LEWIS RIVER AQUATIC COORDINATION
COMMITTEE

Facilitator: ERIK LESKO
503-412-8401

Location: TEAMS MEETING ONLY

Date: November 10, 2022
Time: 9:30 AM - 12:00 PM

AGENDA ITEMS

9:30 AM Welcome
» Review and Accept 11/10/2022 Agenda
» Review and Accept 10/13/2022 Meeting Notes

9:45 AM Public Comment Opportunity

9:50 AM Aquatic Fund Applicant Presentations (Lesko)

» Pine Creek Restoration Design Project, Cramer Fish Sciences
and Columbia Land Trust. (Phil Roni, Ph.D.)

» Clear Creek and Clearwater Creek Restoration Implementation,
U.S. Forest Service. (Greg Robertson)

10:50 AM Merwin Conveyance System Design & Construction (Karchesky)

11:20 AM Study/Work Product Updates

Flows/Reservoir Conditions Update

Reservoir Shoreline Development Projects

ATS Update

FPS Update

o 30% Yale downstream design meeting invite

o Draft Lewis River Future Fish Passage Elements Document
Fish Passage/Operations Update

Swift Reservoir Stranding Surveys

Yale HPP spawning survey schedule

VVVY

YV V

11:50 AM Next Meeting’s Agenda
e Study/Work Product Updates
Public Comment Opportunity

12:00 PM Meeting Adjourn
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Note: all meeting notes and the meeting schedule can be located at:
https://www.pacificorp.com/energy/hydro/lewis-river/acc-tcc.html

Join on your computer or mobile app

Click here to join the meeting

Or call in (audio only)

+1563-275-5003,,644857650# United States, Davenport

Phone Conference ID: 644 857 650#
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https://teams.microsoft.com/l/meetup-join/19%3ameeting_YjJhOGI5MzktMDc4MS00NTU0LTkxYzUtYWQxYzllOGZhNzhh%40thread.v2/0?context=%7b%22Tid%22%3a%227c1f6b10-192b-4a83-9d32-81ef58325c37%22%2c%22Oid%22%3a%224b3fb765-b753-4f6e-8957-6139561fd9da%22%7d
tel:+15632755003,,644857650

FINAL Meeting Notes
Lewis River License Implementation
Aquatic Coordination Committee (ACC) Meeting
November 10, 2022
TEAMS Meeting Only

ACC Representatives and Affiliates Present (16)
Sarah Montgomery, Anchor QEA

Christina E. Donehower, Cowlitz Indian Tribe
Amanda Froberg, Cowlitz PUD

Steve West, LCFRB

Chris Karchesky, PacifiCorp

Erik Lesko, PacifiCorp

Mark Ferraiolo, PacifiCorp

Jeremiah Doyle, PacifiCorp

Peggy Miller, WDFW

Bryce Glaser, WDFW

Josua Holowatz, WDFW

Jim Byrne, Trout Unlimited

Bill Sharp, Yakama Nation

Keely Murdoch, Yakama Nation

Jeffrey Garnett, USFWS

JD Jones, USFS

Guests (4)

Phil Roni, Cramer Fish Sciences
Reid Camp, Cramer Fish Sciences
Tyler Rockhill, Cramer Fish Sciences
Phillip Thompson, USFS

Calendar:

November 10, 2022 | ACC Meeting TEAMS
Meeting

Assignments from November 10, 2022 Status

Karchesky: Discuss potential impacts of Merwin conveyance system Ongoing.

work with the ATS to determine broodstock collection modifications.

Assignments from July 14, 2022 Status

Erik Lesko: Update Teams meeting invitation to add and remove staff as Ongoing.

needed. (Full update planned for 2023 meeting invitations.)

Assignments from April 14, 2022 Status

Erik Lesko: Coordinate with the TCC regarding the timing for WSDOT’s Ongoing.

Cougar Creek culvert project. (Currently




planned for
2023.)

Opening, Review of Agenda and Meeting Notes
Erik Lesko (PacifiCorp) called the meeting to order at 9:32 a.m. and reviewed the agenda.

Lesko reviewed the October 13, 2022 meeting notes. All edits were accepted and the notes were
approved by the ACC.

Public Comment Opportunity
None.

