (BLM), Medford District, plays a key role in aquatic and riparian
enhancement activities presently underway in the Rogue, Umpgua and Klamath River Systems.
Because of the interspersed, checkerboard ownership pattern of the revested Oregon & California
Railroad lands, the District works closely with public and private partners to plan aquatic and
riparian enhancement projects that benefit resources across ownership boundaries.

This Programmatic Aquatic Habitat Enhancement Environmental Assessment (EA) addresses a
suite of activities to maintain and restore watershed conditions, establishes the scope and sideboards
of the activities, and provides an analysis of the environmental consequences of the typical projects.
All proposed activities are consistent with actions identified by NOAA Fisheries / National Marine
Fisheries Service (NMFS) and the United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) in the
Programmatic Biological Opinion for Aquatic Restoration Activities in the States of Oregon,
Washington and portions of California, Idaho and Nevada (ARBO II). (FWS reference:
01EOFWO00-2013-F-0090). The USFWS, NMFS and BLM identified these programmatic activities
because they have predictable effects to species and habitat regardless of their location of treatment.
Restoration activities that did not have predictable effects (e.g., channel reconstruction projects) or
which had uncertainty were not included.

The EA does not include site specific projects, rather the EA identifies a suite, or types of actions
that would benefit aquatic and riparian resources. As this EA does not specifically identify each
project, future site specific projects would be evaluated for consistency with the effects disclosed in
this programmatic EA. If site project effects are not addressed by this programmatic EA then they
would require a separate National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) analysis and documentation.

This EA tiers to the following NEPA and land use planning documents:

e Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement and Record of Decision for
Amendments to Forest Service and Bureau of Land Management Planning Documents
Within the Range of the Northern Spotted Owl(Northwest Forest Plan FSEIS, 1994 and
ROD,1994)

e Final Medford District Proposed Resource Management Plan/Environmental Impact
Statement, and Record of Decision and Resource Management Plan (EIS, 1994 and
RMP/ROD, 1995)

e Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement: Management of Port-Orford-Cedar in
Southwest Oregon(FSEIS 2004) and ROD(2004)

e Medford District Integrated Weed Management Plan Environmental Assessment (1998) and

e tiered to the Northwest Area Noxious Weed Control Program (EIS, 1985)*

e Cascade-Siskiyou National Monument Record of Decision and Resource Management Plan
(2008) and PRMP/FEIS (2005)

e Rogue National Wild and Scenic River: Hellgate Recreation Area, Recreation Area
Management Plan (2004) and PRMP/FEIS (2003)
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e Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement and Record of Decision and Standards
and Guidelines for Amendment to the Survey & Manage, Protection Buffer, and other
Mitigation Measures Standards and Guidelines (FEIS,2000 and ROD,2001)

* An EA, tiering to the Vegetation Treatments Using Herbicides on BLM Lands in Oregon FEIS/ROD
(2010), is being prepared. If it becomes available for use during the life of this EA, it will replace the 1998
EA. Treatment of invasive weeds would use the methods and design features detailed in the forthcoming
District EA if it is finalized during the life of this EA.

This EA also conforms to the following documents:

« National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) Endangered Species Act — Section 7
Programmatic Consultation Conference and Biological Opinion (ARBO I1) (FWS
reference: 01EOFWO00-2013-F-0090.

 USFWS - Section 7 Programmatic Consultation Biological and Conference Opinion
(01EOFWO00-2013-F-0090);

« USFWS - Plant Letter of Concurrence (LOC #01EOFWO00-2014-1-0013)

1.1  Purpose

The purpose of the aquatic and riparian enhancement activities proposed in this EA is to maintain or
aid recovery of aquatic habitat, riparian habitat, and water quality where a tangible benefit would
accrue to resources on public lands. The purpose of the proposed activities is to focus on:

e Controlling and preventing road-related runoff and sediment production through road
improvements, and renovation including culvert replacement/removal, and road
decommissioning

e Improving the condition of riparian vegetation stands through silvicultural and fuel
treatments, including treatments to expedite large conifer development

e Increasing instream habitat and channel stability and complexity, including activities
designed to provide or improve unobstructed access to aquatic species

Further, the Aquatic Habitat Enhancement Programmatic EA seeks to establish a process that
facilitates partnership developments, leverages funding, and improves watershed condition through
reducing duplication of NEPA documentation for similar projects with similar effects.

