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HABI TAT EVALUATI ON AND MONI TORI NG
COLUMBI A RI VER BASI N
PRQJIECT 86-78

. | NTRODUCTI ON

In Decenber 1980 the “Pacific Northwest Electric Power Planning
and Conservation Act” becane |aw (PL. 96-501) after nuch debate
and conpron se anong the constituents of the power production and
fish and wildlife conservation communities. Among its objectives
are “.. . the devel opnent of regional plans and prograns related to
energy conservati on, renewabl e resources, ot her resources, and
protecting mtigating, and enhancing fish and wildlife
resources. “; and " . ..to protect, mtigate, and enhance the fish
and wldlife, i ncluding related spawni ng grounds and habitat, of
the Colunbia River and its tributaries, particul arly anadronous
fish which are of significant inportance to the social and
econom c well-being of the Pacific Northwest and the Nation...*".

The law established the Northwest Power Pl anning Counci |
(Counci I) charged wth preparing and adopting “(A) a regional
conservation and electric power plan, and (B) a program to
pr ot ect, mtigate, and enhance fish and wildlife,...” These two
basic purposes are generally agreed to have equal standing and
i mport ance, and the Council proceeded to solicit reconmendations
from state, Feder al , tribal, and other entities for projects to
mtigate for past losses to fish and wildlife from hydropower
devel opnent or to enhance their present populations and habitat.
Wthin tw years the large nunber of projects subnitted was
developed into the “Colunmbia River Basin Fish and WIldlife
Progrant. The act also provided that the Bonneville Power
Adm nistration (BPA) would fund and admi nister this program

Under Measure 704(d)(1), Table 2 of the 1982 Program BPA is
fundi ng nunmerous fish habitat and passage inprovenents in O egon,
Washi ngt on, and ldaho. The state of anadronous fish popul ations
in the Colunbia Basin in the early 1980's and the existing public
sent i ment for imrediate positive action to restore the fish runs
resulted in funding approval for some projects by fiscal year

(Fy) 1982 A rapidly increasing nunber of projects were
I npl emented each fiscal year thereafter. Enphasi s was pl aced on
identification and inplenmentation of projects. Ti me and

resources available for planning, coordination, and eval uation of
results were limted.

By late 1984 it becane evident that the nunber and type of
projects were rapidly escal ating. Various governnmental, private
and tribal entities were executing a variety of projects designed
to restore or enhance the habitat of salnon and steel head in the
Col unbi a basi n. The results were being reported and anal yzed in
different formats using different nmethods and assunptions. 't
was becomng difficult to conpare the results from both biologi-



cal and financial standpoints. Because of this situation Project
86-78 was initiated wwth the objective to review and analyze the
wor k acconpl i shed during FY 1982, 1983, and 1984 in relation to
Measure 704(d) (1) Table 2, conplete a summary report, and to
recoommend a format for reporting future work. The review and
anal ysi s included physical, bi ol ogi cal, and financial aspects of
each project.

Il PRQJECT LOCATI ON

The scope of work and projects that were reviewed are listed in
Appendi x A The Appendi x |ists each project by a project nunber.
Figure 1 shows the location of the projects by project nunber.
The project nunbers usually do not represent a specific |ocation.
The nunmber is placed near the stream system where the work
occurred. Some project nunbers wll appear nore than once |
These were situations where work in different areas may have been
covered under the same project nunber.

1. METHODS

Oientation - Prior to initiating detailed work on the project, a
two day orientation neeting was attended. The neeting was con-
ducted by the BPA Contract Oficer’s Technical Representative
(COTR) and the Program Area Manager. The objective of the neet-
ing Wwas to discuss the historical aspects of the programin
general, and sone specific projects. In addition, a few of the
pr oj ect contract docunents were reviewed to denonstrate the
filing system and the |ocation of docunents.

The contractors also attended a Habitat Wrkshop in Cctober 1986
to becone nore famliar wth personnel, phi | osophi es, and
specific projects that BPA was adm nistering.

Devel opnent of Standard Form - A standard form was devel oped to
record I1nformation from each project (Appendix B). The data
sources for conpletion of the form were the contract docunents in
the BPA offices and contractor reports to BPA for FY 1982, 1983,
and 1984. Contract docunents included a file for each project in
the BPA Division of Fish and WIldlife and generally included work
statenents, original scopes of work, cost-to-date summaries, and
contract nodifications.

Anot her potential source of information was the individual
project |eader. Use of this source was not authorized until late
in the project. At that point, it was determ ned the avail able

time would be nost efficiently spent in continuing to refine the
analysis from the avail abl e docunent files.

The preparation of Standard Form 1 went through several changes.
After we started reviewng reports and conpleting fornms it becane
apparent that the contents of the project abstract would differ
from project to project depending on the reviewer. At that
point, a conmmrents section was added to the project abstract to
st andardi ze our comments. A list of statenents was included in
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the comments section to focus responses on items that were un-
cl ear or needed explanation.

The next phase of the project was to prepare a summary form of
the information in Standard Form 1 (Appendix C). The objectives
were to provide a display of the information available for each
project and the various assunptions that were nmde by each
contractor, as well as, the basis for preparing a benefit to cost
anal ysi s, if one was done, for the predicted benefits.

|'V. RESULTS AND DI SCUSSI ON

The results of the study are presented in Appendices D and E
The follow ng section of the report will be a general discussion
of the findings.

The itens considered inportant during review were : availability

of project docunentation, limting factor analysis, habi t at
descri pti ons, fish production estinmates, cost predictions, ac-
counting at the project |evel, and benefit to cost analyses.
These will be discussed separately.

Avai lability and Review of Project Docunents - A nmajor effort was
required just to assenble the project docunents for review The
effort was conplicated by the confusion and overlap in contract
agreenent nunbers and project nunbers assigned to projects and

sub- proj ects. This nmade the separation of project docunments into
di stinct packages nearly inpossible for some projects. In
addi ti on, most  projects extended beyond fiscal year 1984, and
were beyond the scope of work for this contract. Thus, al |

pertinent docunents were not available for review

During the course of the technical review we found that the docu-
nments were |acking various types of technical or econom c detail
that  would be required to draw conclusions about the ap-
plicability of various efforts to provide a greater anount of
habitat and thus potentially nore fish. This was the basic
reason that a comments section was added to the abstract: to
focus our review on what we considered to be critical items in
these types of studies. This has led to an initial critical
review of the, reports that suggests further analysis should be

given to certain topics. However , the mssing information may
exi st in other docunments that we did not review or in the project
contractors’ files as unreported information. A further com
plicating factor was the reference to other docunentation in the
reports. General |y, this docunentation was not available for
revi ew.

Limting Factor Analysis - The assignnent of a certain type of

change(s) to a project area to increase production of fish
requires an evaluation of the factors that affect the present
popul ation levels. These types of analyses are difficult, if
even possible, to acconplis in most instances. There was a
definite lack of this type of analysis in the reports that were
revi ened. Al t hough nost reports referred to such factors either



directly or indirectly, there was little actual evidence for the
statenents and no detail ed eval uation.

More consideration and anal ysis should be given to limting fac-
tors prior to habitat nodifications. The consideration should
attenpt to identify if the project area presently has |ow popul a-
tions and if this is a historical condition or has only occurred
recently. If it occurred due to factors that can be identified,
then can habitat nodification at this point in tinme nmake a change
that would result in nore fish. For example, if an area once had
large nunbers of steel head but the present low levels are due to
harvest in downstream areas, t hen instream habitat changes al one
may not affect popul ation size. But, if low nunbers are due to
factors such as water w thdrawal, mne |eaching, or riparian
degr adati on, then nodifications that attenpt to correct these
problenms may help to restore popul ations. However, that assunes
spawners would nove into the area, hatchery supplenentati on woul d
be supplied, or a program of trap and haul of adults to the area
woul d occur to replenish the dimnished population

A standardized matrix analysis would help to focus thoughts to
determine if all factors that could affect population levels in
the project area have been considered. The analysis could be a
generic list of factors that reviews the various |life stages
The investigator would respond with specific answers that would
help to focus the analysis and to enable a prediction of prob-
ability of success if certain nodifications were undertaken

Habitat Descriptions - The basic goal of all the projects is to
alter the existing aquatic habitat to enable it to produce nore

anadronous fish. In order to determne if, or to what degree,
the goal is net, it is necessary to quantify the habitat as it
exists, to predict the changes the proposed work wl] bring
about , and later to re-quantify the habitat resulting from the
wor k acconpl i shed. An analysis of the project docunents shoul d

provi de these dat a.

The information provided in this study was based on 41 projects
of which 22 were in O egon, 3 in Washington and 16 in I|daho
(Table 1). O this total, 16 (9 in Oegon, 1 in Washington, and
6 in 1daho) provided data to predict habitat changes. The
remai nder provided no quantification.

Habitat was considered in two categories: spawning and rearing.
Seven projects reported predicted increases in both categories, 4
reported for rearing only and 4 reported for spawning only. Thi s
type of information was not included in the remaining projects.

Habitat quantification is essential if the relative contribution
of the various types of stream enhancenent measures is to be
det er m ned. These data in turn are desirable in planning for the
best use of the avail able funds. O the projects in this review,
only 40 percent provided data on this basic paraneter.



Table 1.

by subbasin.

SUBBASIN

Oreqon:
Clackamas
Hood River
Deschutes
John Day
Umatilla
Grande Ronde

SUBTOTAL

Washington:
Okanagan
Wenatchee

SUBTOTAL
Idaho:
Clearwater

Salmon

SUBTOTAL

TOTAL

Summary of type of prediction and benefit to cost prediction made by proiject contractor in available documents

NUMBER OF PROJECTS PREDICTING FPRESENT FRESENT
NUMBER BENEFIT: VALUE VALUE BENEFIT:
oF HABITAT SMOLT ADULT DOLLAR cosT BENEFITS CoSTS COST RATIO
PROJECTS CHANGES CHANGES CHANGES BENEFITS RATIO PREDICTED FREDICTED* PREDICTED®
1 1 1 o 0 0 - - -—
2 1 1 1 1 1 $2,860,700 $385, 320 7.4:1
4 1 1 2 0 0 —
a 6 8 7 7 7 3,130,720 720,726 4.3:1
4 o 0 4 o o — - -
3 o 1 2 1 1 290,252 105,786 2.7:1
22 9 12 16 9 9 $6,281,672 $1,211,832 5.2:1
1 1 1 1 1 1 $9, 165,225 $9,917,000 0.9:1
2 o o 2 2 o -
3 1 1 3 3 1 $9, 165, 225 $9,917, 000 0.9:1
7 I 5 2 2 2 $13,161,999 $1,086,543 12.1:1
9 2 3 5 4 4 19,187,550 17,953,725 1.1:1
16 6 8 7 6 6 $32,349,549 $19, 040, 268 1.7:1
a1 16 21 26 18 16 $47,796,446  $30,169, 100 1.6:1

*Includes only costs used in benefit to cost calculations from project summaries.
and benefit:cost ratios were not

ZAssumptions used to derive present value of predicted benefits,
therefore, results cannot be directly compared among projects (see Appendix E).

uniform across proiects and,

Also,

costs,

the estimates derived by totaling different proijects are probably not accurate.



Fish Production Estinmates - To be technically or financially
successf ul, habitat nodification nust do nmore than nmake the
stream | ook better to the eye of the manager or consuner. Fi sh
production must be increased above current |evels. Productivity
can be neasured wth varying degrees of difficulty at different
life history stages of the target species. The nunber of
anadronous juveniles that have reached the snoblt stage at which
they mgrate fromtheir rearing waters toward the ocean, may be
the best neasure for stream habitat projects. At this point the
influence of the spawning and rearing habitat and any changes
made to it is conplete.

The prediction of change in nunber of smolts resulting from

changes in habitat is basic to evaluating the success of the
change. This requires know edge of the densities prior to and
after nodifications. However, this type of basic information is
lacking in many of the prediction sections of the reports. | t

may be available in other project files not available for this
revi ew.

The basis for the benefit to cost analysis depends on the estinm-
tion of change in nunber of adults after habitat nodifications.
These nunbers were estimated in sone projects. O the 41
projects anal yzed, 22 provided predictions of the anticipated in-
creases in the nunber of snolts to be produced by the planned

wor k, and 26 recorded their predictions for increases in return-
ing adults. The basis for predictions of snolts was frequently
vague or m ssing. The basis for adult returns was the snolt to

adult survival rates that were subject to a considerable nunber
of assunptions that were not well docunented.

cost Accounting - Predicted costs associated with each project
were separated 1nto four phases: Pl anni ng/ desi gn, construction,
eval uati on, and operation/ mai ntenance (Appendices D and E). For
the majority of projects, pl anni ng and design work could only be
identified if it were the only activity taking place during a
fiscal year | Construction costs were generally item zed.
However , if planning and design and construction work were con-
ducted concurrently, the costs were |isted separately for |ess
than 30% of the projects. Eval uati on costs appeared to be pre-
dicted separately for all projects for which they were incurred

Qperation and maintenance costs were only addressed for 25% of
all  projects. These were generally projects in which several
possible alternatives were predicted in detail by an engineering
consul tant.

A category |abeled “contributed costs” was included in several

project work statenents. The actual relevance of these costs to
the BPA funded work was neither discussed in detail in the work
statements or reports nor included in the benefit to cost ratio
cal cul ati ons. The existence of contributed funds was suspected
for several projects, but no evidence was available to allow
definitive concl usions.



An at tenmpt was nmde to categorize actual project expenditures
into the work phases previously nentioned, as well as, by fiscal
years. Expenditure records obtained from BPA project files con-
tained insufficient detail to achieve these goals. Actual expen-
diture summaries could only be categorized for projects contain-
ing a single phase in a fiscal year or for which individua
phases were allocated under separate project nunbers. Sone an-
nual report summaries did provide item zation of expenditure8
into phases for fiscal years, but these were often conpiled prior

to final project invoices and, t herefore, did not include all
expenses.
Benefits Accounting - Mnetary valuation of fish production

benefits was conpleted by 16 of the 41 projects summarized (Table
1). The process used to achieve this valuation required severa
vari abl es or assunptions. The basis for placing a nonetary val ue
on fisheries resources is generally the nonies spent or received
for sport or comercially captured fish. Ther ef or e, the adult
fish benefits predicted for a project nust be divided into catch
and escapenent and then the catch further divided into the sport
and conmercial portions. The average value per fish by category
can then be appli ed. Meyer (1982) used this process and derived
a value per escaping fish based on the value of sport and commer-
cial catch produced by that escaping fish. This value ($359 for
steel head and $550 for chinook) was used by 75% of the projects
estimating benefits. O her val ues used incl uded: Meyer (1984),
ACCE (1985), Theurer, et.al., (1985) and the value of a recrea-
tional visitor day or fishing day. The resulting values used
ranged from $75 to $214 for sport caught steel head, $106 to $359
for escaping steel head, and $125 to $295 for sport caught
chi nook. Val ues for other types of fish did not vary appreciably
anong projects.

The annual nonetary value of fish benefit8 derived in this nmanner
was then applied to a benefit to cost ratio calculation. Thr ee
maj or variables were evident in this process: timng of benefits
occurrence, discount rate, and inclusion of relevant costs. For
those projects estimating benefits, 70% began accruing benefit8
imedi ately after conpletion of construction. The remaining
projects delayed the beginning of accrual to one or nore life
cycles of the target species. Benefits were accrued over 20
years for seven of the 16 applicable projects, 30 years for two
proj ects, 50 years for five projects and 100 years for the
remaining two projects. A discount rate of 4% was wused fairly
consi stently anong projects (80%. Rates of 3%and 7 7/8%were
al so used.

The third variable was rel evant costs. These are expenditure8
which are applicable to or required to achieve a benefit. I ncl u-
sion of simlar relevant costs was not consistent anong projects
where ratios were cal cul at ed. Some projects included costs from
pl anni ng, construction, and mai ntenance phases of project work
while others considered only construction costs as relevant. No
projects which incurred contributed or evaluation costs included

10



those in the benefit to cost ratio. No justification for ex-
cl usion was provided.

Predicted benefit to cost ratios ranged from0.07:1 to 70.5: 1.
The total discounted benefits predicted were approxi mately
$47, 800,000 and total discounted costs were approximately
$30, 200, 000. This resulted in a predicted benefit to cost ratio
for 16 projects of 1.6 to 1. However , the range in assunptions
used by each project to derive a benefit to cost ratio, as dis-
cussed above, render8 an overall ratio highly suspect. If the
assunptions were standardized for all projects the overall
benefit to cost ratio could be conpletely different from that
reported here. In addition, the inclusion of contributed funds
may significantly affect the ratio.

Standardi zation of Reports - The reports had a wide variety of
formats and content that ranged from generic to detailed research
reports. The generic reports |acked sufficient information for
our purposes and the research reports were very tedious to review
because summaries pertinent for our purpose were not presented.
Standardi zation of reports or at least a standard summary for
each report would enable each contractor to focus results for
each project so that BPA could determne if Program objectives
were being net.

In sonme instances habitat nodifications were split anong nany
streans under the sane contract nunber. If it is not feasible to
separate each streaminto a separate contract, then the contrac-
tors should be required to prepare their work statenents and
justification for funds in a standard format. The results of
their studies could be separated by stream at the project
contractor |evel. The use of the standard fornms developed in
this study would provide the necessary starting point for this
effort. Al t hough the separation may seem to take nuch time for
t he project nmanagers, this would require themto provide details
that could influence decisions on the value and applicability of
the project. In addition, the work effort at the BPA Ievel
should be decreased because of simlarity of docunents and the
ability to prepare summary docunments from the contractors’
reports.

The reports should also include a section on deviations fromthe
proposed work in such a formthat a direct conparison can be nade
to the original proposed work.

V. Recommendat i ons

The Bonneville Power Administration has spent a considerable
anount of tinme and funds to plan and inplenent major prograns to
improve or increase habitat for fish populations. W have
sever al recommendations that we think will help to focus the
program so that the contractors for the projects wll have a bet-
ter understanding of the relative inportance of their individual
proj ects. In the long term this should result in an elimna-
tion of excess project nanagenent and inplenentation costs.

11



However, in the short term we think that an increased effort may
be required to inplenent reconmmendations. This ma require
consi derable inhouse (BPA) discussions anong staff on the best
way to proceed wth the follow ng recomendati ons:

Conceptual Analysis of Program - The specific objectives, action
st eps, and assunptions required to acconplish the objectives for
each project and the interaction wth other prograns are dif-
ficult to determne froma review of the project reports. In
ot her words, there appears to be a need for a docunment that
presents an overview on how the projects relate to the overall
program and what is expected, and what is required to acconplish
expectations, at |east conceptually, at the specific project
| evel .

A review of the program should be nade to present a holistic

conceptual anal ysis. The general objective of the mtigation
projects is to produce nore fish. The primary action step that
has been proposed to acconplish this is to nodify the habitat.
Q her programs such as those for regulation of fishing,
i nprovenent of mai nstem passage, and hatchery suppl enentation
affect the attainment of these objectives. O her non-program
activities, such as land-use activities, al so  nay have
significant affects. In order to clarify the intent and ex-

pectations for each project a nore detailed description of the
obj ectives and assunptions needed to attain those objectives is
required.

This leads to sone initial statements concerning a conceptua
anal ysi s:

1. The program objectives and expectations nust be viewed
from the perspective of their relationship to all non-program
activities that could affect population levels of the target
speci es. The analysis could delineate the overall objective8 of
the habitat wor k, including how it is coordinated wth other
programs such as harvest nanagenent, the water budget, and
mai nstem passage. The analysis also would devel op a statenent

regarding under-utilization of habitat and preservation of
habitat and how these concepts affect the work efforts.

2. Most habitats in the Colunbia R ver Basin are under-
utilized either naturally or because of man's inpacts. The
under-utilized and those that are fully wutilized should be
i dentified.

3. To increase abundance in under-utilized habitats, t he
specific reason(s) for the under-utilization nust be known.

4. Identification of factors responsible for |ow abundance
in a project area requires a realistic and tedious review of the
entire life ~cycle of the fish, not just the lifestage in the
project area or of agency interest.

12



5. There is usually not a single factor, but nmultiple fac-
tors that cause under-utilization of habitats, and they may not
all operate at the same tinme or occur in the project area.

6. Abundance should not be expected to increase with
change8 in habitat in an under-utilized habitat, if the factor(s)
af fecti ng abundance have not been identified as operating in the
proj ect area.

A detailed basis for habitat nodification should be provided not
only for justification of funds or for decision-nmakers to choose
certain project over others, but also to provide a basis for
later evaluation effort8 to see if the objectives are being
achi eved.

In regard to the existing projects, the conceptual approach
should be discussed wth the contractors to attenpt to focus
anal ysis on the concepts. Then, the contractors could review

their files for any pertinent information for ongoing or com
pleted projects and update predicted and actual cost estimates
and summary of work efforts through the 1984 fiscal year on the
Standard Forns in Appendix D In addition, the items in the

coment s section of the abstract8 in Appendix D could be
clarified.

Limting Factor Analysis - An analysis should be provided for
each project to allow a presentation of all factors (over the en-

tire life <cycle of the target species)potentially affecting
popul ation levels in the area of interest (i.e., project area).
The limting factor analysis essentially would be perfornmed in
two steps: 1. Delineation of the limting life stage(s), and 2.
delineation of the factor(s) IImting that life stage(e). The

result of this analysis would then be used to determne possible
prescriptions (A prescription is defined as one or nore ac-
tivities designed to increase, to sone |evel, the nunber of
spawni ng fish, adul ts, fry, j uvenil es, or snmolts.) and their
potential for success.

The anal ysis could be devel oped by providing a rigorous standard
list of question8 for each contractor to address prior to im
pl ementation of any project. As an abbreviated exanple, the fol-
| owi ng could be prepared for each life stage of interest in the
proj ect area:

1. What is the target species:

2. Wat is the target |ife stage:

3. What are the current popul ation |evels (nunbers):

4. What popul ation levels (nunbers) are desired:

5. What factors are limting the abundance of the target
life stage?
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5(a). What is the basis for your answer.

5(b). What is the relative contribution (% of each
factor (opinion).

6. What is your prescription to increase abundance of the
target |life stage.

6(a) Does this affect the limting life stage as
described in nunber 5, above?

7. What is your estinmated success (% wth inplenentation
of the prescription?

3. What is the basis for your answer?
A series of questions relating to cost also should be devel oped.

For projects where inplenentation has already occurred, the ques-
tions still should be <conmpleted to «clarify or nodi fy
expect ati ons. Then a determ nation of which factors are respon-
sible for present fish population |evels (spawner, fry, juvenile,
snol t, and/or adult) can be made. The determ nation usually wll
not be absol ute, but the result would be a docunmented analysis
that could be used to determne probability of increase in the
nunber of fish in a life stage(s) with a series of action Step8
or a prescription. If habitat is not the limting factor, t hen
this information could be used in a nore detailed analysis that
included a conparison anong projects to enable selection of
projects for inplenmentation. It also could be used to provide a
basi s for i mpl enentation of projects other than habi t at
nodification projects that are necessary to increase nunber8 of
fish.

This would all ow devel opnent of a conceptual plan with details of

present amount of habitat, potential limting factor(s), proposed
prescription to increase nunbers of fish, and estinmated nunber of
the target |life stage produced as a result. It would also allow

t he devel opnent of an eval uati on program

Fi sh Popul ati on Estinmates - The techniques used to estimate the
nunber of fish that would result from habitat nodification8

i ncluded guesses, ins tream flow studies, sem -instream flow
st udi es, and nunber of snolts per structure, as well as other
nunerically derived indices. An estimate of snolt per structure
would be an ideal way to proceed but there appears to be Ilittle
basis for using this nethod. A nore quantitative method may be
the use of the instream flow incremental nethodology or sone
variation customzed as a “quick and dirty” analysis. The ap-

plication of this method is generally used and accepted, but nore
importantly provides a conceptual framework to consider the work.
In addition, recent innovations have been nmade so that the
progranB are available for mcroconputers. The method would
probably work well with nodifications that change the hydraulic
characteristics and affect habitat directly. Changes in riparian
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habitat may affect hydraulic characteristics on a |long-term basis
but the effect on fish nmay be sooner.

However, the inplenmentation of a single type of technique prob-
ably shoul d be avoided. The objective of a technique is to ac-
curately estimate abundance and species conposition. The sane
technique does not necessarily have to be used for the whole
program or even for the same project from year to year. Tech-
ni ques shoul d be considered sinply as tools to achieve an objec-
tive and as progress is nade, the techniques used may evolve or
change.

Eval uation Process - An holistic and systematic approach is also

required 1n the evaluation process. The identification of the
limting factors, and subsequent prescriptions wll provide
guidance as to the type of evaluati on needed. The eval uation
woul d be approached differently for fully utilized versus an
under-utilized area. In a project area that is under-utilized,
snol t product ion pgy not change as a result of habi t at
nodi fi cati on because habitat conditions probably would not |inmt

population levels. An exception to this may be a change in
habitat quality so that the depressed population of life stages
currently using the degraded habitat could i ncrease its
percentage of survival.

In a fully utilized area, where instream habitat the limting
further increases in abundance, changes in abundance of the
target species would be expected to occur with renoval of
limting factors. The conclusion is that all factors affecting
all life stages nust be addressed to realistically evaluate and
predict benefits from project work.

The evaluation process on a project whose population is
determned by off project I[imting factors can only evaluate the
habi tat change, not the population of life stage change. It can,

however, provide a base pre-project population of the project

area to docunent change in that area after the actual downst r eam
limting factor is corrected. This change (Increase) would be
attributable in part to the downstream limting factor correction
and in part to the project habitat inprovenent factor.

A conplicating factor in this type of allocation of change
conparison is that the carrying capacity of the pre-pro ject
habitat woul d not be known. Thus, any Increases In abundance in
a project area after application of a prescription in this type
of situation cannot be attributed to changes in habitat per se.

The evaluation process wusually has focused on the juvenile or
snolt stage as the stage that has been nunerically estimated. In
order to estimate potential nunbers of adults (or other life
stages) that this equates to, it is necessary to nmake a series of
site specific assunptions about survival rates for various life
stages. The contractor should docunent this process for each
life stage or phase as foll ows:
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1. Speci es:

2. Target Life Stage:

3. Per Cent Survival
a) Egg to fry

b Fry to juvenile

1) Basis for estimate
c) Juvenile 1 to juvenile 2
1) Basis for estimate

d) Juvenile 2 to snolt

1) Basis for estimate

e Snmolt to nouth of Col unbia R ver

1) Basis for estimate

f) Ccean |ife back to nouth of Col unbia

1) Basis for estimate

9) Colunbia R ver to Project Site

1) Basis for estimate

h) Nunber of eggs deposited per spawner

4. Overall survival rate from target life stage Dback to
project site

5. Theoretical estimate of anount of change (nunbers) of
target life stage
a) What is the basis for this estimte

6. Theoretical contribution of this change in target life

stage to nunbers of adults at the project site
= ) What is the basis for this estimate

benefit to Cost Analysis - The calculation of a nonetary benefit
to cost ratio is dependent upon estimating nunbers of sport and
commercially harvested fish. Thus, the target life stage for the
nonetary valuation necessarily is the adult stage. However, the
eval uation process will focus on the life stage identified in the
limting factor analysis (spawning, fry, Juvenile, smolt, or
adul t). Ther ef ore, appropriate conversion factors should be
devel oped and standardized to extrapolate fromthe other life
stages to the adult stage for the benefit to cost ratio.

Benefits expected from habitat inprovenments may not occur at the

level or timng predicted if the actual liniting factor(s) or
life stage(s) were not affected. If the adult returns needed to
provide full utilization of the new habitat would not be
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avail able until some future date, then the occurrence of benefits
used in the benefit to cost analysis nust be delayed until t hat
tinme. If this delay is expected to be greater that 10 years, the
loss of benefit value due to discounting could severely affect
the economc viability of performng the habitat work at the

present tine. It is also crucial to apply only those benefits
which were relevant to the project work. Appl ying benefits to a
proj ect that were a result of other programs (such as harvest
managenent or water budget) that alleviated Ilimting factors

woul d be m sl eadi ng.

A standardization of appropriate benefits tining, discounting
techni ques, and identification of relevant costs would also be
required to facilitate conparison anong projects. The role of
contributed funds also should be examned. These funds could
make up a considerable portion and significantly affect the cost
accounti ng.

St andardi zati on of Reports - Reports should be standardized, in-

cluding wunits ofnmeasure to be used. Each contractor should be
required to have a standard summary form and a detailed analysis
docunmenting all assunptions and the basis for estimating pre-

di cted changes in habitat and fish production for each stream or
stream segnent, |f applicable.
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Part A -
A 1.

PRQJIECT 86-78
HABI TAT EVALUATION AND MONI TORI NG COLUMBI A RIVER BASIN

STATEMENT OF WORK

Gener a
Goal of this Contract

The objective of this project is to review and anal yze reported
information on BPA-funded habitat and passage inprovenent work done
during fiscal year (FY) 1982 through 1984, devise a format for
summarizing it, and complete a summary report. Attention shall focus
on the fishery benefits; nethod8 for prediction; conparison of
project acconplishnents in relation to Program Measure 704(d)(l)
Tabl e 2; and BPA costs for inplementation of each project. This
report will be used to recommend a format for reporting future work
and will delineate data deficiencies that need to be corrected to
facilitate nonitoring, evaluation, and guidance of BPA's habitat and
passage inmprovenent program

Backgr ound

BPA is funding nunerous habitat and passage inprovenment project8 in -
Oregon, Washington, and ldaho to fulfill Measure 704(d)(l) of the
Columbia River Basin fish andWIdlife Program (as amended Cctober
1984). The result8 of these habitat and passage inprovement project8
have been reported by the State and federal agencies, Indian Tribes,
and private contractors who have conducted the project8 from FY 1982
through FY 1985. A8 would be expected with such a new and conpl ex
program method8 of | assessing Pre-project biological condition,

Measuring benefits, and reporting results have differed anong the

contractors. BPA has initiated this contract- to provide a sumnmary
report of there project8 that provide8 readily | accessible

docunent ation, sunmarization of the fish benefit8 and an eval uation
of cost effectiveness.

Location of Project

The Contractor shall be provided all information from the BPA
Headquartars, 1002 N E. Hol | aday, Portlund, Oegon. No field

I nspection8 of project8 shall be required for the FY 1982 through
FY 1984 report.

Covernnment  Furni shed Property or Service8

BPA wi || provide the Contractor with a copy of all available and

applicable annual and final reports submtted to BPA by habitat and
passage i nprovenent project contractors. These documents wll be
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avai lable for delivery to the Contractor at the Division of Fish and
Wldlife, BPA Headquarters, 1002 N E Holladay, Portland, O egon, on
the effective date of the contract, or, at the Contractor% option,
EPA will mail copies of the docunents to the Contractor within 10
days following the effective date of the contract. BPA will provide
a summary of the cost information for each project.

A 6, Contractor Furnished Property or Services

The Contractor is required to provide all property and services in
support of this contract, except those nentioned under A5. above.

Part B Technical Approach/ Tasks

8. 1.

8.2.

1)

General Requirenents

The Contractor shall be required to review and sunmarize information
in annual and final reports for BPA habitat and passage inprovenent
projects; conplete a cost/evaluation of on going and conpleted

physi cal habitat and passage inprovenents (1982 - 1984); conpare
project acconplishnments in relation to Program Measure 704(d) (1),
Tabl e 2;, and prepare a sunmary report to BPA The Contractor wll
be able to consult with BPA and project |eaders to obtain additional

information not contained in annual and final reports.

Speci fic Requirenents

Task 1. Project Review and Summary

Subtask A Review annual and final reports, as applicable, for the
fol l owi ng BPA funded habitat and passage inprovenent projects from
"FY 1982, FY 1983, and FY 1984:

Oregon

W 1| anmette/ d ackamas Ri ver Subbasin

84-11 O ackanas/ Hood Ri ver Habitat Enhancenent, including
subproj ects:

a) Collawash River Falls Passage Feasibility
b) Col | awash River Drainage Habitat |nprovenent
c) West Fork/Hood River Passage |nprovenent

d) Fish/Wash Creek Habitat | nprovenent

e) Lower Qak G ove Fork Habitat |nprovenent
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Hood R ver Subbasin

83-341 West Fork Hood River Passage

Deschutes River Subbaria

81-108 Habitat Quality and Anadronmous Fish Production Potentials on
the Warm Springs Indian Reservation

83-423 Trout Creek R parian Enhancenent
83-450 Wiite River Falls Passage

John Day River Subasin

84-8 N. Fork John Day River Habitat Enhancement, including
subpr oj ect s;

) Desolation Creek .

) N Fork John Day River Habitat |nprovement
) Cear/Ganite Creeks
2

-21  Mainstem Mddle Fork/John Day River, including rubprojects:
a) Minstem John Day River

b) Mddle Fork John Day River

¢) North Fork John Day River

84-22  Mainstem and Upper John Day River, including subprojects:

a) Upper Mainstem John Day River Habitat |nprovenent
b) Big Boulder Creek

¢) Ganite Boul der Creek

d East Fork Beech Creek

e) Canyon Creek

83-384 Murderers/Deer Creek Fish Habitat
83-473 Cottonwood Creek Habitat Inprovenent
82-9 Deer Creek

Cear Creek

Canp Creek

Umatilla R ver Subbasin

83-10 Plan for Restoring Sal mon and Steelhead in the Umatilla River
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83-434 UmatilLa River Channel Study
83-436 Three M| e Dam Passage Study

83-834 Lower Umatilla River Channel Mdification8 below Three Mle
Dam

G ande Ronde River

84-9 G ands Ronde tlabitat |nprovenment Project, including
subpr oj ect s:

Upper G ande Ronde Subbasin:

Joseph Creek

El k Creek

Swanp O eek
Chesni mus Cr eek
Sheep Creek

D O O T D
_— =

84-25 Grande Ronde River Habitat subprojects:
a) Upper Gands Roads River
b) Joseph Creek
¢) Elk Creek

83-392 Peavine Creek Spawni ng Habit at

Washi ngt on

Si m | kaneen R ver Subbasin

83- 477 Enl oe Dam Passage

\Wnat chee Ri ver Subbasin

83-446 Tumnat er/ Dryden Passage
| daho

O earwat er di ver Subbasi o

84-31 Cdearwater Basin Agreenent, Habitat [|nprovement subprojects:

a) South Fork Cearwater River
b) Habitat Enhancenent for Cearwater and Lochsa R ver Tributaries
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84-5 South Fork Clearwater River subprojects:

a) Red River
h) Crooked River Passage and Habit at

84-6 Cearwater River Habitat
Enhancement [ nprovements, including subprojects:

a) Lol0 Creek
b) El dorado Creek
¢) Crooked Fork Creek

Sal non Ri ver Subbasin

83-7 | daho Habitat subprojects:

a) Boul der Creek Passage
b) South Fork Sal non River Passage

83-416 Pole Creek Irrigation Diversion Screening
83-23  Camas Creek, |daho
83-359 Salnon River Habitat subprojects:
a) Bear Valley Creek
b) Yankee Fork/Jordan Creek
¢) East Fork Sal mon River
83-415 Alturas Lake Creek and Upper Salnon River Flow Augnentation
84-24  Marsh/El k/Bear Valley/Upper Salnon River
84-28  Lenhi River

84-29 Pant her Creek

Subtask B For each project or subproject |isted under Task 1, Subtask

A, summarize information in the FY 1982 through FY 1984
annual and final project reports, using a standardized
format. |f necessary, consult wth individual project

| eaders to clarify existing information or gather additional
information. A summary of all information in each of the
followng categories is required:

1) Pre-project fish benefit prediction;

2) Species of anadronmpus salnonids to be enhanced (target species);
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3) Planned physical habitat and/or passage inprovenments

4) Status/present phase of the project (eg. planning,design,
inplenmentat ion) ;

5 Predicted snolt abundance of each target species follow ng
i npl ementation of habitat and/or passage inprovenents;

6) Actual snolt production of each target species follow ng
i mpl enentation of habitat and/or passage inprovements (if
I nprovenments have been conpleted); and

7) an off-rite mtigation record for Section 704 (d)(l)
Task 2 Evaluation of Project Cost Effectiveness

Subtask A Each project contain8 information on predicted fishery
benefits, budgets and sone benefit/cost analysis. The
contractor shall summarize this informaton and then eval uate
the cost effectiveness of each project relative to the
fishery benefits.

Subtask B Conpare actual BPA expenditure8 for each project to predicted
fish benefit to actual fish benefit, and eval uate project
cost effectiveness. Recommend neasures to elimnate excess
proj ect managenent and inplenentation costs.

Task 3. . Summary Report

Conpl ete a sunmary report addressing results of Tasks 1 and 2 and
associated subtasks. Information for each project or rubproject Shal
be assenbled in a comnmon fornat and organi zed by state and river
subbasin within states. FEach project or subproject shall be identified
by BPA project nunmber, conplete title, BPA contract nunber, contractor
and contractor’s project leader. As an appendix to the summary report,
i nclude a conci se one-page surery for each project, which condenses
information in the main body of the report.

Task 4. Coor di nati on/ Consul tation

During the contract period, the Contractor shall meet with BPA to
provi de coordination and consultation on project activities. BPA
anticipates that up to five meetings will be required. The meetings
will be held in Portland, Oregon. Three of the meeting8 are schedul ed
inltemBS Tine Schedule. wup to two additional meetings may be held
at the request of BPA. BPA will provide at |least 10 days notice to the
Contractor prior to the neeting. The Contractor may also consult with
i ndividual project leader8 to obtain additional information.

A8



Task 5. Report Witing/ Conpletion Schedul e

The Summary Report required in Task 3 shall be prepared and subnitted to
BPA within 120 days of the contract award. Prior to submttal of the
final report, the Contractor shall prepare and subnit five Copies of a
draft Summary Report to BPA for fornal review and conments. The
Contractor shall give these comments full consideration and nake
necessary revisions when conpleting the final Summary Report. A
detailed conpletion schedule, by task shall be provided by the
contractor to ensure conpliance within the contract period. The
Contractor Shall submt nonthly progrese report8 to BPA

B.4 Deliverabl e8

1. Draft of the Summary Report required under Task 3 in Techni cal
Approach of the Wrk Statenent (5 copier).

2. Final Sunmary Report required under Task 3 in the Technical Approach
of the Wrk Statenent (5 copies).

3. Mnthly progress reports, issued no later than 15 days after the end
of the nonth. These reports shall be submtted to the COTR and shal
include :

a) A summary of significant results or activities (if any).

b) A brief discussion of any nojor problems encountered, changes in
work plan, or schedule deviations.

c) A short description of planned activities for the follow ng month.

B.5 Tine Schedul e

1. Orientation neeting (3 days) at BPAto initiate the project 15
wor ki ng days after award.

2. Submt a draft Sunmary Report to BPA -- 90 working days after award.

3. Meet with BPA to review conmments on the draft Sunmary Report -- 100
wor ki ng days after award.

4. Submt the final Summary Report to BPA -- 120 working days after
awar d.

5. Present a summary of the results contained in the final Summary
Report at a nmeeting with BPA -- 120 days after award.
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CONTRACT NUNMBER:
PROJECT NUNBER:
PROJECT NANE:
SUBBASIN NANE:
LOCATION: STATE:

RELATED PROJECT NUNBERS:

TYPE OF PROJECT: INSTREAN PASSAGE PONDS .

SIDE CHANNEL
PUBLISHED IN:
CONTRACTOR:
PROJ. LEADER:
SUBBASIN NUNBER:
EPA STREAN SEG./HILE CODE:

RIPARIAN

STREAN(S):
TARGET SPECIES:
COUNTY:
TYPE: FEDERAL STATE TRIBE PRIVATE

STREAN ORDER:
BEGINNING DATE:
CONPLETION DATE:
PRESENT STATUS:
PROJECT LIFE (YEARS):

DEJCRIPTION
SPAUNING AREA (3Q. YD.)
REARING AREA (SQ. YD.)
TOTAL USABLE AREA (3Q.YD.)
STREAN LENGTH (HILES3)
POOL/RIFFLE RATIO
PONDS (NO. & TOTAL ACREAGE)
SIDE CHANNELS (3Q. YD.)
RIPARIAN
AREA C(ACRES)
STREAN LENGTH (HMILES)
DOUNSTREAN INPACT (NILES3)
UATER TENP. (DEG. C.)
SEDINENT

UCTION (NUNBERS)
SPECIES

JUVENILE:

SHOLT:

ADULT:

s SEE ATTACHED

PAGE 1

PRE-PROJECT POST-PROJ.

FISH PRODUCED PER

UNIT OF HABITAT
PREDICTED ACTUAL

CONDITIONS CONDITIONS _ CHANGE _CHANGE PREDICTED ACTUAL
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SUNNARY OF HABITAT INPROVEHENT PROJECT COST3

CONTRACT NUNBER:

PROJECT NUNBER:

PROJECT NAHNE:

SUBBASIN NANE: TARGET SPECIES:

LOCATION: STATE: COUNTY:

TYPE OF PROJECT: INSTREAN ___ PASSAGE ___ PONDS ___
SIDE CHANNEL ___ RIPARIAN ___

BEGINNING DATE:

ENDING DATE:

PRESENT STATUS:

PROJECT LIFE (YEARS):

INITIAL COSTS CONTINUING COSTS
— PREDICTEDCRUDGET) ACTUALCINVOICES) TOTAL i PREDICTED ACTUAL

EY __ PBLAM/DGN, _CONST, _EVAL. _ PLAN/DGN. _CONST. EVAL, PRED. ACTUAL  OPERSMAINT MOMIT. OPER&HAINT HONIT.
1982

1983

1984

1985

1986

OTHER1

TOTAL
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(¢] LCULATION.
DISCOUNT RATE (%)

PREDICTED ACTUAL
YEARS DISCOUNTED DISCOUNTED YEARS DISCOUNTED DISCOUNTED
OCCURRING BENEFITS BENEFITS COSTS" COSTS OCCURRJNG BENEF BENEFITS COSTS COSTS
EEREZETIER EXTTWESFTE=S= ERERNBIEBITHE BERBEXSEE ESEHEEEZIZIZRIE EET=E=IR==TS
TOTAL TOTAL
DISCOUNTED BENEFITS : DISCOUNTED COSTS DISCOUNTED BENEFITS : DISCOUNTED COSTS

1Contributed Funds

PAGE 2



cd

1.

SUNHHARY

fAbstract

vailsbilit f Documents

1. Vare all documents available for revieu

Habjtat

1. Uere limiti actors discussed in detail

2. Uas the pre-project amount of habjtat quantified
ter uning or rear h tat

3. Uere predicted changes in habitat guantifjed in
terms of spauning or rearing habitat so that

estimates of fish can be made

1, Uere target species clea dentifjied

2. Uere predictions of change in numbers of each

target species based op gquantifjed changes __in
habitat

3. 1f the predicted change in numbers of fish were
based on adults, were the survival rates clearly

stated for conversion from smolt or juvenile to

adult

4, VUas _hatchery supplementation discussed



PACE 4

Econoni ¢

L

\Wre al|l project costs included in docunents

a Pl anni ng/ Desi gn

b. Construction

. Eval uation

d. Oper ati on & Mai nt enance

e. G her Contributed Fund6

Wiat was the dollar value of, the target species

pased on

was the tine wheb the benefits would start
det er m ned

Uas the effective life of the project clearly
stated
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(cont.)

Appendix C.

PREDICTED COSTS

PREDICTED BENEFITS
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SUMMARY OF HABITAT IMFROVEMENT PROJECT WORE _AND EENEFITS.

CONTRACT NUMBER: DE-AC79-84BF11902

PROJECT NUMBER: 83-477 RELATED PROJECT NUMBERS:
FROJECT NAME: Enloe Dam Passage STREAM(S) : Simil kameen River
SUBEBASIN NAME: Okanogan River TARGET SPECIES: summer steelhead (Wells Hatchery)
LOCATION: STATE: Washington COUNTY:
TYFE OF PROJECT: INSTREAM PASSAGE _X PONDS
SIDE CHANNEL RIPARIAN

FUBLISHED IN: Natural propagation and habitat improvement Volume IIB - Washington: Similkameen

River habitat inventory. (1983 (April 1984). Final Report natural propagation

and habitat improvement Washington: Enloe Dam fish passage project. Annual Report 1983 (June 1985)
CONTRACTOR: Beak Consultants TYFE: FEDERAL ___ STATE ___ TRIBE ___ PRIVATE _X_

FROJ. LEADER: Len Fanning
SUBBASIN NUMEBER:

EFA STREAM SEG./MILE CODE:
STREAM ORDER:

BEGINNING DATE:

COMPLETION DATE:

PRESENT STATUS:

FROJECT LIFE (YEARS): SO

FISH FRODUCED FER

-UNIT OF HOBITAT
PRE-PROJECT FOST-PROJ. PREDICTED  ACTUAL
HABITAT DESCRIPTION CONDITIONS CONDITIONS CHANGE CHANGE PREDICTED _ACTUAL

SFAWNING AREA (S5Q@. YD.) 1,180,000 ________ __
REARING AREA (SQ. YD.) e 2837 to 2.2 million (steelhead Qniv)
TOTAL USABLE AREA (5Q.YD.) U
STREAM LENGTH (MILES) 20-100
FOOL/RIFFLE RATIO —
PONDS (ND. & TOTAL ACREAGE)
SIDE CHANNELS (S@. YD.)
RIFARIAN
AREA (ACRES)
STREAM LENGTH (MILES) e e
DOWNSTREAM IMPACT (MILES) _ e e
WATER TEMP. (DEG. C.)
SEDIMENT

]
]
]

FISH PRODUCTION (NUMBERS)

SFECIES CODEX
SMOLT: summer steelhead = — _____ ——— 10,000 ___ ______
chinook salmon  _____ _ 1.6 to 4.8 million
ADULT: summer cteelhead = — _____ — 2,700-24, 000
chinook salmon no _estimate

¥ USE CODE IN REFORT ON STOCK ASSESSMENT OF COLUMBIA RIVER ANADROMOUS SALMONIDS

PAGE 1 F: 83-477
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SUMMARY OF HABITAT IMPROVEMENTY PROJECT COSTS

DE-AC79-84BP11902
83-477

Enloe Dam Passage
Okanogan River

CONTRACT NUMBER:
FROJECT NUMBER:
FROJECT NAME:
SUEBASIN NAME:

TARGET SFPECIES:

FONDS

LOCATION: STATE: Washington COUNTY:
TYPE OF PROJECT: INSTREAM PASSAGE _X
: SIDE CHANNEL RIPARIAN

BEGINNING DATE:
ENDING DATE:
PRESENT STATUS:

PROJECT LIFE (YEARS): S50

INITIAL COSTS

summer steelhead (Wells Hatchery)

CONTINUING COSTS

T) ACTUAL (INVOICES) TO0TAL PREDICTED ACTUAL
EY  ELAN/DGN.=® _CONST.Z _EvAL. _ PLAN/DGN, CONST. EVAL. FPRED, ACTUAL OFPER&MAINT MONIT. OPERXMAINT MONIT.
1982
1983
1984 $752,279 %$1,935,000 $66,000
1985
1986
OTHER *
TOTAL $752,279 $1,935,000
iContributed Funds
Z This may not be cost to date; it is the contract cost for modification A006.
The actual cost was not in the file.
DISCOUNTED BENEFITS 10 COSTS RATIO CALCULATION,
DISCOUNT RATE (%) 3 __
PREDICTED = ACTUAL
YEARS DISCOUNTED DISCOUNTED YEARS DISCOUNTED DISCOUNTED
QCCURRING BENEFITS BENEFITS = __COSTS —CosTSs QCCURRING BENEFITS BENEFITS COSTS COSsTS
107 harvest
0-50 7,215,000 9,917,000
207 harvest ) .
0-50 9,156,225 2,917,000
407 harvest :
0-350 11,445,335 2,917,000
_—EmmmE=EsSs mEETEmEEE== E+ 3 3+ 3+ 1+ _—=EsmEmam -+ + + + + + 3+ 41 1+ 1+
TOTAL 9,156,225 9,217,000 TOTAL

DISCOUNTED BENEFITS :

Snlternative 4 used for illustration
“pased on 20%Z harvest

PAGF 2 F: 83-477
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L Abstract

Phase | of the project was a habitat survey of the
Sim 1 kameen River = system upstream from Enloe Dam The
objective was to evaluate the biological, physical and
chem cal parameters if species were introduced. Anadr ompus
fish apparently have not had access to the area above Enloe
Dam because of the barrier falls just upstream The study
inventoried fish populations, habitat, hydrology, water
qual i ty, and estimted potential %oa\/\n| ng and redring area
for steel head and chinook sal non. stimates of the capacit
of the systemto produce steel head smolt were about 609, 60
smol t pér year. Using average sml t to adult survival
rates of 1.5 and 4.0%  between 9 100 and 24,000 adult fish
woul d return. The source of steelhead woul'd be the Wlls
Dam st ock. Al though chinook were discussed in Phase I,
they were not considered a target species in phase II.