Aquatic Fund Applicant Presentations

Erik Lesko introduced the Aquatic Fund application process. He said there is $200,000 added to
the fund annually until 2027 (and the $200,000 is adjusted annually for inflation from year 2008
dollars), plus the $3.9 million currently available in the fund (of which approximately $675,000
is dedicated bull trout funds). Including current and future contributions, the Aquatic Fund will
have about $5 million in funding after all contributions have been completed in year 2027. Lesko
said PacifiCorp received two proposals for 2023 funding by the October 21 deadline, and
sponsors will present their proposals today to the ACC. The ACC has received the proposals for
review and is encouraged today to ask questions and identify any significant flaws that could
prevent an application from being approved. Written comments are due back to PacifiCorp by
November 30. Then, those comments are summarized and provided back to the sponsors by
December 2, with final proposals due on December 30.

Pine Creek Restoration Design Project — Cramer Fish Sciences and Columbia Land Trust

Phil Roni introduced the Cramer Fish Sciences and Columbia Land Trust Team. He provided a
presentation detailing the Pine Creek Restoration Design Project proposal, for which the slides
are provided below and in Attachment B. Questions and comments from the ACC are provided
below.
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Pine Creek
Restoration
Design
Proposal

Phil Roni®®, Reid Camp', Tyler Rockhill*, Sanoe Keliinoi?,
and lan Sinks?

'Cramer Fish Sciences, Watershed Sciences Lab
“Columbia Land Trust
“University of Washington
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Background

* One of most important Bull Trout spawning
streams

* Multiple reaches are priorities for Bull Trout,
Steelhead, and Coho

* LCFRB Recovery plan indicates that Pine is
the number 1 trib for current and potential
Bull trout production in Upper NF

* CLR purchased/obtained easement more
than 5,000 acres in 2013/2014 to project
Pine Creek from development and manage
the lands to benefit Bull Trout, spotted owls,
and wolves

* Roni and Timm 2016

* Watershed assessment

* Lamperth et al. 2017 Lewis Rive
Bull Trout habitat restoration
identification assessment

* Other
* USFS 1995,1996
* LCFRB 2010
* Beechie and Imaki 2014
* USGS/PacifiCorp 2016
* Hudson et al. 2019




Pine Creek Reaches and Multi-Species Priority

Restoration Needs P4
Off channel and side channel
habitat H H H H H
Riparian conditions & functions H H H H H
Stream channel habitat structure &
bank stability H H H H H
Watershed conditions & hillslope
processes H H H H H
Floodplain function and channel
migration processes H H H H M
Instream flows M H M M M
Access to blocked habitats L L L L L
Regulated stream management for
habitat functions L L L L L
Water guality L L L L L

* Heavily impacted by the eruption of Mt. 5t. Helens with long recovery
times for full recovery

+ Subbasin Plan indicates it could benefit from targeted riparian and

Problem stream channel restoration
* Assessments have outlined the restoration needs for priority reaches

+ Need for a comprehensive holistic restoration plan and designs that
protects existing areas of Bull Trout spawning while restoring areas of
degraded instream and riparian habitat

Species that will benefit

* Bull Trout
* Steelhead
* Coho

* Chinook?
» Wildlife

* Meets ACC Fund Objectives
* Benefit ESA listed species
* Support reintroduction
* Enhance Habitat




Overall Project Goal

* Improve instream habitat complexity and riparian habitat in Pine
Creek for Bull Trout and other salmonids

Specific Objectwes

. Improve habitat complexity in simplified reaches through large wood placement

. Stabilize sediment to allow for riparian succession to mature conifer forest
. Increase side channels and spawning habitat for Bull Trout and steelhead
Protect existing quality spawning habitat for Bull Trout and steelhead

. Create resting areas for spawning adult Bull Trout and steelhead

. Improve holding pools for juvenile Bull Trout and steelhead

. Improve overwintering habitat for salmonids

Ooumm_hwml—‘

. Reduce or stabilize incision rates in areas with floodplain pockets



Project Tasks

* Task 1: Investigation and baseline
assessment

* Task 2: Design
= 15% concepts and alternatives
= 30% basis of design

* 60-80% & permit applications
= 100% bid ready package

* Task 3: Monitoring and photo
documentation

* Task 4: Project management and
coordination

Task 1: Site Investigation & Baseline Assessment
» Existing data review and analysis il j»!_;::al:.:.réekREE;'RrpEE; Fz
* Focus on Priority Reaches . b e e :
* |dentify suitable areas within reaches

» Site survey and field data collection
* Targeted new field data
* Focusing on suitable areas identified

* Geomorphic and riparian assessment
* Using field, existing, and remote sensed data