1.2  Need

Watershed enhancement projects are needed to maintain or restore aquatic habitat. As shown by
watershed analyses and monitoring, various streams and watersheds across the Medford District
require restoration activities to either achieve or to maintain aquatic health. BLM is responsible for
watershed restoration as per the 1995 RMP which has three main components: “control and
prevention of road-related runoff and sediment production, restoration of the condition of riparian
vegetation, and restoration of in-stream habitat complexity” (1995, p. 23). Current conditions in the
watersheds provide specific information indicating the need for improving aquatic habitat, which
includes:

» Control and prevention of road related runoff and sediment production;

Medford District Programmatic Aquatic and Riparian Habitat Enhancement EA 2



= Maintenance and enhancement of the species composition and structural diversity of plant
communities adjacent to streams and wetlands to provide adequate summer and winter thermal
regulation, nutrient filtering, and reduced rates of sedimentation; and

» Rehabilitation of streams and other waters to enhance natural populations of anadromous and
resident fish. Possible rehabilitation measures would include, but not be limited to fish passage
improvements; instream structures using boulders and log placement to create spawning and
rearing habitat; and placement of fine and coarse materials for over- wintering habitat.

The proposed actions also respond to financial opportunities available for conducting enhancement
and rehabilitation projects, both on and off federal lands. Funds for such work are presently
available through Title 11 of the Secure Rural Schools and Community Self- Determination Act
(a.k.a. County Payments Act), various grants, annual appropriations and other funding sources. The
Watershed Restoration and Enhancement Agreement of 2006 also gives federal agencies the
authority to spend federal funds on non-federal lands when there would be a tangible benefit to
resources on federal land. Whether from these or other sources, the BLM expects that there will be
continued funding for restoration efforts.

The development of community partnerships is always a preferred method to achieve large-scale
restoration objectives and is encouraged by the Oregon/Washington BLM 2015 Strategic Plan
which provides direction to “protect/maintain and restore aquatic and riparian resources including
water and habitat quality and availability” and states that BLM “can significantly expand our
capacity by working with partners in prioritized watersheds, thereby achieving greater benefits for
aquatic and riparian resources” (USDI, BLM 2010).

1.3  Project Location

The planning area includes all lands within the Bureau of Land Management, Medford District
(Map 1). The vast majority of projects would occur within the Riparian Reserve land use allocation
on public lands. Private lands that contribute to the health of public lands, typically adjacent to
BLM, are also included within the planning area scope.

1.4  Decision to be Made

The information and analysis provided in this EA will assist the Medford District Manager in
deciding between the Proposed Action and the No Action Alternative. NEPA regulations require
that prior to making this decision the Authorized Officer (the Medford District Manager) must first
make a finding of whether the Proposed Action analyzed in the EA has a significant impact. In
making that determination, the District Manager will consider both the context of the action and the
intensity of the impacts, including the 10 factors outlined in 40 CFR 1508.27(b). If the District
Manager determines the proposed action will not likely result in significant effects, then the BLM
will issue a “Finding of No Significant Impact” (FONSI).

In deciding between the Proposed Action and the No Action Alternative, the District Manager will
consider the extent to which the alternatives:

« Restore and maintain aquatic ecosystems
« Facilitates funding and partnership development
» Generate effects leading to degradation of habitat for threatened, endangered, and
sensitive species
Medford District Programmatic Aquatic and Riparian Habitat Enhancement EA 3



1.5  Scoping

Scoping is the process the BLM uses to identify issues related to the proposal (40 CFR 1501.7) and
determine the extent of the environmental analysis necessary for an informed decision. It is used
early in the NEPA process to identify (1) the issues to be addressed, (2) the depth of the analysis,
and (3) potential environmental impacts of the Proposed Action.

An interdisciplinary team of resource specialists reviewed the proposal and all pertinent
information, including public input received, and identified relevant issues to be addressed during
environmental analysis. The following issues served as a basis for the development and comparison
of alternatives and to provide information on the decision factors identified in Section 1.4, Decision
to be Made, above:

- How would enhancement efforts affect habitat for threatened, endangered, and sensitive
plant and animal species?

« How would proposed actions change the rate or distribution of noxious weeds?

« The proposed actions include heavy equipment operation in and adjacent to streams.
How would equipment operation affect soil productivity and erosion?

- How would heavy equipment operation affect stream water quality and channel
conditions?

« How would riparian vegetation treatments affect stream shade?