Phase Il of the project was developnent of a fisheries
enhancenent plan, conceptual design of passage alternatives,
and NEPA assessnent of pasSage alternatives. Si x
alternatives were made to provide upstream gassa e at  Enloe
Dam ~ The capital cost range fromabout $1.5 milTion to s3.6
mllion for the various alternatives, but the dam renoval
alternative woul d cost about $27.4 mil[ion. Qperation and
mai ntenance costs were esti mated for each alternative and
the cost of outplanting and rearing for sumrer steel head at
Vel |s Dam Hatchery were estimated. Benefit/cost rates were
estimated for each of the alternatives  assuming harvest
|l evel s of 10, 20, and 40% . supplenentation of siolts from
wel |'s Hatchery, a project life of 50 years and the total
PYOJ ect __costs for each alternati ve. These ratios ranged
rom0.73 to 1.97.

2. Comment s
A Availability of Docunents

L. Were all docunments available for review

No. An appendix (Volune I1) for the Simlkaneen
River Habitat Inventory was not available. Thi s
appendi x apparently included the analysis for a
sem-instreamf| ow study that was used to estimate
habitat. This should be’reviewed.

PAE3 F 83-477



8d

PAGF 4

Habi t at

L

Were linmting factors discussed in detail

Limting factors upstream of Enloe dam were not
discussed in detail, but steel head rearing habitat
was probabl % limting. The estimated “spawning
Irearing habitat based on a sem-i nstreamf 1 ow
study Should be further consi der ed because
Increased rearing areas. may need to be provided
through habitat nodification.

s the pre-project anount of habitat auantified
in terns of soawnina or rearina habitat

Yes, but the analysis was not available for review
(See: 2A above. |

Wre predicted chanaes in habitat Quantified in
terms of sSpawni na or rearina habitat so tha
estimies of fish can be nade

Yes, but the estimtes appear to be high.

Were the tarqget soecies clearly identified

Yes: Steel head and chinook. Appar ent 1%,
anadromous fish have not previously ‘used the

basin.

Were predi cti ons of chancre in nunbers of each
atg atett speci es based on Quantifred chanaes iIn
habi ta

Yes, but the sem-instream flow data and analysis

were not available for review Al so, t he
suitability curves for  the analyses were not
avai | abl e. The application of the’curves and the

hydraulic nodeling and the subsequent estimate of
habitat for each I'ife stage shoul'd be reviewed.
AL so, low densities of rainbow trout were
attributed to fishi ng pressure, but habitat/food
conditions should be evaluated, and considered
relative to introduction or steelhead.

F: 83-477
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PAGE 5

| f the predicted change in nunbers of fish was
pased on adults. were the survival rates clearly
st atted Tor_conversion fromsnolt or luvenile to
adul

Yes. Docunentation and assunptions were probabl

adequate, but the Sl aney nmethod for steelhea

snolt estimtion is ~dependent on adeguate
estimtes of amount of different types of habitat
and the nunbers of parr that can be supported.
A so, the chinook smol1ts/m= were pased on ' val ues
that. have w de ranges. In view of the low
densities of rainbow trout, the estimtes of
steel head and chinook should be re-eval uated.

Was hatchery suool enentation di scussed

Yes. The Wells stock of summer steelhead would be
i ntroduced. No mention was made of chinook
sour ces. The smlt to adult survival for
steel head (1.5- 4.0% my be hlg for returns to
the Simlkameen River and |ts tributaries. Al'so,
hatchery snolts were estimted at 250, 000 per year
to achi'eve an escapenent of 15 500 f|sh In years
19-24, and natural spawning woul d responsi bl e
for 71X of the returning adults The proj ections
depend on various assunptions.

Econoni ¢

: Lncl uded |
a. Pl anni ng/ Design - Yes.

h. Construction - Yes.

c. Evaluation - wNe eval urtion costs were
est i mated.

d. Qperation & Maintenance - Included as annual
costs of |abor and maintenance.

e Qther Contributed Funds - The U 'S.  Bureau of
Recl amat i on has committed $425,000 for expansion
of Vells Hatchery, | 125,000 per year for OtM of
the expansion and outplanting, and $65 000 for a
fish truck. These costs were included in
alternative costs.

P. 83-477
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PACE 6

Di shenef its were estimated. These were costs due
to the loss, of power production by the PUD that
were associated wth two alternatives. The
di shenefits were $2, 467, 000 and 3,259,000 for
alternatives 4 and 2 respectively.

\What was the dollar value of the target Species
based on

Meyer ( 1984 | values were used.

Adult steel head, sport caught - $144.000
Adult steelhead comercial/lndi an - 121.81

A broad stock of 115 fish were renoved fromthe
B/F anal ysis and were assuned to have no econom c
val ue

Was the tinme when the benefits would start
det erm ned

Benefits were to start in project years |-6.

Was the effective life of the pro iect clearly
stated

No

F: 83-477
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SUMMARY OF HARITAT IMFROVEMENT PROJECT WORK AND BENEFITS.

CONTRACT NUMBER: DE-AC-79-83BFP12756 — DRYDEN DAM

PROJECT NUMBER: 83-446 RELATED PROJECT NUMBERS:

PROJECT NAME: Tumwater Falls & Dryden Dam Fish FPassage Projects

STREAM(S) ¢ Wenatchee River

SUBBASIN NAME: Wenatchee River TARGET SPECIES: spring chinook, summer chinook, steelhead
LOCATION: STATE: Washington COUNTY: Chelan

TYPE OF PROJECT: INSTREAM _____ PASSAGE _X_PONDS _____
SIDE CHANNEL RIPARIAN ______

PUBLISHED IN: Natural propagation and habitat improvement Volume I1I1A - Washington:

Tumwater and Dryden Dam fish passage. Final Report 1983 (April 1984).
CONTRACTOR: Ott Water Engineers TYPE: FEDERAL ____ STATE ____ TRIBE ____ PRIVATE _X _
PROJ. LEADER: Dennis Dorratcague :
SUBBASIN NUMBER:
EPA STREAM SEG./MILE CODE:
STREAM ORDER:
BEGINNING DATE:
COMPLETION DATE:
PRESENT STATUS: On Hold
PROJECT LIFE (YEARS): 20

FISH FRODUCED FER

~SUNIT OF HARITAT
FRE-PROJECT POST-PROJ. PREDICTED  ACTUAL
' HABITAT DESCRIPTION CONDITIONS CONDITIONS  CHANGE CHANGE FREDICTED _ACTUAL
SPAWNING AREA (SQ. YD.)
REARING AREA (SQ. YD.) _
TOTAL USABLE AREA (S@.YD.)
STREAM LENGTH (MILES)
POOL/RIFFLE RATIQ
PONDS (NO. & TOTAL. ACREAGE)
SIDE CHANNELS (SQ@. YD.)
RIPARIAN - o
AREA (ACRES) -
STREAM LENGTH (MILES)
DOWNSTREAM IMPACT (MILES)
WATER TEMF. (DEG. C.) -

SEDIMENT _— — - -
FISH PRODUCTION (NUMBEKRS)
SPECIES CODEX
ADULT: spring chinook  _____ 136-2722 _
summer chinook  ___ e 300-6002
steelhead trout 300

X USE CODE IN REFORT ON STOCK ASSESSMENT OF COLUMEIA RIVER ANADROMOUS SALMONIDS
* Range of estimates based on estimated existing impairment.

PAGE 1 F: B83-446



CONTRACT  NUMBER:
PRQJECT NUMVBER:
PRQJECT NAME:
SUBBASI N NAVE:
LOCATI ON.__STATE:

TYPE OF PRQJECT: |

BEG NNI NG_DATE:
ENDI NG_DATE:

PRESENT ~ STATUS:

NSTR

SUMWARY OF HABI TAT | MPROVEMENT PRQJECT COSTS

SIDE CHANNEL — RIPARITAN —

On Hol d

PRQJECT LIFE (YEARS): 20

F
198?
1983
1984
1985

1986
9 OTHER »

DE- AC- 79- 83BP12756 - Dryden Dam
83- 446

Tumwater Falls &
\Wenat chee River
Washi ngt on On I

M PASSAGE X PONDS —

Tyden Dam F| sh Passage Project

ES. spring chinook,
an

S

summer chinook, and steel head

™ rotaL 164, 738 «5946 000
‘Contributed Funds

“This is 1s2 of the total costs,

DI SCOUNT RATE (% —

$59,747

T T T T T T SNl B PR e

$1,009,838

1l isted for both pryden Damand Tumater Falls

DI SCOUNTED BENEFI TS TO COSTS RATI O CALCULATI ON.

PREDI CTED

YEARS
OCCURRI NG BENEFI TS BENEF [TS COSTS

DI SCOUNTED DENEFI TS :

PAGE 2

F: 83-446

COSTS

DI SCOUNTED _COSTS

A CTUAL

OCCURRI NG DENEFI TS _BENEFITS COSTS,

DI SCOUNTED EENEFI TS :

| NI TI AL COSTS CONTI NUI NG COSTS
PREDI CTED ( BUDCGET ACTUAL(TNVO CES TOTAL | CTE ACTUAL
PLAN DG\, CONST. . . . OPER& T [ T. OPER&GMAINT MONT T
$32, se5= 632, 565
31,273= $59,747= 31 273 $59,747=2
1946, 000 946,000

COSTS

DI SCOUNTED COSTS __



SUMVARY

Abstract

Dryden Damwas built in the earIK 1900'3 as a diversion for
irrigation and hydro ovver The hydropower generation has
been™ abandoned. present | shway faCilities are
i nadequate to properIP/ pass anadronDus fi sh. Thi's report
was an engineering feasibility —and pre-desi gn . report
intended t0 evaluate ways to increase the efficiency of

passage. It_also included an environnental review for "NEPA
conpliance.  The report contained a chapter titled “analysis
of expected  benefits”  where the authors attenp

quantification of losses attributable to the = exjstin
s tuat i on. These |osses were presumed to be benefits if th
fi shway was rehabi 1itated. Cost was conputed based on th
nunber ‘of steel head, spring chinook, and summer chinoo
gai ned and the cost per f| based on Meyer (1982).

t
g
e
e
k

Comrent s
A Availability of Documents

L Wre all documents available for review

Yes.
B, Habi t at

L. Wre [imting factors discussed in detail

The condi tions of the existing structures were
consi dered probl ems. However | the authors stated
that the data were not sufficient to performa
“rigorous and precise assessment of act ual
i mpai rment of passage or reproductive success
direct|ly attributable o each of the two dams. ’
In addition, a comment attributed to James Millen,
USFWS, appears to discount the threat of the
H]yden antd) Tumnat er projects (See pages 9-15 of
e repor

2. \Ws the ore-oroiect amount of habitat quantified
In terns of spawning or rearing habitat

A habitat discussion was not presented. It could
be pertinent to limting factors in the basin
other than the project. I'n addition, if run size
iS increased, sufficient habitat not be
avl%lable to accom)date t he mcreaged fish
nunber s

PAGE 3 F. 83-446
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PacE A

Fish

Were predicted changes in habitat quantified in
terms of spawning or rearing habitat so that
estimates of fish can be made

No.

Were the tarqet species clearly identified

Spring and summer chinook, sockeye, and steelhead
were discussed in terms of stocks present.
However, henefits were not discussed for sockeye.

Were predictions of change in numbers of each

target species based on_gquantified changes in
habitat

No. This was not applicable (N/A).

f the predicted change in numbers of fish was
based on adults, were the survival rates clearly
stated for conversion from smolt or juvenile to
adult

N/A

Was hatchery supplementation discussed

No, the run would build naturally.

Economic

1.

Were all project costs included in documents

a. Planning/Design - Yes.

b. Construction - Yes.

c. Evaluation No evaluation costs were
estimated

d. Operation & Maintenance - No. This would be

provided by Chelan County PUD.

e. Other Contributed Funds - None listed by
Chelan county. FUD would provide O+M.

Fe AX-444
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PAGE S

Fz

What was the dollar value of the target species

based on
Meyer (1982) report for escaped spawners
Spring and summer chinook salmon - $500

Sockeye salmon - $18
Steelhead -~ $359, but a value of $270 was used.

Was the time .when the benefits would start
determined

No. A projection of benefits was not provided.

Was the effective life of the project clearly

stated

No, it was not provided.

83-446
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SUMMARY OF HABITAT IMPROVEMENT PROJECT WORK AND BENEFITS.

CONTRACT NUMBER: DE-AC-79-83BP12756 - TUMWATER FALLS

PROJECT NUMBER: 83-446 RELATED PROJECT NUMBERS:
PROJECT NAME: Tumwater Falls and Dryden Dam Fish Passage Proiject STREAM: Wenatchee River
SUBBASIN NAME: Wenatchee River TARGET SPECIES:
LOCATION: STATE: Washington COUNTY:
TYPE OF PROJECT: INSTREAM _____ PASSAGE _X_PONDS
SIDE CHANNEL RIPARIAN

PUBLISHED IN: Natural propagation & habitat improvement Volume IIA - Washington:
Tumwater and Dryden dam fish passage. Final Report 1983 (April 1984).

CONTRACTOR: Ott Water Engineers TYPE: FEDERAL ____ STATE ____ TRIBE _____ FRIVATE ___

PROJ. LEADER: Dennis Dorratcague

SUBBASIN NUMBER:

EPA STREAM SEG./MILE CODE:

STREAM ORDER:

BEGINNING DATE:

COMPLETION DATE:

PRESENT STATUS:

PRDJECT LIFE (YEARS):

FISH PRODUCED FER
UNIT OF HABITAT
PRE-PROJECT POST-PROJ. PREDICTED ACTUAL
HABITAT DESCRIPTION CONDITIONS CONDITIONS CHANGE CHANGE PREDICTED ACTUAL

SPAWNING AREA (SQ. YD.)

REARING AREA (5@. YD.)

TOTAL USABLE AREA (S@.YD.)

STREAM LENGTH (MILES)

POOL/RIFFLE RATIO

FONDS (NO. & TOTAL ACREAGE)

SIDE CHANNELS (S@. YD.)

RIFARIAN

AREA (ACRES)

STREAM LENGTH (MILES)

DOWNSTREAM IMPACT (MILES)
WATER TEMF. (DEG. C.)

SEDIMENT

EISH PRODUCTION (NUMBERS)

SPECIES CODEX
ADULT: spring chinook e 100-200
summer chinook  _____ 27-55
steelhead _____ 300

% USE CODE IN REFORT ON STOCK ASSESSMENT OF COLUMBIA RIVER ANADROMOUS SALMONIDS

—nee c. QX_4A44h



SUMMARY OF HABITAT IMFROVEMENT FPROJECT COSTS

CONTRACT NUMBER: DE-AC-79-83BP12756 — TUMWATER FALLS

PROJECT NUMBER: 83-446

FPROJECT NAME: Tumwater Falls and Dryden Dam Fish Passage Project

SUBBASIN NAME: Wenatchee River TARGET SPECIES:

LOCATION: STATE: Washington COUNTY:

TYPE OF PROJECT: INSTREAM ___ PASSAGE _X PONDS _
SIDE CHANNEL ___ RIPARIAN __

BEGINNING DATE:

ENDING DATE:

FRESENT STATUS:

PROJECT LIFE (YEARS):

INITIAL COSTS CONTINUING COSTS
PREDICTED (BUDGET) ACTUAL (INVOICES) TOTAL PREDICTED ACTUAL
FY ELAN/DGN. ONST . VAL . PLAN/ CONST. _EVAL. PRED. ACTUAL =~ OPER&MAINT OPERMAINT MONIT.
1982
1983 $32,5652 $32,565
1984 31,2732 $59,747= 31,273 $59,747=
o 1985 $933,000 933,000
= 1986
OTHER?
TOTAL  $64,738 $933,000 $59,747 $997,738  $59,747

Contributed Funds
*This is 1/2 the total cost listed for both Tumwater Falls and Dryden Dam.

DISCOUNTED BENEFITS T
DISCOUNT RATE (7)

FPREDICTED ACTUAL
YEARS DISCOUNTED DISCOUNTED YEARS DISCOUNTED DISCOUNTED
OCCURRING PENEFITS BENEFITS COSTS CcosTS OCCURRING BENEFITS _BENEFITS COSTS COSTS
S=—====== =S=mommnomms ==xmmmms=a =s====m=s ===s=s=m=m=mo= Hossmsooo==
TOTAL TOTAL
DISCOUNTED BENEFITS : DISCOUNTED COSTS DISCOUNTED BENEFITS : DISCOUNTED COSTS

———
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SUMMARY

Abst ract

Tumwater Falls Damwas built in the earl 1900's as a
di version for hydropower. Hydropower is no longer produced.
The present f 1 shway facilities are inadequate to properly
pass anadronous fish runs. The purpose of ‘this report was
to prepare predesi gn and engineering concepts that woul d
address f | shway = schemes capable of ~adequatel y assing
present and projected fish_ runs. The report” contains a
chapter titled "analysis of Expected Benefits where the
authors attenpt quantification of losses attributable to the

existing situation. These 1 osses were presumed to be
benefits if the fishway is rehabilitated and a cost is
conpi | ed. The cost per spring chinook, summer chinook, or

steel head trout based on Meyer (1982) was applied to the
nunber of fish lost and an estinated annual economi c benefit
was conput ed.

Comment s
A Availability of Docunments

L Were all docunments available for review

Yes.
B. Habi t at
L. Were limting factors discussed in detail

The condition of the existing structures were
consi dered Prpbl_ ems to fish passage, but the data
were  insufficient for a detailed review of
i mpai rment of fish passage due to the project. In
addition, a comment attributed to James Millen,
USFWS, appears to discount the threat of the
tTthrrwater tar|1d Dryden projects (See pages 9-15 of
e report |I.

2. Was the ore-project amount of habitat auantified
in ferns of soawnina or rearina habitat

A habitat discussion was not included. It could
be relevant to a discussion of limting factors in
the basin other than the project. In addition, if
run size is_ increased wll there be sufficient
habi tat avail abl e.

PAGE 3 F 83-446b
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Wre predicted changes in habitat quantified in
ernms_of soawni na; of __rearina ﬁagltat so_that
estimates of fish can be nmde

No.

Wre the taraet species clearly identified

Spring and summer chinook, sockeye, and steel head
were ~ discussed in terms of  stocks present.
However, benefits were not discussed for sockeye.

\ere predict i_ons of change in nunbers of each
tar speci es n ntif i han LN
nani t at

No. This was not directly applicable.

If the predicted chanae in nunbers of fish was
based on adults. were the suryival rates clearly
séalted for conversion fromsnolt or 1Tuvenl e t0
adul't

The change in nunber of fish was not thoroughly
docunent ed.

hat cher lementation di
No, the run would bui Id naturally.

Economi ¢

1':

Were all Project costs included in docunents

a. Pl anni ng/ Desi gn - Yes.
h. Construction - Yes.
C. Eval uat i on - No costs were estimated.

d.  Operation & Maintenance - No. This woul d be
provi ded by Chelan County PUD.

e Qther Contributed Funds - None |isted, but
Chel an County PUD woul d provi de OtM

F: 83-446b
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PACE 5

Wiat was the dollar value of the taraet species
based on

Meyer (1982) report for escaped spawners.

spring and summer chinook - $500
sockeﬁle - $18
steel head $359, but a value of $270 was used.

Wais the tine when the benefits would start
determned

No. A yearly projection of benefits was not
provi ded.

Was the effective |ife of the project clearly
st at ed

No, it was not provided.

F: 83-446b



CONTRACT NUMBER:
PROJECT NUMBER:
PROJECT NAME:

STREAMS:
SUBBASIN NAME:
LOCATION: STATE:

TYPE OF PROJECT:

FUBLISHED IN:

SUMMARY OF HABITAT IMFROVEMENT FROJECT WORK AND BENEFITS.

DE-AI179-83BP—-10068
82-1 RELATED FROJECT NUMBERS:
Inventory of Clear Creek, Orofino Creek and the Potlatch River, Idaho

Clear, Orofino, and Fotlatch
Clearwater TARGET SPECIES:-
Idaho COUNTY:

INSTREAM PASSAGE FONDS
SIDE CHANNEL RIPARIAN
A biological and physical inventory of Clear Creek, Orofino Creek and

INVENTORY _X

TZa

the Fotlatch River, tributaries of the Clearwater River, Idaho, Final
Report 1985 (May 1985)

Nez Perce Tribe TYPE:
David Jahnson

CONTRACTOR: FEDERAL STATE TRIBE _X __ PRIVATE

FROJ. LEADER:
SUBBASIN NUMBER:
EFA STREAM SEG./MILE CODE:
STREAM ORDER:

T A a e s e —

BEGINNING DATE:
COMPLETION DATE:
PRESENT STATUS:
PROJECT LIFE (YEARS):

=UNIT OF HARITAT
FOST-PROJ. PREDICTED ACTUAL

CONDITIONS CHANGE CHANGE _PREDICTED _ACTUAL

PRE-PROJECT

HABITAT CONDITIONS

SPAWNING AREA (S@. YD.)
REARING AREA (S@. YD.)
TOTAL USABLE AREA (S@.YD.)
STREAM LENGTH (MILES)
POOL/RIFFLE RATIO
PONDS (NO. & TOTAL ACREAGE)
SIDE CHANNELS (S@. YD.)
RIPARIAN
AREA (ACRES)
STREAM LENGTH (MILES) -
DOWNSTREAM IMFACT (MILES)
WATER TEMF. (DEG. C.)
SEDIMENT ——— -

EISH PRODUCTION (NUMEBERS)

SPECIES
JUVENILE: ____
SMOLT:
ADULT:

¥ USE CODE IN REFORT ON STOCK ASSESSMENT OF COLUMBIA RIVER ANADROMOUS SALMONIDS

FAGE 1 F: 82-1



SUMMARY OF HABITAT IMPROVEMENT PROJECT COSTS

CONTRACT NUMBER: DE-A179-83BF-10068
PROJECT NUMBER: 82-I

PROJECT NAME: Inventory of Clear Creek, Orofino Creek and the Potlatch River, Idaho
SUBBASIN NAME: Clearwater TARGET SPECIES:
LOCATION: STATE: Idaho COUNTY:
TYPE OF PROJECT: INSTREAM ____ PASSAGE __ PONDS ____ INVENTORY _X _
SIDE CHANNEL RIPARIAN ____

BEGINNING DATE:
ENDING DATE:

PRESENT STATUS:
PROJECT LIFE (YEARS):

INITIAL _COSTS CONTINUING COSTS
PREDICTED (BUDGET) ACTUAL (INVOICES) TOTAL FREDICTED . ACTUAL

FY FLAN/DGN. CONST. EVAL. PLAN/DGN, CONST. EVAL. PRED. ACTUAL OPER&MAINT MONIT. OFPER&MAINT MONIT.
1982

1983

1984
J 1985
N 1986

OTHER'

TOTAL

'Contributed Funds

DISCOUNTED BENEFITS TO COSTS RATIO CALCULATION.

DISCOUNT RATE (%)

PREDICTED ACTUAL
YEARS DISCOUNTED DISCOUNTED YEARS DISCOUNTED DISCOUNTED
OCCURRING BENEFITS BENEFITS COSTS COSTS QCCURRING _BENEFITS BENEFITS COSTS COSTS
=== ss=n SR SmIsmmasIIimivesonae -+ SommSsnsms oo ===
TOTAL TOTAL
DISCOUNTED BENEFITS & DISCOUNTED COSTS DISCOUNTED BENEFITS : DISCOUNTED COSTS

—

PAGE 2 F: 82-1



SUMVARY

L. Abst ract

Physi cal and biological data were collected on 25 streans
tributary to Cear Creek, Oofino Creek, andthe Potlatch
River in and adjacent to the Nez Perce Indian Reservation in
| daho. The project utilized electrofishing and snorkel i n
methods to estimate fish densities and USFS net hods o
measur i ng physical paraneters. Barriers to  upstream
mgratmg “salmon and steel head were  assessed and
recommendations nmade for correcting barriers and enhancing
the production of salnmon and steel head.

2. Comment s
A Availability of Docunents

L. Were all docunents available for review

No - Wrk statements, contract agreements and
expenditure records were not available.
B. Habi t at

L. Wre linmtinca factors discussed in detail

The inventory was conducted to determine limting
factors, however, these were not separated nor
summarized as such.

2. Was the ore-oroiect amount of habitat auantified
In terns of spawning or rearing habitat

Quantity of habitat was not presented.

3. Wre predicted changes in habitat auantified in
terms of spawng no or rearing habitat so that
estimates of fish can. be nmde

Not applicable (NA - no predictions made.

C Fish
1. Wrethe target species clealy identified
No. ~ Surveys were conducted of existing
popul at i ons.

PAGE 3 F 82-I
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2, Wre predictions of change in nunbers of each
arget species based on quantified changes in
habi t at
No predictions made.

3. [f the predicted change in nunbers of fish was
based on adults. were the survival rates clearly
stated for conversion fromsrolt or jJuvenile to
adul t
N A

4, Was hatchery suppl ementation discussed
N/A

Economi ¢

1. Were all project costs included in documents
a. Pl anni ng/ Design - No.

b. Construction - No.

C. Eval uation - No.

d. Operation & Mintenance - No.
e, QG her Contributed Funds - No.

2. VWat was the dollar value of the taraet species
based on
N A

3. Wais the time when the benefits would start
det er m ned
N A

4, Was the effective life of the project clearly
st at ed
N A

F: 82-1
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SUMMARY OF HABITAT IMPFROVEMENT FROJECT WORK AND BENEFITS.

CONTRACT NUMBER: DE-AI79-84BF1464735

FPROJECT NUMBER: 84-5/83-501 ’ RELATED PROJECT NUMBERS: B3-502; 83-7

PROJECT NAME: South Fork Clearwater River Habitat Enhancement

STREAM(S) : Red River

SUBBASIN NAME: Clearwater River TARGET SPECIES: steelhead trout, chinook salmon
LOCATION: STATE: Idaho COUNTY: Idaho

TYPE OF PROJECT: INSTREAM _X _ FASSAGE __ PONDS ______
SIDE CHANNEL RIPARIAN _X

PUBLISHED IN: Natural propagation and habitat improvement, Volume II Idaho Annual and Final Reports
1984 (January 1986). and Vol. IIl - Idaho Annual and Final Reports 1982/83 (April 1984)
Also: Idaho habitat evaluation for offsite mitigation record. Annual Report, 1984
(July 1985).

CONTRACTOR: USFS Nez Perce National Forest TYPE: FEDERAL _X STATE ____ TRIBE ___ FRIVATE _

PROJ. LEADER: Don Hair (Proj. Bio.) Rick Stowell (Proj. Coordinator)

SUBBASIN NUMBER:
EFA STREAM SEG./MILE CODE:
STREAM ORDER:

BEGINNING DATE: January 1, 1984
COMFLETION DATE: December 1990
PRESENT STATUS: construction complete

FROJECT LIFE (YEARS): 100

FISH FRODUCED FER
UNIT OF H
PRE-PROJECT POST-PROJ. PREDICTED ACTUAL

HABITAT DESCRIFTION CONDITIONS ONDITIONS CHANGE CHANGE PREDICTED ACTUAL

SPAWNING AREA (SQ. YD.) S
REARING AREA (SQ. YD.)

TOTAL USABLE AREA (S@.YD.) 558, 000
STREAM LENGTH (MILES) 21

POOL/RIFFLE RATIO
PONDS (NO. & TOTAL ACREAGE)
SIDE CHANNELS (SQ. YD.)
RIFARIAN
AREA (ACRES)
STREAM LENGTH (MILES)
DOWNSTREAM IMPACT (MILES)
WATER TEMP. (DEG. C.)
SEDIMENT

FISH PRODUCTION (NUMBERS)

SPECIES CODEx
SMOLT: summer steelhead = = _____ 14,200 33,180
spring chinook  _____ 16,580 38,700
ADULT: summer steelhead = = ____ _ 464
spring chinook  _____ 530
resident fish = _____ 23,550 54,590

% USE CODE IN REPORT ON STOCK ASSESSMENT OF COLUMBIA RIVER ANADROMOUS SALMONIDS

PAGE 1 F: 83-501



DE-AI79-84BF 16475
84-5/83-501

South Fork Clearwa
Clearwater River

CONTRACT NUMBER:
FROJECT NUMBER:
FROJECT NAME:
SUBBASIN NAME:

SUrMARY OF HABITAT IMPROVEMENT PROJECT COSTS

ter River Habitat Enhancement

TARGET SFPECIES: steelhead trout, chinook salmon

LOCATION: STATE: Idaho COUNTY: Idaho

TYFE OF PROJECT: INSTREAM _X PASSAGE _X FONDS __
SIDE CHANNEL __ RIFARIAN _X

BEGINNING DATE: January 1, 1984

ENDING DATE: December 1990

FRESENT STATUS: construction complete

PROJECT LIFE (YEARS): 100
INITIAL COSTS CONTINUING COSTS
PREDICTED (BUDGET) ACTUAL (INVOICES) TOTAL PREDICTED ACTUAL
FY PLAN/DGN. CONST. EVAL . PLAN/DGN. CONST. EVAL . PRED. ACTUAL OPERXMAINT MONIT. OFER&MAINT MONIT.
1982
1983 $82,504 = 78,015 =
1984 $5, 000 $5,000 87,893 90,781
19835
1986
o0THER? 36,000 36, 000
TOTAL $5, 000 $5, 000$206,397 $204,796
*contributed Funds
Zgufficient detail was not available to separate total predicted or actual costs into plan/dgn., constr., or eval.
DISCOUNTED BENEFITS TO COSTS RATIQ CALCULATION.
DISCOUNT RATE (%) _4
PREDICTED ACTUAL
YEARS DISCOUNTED DISCOUNTED YEARS DISCOUNTED DISCOUNTED
OCCURRING BENEFITS BENEFITS COSTS COSTS OCCURRING BENEFITS BENEFITS COSsTS COSsTSs
0-7 $725,461 =
1-100 $445,470/yr $10,916,242
EEEmmEEEE= === sSEEEEEEEEsE s|SEEE=EsEEE= SERSEERSEEE= ZmESmEETmT=
TOTAL TOTAL
DISCOUNTED BENEFITS : DISCOUNTED COSTS _15.0:1 DISCOUNTED BENEFITS : DISCOUNTED COSTS

*No methods were given for deriving this cost estimate.

FAGE 2 F: 83-501
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SUMVARY
Abstract

This is a habitat inprovement project associated = with
environmental degradation as a result of dredge mning,
%am ng by domestic livestock, logging and  road " building.
storation efforts and management options have been
hanpered by the presence of P_Hvate Lands  (primarily
grazing) in the prine anadronous fish production areas.

During FY 1983 work acconplished included: 50 boul ders
placed in the stream four deflector/cover structures
installed; nine trees %I aced in the stream 222 ft. of bank
stabilized with |ogs; 4,820 ft. of riparian plantings;
fl, tl'OIO' ftd. of fence constructed; and 2.1 acres seeded and
ertilized.

During FY 1984 habitat i nprovement structures installed
included: log covers; rock and |og weirs; boul der placenent;

anchored  debris; rock and ~ |pg . deflectors; bank
stabilization; ~ bank cover and rI ?ar[ an planti n%; and
riparian _fencing. Qher field activities under The 1984

contract included fish habitat surveys in nine Reaches of
Red Rver and random sanp les of  the proportion of fine
sedinent in spawning areas.

Comment s

A Availability of Docunents

L. Wre all docunents available for review

Yes.
B, Habi t at
L Wre limting factors discussed in detail

No. . Alist was given, but no discussion or
justification was avai 1 able,

2. Ws the ore-project ampunt of habitat quantified
In terms of soawning or rearing habitat

No.

3. Wre Predicted changes in habitat quantified in
terns of soawni no or rearing habitat so that
estimates of fish can be mmde

No.

PACE 3  ¢: 83-501
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Were the target species clearly identified

Yes.

in numbers of each

Were predictions of change
target species based on guantified changes in
habjitat

No. Prediction was based on a Biological
Potential without Jjustification.

Benefits = Biological Potential -
Current Production Level
(1/3 of potential)
Therefore, benefits equaled two-thirds of an
estimate biological potential.

If the predicted change in numbers of fish was
based on adults, were the survival rates clearly
stated for conversion from smolt or juvenile to
adult

Yes. steelhead = 1.6%Z; chinook = 1.2%

Was hatchery supplementation discussed

Historical stocking was described, but future
stocking was not addressed.

Economic -

1.

Were oject costs included in documents

a. Flanning/Design - Not separated.
b. Construction Not separated.

c. Evaluation - Predicted under 83-7, but actual

not separated. Assumed total amount
expended.
d. Operation & Maintenance - No.

e. Other Contributed Funds - USFS funds prior to
FY 1983 were listed. USFS funds were
expended in FY 1983, but were listed as man-
days and quantities of materials rather than
dollars.

Ca OT_&SN1
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PACE 5

BPA f unds or|dg| nally allocated to a contract wth
CDFW and used on this contract to obtain easenent
rights on private land was noted, but no value or
defail was given.

What was the dallar value of the taraet species

based on

Meyer 1982 $550 per spawning chinook and 9359
per spawning steel head.

Wais the time when the benefits would start

det er m ned

No.  Apparently used year 1-for start date of
benef i ts %ISCOUH i ng

Was the effective life of the project clearly

stat ed

No - used a perpetuity (100 yrs. !to discount
benef i ts.

F: 83-501
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SUMMARY OF HAEITAT IMPROVEMENT FROJECT WORK AND BENEFITS.

CONTRACT NUMEER: DE-Al79-84BF16475

FROJECT NUMBER: 84-5/83-502 RELATED PROJECT NUMBERS: 83-501; 83-7
FROJECT NAME: South Fork Clearwater River Habitat Enhancement
STREAM(S) Crooked River
SUEBASIN NAME: South Fork Clearwater TARGET SPECIES: summer steelhead, spring chinook
LOCATION: STATE: Idaho COUNTY: Idaho
TYFPE OF PROJECT: INSTREAM _X FPASSAGE _X FONDS _X_ _
SIDE CHANNEL ____ RIPARIAN _X __

FUBLISHED IN: Natural propagation and habitat improvement, Vol. III - Idaho. Final and Annual
Reports 1982/83 (April 1984). Vol. II - Idaho. Final and Annual Reports 1984
(January 1986). Also: Habitat evaluation for offsite mitigation record.
Annual Report 1984 (July 198%5).

CONTRACTOR: USFS Nez Perce National Forest TYPE: FEDERAL _X STATE ___ TRIBE ___ PRIVATE ____

PROJ. LEADER: Rick Stowell

SUBBASIN NUMEBER:

EFA STREAM SEG./MILE CODE: o o e e e s et et e e ———— — e
STREAM ORDER:

EEGINNING DATE: January 1, 1984

COMPLETION DATE: December 31, 1990

FRESENT STATUS: Construction Complete

PROJECT LIFE (YEARS): 100

FISH PRODUCED FER

UNIT HAE T
PRE-PROJECT POST-PROJ. FREDICTED ACTUAL
HABITAT DESCRIFTION CONDITIONS CONDITIONS CHANG! ANG FREDICT CTUA!

SFAWNING AREA (S@. YD.) 13,733 4,533
REARING AREA (SQ. YD.)
TOTAL USABLE AREA (S@.YD.)
STREAM LENGTH (MILES) 17
PDOL/RIFFLE RATIO
FONDS (NO. & TOTAL ACREAGE)
SIDE CHANNELS (S@. YD.)
RIFARIAN
AREA (ACRES)
STREAM LENGTH (MILES)
DOWNSTREAM IMPACT (MILES)
WATER TEMF. (DEG. C.)
SEDIMENT

- s o e i e

FISH FRODUCTION (¢(NUMBERS)

SPECIES CODEX
SMOLT: summer steelhead = ____ 8,729
spring chinook  _____ 2,366
ADULT: summer steelhead —  _____ 139 -
spring chinook  _____ ___ . ______ _ 112
resident fish = _____ 13,300 e

X USE CODE IN REPORT ON STOCK ASSESSMENT OF COLUMBIA RIVER ANADROMOUS SALMONIDS



CONTRACT NUMBER: DE-A179-84BFP146475

FROJECT NUMBER: B4-5/83-502

PROJECT NAME: South Fork Clearwater River Habitat Enhancement
SUBEASIN NAME: Clearwater River

LOCATION: STATE: Idaho
TYPE OF PROJECT:

INSTREAM _X PASSAGE _X

TARGET SPECIES: summer steelhead,

COUNTY: Idaho
PONDS _X

SIDE CHANNEL RIPARIAN _X

BEGINNING DATE:
ENDING DATE:

FRESENT STATUS:
FROJECT LIFE (YEARS): 100

January 1,

1984

December 31, 1990
Construction Complete

spring chinook

: INITIAL COSTS CONTINUING €0STS
PREDICTED (BUDGET) ACTUAL (INVOICES) Yotal PR
EY PLAN/DGN. _CONST. EVAL . PLAN/DGN. CONST. EVAL. _ PRED. _ACTUAL = OPERYMAINT MONIT., QOFERSMAINT MONIT.
igez .~
1983 $24,985%  $1,489=
1984 $32,365 $61,700 $10,000 $10,000 104,065 123,531
1985
1986 :
o OTHER? 5,500 $5, 500 5,500 5,500
TOTAL  $37,865 $61,700 $10,000 $134,%00 $130,520

i1Contributed Funds

*Sufficient detail was not available to separate total predicted or actual costs into plan/dgn., const., or eval.

DISCOUNT RATE (%) _4

DISCOUNTED BEN

PREDICTED
YEARS DISCOUNTED DISCOUNTED
OCCURRING BENEFITS BENEFITS COSTS (1}>)
o5 I $361,082°

$111,500 $2,245,757

DISCOUNTED BENEFITS : DISCOUNTED COSTS _&6.2:1

ITS TO COSTS RATIO CALC T

ACTUAL.
YEARS DISCOUNTED DISCOUNTED
QCCURRING BENEFITS _BENEFITS _COSTS = _COSTS

TOTAL

DISCOUNTED BENEFITS

*No methods were presented for deriving this cost estimate.

FAGE 2 F: 84-5
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SUMMARY

1. Abst r act

Habi t at degradation in Crooked River was a result of dredge
m ni ng and road construction. In FY 1983 the USFS proposed
rempval of a culvert barrier and construction of a pipe-arch
to inprove passage. Pl anning and design was conducted in FY
1983 using $1,489 of BPA funds and $5,500 of USFS funds.
Modi ficatiion MOL increased the budget by $17,146 to 942,131
on 1/31/84. ~ No reason for this nodification was given and
no further discussion of the work was available in"the84
annual report . Apparent 1y the predicted costs for FY 1983

i ncl uded construction budgets which were not expendatli|

FY 1984. The pipe-arch design was changed to a bridge
structure and appears to have been built i'n 1984,

Instream structures to inprove rearing habitat and stabilize
stream banks were installed in FY984. These _incl uded:

og and boul der weirs, boulders, anchored debris, digger

ogs, |og deflectors,off-channel pond connection,bank tip

rap and Dbank re-vegetation.

The predicted and actual cost summaries were difficult to
accurately track and nmay be in error as sunmarized here.

No proposal, work statenent, costing or use could be found
for the subcontract with Wshington State University
(Purchase Order No. 43-0295-4-592) fitled "Planning for 'the
restoration of neanders on a trial basis".

2. Comment s

A Avail ability of Docunents

1. Were all docunents avail able for review

Yes. Except for information regarding the purpose
and expenditures related to the sub-contract with
Washington State University.

e. Habitat

1 Were liniting factors discussed in detail

No. ~Limting factors .were nentioned, but no
details, quantification or justification was
given.

PAGE3 F 84-5
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FAGE 4

F:

Was the pre-proiect amount of habitat gquantified
in terms of spawning or rearing habitat

Spawning habitat quantity was given, but not
rearing.

Were predicted changes in__habitat gquantified ip
terms of spawning or rearing habitat so that
estimates of fish can be made

No.

Were the target species clearly identified

Yes.

Were predictions of change in numbers of each
target species based on quantified changes in
habitat

No. Based on estimate of biological potential:

Predicted Benefit = Biological Potential -
Current Production Level
(1/3 of potential)

Therefore, the benefits equal two-thirds of the
estimated biological potential.

No basis was given for these estimates.

1+ the predicted change in numbers of fish was
based on_adults, were the survival rates clearly
stated for conversion from smolt or juvenile to
adult

Yes. Steelhead = 1.6%; Chinook = 1.2%

Was hatchery supplementation discussed

No.

Economic

1.

Were all project costs included in documents

a. Planning/Design — Not clearly separated

b. Construction - Yes, but not clearly separated

84-5
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C Eval uation - Estimate taken from Project no.
83-7 work statenent. No actual costs were
itemzed - assumed fa1l expenditure.

d. Qperation & Mintenance - No.

€. Qher Contributed Funds - Yes

2. Wiat was the dollar value of the taraet Species

based on

Meyer 1982. $550 f or chinook spawners; | 359 for
steel head spawners.

3. Vs the time when the benefits would start

determ ned

No. Start date for benefits discounti ng was
uncl ear, but appear ed to be year 6

4, Wis the effective life of the project clearly

st at ed
No, used 100 years for benefits discounting

PACES F 84-5
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SUMMARY OF HABITAT IMPROVEMENT PROJECT WORK AND BENEFITS.

DE-AI79-84BFP16726
84-11/83-386
Upper Lake Branch Channel Rehabilitation
Hood River
Oregon COUNTY:
INSTREAM _X FASSAGE ___ PONDS
SIDE CHANNEL X _ RIPARIAN

CONTRACT NUMBER:
PROJECT NUMBER:
PROJECT NAME:
SUBBASIN NAME:
LOCATION: STATE:
TYPE OF PROJECT:

FUBLISHED IN:
Report 1984 (January 19864).

CONTRACTOR: US Forest Service - Mt. Hood

PROJ. LEADER: Dave Heller - USFS, Jim Newton - ODFW

SUEBASIN NUMBER:

EPA STREAM SEG./MILE CODE:

TYPE:

RELATED PROJECT NUMBERS:
STREAM(S)
TARGET SFECIES:

FEDERAL

83-389; 83-341
Lake Branch Creek
Summer Steelhead

Hood River

Natural propagation and habitat improvement. Vol. I: Oregon. Annual & Final

X STATE TRIBE PRIVATE

STREAM ORDER:

4

BEGINNING DATE:
COMPLETION DATE:

1983
1988

PRESENT STATUS: 1983 and 1984 construction completed

FPROJECT LIFE (YEARS): 20
FISH PRODUCED FER
SUNIT OF HARITAT
PRE-PROJECT POST-PROJ. FREDICTED ACTUAL
HABITAT DESCRIFTION CONDITIONS CONDITION CHANG CHANG
SPAWNING AREA (S@. YD.) —_— —_—
REARING AREA (SQ@. YD.) —— - —_ -

TOTAL USABLE AREA (5Q.YD.)

STREAM LENGTH (MILES)

POOL/RIFFLE RATIO

FONDS (NO. & TOTAL ACREAGE) -
SIDE CHANNELS (s@. yD.» e __
RIFARIAN

AREA (ACRES)

STREAM LENGTH (MILES)

DOWNSTREAM IMPACT (MILES)

WATER TEMF. (DEG. C.)

SEDIMENT

FISH FRODUCTION (NUMBERS)

SPECIES copEx
JUVENILE: _____ ——
SMOLT: . e —_
ADULT:

¥ USE CODE IN REFORT OF STOCK ASSESSMENT OF COLUMBIA

FAGE 1 F: 84-11

RIVER ANADROMOUS SALMONIDS
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SUMMARY OF HARITAT IMFROVEMENT FROJECT COSTS

CONTRACT NUMEER: DE-AI79-84BF16726
FROJECT NUMEBER: 84-11/83-386
PROJECT NAME: Upper Lake Branch Channel Rehabilitation

SUBBASIN NAME: Hood River TARGET SFPECIES: Summer Steelhead
LOCATION: STATE: Oregon COUNTY: Hood River
TYPE OF FPROJECT: INSTREAM _X_ FPASSAGE PONDS

SIDE CHANNEL _X RIPARIAN ____
BEGINNING DATE: 1983
ENDING DATE: 1988
FRESENT STATUS: 1983 and 1984 Construction Completed
PROJECT LIFE (YEARS): 20

i INITIAL COSTS CONTINUING COSTS
PREDICTED (BUDGET) ACTUAL (INVOICES) TOTAL FREDICTED ACTUAL
EY PLAN/DGN. CONST. EVAL ., PLAN/DGN. CONST. EVAL .. PRED. ACTUAL OFER&MAINT MONIT. OFERXMAINT MONIT.
1982
1983 2 2 2 2 $23,100
1984 $2, 000 $32,844 $1,500 - . $36,344 23,240
1985
1986
OTHER?
TOTAL $446,340
iContributed Funds
2Documents were not in the BPA files.
DISCOUNTED BENEFITS TO COSTS RATIO CALCULATION.
DISCOUNT RATE (%)
FREDICTED ACTUAL
YEARS DISCOUNTED DISCOUNTED YEARS DISCOUNTED DISCOUNTED
OCCURRING BENEFITS BENEFITS COSTS COSTS OCCURRING B FITS BENEFITS _COsTS  ~ _ _€Oos1S
4+ 4+ === =+ + 3+ + + + 1+ 3 -+ == mE=smms ===
TOTAL TOTAL
DISCOUNTED BENEFITS : DISCOUNTED COSTS DISCOUNTED BENEFITS : DISCOUNTED COSTS

FARF 2 F: 84-11
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SUMVARY-

L. Abst ract

Channel inprovenents were initiated in Lake Branch Creek in
fiscal ear (FY). 1983 under project number 83-386. Durin
FY 1984 urther_|nProvenents were inplenmented on Lake Branc
Creek under project nunber 84-11. his project nunber also
includes collawash Falls passage and FY" 1984 work on
Fi sh/ Wash Creeks (previously 83-385). The purpose of this
project, as stated in the 1983 Annual Report, was to provide
unobstructed fish passage through Forest Service land and
increase quantity and quality of spawning and rearin
habitat for summer steel head. The work conducted during.
1983 included the placement of nine rock bernms at river mle
RM 5.5 and two gabions_at RM7.5. ~ A single log jam was
[ly renmoved at RM 7.2 to facilitate fish passage but
in"the gravel retention and cover provided by the
, Five™ of the rock bernms were constructed to collect
ning gravel and provide rearing habitat while the
renajnln% four rock berms were expected to inprove juvenile
abitat at low flows. The two gabions alSo were
ed to inprove rearing habitat at |ow flows.
9

Y 1984 work included four open log “V's” to accelerate
velocities and form scour pools. Wo |og Sills were
installed to create a Plunge pool, ~collect spawning grave
and protect a pool/riffle Series from down " cutting. A
single log "K' damwas built to create a plunge pool . The
inlet and outlet of a side channel were protected using
three |og wng deflectors and one rock deflector. These
deflegtorg were to prevent lateral novement of the channel
and direct the scour action during high flows.