* Hydrologic assessment
* Hydraulic analysis

Beechie and Imzki 2014/3cn and Timm 2016 datz

Existing Data Analysis =~ ... —— el
* Lidar and remote sensing Z‘“ f Va “"/L :
* 2018 LiDAR . _?: | -
z® 1 How Ciam; comn 1 f E
» Channel typing o) W Im’iff/ ol
* Beechie and Imaki 2014 "l == v &
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* Habitat Surveys - e

* Lamperth et al. 2014 i r '|V ' ”ll'w'« )

] £ it I|'|I|\‘ (I' |I'_J’|I\ f) . Jl I‘”" J|II ‘.I. I.I l.l j! JI‘
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* Sediment and other data 3 “ B llh""r !

* Roni and Timm 2016

Example of Data derived from Remote Sensing = Forks Creek, WA
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Task 2 -Design

* Alternatives analysis and
conceptual design — 15%

* Preliminary design — 30%

* Final design — 100%

* Environmental compliance and
permitting

* Submit final design plan set and :
basis of design report




Task 2 — Design Example — Middle Nemah River

Mgy el Conceptual Design: ~2000 wood pieces
Log jams by helicopter placement
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eptual Design Example — Wynoochee

Wynoochee River: Reach 3-8 (Section 2/4)
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Task 3 — Monitoring and photo documentation

* Required photo documentation

* Pre-project effectiveness
monitoring

* Collected as part of design
process

+ Latest techniques using remote
sensing and supplemental field
data

* Based on BPA AEM, SRFB Pilot
Studies, etc.

= GUT, MQl, HSI, DoD etc,

+ Work closely with Columbia
Land Trust on
* Assessment
* Riparian treatments

+« Complement upland
restoration

* Periodic check-ins with ACC
+ Third-party review of designs

m— [ted] Preseal - Corplax Chemmel Resch
== It Present - Sdeaple Chacnel eacs
=== Redd Absent - Complex Channel Reach

] — Redd Ahsen- - Simale Chenrel Rezch
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Project Team

Cramer Fish Sciences

Phil Reni, Principal Scientist * 30 plus years of research relatec to habitat restoraticn

Reid Camp, Fluvial Geomorphalogist » =13 years of experience in restoration assessment and design

Tyler Rockhill, Restoration Engineer * Experience in hydraulic modeling, engineering, and restaration design
» 20 years of experience in hydraulic modeling, habitat assessment, and restoraticn
Columbia Land Trust

design
lan Sinks, Stewardship Directar = Respansible for all care and management af all of Columblz Land Trust®s lards

» Area manager far CLT Pine Creek lznds and assoclated conservation easements

Project Schedule

sk Im y ulalslolnN]p ] Flmla mlu]]als o]

Task 1-
Assessment
Task 2 -
Design

Task 2.2 -
30% Design
Task 2.3 -
60-80% X X X
Design

Task 2.4 -
Final Design
Task 3 -
Monitoring
Task 4 =
Project mgt.

X X X X

Budget
.

Task 1: Site investigation and baseline assessment $65,151
Task 2: Design $77,314
Task 3: Monitoring and photo documentation $11,966
Task 4: Project Management and Reporting $36,791
Total Project Costs $191,222

Primary assumptions
+ Treatments primarily LW and riparian
= Existing LiDAR is adeqguate
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Pine Creek is priority Bull Trout spawning stream and a priority for restoration

Degraded instream and riparian areas due to Mt 5t Helens and other factors that will take
many decades to recover naturally

.

Work with Columbia Land Trust to develop restoration plan and designs for riparian and
instream area that will compliment CLT upland restoration efforts

Summary

Build out from existing areas of high-guality Bull Trout habitat to improve habitat

Complete a helistic analysis and successful restoration design to restore riparian and
aguatic habitat function for Bull Trout and other salmonids in Pine Creek. I

.

Meets all major abjectives of Lewis River Aquatic Fund

Columbia
Land Trust

Peggy Miller asked what is the estimated cost to construct the design and whether there are
additional funding sources identified if the cost to construct exceeds the available Aquatic
Funds? Roni said he can provide a construction estimate with assumptions in the final proposal.
It will depend on what the total amount of stream channel proposed for restoration, which he
anticipates being about 6 or 7 river miles. The work could also be divided into multiple phases
for funding or construction purposes.

