	02172011 LR - SA 7.5.3.2 - Review of CY 2010 Aquatic Fund Proposals.pdf
	SA 7.5.3.2 - Review of CY 2010 Aquatic Fund Pro...
	02172011 LR - ACC Lewis River AQ Fund evaluation - 2010_2011_ACC comments.pdf
	ACC Evaluation
	Utilities Evaluation

	02172011 LR - Lewis AQ Fund Memo - Review of Final Proposals Memo to ACC.pdf
	Attachment 1.pdf



v@’ PACIFICORP ENERGY Porcnd, Oregon 37232

A DIVISION OF PACIFICORP

February 17, 2011

Memo to Lewis River Aquatics Coordination Committee representatives

From: Frank Shrier — PacifiCorp Energy and Diana Gritten-MacDonald — Cowlitz PUD
Subject: SA 7.5.3.2 - Review of CY 2010 Aquatic Fund Proposals

In September 2005 the Lewis River Aquatics Coordination Committee (ACC) established
the Aquatics Fund — Strategic Plan and Administrative Procedures to meet obligations of
the Lewis River Settlement Agreement. Since that time PacifiCorp Energy and the
Public Utility District No. 1 of Cowlitz County (Cowlitz PUD) (collectively the Utilities)
have been working under the Plan and with the ACC to identify and select aquatic
resource projects for funding.

On December 9, 2010, the ACC selected six aquatic project proposals for additional
consideration. Shortly thereafter, PacifiCorp Energy notified the project sponsors and
requested full proposals by January 28, 2011. On February 10, 2011, PacifiCorp Energy
provided copies of each final project proposal to the ACC. In addition, each applicant
presented a PowerPoint at the ACC meeting on February 10, 2011, to present further
project detail and address ACC questions and comments, if any. The proposed projects

include:
Applicant Project Title
Cowlitz Indian Tribe Eagle Island Habitat Enhancement: Sites B & C
USDA Forest Service Lewis River Side Channel Near Muddy River
Instream Habitat Restoration
USDA Forest Service Muddy River Mainstem Restoration
USDA Forest Service Muddy River Side Channel Restoration

The Utilities subject matter experts have evaluated and scored the above proposals.
Evaluations were conducted as outlined in the Aquatic Fund — Strategic Plan and
Administrative Procedures (PacifiCorp and Cowlitz PUD, September 2005 — Revised
January 2009). For ACC review, the Utilities have attached an Evaluation Matrix to this
memo, which identifies the average total score of the Utility reviewers for each Proposal
and comments/questions (Attachment 1). Costs for each project are also included.
Individual Proposals have been previously provided to the ACC and are available upon
request. They are also available for viewing on the Lewis River website at the following
link: http://www.pacificorp.com/es/hydro/hl/Ir.ntml#. Click on “Aquatics Coordination
Committee 2011” to display the proposals.






By this memo the Utilities provide the ACC with a list of the projects and our
recommendation for funding in order of evaluation ranking.

1. Muddy River Side Channel Restoration — Funding request is for $39,00.
Utilities recommend: Funding

2. Lewis River Side Channel Near Muddy River Instream Habitat Restoration
— Funding request is for $42,000. Utilities recommend: Funding

3. Eagle Island Habitat Enhancement: Sites B and C — Funding request is for
$85,000. Utilities recommend: Funding

4. Muddy River Mainstem — Funding request is for $43,000. Utilities recommend:
Funding

The next step in the process is for the ACC to review and provide input on selection of
projects to be funded. An opportunity will be available to discuss the projects at the
upcoming March 10, 2011, ACC meeting. The Utilities welcome review and your
comments including your agreement or disagreement with the Utilities evaluation, and
ask that you provide them to PacifiCorp by March 17, 2011. This timing is so that we
may compile results and distribute the collective ACC’s evaluation prior to the April 14,
2010, ACC meeting. At that meeting, the ACC should work to finalize its selection of to-
be-funded projects. To continue to meet the Funding Process Timeline as included in the
Plan, the ACC must reach agreement on projects no later than mid-April.

Thank you for your attention to this matter, we look forward to receiving your input.





Attachment B

Lewis River Aquatics Fund — Individual Project Evaluation Sheet

For each Evaluation Criteria listed below, a determination of “meets” or “does not meet”

or a score of 1 to 5 is assigned by project evaluator. If during the Pre-Proposal review the

project receives a “does not meet” response to any “Consistency with Fund Objectives
and Priorities” component, the proposal will be dropped from further evaluation and
funding. A 1 is the lowest score (does not or very unlikely to meet objectives), a 5 the
highest score (greater likelihood of meeting objectives). Scores are multiplied by the
assigned weighting then totaled for a single project score.