3. Comment5
A Availability of Docunents

L. Were all documents available for review

Wrk  statenments and agreenent contracts were
m ssing fromBPA files for FY 1983.

B. Habi t at
L Wre linitina factors discussed in detail

Average habitat condition was considered good, but
smolt ™ levels were believed linted by spawning and
rearing. habitat availability and pasSage problens.
No justification for these 'statements Wwas given.

PAGE 3 F 84-11
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s the pre-project ampunt of habitat auantified
Interns of spawing or rearing habitat

No. Quantification of habitat was not addressed in
the work statements or reports. Only construction
net hods and type of structures were discussed.

3. Were predicted changes in habitat Quantified in
terps of sSpawnina of _rearina habitat so that
estinmates of fish can be nade
No. (see B.2. above)

8

1. Were the taraet species clearly identified
The proposals delineate primary target species.

3 Wre predictions of chanae in_nunbers of, each
arget species based on quantified changes in
habi t at
No. Predictions of changes in fish nunbers were
not provided.

3 [f the predicted chanae in nunbers of fish was
based on adults, were the survival rates clearly
stated Tor conversion fromsnmolt or 1uvenile to
adul t
No predicted changes in fish nunbers.

4, Was hatchery suppl enentation discussed
No.

Econoni ¢

L. Were all project costs included in docunents
Predicted costs for FY 83 were not avail able.

a Pl anni ng/ Design - FY 84 only

b Construction - FY 84 only

C. Eval uation - FY 84 only

d Qperation & Maintenance - No

e. G her Contributed Funds - No
F. 84-11
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PAGE 5

Wat was the dollar value of the taraet species

pased on
No net hod given for benefits estimate.

Wis the time when the benefits would  start
det er m ned

No method given for benefits estinmate.

Wis the effective life of the project clearly
stated

Li fe of benef its stated to be 20 yea No
di scussi on of expectedproject |ife was ava|IabIe

F: 84-11
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SUMMARY OF HABITAT IMPROVEMENT PROJECT WORK AND BENEFITS.

CONTRACT NUMBER: DE-AI79-84BP16726 (also—-83BF11768)

PROJECT NUMBER: 84-11/83-385 RELATED PROJECT NUMBERS: 833863 83341

PROJECT NAME: Fish/Wash Creek STREAM(S): Fish and Wash Creeks

SUBBASIN NAME: Clackamas River TARGET SPECIES: spring chinook, coho, summer & winter
LOCATION: STATE: Oregon COUNTY: Clackamas steelhead

TYPE OF PRDJECT: INSTREAM _X__ PASSAGE ____ PONDS _X

SIDE CHANNEL _X RIPARIAN _X

PUBLISHED IN: Natural propagation and habitat improvement. Vol. 1 - Oregon. Final & Annual Report. 1982/83 (April
1984). Also Vol. 1 - Oregon supplement A. An evaluation of in-channel & off channel projects.
Annual Report 1984 (July 1986). Also: Abundance, behavior and habitat utilization by coho salmon
and steelhead trout in Fish Creek, Oregon, as influenced by habitat enhancement. Annual Report
1985 (Sept. 1986).

CONTRACTOR: US Forest Service — Mt. Hood TYPE: FEDERAL _X STATE ___ TRIBE ___ PRIVATE __

PROJ. LEADER: David Heller

SUBBASIN NUMBER:

EPA STREAM SEG./MILE CODE:

STREAM ORDER: 5/4

BEGINNING DATE: 1983 COMPLETION DATE: 1988

PRESENT STATUS: 1983 & 84 construction completed. Evaluation 1982-1985 completed

- PROJECT LIFE (YEARS): 20

SMOLTS PRODUCED FER
UNIT OF HABITAT

PRE-PROJECT POST-PROJ. PREDICTED ACTUAL
CONDITIONS CONDITIONS _ CHANGE CHANGE _PREDICTED _ACTUAL

SPAWNING AREA (S@. YD.) 2.540 350400 205 19.5-22 [
REARING AREA (SQ@. YD.) 189,600 5,100 1.5 [5)
TOTAL USABLE AREA (SQ.YD.)
STREAM LENGTH (MILES) 11
POOL/RIFFLE RATIO
PONDS (ND. & TOTAL ACREAGE) 1/1 ac &0—-190
SIDE CHANNELS (SQ. YD.) 1,024
RIPARIAN
AREA (ACRES) 15 4

STREAM LENGTH (MILES)

DOWNSTREAM IMPACT (MILES)
WATER TEMP. (DEG. C.)
SEDIMENT

FISH PRODUCTION (NUMBERS)

SPECIES CODEX
SMOLT: summer & winter steelhead 8,000 7473 1,000 9]
spring chinook  ____ 2 ? ird 9]
coho _____ 1—-4, 000 3,099 6,800 7]

% USE CODE IN REPORT OF ASSESSMENT OF COLUMBIA RIVER ANADROMOUS SALMONIDS

PAGE 1 F: 84-11b



SUMMARY OF HABITAT IMFROVEMENT FPROJECT COSTS

CONTRACT NUMBER:
PROJECT NUMBER:
PROJECT NAME: Fish/Wash Cr.
SUEBASIN NAME: Clackamas R.
LOCATION: STATE:Oregon

TYFE OF PROJECT:

DE-AI79-84BF16726
84—-11; 83-385

(also—-83BFP11968)

TARGET SFECIES:
COUNTY: Clackamas
INSTREAM _X PASSAGE __ PONDS _X
SIDE CHANNEL _X RIPARIAN _X

1983 ENDING DATE: 198
1983 & 1984 construction completed.

BEGINNING DATE:
PRESENT STATUS:

spring chinook, coho,

8
Evaluation 1982-1985 completed

summer & winter steelhead

PROJECT LIFE (YEARS): 20
INITIAL COSTS CONTINUING COSTS
PREDICTED (BUDGET) ACTUAL (INVOICES) TOTAL PREDICTED ACTUAL
EY FLAN/DGN. _CONST. EVAL . PLAN/DGN, _CONST. EVAL, PRED, _ACTUAL  OPERMMAINT _MO MONIT.
1982 —— OFPER&MAINT MONIT. QPERXMAINT
1983 $43,600  $35,000 $78,600 $77,267
1984 $9,900 27,220 43,000 71,210 92,660
1985
1986
Y OTHER: 100,000 100,000
bl
TOTAL $9,900 $70,820 $77,000 $249,810 $269,927 :
1Contributed Funds
DISCOUNTED BENEFITS TO COSTS RATIO CALCULATION.
DISCOUNT RATE (%)
PREDICTED ACTUAL
YEARS DISCOUNTED DISCOUNTED YEARS DISCOUNTED DISCOUNTED
OCCURRING BENEFITS BENEFITS COSTS COsTS OCCURRING BENEFITS _BENEFITS COosTS cosTs
TOTAL TOTAL

DISCOUNTED BENEFITS : DISCOUNTED COSTS

FAGE 2 F: 84-11b
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SUMVARY

L. Abstract

Thi s El)r%J ect. was initiated as number 83-385 and conbined in
FY 984 with project number 83-386 as nunber 84-11.
Apg,r oxi mtely $I QO in Forest Service funds were spent on
habitat work’in Fish Creek from 1981 to 1983. This work
included habitat and limting factor assessment, wor k
design, ~ placenent of instream Structures and baseline data
collection for future project evaluation.

BPA funded work in FY 1983 included construction of 14 rock
berms (11 in Fish Creek and 3 in Wash Creek). These = berns
were intended to capture gravels suitablé for spawning of
steel head and sal mon. An additional 11 rock berns ‘were
constructed wth Forest Service funds in 1982 and 83. BPA
funded work in FY 1983 al so included construction of an off-
channel pond (for rearing juvenile coho) and planting of
cot tonwoodr. in four acres of riparian area to increase
stream shadi ng.

BPA funded work in FY 1984 included opening a flood overf|ow
side channel by excavating the inlet and oltlet to provide
perennial  flows and upstream access for adult and juvenile
salnonids. . Both spawning and rearing habitat were expected
in this side channel, “especially “for chinook and coho.

“A cove” habitat enhancement was conducted by falling trees
into Fish Creek with explosives. Twel ve trees at six sites
were felled to increase carrying capacity of edge al coves
for juvenile salnonid rearing.

An eval uat i on _of all inprovenents was conducted since 1982
by the Forest Service to determne inpacts on salnonid
pioducti on. This evaluation was jointly funded by the BPA
and US Forest Service, but no delineation of the actual
Forest Service share was avail able.

Results of eval uat i on indicate fluctuations i n salnoni
popul ations in Fish Creek during years 1982 to 1985  bu
none of these fluctuations Could be attributed to th
habitat inprovement work. = Variation was attributed t
environnental  factors outside of the influence of th
habitat inprovements (i.e. variations in annual stream flow
regine, onsi te salnonid population Ilimting factors and

off si te survival or escapenent ). The of f -channel pond = was

reported to have twi ce the survival rate of coho juveniles
as conpared to the min channel, as well as, ‘increased

PACE 3 F: 84-11b
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growth rates. _However. no assessment was made of the actual
og ;{oht,ent | gl increase in coho sal non production as a result
0 is pond.

The February 23, 1986 flood exceeded the 5-year flood design
of the rock berns and subsequently 16 of the 21 berns were
breached. Eval uation showed that only 12 of the berns
(breached & not breachedg were meeting project objectives
and had collected 171 m= (205 ya=) of spawni ng gravel .

2. Conmrent s
A Avai 1 abi 11 v of Docunments

L. Wre all documents available for review

Yes.
8. Habi t at
L. Wre limting factors discussed in detail

A statenment of the I|mt|n?, factor (s) and
estimates of existing producfion levels as a
percent of potential = were given in the work
Statements. These estimafes and statements
ﬁl/gpeared to be based on professional {udgmant.
More detailed djscussions of limting factors were
included in the subsequent evaluation reports.
These reports used habitat quantification and fjsh
densities to distinguish 'spawning or rearing
habitat as limting.

2. VWMs the pre-project amount of habitat quantified
In terns of spawning or rearing habitat

Habitat was nmeasured for six categories in the
eval uation report, and the total of these terned
rearing habitat. Spawning and rear i ng habitat
were quantified by species fromfield surveys.

3. Were predicted changes in habitat quantified in
terms of  spaw ng Of rearina habitat so that
estimates of fish can be nade

Predicted changes in spawning habitat and off-
channel _ponds were made and _estimates of fish
roduction nmade fromthese. Total habitat changes
ad to be interpreted fromthe data and were not
stated explicitly.

PAGE 4 F 84-11b
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D.

Fi sh

Were the target species clearly identified

Yes.

2. Wre predictions of change in nunbers of each
arget species based on quantified changes In
habl't at
Yes.

3. If the predicted change in nunbers of fish was
based on adults. were the survival rates clearly
stated for conversion fromsnmolt or iuvenile t0
adul t
Not based on adults.

4. \Was hat chery suppl enentation discussed
Yes. Stocking of the off -channel pond with
hatchery fry was discussed, but no evidence of
i npl ementation was found in the reports.

Econoni ¢

L. Were all project costs included in docunents
a Pl anni ng/ Design - Partially separated.

h. Construction - Yes.

. Eval uation - Yes.

d. Operation ¥ Maintenance - No.

e. O her Contributed Funds - Partially. Not
specified for  hatchery st ocki ng and
eval uat i on. ‘

2. Wat  was the dollar value of the target species
based on
Not done.

3. Vs the time when the benefits would start
det erm ned
Not done.

F: 84-11hb
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F:

Was the effective life of the project clearly
stated

20 years was used as an estimate.

84-11b
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SUMMARY OF HAEBITAT IMPROVEMENT FROJECT WORK _AND BENEFITS.

CONTRACT NUMEER:
FROJECT NUMBER:
FROJECT NAME:
SUBBASIN NAME:

84-11
Collawash R.
Willamette/Clackamas

Falls Fassage % Habitat Improvement

RELATED FROJECT NUMEBERS:
STREAM(S): Collawash River
TARGET SFECIES:

LOCATION: STATE: Oregon COUNTY: Clackamas
TYFE OF FROJECT: INSTREAM _X FASSAGE _X_PONDS
SIDE CHANNEL ____ RIPARIAN _____
FUBLISHED IN:
CONTRACTOR: USFS TYFE: FEDERAL _X_STATE ___ TRIBE ___ FRIVATE ____
FROJ. LEADER:
SUBBEASIN NUMEBER:
EFA STREAM SEG./MILE CODE: _____ _____ _____ _ _ R _ .
STREAM ORDER: T
BEGINNING DATE:
COMFLETION DATE:
FRESENT STATUS: Fostponed — not implemented prior to FY 1985

FPROJECT LIFE (YEARS):

PRE-FROJECT FOST-PROJ. PREDICTED
CONDITION

HABITAT DESCRIFTION
SFAWNING AREA (SQ. YD.)

CONDITIONS

FISH PRODUCED FER
UNIT OF HARITAT

ACTUAL

CHANGE CHANGE FREDICTED ACTUAL

REARING AREA (SG. YD.)

TOTAL USABLE AREA (SA.YD.)

STREAM LENGTH (MILES)

FOOL/RIFFLE RATIO

FONDS (NO. % TOTAL ACREAGE)
SIDE CHANNELS (SQ. YD.)
RIFARIAN

AREA (ACRES)

STREAM LENGTH (MILES)

————— e e o e e i

DOWNSTREAM IMPACT (MILES)

——— ————

WATER TEMF. (DEG. C.)
SEDIMENT
FISH PRODUCTION (NUMBERS)
SFECIES CODEX
JUVENILE: __ e
SMOLT:
ADULT:

X USE CODE IN REFORT OF

FAGE 1 F: 84-11c
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SUMMARY OF HARITAT IMFROVEMENT FPROJECT WOREK AND BENEFI1TS.

CONTRACT NUMEBER:

FROJECT NUMEBER: 84-11 RELATED FROJECT NUMBERS:
FROJECT NAME: Clackamas/Hood River Habitat Enhancement STREAM(S): Oak Grove Fork
SUBBASIN NAME: Willamette/Clackamas TARGET SFECIES:
LOCATION: STATE: Oregon COUNTY: Clackamas
TYPE OF PROJECT: INSTREAM PASSAGE ____ FONDS

SIDE CHANNEL RIFPARIAN

FUBLISHED IN:

CONTRACTOR: . TYPE: FEDERAL ___ STATE ___ TRIBE ____ PRIVATE ___
FROJ. LEADER:

SUBBASIN NUMBER:

EFA STREAM SEG. MILE CODE:

STREAM ORDER:

EEGINNING DATE:

COMPLETION DATE:

FRESENT STATUS: Postponed — not implemented prior to FY 1985

FPROJECT LIFE (YEARS):

FI1SH FRODUCED FER
UNIT ABITAT
- PRE-PROJECT POST-PROJ. PREDICTED ACTUAL

o
£ HABITAT DESCRIPTION CONDITIONS CONDITIONS _ CHANGE _ _CHANGE PREDICTED _ACTUAL
SPAWNING AREA (SG. YD.)

REARING AREA (S@. YD.)
TOTAL USABLE AREA (SQ.YD.)
STREAM LENGTH (MILES)
FOOL/RIFFLE RATIO
FPONDS (ND. & TOTAL ACREAGE)
SIDE CHANNELS (SQG. YD.)
RIPARIAN
AREA (ACRES)
STREAM LENGTH (MILES)
DOWNSTREAM IMPACT (MILES)
WATER TEMP. (DEG. C.)
SEDIMENT

FISH FRODUCTION (NUMBERS)

SPECIES CODEXx
JUVENILE:
SMOLT:
ADULT:

X USE CODE IN REPORT ON STOCK ASSESSMENT OF COLUMBIA RIVER ANADROMOUS SALMONIDS

FABE 1 F: 84-11d
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SUMMARY OF HABITAT IMPROVEMENT FPROJECT WORK AND BENEFITS.

CONTRACT NUMBER: DE-AI79-83BF1190

PROJECT NUMBER: 83-341 RELATED PROJECT NUMBERS: 83-386; 84-11
PROJECT NAME: West Fork Hood River Passage STREAM(S): West Fork Hood River
SUBBASIN NAME: Hood River TARGET SPECIES: summer steelhead, spring & fall chinook, coho
LOCATION: STATE: Oregon COUNTY: Hood River
TYPE OF PROJECT: INSTREAM ___ PASSAGE _X__ FONDS
SIDE CHANNEL RIPARIAN

PUBLISHED IN: Natural propagation and habitat improvement. Vol.I - Oregon Final & Annual Report 1982/83 (April 1984)

Also: natural propagation and habitat improvement. Vol. I - Oregon. Final & Annual Report 1984 (January 1986).
CONTRACTOR: Oregon Dept. Fish & Wildlife TYPE: FEDERAL ___ STATE _X _TRIBE ___ PRIVATE

PROJ. LEADER: Jim Newton

SUBBASIN NUMBER:

EFPA STREAM SEG./MILE CODE:

STREAM ORDER:

BEGINNING DATE: April 1, 1983
COMPLETION DATE: January 31, 1985
PRESENT STATUS: Construction Complete
FROJECT LIFE (YEARS): 20

FISH PRODUCED FER
UNIT OF HABITAT

PRE-PROJECT . POST-PROJ. PREDICTED ACTUAL

HABITAT DESCRIPTION CONDITIONS CONDITIONS _ CHANGE CHANGE PREDICTED ACTUAL.
SPAWNING AREA (SQ. YD.) 0 406,750 406,750 0.07 (smolts)

REARING AREA (SO. YD.)
TOTAL USABLE AREA (SQ.YD.)
STREAM LENGTH (MILES)
POOL/RIFFLE RATIO
FONDS (NDO. % TOTAL ACREAGE)
SIDE CHANNELS (S@. YD.) N -
RIPARIAN -
AREA (ACRES)
STREAM LENGTH (MILES) -
DOWNSTREAM IMPACT (MILES)
WATER TEMF. (DEG. C.)
SEDIMENT

FISH PRODUCTION (NUMBERS)

SPECIES CODEZX
SMOLT: summer steelhead — _____ 29,000
ADULT: summer steelhead — _____ 1,176

£ USE CODE IN REFORT OF STOCK ASSESSMENT OF COLUMBIA RIVER ANADROMOUS SALMONIDS

CAanE 1 F: A83-341



SUMMARY OF HABRITAT IMFROVEMENT FPROJECT COSTS

CONTRACT NUMBER: DE-A179-83BF11%0
FROJECT NUMBER: 83-341
FROJECT NAME: West Fork Hood River Passage

SUBEASIN NAME: Hood River TARGET SFPECIES:

LOCATION: STATE: Oregon COUNTY: Hood River

TYPE OF FPROJECT: INSTREAM PASSAGE X PONDS
SIDE CHANNEL RIPARIAN

BEGINNING DATE: April 1, 1983

ENDING DATE: January 31, 1985

FRESENT STATUS: Construction Complete
FROJECT LIFE (YEARS): 20

INITIAL COSTS

summer steelhead, spring & fall chinook, coho

CONTINUING_ COSTS

PREDICTED (BUDGET) ACTUAL (INVOICES) TOTAL PREDICTED ACTUAL
FY PLAN/DGN. _CONST. EVAL. PLAN/DGN. _CONST. EVAL. PRED. _ACTUAL OPERSMAINT MONIT. OPER&MAINT MONIT.
1982
1983 $15, 158 $0 $0 $15, 158
1984 26,085 358,884 0 $49,388 384,969 $49,388
1985 $403,396 403,396
U 1986
£ OTHER?
TOTAL  $41,243 $358,8842 o $400, 127 $452,784>

tContributed Funds

Zpreliminary estimate. Possible range given as high as $750,000.
3As of 9/85

DISCOUNTED BENEFITS TO COSTS TI0 CALCULAT .

DISCOUNT RATE (%) _4

PREDICTED
YEARS DISCOUNTED DISCOUNTED
OCCURRING BENEFITS BENEFITS COSTS COSTS
$0 $0 %15,158 %15, 158
(4] o 384,969 370,162
1-20 210,500 2,860,700
=== _Em=mEm==== === T|EEs==
TOTAL $2,860,700 $3835, 320

DISCOUNTED BENEFITS : DISCOUNTED COSTS _7.4:1

FAGE 2

F: 83-341

ACTUAL
YEARS DISCOUNTED DISCOUNTED
OCCURRING BENEFITS BENEFITS COSTS COSTS

TOTAL

DISCOUNTED BENEFITS : DISCOUNTED COSTS
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PROJECT SUMVARY

Abstract

DPA funds were allocated in FY 83 and 84 to plan, design and
construct a structure to facilitate upstream passage of
anadronous  salmonids over a falls on the Wst Fork Hood
River. The 10 to 15 foot falls was a result of hydraulic
cutting of the channel during the last 10 to 15 years.
Construction occurred in August and Septenber of 1985

series of stair-stepped conCrete weirs was constructed.

Oiginal  estimates for conpleting all phases of the Qroj ect
were 8106, 900. This estimate waS increased in the FY "1984
budget to 4400,127 after prelimnary designs and estimates
wer € received f romcontractors. As ‘of 12/31/85 total funds
%Iesllgc%?ed to conplete the construction phase anounted to

No eval uat i on of the actual passage over the facilities by
adult steel head or salnon was available.

Comment s
A Availability of Docunents

L. Were all documents available for review

Yes.
B, Habi t at
1 Were linting factors discussed in detail

The limting = factor consisted of a confirmed
passage barrier

2. Was the ore-project anpunt of habitat quantified
In ferms _of _spawning of real-1ns habifa

Acreage of spawning habitat above the barrier was
estl_ratbled. stimafes of rearing areas were not
avai | abl e.

3. Wre predicted changes in habitat quantified in
ternms of  spawmng of rearing habitat so that
estimtes of fiSh can be nmde

Yes. (See 2.8.2 above)

PAGE 3 F 83-341
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Wre the tat-set species clearly identified
Yes.
2. VWre predictions of change in_ nunbers of each
aga?ttsoe0|es based on gatified chances in
habi t a

Swl t product i on per acre of stream above the

diversion was based on resident trout densities

{3 tf|sh per acre) observed in upper Hood River
ributaries.

3. [f the predicted change in nunbers of fish was
pased on adults. were the survival rates clearly
stated for _conversion rromsnmolt or  1uvenile to

adul t
Survival rate fromsnolt to adult: 8%
Rati o of catch to escapenment: 1.1 .
No justification was given for using these
figures
4, s hatchet-v supplenentation di scussed
No

D. Economi ¢

1. were all project costs included in docunents

a. Pl .anni ng/ Design - Yes.

b. Construction - Yes. To 9/85.  Final Billings
not in file as yet.

C. Eval uation - No.
d. Operation & Maintenance - No.
e. G her Contributed Funds - No.

2. Wiat was the dollar value of the target species
based on

Meyer 19822) and a catch to escapenent ratio of
11" and $179 per spawni ng st eel head.

PAGE 4 F: 83-341



Z6a

FAGE S

F:

the i n_the benefits would start
determined

No. Assumed as year 1 for benefits discounting.

Was the effective life of the project clearly
stated

No. Assumed 20 year life for benefits
discounting. Engineering descriptions of each
alternative gave an estimate of project life.
These ranged from 5 to 40 years.

83-341
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SUMHMARY OF HABITAT IMFROVEMENT FROJECT WORK AND BENEFITS.

CONTRACT NUMBER:
FRDJECT NUMBER:
PROJECT NAME:
STREAM(S) ¢
SUBBASIN NAME:
LOCATION: STATE:
TYFE OF PROJECT:

DE-AI179-81BF31847

815-8 RELATED PROJECT NUMBERS: 81-108
Fish Habitat Rehabilitation & Enhancement of the Channelized Sections
Beaver Creek
Deschutes River
Oregon

INSTREAM _X_ PASSABE ____ PONDS

SIDE CHANNEL _____ RIPARIAN _X _
Habitat quality and baseline data, Annual Report 19835
Confederated Tribes Warm Springs Indian Reservation
Chris Stainbrook

of Beaver Creek

(Warm Springs River) TARGET SPECIES:
COUNTY: Wasco

summer steelhead and spring chinook

FPUBLISHED IN:
CONTRACTOR:
PRDJ. LEADER:
SUBBASIN NUMBER:
EFA STREAM SEG. /MILE CODE:
STREAM ORDER: 4th
BEGINNING DATE: 1986
COMPLETION DATE:

FRESENT STATUS:

PROJECT LIFE (YEARS):

TYPE: FEDERAL STATE

F15H FPRODUCED FER
SUNIT OF HOBITAT

PREDICTED _ACTUAL

PRE-PROJECT

CONDITIONS
950,674

POST-PROJ.
CONDITIONS

PREDICTED
CHANGE

ACTUAL
HABITAT DESCRIPTION CHANGE
SPAWNING AREA (S0. YD.)
REARING AREA (SQG. YD.)

TOTAL USABLE AREA (SQ.YD.)

TRIBE _X

STREAM LENGTH (MILES)
FOOL/RIFFLE RATIO
PONDS (ND. & TOTAL ACREAGE)
SIDE CHANNELS (S@. YD.)
RIPARIAN
AREA (ACRES)
STREAM LENGTH (MILES)
DOWNSTREAM IMFACT (MILES)
WATER TEMP. (DEG. C.)
SEDIMENT

FISH PRODUCTION (NUMBERS)

SFPECIES
chinook
steelhead
chinook
steel head

SMOLT: spring
summer
spring
summer

ADULT:  spring chinook  _____

¥ USE CODE IN REPORT ON STOCK

FAGE 1 F: 815-8

! The changes

would result in less spawning area of

6,500-7, 000
4-f0ld increase in age +

—163-175

not estimated
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SUMMARY OF HABITAT IMPROVEMENT FPROJECT COSTS

CONTRACT NUMBER: DE-A179-81BF31847
FPROJECT NUMBER: 81S-8
FROJECT NAME: Fish Habitat Rehabilitation & Enhancement of the Channelized Sections of Beaver Creek
SUEEASIN NAME: Deschutes River (Warm Springs River) TARGET SPECIES:
LOCATIDON: STATE:Oregon COUNTYs
TYPE OF PROJECT: INSTREAM ___ PASSAGE _____ PONDS ___
SIDE CHANNEL ___ RIPARIAN __
BEGINNING DATE: 1986
ENDING DATE:
PRESENT STATUS:
FROJECT LIFE (YEARS):

INITIAL COSTS CONTINUING COSTS
—PREDICTED (BUDGET) ACTUAL (INVOICES) TOTAL PREDICTED ACTUAL
FY __ ELAN/DGN, _CONST.  _EvAlL. _ PLAN/DGN, _CONST.  _EvAlL.  PRED, ~ _ACTUAL ~ OPER&MAINT MONIT. OPER&MAINT MONIT.
1982
1983
o 1984
L1985
1986 $79,355 $79,355
OTHER?

TOTAL  $79,355 $79,355

*Contributed Funds

DISCOUNTED BENEFITS TO COSTS RATIO CALCULATION.

DISCOUNT RATE (%)

PREDICTED ACTUAL
YEARS DISCOUNTED DISCOUNTED YEARS DISCOUNTED DISCOUNTED
OCCURRING BENEFITS BENEFITS casTs €CasTS OCCURRING BENEFITS BENEFITS COsSTS COSTS
2 —mEmmRE=EEs == Emmams=s= EENIISIEISSES =T EmE=mmEEEs sSmosmE=EsT
TOTAL TOTAL
DISCOUNTED BENEFITS : DISCOUNTED COSTS DISCOUNTED BENEFITS : DISCOUNTED COSTS

FARF 2 F: B815-8
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SUMHMARY

Abstract

Beaver Creek is a tributary to the Warm Springs River.
During . construction of Hghway 26, about 3 mles were
channelized wth a loss of gravel, riparian habitat, and
pools. .~ The results of fish s,anplln%,showthat the non-
channelized reaches have a higher Diomass of juvenile
salmonids than channelized reaches. The proposed’ action
woul d result in placement of instream structures in the
channel ized reaches to increase pool to riffle ratios from
0:1 to 5:1, provide instream cover, narrow the stream
channel to provide %reater depth, and create gravel bars for
spawni ng. The 50,674 ya= _of spawning gravel was under-
utilized or not used at all. The main objective of the work
was to increase rearing habitat for over-wntering.

Comment s
a. Availability of Documents

[ Were all docunents available for review

The proposal ;| was reviewed. It was the only
document avail abl e.
B, Habi t at

[ Wre limtina factors discussed in detail

Several limting factors were discussed but the
mai n enphasis was on the channelized portion of
H ghway 26 when it was constructed. The pool area
as well as, water depths and insufficient gravel
were considered limting. However, argunenfs for
limting factors were not given.

2. Was the pre-project anpunt of habitat quantified
In terns of spawning or rearina habitat

Yes, the spawning habitat was quant i f el but a
decreased anmount “was not given due to Increase of
rearing habitat upon conpletion of work. ~ The
qual ity of the pre-project habitat condition was
probabl’y not good.

PACE3 F:. 81S-8
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< in habitat gquantified 1in
terms—of spawning or rearing habitat so that
estimates of fish can_be made

No.

Were the target species clearly identified
summer steelhead and spring chinook.

e in numbers of _each

ggggggzzgggg;g§==gg§gg on guantified changes in
habitat

Not sure. The improvement of the spawning habitat
was estimated to provide quality habitat for S84
and 400 pairs of spawning spring chinook and
summer steelhead, respectively.

ii:gﬂgzggggggggg=gggggg i numbers of fish was

§g§g§:=99=gggL;§= were the survival rates clearly
stated for conversion from smolt or juvenile %o
adult

No basis was given for the increase in chinook
smolts. Gteelhead predicted changes were based on
the Camp Creek estimate of four—fold increases
with changes.

Qg§=gg§£ggg¥=§gnnlgmentation discussed
No.

Economic

1.

gggg:g;;=££g4gg; costs included in documents

a. Flanning/Design — Appeared to be included,
but the costs in the proposal were $90,978
and in the BPA Contract only $79,335.

b Construction — Yes.
C. Evaluation — No.
d. Operation % Maintenance - No.

e. Other Contributed Funds — None listed
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F:

What was the dollar value of the target species

based on

No value was used to predict benefits.

Was the time when the benefits would start
determined

Na.

Was the effective life of the project clearly
stated ’

No, it was not stated.

815-8
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SUMMARY OF HABITAT IMPROVEMENT FROJECT WORK AND BENEFITS.

CONTRACT NUMBER: DE-AI79-BP31837 Also: DE-AI79-83BF13047

FROJECT NUMBER: 81S-8 RELATED PROJECT NUMBERS: 81-108
PROJECT NAME: Habitat Quality & Anadromous Fish Production Potential on the Warm Springs Indian Reservation
STREAM(S) ¢ Shitike Creek, Warm Springs System
SUBBASIN NAME: Deschutes TARGET SPECIES: chinook salmon, steelhead trout
LOCATION: STATE: Oregon COUNTY: Wasco and Jefferson
TYPE OF PROJECT: INSTREAM FASSAGE ___ PONDS
SIDE CHANNEL RIPARIAN INVENTORY _X
PUBLISHED IN: Natural propagation and habitat improvement. Volume 1: Oregon - Final

and Annual Reports 1984 (January 1986). Habitat quality and baseline data.
Annual Report 1985, Project 81S5-8

CONTRACTOR: Confederated Tribes Warm Springs Indian Reservation TYPE:FEDERAL __ STATE __ TRIBE _X PRIVATE __

PROJ. LEADER: Terry Luther
SUBBASIN NUMBER:

EPA STREAM SEG./MILE CODE:
STREAM ORDER:

BEGINNING DATE: September 25, 1981
COMPLETION DATE: December 31, 1989
PRESENT STATUS:

- PROJECT LIFE (YEARS):

FISH PRODUCED FER
UNIT OF HABITAT
PRE-PROJECT POST-PROJ. PREDICTED ACTUAL

CONDITIONS CONDITIONS CHANGE _ CHANGE PREDICTED _ACTUAL

SPAWNING AREA (SG. YD.)
REARING AREA (S@. YD.)
TOTAL USABLE AREA (S@.YD.)
STREAM LENGTH (MILES)
POOL/RIFFLE RATIO
FONDS (NO. & TOTAL ACREAGE)
SIDE CHANNELS (SQ@. YD.)
RIPARIAN
AREA (ACRES)
STREAM LENGTH (MILES)
DOWNSTREAM IMPACT (MILES)
WATER TEMP. (DEG. C.)
SEDIMENT

FISH FRODUCTION (NUMBERS)

SPECIES CODEX
JUVENILE:
SMOL.T:
ADULT:

% USE CODE IN REPORT ON STOCK ASSESSMENT OF COLUMBIA RIVER ANADROMOUS SALMONIDS

PAGE 1 F: 81S-8b



CONTRACT NUMBER:
PROJECT NUMBER:
FPROJECT NAME:
SUBBASIN NAME:
LOCATION: STATE:
TYPE OF PROJECT:

BEGINNING DATE:

ENDING

SUMMARY OF HABITAT IMFROVEMENT PROJECT COSTS

DE-A179-81BP31837 Also: DE-A179-83BP13047

815-68

Habitat GQuality Anadromous Fish Production potential on the Warm Springs Indian Reservation
Deschutes TARGET SPECIES: chinook salmon, steelhead trout

Oregon COUNTY: Wasco and Jefferson

INSTREAM ____ PASSAGE ___ PONDS _

SIDE CHANNEL _ _ RIPARIAN __

September 25, 1981

DATE: December 31, 1989
PRESENT STATUS:
PROJECT LIFE (YEARS):

INITIAL COSTS CONTINUING COSTS
PREDICTED (BUDGET) ACTUAL (INVOICES) TOTAL PREDICTED ACTUAL
EY PLAN/DGN. _CONST. EVAL. PLAN/DGN. _CONST. EvAL, PRED, _ _ACTUAL  QPERAMAINT MONIT. OPERLMAINT MONIT.
1982 $12,200 $12,200
1983 53,000 53,000
1984  111,108= 111,108
1985 120,934 120,934
o 1986 118,243 79,355 197,598
G OTHER
m — —— 3 = = ===m===
TOTAL $415,484 $79,355% $494,840 $311,332+

DISCOUNT RATE (%)

i1Contributed Funds
*$10,000 appears to be for Strawberry Falls
SAppears to be construction funds for Beaver Creek

“Through October 31, 1986,and $7,309 appears ta have been for Strawberry Falls. See Summary for
Strawberry Falls Fassage

DISCOUNTED BENEFITS TO COSTS RATIO CALCULATION.

PREDICTED ACTUAL ;
YEARS DISCOUNTED DISCOUNTED YEARS DISCOUNTED DISCOUNTED
OCCURRING EENEFITS BENEFITS cosTs cosTs OCCURRING BENEFITS _BENEFITS _COSIS cosTs
_——ssmsmm== 353 4 ] EmsmmommmmTme i+ 3 mIEENm ST ITaRE SmmsmsIEmmeITE
TOTAL TOTAL
DISCOUNTED BENEFITS : DISCOUNTED COSTS DISCOUNTED BENEFITS : DISCOUNTED COSTS
PAGE 2 F: 815-8b
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SUMMARY

L Abst ract
This project was |Pro osed for 3 phases. Apparently some
work was done in FY 82, but no reports of expenditures were

available. _ Phase 1 was an anadromous fish data conpilation
for the Shitike Creek and the Warm Springs River basins
including the \Warm Springs River, Beaver Creek, MIIl Creek
and Eadger Creek. The study was to identify anadronous fish
stocks, © water chemstry and dynamcs, habitat and |imtin
factors. Phase Il was to determne the full spawning an
tearing potential of the Warm Springs River System above
VWarm Springs Natjonal Fish Hatchery “and to determne and
utilize the full spawning and rearing potential of Shitike
Creek to provide optinum production and return of anadromus
sal monids. Phase I'll efforts were scheduled to begin in FY
84 and conpleted in FY 1992, The goal of Phase II'l was to
i npl enent the enhancement neasures identified in phase II.

The annual . report for 1985 discussed several activities
including inventory work, barrier bypass at _Strawoerr
Fal s and a proposal for rehabilitafion  of Beaver Cree
because of encroachnent when H ghway 26 was built. The
construction appeared to be “for the Eeaver Creek
I npl ement ati on. The Strav\/oerr?/ Falls and Beaver Creek
projects were presented separately.

2. Comment s
a. Availability of Docunents

L. Were all documents available for review

No. The phase | report was not available. Al'so,
references were made to removal of the Headworks
Damin 1983 in Shitike Creek, but no report was
provided that discussed the increase in spawning
and rearing area as a result of this damrenoval.

B. Habi t at
L Were limting factors discussed in detail

No detailed analysis was nade. A statement was
made that reservation streans have suppl i ed over
120 mles of anadromous fish habitat but only 80
mles of streanms were producing fish and
production is low . Strawoerry Falls on MIIl Creek
was listed as limting passage. Al'so, stream

racF = F; 81S-8b
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channel deqradation caused by the 1964 flood and
channelization projects. “as well as, lack of
riparian_vegetation” were potent i al problens in
Shitike Creek. Passage barriers to adults existed
at the nmouth of Badger Creek during low flows. In

MII Creek stream braiding may~ inpede adult
passage. Al'so lack of riparran vegetation and an
unstable channel may_ affect production. In the

Warm Springs River, Ttiffle-pool ratios may be a
probl em and high tenperatures have been reported.

s the pre-project amount of habitat quantified
In terns of spawning or rearing habitat

It was not included in the reports al though the
reports appeared to sunmarize data and all feports
were not avai 1 able.

Were predicted changes in habitat quantified in
fermse of soawning or rearing habitat so that
estimates of fish can be nade

No. See 2.

Wre the target species clearly identified
Spring chi nook and summer steel head.

\Wr e predictions of chanae in_nunbers of each
a[r)otett species based on quantified changes in
habi fa

This was an inventory basically.

[f the Predicted change in nunbers of fish was
based on adulfs. were the survival rates clearly
stda ted for _conversion fromsmolt or juvenile to
aaul t

Not applicable (NA).

Was hatchery supplenmentation discussed
No.

F. 81S-8b
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D.

FAGE S

Economic

1

+)

Fz

Were all project costs included in

documents

a. Flanning/Design No

b Construction No.

c. Evaluation - No.

d. Operation % Maintenance

e. Other Contributed Funds

No.

None listed.

Wwhat was the dollar value of the target species
based on

Not done.

Was the time when the benefits would start
determined

Specific benefits were not 1listed except for

Strawberry Falls (10 miles).

the project clearly

Was the effective life of
stated
N/A

815-8b
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SUMMARY OF HABITAT IMFROVEMENT FROJECT WOREK AND BENEFITS.

CONTRACT NUMBER: DE—-AI79-83BFP13047 - Strawberry Falls Passage

FROJECT NUMBER: 815-8 RELATED FROJECT NUMBERS:
FPROJECT NAME: Habitat GQuality and Anadromous Fish Production FPotentials in the
Warm Springs Indian Reservation STREAM(S): Mill Creek
SUBBASIN NAME: Deschutes River TARGET SFECIES: spring chinook and summer steelhead
LOCATION: STATE: Oregon COUNTY: Wasco and Jefferson
TYPE OF PROJECT: INSTREAM PASSAGE _X_FONDS ______
SIDE CHANNEL RIPARIAN

PUBLISHED IN: Natural propagation and habitat improvement. Volume 1: Oregon. Final and Annual
Reports 1984 (January 1986). Also, Habitat quality and baseline data,
Annual Report 1965.

CONTRACTOR: Confederated Tribes Warm Springs Indian Reservation TYPE: FEDERAL STATE TRIBE _X___ PRIVATE

PROJ. LEADER:

SUBBASIN NUMBER:

EFA STREAM SEG./MILE CODE:
STREAM ORDER:

BEGINNING DATE: 1984
COMPLETION DATE: 1984
PRESENT STATUS:

PROJECT LIFE (YEARS):

FISH PRODUCED FER
T HA T
PRE-PROJECT POST-PROJ. PREDICTED ACTUAL
HABITAT DESCRIPTION CONDJTIONS CONDITIONS _ CHANGE  _CHANGE PREDICTED _ACTUAL
SPAWNING AREA (SA. YD.)
REARING AREA (S5Q. YD.)
TOTAL USABLE AREA (SQ.YD.)
STREAM LENGTH (MILES) 10
POOL./RIFFLE RATIO
PONDS (NO. & TOTAL ACREAGE)
SIDE CHANNELS (SQ@. YD.)
RIPARIAN -
AREA (ACRES)
STREAM LENGTH (MILES)
DOWNSTREAM IMPACT (MILES)
WATER TEMP. (DEG. C.)
SEDIMENT

FISH PRODUCTION (NUMBERS)

SPECIES CODEX
ADULT: summer steelhead = ____ (4]
spring chinook o

% USE CODE IN REPORT ON STOCK ASSESSMENT OF COLUMBIA RIVER ANADROMOUS SALMONIDS

FAGE 1 F: 81S-8c



SUMMARY OF HABITAT IMPROVEMENT FPROJECT COSTS

CONTRACT NUMBER: DE-AI79-83BFP13047 — Strawberry Falls Passage

PROJECT NUMBER: 815-8

PROJECT NAME: Habitat Quality and Anadromous Fish Production Potential in the
Warm Springs Indian Reservation.

SUBBASIN NAME: Deschutes River TARGET SPECIES: spring chinook & summer steelhead

LOCATION: STATE: Oregon COUNTY: Wasco and Jefferson
TYPE OF PROJECT: INSTREAM PASSAGE _X PONDS
SIDE CHANNEL RIPARIAN

BEGINNING DATE:
ENDING DATE:

PRESENT STATUS:
FPROJECT LIFE (YEARS):

i INITIAL COSTS CONTINUING COSTS
— PREDICTED (BUDGET) ACTUAL (INVOICES) TOTAL PREDICTED ACTUAL
EY_ ELAN/DGN. _CONST, _EvAl.  PLAN/DGN, _CONGT., _EVAL.,  PRED. _ACTUAL = OPERLMAINT MONIT. OPERYMAINT MONIT.
1982
1983 unknown $10, 000 $7,309
g 1984
£~ 1985
1986
OTHER?
TOTAL $10,000 $7,309
iContributed Funds
DISCOUNTED BENEFITS TO COSTS RATIO CALCULATION.
DISCOUNT RATE (%)
PREDICTED ACTUAL
YEARS DISCOUNTED DISCOUNTED YEARS DISCOUNTED DISCOUNTED
OCCURRING BENEFITS BENEFITS COSTS COSTS OCCURRING BENEFITS BENEFITS COsTS COSTS
—_—mmEmEEERs E=EEmmEEEmEEs = =EEEmmEaREs 3+ 11 21 =_—mmmmm====
TOTAL TOTAL
DISCOUNTED BENEFITS : DISCOUNTED COSTS DISCOUNTED BENEFITS : DISCOUNTED COSTS

FAGE 2 F: 815-8c
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SUMVARY

L Abst r act
Strawberry Falls, on MI| Creek, _was a passage barrier to
adult anadronous sal noni ds. The fall's was b\{passed by
placing a bermin the channel upstream of the Ttalls and
diverting the water into an old channel after excavating the
material. al though hatchery suppl enentation was  not
di scussed, —adult spring_chinook were placed above the falls
starting in 1982 “The report nentioned that summer
_ste(ilgggad and spring chinook redds were seen above the falls
in .

2. Comment s
A Availability of Document s

L. Were all docunments available for review

":rhlelre were no specific reports for Strawoerry
alls.

B. Habi t at
1 Were |imting factors discussed in detail

No. There was little discussion of limting
factors, except for the barrier.

2. Was the pre-project amount of habitat auantified
In ternms of spawning or rearing habitat

No.

3. Were predicted changes in habitat ouantified in
terme of  Spawng of _rearing habitat SO _that
estimates of fish can be made

No.

1 Were the target species clearly identified

Spring chinook and summer steel head.

2. Wre predictions of chanae in nunbers of each
aLa{att species based on Quantified changes 1n
habi ta

No predictions were made.
PXE3 F: 815-8c
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I1f the predicted change in numbers of fish was

based on adults, were the survival rates clearly
onversion rom s t or juvenile to
adul t

No predictions made.

Was hatchery supplementation discussed

Adult spring chinook outplants were made above the
falls starting in 1982, Steelhead were not
outplanted at that time.

Economic

1.

F:

Were all project costs included in documents

a. Planning/Design — Could not separate from the
Warm Springs studies.

b Construction Yes.
c. Evaluation No.

d. Operation & Maintenance No; some could be
required.

e. Other Contributed Funds — None listed.

What was the dollar value of the target cies

based on

No benefits listed.

Was the time when the benefits would start
determined

No benefits listed.

Was the effective 1life of t roj learl
stated

No, it was not stated.

815-8c
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SUMMARY OF HARITAT IMPROVEMENT FROJECT WORK AND BENEFITS.