1.5.1 Alternatives and Issues Considered but Eliminated from Detailed Analysis

Projects such as mining reclamation and channel reconstruction were considered, but were
eliminated from the proposal and analysis. The scope and extent of mining reclamation and channel
reconstruction can vary widely, introducing uncertainty regarding environmental effects for which a
programmatic assessment is not suited.

Many comments received, while they may be worthwhile goals, are outside the scope of this project,
which is focused on restoration of aquatic systems. These are summarized below:*
e Prohibit trapping and shooting of beavers
e Provide public education for a variety of issues (e.g., promote acceptance of beavers,
protection of trees with metal fencing, removal of garbage and other waste, rehabilitate
damage from other uses)
Place bird boxes
Install beaver excluders and dwelling for beavers
Block mines to prevent human access and eliminate safety hazards
Withdraw lands where enhancement projects are scheduled from mineral entry
o While the RMP has management direction for withdrawal of lands with “significant
capital improvement” (RMP p. 80), the projects considered under this EA would not
generally be considered a significant capital improvement. Projects would be
assessed on a case-by-case basis to determine if they met this criterion.

*Note that some of these activities are being implemented under other project NEPA on the District.
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Cultural Resources

Prior to any project implementation under this programmatic EA, a cultural resource survey would
be completed and site-specific protection measures would be implemented to preserve the integrity
of all recorded cultural sites.

Identified cultural sites would be buffered and avoided to prevent degradation. Therefore, no
effects are anticipated to cultural resources.

Fuel Hazard

The project team did not identify any actions that would increase fuel hazards. Vegetation
management actions in riparian areas are expected to minimally reduce fuel loading and fire hazard
in a small area. This is also not expected to be a big part of project activities. Therefore, fuel hazard
was not an issue needing further analysis or one that would drive alternative development.

2.0 Alternatives

Introduction
This chapter describes basic features of the alternatives analyzed in this document.

The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) requires analysis of a proposed action and other
reasonable alternatives, including no action. The No Action Alternative provides a baseline for
estimating environmental effects. Two alternatives, including No Action, for the Medford District
Agquatic and Riparian Habitat Enhancement Project are considered in detail. The Proposed Action
(Alternative Two) was developed to meet the purpose and need.

2.1  Alternative 1 - No Action

Under this alternative, the Medford District Office would not pursue any of the programmatic
enhancement actions proposed in this analysis. Instream restoration activities, invasive aquatic
species control, pond improvement, native species planting, stream passage improvements, road
decommissioning, gating, fencing, and collection of logs for restoration activities would not be
implemented. No ground-disturbing activities would take place and aquatic species habitat would
not be improved. On-going activities such as road maintenance, recreation use, and noxious weed
control, would continue to occur because they are covered by other NEPA. No BLM land
management activities would change as a result of the No Action Alternative.

In addition, there would be no process in place to facilitate and expedite implementation of riparian
or aquatic enhancement projects. NEPA documentation of enhancement projects would continue to
rely on individual environmental assessments for each project. This would likely result in fewer
aquatic restoration activities occurring on the District than have occurred during the past 5 years.

2.2 Alternative 2 - Proposed Action

Under this alternative, a range of watershed enhancement actions would be undertaken, grouped
into the categories described below—riparian, instream habitat, and roads and culverts. Each
project could include one or a suite of these activities. All proposed projects would be consistent
with actions identified by the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) under consultation in
place at the time of implementation of individual projects and would be designed based on site-
specific conditions. Some projects may require additional NMFS review prior to implementation.

Medford District Programmatic Aquatic and Riparian Habitat Enhancement EA 5



The activities identified in this programmatic alternative, as well as those in the programmatic
consultation, were selected because they have predictable effects to species and habitat regardless of
location. Restoration activities that do not have predictable effects (e.g., channel reconstruction
projects) or which have uncertainty are not included in the Proposed Action.

This alternative addresses a suite of activities intended to restore watershed conditions. Site
specific projects identified in the future would be assessed for consistency with the scope and
effects addressed in this EA. To ensure consistency and to examine site specific conditions and
effects, the BLM would determine NEPA adequacy prior to any project implementation. The
determination would examine the project’s location and proposed activities and identify applicable
project design criteria. Projects found to be consistent with the scope and effects found in this
programmatic alternative would be implemented; those that do not would be modified to be
consistent with the alternative, or would require a separate NEPA analysis.