Miller noted that the riparian work would include tasks like planting conifers in riparian areas;
this type of action may not be appropriate for funding through the Aquatic Fund, but she
suggested the project team look into matching funds available through the TCC. Roni said
Columbia Land Trust would direct that part of the work, as they have ownership and easements
for restoration of forest and riparian zones. He will look into this and can provide more detail in
the final proposal. Lesko noted that riparian restoration does fall within what could be approved
for Aquatic Funds.

Miller asked for more details on Task 2.1. Roni said the conceptual design would include up to
three alternatives. One of them may be a no action alternative. In a wood placement project, the

11



alternatives are generally different amounts of wood. Then, they are evaluated, and the preferred
alternative is moved forward to final design. There would be one conceptual design for each
section of the river.

Lesko provided more details about the schedule for funding. Approvals are made in February,
then funds are disbursed as early as April. He also noted that while resumes are not required in
the final proposal, it can help demonstrate the level of expertise of the team, which is part of the
evaluation.

The ACC discussed whether the project would qualify for bull trout funds. Roni said on Salmon
Port, the stream is identified as a priority area for steelhead, but there are increasing numbers of
coho as well as Chinook salmon. It is known as a bull trout stream but supports other species too.
Roni said the project purpose started with the focus on bull trout but then the team realized how
many other species can benefit too. Lesko said typically bull trout specific projects are placed
into the bull trout fund.

Jim Byrne said Pine Creek is a very mobile stream with few places to anchor log jams or large
woody material. Roni agreed — it is a fairly mobile stream with some high energy reaches that
move sand and sediment. In a stream like this, with few areas accessible by equipment, root
wads would be flown in. These pieces will have to be large enough to be immobile in the
channel. This project would probably not involve anchoring or pile driving; the goal is to size the
material correctly and let the river do the work. Byrne said while the channel itself is narrow, the
floodplain widens and the channel can move around through the floodplain. Roni said that is
typical behavior for a river that does not have much wood to help anchor material and encourage
growth of mature vegetation. Adding large wood in these areas will help stabilize the channel.

Bill Sharp said watershed trajectories are included in the hydrologic assessments. He asked
whether this incorporates climate change and asked about glacial input that may have occurred
since 1980. Roni said climate change is incorporated into the assessment. Tyler Rockhill said the
eruption has been important to this system. In order to incorporate those factors into the design,
the team conducted a literature review to help evaluate post-eruption watershed trajectories. Reid
Camp added that the volcanic and glacial soils help provide sediment that can be recruited to the
channel to build good habitats.

Lesko provided a few editorial comments for the final proposal. It would be helpful if Figure 1
had pattern recognition instead of colors because they are sometimes printed in grayscale. He
suggested including the reaches available on Salmon Port. He noted some of the USGS gages in
the area are not active anymore. He said it would be helpful to have more clarification on
whether the assessment is on the whole stream or just the reaches with higher potential for
restoration (1, 2, and 4). Rockhill said the assessment will include all reaches, and the design will
focus on the priority reaches. Roni added they want to avoid piecemealing the assessment and
design. Rockhill is aware of the USGS gages, and they use coincident records for basin
extrapolation. Roni said if data are available, they will evaluate before and after eruption flow
conditions.

Jeff Garnett said he appreciates the attention to bull trout. Thinking forward to implementation,
depending on the cost, it might make sense to prioritize certain sections or reaches that have the
most habitat benefit. Roni agreed and said there will be a prioritization based on habitat benefit.
JD Jones said because Pine Creek has one of the few populations of bull trout within the Lewis

River basin, it would be great to prioritize bull trout benefits.
12



Lewis River Restoration Plan and Implementation — USFS

JD Jones provided a progress update on restoration projects in the Lewis River basin and then
introduced the Aquatic Fund proposal for work starting in 2023 in the Clear and Clearwater
creek basins. Slides are provided below and in Attachment B. Questions and comments from the
ACC followed

Lewis River Restoration - gumsmaemerem

thon |miplementation- Current Refguest

P | a n a n d » Pepper Creek Culvert Removal and Road Hydro-Stabilization

Implementation e

= Swift Campground Creck ADP 00 desigh - Contracting

Rush Creek
Side Channel
Restoration
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Rush Creek

Before
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Clear Creek and
Clearwater Creek
Restoration
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Coho Redd Distribution
2012-2017

[ Clear Creck MU

REM and aerial
imagery

Clear Creek
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October, 2022

Clear and Clearwater Creeks
Alternatives Analysis

SUBMITTED TO
Giffard Pinchot Maticnal Forest
Mt Adams Ranger District

FREFARED BY
Inter-Fluve, Inc.
( A 501 Pard
interflve  Hood Rivar, OR 97031

I " l DIEA P.C

2000 Maple Street

& Miszoula, MT 53808

vay Ave., Suite 101

Clear Creek

Alt

Project
Areas’