CONTRACT NUMBER: DE-AI79-83BF14228

PROJECT NUMBER: 83-423 RELATED FROJECT NUMBERS:
PROJECT NAME: Trout Creek Riparian Enhancement STREAM(S): Trout Creek
SUBBASIN NAME: Deschutes River TARGET SPECIES: summer steelhead
LOCATION: STATE: Oregon COUNTY: Jefferson/Wasco
TYPE OF PROJECT: INSTREAM _X _ PASSAGE ____ PONDS
SIDE CHANNEL RIPARIAN _X

PUBLISHED IN: Natural propagation and habitat enhancement Volume I - Oregon, Final and
Annual Reports, 1982/83 (April 1984).
CONTRACTOR: Northwest Biological Consulting TYPE: FEDERAL ___ STATE ____ TRIBE ___ PRIVATE X
PROJ. LEADER: Scott English
SUBBASIN NUMBER:
EFA STREAM SEG./MILE CODE: __, __ ____
STREAM ORDER: bt
BEGINNING DATE: September 1, 1983
COMPLETION DATE:
PRESENT STATUS:
PROJECT LIFE (YEARS):

FISH PRODUCED PER

SUNIT OF HABITAT
PRE-PROJECT POST-PROJ. PREDICTED  ACTUAL

HABITAT DESCRIFTION ONDITIONS CONDITIONS CHANGE  CHANGE PREDICTED ACTUAL
SPAWNING AREA (S@. YD.) e e e e —————— e
REARING AREA (SQ. YD.) _— e e
TOTAL USABLE AREA (SQ.YD.) e
STREAM LENGTH (MILES) _ —
POOL/RIFFLE RATIO _

FONDS (ND. & TOTAL ACREAGE) —
SIDE CHANNELS (S@. YD.) _— _— -
RIPARIAN — e e
AREA (ACRES) _—
STREAM LENGTH (MILES) _— _— _—
DOWNSTREAM IMPACT (MILES) _— -
WATER TEMF. (DEG. C.) - ——
SEDIMENT

—— e e e e e o o

EISH PRODUCTION (NUMBERS)

SPECIES CODEX
ADULT: summer steelhead — — _____ 250 1,300

X USE CODE IN REFORT ON STOCK ASSESSMENT OF COLUMBIA RIVER ANADROMOUS SALMONIDS

FAGE 1 F: 83-423



SumMMARY OF HABITAT IMFROVEMENT PROJECT COSTS

|
|
t
1
|

CONTRACT NUMBER: DE-AI79-83BF14228
FROJECT NUMBER: 83-423

FROJECT NAME: Trout Creek Riparian Enhancement
SUBBASIN NAME: TARGET SPECIES: summer steelhead
LOCATION: STATE: Oregon COUNTY:
TYFE OF FROJECT: INSTREAM _X FASSAGE __ PONDS __
SIDE CHANNEL _ RIPARIAN _X

BEGINNING DATE: September 1, 1983
ENDING DATE:

FRESENT STATUS:

FROJECT LIFE (YEARS):

INITIAL COSTS CONTINUING COSTS
PREDICTED (BUDGET) ACTUAL (INVOICES) TOTAL PREDICTED ACTUAL
FY FLAN/DGN. CONST. EVAL . PLAN/DGN. CONST. EVAL . PRED. ACTUAL OPER&MAINT MONIT. OFERMAINT MONIT.
1982
1983 $86, Q00 (FPhase I) $86, 000
1984 147,000(Phase II & $36,197 Phase IIID) 183,197
1985 17,586 (Phase III) 17,586
g 1986
oo OTHER?®
TOTAL $286,783 $286,7832

iContributed Funds
2ns of September 1985.

DISCOUNTED BENEFITS TO COSTS RATIO CALCULATION.

DISCOUNT RATE (%)

FREDICTED ACTUAL
YEARS DISCOUNTED DISCOUNTED YEARS DISCOUNTED DISCOUNTED
OCCURRING BENEFITS EBENEFITS COSTS COSTS OCCURRING BENEFITS BENEFITS COSTS CasTs
Annual $500,000(minimal)
TOTAL TOTAL
DISCOUNTED BENEFITS : DISCOUNTED COSTS DISCOUNTED BENEFITS : DISCOUNTED COSTS

FAGE 2 F: 83-423
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SUMARY
L Abstract

This project was devel oped in 3 phases. The Phase | annual
report. "was a basin overview that generally descri bed
fisheries, hydr ol ogy, geonor phol ogy, vegetation, and
wildlife.,  Phase Il 'was an attenpt to obtain watershed data
9 conducting stream _surveys, 11 terature, search, and
gn_downer contact. _The reéport for this phase was not .
available, however, it was proposed. to be a technical
restoration [an  includin Identification of habitat
prolbl ems and alternatives. hase 111 was a benefit/cost
anal ysi s.

The Phase | report noted that riparian restoration would
increase the adult spawners by 1,300 fish. The basis for
this estimte was not described. This was equated to a
val ue tof at least $500,000 in the scope of work for the
proj ect.

In addition to the PHASE | report, one other report was
available for review. Athough not stated, we presune it to
be the Phase Il report. This was_ titled: Final _ Report |,
Benefit Cost Analysis, Various |ndividual Stream Reaches of
Trout Creek and ~ Tributaries,. BPA Contract no.  DE-AP79-
86BP61619, Februaryr 13, 1986. It included a simlar report
for Reach 8 of the Trout Creek project in an appendi Xx. hi s
latter report wax prepared under contract DE-AC79-83BP14228
and has a I\/a%/ 15, 1985 date. The report describes
prescriptions for ‘each reach, uantifies the predicted
change I n nunbers of juveni les, calculates an annual benefit
based on adults and event ual I&/ a benefit to cost ratio. The
report does not,  however, escribe the nethod of assignin
nunbers of juveniles to each structure (prescription) ~ an
does not provide conparisons to simlar structures so'that a
range of potential benefits can be considered. The benefits
appear to _depend to 1 arge degree on reduction of
tenperatures in the |ower reaches as well as increases in
vol "ume of water fromriparian restoration. Qer al 1, the
benefits may be realistic but the costs appear to be
under esti mat ed.

2. Conments
A Availability of Docunents

L. Were all documents available for review

No. . Only_ Phase | annual . report 1983 was
avai | abl e. The conplete work is presently being
prepared by BPA

PAGE 3 F 83-423
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The benefit/cost analyses al though reviewed was
not used to reflect conments in this analysis and
the data were not used in the sunmary forns.

B, Habi t at
L Wre limtina factors discussed in detail

General 1y described as high water tenperature,
riparian’ degradation, low fTow due to irrigation,
and unscreenéd di versi on.

2. \Ws the pre-project anmpnt Qg habitai quantified
In terms of spawning or rearina habitat

No.

3. Were predicted changes in habitat auantified in
terns of  spawng Or _rearina habitat So that
estimates of fish can be nade

No.

(er]
— |7
wn
-

Wre the taraet species clearly identified

Summer steel head.

2. Wre Predictions of change in nunbers of each
arget species based on auantif i1ed chancres in

habr't at
Possi bly, but the data or analysis was  not
present ed. USFW5s and NVFS reports were cited

whi ch coul d include these.

3. |f the predicted chancrein nunbers of fish was
based on adults. were the survival rates clearly
s;[jaltted for conversion fromsnolt or 1uven lTe to
adu

No survival estimtes were discussed, but USFWS
?Hd NVFS reports were cited which could include
ese.

4, Was hatchery suppl enentation discussed
No.

PAGE 4 F 83-423
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D Economic

1. Were all project costs included in_ documents

a. Planning/Design — No, we had only the Phase I

report.
b. Construction - No.
c. Evaluation - No.
d. Operation & Maintenance - No.

e. Other Contributed Funds - Not listed.

2. What was the dollar value of the target species

based on

No estimate was given.

3. Was the time when the benefits would start
Eeiernined

No.

q, Was the effective life of the project clearly
stated
No.

PAGE S F: 83-423



cLa

SUMMARY OF HARITAT IMFROVEMENT PROJECT WORK AND BENEFITS.

CONTRACT NUMBER:

FPROJECT NUMBER: 83-440, 83-450

DE-AI79-83BF12910 (ODFW)

-83BP11992 (USFS) -84BP13&661 & —-83BP12152 (OTT)
RELATED PROJECT NUMBERS:

PROJECT NAME: White River Falls FPassage STREAM(S): White River and all tributaries
SUBBASIN NAME: Deschutes River TARGET SFECIES:
LOCATION: STATE: Oregon COUNTY: Wasco
TYPE OF PROJECT: INSTREAM PASSAGE _X _ FPONDS
SIDE CHANNEL RIPARIAN

FUBLISHED IN: Natural propagation and habitat improvement, Volumes 1B, 1€, 1D: Oregon.

Annual Reports 1983 (April 1984).
CONTRACTOR: USFS, ODFW & Ott Water Eng. TYPE: FEDERAL _X STATE _X TRIBE ___ PRIVATE _X
PROJ. LEADER: Dave Heller, Robert Lindsey, Ronald F. Ott

SUBBASIN NUMBER:
EPA STREAM SEG./MILE CODE:

STREAM ORDER: 4

BEGINNING DATE: 1983
COMPLETION DATE:
FPRESENT STATUS: FPreferred

PROJECT LIFE (YEARS): 30

HABITAT DESCRIPTION
SPAWNING AREA (S@. YD.)
REARING AREA (S@. YD.)
TOTAL USABLE AREA (SQA.YD.)
STREAM LENGTH (MILES)
POOL/RIFFLE RATIO

PONDS (NO. & TOTAL ACREAGE)
SIDE CHANNELS (S@. YD.) ‘
RIPARIAN

AREA (ACRES)
STREAM LENGTH (MILES)
DOWNSTREAM IMPACT (MILES)

alternative selected.

Not approved — project postponed.

FISH FRODUCED FER
UNIT OF HABITAT

PRE-PROJECT POST-PROJ. PREDICTED®* ACTUAL
CONDITIONS CONDITIONS _ CHANGE CHANGE _FPREDICTED _ACTUAL
0 18,000
0 300,000
0 318,000
O 170

icombination of estimates obtained from USFS and ODFW
reports. Accuracy of this combined number is suspect.

WATER TEMP. (DEG. C.)
SEDIMENT
FISH PRODUCTION (NUMBERS)
SPECIES CODEX
JUVeENILE: ______
SMOLT:
ADULT:

% USE CODE IN REFORT

FAGE 1 F: 83-440
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SUMMARY OF HABRITAT IMPROVEMENT PROJECT COSTS

CONTRACT NUMBER: DE-AI79-83BD12910 (ODFW) -B83BP11992 (USFS) -84BP13661 -B3BF12152
PROJECT NUMBER: 83-440, 83-450

PROJECT NAME: White River Falls Fassage

SUBBASIN NAME: Deschutes River TARGET SFECIES:

(Oott)

LOCATION: STATE: Oregon COUNTY: Wasco
TYFPE OF PROJECT: INSTREAM ____ PASSAGE _X PONDS ___

SIDE CHANNEL ___ RIPARIAN ____
BEGINNING DATE: 1983

ENDING DATE: .
Preferred alternative selected.

PRESENT STATUS: Not approved by Commission — Froject postponed.
PROJECT LIFE (YEARS): S0 :
INITIAL COSTS CONTINUING COSTS
—__ _PREDICTED(BUDGET) ACTUAL (INVOICES) TOTAL FREDICTED ACTUAL
FY FPLAN/DGN. _CONST. EVAL. —__FLAN/DGN. CONST. EVAL. PRED. ACTUAL OPERXMAINT MONIT. OFERYMAINT MONIT.
1982
1983 $133,432 +0DFW= $133,058 +0DFW= $133,432 $133,058
1984 92,195 +0DFW 56,064 +0DFW 92,195 56,064
1985 100,905 49,379 100,905 49,379
1986 $1.9-4.5 mil=>
OTHER?
3 ————— =
WTOTAL $326,532 +0DFW $238,501 +0DFW $326,532 $238,501 $20-63k/year >
*Contributed Funds
Z0DFW budgets and costs not available.
“Depending upon alternative selected.
DISCOUNTED BENEFITS TO COSTS RATIO CALCULATION.
DISCOUNT RATE (%)
PREDICTED ACTUAL
~ YEARS DISCOUNTED DISCOUNTED YEARS DISCOUNTED DISCOUNTED
OCCURRING BENEFITS BENEFITS COSTS COSTS OCCURRING BENEFITS BENEFITS _COSTS COSTS
$3.8-5.4 mil~
TOTAL TOTAL T

DISCOUNTED BENEFITS DISCOUNTED COSTS DISCOUNTED BENEFITS :

“Includes construction, O0+M and replacement costs discount
Dependent upon alternative selected.

FAGE 2 F: 83-440

DISCOUNTED COSTS

ed to first year of construction and over 50 years
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SUMMARY
Abstract

Resource inventories of the White River drainage were
conducted by USFS and ODFW in FY 1983 under project number
83-440. Design of alternatives and selection of preferred
alternative to facilitate passage of anadromous fish over
the falls was conducted by Ott Water Eng. in FY 1983 and
1984 under project number 83-450.

Studies to determine potential fishery benefits were still
ongoing in 1984 and detailed results have not been
published.

The NEPA and EA phases were scheduled for FY 1985 and
construction was not anticipated before FY 1986-87.

ODFW conducted habitat surveys and fish passage studies in
1983 and published the results in: “Natural propagation and
habitat improvement Vol. 1D - Oregon. White River Falls
Passage.” However, no proposals, work statements, budgets
or actual costs were available in the BPA files for this
portion of the project.

Comments
A. Availability of Documents
1 Were all documents available for review

No. Work statement, proposal and contract
agreement for contract no. 12910 with ODFW were
not available in BPA file.

B. Habitat
1. Wwere limiting factors discussed in detail
Natural, complete passage barrier.

2. Was the pre-project amount of habitat guantified
in terms of spawning or rearing habitat

Yes. However, only pool area not total rearing
area was given and estimates were confused by
presence of potential, complete and partial
barriers. A clear estimate of potential habitat
with all barriers factored in was not given.
Also, estimates of different portions of the
drainage were done by ODFW and USFS. These two
eéstimates were difficult to combine or reconcile.

PAGE 3 F: 83-440
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3. Were predicted changes in habitat quantified in
terns_ of spawing —or rearing habitat so that
esti _mates of fish can be nmde

Only with further refinement of categories |abeled
accessible and accessible with enhancenent.

Were the taraet species clearly identified

Not specif ical |y. Chky as anadromous sal noni ds:
st eel head, chi nook, and coho.

2. Wre predictions of change in nunbers of each

[ I n ntifi changes in
abi't at
No predictions given
3. |f the predicted chancre in nunbers of fish was

based on adults. were the survival rates clearly
sba}gd for conversion fromsmlt or juvenile to
adu

No predictions given
4, Was hatchery suppl enentation di scussed

Yes. quacts to and from hatchery stocks were
di scusse

D. Economi ¢
1 I . included in d

a. Pl anning/Design - Partially. ODFW contract
costsmi ssing

b. Construction - Yes.

C. Eval uation - No.

d. Qperation & Miintenance - Yes
e. Qther Contributed Funds - No.

2. What was the dollar value of the taraet species
based on

No estimates of benef i ts given
PAGE 4 F: 83-440
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PAGE 5

Fe

Was __the tigpe when the benefits would start
determined

No estimates given.

Was the effective life of the project clearly
stated

No, but was assumed as 50 years for present value
analysis of costs. Analysis assumed borrowing
construction capital at 11%, inflating future
costs at 7% and discounting future costs at 3Z.

83-440
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SUMWARY OF HABI TAT | MPROVEMENT PRQJECT WORK AND BENEFI TS.

CONTRACT NUMBER: DE- A 179-83BF39801
PROJECT NUMBER  82-9 RELATED PRQJECT NUMBERS:
PRQJIECT NAME: Deer Creek Habitat Inprovenent, Annual Report 1982 STREAMS) : Deer COreek
SUBBASI NNAME: John Day River TARCET SPECI ES: summer st eel head
LOCATI O\ STATE: OreRlS COUNTY: G ant
TYPE OF PROJECT: TREAM X PASSAGE PONDS
SIDE CHANNEL, R | PAR AN

PUBLI SHED IN. Natural propagation and habitat inmprovenent Vol. 1 - Oregon Final and

Annual Reports 1982183 (April 1984). A so:  John Day habitat enhancement

eval uation. Annual Report 1983 (August 1984).
CONTRACTCR: Bureau of Land Managenent, Burns - TYPE. 'FEDERAL >< STATE — TRIBE — PRIVATE
PRQ). LEADER. Ron W ey
SUDBASI NNUVBER:
EPA STREAM SEG /M LE OODE: - - - - - o e e e e e e e e e ———
STREAM ORDER:
BEG NN NG DATE: 1982
COVPLETI ON DATE: 1983
PRESENT STATUS:. Construction Conplete
PRQJECT LIFE (YEARS): 20

FI SH PRODUCED PER
PRE- PROJECT PQST- PRQJ. UNLT OF HABITAT
CONDI TI ONS CONDI TI ONS PREDI CTED ~ ACTUAL

3 HABI TAT DESCRI PTI ON (CONTROL)  (TREATMENT) CHANGE CHANGE PREDI CTED ACTUAL

SPAVN NG AREA [SQ YD, | 2. 650 3.200 1140 -~ww--- _ L 10 (smol t=)

REARING AREA (0 YD) oo o T e
TOTAL USABLE S0 YD) 18. 430 22030 o e
STREAM LENGTH (M LES) 20 2.0 CTTTTTTTTT T IILII D oo
POOL/ RI FFLE RATI O T iSiES_  3SE67 oo LllIIDTIIIITIID I
POUS (MO & TOTAL ACREAGE)  ooeoe-or -Toeooeo oo i L
S Cs-lANNELS (SO YD 1~ LLLLIIIIIT LT T LD L

FI SH PRODUCTI ON ( NUVBERS)

SPEC ES CODES
JUVEN LE: steel head ~ ----- 3503/mile oo e ). 694
SMOLT: steel head ... oL_._. Q4 A--------- 1. 254 1. 347

x USE CODE IN REPORT OF STOCK ASSESSMENT OF COLUMBIA RIVER ANADROMOUS SALMONI DS
PAGE1l F 82-9



CONTRACT NUMBER:
FROJECT NUMBER:
FROJECT NAME:

SUMMARY OF HARITAT IMFROVEMENT FROJECT COSTS

DE~-AI79-83RF39801
82-9 )
Deer Creek Habitat Improvement, Annual Report 1982

SUBEBASIN NAME: John Day River TARGET SPECIES: steelhead
LOCATION: STATE: Oregon COUNTY: Grant
TYPE OF PROJECT: INSTREAM _X FPASSAGE ___ PONDS ____
SIDE CHANNEL _ _ RIFARIAN __
BEGINNING DATE: 1982
ENDING DATE: 19873
FRESENT STATUS: Construction Complete
FROJECT LIFE (YEARS): 20
INITIAL COSTS CONTINUING COSTS
FREDICTED (BUDGET) ACTUAL (INVOICES) TOTAL FREDICTED ACTUAL
FY FLAN/DGN. CONST. EVAL . FLAN/DGN. CONST. EVAL . PRED. ACTUAL QFPERXMAINT MONIT. OFPERZMAINT MOWIT.
987 322,760 . $22,760 $22,760
1987 $24,785 = $23,7145 24,785 23,714
1984 19,324 19,081 19,324 19,081
1985
g 1986
OTHER?
> == = == = o
TOTAL $22,760 $44, 109 $22,760 $42,795 $66,869 $65,555 $800/YEAR

iContributed Funds
241,732 for ODFW administration not included
FCost of evaluation is 1/3 of total listed for Clear, Camp, and Deer Creek evaluation.

DISCOUNT RATE (%)

DISCOUNTED BENEFITS TO COSTS RATIO CALCULATION.

2O

FREDICTED ACTUAL
YEARS DISCOUNTED DISCOUNTED YEARS DISCOUNTED DISCOUNTED
QCCURRING BENEFITS BENEFITS COsTS COSTS OCCURRING BENEFITS _BENEFITS COsTS COSTS
) $0 $0  $22,760 $22,760
1-20 800/yr . 8,472
2-20+ 13,552 130,845
TOTAL $130,845 $32,232 TOTAL

DISCOUNTED BENEFITS : DISCOUNTED COSTS _4.2:1°

“Beginning year not given in report.

provided in evaluation report.
SH/C calculation taken from enhancement report.

DISCOUNTED BENEFITS : DISCOUNTED COSTS

Determined as year 2 by back—-calculation using total discounted benefits
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SUMVARY

Abstract

]’vvent){-tv\o log or boul der structures and 100 boul ders were
installed in® 3 mles of Deer Creek, _Six structures
installed in 1981 indicated success in i ncreasi ng fish
product i on, and these prelimnary results caused

Instal lation of additional structures in 1982. Predi ctions
of additional spawning gravel were calculated at the rate of
S yds= per weir, 25 yds= per double log deflector, 13 yds=
per single log deflector and 3 yds= per houl der . Aver age
area per redd was estimted at 20 yds= in the summary, but
changed to 30 yds= in the conclusions section of the Treport.

Comment s
A Availabilty of Documents

1 Wre all’' docunents available for review

Yes.
B. Habi t at
L Wre linting factors discussed in detail
No.  Factors were 1 isted as excessive water
velocities and 1 ack of pool and spawning area, but
no justification, expl anation or quantitative

assessments were given.

2. \Was the pre-project anount of habitat quantified
In terns of spawning or rearing habitat

Spawni ng habitat was quantified, but not rearing.

3. Were predicted changes in habitat auantified in
terns of spawning or rearing habitat so that
estimates of fish can be mmde

only for spawning habitat. Effects of rearing
habi'tat on popul ation |evels were not quantified.

o
— T
(9]
=

Wre the target species clewv identified

Yes.

PAGE 3 F: 82-9
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e in numbers of each

target species based on guantified changes in
habitat

Changes in spawning habitat only.
I1f the predicted change in numbers of fish was
based on adults, were the survival rates clearly

stated for conversion from smolt or juvenile to
adult

Yes - used 4% based on Round Butte Hatchery
records and 20% decrease for mortality at John Day
Dam resulting in total mortality of 3.2%.

Was hatchery supplemeptgtion discussed

No. Increases in survival due to greater quality
and quantity of spawning habitat were assumed to
provide the additional seeding.

Economic

1.

()

re i included in documents

a. Flanning/Design No.

b. Construction - Yes.

C. Evaluation - Yes.

d. Operation & Maintenance Yes.

e. Other Contributed Funds No.

What was the dollar value of the target species
based on

Meyer 1982. Sport caught steelhead = $214;
spawning steelhead = $359. However, the economic
value of fish was double counted. Value per

spawner in the Meyer estimates is based on total
value of sport and commercial catch divided by the
number of spawners. Jotaling the value of sport
catch and spawners double counts the sport catch
value.



18Q

PACE 5

3. Was  the tinme when the benefits would start
determ ned

No - Appear to use year 2 for  benefits
di scount i ng.

4, Was the effective life of the project clearly
STated s

No - 20 years was used for benefits discounting.

F. 82-9
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SUMMARY OF HABITAT IMPROVEMENT FROJECT WORK AND BENEFITS.

CONTRACT NUMBER: DE-AI79-83BFP1188%9

FROJECT NUMBER: 83-384 RELATED PROJECT NUMBERS:
PROJECT NAME: Murderers and Deer Creek Habitat Improvemsent
STREAM(S) = Murderers and Deer Creeks
SUBBASIN NAME: South Fork John Day River TARGET SPECIES: steelhead trout
LOCATION: STATE: Oregon COUNTY: Grant
TYPE OF PROJECT: INSTREAM _X  PASSAGE ___ _ PONDS

SIDE CHANNEL RIPARIAN

PUBLISHED IN: Natural propagation and habitat isprovement. Vol. 1 — Oregon Final
and Annual Reports 1982/83 (April 1984).

CONTRACTOR: Malheur National Forest TYPE: FEDERAL _X STATE ____ TRIBE ___ PRIVATE ___

FROJ. LEADER: Brady Green

SUBBASIN NUMBER:

EPA STREAM SEG./MILE CODE: _____

STREAM ORDER:

BEGINNING DATE: March 15, 1983 (?)

COMPLETION DATE: August 246, 1983

PRESENT STATUS: Complete

PROJECT LIFE (YEARS): 30

FISH PRODUCED FER
UNIT OF HABITAT

PRE-PROJECT POST-PROJ. PREDICTED ACTUAL

HABITAT DESCRIFTION CONDITIONS CONDITIONS CHANGE CHANGE PREDICTED ACTUAL
SPAWNING AREA (S5@. YD.)

REARING AREA (5Q. YD.)

TOTAL USABLE AREA (SQ.YD.) 44,023 9.265 0.84 (smolts)
STREAM LENGTH (MILES) 7.13
POOL/RIFFLE RATIO 23/77 44/56

PONDS (NO. & TOTAL ACREAGE)
SIDE CHANNELS (S@. YD.)
RIPARIAN
AREA (ACRES)
STREAM LENGTH (MILES)
DOWNSTREAM IMPACT (MILES)
WATER TEMP. (DEG. C.)
SEDIMENT

FI1SH PRODUCTION (NUMBERS)

SPECIES CODEX
SMOLT: steelhead 1,92175 7,760
ADULT: steelhead = _ 422 : 155

% USE CODE IN REPORT ON STOCK ASSESSMENT OF COLUMBIA RIVER ANADROMOUS SALMONIDS

FAGE 1 F: 83-384



SUMWARY OF HABI TAT | MPROVEMENT PRQIECT QOSTS

CONTRACT NUVBER: DE- Al 79- 83BPI 1889
PRQOJECT NUMBER:  83-384 .
PROIECT NAME: Mirderers and Deer Creeks, Habitat |nprovenent
SUEBASI N NANVE: South Fork John Day River TARGET SPECI ES: steel head trout
LOCATI ON.  STATE: Oreqon COUNTY : Grant
TYPE OF PROJECT: |NSTREAM x PASSAGE __ PONDS —
SIDE CHANNEL ___ RIPARIAN _
BEG NNI NG DATE:  March 15, 1983 (7
ENDI NG _DATE: August 26, 1983
PRESENT STATUS: _ Conpl ete
PROJECT LIFE (YEARS): 30

INLTIAL QOSTS CONTI NUL NG COSTS
PREDL CTED(BU ACTUAL( T NWVO CES TOTAL REDCTED ACTU

PYAN DG CONST. WA PLANDN T EVAL . OPERLNALNT_MONI T.__CPERGNAI NT NONI T

1983 $73,515 [ 64,114 73,515 $64, 114

1084

1985

1986
 OTHER® 2, 600 1,500 2, 60U 1,50
© TOTAL 476, 115 $65, 614 = $76,115 965, 614 = T ) )

“Contributed Funds from USFS _ _ , ,
“Annual Report 1983 cost summary does not include final invoice of seoa.

DI SCOUNTED BENEFI TS TO OOSTS RATI O CALCULATI ON.

DI SCOUNT RATE %) _a

RS PREDl CTED VERRS ACTUAL
CI:CURRI NG BENEFIT BENEFI T sls COSTS OCQURRI NG BENEFI T BENEFI TS COSTS COSTS
$0 $0 , $65,010
5- 30 $18,309/yr. 9250 140
LI We=== Ss=sanssss et i - ====Q=====
TOTAL TOTAL
DI SCOUNTED EENEFI TS : DI SCOUNTED COSTS___3.83: 1= DI SCOUNTED BENEFI TS : DI SCOUNTED COSTS ___

>penef i 1S and costs taken from Annual Report 1983 using actual costs at date of report.

PACE 2 F 83-384
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SUMVARY

1. Abst ract

BPA and U.S. Forest Service funds were used to install 118
log weirs and 185 boulders in 7.13 mles of Mirderers, Tex,
and Deer Creeks. These installations were calculated to add
9,265 sq. 7yd. of habitat area to the streans and produce a
gain of 7,760 summer steel head snolts.

2. Comment s
A. Availability of Documents

L. Were all docunents available for review

Yes.
B. Habi t at
L Wre limting factors discussed in detail

The primary objective was to increase and inprove
qual ity of "pool habitat.  This |rTP,I|,es,that | ack
of good pools was considered a limting factor.
However, imting factors were not explicitly
di scussed.

2. Wis the pre-proiect amount of habitat ouantified
In terns of soawning or rearina habitat

No. Habitat was quantified as ft.= of pool area,
total surface area and mles of stream

3. Were predicted changes in habitat quantified in
terns of soawni ng of rearing habitat so that
estinmates of fish Can be made

No. Only an increase of pool area was avail able.

|

Were the target species clearly identified

Summer steel head was the only species referred to
in the report.

PAGE 3 F 83-384
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PAGE 4

A

WEre predictions of change in numbers of each

target species based on gquantified changes in
habitat

Not clearly. Increased production and habitat
capability indices developed by ODFW and the
Malheur Forest were stated as the base for these
predictions, but the indices were not explained.

If the predicted change in pumbers of fish was
based on adults, were the survival rates clearly

stated for conversion from smolt or juvenile to
adult

The indices referred to in C.2. above apparently
used 2/ survival of smolts to adults and 33%
adults surviving to spawn.

4 Was hatchery supplementation discussed
No.

Economic

1. Were all project costs included in documents
a. Flanning/Design — Not separately.
b. Construction - Yes.
C. Evaluation - No.
d. Operation and Maintenance - No.
e. Contributed Funds - Yes.

2. What was the dollar value of the tarqget species
based on
Meyer (19B2) and 2:1 catch to escapement ratio;
$359 per spawning steelhead.

3. Was the time when the benefits would start
determined
No. Used 5 years after installation for benefits
discounting.

F: 83-384
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PAGE S

F:

Was the effective life of the project clearly
stated
%0 years was used for B/C ratios otherwise no
project duration estimate was made.

83-384
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SUMVARY OF HABI TAT | MPROVEMENT PROJECT WORK AND BENEFI TS.

CONTRACT NUMBER DE- Al 79- 83DP11855
PE&]ECT NUVBER  84- 8/ 83- 395 RELATED PROJECT NUMBERS: 82-9; 83-396

PROJECT NAVE: North Fork John Day Side Channel Habitat InErovemant ~ STREAM«s»: North Fork John Day R
SUBBASI N NAVE: John Day River TARGET SPECIES: spring chi nook

LOCATI ON.__STATE:  Oregon COUNTY: G ant
TYPE OF PROJECT: INSTREAM x  PASSAGE — PONDS
SIDE CHANNEL™ xRl PARL AN .
PUBLISHED IN: Natural propagation and habitat inprovenent Vol. |: Oegon. Annual and Final Reports 1984

January 1986) .
CONTRACTOR_ USFS - Umatilla N F. TYPE  FEDERAL _x STATE — TRIBE — PRI VATE —
PRQJ. LEADER John Andrews
SUBDASI N NUMBER:

EFFMM?B%&&EG/MLE CE _---- R T

BEG NNING DATE:. February 1, 1983
COVPLETI ON DATE: March 31, 1985
PRESENT STATUS: Construct ion Conplete
PROJECT LIFE (YEARS): 20

FI SH_PRODUCED_PER
UNI T oF HABI TAT

PRE- PROJECT POST-PRQJ. PREDI CTED  ACTUAL

HABI TAT DESCRI PTI| ON CONDI TIONS CONDITIONS — CHANGE CHANGE PREDI CTED ACTUAL
SPAWNI NG AREA (sa. Yp.)

REARI NG AREA (sa. YD.)

TOTAL USABLE AREA (sa.vyD.)

STREAM LENGTH (M LES)

POCL/ RI FFLE RATI O

PONDS &\Alo & TOTAL ACREAGE)

R PARI AN

SI DE NNELS (s@. vp.)
AREA ¢ ACRES

)
STREAM LENGTH (M LES)

DOMWNSTREAM | MPACT (MILES)

WATER TEMP. (DEG €.»
NVENT

Fl SH PRODUCTI ON (NUMEBERS)

SPECI ES CODER .
SHOLT: spring chinook ..o e [,260% ... .
ADULT: spring chinook ----o e _ as» ... __ T

& SEE ATTACHED STOCK ASSESSMENT COF COLUMBI A RI VER ANADROMOUS SALMONI DS
* From FY 83 work only.

PAGE1 F 83-39



88d

SUMVARY OF HABI TAT | MPROVEMENT PROJECT COSTS

CONTRACT NUMBER  DE- Al 79- SSBP 11855
PRQJECT NUMBER: 83- 395/ 84-8

PROJECT NAME: North Fork John Ea¥ Si de Channel Habi t at Ing ove
SUBBASI N NAVE: John Da SPECI E spring chinoo
LOCATI ON.  STATE: q_ COUNTY : Gr ant
TYPE OF PRQJECT: I NS REAM X PASSAGE — PONDS —
S| DE CHBN\EL x_ RIPARIAN —
BEG NNING_DATE:  February 1, 1983
ENDI NG DATE: March 31, 1985
PRESENT STATUS. _ Construction Conplete
PROJECT LIFE (YEARS): 20
BUDCET i ﬁLCT &A?TISNVO CES TOTAL PREDI (C,II] LG GBTECT UAL
PReEDI CTED =
FY PLAN DG\. . ] . , OPERSMAI NT [ T. CPERGVAIN_ MONIT.
BE% 547,420 446, 600
1984 31, 240 31, 240
1985
1986
OTHER (FY 79-83) a - 67,400 67,400
TOTAL . 146, 060 $145. 240 T } }
“Contributed Funds
Dl SCOUNTED BENEFI TS TO COSTS RATI O CALCULATI ON.

Dl SCOUNT RATE (%) _a

VEARS PREDI CTED ACTUAL

CI:CURRI NG BENEFI TS BENEFI TS COSTS COSTS OCCURRI NG BENEFI TS _BENEFI TS COSTS COSTS
$0 946,600 ,
1- '30 24, 750 336, 360
Z=z=z=z== = :::::::::: ::a::::::: :a::::::: ======e=m :__-_-_-_-_-_:_-_-__-__
TOTAL TOTAL

DI SCOUNTED BENEFI TS : DI SCOUNTED COSTS 7.2: 1=

om 1983 Annual

r Report and used actual costs.
t for FY 84 work.

DI SCOUNTED BENEFI TS :

A separate B:c estimte was not-

DI SCOUNTED COSTS ____

done
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SUMVARY

Abstract

Dredge mning in the North Fork John Day H ver has caused
channel  norphol ogy which results in devvatermq of side
channel's and stranding of spring chinook fry at ow flow.
The main purpose of this project was to change the stream
channel and add instream structures to mintain _ year-round
flows in side channels and provide inproved rearing habitat
for juveniles in the mainstem and si de channels.

Dur i nﬁ] FY 1979-81 the USFS funds were used to inprove flow
in the side channels and place an unspecified nunber of
| arge boul ders in the river.

During FY 1983 BPA funds were utilized to place 492 boul ders
in the North Fork John Day and to excavate and construct
h%/draull ic control structures in and around six side
channel s.

Duri ng FY 1984 BPA funds were utilized to place 250 boul ders
in side channels, excavate and construct hydraulic controls
in and around three side channels and consfruct one boul der
weir and two log weirs in the side channels.

Benefits predicted for the FY 1983 work were based on the
estimated smolt product i on per inprovenent type and the
quantity of each inprovenment t¥pe.  method wes given in
the FY 1984 Annual Report benefits prediction, however, the
total increase in snolts is identical to that reported in
the FY 1983 Annual Report This is in contrast to the
difference in quantity and type of inprovenents perforned
between the two years.

Comment s
A Avai 1abi 1i tv of Documents

1 Were all docunents available for review

Yes.
E Habi t at
L. Were linmting factors discussed in detail

No. R.ea.rin?.habitat was stated as limting, but
no justification was provided.

PACGE 3 F 83-395
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2. Wis the pre-project amount O habitat quantified
In terns of spawning or rearina habitat

No.

3. Were predicted changes in habitat Quantified in
terns of Spawing or rearing habitat SO that
estimates of fish can be made

No.

‘

Wre the taraet species clearly identified

Yes.

2. Were predictions of change in nunbers of each
tag_a%ett species based on auantified chancres In
habi t a

No. They were based on estinated nunber of smol ts
produced . ﬁer' instream structure wth no
justification given for the estimtes.

Also the sane total estimate of snolt change was
used in the 1983 and 1984 Annual Reports despite
differences in nunber and type of structures
constructed in 1983 and 1984.

3. [f the predicted change in nunbers of fish was
based on adults. were the survival rates clearly
sgat{ad for conversion fromsmolf or juvenile to
aaul t

The 1983 and 1984 Annual Reports used 0.625%

survival  fromsmol t to spawner. No estinates of
survival rates were given in the work statenent
predictions.

4. Was hatchery suppl enentation di scussed
No.

D. Econom ¢

L. Wre all project costs included in docunents
a. Pl anni ng/ Design - Not separately,

b. Construction - Not separately.

PACE 4 F 83-39
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C. Evaluation - Not separately.
d. Operation & Maintenance - No.

e. Other Contributed Funds - Yes.

2. What was the dollar value of the target species

based on
$550 per chinook spawner. Meyer 1982.

3. Was the time when the benefits would start
determined

No - used year 1 for benefits discounting.

4. Was the effective life of the project clearly
stated

No - used 20 years for benefits calculation.

FAGE S F 83-395



SUMARY OF HABI TAT | MPROVEMENT PRQIECT WORK AND BENEFI TS
CONTRACT NUMBER:  DE- Al 79- 84BP17041

PROJECT NUMBER ~ 83-473 RELATED PRQJECT NUMBERS:
PRQJIECT NAME: Cot t onwood Creek STAFSREé:\M?S) . Cottonwood Creek
SUBBASI N NAVE: John Day Ri ver T SPECI ES: sunmer st eel head
LOCATI O\ STATE: ,\% COUNTY: G ant
TYPE OF PRQJECT: I TREAM X PASSAGE PONDS
RIFPARIAN
PUBLI SHED IN: Nat uraI Propagatlon & habitat inprovenent Vol. |: Oegon._ Annual & Final Reports 1984 (January 1986).
RACTCR: Bureau of Land Management - Burns TYPE FEDERAL _x_ STATE — TRIBE — PRI VATE —

CONT
PRQJ. LEADER: Ron W ey
SUBBASI NNUMBER:

E%EEMR%E EG/MLE CODE s

BEG NNI NG DATE: April 1, 1984
COVPLETI ON DATE: March 31, 1985
PRESENT STATUS: Construction Conpl ete
PRAJECT LIFE (YEARS): 25

FI SH PRODUCED_PER
UNIT OF HABI TAT

PRE- PROJECT POST- PRQJ.  PREDI CTED ACTUAL

o HABI TAT DESCRI PTI ON CONDITIONS CONDITIONS —CHANGE ~ CHANGE PREDI CTED ACTUAL
N S0 YD) 1.130-1,700 ________ 0.8-2 zslvmsg
REAR NG AREA yw) — IIIIIIIIIT IIIIIIII T350-439  CTTTTTT 5.1-6. 3 (SMOLTS

TOTAL USABLE AREA (SQ'YD. | .. o I
STREAM LENGTH (MLES) e T LTI
PCOL/R FFLE RATIO LU T

POUS (N0 & TOTAL ACREAGE) oo T T I T
SI'DE_CHANNELS (SQ YD. T e T weme
RIPAR AN

SRRy
SEEMIBRIH (MLES) IO LD it oo
DOARSTREAM | MPACT Sa By S L L T e T
WATER TEMP.
SEDI MENT T

FI SH PRODUCTI ON ( NUVBERS)

SPECI ES CODE*
SMOLT sumer steelhead ----- ooooo----- . 2,200
ADULT: sumer steel head — ----- oL 22 .o

* USE CODE IN REPORT ON STOCK ASSESSMENT OF COLUMBI A RI'VER ANADROMOUS SALMONI DS

I Derived by taki nP habltat chanﬁe per structure type as descrlbed in contractor’s work
statement “and multiplying by the nunber of strucfures to be built

PAGE 1 F 83-473
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SUMMARY OF HABITAT IMPROVEMENT PROJECT €asTS

CONTRACT NUMBER: DE-AI79-84BP17041
PROJECT NUMBER: 83-473
PROJECT NAME: Cottonwood Creek

SUBBASIN NAME: John Day River TARGET SPECIES: summer steelhead
LOCATION: STATE:Oregon COUNTY: Grant
TYPE OF PROJECT: INSTREAM _X_FASSAGE ____ PONDS _
SIDE CHANNEL ___ RIPARIAN ____
BEGINNING DATE: April 1, 1984
ENDING DATE: March 31, 1985

PRESENT STATUS: Construction Complete
PROJECT LIFE (YEARS): 25

INITIAL COSTS CONTINUING COSTS

—___ PREDICTED(BUDGET) ACTUAL (INVOICES) TOTAL FREDICTED ACTUAL
FY = . . /DGN, CONST. EVAL . PRED. ACTUAL OPERYMAINT MONIT. OPERMAINT MONIT,
19827
1983 $22,108 $19,2684 $22,108 $19,284
1984
1985
1986
OTHER?*
TOTAL $22,108 $19, 284 $22,108 $19,284

1Contributed Funds

DISCOUNTED BENEFITS TO COSTS RATIO CALCULATION.
DISCOUNT RATE (%) _4

FREDICTED ACTUAL

YEARS DISCOUNTED DISCOUNTED YEARS DISCOUNTED DISCOUNTED

OCCURRING EENEFITS BENEFITS COSTS CoSsTS OCCURRING BENEFITS _BENEFITS COSTS COSTS
o 3 0 % 0 27,108~ $22,108 - - - = /==

1-20 7,634 103,750
=S mmems -+ + 3+ + ¢+ + 3 i+t + + ¢+ F 3 _—msmaamssme it + 3+ 5] -+ -+ ¥ F % 3

TOTAL $103,750 $22,108 TOTAL

DISCOUNTED BENEFITS : DISCOUNTED COSTS _4.7:12 DISCOUNTED BENEFITS : DISCOUNTED COSTS ___

*The yearly and discounted benefits are taken directly from the 1983 work statement. The vyearly benefits were
increased in the 1983 Annual Report to 47,989 per year for a discounted total of $123,380 and a B/C ratio of 5.6:1

FAGE 2 F: 83-47%=
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1.

SUMMARY

Abstract

Habitat suwveys and population estimates determined
that instream cover was the greatest limiting factor
for summer steelhead production in Cottonwood Creek.
Therefore, structures were placed in the creek to
remedy the problem. These structures included: 16 log
weirs, 7 single 1log deflectors, 2 double log
deflectors, and 88 boulders. These numbers were
derived by totaling the structures reportedly placed in
eight separate reaches. These totals did not agree
with those summarized by the author on page 3 of the
1984 Annual Report.

Benefits in numbers of steelhead smolts and adults were
given, however, no explanation of the process used to
derive the potential fish numbers was given. Also,
benefit to cost ratios presented in the proposal and
annual report did not agree with ratios calculated from
the total benefit values and predicted or actual costs
as presented in the reports.

2. Comments
A. Availability of Documents

PAGE 3

1. Were all documents available for review
Yes.

Habitat

1 Were limiting factors discussed in detail

No. A statement of 1limiting factors with no
Jjustification was given.

2. Was the pre-proiject amount of habitat guantified
in terms of spawning or rearing habitat

No.
3. Were predicted changes in _habitat gquantified in

terms of spawning or rearing habitat so that
estimates of fish can be made

Yes. However, they were not summarized in the
reports. The summary on this form (page 1) was
completed using data included in the proposal.

F: 83-473
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PAE 4

Were the target species clearly identified
Yes.

Wre predictions of change in nunbers of each
arba?tt species based on auantified changes in
habi ta

Yes. However, no justification or explanation of
the assunptions were given.

If the predicted change in numbers of fish was
based on adults. were the survival rates clearly
séa ted for _conversion fromsnolt or juvenile to
adul T

Yesd. Steel head smolt to adult survival of 3% was
use

Was hat chery suppl enent ati on di scussed
No.

Econoni ¢

¥ . : ed in d
Pl anni ng/ Design - Not separated.

Construction - Yes.

Eval uation - No.

Qperation & Maintenance - No.
e Qther Contributed Funds - No.

Wat was the dollar value of the taraet species
pased on

Meyer 1982, $359 per spanning steelhead and 2: 1
catch to escapenent ratio.

e O 5w

was the time when the benefits would start
det erm ned

No - used year 1 for discounted  benef i ts
cal cul ation.

F: 83-473
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4. Was the effective life of
stated

No — used 20 years in proposal and 25 years in
Annual Report to discount benefits.

the project clearly

PAGE S F: 83-473
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SUMMARY OF HABITAT IMFROVEMENT FROJECT WORK AND BENEFITS.

CONTRACT NUMBER: DE-AI79-84BF146725 (also -83BF11897)

FROJECT NUMBER: 84-8/83-394 RELATED FROJECT NUMBERS: 83-395; 87-9
PROJECT NAME: Clear % Granite Creek Anadromous Fish Habitat Improvement
STREAM(S) : Clear and Granite Creeks
SUBBASIN NAME: John Day TARGET SPECIES: spring chinook
LOCATION: STATE: Oregon COUNTY: Grant
TYPE OF PROJECT: INSTREAM _X FASSAGE __ FPONDS

SIDE CHANNEL RIFARIAN _____

PUBLISHED IN: Natural propagation and habitat improvement. Vol. I: Oregon. Final % Annual
Reports 1982/83 (April 1984). Annual and Final Reports 1984 (January 1986).
CONTRACTOR: USFS Umatilla N.F., and ODFW TYPE: FEDERAL _X STATE _X TRIBE ____ PRIVATE ___
PROJ. LEADER: USFS - John Andrews, ODFW - ?
SUBBASIN NUMBER:
EPA STREAM SEG./MILE CODE: _____ _____ _____ _____ o
STREAM ORDER:
BEGINNING DATE: 1982 COMPLETION DATE: March 31, 1985
PRESENT STATUS: Construction Complete PROJECT LIFE (YEARS): 20

FISH PRODUCED FER

PRE-PROJECT POST-PROJ. PRERICTED ACTUAL

HABITAT DESCRIPTION ‘CONDITIONS CONDITIONS  CHANGE CHANGE__ PREDICTED _ACTuUAl
SPAWNING AREA (S@. YD.) 32112 5,196 4,875 @ ____ 4.1

REARING AREA (SQ. YD.)
TOTAL USABLE AREA (SQ.YD.)
STREAM LENGTH (MILES)
POOL/RIFFLE RATIO _
PONDS (NO. & TOTAL ACREAGE)
SIDE CHANNELS (S@. YD.)
RIPARIAN
AREA (ACRES) -
STREAM LENGTH (MILES)
DOWNSTREAM IMPACT (MILES) —
WATER TEMP. (DEG. C.)
SEDIMENT

*FY 82 work only.

FISH PRODUCTION (NUMBERS)

SPECIES CODEx
SMOL.T: spring chinook = _____ —L0,000 FY 82 BPA work only
spring chinocok = _ 3,050 FY 83 BPA work only
spring chinook I 4,640 FY 84 BPA work only
ADULT: spring chinook = __ 200 FY 82 BPA work only
spring chinook = _____ 20 FY 83 BPA work only
spring chinook = ___ 29 FY 84 BPA work only

¥ USE CODE IN REFORT ON STOCK ASSESSMENT OF COLUMBIA RIVER ANADROMOUS SALMONIDS

PAGE 1 F: B84-8



SUVHARY OF HABI TAT mproveMENT PRQIECT COSTS

CONTRACT NUMBER: pE-A179-84BP16725S ( al SO -838P11897)
PRQJECT NUMBER Ba-8/83-394 , :
PROJECT NAME: Cear and Ganite Q. Anadromous Fi sh Habitat | nprovenent

supBASIN NAVE: John Day TARGET SPECI ES: spring chi nook

LOCATI ON._ STATE: Oregon COUNTY: G ant

TYPE OF PROJECT: 1nsTrREAM _x_ PASSAGE FONDS __

, SI DE cHanneL  RI PARTAN

BEGINNING DATE: 1982 _ ENDI NG pate: March 31, 198s

PRESENT STATUS: Construction Conplete PRQJIECT LIFE (YEARS): 20

I NI TIAL_COSTS CONTI NUI NG COSTS
FREDICTED (BUDGET) ACTUAL _(TNVO CES) TOTAL PREDI CTE ACTUAL
EY PLAN/DGN. CONST. EVAL. PLAN/DGN. | C{%NS&)S EVAL. PRED. ACTUAL OPER&MAINT [ T.  oPeramAaInT VONI T.
) ) 5881 855 ‘ 1

1983 36,855 s24,785 = 30,082 s 23,714=61, 640 53, 796

%ggg 50, 218 19, 324 50, 218 19, 081 69, 542 69, 299

1986

OTHER= $2,700 180,000 2,700 180, 000_ i __}_8_2_,__7_0_0_ 182, 700 - 1_8_21 700 .
o TOTAL 2,700 8355,928 sa4,109 92,700 9349,155 sa42,795%402,737 6394, 650 | 3 ooo /year
\O

0] .
»Contr i buted Funds

2Evaluation COStS are 1/3 of the total |isted for Canp, Deer, and Cear O. in John Day R. project # 82-9.