As this is a District-wide programmatic EA, projects would be prioritized on each Resource Area by
resource specialists (e.g., Hydrologists, Fish Biologists) based on their knowledge of sites needing
work, and availability of partners and funding.

Best Management Practices and Project Design Features (PDFs) would be selected and
implemented in conjunction with actions to avoid or mitigate identified impacts to the environment.
Project design features are included in the Proposed Action for the purpose of reducing adverse
environmental effects that might stem from project implementation. The PDFs noted below would
be considered with each project. However, only those that are appropriate to the location and
activity would be selected.

In addition, instream projects require a removal and fill permit from the Army Corps of Engineers
and Division of State lands. The Medford District has programmatic permits. These permits and
other relevant permits would be obtained as necessary prior to project implementation.

All activities would include an experienced fish biologist and/or hydrologist and other resource
specialists as needed in the design of the project.

A. Riparian Vegetation Projects

Objective

The riparian vegetation treatments seek to restore plant species composition and structure that
would occur under natural fire regimes in dry forest types. Specifically, the objectives include
thinning small diameter material to reduce fuel loads and to protect legacy trees and subsequent
reintroduction of low to moderate severity fire, and piling and burning. Improved riparian
conditions are intended to increase species diversity and to protect legacy trees that would provide
habitat and structure to the stream channels. All riparian vegetation treatments would be designed
to be No Effect to Coho, Coho Critical Habitat and Essential Fish Habitat. Essential Fish Habitat
(EFH) has been defined by NMFS as “those waters and substrate necessary to fish for spawning,
breeding, feeding, or growth to maturity.” This definition includes all waters historically used by
anadromous salmonids of commercial value (in this instance, coho salmon). EFH within the
analysis area is identical to Coho Critical Habitat (CCH).
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Actions:

Silvicultural treatments in riparian areas would include:

e Fuel reduction activities including: thinning of small diameter vegetation (<8” diameter),
handpile and burning, underburning, lop and scatter

e Girdling to create small snags and coarse down wood

e Tree and shrub planting

e Limited fencing to exclude grazing

Understory vegetation (<8 inches) would be thinned using manual techniques (e.g., chainsaw).
Actions would include selectively slashing hardwoods, conifers, and shrubs. Species diversity
would be maintained by retaining a mix of on-site species. Slash would then be handpiled and
burned (HP/B), lop-and-scattered, or chipped. To remove residual fuels, a light underburn may be
implemented on select units within the 1-2 years following handpile burning. Underburns would be
ignited outside any no-treatment buffers adjacent to creeks but would be allowed to back into the
buffered zone.

To ensure protection of water quality a no-treatment buffer would be applied along each side of
perennial/fish bearing and intermittent streams, as appropriate, such as when required by a Water
Quality or other management plan or by site-specific circumstances. These buffer widths may be
expanded when defined in a Water Quality Restoration Plans (WQRP) and based on site-specific
conditions.

Native plant species (trees, shrubs, sedges, and grasses) would be manually translocated, collected,
propagated and planted. A range of silvicultural treatment options, including choice of species
recruited, planted, or removed would be applied to reach desired future conditions.

B. Stream Enhancement Projects

Objective

Stream enhancement projects aim to improve aquatic habitat through increased habitat complexity
and improved passage. Through increasing channel complexity and long-term stability, the projects
seek to increase spawning and rearing habitat, pool formation, spawning gravel deposition, hiding
cover, winter refugia, and low velocity areas. Project activities are also intended to improve
hydrologic function of floodplains and stabilize channel banks. Migration barriers would be
removed to facilitate and improve passage.

Actions:

Instream Structure

Actions include placement of log structures and boulders to create instream habitat that would
benefit fish and other aquatic fauna. Logs, boulders, and gravel, or a combination would be placed
instream through cable yarding systems, felling trees from adjacent riparian areas, heavy equipment
and/or helicopters. Work would be accomplished during the instream work period unless a variance
from Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife (ODFW) is obtained.

Instream habitat restoration activities include the construction of large wood structures, boulder
structures, wood/boulder combination structures, and new pools; and creation of holes needed to
seat the rock structures or create pool habitat on exposed bedrock and off-channel habitat.
Additionally, maintenance of instream structures, rehabilitation of stream channels, streambanks,
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construction sites, materials staging areas, and manual and mechanical noxious weed treatments
associated with, or resulting from the implementation of the project may be performed.