Total
Stream
Length? (ft)

Proposed
Violume of Wood
Additions™* [ft’)

Estimated
Mumber Expected Habitat Uplift
of Trees**

Construction Considerations

30,430
(5.8 mi)

17,560
(3.3 mi)

17,560
2.2 mi)

576,040

Distrit cod treatment, via heavy
lift helicoprer, would add rmuch
needed complexity to lar; possible
treatment araa

it in areas
ient of in sitw, stable large
Vertical logs increase ong
and likely, gremorphic ette
of structures.

wmenl in aress
stable large

Wertical logs increase longevity,
effertivensss

Distances Lo source decks, um limes, size of rees,
d, and accessibility for ground

total volume o
v cunsidered for Allernative 1

L all e 1

Wond stability depends en valume of voud placed

Distari Lo source decks, Lurn limes, sice of ees,
total volume of wood, and accessibility for ground
crews all need to be considered for Alternative 2.

‘Wood stability improved with vertical logs and/'or
buarial.

Distances to source d
otal volume of wood, and accessik
considered fi

Wood stability improved with vertical logs and/or
burial. ztablishment of terparary access through
wetlands and potzntially sen areas will need to
b evaluated

17,560
1.3 mi)

od placement in areas

nt of in situ, stable large
wood. Vertical lngs increase longevity,
andd likely, geomorshic effectivencss
of structures,

wond stahility improved with ground- b
machine placement, vertical logs,
Estahlishment of temporary access through
weetlands and potentially ser e areas will need (o
be evaluated

Clearwater Creek

Alt

Project
Areas’

Total
Stream
Length? [ft)

Proposed
Volume of Wood
Additions™* (ft*)

Estimated
Mumber of
Trees™?

Expected Habltat Uplift

Construction Conslderations

14,820
(2.8 mi)

278,510

Distributed wood treatment, via heavy
lig ould add mu

needed complexity Lo largest possible
treatment area

Distanies s of Trees,
total volurme of v c for ground
crews all need to be considered for Altemative 1.

wood stability depends on velume of wood placed.

9520
(1.8 mi)

9620
(1.8 mi}

od placement in areas
icient of in situ, stable large
wood, Vertical logs increase longevity,
i omorphic effectiveness
of structurss.

1. Wertical logs increase longevity,
and likely, geomorphic effactis

of structures,

Distances to source decks, turn times, size of trees,
total valume of wood, and aceessibility for ground
ceews all need to be consldesed for Altermative 1.

Wwood stability improved with vertical logs andor

biurtal

Distances to source decks, turn times, size of trees,
total volume of wood, and accessibility for ground
crews all need to be considered tor Alternative 1.

Wood stabsility impre /
hurial. Establishmant of tamporary access through
ils and potentially sensitive areas will need 1o

th wertical logs andfor
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Clearwater Creek project sites

Canstruction Alternatves Praicct Tvpes Praicct Accoss Thearnwater CDrask

i = preve- ..

Clearwater Creek Instream Structures

i Y g WO SR (R

L 5 Construction Alternatives Froject Typas Cloarwator 2 —=. o Ciearwater Creck
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Apex-type wood structures built with a helicopter (left)
and ground-based equipment (right).

Cost estimate for Clearwater Creek project alternatives.
Alternative 1 — helicopter only

Clearwater Creek
Cuantity Unit Cost Cost
a1 | a2 | oae3 Juse| aws [ akz | ars A1 a2 Alt3

Miscell P § 140,000 | § 140,000 | $ 115,000
Tab” izatior/Denchil mtian | 1 1 1| 15 | $e00000 | s1on0000 | $7500000 || § 100000 | § 100000 | § 75,000
Beicae Rencvalt 1 1 1| s |4 anooon |5 4np00n |§ dngoon | ¢ 40000 | 4 40000 | § 40,000
Staging, Storage, Access” $ 2,000 [ § 14,000 [ § 14,000
Staging Arzas 2 1 1 | ac|s aoo0|s  zooo | o0 |8 a0 | $ 2000 |5 1,000
Temporary Access i dq 4 M| % - |5 aooo s a000 || - |3 12000 |5 12,000
Large Woed™* S5 3900000 % 3300000 (% 1,700,000
Large oo Instal ation” | 27,505 190,200 138,600 cr |8 145 17 ¢ 2|8 sgeopco s 2ac0p0 s 1renooe
Equivalent ing Cuoatity® | )_.)-'.lri| 1_.5.-.-:‘;| l_.lu'.‘.'J| £ | Par-log Project Cost || & 100 | 4 2300 | 5 1,500
subTotal | 5 4044000 [$ 3450000 % 1,529,000
Contingencies (30%) || & 12132000 (4 10362000 |5 5487000
Project Totals [Rounded Up}|| 5 5,300,000 | 4 4500000 | 5 2,400,000