DI SCOUNTED BENEFI TS TO COSTS RATI O CALCULATI ON.

DI SCOUNT RATE <z 4

TS PgEDICTEDS ACTUAL
OCCURRI NG BENEFI TS BENEFITS COSTS COSTS OCCURRI NG BENEFITS _BENEFITS COsTS COsTS
FY 82 o $0 $0 388, 855 988, 855
1-20 110,000 1,495,000
FY 83 o 0 o 29, 323 29, 323
[-20 11, 000 149, 494
FY 84 o 0 0 50, 218 50, 218
[-20 15, 950 216, 766
=:z€: él: EA'E ===} = e= == e o e e e B e B B B BB Sssmammsms e
TOTAL $1,861,260 $1468, 396 TOTAL
16.8: 1 FY82
DI SCOUNTED BENEFI TS : DI SCOUNTED COSTS _S.1:1 FY83 DI SCOUNTED BENEFI TS : DI SCOUNTED COSTS ____
4.3: 1 FYS4

“As presented in the FY 1982-84 Annual Reports.
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SUMVARY

Abst r act

Habitat inprovements were inplenmented in Cear and Ganite
Creeks from 1979 through 1984.  The USFS initiated work in
1979 and hegan using BFA funds in FY 1982 A total of
4182,700 in USFS funds vwere spent through FY 1982 but no
estjlrratt”es of funds contributed by USFS after 1982 were
avai | abl e.

Dur i ng FY 1982 BPA funds were utilized to serve and EI ace
6,500 cubic yards of gravel in the creeks and stockpile
another 3,500 cubic yards of sieved gravel for future use.

During FY 1983 BPA funds were ufilized to place 550 boul ders
in Clear Creek and 50 boulders in Ganite Creek. Al so, 450
cubic yards of riprap were placed on 400 feet of stream
bank: "200 yg= on the Oear Creek Channel change (RM 4.5)
and the remainder as deflectors at 49 bank erosion sites. A
total of 500 cubic yards of spawni n? gravel were placed at
25 sites and 40,10-15ft. ‘on . .w I lowpoles and 40 1 arge
hardwood  clunps were p arﬂ ed at streanside |ocations
di sturbed by construction.

During FY 1984 BPA funds were utilized: to place 2,300 cubic
yards of riprap at 71 sites; to place 700 cubic yards of
spawning gravel at 14 sites_in Cear Creek; to construct
seven rock weirs, to instal|l 74 large boulders; and plant
800 hardwood clunps and cuttings.

Popul ation estimates ofuﬁyvemle chinook salnmon rearing in
Gear Creek were made by Wfrom 1979-81 and in 1983. A
decrease in abundance was observed between the nean for the
1979- 81 period and the 1983 sanpling. This difference was
gttr|bute1%82to factors other than the habitat inprovenents
one in :

Comment s
A Availability of Docunments

L Were all docunments avai lable for review

No. 1979-1982 USFS costing and project description
documents were not available. 1982 BFA contract
agreenent with CDFWwas not available.

PAGE 3 F 84-8
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PAGF 4

Habitat

1.

Were limiting factors discussed in detail

No. Dredging activities in the 1950°s were cited
as removing "maior portions of spawning gravel"”
and changing the creek. However, no actual
discussion of a determination of limiting factors
was given.

Was the pre-proiect amount of habitat quantified
in terms of spawning or rearing habitat

Spawning habitat was quantified in a 1980 survey
Rearing habitat was not addressed.

Wwere predicted changes in habitat guantified in
ing or rearing habitat so that

estimates of fish can be made

No. It appears that smolt production was based
on habitat changes in some manner, but sufficient
detail to allow understanding of the methods was
not provided.

ecies clearly identified

Yes.

Were predictions _gf change in numbers of each

target species _based on quantified changes in
habitat

Possibly (see B.3.).

1f the predicted change in numbers of +fish was

survival rates clearly

based on adults., were the sur
stated for conversion from smolt or juvenile to
adult

Yes.
1982 Annual Report: 1.0% smalt to spawner survival
1983 and 1984 Annual Reports: 0.625%

Was hatcherv supplementation discussed

No.

F: 84-8
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PAGE 5

Econoni ¢

L. Were all Project costs included in docunents
a. Pl anni ng/ Design - separated out for USFS

funds but not Tor BPA funds.
h. Construction - Yes.
C. Eval uation - Yes.
d. Qperation & Maintepance - An estinmate was
made in the evaluation report.

e. G her Contributed Funds - Yes.

2. Wat  was the dollar value of the taraet species
based on
FY 1983 work statenent: 134.80 per comercial
catch. $56.55/ RVD
1982, 1983 & 1984 Annual Reports: $550 per chinook
spawner. (Meyer 1982)

3. \\as Ihgc tinme when the benefits would start
eterm ne
No. Appeared to be year 1  for  benef it
di scounting. .

4. Wis the effective life of the project clearly
stated
No. ~Benefits were discounted over a 20 year
peri od.

F. 84-8
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SUMMARY _OF HARITAT IMFROVEMENT FROJECT WORE AND BENEFITS.

CONTRACT NUMBER:

FROJECT NUMBER: 84-8 " RELATED FROJ

ECT NUMBERS:

FROJECT NAME: N.F. John Day River Habitat Enhancement STREAM(S): Desolation Creel

SUEBRASIN NAME: John Day River TARGET SFECIES:
LOCATION: STATE: Oregon COUNTY: Grant
TYFE OF FROJECT: INSTREAM FASSAGE ___ PONDS
SIDE CHANNEL RIPARIAN
FUBL ISHED IN:
CONTRACTOR: TYFE: FEDERAL STATE ____ TRIBE ____ PRIVATE ____

PROJ. LEADER:
SUBBASIN NUMBER:
EFA STREAM SEG./MILE CODE:

STREAM ORDER:

EEGINNING DATE:

COMFLETION DATE:

FRESENT STATUS: Postponed — not implemented prior to FY 1985
FROJECT LIFE (YEARS):

PRE-FPROJECT POST-PROJ. FR
HABITAT DESCRIPTION CONDITIONS CONDITIONS
SFAWNING AREA (SG. YD.)

FISH FRODUCED FER
UNIT OF HABITAT

EDICTED ACTUAL

CHANGE CHANGE PREDICTED _ACTUAL

REARING AREA (SQ. YD.)

TOTAL USABLE AREA (S0.YD.)

STREAM LENGTH (MILES)

FPOOL/RIFFLE RATIO

FONDS (NO. & TOTAL ACREAGE)

SIDE CHANNELS (SQ. YD.)

RIPARIAN

AREA (ACRES)

STREAM LENGTH (MILES)

DOWNSTREAM IMPACT (MILES)

WATER TEMF. (DEG. C.)

SEDIMENT

FISH FRODUCTION (NUMBERS)

SFECIES CODEX

JUVENILE:

SMOLT:

ADULT:

%X USE CODE IN REFORT ON STOCK ASSESSMENT OF COLUMBIA RIVER

ANADROMOUS SALMONIDS
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SUMMARY OF HARITAT IMPROVEMENT PROJECT WORK AND BENEFITS.

CONTRACT NUMBER: DE~-AI79-84BF17460

FPROJECT NUMBER: 84-21 RELATED FPROJECT NUMBERS:
PROJECT NAME: John Day Habitat Improvement Froiect STREAM(S): North Fork, Middle Fork, and Mainstem
- John Day River
SUBBASIN NAME: John Day River TARGET SPECIES: spring chinook
summer steelhead trout
LOCATION: STATE: Oregon COUNTY: Grant
TYPE OF PROJECT: INSTREAM _X __ PASSAGE ___ PONDS _____
SIDE CHANNEL ____ RIPARIAN _X
PUBLISHED IN: No Reports. .
CONTRACTOR: ODFW TYPE: FEDERAL ___ STATE _X __ TRIBE _ __ PRIVATE _

FROJ. LEADER: Errol Claire
SUBBASIN NUMBER:

EPA STREAM SEG./MILE CODE:
STREAM ORDER:

BEGINNING DATE: July 1, 1984
COMPLETION DATE: September 30, 1988
PRESENT STATUS: Ongoing

PROJECT LIFE (YEARS): Not given.

FISH PRODUCED PER
UNIT OF HABITAT

PRE-PROJECT POST-PROJ. PREDICTED  ACTUAL
HABITAT DESCRIPTION CONDITIONS * CONDITIONS _ CHANGE  _CHANGE PREDICTED ACTUAL
SPAWNING AREA (SQ@. YD.)
REARING AREA (SQ@. YD.)
TOTAL USABLE AREA (S@.YD.)
STREAM LENGTH (MILES) 80
POOL/RIFFLE RATIO
FONDS (NO. & TOTAL ACREAGE)
SIDE CHANNELS (SQ. YD.)
RIPARIAN
AREA (ACRES)
STREAM LENGTH (MILES) 25
DOWNSTREAM IMPACT (MILES)
WATER TEMP. (DEG. C.)
SEDIMENT

FISH PRODUCTION (NUMBERS)

SPECIES CODER
SMOLT: summer steelhead = _____ —220,000%
spring chinook 625,0001

X USE CODE IN REFPORT ON STOCK ASSESSMENT OF COLUMBIA RIVER ANADROMOUS SALMONIDS
* FROM FY 1985-1988 work statement.

PAGE 1 F: 84-21
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CONTRACT NUMBER: DE-AI79-84BP17460
PROJECT NUMBER: 84-21

PROJECT NAME: John Day Habitat Improvement Froject (Mainstem Middle Fork, North Fork)
SUBBASIN NAME: John Day River TARGET SPECIES: spring chinook, summer steelhead trout
LOCATION: STATE: Oregon COUNTY: Grant .
TYPE OF PROJECT: INSTREAM __ PASSAGE ___ PONDS ____

SIDE CHANNEL _ RIPARIAN _
BEGINNING DATE: July 1, 1984
ENDING DATE: September 30, 1988

PRESENT STATUS: ongoing
PROJECT LIFE (YEARS):

INITIAL COSTS CONTINUING COSTS

PREDICTED (BUDGET) ACTUAL (INVOICES JTOTAL PREDICTED ACTUAL
EY ELAN/DGN. CONST. EVAL . PLAN/DEN, CONST, EVAL . PRED. ACTUAL OPER&MAINT MONIT. OFERYMAINT MONIT.
1982
1983
1984 $149, 656 $84,346 $149,656 $8B4,346
1985 $527, 940 65,310 527,940 174,245 =
1986 428,898 428,898 348,385 =
OTHER?
TOTAL $149,656 $956,838 $149,656 $1,106,494 $606,976 =

iContributed Funds
2petail insufficient to allow separation of actual costs into plan/dgn or const.
*As of 7/86

DISCOUNTED BENEFITS TO COSTS RATIO CALCULATION.

DISCOUNT RATE (%)

PREDICTED ACTUAL
YEARS DISCOUNTED DISCOUNTED YEARS DISCOUNTED DISCOUNTED
OCCURRING BENEFITS BENEFITS COSTS COSTS OCCURRING BENEFITS BENEFITS €COSTS COSTS
mEERERNEREE =EmEsS=sST === =m=====m=s =—EEEEEEEEE =_=s=======
TOTAL TOTAL
DISCOUNTED BENEFITS : DISCOUNTED COSTS DISCOUNTED BENEFITS : DISCOUNTED COSTS

PAGE 2 F: 84-21
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SUMVARY

L. Abst ract

The work scheduled for FY 1984 consisted of planning and
design only. The ODFWwas to contact other agencies and
l'andowners, “survey stream habitat, design prOJ| ects and
Er|or|t|ze rojects. No inplenentation was schedul ed before
Y 1985. y Decenber 31, 1984 aerial survey of the entire
project area had been made and estimates of priorities for
1985 inplenentation projects nmade. Personal . conmuni cation
was made with 10 [andowners and groundwork laid for |egal
agreenents to acconplish the planned work on their
properties.

Basel i ne habitat measurenments were made on 8 miles of stream
for future conparison with post-project conditions.  Amounts
of riparian fencing and |location “~and types of instream
structures needed were determ ned.

2, Comment s

A Availability of Docunents

L. Were all docunents available for review

Yes.
B Habitat
L Wre linmting factors discussed in detail

No. Many possible reasons were given for |ow
popul ation [evels, but none were fidentified or
di scussed as limting.

2. Vs the pre-project amount of habi

itat auantified
N Lerns of spawing or rearing habit

a
at

Habitat quantity was not discussed.

3. Were Predicted changes in habitat auantified in
terns_of spawning or rearina habitat so that
estimtes of fish can be nmde

No. (seeB.2.)

PAGE 3 F 84-21
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PAGE 4

F

1. i identified
Yes.

2. Were predictions of change in numsbers of each
target species based on guantified changes in

habitat

No. Predictions were based on a report entitled:
“Smol t production - Oregon forests: Malheur.
National Forest, August 29, 1980". This report

apparently estimates smolt production under
existing conditions and under +full seeding with
habitat enhancement. The difference between these
two figures is the predicted smolt increase from
project implementation.

3. 1f the predicted change jn_numbers of fish was

based on adults were the survjval rates clearly
stated for conversion from seplt or Jjuvenile to
adult

No prediction of adult numbers.

4. Was hatchery supplementation discussed
No.
Economic

i Were all project costs included in docusents

a. Planning/Design - Yes

b. Construction - Yes. Not separated for actual
costs.

c. Evaluation — No.
d. Operation & Maintenance —No.
e. Other Contributed Funds - No.

2. What was the dollar value of the target species
based on

Not done.

: 84-21
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PAGE 5

3. Was the tinme when

the benefits would start

det erm ned
Not done-
4, Wis the effective

life of

the project clearly

st at ed
Not done.

F 84-21
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SUMMARY OF HABITAT IMFROVEMENT FROJECT WORK AND BENEFITS.

2= e e =

CONTRACT NUMBER: DE-AI79-84BF16064

FROJECT NUMBER: 84-22 RELATED FROJECT NUMBERS:
FROJECT NAME: E. Fork Beech % Canyon Creeks Habitat Improvement Project
STREAM(S): E. Fork Beech, Canyon % Middle Fork Canyon Creek
SUBBASIN NAME: John Day R. TARGET SPECIES: summer steelhead
LOCATION: STATE:Oregon COUNTY: Grant
TYPE OF PROJECT: INSTREAM _X FASSAGE ____ PONDS

) SIDE CHANNEL RIFPARIAN

PUBLISHED IN: Natural propagation and habitat improvement, Vol. I: Oregon Annual and Final
Reports 1984 (January 1986).

CONTRACTOR: US Forest Service — Malheur TYPE: FEDERAL _X_STATE ____ TRIBE ___ PRIVATE

FROJ. LEADER: Brady Green

SUBBASIN NUMEBER:

EPA STREAM SEG./MILE CODE:

STREAM ORDER:

BEGINNING DATE: March 15, 1984

COMPLETION DATE: January 31, 1984

FRESENT STATUS: Construction Complete

PROJECT LIFE (YEARS): 30

FISH PRODUCED FER
UNIT OF HABITAT

PRE-PROJECT POST-PROJ. PREDICTED ACTUAL

HABITAT DESCRIPTION CONDITIONS CONDITIONS CHANGE CHANGE FREDICTED _ACTUAL
SPAWNING AREA (SG. YD.) e
REARING AREA (SGQ. YD.) 9,472 0.8 _
TOTAL USABLE AREA (SQ.YD.)
STREAM LENGTH (MILES) 12(total both streams) .
POOL/RIFFLE RATIO (Canyon Creek Only) 3II-35% _ o e ——

PONDS (NO. & TOTAL ACREAGE)
SIDE CHANNELS (S@. YD.)
RIPARIAN
AREA (ACRES)
STREAM LENGTH (MILES)
DOWNSTREAM IMPACT (MILES)
WATER TEMP. (DEG. C.)
SEDIMENT

FISH PRODUCTION (NUMBERS)

SPECIES CODEX
SMOLT: summer steelhead = ____ _ 7.750 -
ADUL.T: summer steelhead = _____ 51 — From annual report

& USE CODE IN REFORT ON STOCK ASSESSMENT OF COLUMBIA RIVER ANADROMOUS SALMONIDS

PAGE 1 F: 84-22 -
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SUMMARY OF HABITAT IMPROVEMENT PROJECT COSTS

CONTRACT NUMBER:
PROJECT NUMBER:

DE-AI79-84BFP 16064
84-22

PROJECT NAME: E. Fork Beech & Canyon Creeks Habitat Improvement Project

SUBBASIN NAME: John Day R. TARGET SPECIES: summer steelhead
LOCATION: STATE: Oregon COUNTY: Grant
TYPE OF PROJECT: INSTREAM _X_ PASSAGE ____ PONDS _—

SIDE CHANNEL ____ RIPARIAN __

BEGINNING DATE: March 15, 1984

ENDING DATE: January 31, 1984
PRESENT STATUS: Construction Complete
PROJECT LIFE (YEARS): 30

INITIAL COSTS

- CONTINUING COSTS

———  PREDICTEDVBUDGED) ACTUAL (INVOICES) TOTAL PREDICTED ACTUAL
EY PLAN7DGN, _CUNST. EVAL. PLAN/DGN. _CONST. EVAL. PRED. ACTUAL =~ OPERLMAINT MONIT. OFPERLMAINT MONIT,
i9az
1983
1984 $7,000 102,400 0 $109,400 $91,227 =
1985
1986
OTHER1
TOTAL $7,000 102,400 $109,400 $91,227

Contributed Funds

*From Forest Service Annual Report. Accumulated expenditures from BPA indicate all $109,400 spent

DISCOUNT RATE (%) _4

PREDICTED
YEARS DISCOUNTED DISCOUNTED
OCCURRING BENEFITS BENEFITS €OSTS COSTS
0-3 $0 $0 $91, 227 $91,227
5-30 18, 309 250,140
TOTAL $250, 140 $109, 400

DISCOUNTED BENEFITS : DISCOUNTED COSTS

2.7: 1%

SBenefit/cost calculation was taken directly from Annual

FAGE 2 F: 84-22

DISCOUNTED BENEFITS TO COSTS RATIO CALCULATION.

ACTUAL
YEARS DISCOUNTED DISCOUNTED
OCCURRING BENEFITS BENEFITS COSTS COSTS
|SmEsSmm=mes S oosismose= 4+ 5 5
TOTAL

DISCOUNTED BENEFITS : DISCOUNTED COSTS

Report 1984 and uses USFS estimate of actual costs.
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SUMVARY

L. Abstract

Instream structures were placed in East Fork Beech Creek and
Canyon Creek, tributaries to the John pay R ver, on the
assunption that rearing habitat was I|n1t¥ng,the production
of summer steelhead smolts. A total of 107 Single log weirs
and 33 log deflectors was constructed and 320 boul ders were
placed in the streanft The total pool area created by these
structures was estimated wusing a theoretical average per
structure and multiplying by the number of strucfures.

Apparent 1y an assunption-al$So was made that 11 sg. ft. of

rear|n?,area woul d yield one_steel head snolt, however, this
assunption was not Stated. Therefore, an increase of 85,250
sq. ft. of pool area would result in an increase of 7,750

smol ts produced by these creeks.

No further information is available concerning the nethod of
construction, the location of structures or ;any assessment
of their actual physical or biological inpacts

2, Comment s
A Availability of Docunments

1 Were all docunents available for review

No. _ The proj ect agreenant and docunent ation for
expendi tures beyond FY 1984 were m ssi ng.

B, Habi t at
L. Were linmting factors discussed in detail

No. Rearing habitat was cited as liniting and
stream surveys by USFS and ODFW were cited as the
sources for this assunption

2. Was the pre-project amount of habitat quantified
in ternms of spawning or rearing habitat

No. Spawni ng habitat was not quantified and pool
area was used as the rearing area.

3. Were predicted changes in_ habitat quantified in
ferms of  sSpaw nfg or rearing habitat so that
estimates of fish can be nmde
No. (see8.2.)

PAGE3 F 84-22
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PAGE 4

Were the target species clearly identifjed

Yes,

Were predictions of change in numbers

Eargef species based on quantified changes in
abitat

Apparently it was assumed that 11 sq. ft. of pool
resulted in 1 smolt. This assumption was not
clearly stated or justified.

1f the predicted change in_ numbers of fish _was
ase on_adults, were the survival rates clearly

stated for conversion from smolt or juvenjle to
adult

Yes. A 2% smolt to adult survival rate and 2:1
catch to escapement ratio were used. No
Jjustification was given for these rates.

Was hatcher¥ supplementation discussed

No.

Econamic

1.

Were all project costs included in documents

a. Planning/Design - Yes.

b. Construction Yes.

C. Evaluation - No.

d. Operation % Maintenance No.

e. Other Contributed Funds No.

What was the dollar value of the target species

based on

Meyer 1982 using 2:1 catch to escapement ratio and
$357 per spawning steelhead.

F: 84-22
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Was the time when the bepnefits would start
determined

No. Apparently year 5 was used as the start date
to calculate discounted benefits. This was nat
explicitly stated.

Was the effective life of the project clearly
stated

No. A 30 Year project life was used to calculate
benefits.

84-22
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SuMHaRY OF HARITAT IMFROVEMENT FROJECT WOREK AND BENEFITS.

CONTRACT, NUMBER:
FROJECT NUMBER: 84-22

RELATED FROJECT NUMBERS:

PROJECT NAME: Mainstem & Upper John Day River STREAM(S): Big Boulder Creek

SUBBASIN NAME: John Day

LOCATION: STATE: Oregon

TYPE OF PROJECT: INSTREAM
SIDE CHANNEL

PUBLISHED IN:

CONTRACTOR:

PROJ. LEADER:

SUBBASIN NUMBER:

EFA STREAM SEG./MILE CODE:

TARGET SPECIES:
COUNTY: Grant

PASSAGE PONDS _____
RIPARIAN _____
TYPE: FEDERAL STATE TRIBE FRIVATE

STREAM ORDER:

BEGINNING DATE:

COMPLETION DATE:

PRESENT STATUS: Fostponed — not
PROJECT LIFE (YEARS):

HABITAT DESCRIPTION
SFAWNING AREA (SA. YD.)
REARING AREA (SQ. YD.)
TOTAL USABLE AREA (SB.YD.)
STREAM LENGTH (MILES)
POOL/RIFFLE RATIO
FONDS (NO. & TOTAL ACREAGE)
SIDE CHANNELS (S@. YD.)
RIPARIAN
AREA (ACRES)
STREAM LENGTH (MILES)
DOWNSTREAM IMPACT (MILES)
WATER TEMF. (DEG. C.)
SEDIMENT

FISH PRODUCTION (NUMBERS)

SPECIES

implemented prior to FY 1985.

CODEX

JUVENILE:

FISH FPRODUCED FER

NIT OF HA
PRE-PROJECT POST-PROJ. PREDICTED ACTUAL

CONDITIONS CONDITIONS _ CHANGE CHANGE FPREDICTED ACTUAL

SMOLT:

ADULT:

¥ USE CODE IN REFORT ON STOCK ASSESSMENT OF COLUMBIA RIVER ANADROMOUS SALMONIDS

PABGE 1 F: 84-22b
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SUMMARY OF HABITAT IMPROVEMENT PROJECT WORK AND BENEFITS.

CONTRACT NUMBER: DE-AI79-84-BP15807

PROJECT NUMBER: 83-434 RELATED PROJECT NUMBERS: 83-436; B84-10; 83-834(0DFW)
PROJECT NAME: Channel Modification in the Lower Columbia River
STREAM(S) : Umatilla
SUBBASIN NAME: Umatilla TARGET SPECIES:
LOCATION: STATE: Oregon COUNTY: Umatilla
TYPE OF PROJECT: INSTREAM PASSAGE _X PONDS
SIDE CHANNEL ____ RIPARIAN

PUBLISHED IN: Natural propagation and habitat isprovement, Volume I: Oregon, Annual
and Final Report 1984 (January 1986).
CONTRACTOR: Corps of Engineers TYPE: FEDERAL _X STATE ____ TRIBE ___ PRIVATE ____
PROJ. LEADER: William Sanguine
SUBBASIN NUMBER:
EPA STREAM SEG./MILE CODE:
STREAM ORDER: -
BEGINNING DATE: 1984
COMPLETION DATE: 1984
PRESENT STATUS:
PROJECT LIFE (YEARS):

FISH FRODUCED FER
UNIT OF HABITAT

PRE-PROJECT POST-FPROJ. PREDICTED ACTUAL
HABITAT DESCRIPTION CONDITIONS CONDITIONS CHANGE CHANGE _ PREDICTED _ACTUAL
SPAWNING AREA (S@. YD.)

REARING AREA (SQ. YD.)

TOTAL USABLE AREA (SQ.YD.)

STREAM LENGTH (MILES)

POOL/RIFFLE RATIO

PONDS (NO. & TOTAL ACREAGE)

SIDE CHANNELS (SQ@. YD.)

RIPARIAN

AREA (ACRES)

STREAM LENGTH (MILES)

DOWNSTREAM IMPACT (MILES)

WATER TEMP. (DEG. C.)

SEDIMENT

FISH PRODUCTION (NUMBERS)

SPECIES CODEX
JUVENILE:
SMOLT:
ADULT:

¥ USE CODE IN REPORT ON STOCK ASSESSMENT OF COLUMBIA RIVER ANADROMOUS SALMONIDS

PAGE 1 F: 83-434
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SUMMARY OF HABITAT IMPROVEMENT PROJECT COSTS

CONTRACT NUMBER: DE-AI79-84-BP13807
FROJECT NUMBER: 83-434

FPROJECT NAME: Channel Modification to the Lower Columbia River
SUBBASIN NAME: Umatilla TARGET SPECIES:
LOCATION: STATE: Oregon COUNTY: Umatilla
TYPE OF PROJECT: INSTREAM ____ PASSAGE _X PONDS __
SIDE CHANNEL _____ RIPARIAN ___
BEGINNING DATE: 1984
ENDING DATE: 1984

PRESENT STATUS:
PROJECT LIFE (YEARS):

INITIAL _COSTS = CONTINUING COSTS
P I ACTUAL (INVOICES) I0TAL ____ PREDICTED ACTUAL

EY PLAN/DGN. _CONST.  _EVAL, _ _ PLAN/DGN. _CONST. ~ _EvAl. _ PRED. ~ _ACTUAL  OPERLMAINT MONIT. OPERLMAINT MONIT.
1982 .

1983

1984 $22,345 $320,980 $343,325

1985 97,716 97,716

1986

OTHER

TOTAL  $22,345 $418,696 $441,041 $431,0952

Contributed Funds
ZInvoiced through September 1985.

RISCOUNTED BENEFITS 10 COSTS RATIO CAILCUILATION.
DISCOUNT RATE (%)

PREDICTED ACTUAL
YEARS DISCOUNTED DISCOUNTED YEARS DISCOUNTED DISCOUNTED
OCCURRING BENEFITS BENEFITS cosTS COSTS OCCURRING BENEFITS _BENEFITS _ _COSTS casTs
1+ 3+ SIS EEmEImIamIE I S 3 3 £ 3 13 E 2 %3 _—mmmmTm=Im
TOTAL TOTAL
DISCOUNTED BENEFITS : DISCOUNTED COSTS DISCOUNTED BENEFITS : DISCOUNTED COSTS

FAGE 2 F: 83-4324
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SUMMARY

Abstract

The purpose of this report was to summarize the modification
of the channel downstream of Threemile Dam. The contract
work consisted of excavation of 7,000 cubic yards of main
channel, 100 cubic yards of miscellaneous rock excavations,
construction of parking and haul roads, and diversion and
care of water during construction activities. The Corps
contractor started work in July 1984 and completed work in
November 1984, except for a minor amount of additional
channel excavation that would be done in 1985 or 19864.

Comments

A. Availability of Documents

1. Were all documents available for review

Yes, the final report was reviewed.

B. Habitat
1. Were limiting factors discussed in detail
No.

2, Was the pre-project amount of habitat guantified
in terms of spawning or rearing habitat

Not applicable (N/A)

3. Were predicted changes in habitat gquantified in
terms of spawning or rearing habitat so that
estimates of fish can be made

N/A
c. Fish
1. Were the target species clearly identified
N/A

2. Were predictions of change” in_ numbers of each
target species based on quantified changes in
habitat

N/A

PAGE 3 F: 83-434
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FAGE 4

3. If the predicted change in_numbers of fish was

based on_ adults, were the survival rates clearly
stated for conversion from smolt or juvenile to

adult
N/A
4. Was bhatchery supplementation discussed
N/A
Economic
1 Were all project costs included in documents
a. Planning/Design - Yes.
b. Construction = Yes, but $12,862 was included

in project number 83-834 (ODFW) for
explosives personnel.

c. Evaluation No.
d. Operation % Maintenance N/A

e. Other Contributed Funds

2. What was the dollar value of the target species

based on

N/A

3. Was the time when the benefits would start
etermine

N/A

4. Was the effective life of the project clearly
stated

N/A

F: 83-434
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SUMMARY OF HABITAT IMFROVEMENT FROJECT WORE AND BENEFITS.

CONTRACT NUMBER: DE-AI79-84EF17467

FROJECT NUMBER: B83-436 RELATED FROJECT NUMBERS: 84-10; 83-834 (Corps); 83-834 (0ODFW
FROJECT NAME: Fish Fassage Improvements at Three Mile Diversion Dam
STREAM(S) ¢ Umatilla River :
SUBBASIN NAME: Umatilla TARGET SPECIES:
LOCATION: STATE: Oregon COUNTY: Umatilla
TYPE OF FROJECT: INSTREAM FASSAGE _X FONDS
SIDE CHANNEL RIFPARIAN

FPUBLISHED IN: Natural propagation and habitat improvement Volume I: Oregon, Annual
and Final Report 1984 (January 1986).

CONTRACTOR: Bureau of Reclamation TYPE: FEDERAL _X STATE ____ TRIBE ____ PRIVATE __

FROJ. LEADER:

SUBBASIN NUMEBER:

EFA STREAM SEG./MILE CODE:

STREAM ORDER:

BEGINNING DATE: June 1, 1984

COMPLETION DATE:

FRESENT STATUS:

FROJECT LIFE (YEARS):

FISH FRODUCED FER
UNIT OF HABITAT

PRE-FPROJECT POST-PROJ. PREDICTED ACTUAL
HABITAT DESCRIFTION CONDITIONS CONDITIONS CHANGE CHANGE FREDICTED ACTUAL
SPAWNING AREA (5Q. YD.)
REARING AREA (S@. YD.)
TOTAL USABLE AREA (SQ.YD.)
STREAM LENGTH (MILES)
POOL/RIFFLE RATIO
PONDS (NO. & TOTAL ACREAGE)
SIDE CHANNELS (Sa. YD.)
RIPARIAN
AREA (ACRES)
STREAM LENGTH (MILES)
DOWNSTREAM IMPACT (MILES)
WATER TEMF. (DEG. C.)
SEDIMENT

FISH PRODUCTION (NUMEBERS)

SFECIES
JUVENILE: fall chinook fingerlings In 1982-3.83 million released
spring chinook (o]
SMOL.T: fall chinook yearlings Hatchery release since 1983-100,500-225, 000
summer steelhead yearlings Since 1980-17,500 to 60,500
summer steelhead smolt 200,000 planned release
ADULT: summer steelhead 1,800 ave. __________ S5, 400 hatchery + 5,000 natural
fall chinook FEW 10,000 hatchery +12,000 natural

spring chinook 10,000 hatchery + 1,000 natural

—Are- s — N7T AT
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SUMMARY OF HABITAT IMPROVEMENT PROJECT CASTS

CONTRACT NUMBER: DE-AI79-84BP17463

PROJECT NUMBER: 83-436

PROJECT NAME: Fish Passage Improvements at Three Mile Diversion Dam

SUBBASIN NAME: Umatilla TARGET SPECIES:

LOCATION: STATE: COUNTY:

TYPE OF PROJECT: INSTREAM _ __ PASSAGE _X PONDS _
SIDE CHANNEL ___ RIPARIAN ___

BEGINNING DATE: June 1, 1984

ENDING DATE:

PRESENT STATUS:

PROJECT LIFE (YEARS):

INITIAL COSTS C

PREDICTED (BUDGET) = ACTUAL (INVOICES) TOTAL= FPREDICTED ACTUAL
FY PLAN/DE&! CONST. EVAL. PLAN/DGN. _CONST. EVAL. PRED. ACTUAL OPER&MAINT MONIT. OPER&MAINT MONIT.
1982
1983
1984  $120,000 $54,402 $120,000 $54,402
1985 274,000 $2,985-8,280 million™ 3,073 2.9-8.2mil* 34,073
1986 ) 44,541 44,54,
OTHER?
TOTAL $120,000 $2,985,000 — 8,280,000 $133,016 3.1-8.4mil1%$133,016 $52, 000-66, 000/ yr .

*Contributed Funds

2*The budgets for hatchery contribution/supplementation were not included in the estimated costs.
*Depending on alternative selected.

+$2,985-8,280 million.

DISCOUNTED BENEFITS 7O COSTS RATIO CALCULATION.

DISCOUNT RATE (%)

FREDICTED ACTUAL
YEARS DISCOUNTED DISCOUNTED YEARS DISCOUNTED DISCOUNTED
OCCURRING BENEFITS BENEFITS casTs cosTs OCCURRING BENEFITS BENEFITS COSTS —Lcosts
TOTAL TOTAL =
DISCOUNTED BENEFITS : DISCOUNTED COSTS DISCOUNTED BENEFITS : DISCOUNTED COSTS

PAGE 2 F: 83-436
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1.

SUMMARY

aAbstract

This study was undertaken to provide a biological assessment
of fish passage problems at Three Mile Falls Diversion Dam
and to conduct a feasibility study of alternative plans to
resolve passage problems. The report presents a description
of the study area, fishery resources and problems relative
to the dam, and alternative measures to resolve the problem.
The development of the selected alternative would increase
passage of steelhead, full chinook or spring chinook.
Presently, about 1B00 steelhead pass the dam each year.
Fall chinook were eliminated with the construction of Three
Mile Dam. No spring chinook have been observed since the
early 1960’s. The project would increase successful passage
of steelhead adults from 75% to 95%Z; fall chinook adults,
from 387 to 45S%, spring chinook adults from 487 to 60%;
spring chinook juveniles from 604 to 0%L3 steel head
juveniles from 75% to 90%; and fall chinook juveniles from
S0% to 90%.

Flow augmentation from upstream reservoirs was considered as
a possible further enhancement for passage if the preferred
alternatives ‘were implemented. Passage for juvenile
steelhead, fall and spring chinook would increase from 0%
to 95%; adult fall chinook would increase from 45% to 95%Z
and adult spring chinook would increase from 607 to 95%.

Although not a detailed part of this report, long-term
escapement goals were cited. These goals depend to some
extent on channel and dam modification, but to a larger

degree on supplementation from hatchery produced and
naturally produced fish.

Comments
A. Availability of Documents
1. Were all documents available for review

Yes, but the alternative chosen was not
identified.

B. Habitat
1. Were limiting fac s discussed in_detail
No. The factors affecting adult upstream movement

and Jjuvenile migration were not discussed in
detail.

*AGE 3 F: 83-436
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Fish

2'

Was the pre-project amount of habitat quantified
in terms of spawning or rearing habitat

No. Not in this report.

r redicted changes in habitat quanti ied in
terms of spawning or rearing habitat so that
estimates of fish can be made

No.

Were e target species clear identified

Yes.

ere redictions of change in numbers of each
target species based on quantified changes in
Habitat

No.

1f the predicted change in numbers of fish wasg
On_adults we t survival rates clearly

§tated for conversion from smolt or Juvenile to

No.

as hatchery supplementation discussed

Yes. The costs were not included in the report.
The report only considered modifications to the
ladder/dam facilities, including screens.

Economic

1.

F:

Were all project costs included in documents

a. Planning/Design - Yes, but other related
project documents must be reviewed to compile
all costs.

b. Construction - Yes, but it depended on
alternatives selected; 92,985,000—$B,280,000.

c. Evaluation - Nao.

d. Operation & Maintenance - Yes, but it
depended on alternatives selected, $52,000-
66,000

83-436
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F:

Other Contributed Funds - These were not
discussed, but other activities such as
hatchery construction for supplementation
programs are necessary and referred to in
documents. Also, costs for other federal,
state, tribal entities appear to be accounted
for only partially in other related projects.

r value of the target species
based on

Not determined

Was the time its would start
determined

Not determined

Was the effective life of the project clearly
stated

Not stated

83-436
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" HABIT.

CONTRACT NUMBER:
PROJECT NUMBER:
PROJECT NAME:
STREAM (S) 3
SUBBASIN NAME:
LOCATION: STATE:
TYPE OF PROJECT:

SUMMARY OF HABITAT IMPROVEMENT PROJECT WORK AND BENEFITS.

DE-A179-84BP19130
83-834 RELATED PROJECT NUMBERS: 83-434; 84-10; B3-434(Corps)

Evaluation of Lower Umatilla River Channel Modification below Three Mile Diversion Dam
Umatilla

Umatilla TARGET SPECIES: fall chinook
Oregon COUNTY: Umatilla
INSTREAM PASSAGE _X_ PONDS ______

SIDE CHANNEL _____ RIPARIAN _____

PUBLISHED IN: Evaluation of lower Umatilla River channel modification below Three Mile Dam. Annual
: Report 1984 (May 1985), Annual Report 1985 (February 1986).
CONTRACTOR: Oregon Dept. Fish & Wildlife TYPE: FEDERAL STATE _X TRIBE FRIVATE

PROJ. LEADER:

_ SUBBASIN NUMBER:

Tony Nigro

EFPA STREAM SEG./MILE CODE:

STREAM ORDER:

BEGINNING DATE:
COMPLETION DATE:
PRESENT STATUS:

September 1984
1986

PROJECT LIFE (YEARS):

SPAWNING AREA

FISH PRODUCED FER
UNIT OF HABITAT
PRE-PROJECT POST-PROJ. PREDICTED ACTUAL

co TIONS CONDITIONS CHANGE CHANGE PREDICTED ACTUAL

(5. YD.)

REARING AREA (SQ@. YD.)
TOTAL USABLE AREA (50.YD.)

STREAM LENGTH

POOL/RIFFLE RATIO

(MILES)

FONDS (NO. & TOTAL ACREAGE)

SIDE CHANNELS
RIPARIAN
AREA (ACRES)

(SQ. YD.)

STREAM LENGTH (MILES)
DOWNSTREAM IMPACT (MILES)
WATER. TEMP. (DEG. C.)

SEDIMENT

i

‘" F1SH PRODUCTION (NUMBERS)

SPECIES CODE X

~ JUVENILE:
, SMOLT:

ADULT:

¥ USE CODE' IN REPORT ON STOCK ASSESSMENT OF COLUMBIA RIVER ANADROMOUS SALMONIDS

PAGE 1 F: 83-834b
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SUMMARY _OF HABITAT IMPROVEMENT FROJECT COSTS

CONTRACT NUMBER: DE-AI79-84BF19130
PROJECT NUMBER: B83-834

PROJECT NAME: Evaluation of Lower Umatilla River Channel Modification
SUBBASIN NAME: Umatilla TARGET SPECIES: fall chinook
LOCATION: STATE: Oregon COUNTY: Umatilla
TYPE OF PROJECT: INSTREAM ___ PASSAGE _X PONDS ___

SIDE CHANNEL ___ RIFARIAN _ __
BEGINNING DATE: September 1984
ENDING DATE: 1986

PRESENT STATUS:
PROJECT LIFE (YEARS):

INITIAL COSTS CONTINUING COSTS
. PREDICTED(BUDGET) ACTUAL (INVOICES) TOTAL PREDICTED ACTUAL
%;.__ PLAN/DGN, _CONST. _EvVAL.  PLAN/DGN, _CONST. _EVAL, _ PRED. _ACTUA OPER&MAINT MONIT. OFER&MAINT MONIT.
82
1983 2 _
1984 $12,862 $58,612 $9,037 $71,474 $9,037
1985 99,272 56,788 99,272 56,768
1986 53,099 53,099
OTHER?
TaTAL $12,862 $157,884 $118,924 $170,746 $118,924 S

iContributed Funds
Z|abor and travel/per diem for licensed personnel for use of explosives.

DISCOUNTED BENEFITS TO €DSTS RATIO CALCULATION.
DISCOUNT RATE (%)

PREDICTED ACTUAL
YEARS DISCOUNTED DISCOUNTED YEARS DISCOUNTED DISCUUNIED
OCCURRING BENEFITS BENEFITS COSTS COSTS OCCURRING NEFITS BENEFITS CasTsS COSTS
=mmastmmam =S=mmEESImE=s momsmImmmamis s SEmmsmREs 2 1 1 - -+ 1
TOTAL TOTAL
DISCOUNTED BENEFITS : DISCOUNTED COSTS DISCOUNTED BENEFITS : DISCOUNTED COSTS

FAGE 2 F: 83-834b 4
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L. Abst ract

This study was undertaken in 1984 to evaluate the adequacy
of channél nodifications bel ow Three Mle Dam to enhance
passage of steelhead trout. = O 34 steel head marked with T-
anchor tags or radio transmtters and released in the |ower
river, only 4 nmoved upstream throuPh ad 1 _ channel
nodi fications and mgrated to the dam and ladder. Two other
steel head  moved upstream through sone of _ the channel
modi fication but did not mgrate to the dam  The results of
the study were inconclusive because of the few fish tagged
and Rhysmal condi tions encountered durln%_the study which
were high flows, cold water, and high turbidity.

The Obtj ective of the second year (1985) of the study was to
evaluate the passage of fall chinook_ sal nmon, However ,
sampling of returning adults was discontinued in_ Novenber
1985 because insufficient nunbers were returning to the
river to allow eval uation. The results were, therefore,
i nconcl usi ve.

The studies undertaken in 1985 did not consider steelhead.
Instead, the npvenents of the 1981 and 1982 fall  chinook
broods of upriver brights returning to the Umatilla River
were nonitored to identify mninmum flows required for
Pass_age and flows at which” passage occurs. The study was
ermnated on Novenber 15 due to inadequate returns of fish.
Stream flows were nonitored through Decenber 31 to docunent
flow conditions present when returning adults were
anticipated. Thus, an evaluation of channel ~nodifications

was not possible.

2. Comments
A Availability of Documents

L, re all n vailable for review
Yes.
B.  Habitat
L Wre limting factors discussed in detail
Yes. The limting factor appears to be reduced
flow because of jirrigation diversions. The basis

for channel nodifications was because of a series
of bedrock drops and blind channels which inpeded

PAGE 3 F: 83-834b
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passage at flows less than 200 CFS. However, the
experimented data on which this was based were not
presented.

2. the pre-proiect amount of habitat antified
in terms of spawning or rearing habitat
Not applicable (N/A)

3. Were predicted changes in habitat guantified in

awnin or rearin habitat s that
estimates of fish can be made
N/A

Fish

1 Were the target species clearly identified
Summer steelhead and fall chinook.

2. Were predictions of chanqe in oumbers of each
target species based on _gquantified changes in
habitat
No predictions were made regarding habitat.

3. 1§ the predicted change in numbers of fish was
based on adults, were the survival rates clearly
stated for conversion from smolt or juvenile to
adult
N/A

4. Was hatchery supplementation discussed
Yes. Summer steelhead, tule fall chinook, and
upriver bright fall chinook were mentioned.

Economic

1.

Were all project costs included in documents

a. Planning/Design - These were included in
related projects.

b. Construction - These were included in related

documents.
C. Evaluation Yes
d. Operation & Maintenance No.

F: 83-834b -
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PAGE 5

e. Qther Contributed Funds - Funds for design
construction were i ncluded under other
proj ect nunmbers

Wat was the dol lar value of the target species

baaed on
N A
Was  the tinme when the benefits would start

det erm ne4

Yes, the authors thought there wou

|d be sufficient
fish for an evaluation fromthe 1982

pl anting.
Wis the effective life of the pro ject clearly

stat ed

No.

F: 83-834b
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CONTRACT NUMBER:
FROJECT NUMBER:
PROJECT NAME:

STREAM(S) & -
SUBBASIN NAME:
LOCATION: STATE:

‘TYFE OF PROJECT:

SUMMARY OF HABITAT IMFROVEMENT FROJECT WORK AND BENEFITS.

DPE-AI179-84BF 18008

84-10 RELATED PROJECT NUMBERS: 83-4363 83-434 (Corps); 83-434 (ODFW)
A Comprehensive Flan for Rehabilitation of Anadromous Fish Stock in the

Umatilla River Basin

Umatilla TARGET SPECIES:

Oregon COUNTY: Umatilla
INSTREAM PASSAGE ____ PONDS PLAN/ INVENTORY _x _
SIDE CHANNEL RIPARIAN

PUBLISHED IN: Natural propagation and habitat improvement, Volume I: Oregon, Annual and

Final Report 1984 (January 1986).
CONTRACTOR: Oregon Department of Fish & Wildlife TYPE: FEDERAL _X STATE TRIBE PRIVATE
PROJ. LEADER: Raymond Boyce

SUBBASIN NUMBER:

EPA STREAM SEG./MILE CODE:

STREAM ORDER:

BEGINNING DATE:
COMPLETION DATE:
FRESENT STATUS:

PROJECT LIFE (YEARS):

FISH PRODUCED FER

UNIT OF HABITAT
PRE-PROJECT POST-PROJ. PREDICTED ACTUAL

HABITAT DESCRIFTION CONDITIONS CONDITIONS CHANGE CHANGE FREDICTED _ACTUAL

SPAWNING AREA

(s@. YD.)

REARING AREA (SQ. YD.)
TOTAL USABLE AREA (SQ.YD.)}

STREAM LENGTH

(MILES)

POOL/RIFFLE RATIO
FONDS (NO. % TOTAL ACREAGE)

SIDE CHANNELS
RIPARIAN
AREA (ACRES)

(SQ@. YD.)

STREAM LENGTH (MILES)
DOWNSTREAM IMPACT (MILES)
WATER TEMP. (DEG. C.)