Construction of large wood structures may utilize excavator, helicopter, yarding, skylining, tree
lining and tree falling, or any combination thereof, depending on the site. Rock structures would be
constructed using an excavator and other heavy equipment as needed. Rock for this project would
be washed and round river rock from existing quarries, or would be hauled from other locations free
of noxious weeds. All rock sources would be weed free. Access for equipment to the stream
channel would utilize existing roads where possible. Where sites cannot be accessed by existing
roads, equipment would be walked into the site, rather than constructing a temporary road; the route
would be determined by consultation with resource specialists. Upon completion or at the end of
the instream work period, these access routes would be rehabilitated following an erosion control
plan developed for each project site.

The primary source for the large wood needed for this project would be hazard trees along roads
within the project area, blowdown, and dead and dying trees from approved areas. Hazard trees
may be felled or pulled-over adjacent to roads within Matrix, Late-Succesional Reserve (LSR), and
Riparian Reserve land use allocations, for placement in the stream channel. Hazard trees would be
identified using the Field Guide for Danger Tree Identification and Response (USDA/USDI 2008).
During implementation there may be temporary closures of roads, campgrounds, dispersed
campsites and other recreational areas to insure public safety.

The ODFW’s Guide to Placement of Wood, Boulders and Gravel for Habitat Restoration (2010)
and Oregon Aquatic Habitat Restoration and Enhancement Guide (1999) would guide project
designs and construction. Construction could involve use of heavy equipment, such as excavators,
backhoes, front-end loaders, dump trucks, and bulldozers.

Large wood may be secured by bracing or wedging between existing riparian trees or other riparian
vegetation, or keyed into the banks as necessary to protect downstream infrastructure (e.g., bridges,
culverts). Existing access to creeks would be preferred but removal of brush and understory
vegetation for vehicle and equipment access may occur.

The projects would target priority streams that provide habitat for anadromous fish or in streams
occupied by native, resident fish species, or anywhere that aquatic habitat objectives (e.g.,
Aquatic Conservation Strategy objectives) are not being met. High priority areas would also be
identified through one or all of the following:

- Watershed Analysis (All projects require that a watershed analysis be completed)

= Resource Area or District level stream prioritization projects

« Aquatic habitat or stream survey findings

= Oregon Department of Environmental Quality’s list of water quality limited streams

= Professional knowledge of fish populations, habitat conditions, and hydrologic function

« Sufficient availability of large trees near the riparian corridor to complete the project

without degrading wildlife habitat or water quality

Foster et al. (2001) recommend one large piece of instream wood per 100 meters, equal to 48 per
mile, as the desired condition. NMFS Fisheries considers >25 pieces per mile (Siskiyous East) and
> 40 pieces per mile (Siskiyous West) properly functioning for southern Oregon (USDC NMFS
1996). Large wood is defined as > 24 inches in diameter and greater than or equal to 50 feet in
length. NMFS also recommends that when available trees with rootwads should be a minimum of
Medford District Programmatic Aquatic and Riparian Habitat Enhancement EA 8



1.5 times bankfull channel width, while logs without rootwads should be a minimum of 2.0 times
bankfull width. ODFW Habitat Benchmarks recommends 48 pieces per mile of the dimension 24
inches in diameter and 32 feet in length (1997). Actual treatments would take these numbers into
consideration in addition to site-specific goals and objectives.

Whole trees from the adjacent riparian area or off-site would be used for instream large wood. The
action could remove single trees or groups (<5), selected within the first two lines of trees adjacent
to existing openings such as roads, young stands, and clear cuts. Trees would be felled directly into
the creek, onto existing roads/skid roads, or lined to existing roads. Trees selected from the riparian
area would not remove primary shade to the creek and would be selected from fully stocked riparian
stands.

Removal of small dams and legacy structures:

During the 1980s and early 1990s, many habitat-forming structures such as log weirs, boulder
weirs, and gabions were placed in streams to create pool habitat. Many of these structures, also
known as legacy structures, were placed perpendicular to stream flow or placed in a manner that
interfered with natural stream function, creating undesirable habitat conditions. This alternative
proposes to remove or enhance these structures to restore natural stream function and improve
passage for aquatic species.

Small dams and legacy structures may also be removed to restore aquatic connectivity. Dams <10
feet tall would be removed to improve connectivity and restore natural flow conditions. Instream
structures that impound substantial amounts of contaminated sedi