Cost estimate for Clear Creek project alternatives
Alt1and 2 chosen

{lear Craek
Quartity Unit Cost Cost
et [ ana [ s [ane Jume| aex [ arz [ ans [ ane At Atz 3 Atd
Miscellanzous’ s 100000 (s toneons 7m0 s 7som
Mobilizstionemtilimtior | 1 | 1 | 1 | 1 | s [¢ womgoe]s wonpra |6 rspao s wame||s  sovam (¢ wmgon|s  mam|s  msom
Staping SHorage, Ackess N O ) O
Staging dreas 3 ] 2 |t [ 1 [eels sec]s aocels 2e00]s moe[s eoels ee]s wemls s
Temporare decess o | e [ o [ s s 3mals amnls raml[s 5 mo|s  wam|s o
Large Wood™ 5 5100000 [$ 7800000 |5 2300000 |5 2300000
Larpe Wroar: Installa'.iur] VRN £57 ABS| 185,200 Z85.200) CF $ 1'1|$ :T|§ 11 $ 12 (]s  &looaon $ Tapaoe 5 21300400 | 5 2,300,000
| | |
Equiectent g uandy 505 2sas| ssoe e Serlog e ot (5 rap|s  aam|s  zsm[s  zsae
subTotel|[ 5 8205000 |5 7916000 |5 2388000 |5 2407400
Contingencies 20% || $ 24506000 | $ 2270008 |5 767000 |5 722c000
nmie:lmtds|nbundedu|:]||s 1n,?unﬂnn|$ 1n.3un,unn|s 1200000 |s 3,200,400




Forest Service
Implementation Cost

For Project Implementation— estimated 11.4 total miles of stream, with 4

miles of excavator access and 7.4 miles of helicopter ace

Item
Tree acquisition, push over, full tree

Cl leal-' Creek
$250,000

Clearwater Creek
$50,000

Excavator placement

$170,000

$0

Helicopter placement

$2,100,000

$466,667

Equipment mobilization

$80,000

$10,000

Creek Total Cost

$2,600,000

$526,667

Project Request

$3,126,667

*Total Project Cost with request and in-kind contribution: $3,986,667

Questions???
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Jeff Garnett noted the potential high cost of the projects compared to the available funds and
asked if there are opportunities to combine work with other projects to reduce the cost of
helicopter mobilization and use. Jones agreed and said there are projects in the Cispus basin that
could potentially garner cost-savings. Jim Byrne said there was a very large log jam on
Clearwater Creek — is that still present in the system and where? Jones said it is above the
proposed projects. Between that log jam and the Lewis River, there are no other complex jams.
Byrne asked if it would be feasible to use some of that wood from the jam. Jones said it is an old
jam that is already deteriorating, so removing wood from it is not desirable. The focus now is on
adding new wood.

Miller noted that funding this entire project would use most of the available Aquatic Funds.
Jones said the two highest priority reaches have been proposed for this work, and it would be
helpful to discuss phasing the work. Lesko said he thinks the ACC funding the entire 3.1 million
is unlikely, especially given that the cost of the helicopter work alone is 2 million. The ACC can
provide feedback on highest priorities and a cost breakdown would be helpful in the final
proposal.

Roni said though he is not an ACC member, as someone who is familiar with the Rush Creek
work and Lewis River basin, he wanted to add that he noticed evidence of a channel-spanning
jam that had blown out below the bridge, which could potentially inform design work below the
bridge. Jones said they are proposing two or three jams in that area.

Josua Holowatz said in the long-term, a channel-spanning jam would strain recruited wood from
upstream reaches. Would more wood need to be added after construction to keep the jams
functioning? Jones said there are some locations upstream where large trees will recruit in the
near future, so the design team thinks those jams would hold, but it is not guaranteed.