SEDIMENT

- —————

FISH PRODUCTION (NUMBERS)

SPECIES CODExX
ADUL.T: summer steelhead = _____ 1,861 2 2,965-5,229 1,104-3, 368=
fall chinook  _____ T " 5.208-11,920 5,208-11,926 _____
spring chinook  _____. - 603“2. 4560 603"2! 460

% USE CODE IN REFDRT ON STOCK ASSESSMENT OF COLUMBIA RIVER ANADROMOUS SALMONIDS
1 Average for 1966/67-1982/83 ’
2 The ranges reflect the different alternatives

PAGE 1 F: 84-10
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SUMMARY OF HABITAT IMPROVEMENY PROJECT COSTS

CONTRACT NUMBER: DE-AI79-84BF18008
FROJECT NUMBER: 84-10

FPROJECT NAME: A Comprehensive FPlan for Rehabilitation of Anadromous Fish Stocks in the
Umatilla River Basin

SUBBASIN NAME: Umatilla TARGET SFECIES:

LOCATION: STATE: Oregon COUNTY: Umatilla

TYPE OF PROJECT: INSTREAM ____ PASSAGE ____ FONDS ____ PLAN/INVENTORY _X
SIDE CHANNEL _ __ RIPARIAN __

BEGINNING DATE:
ENDING DATE:

PRESENT STATUS:
PROJECT LIFE (YEARS):

INITIAL COSTS CONTINUING COSTS

PREDICTED (BUDGET) ACTUAL (INVOICES) TOTAL REDICTED
FY PLAN/DGN. CONST. EvAL . PLAN/DGN. CONST. EVAL . PRED. ACTUAL OFER&MAINT MONIT. OPERXMAINT MONIT,
1982
1983 )
1984 $40,022= $36,744=
1985 $43,057,450-%$136, 084,450
1986
OTHER?®
TOTAL $40,022 $43,057,450-%136,084, 450 ; $36,744 $445,831-480,932

iContributed Funds

*The predicted and actual planning/design costs for this report seem low for the amount of material
presented. In addition, there were five cooperating agencies, but we do not have documents or costs for
them. Also, we do not have the 5 year rehabilitation plan developed by the tribes and ODFW in 1984, or
costs/reports by other agencies such as Bureau of Reclamation.

*The costs for power for the pumping alternatives and for hatcheries were not included.

DISCOUNTED BENEFITS TO COSTS RATIO CALCULATION.
DISCOUNT RATE (%)

PREDICTED ACTUAL
YEARS DISCOUNTED DISCOUNTED YEARS DISCOUNTED DISCOUNTED
OCCURRING BENEFITS BENEFITS CcosTs coSTS OCCURRING BENEFITS _BENEFITS cosTS COSTS
B s =omsmTssm==m=s= EEENCNTSISENISIRIEIS EEESISTIEITIE == ImmmITimImIEISE=s i
TOTAL TOTAL
DISCOUNTED BENEFITS : DISCOUNTED COSTS DISCOUNTED BENEFITS : DISCOUNTED COSTS

FAGE 2 F: 84-10
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SUMVARY

1. Abst ract

This project was a conprehensive plan for rehabilitation_of
anadronous fish stocks in the Umatilla River Basin. The
stocks of primary interest are sunmer steel head and fall and
SP“nFq chi nook. ° |t was devel oped by the Oregon Departnent
0 sh and WIldlife in cooperation with federal agencies
and Indian tribes, and was intended as a supplenent to the 5
year plan developed by the tribes and CDFWin 1984, The

report =~ discussed “factors |Imtln(t:] anadromous  fish
production, including stream flow and tenperature, passage
restrictions, lack of adequate fish screening at irrigation
di versi ons, and degradation of riparian “and inStream
habi t at . The = plan delineated fTlow enhancenent and

rehabilitation options and associ ated costs for specific
projects. A benefit-cost analysis was not conducted.

2. Comment s
A, Availability of Documents

L Were all docunents available for review

No. The 5-year rehabilitation plan was not
~ NVFS reports on their use of the I[FIM
were not availability.
B. Habi t at

1 Wre lintino factors discussed in detail

Yes, but the elimnation of the factors that
originally limted steelhead and chinook in the
basin, such as |low flow and diversions, may not

result in the predicted returns. Qther factors
na¥/ prevent he ability to re-establish runs to
l'evel s predicted.

2. Was the pro-project anount of habitat auantified
In terns of soawnina or rearina habitat

| FIM studies were used as a main technique. These
studi es were conducted in 1980 or 1981. Si nce
t hen met hodol ogi es have i nproved. These studies
should be reviewed, to detect any major problens
and to review suitability curves. I'n adadition,
rel at|onsh|>P_ between fish and WJA was used to
achi eve maxi numsnolt production which appeared to
be used to estimate required adults. These

PACE3 F: 84-10
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F:

estimates of adul ts seemed optinistic based on the
information avai lable for review

3. Wre predicted changes in habitat auantified in
terns of Spawning or rearina habitat so that
estimites of fish can be nmde
See: 2. above.

Fi sh

L. Were the taraet species clearly identified
Yes. Fall and spring chinook and summer steel head
were identified; coho was also nentioned but no
ext ensi ve discussion followed.

2. Were oredictions of chanae in_ nunbers of each

araet soeci es based on auantified changesin
habi t at

The 1FIM was used but the study was not avai 1 able
for review

3. [f the predicted chanae in nunbers of fish was
pared on adults. were the survival rates clearly
stated for conversion fromonolt or iuven e to
adul t
Yes, but the estimates did not provide confjdence
intervals and were based on studies primarily in
other basins.

4, \Was hat chery suppl enentation di scussed
Yes. Hatchery releases were discussed. The
success of the program depends on extensive
hat chery suppl enentation since natural runs are
very |ow especially for chinook

Econoni ¢

L Were all project costs included in docunents
a. Planni ng/ Design - Mbst appear to be included

in other reports under the sane contract 84-
10 (s== c. bel ow).
h. Construction - Yes.
84-10
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c. Evaluation - No evaluation costs were
identified but the need for evaluation was
noted.

d. Operation % Maintenance - Yes, but costs for
hatcheries did not appear to be included;
also, the cost of power for the pumping
alternative was not included.

e. Other Contributed Funds — There appeared to
be considerable effort by many agencies and
references to other studies in the planning

stage.
What was he dollar value of the target species
based on
Value was not placed on fish and a benefit/cost
analysis was not done.
Was the time when the benefits would start
determined
Times were included for implementation and
completion of each project. Also, time to and
amount of adult fish for a number of hatchery
releases was delineated.
Was the effective life of the project clearly
stated
No. Channel and dam modifications have long-term
benefits if they work, but instream or riparian
work will be considerably shorter. Effective life
in terms of years was not included.

84-10
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SUMMARY OF HABITAT IMFROVEMENT FROJECT WORE AND BENEFITS.

CONTRACT NUMBER: DE-AI79-83BF11898

FROJECT NUMBRER: 83-392 RELATED FROJECT NUMBERS:
FROJECT NAME: Feavine Creek Spawning Habitat Improvement STREAM(S): Feavine Creek
SUBRBRASIN NAME: Grande Ronde River TARGET SFECIES: summer steelhead
LOCATION: STATE: Oregon COUNTY: Wallowa
TYPE OF FROJECT: INSTREAM _X FASSAGE ____ FONDS

SIDE CHANNEL RIPARIAN _X

FUELISHED IN: Natural propagation and habitat improvement, Vol. 1 Oregon, Annual & Final Reports
1984 (January 1986).

CONTRACTOR: USFS — Wallowa-Whitman TYPE: FEDERAL _X STATE ___ TRIBE ___ PRIVATE —_—

PROJ. LEADER: Rod Miller

SUBBASIN NUMBER:

EFA STREAM SEG./MILE CODE:

STREAM ORDER:

BEGINNING DATE: January 23, 1984
COMPLETION DATE: March 31, 1985
PRESENT STATUS: Ongoing (?)

PROJECT LIFE (YEARS): &0

FISH FRODUCED FER
UNIT OF HABITAT

PRE~-PROJECT POST~PROJ. PREDICTED ACTUAL

HABITAT DESCRIFTION CONDITIONS CONDITIONS _ CHANGE  _CHANGE PREDICTED _ACTUAL _
SPAWNING AREA (S@. YD.) 39% of potertial @ _______ " 7" e e
REARING AREA (S@. YD.) 1% poo = __________ _ T
TOTAL USABLE AREA (SQ@.YD.) — _
STREAM LENGTH (MILES) Froject Area - 4.5 4.5 —— e
POOL/RIFFLE RATIO __50/50 - -

FONDS (NO. & TOTAL ACREAGE) . - - -
SIDE CHANNELS (S@. YD.)

RIPARIAN e
AREA (ACRES) - -
STREAM LENGTH (MILES) 2132, 758 2203;2.75F _ -

DOWNSTREAM IMPACT (MILES)
WATER TEMF. (DEG. C.)
SEDIMENT - ———

Planted
ZFenced

FISH PRODUCTION (NUMBERS)

SFECIES CODEX
ADULT: steelhead spawners ST.56 102
steelhead catch 153

¥ USE CODE IN REPORT ON STOCK ASSESSMENT OF COLUMBIA RIVER ANADROMOUS SALMONIDS



SUMMARY OF HARITAT IMFROVEMENT FROJECT COSTS

CONTRACT NUMBER: DE-A179-83BP11898

FROJECT NUMBER: B83~-392

PROJECT NAME: Feavine Creek Spawning Habitat Improvement

SUBRASIN NAME: Grande Ronde River
LOCATION: STATE:Oregon

TARGET SPECIES: summer steelhead
COUNTY: Wallowa

TYPE OF PROJECT: INSTREAM _X _ PASSAGE PONDS

SIDE CHANNEL RIFARIAN _X

BEGINNING DATE: January 23, 1984
ENDING DATE: March 31, 1985
PRESENT STATUS: Ongoing (?)
PROJECT LIFE (YEARS): &0

INITIAL COSTS CONTINUING COSTS
—___  PREDICTED (BUDGET) ACTUAL (INVOICES) TOTAL FPREDICTED ACTUAL
FY ELAN/DGN. _CONST. EVAL. FLAN/DGN. CONST. EVAL. FRED. ACTUAL _ OPERXMAINT MONIT. OFER&MAINT MONIT.

1982

1983 $73,700 = 875,301 =
1984
1985
1986
OTHER? 2,000 2,000
o
& TOTAL $75,700 $77,301
g

1Contributed Funds

Zgufficient detail was not available to separate total predicted or actual costs into plan/dgn., const., or eval.

DISCOUNT RATE (%) _4

DISCOUNTED BENEFITS TO COSTS RATIO CALCULATION.

FREDICTED ACTUAL
YEARS DISCOUNTED DISCOUNTED YEARS DISCOUNTED DISCOUNTED
OCCURRING BENEFITS BENEFITS COSTS cosTS OCCURRING BENEFITS _BENEFITS COSTS COSTS
0 $0 $0 $737,000 $737,000
1-59 - - $1,000/yr. 22,528 $75, 301
10-60 20,000/yr. 290,252
30 31,000 9,558
1+ 3t 13 -+t -+ 4§ + 1 3 =S ===m=x =ESmEE=Es 3+t ====s=====
TOTAL $290, 252 $105,786 TOTAL
DISCOUNTED BENEFITS : DISCOUNTED COSTS _2.7:1 DISCOUNTED BENEFITS : DISCOUNTED COSTS

DARE 2 F: A3-392 <
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SUMVARY

L Abst ract

The planned instream devices, riparian fencing and riparian
planting, were conpleted as planned except for sonme fencing
that 15§ “pro%lres& ng as planned”. There have been no
failures. | noney assigned to the project has been
expended plus $1,602 added to cover an overrun. The project
area conprises 4.5 mles of the 5.35 m_|e minstem of
Peavine Creek. = St has the highest priority fromthe
managenent agencies for enhancement " treatment in the Gande
Ronde system

51 structures were installed, 75,000 plantings of willow,
cottonwood, alder and apple seedlings were made, and 6.2
mles of fence constructed. A detailed nonitoring plan for
future inplenentation by the Forest Service was devel oped.

2. Comments
A Availabilitv of Docunents

1 Wre all documents available for review

Yes. However, the balance sheet indicates an

uni denti fied 94,529 sent sonewher e for
"resol ution"
B. Habi t at
L re liniting factors di in detail
H gh water tenperature in summer was given as the
primary limting factor. 8= F is considered
optimum high tenperature, but  pre-project

tenperatures were not given.

2. Wis the ore-oroiect ampunt of habitat auantified
In terns of spawning or rearina habitat

No.

3. were predicted changes in habitat auantified in
terns of spawing or rearina habitat so that
estimates of fi1sh can be nade

No. Estimates of increased nunbers of adults wer
based on 1966 and 1980 redd counts applied t
predicted i nproved conditions.

PAGE3 F 83-392
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'AGE 4

Fish

1. ere e target species clearly identified
Yes. Summer steelhead.

2. i i of change in numbers of each
target species based on qguantified changes in
habitat
No. Estimates of potential redd numbers made from
a ratio of current percent shading to future
percent shading multiplied by the number of redds
needed to achieve 1966 base year level. Assumed 2
adults per redd.

3. If the predicted change in numbers of fish was
based gn adults, were the survival rates clearly
stated for conversion from smolt or Jjuvenile to
adult ’

No smolt estimates made.

q, Was hatchery supplementation discussed
No.

Economic

1. Were all project costs included in documents
a. Planning/Design Not specified.

b. Construction - Yes. No funds were specified
for other phases although some were
discussed.

Ce. Evaluation - No.

d. Operation & Maintenance - $1000/year included

in B/C calculations.

e. Other Contributed Funds - $2,000 Forest

Service for EA in FY 82

2. What was the dollar value of the target species
based on
1975 ODFW data - Dollars spent by anglers at rate
of $30.80/day.

F: 83-392
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3. s

the tine when the benefits would start

det erm ned

No. Used year 10 for benefits discounting.

4, Was

the effective life of the Project clearly

stated

No.

F. 83-392

Used 60 years for B/ C calculations
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SUMMARY OF HABITAT IMPFROVEMENT PROJECT WORK AND BENEFITS.

CONTRACT NUMBER: DE-A179-84BF17578

PROJECT NUMBER: 84-9 RELATED PROJECT NUMBERS: 84-25
PROJECT NAME: Grande Ronde Habitat Improvement — USFS
STREAM(S) : Elk and Sheep Creek
SUBBASIN NAME: Grande Ronde River TARGET SPECIES: steelhead, chinook
LOCATION: STATE: Oregon COUNTY: Wallowa
TYPE OF PROJECT: INSTREAM _X PASSAGE ___ PONDS
SIDE CHANNEL _____ RIPARIAN INVENTORY _X
PUBLISHED IN: Natural propagation and habitat improvement Vol. 1: Oregon, Annual % Final Reports 1984 (January 1986)
CONTRACTOR: USFS — Wallowa/Whitman TYPE: FEDERAL X STATE ____ TRIBE ___ PRIVATE ____

FPROJ. LEADER: Michael Collette
SUBBASIN NUMBER:

EFA STREAM SEG./MILE CODE:
STREAM ORDER:

BEGINNING DATE: July 1, 1984
COMPLETION DATE: June 30, 1986
PRESENT STATUS: Ongoing (7?)
PROJECT LIFE (YEARS):

FISH PRODUCED PER
UNIT OF HABITAT

PRE-PROJECT POST-PROJ. PREDICTED ACTUAL

HABITAT DESCRIPTION CONDITIONS CONDITIONS CHANGE CHANGE _ PREDICTED _ACTUAL
SPAWNING AREA (S@. YD.)

REARING AREA (S@. YD.)

TOTAL USABLE AREA (SQ.YD.)

STREAM LENGTH (MILES) _
POOL/RIFFLE RATIO T44:563
PONDS (NO. & TOTAL ACRERGE) o o o o o
SIDE CHANNELS (S@. YD.)

RIPARIAN
AREA (ACRES)
STREAM LENGTH (MILES) 5.93;2.012

DOWNSTREAM IMPACT (MILES)
WATER TEMP. (DEG. C.?
SEDIMENT

FISH PRODUCTION (NUMBERS)

SPECIES CODEX
SMOLT: chinook  _____ 59052
steel head STS56 1593 ______

% USE CODE IN REPORT ON STOCK ASSESSMENT OF COLUMBIA RIVER ANADROMOUS SALMONIDS
igheep Creek only
ZElk Creek only

PAGE 1 F: 84-9



SUMMARY OF HABITAT IMPROVEMENT FROJECT COSTS

CONTRACT NUMBER:
PROJECT NUMBER:

DE-AI79-84BF17578
84-9

FROJECT NAME: Grande Ronde Habitat Improvement -~ USFS

SUBBASIN NAME:Joseph Creek
LLOCATION: STATE:

TARGET SPECIES:

steelhead, chinpok

Oregon COUNTY: Wallowa
TYPE OF PROJECT: INSTREAM _X PASSAGE . PONDS ___

SIDE CHANNEL ___ RIPARIAN ___ INVENTORY X
BEGINNING DATE: July 1, 1984
ENDING DATE: June 30, 1986
PRESENT STATUS: Ongoing (?)
FROJECT LIFE (YEARS):

INITIAL COSTS

FY
7
1983
1984
1985
1986

Z OTHER*

(O%]

CONTINUING COSTS

—_ __PREDICTED(BUDGET) — ACTUAL (INVOICES) ___ __  _ TOTAL
FLAN/DLN. _LCUNST. — _EVAL.  _ FLAN/DGN.

CONST, EVAL . PRED.

FREDICTED ACTUAL
OFER&MAINT _MONIT. OFER&MAINT MONIT.

ACTUAL

$40,4022 $39,841=

° roTAL

iContributed Funds

Z#These funds appear to have been bud
casts into plan/dgn. or const.

DISCOUNT RATE (%)

$40, 402

geted and expended during FY 1984.

$39,841

Sufficient detail was not provided to separate

DISCOUNTED BENEFITS TO COSTS RATIO CALCULATION.

FPREDICTED ACTUAL
— DISCOUNTED DISCOUNTED YEARS DISCOUNTED DISCOUNTED
OCCURRING BENEFITS BENEFITS CasTs COSTS OCCURRING BENEFITS BENEFITS COSTS COSTS
s =SEmmmmmme 3 2 £ 1 1 -+ 3+ 3+ 7 1 T ==SmExsmsms e+ -+ 3+ + 1
TOTAL TOTAL

DISCOUNTED BENEFITS :

DISCOUNTED COSTS

PAGE 2 F: 84-9
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SUMMARY

Abstract

A detailed habitat inventory by 250 ft. segments was made on
3.15 miles of Sheep Creek and 4.36 miles on the Upper Grande

Ronde. The field data sheets were included in an appendix.
The information was used to recommend unspecified
improvements.

Fermanent cross sections (25) were "installed and read" in
Sheep Creek for a basis for future monitoring after
installation of devices. Electro-fishing was done (but no

data were included in the reports) to estimate salmonid
populations.

Smolt production estimates were based on fish numbers per
structure and the installation of 123 structures and
riparian planting of 10,000 lineal feet on Sheep Creek. The
source of the production per structure data was:
"environmental assessment for anadromous fish habitat
enhancement on the Umatilla National Forest portion of the
Umatilla drainage - Appendix VII".

Elk Creek work consisted of the installation of 40
structures within a one mile section including: log and
gabion weirs and an "artificial" boulder.

Comments

A. Availability of Documents

1. Were all documents available for review

The 1984 Annual Report, the contract agreement and
expenditure forms were available. Work statements
and budgets for FY 84 and/or before were not
available.

B. Habitat
1. Were limiting factors discussed in detail

No.

2. Bas the pre-proiect amount of habitat quantified
in 4 ‘ = - habitat

No. Although the information to do so may be in
the detailed habitat survey sheets, it has not
been summarized in a useful form.

FAGE 3 F: 84-9 -
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3. Were predicted changes in habitat quantified in
terns of spaming ho or rearing habitat so that
estimates of fish can be nade
No. (see B.2.)

Fi sh

L. Were the target species clearly identified
Yes.  Chinook sal non and steel head trout

2. Were predictions of change in nunbers of each

arget species based on quantified changes iIn
habi t at

Yes - on increased pool surface area per structure
and fish per area froman EA on Umati 11 a Forest
portion of Umatilla River Drainage.

3. [f the predicted change in nunbers of fish was
based on adults. were the survival rates clearly
stated for conversion fromsnolt or juvenile to
adul t
No prediction of adults was made.

4. s hatchery supplenentation discussed
Not di scussed, but nentioned as an assunption that
use of  hatchery supplenentation would be a
successful managenent practice.

Econoni ¢

L. Were all project costs included in docunents
a Pl anni ng/ Design - Yes, but not separately.

b Construction - Yes, but not separately.
C. Eval uation - No
d Qperation & Maintenance - No
e. G her Contributed Funds - No
2. Wat was the dollar value of the target species

pased on
No dol | ar values considered in this report.

F: 84-9
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3. Was the time when the benefits would start
determined

Not mentioned.

4, Was the effective life of the project clearly
stated

Not mentioned.

FAGE S F: 84-9
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SUMMARY OF HABITAT IMFROVEMENT FROJECT WORE AND BENEFITS.
CONTRACT NUMBER:

FPROJECT NUMBER: 84-9 RELATED PROJECT NUMBERS:

FPROJECT NAME: Grande Ronde Habitat Improvement STREAM(S): Swamp and Chisnimnus Creek
SUBBASIN NAME: Grande Ronde TARGET SPECIES:

LOCATION: STATE: Oregon COUNTY: Wallowa

TYPE OF PROJECT: INSTREAM FASSAGE ____ FONDS

SIDE CHANNEL RIFARIAN
PUBLISHED IN:
CONTRACTOR: TYPE: FEDERAL. ____ STATE ____ TRIBE __ FRIVATE ___
PROJ. LEADER:
SUEBBASIN NUMBER:
EFA STREAM SEG./MILE CODE: _____ _____ _____ _____ _ L
STREAM ORDER: T
BEGINNING DATE:
COMFLETION DATE:
FRESENT STATUS: Fostponed — not implemented prior to FY 1985.
PROJECT LIFE (YEARS):

FISH FPRODUCED FER

SUNIT OF HARITAT
FRE-PROJECT FPOST-FROJ. PREDICTED  ACTUAL
HABITAT DESCRIFTION CONDITIONS CONDITIONS __ CHANGE CHANGE FREDICTED _ACTUAI

SPAWNING AREA (SQ@. YD.)
REARING AREA (S5Q. YD.)
TOTAL USABLE AREA (S@.YD.)
STREAM LENGTH (MILES)
FOOL/RIFFLE RATIO
FONDS (NO. & TOTAL ACREAGE)
SIDE CHANNELS (S@. YD.)
RIPARIAN
AREA (ACRES)
STREAM LENGTH (MILES)
DOWNSTREAM IMPACT (MILES)
WATER TEMF. (DEG. C.)
SEDIMENT

EISH PRODUCTION (NUMRERS)
SPECIES CODEX

JUVENILE:
SMOL.T:
ADUL.T:

¥ USE CODE IN REFORT ON STOCK ASSESSMENT OF COLUMBIA RIVER ANADROMOUS SALMONIDS

PAGE 1 F: 84-9b
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SUMMARY OF HABITAT IMPROVEMENT PROJECT WORK AND BENEFITS.

DE-AI179-84BF16114
84-25

CONTRACT NUMBEF:
PROJECT NUMBER:
PROJECT NAME:

STREAMS: Elk and Swamp Creeks
SUBBASIN NAME: Joseph Creek
LOCATION: STATE: Oregon COUNTY:

INSTREAM _X
SIDE CHANNEL

TYPE OF PROJECT: PASSAGE PONDS

RIPARIAN _X

PUBLISHED IN:
Final Reports 1984 (January 1986)

CONTRACTOR: ODFW TYPE:

PROJ. LEADER: William T. Noll

SUBBASIN NUMBER:

EPA STREAM SEG./MILE CODE:

RELATED PROJECT NUMBERS:
6rande Ronde Habitat Improvement Project:

TARGET SFECIES:

Natural propagation and habitat improvement. Vol. 1:

FEDERAL STATE _X

84-9
Joseph Creek Drainage

summer steelbhead

Wallowa

Oregon. Annual and

TRIBE PRIVATE

STREAM ORDER:

BEGINNING DATE:
COMPLETION DATE: June 30,
PRESENT STATUS: Ongoing
PROJECT LIFE (YEARS): 10+

1984
1985
)

July 1,

PRE-PROJECT

HABITAY DESCRIPTION
SPAWNING AREA (SQ. YD.)

CONDITIONS

FISH PRODUCED FER
UNIT OF HABITAT

POST-PROJ. PREDICTED ACTUAL
CONDITIONS CHANGE CHANGE FREDICTED ACTUAL

REARING AREA (S5QG. YD.)

TOTAL USABLE AREA (5B.YD.)

STREAM LENGTH (MILES)

POOL/RIFFLE RATIO

FONDS (NO. & TOTAL ACREAGE)

SIDE CHANNELS (S&. YD.)
RIPARIAN

AREA (ACRES)

33.5 15.7 (Adult)

STREAM LENGTH (MILES) 15

10*: 15=

DOWNSTREAM IMPACT (MILES)

WATER TEMP. (DEG. C.)

SEDIMENT

FISH PRODUCTION (NUMBERS)

SPECIES
summer steelhead

CODEX
ST S6

ADULT:

* Planting
2 Fencing

525

¥ USE CODE IN REPORT

PAGE 1 F: 84-25
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SUMMARY OF HARITAT IMFROVEMENT PROJECT COSTS

CONTRACT NUMBER: DE-AI79-84BP16114
PROJECT NUMBER: 84-25
PROJECT NAME: 6rande Ronde Habitat Improvement Project: Joseph Creek Drainage

SUBBASIN NAME: Joseph Creek TARGET SPECIES: summer steelhead
LOCATION: STATE:Oregon COUNTY: Wallowa
TYPE OF PROJECT: INSTREAM _X PASSAGE ___ PONDS _
SIDE CHANNEL ___ RIPARIAN _X
BEGINNING DATE: July 1, 1984
ENDING DATE: June 30, 1985

PRESENT STATUS: ongoing (?)
FROJECT LIFE (YEARS): 10+

INITIAL COSTS CONTINUING COSTS
PREDICTED (BUDGET) ACTUAL (INVOICES) 1OTAL PREDICTED ACTUAL
FY PLAN/DGN. _CONST. EVAL . PLAN/DGN, _CONST. EVAL. PRED, _ACTUAL  OPERXMAINT MONIT. OPER&MAINT MONIT.
1982
1983
1984 $112,067 $16,536 $112,067 $16,536
1985 $147,164 147,164 71,8522
1986
OTHER*
TOTAL $112,067 $147,164 $259,231  $88,368

3Contributed Funds
FAllocation of these funds as FPlan/Dgn. or Const. could not be determined from the documents.

DISCOUNTED BENEFITS TO COSTS RATIO CALCULATION,
DISCOUNT RATE (%) )

PREDICTED ACTUAL
YEARS DISCOUNTED DISCOUNTED YEARS DISCOUNTED DISCOUNTED
OCCURRING BENEFITS BENEFITS COSTS COSTS OCCURRING BENEFITS _BENEFITS _COSIS _casis
TOTAL TOTAL
DISCOUNTED BENEFITS : DISCOUNTED COSTS DISCOUNTED BENEFITS : DISCOUNTED COSTS

PAGE 2 F: 84-25
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SUVMVARY

1. Abstract

This project is to include private lands only on the subject
streams: = The FY 84 work was to be planning only.

and Swamp Creeks, tributaries of Joseph Creek were included.
Acconplishnents were: Pronotion of land owner awareness and
acceptance of the program preparation of riparian |ease
agreements with land ownérs; design and |ayout of rorOJ ect
areas., Riparian fencing areas (6.5 mles of streamlength)
were identified and stakeéd.

2. Comments
A Avail abilitv of Docunents

1 Were all docunents available for review

Wrk statenment, cost estimates and _expenditures,
and the 1984 Annual Report were avail able. Much
of the docunentation continues on into succeeding
fiscal years.

B, Habitat
L. Were limting factors discussed in detail

No. It 1s addressed in the generalization that
rearing habitat is linmted by lack of deep pool s
and high tenperatures occur "due to |ack of shade.
An estimate was made for the whole project area
(public and private ownership) that there is 28%
shade cover over nost streams and that it can be
increased to 70% Also estimated that pool/riffle
ratio coul d be restored to 50r50.

2. Was the pre-project anount of habitat quantified
Interns of spawning or rearing habitat

12 mles of streamwere surveyed and '...Habitat
deficiencies identified” but”the results were not
reported or quantified.

3. Wre predicted changes in habitat quantified in
ternms of saawnina or rearina habitfat so that .
estinmates of f1Sh can be made

Not here. Estimates have been nmade for increased
number of spawning adults _ from habitat
i nprovenent . These were 175 for El k and 350 for

PACE3 F 84-25
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PACE 4

Swanp Creek by 1984 based on inprovenents on
private |and onPly.

— I
(5]
=

Were the target species clearly identified

Yes.

2. Wre oredictions of change in nunbers of each
araet  species based on auantified changesin

habi t af

based on inproved spawning and rearing conditions,
but the specific conditions were not quantified in
the report.

3. If the predicted change in nunbers of fish was
pased on adults. were the survival rates clearly
stated for conversion fromsmolt or iuvenile to
adul t
No Change in nunbers of spawning adults was

gi\/en, but data on survival fromjuvenile or snolt
were not included in the report.

4. \Wis _hat chery suppl enentation discussed
No.
Econoni ¢

L. Were all project costs included in docunents

a. Pl anni ng/ Design - Yes.

b. Construction - Yes.  However, these costs
were not relevant prior to FY 85.

C. Eval uation - No.
d. Operation & Maintenance - No.
e Qther Contributed Funds - No.

2. What was the dollar value of the taraet species
based on

Not included in this report. Qher  project
documents have est i mte5 for the whole JoSeph
Creek system

F: 84-25
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3. Was the time when the bepefits would start

determined

No estimate of benefits timing made.

4. Was the effective life of the project clearly
stated

No estimate made.

FAGE S F: 84-25
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SUMIMARY OF HARITAT IMFROVEMENT FROJECT WORE _AND BENEFITS.

CONTRACT NUMBER:
PROJECT NUMBER:
PROJECT NAME:
STREAM(S) =

DE-AI179-84BP 16535
84-6/83-522
Upper Lochsa Habitat Improvement
Crooked Fork & White Sand Creeks

RELATED FROJECT NUMBERS:

83-7

SUBBASIN NAME: Clearwater River TARGET SPECIES: spring chinook, steelhead
LOCATION: STATE: Idaho COUNTY: Idaho
TYPE OF PROJECT: INSTREAM _X FASSAGE _X PONDS ___
SIDE CHANNEL RIFARIAN
PUBLISHED IN: Natural propagation and habitat improvement. Volume II-Idaho. Annual

and Final Reports 1984 (January 1986). Also: Idaho habitat evaluation
for offsite mitigation. Annual Report 1984 (July 1985).
CONTRACTOR: USFS Clearwater National Forest TYPE: FEDERAL X STATE TRIBE FRIVATE

FROJ. LEADER: F.A.
SUBBASIN NUMBER:

EFA STREAM SEG./MILE CODE:

Espinosa

STREAM ORDER:

BEGINNING DATE:

COMPLETION DATE:

PRESENT STATUS: FY 83 and B4 construction complete.
FROJECT LIFE (YEARS): Perpetuity

PRE=FROJIEET
CONDLTIONS
12,200

HABITAT DESCE
SFAWNING AREA (SG. YD.)

FISH FRODUCED FER

_UNIT OF HABITAT
FOST-FROJ:. PREDICTED:

— 4495 —

ACTUAL

REARING AREA (SO. YD.)

377,000

TOTAL USABLE AREA (SQ.YD.)

STREAM LENGTH (MILES)

— 16

FOOL/RIFFLE RATIO

FONDS (NO. & TOTAL ACREAGE)

SIDE CHANNELS (SG. YD.)

RIFARIAN

AREA (ACRES)

STREAM LENGTH (MILES)

DOWNSTREAM IMPACT (MILES)
WATER TEMF. (DEG. C.)

SEDIMENT

FISH FRODUCTION (NUMBERS)

SPECIES
spring chinook

SMOL.T:

27,000

steelhead

X USE CODE IN REFORT ON STOCK ASSESSMENT OF
* These numbers are for the FY 1984 barrier
FAGE 1

F: 84-~-64b

27,150

COLUMBIA RIVER ANADROMOUS SALMONIDS
removal on Crooked Fork only.



CONTRACT NUMEBER:
FROJECT NUMEER:
FROJECT NAME:

SUMMARY OF HABITAT IMFROVEMENT FROJECT COSTS
DE-A179-BA4BF 16535

84-6/83-522

Upper Lochsa River Habitat Improvement

DISCOUNTED BENEFITS :

FAGE

2
o

F:

B84-6&b

DISCOUNTED COSTS DISCOUNTED BENEFITS

DISCOUNTED COSTS

SUBEBASIN NAME: Clearwater River TARGET SFECIES: spring chinook, steelhead
LOCATION: STATE: Idaho COUNTY: Idaho
TYFE OF FROJECT: INSTREAM _X FASSAGE _X FONDS __
SIDE CHANNEL ___ RIPARIAN __
BEGINNING DATE:
ENDING DATE:
FRESENT STATUS: FY 83 and 84 construction complete
FROJECT LIFE (YEARS): Perpetuity
INITIAL COSTS CONTINUING COSTS
FREDICTED (BUDGET) ACTUAL (INVOICES) TOTAL FREDICTED ACTUAL.
FY FPLAN/DGN. CONST. EVAL . FLAN/DGN. CONST., EVAL . PRED. ACTUAL OPERXMAINT MONIT. OFER¥MAINT MOMIT.
1982
1983 $27,963 = $27,963 = $27,963 $27,963
1984 20,006 = $5,000 20,006 = $5,000 25,006 25, 006 $15,000 = $10,000 2
1985
1986
S OTHER®
Lﬂ ===== === == 3 =mms=== - F—3 - _—_——— —=—mmm=
© roraL $47,969 $5, 000 $47,969 $5, 000 $52, 9469 $52,9469 $15, 000 $10, 000
*Contributed Funds
ZFY 1983 costs: 1/2 of total listed for Lolo and Upper Lochsa.
SConstruction costs for FY 1984 barrier removal on Crooked Fork
4Maintenance work done on FY 1983 structures in Crooked Fork and White Sand.
DISCOUNTED BENEFITS TO COSTS RATIO CALCULATION.
DISCOUNT RATE (%)
FREDICTED ACTUAL
YEARS DISCOUNTED DISCOUNTED YEARS DISCOUNTED DISCOUNTED
OCCURRING BENEFITS BENEFITS COSTS CasTsS QCCURRING BENEFITS BENEFITS COSTS COSTS
TOTAL TOTAL
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SUMMARY

Abstract

During FY 1983 a total of 198 conifer trees was felled and
anchored (120 on Crooked Fork and 78 on White Sand Creek)
and a total of 63 debris jams were anchored in both creeks.
Ice Jjams totally removed 36 of the structures with live and

anchored trees suffering the worst damage. Total failure
rate for both debris and live trees was 20%Z in the first
year. In a comparison of the number of trees felled and

those actively scouring, 677 of the 198 trees were not
scouring. The failure rate for anchored debris was 417%.

Stream surveys revealed that a total of twelve wmigration
barriers blocked adult salmon and steelhead from .93 acres
of spawning area and 78 acres of rearing area in upper
Crooked Fork. At some flows partial summer steelhead
passage was achieved. During FY 1984 a fish passage
consultant was retained to establish drilling and blasting
locations at the barriers. A total of 252 shot holes were
drilled at the 12 barriers. In most cases rest pools were
created at each barrier. However, problems were encountered
at barrier #& where the blast created a higher falls.
Additional blasting created a jump pool, but natural
scouring may deepen the pool. Some of the barriers will
have to be re-evaluated to determine if additional work is
needed to provide upstream passage of adult salmon and
steelhead.

Comments
A. Availability of Documents
1. Were all documents available for review
Wor k statements, contract agreements, and
expenditure summaries were not available for FY
1983. Only annual and evaluation reports were

available.

All documents were available for FY 1984 Crooked
Fork barrier removal.

B. Habitat

1. Were limiting factors discussed in _detail

Limiting factors addressed by the FY 1983 work
included: poor pool quality, lack of bank cover,
poor pool/riffle ratio and low diversity. Chinook

PAGE 3 F: 84-6b
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sPawni ng habitat may also be Iim',tin?, ~ Review of
streamsurvey data was given as jusfification for
t hese conl i s1ons.

Also FY 1984 work dealt with falls and cataracts
whi ch (E)recl uded nearly all fish passage to upper
Crooked Fork.

2. Wias the pre-project anount of habitat auantified
In terns of spawning or rearing habitat
No. Estimates of habitat avail able wupstream of
the passage barrier were made.

3 Were predicted changes in habitat quantified in
terns of spanwng or rearing habitat so fhat
estimtes of fish can be nmade
Yes - See B-2.

Fi sh

L. Were the tarqget species clearly identified
Yes.  Spring chinook and summer steel head.

2. Were oredictions of change in _nunbers of each
argef species based on quantified changes I n
habi't at
Possi bly, however, ~ the source or nmethod of
cal culation was not given.

3. [f the predicted change in nunbers of fish was
based on adults. were the survival rates clearly
stated for conversion fromsmol t or Tuvenile to

s
No prediction of adults.

4, Was hatchery suppl ementation discussed
The potential was mnentioned as a nethod to
accelerate full usage of the area made _available,
but costs and inplenentation were not discussed.

Econoni ¢

L. Wre all project costs included in docunents
a. Pl anni ng/ Desi gn - No.

F: 84-6b
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F:

b. Construction - Yes.
C. Evaluation - Yes.
d. Operation & Maintenance - For one vyear only.

e. Other Contributed Funds - None.

What was the dollar value of the target species
based on

No dollar values or B/C calculations were
included.

Was the time when the benefits woyld start
determined

See D.2. above.

Was the effective life of the oproiject rlearly
stated

No implied a perpetuity.

84-6b
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SUMHARY OF HABITAT IMFROVEMENY FROJECT WORK AND BENEFITS.

CONTRACT NUMBER: DE-AI79-84BF163535

PROJECT NUMBER: 84-6 & 83-522 RELATED PROJECT NUMBERS: 83-7
PROJECT NAME: Lolo Creek Habitat Improvement STREAM(S): Lolo Creek
SUBBASIN NAME: Clearwater River TARGET SPECIES: spring chinook, summer steelhead
LOCATION: STATE: Idaho COUNTY: Idaho
TYPE OF PROJECT: INSTREAM _X___ PASSAGE ____ FONDS
SIDE CHANNEL RIPARIAN

FUBLISHED IN: Natural propagation and habitat improvement. Vol. III: Idaho Annual and Final Reports
1982/83 (April 1984). Vol. II: Idaho. Annual and Final Reports 1984 (January 1986) .
Also: Idaho habitat evaluation for offsite mitigation record. Annual Report 1984.

CONTRACTOR: USFS - Clearwater N.F. TYPE: FEDERAL _X STATE ___ TRIBE ____ PRIVATE

PROJ. LEADER: Al Espinosa, Jr.

SUBBASIN NUMBER:

EFPA STREAM SEG./MILE CODE:

STREAM ORDER: 7

BEGINNING DATE: 1983

COMPLETION DATE: 1988

FPRESENT STATUS: FY 83 and 84 construction complete

PROJECT LIFE (YEARS):

FISH FRODUCED FER
UNIT OF HABITAT

PRE-PROJECT POST-PROJ. PREDICTED ACTUAL

HABITAT DESCRIPTION CONDITIONS CONDITIONS CHANGE CHANGE FREDICTED ACTUAL
SPAWUNING AREA (S@. YD.) 48-68k 58,000
REARING AREA (SQ. YD.) 190-290k 240,000
TOTAL USABLE AREA (SQ.YD.)
STREAM LENGTH (MILES) 11
POOL/RIFFLE RATIO 23:77 90: 50

PONDS (NO. % TOTAL ACREAGE)

SIDE CHANNELS (SQ. YD.)

RIFPARIAN

AREA (ACRES)

STREAM LENGTH (MILES)

DOWNSTREAM IMPACT (MILES)

WATER TEMP. (DEG. C.)

SEDIMENT

FISH PRODUCTION (NUMBERS)

SPECIES CODEXx
SMOLT: spring chinook  _____ N 10,000
steelhead = _____ 4,000

% USE CODE IN REFORT ON STOCK ASSESSMENT OF COLUMBIA RIVER ANADROMOUS SALMONIDS

PAGE 1 F: 84-6¢
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SUMMARY OF HAEBITAT IMPFROVEMENT PROJECT COSTS

CONTRACT NUMBER: DE-AI79-84BF163535
FROJECT NUMBER: B84-6 & 83-522

FROJECT NAME: Lolo Creek Habitat Improvement
SUBBASIN NAME: Clearwater River TARGET SFECIES: spring chinook, summer steelhead
LOCATION: STATE: Idaho COUNTY: Idaho
TYFE OF PROJECT: INSTREAM _X_PASSAGE ___ PONDS __
SIDE CHANNEL ____ RIPARIAN ____
BEGINNING DATE: 1983
ENDING DATE: 1988

PRESENT STATUS: FY 83 and 84 construction complete
PROJECT LIFE (YEARS):

INITIAL COSTS CONTINUING COSTS
PREDICTED (BUDGET) ACTUAL (INVOICES) I0TAL N

PREDICTED ____ _ ACTual
EY FLAN/DGN. CONST. EVAL . FLAN/DGN. _CONST,  _EvAl.  PRED. — _ACTUAL = OPERZMAINT MONIT. OQOFERZMAINT MONIT.

1983 $27,963 =2 $27,943 = $27,963 = $27,963 =

1984 39,109 $10,000 39,109 $10,000 49,109 49,109 $5, 000 $5, 000
1985

1986

OTHER?

TOTAL $67,072 $10,000 $67,072 $10,000 $77,072 $77,072 $5, 000 $5, 000

Contributed Funds
ZFY 1983 costs were 1/2 of the total listed for Lolo Cr. and Upper Lochsa Cr. in 1982/83 Annual Report.

RISCOUNTED BENEFITS TO COSTS RATIO0 CALCULATION,
DISCOUNT RATE (%)

PREDICTED ACTUAL
YEARS DISCOUNTED DISCOUNTED YEARS D1SCOUNTED DISCOUNTED
OCCURRING BENEFITS BENEFITS COSTS COSTS OCCURRING BENEFITS _BENEFITS COSTS COSTS
TOTAL TOTAL
DISCOUNTED BENEFITS : DISCOUNTED COSTS DISCOUNTED BENEFITS : DISCOUNTED COSTS

FAGE 2 F: B4-6¢
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Abstract

Based on stream survey data it
in Lol0 Creek could be inproved | _
structure and increasing the %uallty of winter habitat. = In
FY 1983, (project nunber 83-522) a total of 145 habitat
i nprovement  structures were placed in Lol0 Creek at an
aver age cost_of $I86/structure. These structures included:

k-danms, 29 log weirs; 16 lateral deflectors, 19 large
organic debris jams. 15 cedar root wads, 53 boul der
clusters, 3 bark’ cover devices and 1 pool. A total of 126
of the structures were de5|gned to enhance pool  nunber and
quality. The project extended over 8.5 mles of Lol0 Creek.

In FY 1984 (project nunber 84-6) a total of 258 structures
were constructed in Lolo. Creek” at an average cost er
structure of  $152. The FY 1984 efforts were d|rectped
towards creat i on of FOC ket _water and bank cover. The
structures used included: 7 k-ds, 4 log weirs, 7 boul der
weirs, 4 individual boulder clusters, 5 single boul ders, 183
boul der “reaches”, 1 boul der deflector, 7 cedar root wads, 7
deflector |ogs, 8 bank cover devices, 'and 73 |arge anchored
organic debris, In FY 1984, the project extended over a
di Stance of 11 mles of Lol0 G eek.

was concl uded that production
by altering the pool-riffle

A total of 342 structures were installed in 11 stream mles
of Lol0 Creek during 1983 and 1984.

Comment s
A Availahility of Docunents

L. Were all documents available for review

No. FY 1983 work statements, contract agreenents
?_nld expenditure records were mssing fromthe BPA
iles.

Annual and eval uat i on reports were avai |able for
1983, as well as, a ! docunments for 1984.

B. Habi t at
1 Were linmitinca factors discussed in detail

Pool /riffl e structure, pool qual i ty, and habi tat
diversity were rated as sub-optimal.

= F. 84-6~
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2. \Ws _ the pre-project anmount of habjtat quantified
In terns of spawnhing or rearing habitat
Ranges were estlrrated in acres and converted to
square Yards for this summry. The basis for
these estimtes was not given in detail.

3 Wre predicted changes in habitat quantified in
terns of spawning  or rearina habitat so that
estimates of fish Can be nade
Yes. Estimated changes in area of both wer gi ven
in acres and converted to square yards for “this
sunmmary .

Fi sh

L Were the target species clearly identified
Yes.  Summer steelhead and spring chinook.

2, Were oredictions of change in _nunbers of each
araet species based on (%antlfl ed changes in
nabi t at
Not clearl y. General prediction of increase of
10, 001) chinook and 4,000 steelhead smolts, but the
basis was not discussed in specific terns.

3. If the predicted change in nunbers of fish was
based on adults. were the survival rates clearly
stated for conversion fromsmolt or iuveni Te t0
adul t
Adult numbers were not predicted.

4, Was hatchery supplementation di scussed
Not in  specific terms It is apparently
consi dered and expec ed.

Econoni ¢

L [l _Proj [ ncl Ln n
a. Pl anni ng/ Design - Not separat ed.

b. Construction - Yes.
C. Eval uation - Predicted only from project
number 83-7.
F. 84-6~
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F:

d Operation & Maintenance - Yes, for FY 1984

only.
e, Other Contributed Funds - None
what was the dollar value of the target species
based on

No predictions made.

Was the time when the benefits would start
determined
No. An estimate was given as the end of the 2n<

fish life cycle.

Was the effectj life of the project clearly
stated

No. Project life was not addressed.

84-6C
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SUMMARY OF HABITAT IMFROVEMENT PROJECT WORK AND BENEFITS.

CONTRACT NUMBER: DE-AX79-84BP163535
FROJECT NUMBER: 84-6

RELATED FROJECT NUMBERS: 83-7

PROJECT NAME: Eldorado Creek Fish Passage STREAM(S): Eldorado Creek

SUBBASIN NAME: Clearwater River
LOCATION: STATE: Idaho
TYPE OF PROJECT: INSTREAM PASSAGE _X

TARGET SPECIES: spring chinook, summer steelhead
COUNTY: Idaho
PONDS

SIDE CHANNEL RIPARIAN
PUBLISHED IN: Natural propagation and habitat improvement. Vol. I1: Idaho. Annual and Final Reports

1984 (January 19846). Also:
Annual Report 1984.

Idaho habitat evaluation for offsite mitigation record.