A. Consistency with Fund Objectives and Priorities (Meets or
Does not meet):

1. Benefit fish recovery throughout the North Fork Lewis
River, priority to federal ESA-listed species (Bull Trout,
Chinook, Steelhead, and Chum)

2. Support the re-introduction of anadromous fish throughout
the Basin (Spring Chinook, Winter Steelhead, Coho, and Sea-
run Cutthroat)

3. Enhance fish habitat in the Lewis River Basin, with priority
given to the North Fork Lewis River.

B. How does the project benefit priority fish species and stocks?
(Spring Chinook, Winter Steelhead, Coho, Bull Trout, and Sea-
run Cutthroat) (40 % weight):

Does the proposal clearly describe the expected fish benefits
of the project?

Does the proposal clearly identify the salmonid species and
stocks that would benefit from the project?

Does the project address a limiting factor(s) to the target
species, a limiting life history stage, or an important habitat
process or condition?

Will the project provide long-term benefits? Does the project
provide tangible, on-the-ground benefits?

Is the project generally consistent with the intent (strategies,
measures, actions, and priorities) of applicable recovery and
planning documents (e.g. Lower Columbia Salmon Recovery
Plan)?

Score =
multiplied by
40=






C. Scientific validity and technical quality of proposed project
(40% weight):

Is the problem to salmonids and the associated objectives of
the proposed project clearly described?

Does the proposal employ appropriate techniques, adequate
design and proper siting?

Is it clear how the proposed project will meet its intent and
purpose?

Is it likely that the project will achieve stated objectives?

Does the project provide for implementation monitoring? If so
what monitoring protocols will be used? Are the benefits or
outcomes from the project measurable (e.g. number of trees
planted or amount of structure placed)?

Have watershed processes and a larger global aspect been
considered in developing the proposal?

How does the project fit within the fish needs as identified
through watershed planning documents, recovery plans, etc?
Has the project proposal received professional review?

Does the proposal identify any negative or positive impacts to
other resource areas (e.g. wildlife, recreation, etc.)?

Score =
multiplied by
40=

D. Ability for the project proponent to successfully implement
proposed project (10% weight)

Does proposal include both appropriate numbers of personnel
and experienced team members?

Has the applying party submitted proposals in previous years?
If their proposal received funding, has it been successfully
implemented?

Will the project be able to obtain the necessary permits in a
timely manner?

Score =
multiplied by
1.0=

E. Cost effectiveness and timeliness (10% weight)

Does the project have matching funding or in-kind
participation? Is there collaboration between numerous
parties?

Is the project budget identified by work effort (administration,
materials, labor, etc.) and is it appropriate?

Does the project have a reasonable cost relative to the
anticipated benefits?

Is the project self-maintaining once completed? If not, how
will maintenance be achieved?

Can the project activities be planned and initiated in one year?

Score =
multiplied by
1.0=

Total Weighted Score

XX






		02172011 LR - DRAFT Lewis AQ Fund Memo - Review of Final Proposals Memo to ACC

		Attachment B




Utilities Evaluation

		Lewis River Aquatic Fund - Utilities' Evaluation of 2010/2011 Project Proposals

		No.		Applicant		Project Title		Project Schedule		Benefit		Bull Trout		Project Partners		Funding		Cost Share?		Consistency with Fund Objectives		Benefit to Priority Fish		Scientific Validity		Success Potential		Cost Effectiveness		Total Score		Selected by Utilities for Full-Proposal		Comments

		1		Cowlitz Indian Tribe		Eagle Island Habitat Enhancement: Sites B and C		late 2011-early 2012; late summer 2012; multi-year monitoring until 2022; last treatments applied 2015		Restore and enhance the riparian zone, in-stream habitat and channel form to provide more spawning and juvenile rearing habitat for salmonids that use the North Fork Lewis River.						$   85,000.00		Yes   SRFB $450,000		Benefit recovery-Y                  Support Reintro - Y         Enhance LR Fish habitat - Y		14.66		14.66		3		2.66		35				PacifiCorp supports work on sites A & B and supports the concept for site C with concerns regarding the proposed implementation.
Ideally this will improve fry rearing habitat & assist work on the North channel in the future. However, Site C instream habitat is adequate and the placement of structures is more of a concern for boat traffic in this area.