Bill Sharp noted that logs could be staged as close as possible to the installation sites to reduce
helicopter costs. Jones agreed and said the Clear Creek project has lower costs due to being
accessible by an excavator. Miller asked the ACC whether a stamped design is required for
Aquatic Fund approvals, because that would result in a higher design cost. Lesko said he is not
aware of a requirement to have a stamped design, it is up to the applicant to evaluate that risk.
Jones said the USFS typically would pay for a stamped design if there are homes or
infrastructure downstream that could be affected. Steve West noted the Manual 18 does not
specify stamped designs are required (Manual 18 a regional standard but not specifically
applicable to the ACC Aquatic Fund). Glaser agreed and said WDFW would also consider
recreational use when deciding whether a stamped design is needed. Jones noted the USFS
sought input from the kayaking community when evaluating the projects but there is not much
recreation in these streams because of the lack of access and logistical challenges.

The ACC thanked both project proponents for their presentations and will provide written
comments to Lesko by November 30.

Study/Work Product Updates

ATS Update
Erik Lesko said the Aquatic Technical Subgroup (ATS) is working to finalize the Annual
Operating Plan. It’s out for review. The ATS has also recently revisited their priority items and
upcoming deliverables and are working to reorganize their work plan so that priorities and
ongoing work can be tracked well. The Draft AOP is being reviewed by the ATS and staff are
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also working to finalize the genetics monitoring plan. Glaser added that WDFW is working to
accelerate the development of Hatchery and Genetic Management Plans and will have an
updated draft of the coho program transition plan for the ATS to discuss soon.

Merwin Conveyance System
Chris Karchesky provided an update on work that is planned to update the conveyance system at
Merwin Dam in 2023. The slides are provided below and in Attachment C.

Merwin Dam

sh Lift and Conveyance Overhaul
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Proposed Project Schedule
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Karchesky said he can provide more information on the construction schedule as it develops.
Glaser thanked Karchesky for the update and provided two comments: what are the plans for
collecting broodstock for summer steelhead during the outage, and what would be the plan if the
schedule over-runs past the identified outage? Karchesky said those are both important
discussions. Unfortunately, the crowding mechanism is the bottleneck for the system so the
entire trap will need to be dewatered and trapping cannot occur during the construction period.
One consideration is for WDFW to tangle-net for summer steelhead to collect broodstock during
the outage if not enough fish can be collected on either side of the outage window. However, the
water levels will be low so it is not certain yet whether that would be a viable option. Glaser said
it will be important to clearly identify and discuss all potential impacts. He said he is also curious
about potential impacts to other species that are not identified in the license, like lamprey. Are
there opportunities to consider in these updates to the trap design to address passage for
additional species? Karchesky said lamprey were not considered in the Settlement Agreement as
a reintroduction species, and therefore the lift and conveyance system was not designed to
accommodate passage of lamprey. This adjustment to the crowding mechanism will not address
lamprey passage as other components including the elevator and flume system, which are not
conducive to lamprey passage, will remain unchanged. Glaser suggested the ACC consider any
species that may be encountered during the outage.

Holowatz suggested considering using attraction flow at Lewis River Hatchery to collect fish
during the outage period. Flow to the hatchery’s ladder could be increased to make the location
more attractive for adult fish, and similarly, other adult fish could be used to provide cues to the
ladder. Perhaps putting some summer steelhead in the holding raceway at Lewis River Hatchery
would help fish recruit to the facility. Karchesky agreed this is an option to consider and thanked
Holowatz for the suggestion, which they can discuss further.

Due to the technical nature of the potential impacts and solutions to this outage, Glaser suggested

the ATS take on the effort for better understanding the proposed impacts and modifications to
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broodstock collection that will be needed. Lesko said it may also be helpful to look back on how
broodstock collection was completed when the trap was being built. Karchesky agreed and said

he will tee this up with the ATS early next year. Karchesky noted that he is paying very close
attention to the risks of not meeting schedule on work that needs to be conducted during the
outage.

Flows/Reservoir Conditions Update
Erik Lesko shared the flows and reservoir conditions update:
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Lesko noted the total draft is about 45 feet, or 35 feet including the Yale restriction. Swift
Reservoir continues to draft and is currently around 972 feet elevation. The boat ramp at Swift
Reservoir is still accessible and has around 5 feet of freeboard. Miller asked whether the rain
event was captured in the reservoir. Lesko said yes, the rain event did slightly and temporarily
raise reservoir elevations.
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Shoreline Development Update

Lesko provided an update on known shoreline development projects within the project limits. He
said there will be some spillgate work at Swift Dam next year after the recreational season, and
he can share more information about that when it is available.