CONTRACTOR: USFS Clearwater National Forest TYPE: FEDERAL _X STATE TRIBE PRIVATE

PROJ. LEADER: Al Espinosa, Jr.
SUBBASIN NUMBER:
EPA STREAM SEG./MILE CODE:

STREAM ORDER:
BEGINNING DATE:
COMPLETION DATE:
FRESENT STATUS:
PROJECT LIFE (YEARS):

HABITAT DESCRIFTION
SPAWNING AREA (S@. YD.)
REARING AREA (SQ. YD.)
TOTAL USABLE AREA (S@.YD.)
STREAM LENGTH (MILES)
PODL/RIFFLE RATIO
PONDS (NO. & TOTAL ACREAGE)
SIDE CHANNELS (S@. YD.)
RIFPARIAN
AREA (ACRES)
STREAM LENGTH (MILES)
DOWNSTREAM IMPACT (MILES)
WATER TEMP. (DEG. C.)
SEDIMENT

FISH PRODUCTION (NUMBERS)

SPECIES CODEX
JUVENILE: spring chinook

¥ USE CODE IN REPORT ON STOCK

FAGE 1 F: 84-6d

FISH PRODUCED PER
_UNIT OF HABITAT

PRE~-PROJECT POST-PROJ. PREDICTED ACTUAL
CONDITIONS CONDITIONS CHANGE CHANGE _ PREDICTED _ACTUAL
2,679
190-240k

200, 000-245, 000

ASSESSMENT OF COLUMBIA RIVER ANADROMOUS SALMONIDS



SUMMARY OF HABITAT IMPROVEMENT PROJECT COSTS

CONTRACT NUMBER: DE-AI79-84BP1&6335
PROJECT NUMBER: 84-6

PROJECT NAME: Eldorado Creek Fish Passage
SUBBASIN NAME: Clearwater River TARGET SPECIES: spring chinook, summer steelhead
LOCATION: STATE: Idaho COUNTY: Idaho
TYPE OF PROJECT: INSTREAM __ PASSAGE _X PONDS ____
SIDE CHANNEL _ _ RIPARIAN __

BEGINNING DATE:
ENDING DATE:

PRESENT STATUS:
PROJECT LIFE (YEARS):

INITIAL COSTS CONTINUING COSYS
PREDICTED (BUDGET) ACTUAL (INVOICES) TOTAL PREDICTED ACTUAL

EY PLAN/DGN. _CONST. EVAL . PLAN/DGN. _CONST. EVAL. PRED. _ACTUAL OPERYMAINT MONIT. OPERMAINT MONIT.
1982
1983
1984 $17,668 $5, 000 $17,668 $5,000 $22,668 $22,668
1985

O 1986

(o)) Y

S OTHER ~ .
TOTAL $17,668 $5, 000 $17,668 $5,000 $22,668 $22,668

*Contributed Funds

DISCOUNTED BENEFITS TO COSTS RATIO CALCULATION.
DISCOUNT RATE (%)

PREDICTED ACTUAL
YEARS DISCOUNTED DISCOUNTED YEARS DISCOUNTED DISCOUNTED
OCCURRING BENEFITS BENEFITS COSTS CDSTS OCCURRING BENEFITS _BENEFITS  _COSTS COSTS
=sEmImEmmmsEins= ¢+ 3+ + 4 31+ 1 ¢+ +3 i+ 3+ 3+ ¢t ¢+ 1+ 3 =SS lETSI=mEEs m—EEESEEEmEs
TOTAL TOTAL
DISCOUNTED BENEFITS : DISCOUNTED COSTS DISCOUNTED BENEFITS : DISCOUNTED COSTS

FAGE 2 F: 84-6d
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SUMMARY

Abst ract

Four naturally occurring falls_and cataracts currently limt
access of anadronous fi'sh to 7.5 mles of El dorado ~ Creek.
No chinook are known to use any of the creek but steel head
?assa e over the barrier may occur with favorable flows. |,
our barriers are within a’l/4 mle reach |ocated 1/2 mle
fromthe confluence of El dorado -Creek and Lol o Creek.

It was felt that renoval of the barrier would provide access
to substantial quantities of spawning and rearing habitat.
However, no discussion was provided of the factors currently
limting a cutthroat trout popul ation of 4,440+1,540 fish
using the area above the falls.

Sites 1, 2, and 4 were treated according to plan. Site 3, a
basal t format i on, offered resistance, to drilling and
bl asting. Rock berms were added to provide adequate™ pool
depths at site 3. Blasting at site 4 was the nost
fsulclcessful and the 12 ft. falls was reduced to 3 snall
alls.

Comment s

A Availability of Docunents
L. Wre al 1 docunents avai lable for review

Yes.
B. Habi t at

L Were linitina factors discussed in detail

Passage problem f al 1 s and cascades, preventing
accesS for all chinook and npst steelhead to
spawning and rearing area above. However, no
discussion was given on the factors linmting the
current resident trout popul ation above the falls.

2. Wis the ore-oroiect amount of habitat quantified
In terms of spawning or rearina habifat

Yes. Spawning and rearing area above the barrier
was estimated.

PACE3 F:. 84-6d
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3. VWre predicted changes in habitat quantified in
terns of spawning or rearing habitat so that
estimates of fish can be nade
Yes. Spawning and reari pgarea above the barrier
was estimted in acres.

Fi sh

L. Were the target species clearly identified
Yes. Spring chinook and summer steel head.

2. Wre predictions of change in nunbers of each
araet species based on auantified changesin
habi t at
Yes - Made in work statement but not in report.

3. [f the predicted change” in nunbers of fish was
pased on adults. were the survival rates clearly
stated for conversion fromsmlt or juvenile o
adul t
No conversion to adults done.

4. Was hatchery suppl enentation discussed
It is apparent 1y anticipated. No quantities
di scussed.

Econoni ¢

L. Were all project costs included in docunents
a. Pl anni ng/ Desi gn - No.

h. Construction - Yes.
C. Eval uation - Yes.
d. Operation & Maintenance - No.
e, QG her Contributed Funds - No.

2. Wat was the dollar value of the taraet soeci es
based on
No predictions nade.

F:



3. was  the time when the benefits would start

det erm ned
No estimate given.
4. Was the effective life of the oroiect clearly

stated
No estimate given.

PACES F 84-64



%91d

CONTRACT NUMBER:
FROJECT NUMBER:
PROJECT NAME:
SUBBASIN NAME:
LOCATION: STATE:
TYPE OF FROJECT:

FUBLISHED IN: No
CONTRACTOR: UsD
FROJ. LEADER:
SUBBASIN NUMBER:
EFA STREAM SEG./M
STREAM ORDER:
BEGINNING DATE:
COMPLETION DATE:
FRESENT STATUS:
PROJECT LIFE (YEA

HABITAT DESCRIFTI

SUMMARY OF HARITAT IMFROVEMENT FROJECT WORK AND EBENEFITS.

DE-A179-84BF16121

84-31 RELATED FROJECT NUMBERS: 84-53; 84-6
Clearwater River Habitat Enhancement STREAM(S): Lolo Creek, Lochsa, and American Rivers
Clearwater River TARGET SFPECIES: summer steelhead (str. R), chinook
Idaho COUNTY: Idaho

INSTREAM _X FASSAGE __ FONDS

SIDE CHANNEL ___ RIPARIAN _X __

report specific to this contract or work.
A For. Ser. Northern Region TYPE: FEDERAL _X STATE TRIEE PRIVATE
Rick Stowell (Nex Ferce N.F.) Al Espinosa (Clearwater N.F.)

ILE CODE:

September 1, 1984
March 31, 1986
Unknown

RS): Not given

FISH PRODUCED FER
UNIT OF HARITAT

PRE-PROJECT POST-PROJ. PREDICTED ACTUAL
ON CONDITIONS CONDITIONS CHANGE CHANGE PREDICTED ACTUAL

SPAWNING AREA
REARING AREA (
TOTAL USABLE A
STREAM LENGTH
POOL/RIFFLE RA
PONDS (NO. & T
SIDE CHANNELS
RIFARIAN
AREA (ACRES)
STREAM LENGT
DOWNSTREAM 1
WATER TEM
SEDIMENT

FISH PRODUCTION ¢

(5@. YD.)

S@. YD.)

REA (S5G.YD.)
(MILES)

TIO

OTAL ACREAGE)
(s@. YD.)

e s o b e i e

H (MILES)
MPACT (MILES)
F. (DEG. C.)

NUMBERS)

SFECIES CODE ¥

JUVENILE: ____
SMOLT:

ADULT:

¥ US

FAGE 1 F: 84-31

E CODE IN REPORT ON STOCK ASSESSMENT OF COLUMBIA RIVER ANADROMOUS SALMONIDS



CONTRACT NUMBER:

PROJECT NUMBER:

PROJECT NAME: C1

SUBBASIN NAME:
LOCATION:

STATE:

TYPE OF PROJECT:

BEGINNING DATE:

ENDING DATE:

PRESENT STATUS:
PROJECT LIFE (YEARS): Not given

—_——

SUMMARY OF HABITAT IMFROVEMENT PROJECT COSTS

DE-AI79-84P16121

84-31

earwater River Habitat Enhancement

Clearwater River TARGET SPECIES:

Idaho COUNTY: Idaho
INSTREAM _X PASSAGE PONDS
SIDE CHANNEL RIPARIAN X

September 1, 1984
March 31, 1986
Unknown

INITIAL COSTS

CONTINUING COSTS

GET) UAL (INVOICES) TOTAL PREDICTED ACTUAL
FY PLAN/DGN. _CONST, EVAL. LAN/DGN. _CONST, EVAL . PRED. ACTUAL  OPERSMAINT _MONIT. OFERYMAINT MONIL.
tesz  ~ :
1983
1984 $76,000 $56,844
1985
1986
OTHER? 108,966 108,966
TOTAL $184,966 $165,810

*Contributed Funds. USFS

DISCOUNT RATE (%)

DISCOUNTED BENEFITS 7O COSTS RATIO CALCULATION,

— o

PREDICTED

YEARS
OCCURRING BENEFITS BENEFITS COSTS €OSTS

DISCOUNTED DISCOUNTED

DISCOUNTED BENEFITS : DISCOUNTED COSTS

FAGE 2

F:

84-31

ACTUAL
YEARS DISCOUNTED DISCOUNTED
OCCURRING EBENEFITS BENEFITS COSTS COsTS

DISCOUNTED BENEFITS : DISCOUNTED COSTS
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SUMMARY
1. Abstract
No prolject reports for FY 1987 or 1984 were included.
There is a question at this point (12-8-86) if this project

number may have been discontinued and the work transferred
to another project number 84-6 or 84-5.

)

Comments
A. Availability of Documents
1. Were all documents available for review
No reports of work completed
Financial documents incomplete
B. Habitat
1 Were limiting factors discussed in detail
No. Comments were made concerning mining,
logging, and road construction, but details or

justification were not provided.

2. W 4 _ ipcs ! £ hahitat tified
in terms of spawning or rearing habitat

No discussion of habitat quantity.

3. Were predicted changes in habitat guantified in
i i habitat so that
estimates of fish can be made

No.

1. Were the target species clearly identified

Steelhead, chinook.

2. Were predictions of change in numbers of each
target species based on guantified changes in
habitat

No predictions made.

PAGE 3 F: B4-31 -
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2]

If the predicted change in numbers of fish was
based on adults, were the survival rates clearly
stated for conversion from smolt or juvenile to
adult

No predictions made.

Was hatchery supplementation discussed

No.

Economic

1.

F:

Were all project costs included in documents

a. Planning/Design - Yes, but not separately.
b. Construction - Yes, but not separately.

C. Evaluation - No.

d. Operation & Maintenance - No.

e. Other Contributed Funds - Yes.

What was the dollar value of the tarqet species
based on

No predictions made.

Was the time when the benefits would start

determined

No predictions made.

Was the effective life of the project clearly
stated '

No.

84-31
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SUMMARY OF HABITAT IMPROVEMENT PROJECT WORK AND BENEFITS.

CONTRACT NUMEER: DE-A179-84BF13381

FPROJECT NUMBER: 83-7 RELATED PROJECT NUMBERS:
PROJECT NAME: Boulder Creek Fassage STREAM(S): Boulder Creek
SUBBASIN NAME: Salmon River TARGET SPECIES: spring chinook, steelhead
LOCATION: STATE: Idaho COUNTY: Adams
TYPE OF PROJECT: INSTREAM PASSAGE _X PONDS
SIDE CHANNEL RIPARIAN
PUBLISHED IN: Idaho habitat evaluation for offsite mitigation record. Annual Report, 1984,
CONTRACTOR: IDFG TYFE: FEDERAL STATE _X TRIBE ____ PRIVATE ____

PROJ. LEADER: Terry Holubet:z

SUBBASIN NUMBER:

£PA STREAM SEG./MILE CODE:

STREAM ORDER:

BEGINNING DATE: August 1, 1984
COMPLETION DATE: September 30, 1985
PRESENT STATUS: Not implemented in 1984
PROJECT LIFE (YEARS):

FISH PRODUCED FER
UNIT OF HABITAT

PRE-PROJECT POST-PROJ. PREDICTED ACTUAL
HABITAT DESCRIPTION -CONDITIONS CONDITIONS CHANGE CHANGE PREDICTED _ACTUAL
SPAWNING AREA (S5@. YD.)
REARING AREA (S@. YD.)
TOTAL USABLE AREA (SQ.YD.)
STREAM LENGTH (MILES)
POOL/RIFFLE RATIO
FONDS (NO. & TOTAL ACREAGE)
SIDE CHANNELS (SQ. YD.)}
RIPARIAN
AREA (ACRES)
STREAM LENGTH (MILES)
DOWNSTREAM IMPACT (MILES)
WATER TEMP. (DEG. C.)
SEDIMENT

FISH FRODUCTION (NUMBERS)

SPECIES CODEX

JUVENILE:
SMOLT:
ADULT:

% USE CODE IN REPORT ON STOCK ASSESSMENT OF COLUMBIA RIVER ANADROMOUS SALMONIDS

FAGE 1 F: 83-7



CONTRACT NUMBER:
PROJECT NUMBER:

SUMMARY OF HABITAT IMFROVEMENY FROJECT COSTS

DE-A179-84BP13381
83-7

6910

PROJECT NAME: Boulder Creek Fassage
SUBBASIN NAME: Salmon River TARGET SPECIES: spring chinook, steelhead

LOCATION: STATE: Idaho COUNTY: Adams
TYFE OF PROJECT: INSTREAM PASSAGE _X _ FONDS
SIDE CHANNEL RIPARIAN

BEGINNING DATE: August 1, 1984

ENDING DATE: September 30, 1985
PRESENT STATUS: Not implemented -in 1984
PROJECT LIFE (YEARS):

INITIAL EOSTS CONTINUING COSTS

PREDICTED (BUDGET) ACTUAL (INVOICES) TOTAL PREDICTED ACTUAL
FY FLAN/DGN. CONST. EVAL . PLAN/DGN. CONST. EVAL. PRED. ACTUAL OPER&MAINT MONIT. OPERLMAINT MONIT.
1982
1983 )
1984 $26,113 $2,500 $28,613
1985 3,000 3,000
1986
OTHER *
TOTAL $29,113 $2,500 $31,613 -
1Contributed Funds
DISCOUNTED BENEFITS TO COSTS RATIO CALCULATION.
DISCOUNT RATE (%)
PREDICTED ACTUAL
YEARS DISCOUNTED DISCOUNTED YEARS DISCOUNTED DISCOUNTED
OCCURRING BENEFITS BENEFITS COSTS COSTS OCCURRING BENEFITS BENEFITS COSTS COSTS
=== ==== =SS sm==== 3+ 3+~ 1 3 __—======= s===Ess===== ===
TOTAL TOTAL

DISCOUNTED BENEFITS : DISCOUNTED COSTS DISCOUNTED BENEFITS : DISCOUNTED COSTS

FABGE 2 F: 83-7 -
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SUMMARY

Abstract

A 9 foot high bedrock falls was suspected of blocking

upstream passage of chinook and steelhead. Explosives will
be used to create two 4.5 foot drops with suitable jumping
pools to allow upstream passage of adults. No work was

completed in 1984, but was rescheduled for 1985.

The evaluation study was initiated in 1984 and reported
finding equal numbers of steelhead juveniles above and below
the falls. No age O chinook were found above the falls.
Therefore, the barrier was assumed to prevent only upstream
passage of adult chinook.

Comments
A. Availability of Documents
1. Were all documents available for review

A two page work statement with budget and a two
page evaluation study summary were available.

B.  Habitat

1. Were limiting factors discussed in detail

Stated as a natural passage barrier.

2. Was the pre—-proiect amount of habitat quantified
in terms of spawning or rearing habitat

Not done.

3. Were predicted changes in habitat quantified in
terms of spawning or rearing habitat so that
estimates of fish can be made

Not done.

1. Were the target species clearly identified

No. Stated that chinook were definitely unable to
pass the barrier.

3 F: 83-7 ‘
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Were predictions of change in _numbers of each
target species based on_quantified changes in
habitat .

Not done.

I1f the predicted change in _numbers of fish was
based on _adults, were the survival rates clearly
stated for conversion from smolt or juvenile to
adult

Not done.

Was hatchery supplementation discussed

No.

Economic

1.

F:

Were all project costs included in documents

a. Planning/Design - Not separated.
b. Construction - Not separated.

c. Evaluation - Yes.

d. Operation & Maintenance - No.

e. Other Contributed Funds — No.

What was the dollar value of the target species
based on

Not done.

Was the time when the benefits would start
determined

Not done.

Was the effective life of the project clearly
stated

Not done.

83-7
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SUMMARY OF HARITAT IMFROVEMENT FROJECT WORE _AND BENEFITS.

DE-A179-84BF13381
83-7

CONTRACT NUMEER:
FROJECT NUMBER:
FROJECT NAME:

STREAM(S) 3 Johnson, Six-bit, Two-bit, Curtis,
SUBBASIN NAME: Salmon River
LOCATION: STATE: Idaho COUNTY:
TYPE OF PROJECT: INSTREAM FASSAGE _X  FONDS

SIDE CHANNEL RIFARIAN

FUBLISHED IN: Natural propagation and habitat improvement.

RELATED FPROJECT NUMBERS:
South Fork Salmon River Tributary Fish Barrier Removal

and Dollar Creeks
TARGET SPECIES:

Valley

Vol. 11 - Idaho. Annual and

Final Reports 1984 (January 1986). Also: Idaho habitat evaluation for offsite
mitigation record. Annual Report (July 1983).
CONTRACTOR: IDFG TYFPE: FEDERAL STATE _X_ TRIEBE FRIVATE

FROJ. LEADER: Herb Follard/Terry Holubetz
SUBEBASIN NUMBRER:
EFA STREAM SEG./MILE CODE:

STREAM ORDER:

BEGINNING DATE:
COMPLETION DATE:
FRESENT STATUS:
FROJECT LIFE (YEARS):

July 1, 1984

September 30, 1986

Partial completion of 1984 construction.

FISH FRODUCED FER
UNIT OF HABITAT

PRE-PROJECT FPOST-PROJ. PREDICTED® ACTUAL

HABITAT DESCRIPTION CONDITIONS CONDITIONS _ CHANGE CHANGE  PREDICTED _ACTUAL
SFAWNING AREA (S@. YD.) 250, 000 - _
REARING AREA (S@. YD.) - 400, 000 -
TOTAL USABLE AREA (5@.YD.) -
STREAM LENGTH (MILES) 75 T

FOOL/RIFFLE RATIO

PONDS (NO. & TOTAL ACREAGE)
SIDE CHANNELS (S@. VvD.) _
RIPARIAN

AREA (ACRES)

STREAM LENGTH (MILES)

DOWNSTREAM IMPACT (MILES)

WATER TEMF. (DEG. C.)

SEDIMENT

FISH PRODUCTION (NUMBERS)

' SPECIES
JUVENILE:

CODEX

*Although not stated in documents, estimates
assumed to include change from all work for
FY 84-86.

SMOLT:

ADUL.T:

x¥ USE CODE IN REPORT ON STOCK ASSESSMENT OF COLUMBIA RIVER ANADROMOUS SALMONIDS

FAGE 1 F: 83-7b



SUMMARY OF HABITAT IMPROVEMENT PROJECT COSTS

CONTRACT NUMBER:
FROJECT NUMBER:
PROJECT NAME:
SUBBASIN NAME:

DE-AI79-84BFP13381
83-7

Salmon River

South Fork Salmon River Tributary Fish Barrier Removal
TARGET SPECIES:

LOCATION: STATE: Idaho COUNTY: Valley

TYPE OF PRDJECT: INSTREAM ____ PASSAGE _X FPONDS _
SIDE CHANNEL __ RIPARIAN _

BEGINNING DATE: July 1, 1984

ENDING DATE: September 30, 1986

PRESENT STATUS:
PROJECT LIFE (YEARS):

FPartial completion of 1984 construction.

INITIAL COSTS

CONTINUING COSTS
PREDICTED (BUDGET) ACTUAL (INVOICES) JOTAL. FREDICTED ACTUAL.

FY FLAN/DGN. CONST. EVAL . PLAN/DGN. CONST. EVAL . PRED. ACTUAL OPERYMAINT _MONIT. OFERXMAINT MONIT.
1982
1983
1984 $75,590 = $7,900 %83, 490
1985 30,000 30, 000
1986 20,000 20,000
OTHER*
TOTAL $125,590 $7,900 $133,490

iContributed Funds

ZProbably includes some plan/dgn. funds, but could not be separated as such.

DISCOUNTED BENEFITS TO COSTS RATIO CALCULATION.

DISCOUNT RATE (%)

FREDICTED ACTUAL.
YEARS DISCOUNTED DISCOUNTED YEARS DISCOUNTED DISCOUNTED
OCCURRING BENEFITS BENEFITS COSTS COSTS OCCURRING BENEFITS BENEFITS COSTS COsTS

DISCOUNTED BENEFITS :

FAGE 2 F: 8Z2~7b

DISCOUNTED COSTS

DISCOUNTED BENEFITS :

DISCOUNTED COSTS ___
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SUMMARY

Abstract

Fish migration barriers have been created by rock and other
natural debris in several tributaries to the South Fork
Salmon River. The 75 miles of stream located above these
barriers contains anadromous fish habitat. Selective
removal of debris from barriers on Johnson, Six-bit, Two-
bit, Curtis, and Dollar Creeks were proposed for FY 1984.
Delay was experienced in the NEFA compliance and work on
Dollar and Six-bit Creeks was postponed. Johnson Creek work
was only partially completed in 1984 and planned for
completion in 1985. No information was given on the status
of the work on the remaining creeks.

Comments
A. Availability of Documents

i. Were all documents available for review

Documents describing the completion of work done
with FY 1984 funds were not available.

B. Habitat

1. Were limiting factors discussed in detail

Natural passage barrier was listed as limiting
factor.

2. Was the pre-project amount of habitat quantified
in_terms of spawning or rearing habitat

No.

3. Were predicted changes in habitat guantified in
terms _of spawning or rearing habitat so that
estimates of fish can be made

Yes. However, no justification for the estimates
was given.

i. Were the target species clearly identified

No. Discussed as "anadromous fish".

PAGE 3 Fs: 83~7b
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PAGE 4

F

Were predictions of change in_ numbers of each

target species based on quantified- changes _in
habitat

Not done.

3. If the predicted change in aumbers of fish was
based on _adults, were the survival rates clearly
stated for conversion from smolt or juvenile to
adult
No predictions made.

4, Was hatchery supplementation discussed
Stocking with summer chinook was stated as a
requirement to establishing runs. No further
information was given.

Economic

1. Were all prajiect costs included in documents
a. Planning/Design - Not separately.

b. Construction - Not separately.
c. Evaluation - Yes.

d. Operation & Maintenance - No.
e. Other Contributed Funds - No.

2. What was the dollar value of the target species
based an
No estimates of fish value made.

3. Was the time when the benefits would start
determined
Not done.

4, Was the effective life of the project clearly
stated
Not done.

: 83-7b
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CONTRACT NUMBER:
PROJECT NUMBER:
PROJECT NAME:
SUBBASIN NAME:
LOCATION: STATE:
TYPE OF PRDJECT:

SUMMARY OF HABITAT IMPROVEMENT PROJECT WORK AND BENEFITS.

DE-A179-84BP14383

83-359 RELATED PROJECT NUMBERS: B84-24; 83-7
Bear Valley Creek Habitat Improvement STREAM(S): Bear Valley Creek
Salmon River TARGET SFECIES: spring chinook
Idaho COUNTY: Valley

INSTREAM X _ PASSAGE __ PONDS ___

SIDE CHANNEL X __ RIPARIAN _X

PUBLISHED IN: Natural propagation & habitat improvement. Idaho: Salmon River habitat enhancement
Annual Report 1984. (January 1986).

CONTRACTOR: Shoshone—Bannock TYPE: FEDERAL STATE

TRIBE _X _PRIVATE

FROJ. LEADER: Richard Konopacky

SUBBASIN NUMBER:

EPA STREAM SEG./MILE CODE:

STREAM ORDER:

BEGINNING DATE:
COMPLETION DATE:
PRESENT STATUS:

October 1, 1983

Fre—project evaluation complete and preferred alternative selected

PROJECT LIFE (YEARS): 50

FISH FPRODUCED FEKR
UNIT OF HABITAT

PRE-PROJECT POST-PRDJ. PREDICTED ACTUAL

HABITAT DESCRIFTION CONDITIONS CONDITIONS CHANGE CHANGE PREDICTED _ACTUAL

SPAWNING AREA

(s@. YD.) +1,000%

REARING AREA (S@. YD.)
TOTAL USABLE AREA (S@.YD.)

STREAM LENGTH

(MILES)

POOL/RIFFLE RATIO
PONDS (NO. & TOTAL ACREAGE)

SIDE CHANNELS
RIFARIAN
AREA (ACRES)

(s@. YD.) y

STREAM LENGTH (MILES)
DOWNSTREAM IMPACT (MILES)
WATER TEMP. (DEG. C.)

SEDIMENT

FI1SH FRODUCTION (NUMBERS)

SPECIES CODEX -
JUVENILE: spring chinook 18,100 - 4,093 o
SMOLT: spring chinook  _____ 3,400, 000
ADULT: spring chinook  _____ &0 8,437*

X USE CODE IN REPORT ON STOCK ASSESSMENT OF COLUMBIA RIVER ANADROMOUS SALMONIDS
! Returned females only.

PAGE 1 F: B83-359
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CONTRACT NUMBER:
FROJECT NUMBER:
FROJECT NAME:
SUEBASIN NAME:
LOCATION: STATE:
TYPE OF PROJECT:

83-359

Idaho
INSTREAM

BEGINNING DATE:
ENDING DATE:

FRESENT STATUS:
FROJECT LIFE (YEARS): 50

SIDE CHANNEL
October 1,

SUMMARY OF HAEBITAT IMFROVEMENT FROJECT COSTS

DE-A179-84BF14383

Bear Valley Creek Habitat Improvement
Salmon River

TARGET SPECIES:
COUNTY: Valley
PASSAGE ___ FONDS ___
X_ RIPARIAN _X_

spring chinook

1983

Fre-project evaluation complete and preferred alternative selected

INITIAL COSTS

CONTINUING COSTS

PREDICTED (BUDGET) ACTUAL (INVOICES) TOTAL FREDICTED ACTUAL
EY PLAN/DGN. _CONST. EVAL . PLAN/DGN. _CONST. EVAL . PRED. ACTUAL  OPERMMAINT _MONIT. OFERYMAINT MONIT.
1982
1983
1984  $425,987 $5, 000 $430,987 $434,577
1985 $469,515 469,515 469,515
1986 991,314 991,314
OTHER?
TOTAL $425,987 $1,460,829  $5,000 $1,891,816 $904,092

1Contributed Funds

DISCOUNT RATE (%)

DISCOUNTED BENEFITS TO COSTS RATID CALCULATION.

PREDICTED ACTUAL
YEARS DISCOUNTED DISCOUNTED YEARS DISCOUNTED DISCOUNTED
OCCURRING BENEFITS BENEFITS COSTS cosTSs OCCURRING BENEFITS BENEFITS COSTS COSTS

DISCOUNTED BENEFITS :

PAGE 2 F: 83-359

DISCOUNTED COSTS

DISCOUNTED BENEFITS :

DISCOUNTED COSTS



8L1d
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SUMMARY

Abstract

Work completed in FY 1984 included evaluation of existing
conditions in the project area of Bear Valley Creek,
assessment of limiting factors, alternatives design for
improvements and selection of the preferred alternative.
The preferred alternative includes construction of a 670 m
diversion channel and stabilization of the existing Bear
Valley Creek channel. The expected cost was $2.5 million
for project completion.

Fre-project evaluations cost approximately $200,000 and
determined that age O + chinook populations would have to
change in number 467 before the change could be detected.
This was based on the current level of sampling.

Benefits of sediment reduction, all the way from the
headwaters of the middle fork of the Salmon River to the
mouth of the Columbia, are difficult if not impossible to
put a dollar figure on. However, the Corps of Engineers is
presently engaged in a project to dredge sediments from the
Gorge traffic channel in Lower Granite Reservoir. Some of
these sediments came from the dredge area on Bear Valley
Creek. ’

Comments

A. Availability of Documents

1. Were all documents available for review

No. Contract agreement for FY 84 was missing from
BPA file and justification letter for MOD2 was not
available.

B. Habitat

1. Were limiting factors discussed in detail

No. Past dredge mining was identified as
degrading spawning habitat and causing excessive
sediment loads downstream.

2. Was the pre-project amount of habitat guantified
in _terms of spawning or rearing habitat

No. Only a potential percentage increase in the
spawning habitat was given.

3 F: 83-359
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(2]

Were predicted changes in habitat guantified in
terms of spawning or rearing habitat so that
estimates of fish can be made

No - given as 1,000% increase in spawning habitat.

Were the target species clearly identified

Yes.

Were predictions of change in numbers of each

target species based on quantified changes in
habitat

No — based on a percentage increase from a current
level of production.

1f the predicted change in numbers of fish was
based on_ adults were the survival rates clearl
====L Dl avulrts, Were tne survival rates clearly

stated for conversion from smolt or Juvenile to
adult

Not done.

Was hatchery supplementation discussed

No. Assumed natural rebuilding of the population.

Economic

1.

Were all project costs included in documents

a. Flanning/Design - Yes.
b. Construction - Yes.
C. Evaluation - Estimated in project no. 83-7

work statement.
d. Operation & Maintenance - No.

e. Other Contributed Funds - No.

What was the dollar value of the target species
based on '

Not done.
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F:

Was the time when the benefits would start
determined

No. Benefits predictions were not made.

Was the effective life of the project clearly

stated

Estimated effects of the project to last 50 years.
83-359
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CONTRACT NUMBER:
PROJECT NUMBER:
PROJECT NAME:
SUBBASIN NAME:
LOCATION: STATE:
TYPE OF PROJECT:

FUBLISHED IN:
CONTRACTOR:
PROJ. LEADER:
SUBBASIN NUMBER:

EFA STREAM SEG./MILE CODE:

STREAM ORDER:

BEGINNING DATE:
COMPLETION DATE:
FRESENT STATUS:

SUMMARY OF HABITAT IMPROVEMENT FPROJECT WORK AND BENEFITS.

83-359 RELATED PROJECT NUMBERS:
Yankee Fork/Jordan Creek STREAM(S): Yankee Fork and Jordan Creek
Salmon River TARGET SFPECIES:

Idaho COUNTY: .

INSTREAM FASSAGE ___ PONDS

SIDE CHANNEL RIPARIAN

Shoshone/Bannock TYPE: FEDERAL STATE TRIBE _X _FPRIVATE

Postponed - not implemented prior to FY 198S.

FPROJECT LIFE (YEARS):

FISH FRODUCED FER
UNIT OF HABITAT

PRE-PROJECT POST-PROJ. PREDICTED ACTUAL

HABITAT DESCRIFTION CONDITIONS CONDITIONS CHANGE CHANGE = FREDICTED _ACTUAL

SPAWNING AREA

(s@. YD.)

REARING AREA (SQ@. YD.)
TOTAL USABLE AREA (SQ.YD.)

STREAM LENGTH

(MILES)

POOL./RIFFLE RATIO
FPONDS (NO. & TOTAL ACREAGE)

SIDE CHANNELS
RIFARIAN
AREA (ACRES)

(Sa. YD.)

STREAM LENGTH (MILES)
DOWNSTREAM IMPACT (MILES)
WATER TEMF. (DEG. C.)

SEDIMENT

FISH FRODUCTION (NUMBERS)

SPECIES CODEX

JUVENILE:

SMOLT:

ADULT:

¥ USE CODE IN REFORT ON STOCK ASSESSMENT OF COLUMBIA RIVER ANADROMOUS SALMONIDS

FAGE 1 F: 83-35%9%b
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SUMMARY OF HAEITAT IMFROVEMENT FROJECT WORK AND BENEFITS.

CONTRACT NUMBER: )
FROJECT NUMEBER: 832~359 RELATED PROJECT NUMBERS:

FROJECT NAME: East Fork Salmon River STREAM(S): East Fork Salmon River
SUBBASIN NAME: Salmon River TARGET SFECIES:
LOCATION: STATE: Idaho COUNTY:
TYFE OF FROJECT: INSTREAM FASSAGE ____ PONDS
SIDE CHANNEL RIFARIAN

PUBLISHED IN:

CONTRACTOR: TYFPE: FEDERAL ____ STATE
FROJ. LEADER: )

SUEBBASIN NUMEBER:

EFA STREAM SEG./MILE CODE:

STREAM ORDER:

BEGINNING DATE:

COMPLETION DATE:

FRESENT STATUS: Fostponed - not implemented prior to FY 1985.
PROJECT LIFE (YEARS):

TRIBE FRIVATE

FISH FPRODUCED FER
UNIT OF HABITAT

PRE-PROJECT POST-FROJ. PREDICTED ACTUAL
HABITAT DESCRIFTION CONDITIONS CONDITIONS CHANGE CHANGE PREDICTED _ACTUAL
SPAWNING AREA (SG. YD.)
REARING AREA (SG. YD.)
TOTAL USABLE AREA (SB.YD.)
STREAM LENGTH (MILES)
POOL/RIFFLE RATIO
FONDS (NO. % TOTAL ACREAGE)
SIDE CHANNELS (S@. YD.)
RIFPARIAN
AREA (ACRES)
STREAM LENGTH (MILES)
DOWNSTREAM IMPACT (MILES)
WATER TEMP. (DEG. C.)
SEDIMENT

FISH PRODUCTION (NUMBERS)

e o N e

SPECIES CODEX

JUVENILE:
SMOLT:
ADULT:

X USE CODE IN REFORT ON STOCK ASSESSMENT OF COLUMBIA RIVER ANADROMOUS SALMONIDS
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SUMMARY OF HABITAT IMFROVEMENT FROJECT WORE _AND BENEFITS.

CONTRACT NUMBER: DE-AI79-83BF11994

FROJECT NUMBER: 83-415 RELATED FROJECT NUMBERS: 83-7
FPROJECT NAME: Alturas Lake Creek Flow Augmentation STREAM(S): Alturas Lake Creek
SUBEBASIN NAME: Salmon River TARGET SFECIES: spring chinook, sockeye
LOCATION: STATE: Idaho COUNTY: Blaine
TYPE OF FROJECT: INSTREAM FASSAGE _X _FONDS

SIDE CHANNEL RIFARIAN

FUBLISHED IN: Natural propagation and habitat improvement Vol. 111 - Idaho. Final % Annual Rep. 1982/83 (April 1984).
Vol. II - Idaho. Annual % Final Report 1984 (January 1986). Also: Idaho habitat evaluation for offsite
mitigation record. Annual Report 1984 (July 1985)

CONTRACTOR: US Forest Service - Sawtooth TYPE: FEDERAL _X_ STATE ___ TRIBE ___ FRIVATE

FROJ. LEADER: Harvey Forsgren

SUBBASIN NUMBER:

EFA STREAM SEG./MILE CODE: _____ _____ _____ o e

STREAM ORDER:

BEGINNING DATE: April, 1 1983

COMPLETION DATE: December 31, 1987

FRESENT STATUS: Assessing two alternatives

FROJECT LIFE (YEARS): 20

FISH FRODUCED FER
UNIT OF HABITAT

FPRE-PROJECT POST-PROJ. PREDICTED ACTUAL

HABITAT DESCRIFTION CONDITIONS CONDITIONS CHANGE CHANGE FREDICTED _ACTUAL
SFAWNING AREA (SQ. YD.)

REARING AREA ¢(S@. YD.) T T T T T
TOTAL USABLE AREA (S@.YD.)
STREAM LENGTH (MILES)
FOOL/RIFFLE RATIO
PONDS (NO. & TOTAL ACREAGE)
SIDE CHANNELS (S@. YD.) -
RIFARIAN
AREA (ACRES)
STREAM LENGTH (MILES)
DOWNSTREAM IMPACT (MILES)
WATER TEMP. (DEG. C.)
SEDIMENT

FISH FRODUCTION (NUMBERS)

SPECIES CODEX
ADULT: spring chinook = ___ 200 850-1,300*
sockeye (0] 4,500
chinook redds = = __ 85 400-600

¥ SEE ATTACHED STOCK ASSESSMENT OF COLUMBIA RIVER ANADROMOUS SALMONIDS
* Depending upon alternative selected

FAGE 1 F: 83-415
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CONTRACT NUMBER:
FROJECT NUMBER:
PROJECT NAME:
SUBBASIN NAME:

SUMMARY OF HABITAT IMPROVEMENT FROJECT COSTS

DE-AI79-83BF11974

83-415

Alturas Lake Creek Flow Augmentation

Salmon River TARGET SPECIES: spring chinook, sockeye

LOCATION: STATE: Idaho COUNTY: Blaine
TYPE OF PROJECT: INSTREAM ___ PASSAGE X PONDS ___

SIDE CHANNEL ___ RIPARIAN ___
BEGINNING DATE: April 1, 1983

ENDING DATE:
PRESENT STATUS:

December 31, 1987
Assessing two alternatives

PROJECT LIFE (YEARS): 20

INITIAL COSTS

CONTINUING COSTS

PREDICTED (BUDGET) ACTUAL (INVOICES) TOTAL FREDICTED ACTUAL
EY PLAN/DGN. CONST. EVAL . PLAN/DGN. _CONST. EvAL . PRED. ACTUAL OPEREMAINT MONIT. OFER&MAINT MONIT.
1982
1983 $39, 000 $38,115 $39,000 438,115
1984 $5, 000 $5, 000 5,000 S, 000
1985 $294-320k= 294-320k=
1986 16,700 9,027 16,700 9,027
OTHER?
TOTAL $39,000 $293-320k $21,700 $47,142 $5,000 $354-381k $52,142 B B

iContributed Funds
ZDepending upon alternative selected.

DISCOUNTED BENEFITS TO COSTS RATIO CALCULATION,
DISCOUNT RATE (%)

FREDICTED ACTUAL
YEARS DISCOUNTED DISCOUNTED YEARS DISCOUNTED DISCOUNTED
OCCURRING BENEFITS BENEFITS COSTS COSTS OCCURRING BENEFITS BENEFITS CosTS COSTS

(o] $375, 600 $375, 600

1-20 $7,337,000=

0 349,400 349,400

1-20 6,461,5004

TOTAL yotaL

DISCOUNTED BENEFITS : DISCOUNTED COSTS 20315
18.5:1+

SUsing flow augmentation option and average of 4 possible flow regimes
“Using water rights purchase option

FAGE 2 F: 83-415
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SUMMARY
Abstract

Irrigation diversion has caused complete dewatering of a
section of Alturas Lake Creek and has eliminated a
population of sockeye salmon (4,500 spawners) and believed
to be limiting the population of spring chinook salmon
(historically averaged 1,300 spawners now averages 350
spawners) . The USFS was evaluating two alternatives to
alleviate the problem: 1) raise the elevation of Alturas
Lake to store water for release during period of diversion
(cost — $375,600)3 2) purchase the diversion water rights
and eliminate the diversion (cost - $349,400). Nei ther
option was selected as of FY 1985. A fish hatchery
(Sawtooth) has been capturing adults downstream of the
diversion for use in the hatchery and 1limiting the number
passing upstream. Fish would have to be stocked in the
creek after project construction.

Comments
A. Availability of Documents
1. Were all documents available for review

Yes.
B. Habitat

1. Were limiting factors discussed in detail

Stated as low instream flow resulting from
irrigation diversion and 1loss of smolts through
diversion.

2. Was the pre—project amount of habitat quantified
in terms of spawning or rearing habitat

No. Habitat quantity was referred to in making
fish estimates, but no methods nor estimates were
given.

3. Were predicted changes in habitat quantified in

terms of spawning or rearing habitat so that
estimates of fish can be made

No. (See 2.B.2 above)

PAGE 3 F: 83-415
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1. Were the target species clearly identified
Yes.

2. Were predictions of change in numbers of_ each
target species based on_quantified changes in
habitat
No. (See 2.B.2 above)

3. 1f the predicted change in numbers of fish was
based on adults, were the survival rates clearly
stated for conversion from smolt or Jjuvenile to
adult
No - used number of spawners only - did not
predict smolt numbers. -

4, Was hatchery supplementation discussed
Yes. Stocking has begun, but details and costs
were not provided. Benefits predictions assume
hatchery outplants will occur in year 1.

D. Economic

1. Were all proiject costs included in documents

a. Flanning/Design - Yes.

b. Construction - Yes.

c. Evaluation - Yes.

d. Operation & Maintenance - No.
e. Other Contributed Funds -~ No.

2. What was the dollar value of the target species
based on
Meyer, 1982. $550 per chinook spawner and $18 per
sockeye spawner.

3. Was the time when the benefits would start

FAGE 4 F: 83—

determined

No. Assumed a gradual build-up of benefits over
years 1 - S5 with full benefits occurring in Year
S.

415
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FABGE S

4,

F:

Was the effective 1life of the project clearly

stated

No - used 20 years for benefits discounting.
83-415
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CONTRACT NUMBER: DE-AI79-83BF11991
FROJECT NUMEBER: 83-416 RELATED FPROJECT NUMBERS:
FPROJECT NAME: Fole Creek Irrigation Diversion Screening STREAM(S): Fole Creek
SUBBASIN NAME: Salmon River TARGET SFECIES: spring chinook,
LOCATION: STATE: Idaho COUNTY: Blaine
TYFE OF PROJECT: INSTREAM FASSAGE _X FONDS

SIDE CHANNEL RIFARIAN

SUMMARY _OF HABITAT IMFROVEMENT FROJECT WORK AND BENEFITS.

summer steelhead

FUBLISHED IN: Natural propagation % habitat improvement, Vol. III - Idaho. Final % Annual
Report 1982/83 (April 1984). Also: Idaho habitat evaluation for offsite mitigation
record. Annual Report 1984 (July 198%5).

CONTRACTOR: USFS -~ Sawtooth N.F. TYPE: FEDERAL _X_ STATE TRIBE PRIVATE

FROJ. LEADER: Harvey Forsgren

SUBBASIN NUMBER:

EFA STREAM SEG. /MILE CODE:

STREAM ORDER:

BEGINNING DATE: February 1, 1983
COMPLETION DATE: September 30, 1986

FRESENT STATUS: Screen
PROJECT LIFE (YEARS): 20

HABITAT DESCRIFPTION
SPAWNING AREA (S0. YD.
REARING AREA (S@G. YD.)

installed and operating

FISH FRODUCED FER
UNIT OF HABITAT

PRE-PROJECT FOST-PROJ. PREDICTED ACTUAL
CONDITIONS CONDITIONS CHANGE CHANGE FREDICTED _ACTUAL

)

TOTAL USABLE AREA (SQ.YD.)

STREAM LENGTH (MILES)
POOL/RIFFLE RATIO

PONDS (NO. & TOTAL ACREAGE)

SIDE CHANNELS (SQ. YD.
RIPARIAN
AREA (ACRES)

)

STREAM LENGTH (MILES)
DOWNSTREAM IMPACT (MILES)

WATER TEMF. (DEG. C.)
SEDIMENT
FISH PRODUCTION (NUMBERS)
SPECIES CODEX
ADULT: spring chinook  _____ 234
summer steelhead 141

¥ USE CODE IN REFORT ON STOCK ASSESSMENT OF COLUMBIA RIVER. ANADROMOUS SALMONIDS

PAGE 1 F: 83-416



SUMMARY OF HABITAT IMPROVEMENT PROJECT COSTS

CONTRACT NUMBER: DE-AI79-83BF11991
FROJECT NUMBER: 83-416
PROJECT NAME: Fole Creek Irrigation Diversion Screening

SUBBASIN NAME: Salmon River TARGET SPECIES: spring chinook, summer steelhead
LOCATION: STATE: Idaho COUNTY: Blaine
TYFE OF FROJECT: INSTREAM ____ FASSAGE _X _FONDS ___
SIDE CHANNEL ___ RIFPARIAN ___
BEGINNING DATE: February 1, 1983
ENDING DATE: September 30, 19864

FRESENT STATUS: Screen installed % operating
PROJECT LIFE (YEARS): 20

INITIAL COSTS CONTINUING COSTS
PREDICTED (BUDGET) ACTUAL (INVOICES) TOTAL FREDICTED ACTUAL
EY FLAN/DGN. _CONST. EVAL. FLAN/DGN, _CONST. EVAL . FRED. ACTUAL ~ OPERXMAINT _MONIT. OFERZMAINT MONIT.
1982 —_ T
1983 $29,725 = $29,025 =
1984 $2, 500 : 2,500
1985
o 1986
& OTHER?
\o —— - === === === ==
TOTAL $2,500 $30,225 $29,025

‘Contributed Funds
*Sufficient information was not available to separate predicted or actual costs into plan/dgn., const., or evaluation.

DISCOUNTED BENEFITS TO COSTS RATIO CALCULATION.

DISCOUNT RATE (%) _4

FREDICTED ACTUAL
YEARS DISCOUNTED DISCOUNTED ~ YEARS DISCOUNTED DISCOUNTED
OCCURRING BENEFITS BENEFITS COSTS COSTS OCCURRING BENEFITS _BENEFITS COSTS COSTS
o $0 $0  $29,725 $29,725
1 35,902 34,520
2 71,804 66,387
3 107,515 95, 580
4 133,915 114,471
5-20 179,319 1,786,100
========= S s+ -+t -t 1+ 3+ ¢+ + -+ 3 4+ttt 3t + ¢ -+
TOTAL $2, 100, 000 $29,725 TOTAL
DISCOUNTED BENEFITS : DISCOUNTED COSTS _70.5:1 DISCOUNTED BENEFITS : DISCOUNTED COSTS __

FAGE 2 F: 83-416
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SUMMARY

Abstract

BFA funds were used in FY 1987 to place a rotary screen at
the inlet to the irrigation system to prevent spring chinook
and summer steelhead Jjuveniles and smolts from entering.
During 1982 the system was converted from flood to sprinkler
irrigation. The funding or responsibility for this 1982
work was not evident in the available documents. Under the
flood irrigation system, water was diverted at seven
locations (total of 65.6 cfs) leaving the stream channel de-—
watered below the lowermost diversion. Chinocok salmon were
prevented from entering and spawning in FPole Creek upstream
from the diversions. Under the new overhead sprinkler
method of irrigation, only 12-18 cfs of water is withdrawn
and only at one point which simplifies screening. The
difference in diverted flow (47.6-53.6 CFS) is left in the
stream channel to allow fish passage, spawning and rearing.
The benefits achieved from the BPA work are dependent upon
this increased instream flow.

Comments
A. Availability of Documents
1. Were all documents available for review

Yes.
B. Habitat

1. Were limiting factors discussed in detail

Yes - Mortality of migrating smolts diverted by
the irrigation system.

2. Was the pre—-project amount of habitat gquantified
in terms of spawning or rearing habitat

No. Habitat surveys were cited, but no figures
were given except as total area accessible (7.5
acres) .

FPAGE 3 F: 83-416
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PAGE 4

Fish

Were predicted changes in habitat quantified in
terms of spawning or rearing habitat so that
estimates of fish can be made

No. Total predicted fish above the old barrier
was based on habitat quantities, but the methods
were not presented. Benefits were 257 (increase

in survival due to screening) of the predicted
potential.