		2		USDA Forest Service		Lewis River Side Channel Near Muddy River Instream Habitat Restoration		summer 2012; as built docs by Dec. 2012; monitoring report Dec. 2013		Enhance fish habitat quality by improving habitat complexity and diversity using LWM, providing refugia during winter flows for juvenile salmonids, and providing increased spawning opportunities for adult salmonids.				Forest Service, Mt. St. Helens Institute, Swift Community Action Team, Fish First, and Equipment Rental Services		$   42,000.00		Yes   USFS-$14,000 IK, USFS-$16,000 M, MSHI-$2,000 IK, SCAT-$1,000 Machine, Fish First-$1,000 Machine, Equip. Rental-$1,000 Machine		Benefit recovery-Y                  Support Reintro - Y         Enhance LR Fish habitat - Y		14.66		14.66		2.66		3.33		35.33				PacifiCorp supports, although the side channel already provides adequate habitat. How are impacts due to skidder addressed?

		3		USDA Forest Service		Muddy River Mainstem Restoration		summer 2012; as built docs by Dec. 2012; monitoring report Dec. 2013		Restore and enhance stream habitat complexity for reintroduced salmon and steelhead by creating 20 rearing/overwintering pools and spawning beds by placing LWM complexes along stream margins.				Forest Service, Mt. St. Helens Institute,		$   43,000.00		Yes   USFS-$22,000 IK, USFS-$15,000 trees, MSHI-$2,000 IK		Benefit recovery-Y                  Support Reintro - Y         Enhance LR Fish habitat - Y		14.66		13.33		2		3		33				PacifiCorp supports, but has the following concern: 
It is agreed that we need to do something to harden & establish the Muddy's channel, this proposal may not be the best means of doing so. This being a volatile stream in a large flood-plain leaves concern that this proposal is high risk without much benefit. The channel may move.

		4		USDA Forest Service		Muddy River Side Channel Restoration		summer 2012; as built docs by Dec. 2012; monitoring report Dec. 2013		Restore and enhance side channel and tributary habitat complexity for reintroduced salmon and steelhead by creating 30 rearing/overwintering pools and spawning beds by placing LWM complexes in side channels.				Forest Service, Mt. St. Helens Institute,		$   39,000.00		Yes   USFS-$14,000 IK, USFS-$10,000 Trees, MSHI-$2,000 IK		Benefit recovery-Y                  Support Reintro - Y         Enhance LR Fish habitat - Y		16		14.66		3		3.66		37.33				PacifiCorp supports and believes this project should be done before the Muddy mainstem project. Concern is that the benefit is limited to spawning and early rearing. Additionally, are the banks  stable enough to hold the material?

		Fund Objectives:				1. Benefit fish recovery throughout the North Fork Lewis River, priority to federal ESA-listed species								Resource Funds (requested)		$   209,000.00

						2. Support the re-introduction of anadromous fish throughout the basin								Resource Funds (recommended projects)

						3. Enhance fish habitat in the Lewis River Basin, with priority given to North Fork Lewis River								Bull Trout Funds (recommended projects)

														Total Aquatic Funds		$   - 0



&C&F



ACC Evaluation

		Lewis River Aquatic Fund - ACC Evaluation of 2009/2010 Project Proposals

		ACC Decision				Applicant		Project Title		Funding Request		WDFW		Fish First		LCFRB		Yakama Nation		USFS		Cowlitz Indian Tribe		USFWS		NMFS		Trout Unlimited		Utilities

				1		Cowlitz Indian Tribe		Eagle Island Habitat Enhancement: Sites B and C		$   85,000.00																				PacifiCorp supports work on sites A & B and supports the concept for site C with concerns regarding the proposed implementation.
Ideally this will improve fry rearing habitat & assist work on the North channel in the future. However, Site C instream habitat is adequate and the placement of structures is more of a concern for boat traffic in this area.

				2		USDA Forest Service		Lewis River Side Channel Near Muddy River Instream Habitat Restoration		$   42,000.00																				PacifiCorp supports, although the side channel already provides adequate habitat. How are impacts due to skidder addressed?

				3		USDA Forest Service		Muddy River Mainstem Restoration		$   43,000.00																				PacifiCorp supports, but has the following concern: 
It is agreed that we need to do something to harden & establish the Muddy's channel, this proposal may not be the best means of doing so. This being a volatile stream in a large flood-plain leaves concern that this proposal is high risk without much benefit. The channel may move.

				4		USDA Forest Service		Muddy River Side Channel Restoration		$   39,000.00																				PacifiCorp supports and believes this project should be done before the Muddy mainstem project. Concern is that the benefit is limited to spawning and early rearing. Additionally, are the banks  stable enough to hold the material?

								Total		$   209,000.00



&C&20Lewis River Aquatic Fund ACC Evaluation Matrix 2009/2010
April 8, 2010
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