Steve West provided an update on the Camper’s Hideaway project. The county has asserted
shoreline jurisdiction, so a shoreline permit and SEPA will be needed. He said the project is
confusing; there is one project for the boat ramp extension and another for the dock extension
with the total change being a more than doubling in dock size with no proposed mitigation
(though the surface of the docks will now be grated instead of solid). Holowatz added that he
discussed this project with the WDFW Habitat Biologist in the region and they saw the pre-
application paperwork and are tracking the project. The implementation date for this project will
depend on permitting.

FPS Update

Bryce Glaser said the FPS has been having regular meetings to discuss upstream and
downstream design updates. They are working to finalize the “Elements of Fish Passage”
document, to get alignment before bringing it to the ACC for approval. On December 14, the
design teams will be presenting the 30% design, so anyone interested in those designs is
welcome to attend. Overall, the FPS is working to find a balance of providing input to the design
team on the alternatives analysis without slowing down progress on the design, though the
compressed schedule has been challenging given the overlap between alternatives analysis and
design. In today’s FPS meeting, they will also be discussing new dam safety requirements for the
Merwin spillway that may affect the designs.

Swift Reservoir Stranding Survey Schedule
Erik Lesko shared an update on the Swift Reservoir stranding surveys.

a

Swft Rervoir elevation of 991.1 feet on September 1, 2022
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Salmonids captures and observations in isclated pools at Northwoods

Species 2020 2021 2022

Coho Salmon (Oncorhynchus kisutch)

Bull Trout {Salvelinus confluentus)

Trout {Oncorhynchus sp.)

Lesko said multiple sets of drone imagery have been collected for the surveys, which will be
included in the annual report. The reservoir is currently at 983 feet elevation, and another survey
is planned for November 15. Lesko summarized the number of fish that have been collected,
which are consistent with species composition observations in prior years.

Merwin Fish Passage Update (see also Attachment D)

Karchesky said passage at Merwin is ongoing, and the late run of coho are beginning to show
and are being transported. The 2022 collection numbers continue to exceed the historical
average.

Swift Floating Surface Collector (see also Attachment E)

Chris Karchesky reported that the Swift Floating Surface Collector is currently in operation; it
was returned to service on October 21 following the summer maintenance outage. Not many fish
have been collected so far, and those that are being collected are mostly coho.

Lewis River Fish Passage
See Attachment F.

Yale Habitat Preparation Plan

Erik Lesko said implementation of the Yale Habitat Preparation Plan is underway. 1,801 coho
have been transported upstream. The bull trout monitoring work is also ongoing. 23 bull trout
redds and 73 coho redds have been observed so far during the monitoring for bull trout.
Observations of coho in Yale Reservoir and its tributaries has been consistent with what was
expected, though the ACC has not been able to schedule a field visit to evaluate additional
tributaries. Jeremiah Doyle said while there is some overlap between the redds, bull trout tend to
go higher in the tributaries and past log jams. Of the 23 bull trout redds observed, two have been
superimposed by coho. The redds are clearly marked so their success can be evaluated. Holowatz
asked about the Passive Integrated Transponder (PIT) detections. Doyle said 900 of the coho
were tagged, and the wagon-wheel antenna on the Cedar Creek weir is likely picking up those
detections. USFWS monitors that weir, so he does not have those data yet. The weir was
removed last week. Glaser asked how the number of bull trout redds compares to previous years.
Doyle said the range is 9 to 27 redds so the 2022 redds are comparatively higher in abundance.
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Administrative Updates
No items.

Public Comment Opportunity
None present.

Agenda Items for December 8, 2022
» Review November 10, 2022 Meeting Notes
» Saddle Dam Project Update
» Study/Work Product Updates

Adjourn 12:30 pm

Next Scheduled Meeting
December 8, 2022
Teams Call

9:30 a.m. — 12:00 p.m.

Meeting Handouts & Attachments

Meeting Notes from 10/13/2022

Agenda from 11/10/2022

Attachment A — Pine Creek Restoration Design Project — Aquatic Fund Proposal
Attachment B — Lewis River Restoration Plan and Implementation — Aquatic Fund
Proposal

Attachment C — Merwin Conveyance System

Attachment D — Swift FSC Facility Collection Report (October 2022)
Attachment E — Merwin Adult Trap Collection Report (October 2022)
Attachment F — Lewis River Fish Passage Report (October 2022)

VVVYVY VVVYVY
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