Were the target species clearly identified

Yes. Summer steelhead and chinocok salmon.

2. Were predictions of change in__numbers of each
tarqget species based on quantified changes in
habitat
Based on access to upstream habitat and protection
from smalts being diverted into the irrigation
canal. However, basis for estimates was not
presented.

3. 1f the predicted change in numbers of fish was
based on_adults, were the survival rates clearly
stated for conversion from smolt or juvenile to
adult
No. Estimates based on number of spawners per
acre of habitat.

4, Was hatchery supplementation discussed
Mentioned in work statements, but not discussed in
terms of costs or benefits.

Economic

1. Were all project costs_included in documents
a. Planning/Design — No.

b. Construction - Yes.

c. Evaluation - No.

d. Operation & Maintenance - No.

e. Other Contributed Funds - None
F: 83-416
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PAGE S

F:

What was the dollar value of the target species
based on

Meyer 1982.

$550 per spawning chinook, $359 per spawning
steelhead.

Was the time when the benefits would start
determined -

No. Benefits started in year 1 and were increased
gradually with full benefits occurring in year 3.
Was the effective life of the project clearly
stated

No, used 20 years for B/C calculations.

83-416
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SUMMARY OF HABITAT IMPROVEMENT FROJECT WORK AND BENEFITS.

CONTRACT NUMBER: DE-AI79-84BP64321

FROJECT NUMBER: 84-23 RELATED PROJECT NUMBERS:
PROJECT NAME: Camas Creek STREAM(S): Camas Creek
SUBBASIN NAME: Saimon River TARGET SPECIES: summer steelhead, spring chinook
LOCATION: STATE: Idaho COUNTY: Lemhi
TYPE OF PROJECT: INSTREAM X FASSAGE ___ PONDS
SIDE CHANNEL RIPARIAN _X
FUBLISHED IN: Idaho habitat evaluation for offsite mitigation record. Annual Report (July 1984).
CONTRACTOR: USFS - Salmon N.F. TYPE: FEDERAL _X STATE ___ TRIBE —— PRIVATE __

PROJ. LEADER: Eruce May
SUBBASIN NUMBER:

EPA STREAM SEG./MILE CODE:
STREAM ORDER:

BEGINNING DATE: 1983
COMPLETION DATE: 1990
PRESENT STATUS:

PROJECT LIFE (YEARS):

FISH FPRODUCED FER
UNIT OF HABITAT

PRE-PROJECT POST-PROJ. PREDICTED ACTUAL
HABITAT DESCRIPTION CONDITIONS CONDITIONS CHANGE CHANGE PREDICTED _ACTUAL
SPAWNING AREA (S@. YD.)

REARING AREA (S@. YD.)

TOTAL USABLE AREA (SQ@.YD.)

STREAM LENGTH (MILES)

POOL/RIFFLE RATIO

PONDS (NO. % TOTAL ACREAGE)

SIDE CHANNELS (S@. YD.)

RIPARIAN

AREA (ACRES)

STREAM LENGTH (MILES)

DOWNSTREAM IMPACT (MILES)

WATER TEMP. (DEG. C.)

SEDIMENT

FISH PRODUCTION (NUMBERS)

SPECIES CODEX
SMOLT: summer steelhead — — ___ 4,586 = ______
spring chinook = ___ 24,570
ADULT: summer steelhead = — ___ 76
spring chinook —— 128

% USE CODE IN REPORT ON STOCK ASSESSMENT OF COLUMBIA RIVER ANADROMOUS SALMONIDS

FAGE 1 F: 84-23
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SUMMARY OF HABITAT IMPROVEMENT PROJECT COSTS

CONTRACT NUMBER: DE-AI-79-84BP64321
PROJECT NUMBER: 83-23

PROJECT NAME: Camas Creek
SUBBASIN NAME: Salmon River - TARGET SFECIES: summer steelhead, spring chinook
LOCATION: STATE: Idaho COUNTY: Lemhi
TYPE OF PROJECT: INSTREAM _X PASSAGE ____ PONDS ____
SIDE CHANNEL ___ RIPARIAN _X
BEGINNING DATE: 1983
ENDING DATE: 1990

PRESENT STATUS:
PROJECT LIFE (YEARS):

INITIAL COSTS . CONTINUING COSTS
PREDICTED (BUDGET) ACTUAL (INVOICES) TOTAL, PREDICTED ACTUAL

FY PLAN/DGN. CONST. EVAL . FPLAN/DGN, CONST. EVAL . PRED. ACTUAL OPERSMAINT MONIT., OPER&MAINT MONIT.
1982

1983 $4, 669 . $4, 669
1984

1985

1986

OTHER?®

TOTAL

DISCOUNTED BENEFITS TO COSTS RATIO CALCULATION.
DISCOUNT RATE (%)

PREDICTED ACT
YEARS DISCOUNTED DISCOUNTED YEARS ) DISCOUNTED " DISCOUNTED
OQCCURRING BENEFITS BENEFITS COsTS COSTS OCCURRING BENEFITS _BENEFITS cosTs cosTs
TGTAL TOTAL
DISCOUNTED BENEFITS : DISCOUNTED COSTS DISCOUNTED BENEFITS : DISCOUNTED COSTS

iContributed Funds

FPAGE 2 F: 84-23
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SUMMARY

Abstract

Apparently, no work beyond feasibility and planning have
been completed prior to 1985. No further information is
available. An evaluation study was begun in 1983 and

continued in 1984 by IDFG. No budgets or expenditures for
this portion were available. No justification, explanation
or support of the predicted benefits were given in the
proposals/work statements.

The proposed work was re—-vegetation and stabilization of the
riparian zone and streambanks, and placement of instream
structures.

Comments
A. Availability of Documents
1. Were all documents available for review

No. Report of work completed, contract agreement
and expenditures records were not available.

B. Habitat

1. Were limiting factors discussed in detail

No discussion of limiting factors.

2. Was the pre-project amount of habitat guantified
in terms of spawning or rearing habitat

No quantification of habitat.

3. Were predicted changes _in habitat guantified in
terms of spawning or rearing habitat so__that
estimates of fish can be made

No.

1. Were the target species clearly identified

No. Discussions included chinook and steelhead.

FAGE 3 F: 84-23
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PAGE 4

Were predictions of change in numbers of each
target species based on guantified changes in
habitat

No basis was given for prediction of anadromous
fish benefits.

1f_the predicted change in numbers of fish was
based on adults, were the survival rates clearly
stated for conversion from smolt or juvenile to
adult

No done.
4. Was 6atcher1 supplementation discussed
No.
Economic
1. Were all project costs included in documents
a. Planning/Design — Yes.
b. Construction - No.
c. Evaluation - No.
d. Operation % Maintenance — No.
e. Other Contributed Funds - No.
2. What was the dollar value of the target species
based on
No dollar benefits prediction made.
3. Was the time when_ the benefits would start
determined
Not estimated.
4. Was__the effective life of the project clearly
stated
Not estimated.
F: 84-23
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SUMMARY OF HABITAT IMFROVEMENT FROJECT WORK AND EENEFITS.

CONTRACT NUMBER: DE-AI79-84EF1757%9

FROJECT NUMBER: 84-24 RELATED PROJECT NUMBERS: B83-359; 83-7
PROJECT NAME: Habitat Enhancement for Middle Fork % Upper Salmon River
STREAM(S) Bear Valley, Marsh % Elk Creeks
SUBBASIN NAME: Salmon River TARGET SPECIES: summer steelhead, spring chinook
LOCATION: STATE: Idaho COUNTY: Valley
TYPE OF FROJECT: INSTREAM _X FASSAGE _X _FONDS
SIDE CHANNEL RIFPARIAN
FUBLISHED IN: Idaho evaluation for offsite mitigation. Annual Report 1984. (July 1985).
CONTRACTOR: USFS TYPE: FEDERAL _X STATE ___ TRIBE ____ PRIVATE -

PROJ. LEADER: Don Duff

SUBBASIN NUMBER:

EFA STREAM SEG./MILE CODE:

STREAM ORDER:

BEGINNING DATE: May 1, 1984
COMPLETION DATE: 1988

PRESENT STATUS: FPhase I complete
FROJECT LIFE (YEARS):

FISH FPRODUCED FER
UNIT OF HABITAT

FPRE-PRDJECT FPOST-PROJ. PREDICTED ACTUAL
HABITAT DESCRIFTION CONDITIONS CONDITIONS CHANGE CHANGE _ FREDICTED _ACTUAL
SPAWNING AREA (S@. YD.)
REARING AREA (5Q. YD.)
TOTAL USABLE AREA (SQ.YD.)
STREAM LENGTH (MILES)
FOOL/RIFFLE RATIO
FONDS (NO. & TOTAL ACREAGE)
SIDE CHANNELS (SQ. YD.)
RIFPARIAN
AREA (ACRES)
STREAM LENGTH (MILES)
DOWNSTREAM IMPACT (MILES)
WATER TEMF. (DEG. C.)
SEDIMENT

FISH PRODUCTION (NUMBERS)

SFPECIES CODEX

JUVENILE:
SMOLT: -
ADULT:

e o e s s i e e e i i e —rs e o - ——— ——— —

X USE CODE IN REFORT ON STOCK ASSESSMENT OF COLUMBIA RIVER ANADROMOUS SALMONIDS

FAGE 1 F: 84-24
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CONTRACT NUMBER:
FROJECT NUMBER:
PROJECT NAME:
SUBBASIN NAME:

84-24

Salmon River

DE-A179-84BFP17579

SUMMARY OF HABITAT IMFROVEMENT PROJECT COSTS

Habitat Enhancement for Middle Fork & Upper Salmon River

TARGET SPECIES: summer steelhead, spring chinook

LOCATION: STATE: Idaho COUNTY: Valley

TYPE OF PROJECT: INSTREAM _X PASSAGE _X FONDS __
SIDE CHANNEL __ RIFPARIAN _

BEGINNING DATE: May 1, 1984

ENDING DATE: 1988

PRESENT STATUS: Fhase 1 Complete
FROJECT LIFE (YEARS):

INITIAL COSTS

CONTINUING COSTS

FPREDICTED (BUDGET) ACTUAL (INVOICES) TOTAL PREDICTED ACTUAL
FY FLAN/DGN. CONST. EVAL . PLAN/DGN. _CONST. EVAL . PRED. ACTUAL OPER&MAINT MONIT. OFER&MAINT MONIT.
1982
1983
1984 $125,400 $103,517 $125,400 $103,517
1985
1986
OTHER?
TOTAL $125,400 $103,517 $125,400 $103,517
icontributed Funds
DISCOUNTED BENEFITS TO COSTS RATIO CALCULATION.
DISCOUNT RATE (%)
FPREDICTED ACTUAL
YEARS DISCOUNTED DISCOUNTED YEARS DISCOUNTED DISCOUNTED
OCCURRING EBEENEFITS BENEFITS COsTS COSTS OCCURRING BENEFITS BENEFITS COSTS COSsTS
TOTAL TOTAL

DISCOUNTED BENEFITS :

PAGE 2 F: 84-24 N

DISCOUNTED COSTS

DISCOUNTED BENEFITS =
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SUMHMARY

Abstract

The FY 1984 budget was for habitat inventories and
assessment and development of habitat improvement
alternatives with costing and benefits predictions. A report
of the 1984 work was submitted to BPA, but not accepted.
Preliminary evaluation was done under Froiect 83-7 by IDFG
and Shoshone-Bannock Tribe.

Complete analysis cannot be made until a report covering FY
1984 is available. The individual evaluation reports
(Froject 83-7) do not contain predicted nor actual costs,
nor habitat assessments.

Comments
A. . Availability of Documents
1. Were all documents available for review

No. Work statements and cost summaries were the
only documents available under this proiject (84-
24). Preliminary population and habitat data were
reported in the Evaluation Proiect 83-7.

B. Habitat

1. Were limiting factors discussed in detail
No. Habitat problems were identified generically

as impacts associated with 1live stock grazing,
timber harvest, mining, water withdrawals, and
passage blocks.

2. Was the pre—proiect amount of habitat guantified
in terms of spawning or rearing habitat

No report on this project number.

Project 83-7 identified sample segments in terms
of length in yards, width in yards, and area in
square yards, but did not differentiate as
spawning or rearing.

3. Were predicted changes in habitat quantified in
terms of spawning or rearing habitat so that

estimates of fish can be made

No.

PAGE 3 F: 84-24
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PAGE 4

F:

Fish

1. Were the target species clearly identified
No. Anadromous Steelhead and Chinook primarily.
Froject B83-7 records data for sample sections for
resident species also.
2. Were predictions of change in_ numbers of each
tarqget species based on_quantified changes in
habitat
No predictions made.
3. I1f the predicted change in numbers of fish was
based on adults, were the survival rates clearly
stated for conversion {from smalt or juvenile to
adult
No predictions made.
4, Was _hatchery sugglementation discussed
No.
Economic
1. Were all proiect costs included in_documents
a. Planning/Design — Predicted costs in work
statement.

b. Construction — Not covered in this FY.

c. Evaluation - Somewhat generally in Project
83-7

d. Operation & Maintenance - No.

e. Other Contributed Funds - No.

2. What was the dollar value gof the target species
based on
Not considered in available reports.

3. Was the time when the benefits would start
determined
Not considered in available reports.

84-24
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F:

Was the effective 1life of the
stated

No, neither clearly nor otherwise.

84-24

project

clearly
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SUMMARY OF HABITAT IMFROVEMENT PROJECT WORK AND BENEFITS.

DE~-A179-84BF17447

84-28 RELATED FPROJECT NUMBERS:
Lemhi River Habitat Improvement Study STREAM(S) :
Salmon River TARGET SPECIES: summer steelhead,

CONTRACT NUMBER:
PROJECT NUMBER:
FROJECT NAME:
SUEBASIN NAME:

LOCATION: STATE: Idaho COUNTY: Lemhi
TYPE OF FROJECT: INSTREAM FASSAGE _X FONDS
SIDE CHANNEL RIPARIAN

FUBLISHED IN: Lemhi River habitat improvement study.
CONTRACTOR: OTT Water Engineers TYPE:
FROJ. LEADER: Dennis E. Dorratcaque
SUBBASIN NUMBER:

EFA STREAM SEG./MILE CODE:

FEDERAL STATE TRIBE

Lemhi River
spring chinook

Final Report 1985 (December 19835).

FRIVATE _X

STREAM ORDER:
BEGINNING DATE:
COMFLETION DATE: -

FPRESENT STATUS: Alternatives Formulated & Analyzed
PROJECT LIFE (YEARS): S0

PRE-FROJECT
CONDITIONS

POST-FROJ.

HABITAT DESCHRIFTION CONDITIONS

PREDICTED
CHANGE

FISH FRODUCED FER
UNIT OF HABITAT

ACTUAL

CHANGE FREDICTED _ACTUAL

SPAWNING AREA (S@. YD.)

REARING AREA (S&. YD.) 1,225,544

32,199

TOTAL USABLE AREA (S0.YD.)

STREAM LENGTH (MILES)

FOOL/RIFFLE RATIO

FPONDS (NO. & TOTAL ACREAGE)

SIDE CHANNELS (S@. YD.)

RIPARIAN

AREA (ACRES)

STREAM LENGTH (MILES)

DOWNSTREAM IMFACT (MILES)

WATER TEMP. (DEG. C.)

SEDIMENT

FISH FRODUCTION (NUMBERS)

SFECIES
summer steelhead

ADULT: O to

3092

spring chinook

—26 to 431

x USE CODE IN REPORT ON STOCK ASSESSMENT OF COLUMBIA RIVER ANADROMOUS SALMONIDS

iHarvest only; range depends upon alternative selected.

FAGE 1 F: 84-28
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8428

CONTRACT NUMBER:
FROJECT NUMBER:
FROJECT NAME:
SUBBASIN NAME:
LOCATION: STATE:
TYFE OF FROJECT:

Salmon River
Oregon

INSTREAM ___ PASS
SIDE CHANNEL ___
BEGINNING DATE:

ENDING DATE:

FRESENT STATUS: Alternatives Formu
FROJECT LIFE (YEARS): SO

SUMMARY OF HABITAT IMFROVEMENT FROJECT COSTS

Lemhi River Habitat Improvement and Study
summer steelhead,

TARGET SFECIES:
COUNTY: Lemhi
AGE _X PONDS

RIFARIAN

lated & Analyzed

INITIAL COSTS

spring chinook

CONTINUING COSTS

FPREDICTED (BUDGET) ACTUAL (INVOICES) TOTAL FREDICTED ACTUAL
FY PLAN/DGN. CONST. EVAL. FLAN/DGN. _CONST. EVAL . PRED. ACTUAL OFPER&MAINT MONIT. OFER&MAINT MONIT.
1982 -
1983
1984 $170,716 $168,716
1985 1.4 to 4.6mil
1986
~ OTHER?
TOTAL $170,716 $1.4 to 4.6mid $168,716 $11,300/yr.

€0ca

*Contributed Funds

DISCOUNT RATE (%) _3

DISCOUNTED BENEFITS TO COSTS RATIO CALCULATION.

FREDICTED
YEARS DISCOUNTED DISCOUNTED
OCCURRING BENEFITS BENEFITS CasTs COSTS
0 $1,734,000 $1,734,000
1-50 11,300 290, 700
6-50 $30,670 $648, 800
TOTAL $648, 800 $2, 025,000
DISCOUNTED BENEFITS : DISCOUNTED COSTS _0.32:12

ACTUAL
YEARS DISCOUNTED DISCOUNTED
OCCURRING BENEFITS BENEFITS COSTS COSTS
= ===ms=s= Bt s ) ==========
TOTAL

DISCOUNTED BENEFITS

*Ratios were calculated for 16 alternatives and ranged from 0.003 to 0.32.

FAGE 2 F: 84-28
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Abstract

This project is attempting

(n

(

IMMARY

to alleviate upstream passage

70¢d

problems caused by low flows resulting from water diversion
for flood irrigation. The major alternative is to alter the
channel structure 1in critical 1locations and alter the
irrigation methods to reduce the guantity of water diverted
from the channel.
The only phase of this proiect which has been completed
through FY 1984 was planning and desian. Several
alternative solutione were described in detail and the
benefits and costs predicted.

2. Comments
A. Availability of Documents

i. Were all documents avaiiablie for review
Vac
TES.e

B. Habitat

1. Were limitina factors discussed in detail
Yes. A passage problem caused by dams and low
stream flows resulting from irrigation
withdrawals.

2. Was the pre-project amount of habitat quantified
in terms of spawning or rearing habitat
Rearing habitat was quantified in six categories.
Spawning hahitat wae nnt roneidoered limitina and

pawning habitat was not considered limiting and
was not quantified.

3. Were predicted changes in habitat quantified in
terms of spawning or rearing habitat so that
estimates of fish can be made
Yes, for rearing habitat only.

C. Fish

i. Were the target species clearly identified

Yee.
PAGE 3 F: 84-28
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D.

FAGE 4

Were predictions of change in_ numbers of each
target species based on _quantified changes in
habitat

Yes. Other variables include: ranges in
downstream and upstream passage and hatchery
supplementation regimes.

If the predicted change in numbers of fish was
based on adults, were the survival rates clearly
stated for conversion from smolt or juvenile to
adult

Yes. Smolt to adult survival rates:
steelhead 1.39-5.19%
chinook 1.05-1.5 %

Was hatchery supplementation discussed

Yes. Three of the management alternatives
required maintenance of the current level of
hatchery supplementation (2,000 spawners per year)
and natural building of the run si:ze. The fourth
alternative called for full hatchery
supplementation to fully seed the habitat during
the first life cycle and then releasing only the
2,000 spawners per year after that point.

Economic

1.

F:

Were all project costs included in documents

a. fPlanning/Design — Yes.

b. Construction - Yes.

C. Evaluation - No.

d. Operation & Maintenance - Yes.
e. Other Contributed Funds - None

What was the dollar value of the target species
based on

The authors reviewed several methods and selected:
Spring chinook total harvest - $89.36 per fish;

sport = $125/fish at S7%, commercial = $42.12/fish
at 43%

84-28
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FAGE S

Summer steelhead total harvest - $45.43 per fish;
sport = $75/fish at 82, commercial = $21.81/fish
at 18%Z

Was the time when the benefits would start
determined

Yes. Depending on the alternative benefits begin
in years 3 to 31. The estimates depended on the
hatchery supplementation level, harvest levels
allowed and delay expected before the habitat
reached its full production level.

4, Was the effective life of the project clearly
stated
No. Stated as S0 vyears for benefit and cost
discounting.
F: 84-28
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SUMMARY OF HARITAT IMPROVEMENT FROJECT WORK AND_BENEFITS.

CONTRACT NUMBER: DE-AC79-84BF17449

FPROJECT NUMBER: 84-29 RELATED FPROJECT NUMBERS: 83-7
PROJECT NAME: Fanther Creek, Idaho Habitat Rehabilitation STREAM(S): Panther Creek
SUBBASIN NAME: Salmon River TARGET SPECIES: spring chinook, summer steelhead
LOCATION: STATE: Idaho COUNTY: Lembhi
TYPE OF PROJECT: INSTREAM _X PASSAGE ___ PONDS
SIDE CHANNEL RIPARIAN
PUBLISHED IN: Habitat rehabilitation — Fanther Creek, Idaho, Final Report 1985
(January 1986). Alsoc: Idaho habitat evaiuation for offsite mitigation record.
Annual Report 1984 (July 1985),
CONTRACTOR: Bechtel Group TYPE: FEDERAL ___ STATE ____ TRIBE — PRIVATE _X
PROJ. LEADER: Dudley Reiser
SUBBASIN NUMBER:
EFA STREAM SEG./MILE CODE: o
STREAM ORDER:
BEGINNING DATE: September, 1784
COMPLETION DATE:
FRESENT STATLS: Alternative scoping compieted
PROJECT LIFE (YEARS): S0

FISH PRODUCED FER
UNIT OF HABITAT
PRE-PROJECT POST-PROJ. PREDICTED  ACTUAL :
HABITAT DESCRIPTION CONDITIONS CONDITIONS _ CHANGE = CHANGE PREDICTED ACTUAL

COALIM Y R

SPFAWNIND AREA (Sa.

POOL/RIFFLE RATIO
PONDS (NO. & TOTAL ACREAGE)
SIDE CHANNELS (S@. YD.)
RIPARIAN
AREA (ACRES)
STREAM LENGTH (MILES)
DﬁwNSTHbRﬂ IMFACT (MILES)
ER TEMP. (DEG. C.)

FISH PRODUCTION (NUMBERS)

SPECIES CODEX MEDIAN
SMOLT: Steelhead — 3£, 609173 74562 i05,i78
Chincok "~ e 215,539-847, 080 531,309
ADIILT: Steelhead e - 366—-1_737 1,051
Chingok - T 1,077-4.235 2,657
% USE CODE IN REPORT ON STOCK ASSE SESGMENT OF COLUMBIA RIVER ANADROMOUS SALMONIDS
* Depending upon alternative selected.

PAGE 1 F: 84-29



CONTRACT NUMBER:
PROJECT NUMBER:
FPROJECT NAME:
SUBBASIN NAME:

SUMMARY OF HABITAT IMPROVEMENT PROJECT COSTS

DE-AC79-84BF 17449
84-29
Fanther Creek,

Salmon River

Idaho Habitat Rehabilitation

TARGET SPECIES: summer steelhead, spring chinook

LOCATION: STATE: Idaho COUNTY: Lemhi
TYFE OF PROJECT: INSTREAM _X PASSAGE PONDS
SIDE CHANNEL RIPARIAN

BEGINNING DATE:

September, 1984

ENDING DATE:

PRESENT STATUS:

Alternative scoping completed

PROJECT LIFE (YEARS): S0
INITIAL €COSTS CONTINUING COSTS
PREDICTED (BUDGET) ACTUAL (INVOICES) TOTAL FPREDICTED ACTUAL
FY PLAN/DGN. CONST. EVAL . FLAN/DGN. _CONST. EVAL. PRED. ACTUAL OPER&MAINT MONIT. OFER&MAINT MONIT.
1982 :
1983
1984 %198, 679 %10, 000 $198,679 $208, 679 $198,679
1985 118,824 0 118,824
1986 $3.4-8.2 mil=
OTHER?
o -
E;TOTAL $198,679 $10,000 $317,503 $208,679 $317,503 200 to 6002 K/year
1)
*Contributed Funds
ZDepending upon alternative selected.
DISCOUNTED BENEFITS TO COSTS RATIO CALCULATION. (See page 7-13 for description of ranges)
DISCOUNT RATE (%) _7 7/8
PREDICTED ACTUAL
YEARS DISCOUNTED DISCOUNTED YEARS DISCOUNTED DISCOUNTED
OCCURRING BENEFITS BENEFITS COSTS COSTS OCCURRING BENEFITS BENEFITS COSTS COSTS
0-50 7.4 to 10.6 mil
1-99 6.047 mil>
0-50 : 7.4 to 10.6 mil
1-99 13.032 mil“
1 3+ + 3+ === =mEmsmasmElm =R —mmEmmEmE=E= =_m=E=osss=m==
TOTAL 6 to 13 mil 7.4 to 10.6 mil TOTAL
DISCOUNTED BENEFITS : DISCOUNTED COSTS _0.8 to 1.8:1 DISCOUNTED BENEFITS : DISCOUNTED COSTS
FBenefits with chinook %137 and steelhead $106 for median values
“penefits with chinook $290 and Steelhead $244 for median values
PAGE 2 F: 84-29
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SUMMARY

Abstract

This project consists of planning and study to consider four
alternatives to clean up toxic wastes from mine shafts and
waste piles in the Panther Creek drainage. Panther Creek
drainage contains the largest known reserve of cobalt (a
strategic metal) in North America. Mining began in the
drainage in the 1890°s. The greatest mining activity
occurred in the -early to mid-1950’s as a result of the
Department of Defense subsidies for obtaining strategic
metals. Over 200 adult chinook, steelhead and resident
salmonids were found dead in Panther Creek in 1954, No
chinook redds were counted in Panther Creek during the late
50’s and &0°’s. Two tributaries, Blacktail and Bucktail
creeks are the two major pathways for toxic wastes to enter
Panther Creek. Live car tests conducted by the 1ldaho
Department of Fish and bGame suggests that the toxicity
levels are subsiding in Panther Creek, although the section
below Deer Creek is still highly toxic. Adult steelhead
have been planted in Panther Creek since 1982 and the +first
adult returns were expected in 1986-87.

Comments
A. Availability of Document
1. Were all documents available for review
Yes.
B. Habitat
1. Were limiting factors discussed in detail
Yes. Water quality parameters were measured in
detail and show levels limiting to aquatic 1life.
Also, habitat quantified in IFIM study shows
limiting types.

2. Was the pre—-project amount of habitat quantified
in_terms of spawning or rearing habitat

Yes, using IFIM.

PAGE 3 F: 84-29
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3. Were predicted changes in habitat quantified in
terms of spawning or rearing bhabitat so that
estimates of fish can be made
Yes - used weighted usable area from IFIM, space
requirements of redds and juveniles, and
documented survival rates.

Fish

1. Were the target species clearly identified
Yes.

2. Were predictions of change in numbers of each
tarqget species based on__quantified changes in
habitat
Yes - using IFIM weighted usable areas.

3. 1f the predicted change in numbers of fish was
based on adults, were the survival rates clearly
stated for conversion from smolt or juvenile teo
adult
Yes — used 0.5%Z and 1.0%Z smolt to adult survival
rates for chinook and steelhead, respectively.

4, Was hatchery supplementation discussed
Yes, but status of incorporation as a cost could
not be determined from the report.

Economic

1. Were all project costs included in documents
a. Flanning/Design -~ Yes.

b. Construction - Yes.
c. Evaluation — Estimated from project no. 83-7
work statement.
d. Operation & Maintenance - Yes.
e. DOther Contributed Funds — None.
F: 84-29
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Fs

What was the dollar value of the tarqget species
based on

Army Corps of Engineers (1985) and Theurer, et.al.
(1985).

steelhead = $106.4%/spawner
chinook = $137.24/spawner

Was the time when the benefits would start
determined

No - used year O and year S for benefits
discounting.

Was the effective life of the project clearly
stated

No - used a perpetuity for benefits discounting
and 50 years for operation and maintenance cost
discounting.

84-29
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Appendix Table E-1. Predicted Habitat, Fish Benefits, Value of Benefits, Costs, and Discounted Benefit to Cost Ratios

with Variables Used for Each Project for Oregon and Washington. Data based on reports for fiscal

years 1982, 1983, and 1984.

PROJECT NAME
OREGON
Mt. Hood
84-11 :Upper Lake Branch
:Fish/Wash Cr.

83-341:West Fork Hood R.
Deschutes River
815-8 :Warm Springs
:Beaver Cr.
83-423:Trout Cr.
83-450:White R.
John Day River
84-8 :N.F. John Day R.
:Clear & Granite Cr.
82-9 :Deer Cr.
:Camp Cr.
84-21 :John Day R.

84-22 :E.F.Beech/Canyon Cr
83-384:Murderers & Deer Cr
83-473:Cottonwood Cr.
Umatilla River

84-10 :Camprehensive Plan

B83-434:Lower Umatilla R.
83-834:Lower Umatilla R.
83-436:Umatilla R. 3mi Dam
6&rande Ronde
84-9 :Elk (USFS land)

% Sheep Cr.
84-25 :Elk Cr. (ODFW Contr.)
83-392:FPeavine Cr.
WASHINGTON
83-477:Enloe Dam

:Simil kameen R.
83-446: Tumwater Falls

:Dryden Dam

Se me ek mE Ee BE e EE Ly B SR ee e we e SR e mE NE e an me mE RE e Se GE R SE R e S EE e e ee e = EP = ee ee = e
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HABRITAT CHANGE ! NUMBER ! TOTAL H i TOTAL !
(S@. YD.) H i SMOLTS | SMOLT i%Z SURV. | ADULT ICATCH: ! ADULT CHANGE (NO.)
H IPER HAB.! CHANGE I!SMOLT TO! CHANGEIESCAFE. | —————————
REARING | SPAWNING ! SPECIES* ! UNIT ! (NO.) ! ADULT | (NO.) ! RATIO !ESCAFE. !SFORT
H ! H H H H H -1 H
H H H H H H H H H
5,100 ! 400 !steelhead ! H 1,000 H H : H
. H icoha H ! 6,800 1} H : H H
406,750 ! isteelhead ! ! 29,000 | 8 ! 2,352¢ 1:1 | 1,176 !
H H H H H H ' H H
H H H H H H ! H H
H ichinook H H 6,775 | H ' H 1691
H isteelhead ! H H H H {1,300 !
300,000 i 18,000 ! H H H ! ' H H
1] 1] ] 1] 1] ] 1] . 1]
. 1] ] [ L] " 1 ’ 1
H ichinook H H 7,260 {1 0.625 ! H H 45 |}
H 4,8752 ichinook H H 27,890 1130.6253! | H 249 |
H 1,140 isteelhead ! H 1,357 1 3.2 1 43 30:70 ! 30 13
4,165 ¢ O !steelhead ! : 10,240 | q 410} 60:40 | 164 | 202
H isteelhead ! ! 220,000 ! H H ! H
H tchinook ' I 625,000 ! H H H H
9,472 | isteelhead | H 7,750 | 21 155 2:1 ! S1
H isteelhead ! H 7,760 } 21 1557 2:1 | S1 08
3902, 1,415 isteelhead ! H 2,200 | 3 b6  2:1 | 22 1
H H H H H H H H H
H isteelhead | H H H H V2,236
H tfall chin.! H H H H ! 8,562
H ichinook H H H H H 1,532
H H H H H H H H hid H
H H H H ! H i H bad H
! : ! ! : : : tos
: H H H H H ' H H
H ichinoak H H 5,905 | ! H H H
H isteelhead ! ' 1,593 H H H H
H isteelhead ! H H H H : 525
H isteelhead ! H : H H H 102 1 153
H H H H H H ' H H
1,520,000 11,150,000 isteelhead ! ! 610,000 (1.5-4.0 ! P 23:772116,8502 14,000
H . ichinook H 13,200,0001; H H H H
i ichinook H H H H H H 15012
H ifall chin.! H H H : H 413
H isteelhead | H : H H H 300 |
H tchinook H H H H : H 1822
: _ifall chin.! i H ! i ! 4501
H isteelhead ! H H i H H 300

*Average of range aof estimates resulting from several alternatives or variables.

*From FY 1982 work only.

but were not estimated by contractor.
=1% Survival rate for FY 1982 and 1983 work and 0.625%Z for FY 1984 work.
“*Spring chinook and summer steelhead unless otherwise noted.
®Adult change for these proiects listed under 84-10.

Habitat changes also occurred from FY 1983 and 1984 work,

!
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Appendix Table E-1. (cont.)

PREDICTED COSTS

i+ FPRESENT
FROJECT NAME H {OPERAT . *MAINT ! H !  PRESENT ! VALUE
___________ { PLAN/DGN & !~———w————————] TOTAL ! TOTAL IVALUE TOTAL ! BENEFIT:
OREGON {CONSTRUCTION!PER YEARIYRS | EVAL. ! COSTS H COSsTS {COST RATIO
Mt. Hood H H H H H H ! -
84-11 :Upper Lake Branch H 434,844 | H i $1,500! $46,340 | H
:Fish/Wash Cr. H $80,720 ! H 1$77,000! $157,720 ! H
. 1] L] 1 . : :
83-341:West Fork Hood R. H $400,127 | H H H $400,127 | $385,320 ¢ 7.4:1
Deschutes River H i i H H H H
815-8 :Warm Springs H : H H H $415,484 ! H
:Beaver Cr. H $79,355 ! H H H $79,355 | i
83~423:Trout Cr. H $286,783 | H i H $286,783 | H
83-450:White R. H $326,532 | H H ! $3,526,5321: $4,600,0002
John Day River H H i ! ' H H
84-8 :N.F. John Day R. H H H i H $46,600=} $46,60021 7.2:12
:Clear & Granite Cr. H $175,928 | $3,000! 201%$44,109! $280,067 | $250,119 | 7.3:1
82-9 :Deer Cr. H $22,760 ! $800: 20:%44,109! $66,869 | $32,232%:1 4.2:1
:Camp Cr. ! $181,650 ! $3,000! 20:1%44,109! $285,759 | $213,4303) 1,.1:1
84-21 :John Day R. I $1,106,494 | H H i $1,106,494 | H
H H H H H H H
84-22 :E.F.Beech/Canyon Cr H $91,2272} H H H $91,22721 $91,2272F 2.7:1=
83-384:Murderers & Deer Cr H $465,0102] H H H $65,0102! $65,0102; 3.8:12
83—-473:Cottonwoad Cr. H $22,108 | ! ' H $22,108 ! $22,108 ¢ 4.7:1
Umatilla River H H ! H H H H
84~-10 :Comprehensive Flan 1$89,500,0001 H H i $89,500,0002 ! 4
[ . L] 1] 1 [} [
H ' H H H ! H
83-434:Lower Umatilla R. H H H H H $441,041 ¢ H
83-834:Lower Umatilla R. H H H H H $170,746 | H
83-436:Umatilla R. 3mi Dam H H H H ! $5,750,0001: H
6rande Ronde H H H H H H H
84-9 :Elk (USFS land) H H H t H $40,402 | H
& Sheep Cr. H H i H ' H H
84-25 :Elk Cr.(ODFW Contr.) | H -4 H H $259,231 | H
83-392:Feavine Cr. H $104,700%; $1,000! 59! H $163,700 | $105,786 ¢ 2.7:1
WASHINGTON H H ! ' ! ' H
83-477:Enloe Dam H H H H H ! $9,917,000%) 0.9:132;
:Similkameen R. H : H H H H H
83-446: Tumwater Falls H H H H H $997,738 | $997,738 i
: . H { H H : H H
' H H H H H H
:Dryden Dam H H H H ! $1,009,838 | 1,009,838 |
. . [ . . . []
; = o = : :

*Average of range of estimates resulting from several alternatives or variables.
ZUsed actual, not predicted, costs and predicted benefits for benefit to cost ratio.
SEvaluation costs were incurred, but not included in present value of total costs.
“Includes replacement costs.

SRefer to notes 1 & 4.

co 5m em =R me =% 4o me =m an "% ae ew W= we ==
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Appendix Table E-1.

FROJECT NAME
OREGON
Mt. Hood
84-11 :Upper Lake Branch
:Fish/Wash Cr.

83-341:West Fork Hood R.

Deschutes River

815-8 :Warm Springs
1Beaver Cr.

83~-423:Trout Cr.

83-450:White R.

John Day River

84-8 :N.F. John Day R.
tClear & Granite Cr.
82-9 :Deer Cr.
:Camp Cr.
84-21 :John Day R.

84-22 :E.F.Beech/Canyon Cr
83-38B4:Murderers & Deer Cr
83-473:Cottonwood Cr.
Umatilla River

84-10 :Comprehensive Plan

83-434:Lower Umatilla R.

83-834:Lawer Umatilla R.

B3-436:Umatilla R.

&rande Ronde

84-9 :Elk (USFS land)
& Sheep Cr.

84-25 :Elk Cr. (ODFW Contr.)

83-392:Peav’ = Cr.

WASHINGTON

83-477:Enloe Dam
:Similkameen R.

83-4463 Tumwater Falls

:Dryden Dam

(cont.)

3mi Dam

PREDICTED BENEFITS

VALUE PER ADULT ! TOTAL ! {DISCOUNT! PRESENT
! YEARLY ! YEARS | RATE {VALUE TOTAL
ESCAPE. ! SFORT ! COMM. ! BENEFITS ! OCCURRING ¢ (%) | BENEFITS
: ! ! ! : '
H H : : H !
: ! H H H H
! ! ! : H !
$179 ! ! 1$210,500; 1-20 ! 4 ! $2,860,700
! H ! ! s :
! ! ! $500, 000! ! H
! ! ! ! H !
H ! ! : H !
$550 ! ! ! $24,750% 1-20 ' 4 : $336, 360
$550 ¢ H H t 1-20 : 4 ! $1,833,600
$359 18214 ! ! $13,552! 2-20 H 4 ! $130,845
! $572; $22 ! $35,000! 1-20 : 4 3 $225, 8685
! ! ! ! ! H
H H ! H ! : .
$359 ! : ! $18,309! 5-30 ! 4 H $250, 140
$359 : ! $18,309! 5-30 ! 4 ! $250, 140
$359 ! ! $7,634) 1-20 H 4 t $103, 750
! ! ! ! ! :
! ! H ! H !
! ! ! ! ! :
! ! ! ! ! :
! ! ! ! ! !
! 8313 ! $20,000! 10-60 ! 4 H $290, 252
1$144 | $22 ! 1-50 : 3 ! $9,165,2253
$500 H 1$145,000! ! 1
$500 ! : : H H :
%270 ! ! ! ! H H
$500 ! : {$400,500! H :
$500 ! : ! ! H t
$270 H : : ! !

*Average of range of estimates resulting from several
2vValue per recreational visitor day.
*value per fishing day.

alternatives or variables.
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Appendix Table E-2. Predicted Habitat, Fish Benefits, Value of Benefits, Costs, and Discounted Benefit to Cost Ratios
with Variables Used for each Project for Idaho. Data based on reports for fiscal years 1982, 1983,

and 1984.
HABITAT CHANGE ! NUMBER | TOTAL tTOTAL @
{ (sa. YD.) : ! SMOLTS ¢ SMOLT 1% SURV. [ADULT :(CATCH: ! ADULT CHANGE (NO.)
i H IPER HAB.! CHANGE I{SMOLT TO!:CHANGE :ESCAFE. :
PROJECT NAME ! REARING | SPAWNING ! SPECIES™=: UNIT @ (NO.) ! ADULT I (NO.) ! RATIO !ESCAPE.! SPORT :COMM.
———————————— ! H H : H H : H H H P
IDAHOD H H H H H H H H H H H
Clearwater River H H H H H ' H H H H H
84-5 :Red River H H isteelhead! H 33,180 ¢ 1.6 ! : H 464 | H
' H tchinook | H 33,700 | 1.2 ¢ H H 530 | :
:Crooked R. ' H 4,533 isteelhead! : 8,729 ! 1.6 ! H H 139 ¢ !
H H tchinook | H 9,366 | 1.2 1 H H 112 ¢ !
82-1 :Clear, Orofino & H H H H H H H H ! H H
Potlach Cr. i H H H H H H H H H :
84-6 :Lolo Cr. (83-522) ! 240,000 ! 58,000 isteelhead! H 10,000 1} : H ! H H
' H ichinopok | H 4,000 | H H H H '
:Eldorado Cr. i 215,0001; 2,670 ichinook | P 222,0002; H H H H H
:Upper Crooked Fk. & ! 377,000 | 4,495 !steelhead! H 27,150 | H H H H :
wWhite Sand (83-522) ! H ichinook H 27,000 ! H H H H H
84-31 :S.F. Clearwater Cr. ! H : H H H H H H H '
Salmon River : H L8 ' ' : ! ! : H H
83-7 :Boulder Cr. H H H H H H H H H H H
:South Fork Salmon R.! 400,000 ! 250,000 !steelhead! H H H H H 141 | H
83-416:Pole Cr. H . H ichinook | H H H H H 234 | H
H ) H H H ! H : H H H
83-23 :Camas Cr. H H - isteelhead! H 4,586 | 1.66 ! H H 76 | H
H H ichinook ! H 24,570 ! 0.52 ¢ H H 128 @ H
83-359: Bear Valley Cr. H H 1000% ichinook ! 13,400,000 ! H H i 8,4374; H
(Sho—Ban Contract) ! H H H : H H H H H H
83-415:Alturas Lake Cr. ' H tchinook H H ' H H i 1,0752 H
H H isockeye | H H H H ! 4,500 | H
84-24 :Bear Valley (USFS), | H H H H H H ! H H :
Elk & Marsh Cr. : H H H H H H H H H H
84-28 :Lemhi R. H 32,199 | isteelhead! H 11.4-5.2 | H H 10 - 176:0-12
H H fchinook ! H 11.1-1.5 1| H ' 1-21to035:-5to8
84-29 :Panther Cr. H H isteelhead! i 105,178 ! 11 H i 1,051 ! !
H H ichinook ! t 531,309 ! 0.5 ! H 1 2,657 ¢ H

taverage of range of estimates from several alternatives or variables.
2Juveniles only, not smolts.

3gpring chinook and summer steelhead unless otherwise noted.

“Females only.
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Appendix Table E-2. (cont.)

FREDICTED COSTS

~{ PRESENT
H . 1OPERAT.&MAINT! H ! PRESENT i VALUE
i PLAN/DGN & {~————————— i TOTAL TOTAL 'VALUE TOTAL ! BENEFIT:
PROJECT NAME {CONSTRUCTION:PER YEAR !YRS! EVAL. : cosTSs H COSTS iCOST RATIO
———————————— H H i) - } H
IDAHO ! ! ! H H i H
Clearwater River H H H H H H H
84-5 :Red River i $201,397 i i $5,000 ! $206,397 | $725,46127 15.0:1
H $124,500 ¢ H H H H H
:Crooked R. ! H H 1$10,000 ! $134,500 ! $361,082=; 6.2:1
H H H H H H H
82-1 :Clear, Orofino & H H H H H ' H
Fotlach Cr. : H ! H H ! H
84-6 :iLolo Cr. (83-522) : $66,109 | $5,000 ! 1t 1$10,000 ! $76,109 ¢ !
: H H H H H :
tEldorado Cr. H $17,668 ! H ! $5,000 $22,668 ! d
tUpper Crooked Fk. & H H ! H ' H H
White Sand (83-522) H $49,970 | $15,000 ! 1 1$12,500 ! $62,470 ! H
84-31 :8.F. Clearwater Cr. H $184,966 | ! H ' $184,966 ! H
Salmon River H ! H H H H H
83-7 :Boulder Cr. H $29,113 | H 1$12,500 ¢ $41,613 ! H
:South Fork Salmon R. H $125,510 ! H ! $7,900 ¢ $133,490 | H
83-416:Fole Cr. } $29,725 H ! $2,500 ! $30,225 ! $29,725 ¢ 70.5:1
H H i H H H H
83-23 :Camas Cr. H $4,6469 | : } } $4,669 ! '
H H H H H H !
83-359:Bear Valley Cr. I $1,896,000 ' i $5,000 | $1,891,816 ! H
(Sho-Ban Contract) H H | H H H H
83-415:Alturas Lake Cr. H $347,000 ! H I $5,000 | $368,5001 $6,899, 0001 | 19,0212
1] + . 1] 1] 1] []
84-24 :Bear Valley Cr (USFS) ' $125,400 | H H H $125,400 H
Elk & Marsh H H ! H ' H H
84-28 :Lemhi K. i $1,722,700 | $11,300 150 ! P $1,734,000 | $2,025,0003 0.32:13
! ' Voo ' ! !
84-29 :Fanther Cr. ! $198,679 1$400,0002 150 ! ' $208,4679 | $9,000,0001 1.1:12
1] 1 [ 1] 1 1 (]

*Average of range of estimates from several alternatives or variables.
ZCosts and methods used to derive these values were not provided in reports.
FMaximum of range of estimates from several alternatives.
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Appendix Table E-2.

(cont.)

PREDICTED BENEFITS

! VALUE PER ADULT | TOTAL {DISCOUNT! PRESENT H
R e g ! YEARLY | VYEARS | RATE {VALUE TOTAL !
PROJECT NAME ‘ESCAPE. {SFORT |COMM. {BENEFITS (0CCURRING! (4) | BENEFITS |
———————————— H H ! ' H ' ! H
IDANO ! ! H ! H ! H H
Clearwater River H ! H H H ! H '
84-5 :Red River { $359 ! H 1$445,470 | 1-100 ! 4 1$10,916,242 |
! $550 ¢ ! H ! H H H
:Crooked R. ! $359 ! ! i1$111,500 | 6-100 ! 4 | $2,245,757 |
i $550 | ! H H H H H
82-1 :Clear, Orofino & ! H H H H H H '
Fotlach Cr. H H ! H ' ! H H
84-6 :Lolo Cr. (83-522) H ! ! H ! H ! !
H H : H H H H !
tEldorado Cr. H H H H H H H '
:Upper Crooked Fk. & | H H H H H H H
White Sand (83-522) ! H H H { H H !
84-31 :S5.F. Clearwater Cr. ! H H H H H H H
Saleson River H H H H H ' H H
83-7 :Boulder Cr. H H H H H H H '
:South Fork Salmon R.! H ' H { ! H H
83-416:zPole Cr. ! H H i $26,4221; H 4 1 $2,100,000 !
H H ! H H i i H
83-23 :Camas Cr. H H H H H H H H
83-359: Bear Valley Cr. H ' H H H 1-50 H H H
(Sho~Ban Contract) ! H H ! H H ! H
83-415:Alturas Lake Cr. i $550 | H H ' 1-20 H ! $6,899,2501 !
H %18 | H H H : H {
84-24 :;Bear Valley Cr (USFS)! H H H H H H H
Elk & Marsh i H H H H H H H
84-28 :Lemhi R. H P $75 | $22 1 $30,4670 1 6-50 H 3 H $648, 8002
H 1$125 | $42 | H H ! !
84-29 :Panther Cr. i %106 | H H i 1-50 H 7 7/8% $9,539,500]
! %137 H H H H : H

iaverage of range of estimates from several alternatives or variables.

ZMaximum of range of estimates from several alternatives.



