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Introduction 
 
This 2012 Annual Report prepared by PacifiCorp Energy and the Public Utility District 
No. 1 of Cowlitz County, Washington (“Cowlitz PUD”) (collectively the “Utilities”) is 
provided to the Lewis River Settlement Agreement Parties to fulfill the reporting 
requirement in Article 7.5.3.2 (5) of the Settlement Agreement (SA).  This report 
identifies the actions and selection of Aquatic Resource Projects (Resource Projects) to 
be funded from the Lewis River Aquatic Fund established under terms of the SA (Article 
7.5, see Appendix A).  Although the funding process was managed by the Utilities, the 
Aquatic Coordination Committee (ACC) provided final approval of funded projects.  
This report includes only Resource Projects selected from the 2011/2012 funding process, 
additional projects are expected to be selected and funded annually following the process 
established by the ACC. 
 
This 2012 report is available to the Public on PacifiCorp Energy’s website at 
http://www.pacificorp.com/content/dam/pacificorp/doc/Energy_Sources/Hydro/Hydro_Li
censing/Lewis_River/!aquatic%20fund%20annual%20report.pdf 
 
Copies of this report are available from PacifiCorp Energy upon request. 
 
Background 
 
PacifiCorp Energy owns the Merwin, Yale, and Swift No. 1 hydroelectric projects on the 
Lewis River in southwest Washington.  Cowlitz PUD owns the Swift No. 2 hydroelectric 
project, also located on the Lewis River.  These projects are operated as a coordinated 
system by PacifiCorp Energy. On November 30, 2004, the Lewis River Settlement 
Agreement established the Lewis River Aquatics Fund (Fund).  The purpose of the Fund 
is to support resource protection measures through funding aquatic related projects in the 
Lewis River basin. 
 
As identified in the SA:  

“Resource Projects may include, without limitation, projects that enhance and 
improve wetlands, riparian, and riverine habitats; projects that enhance and 
improve riparian and aquatic species connectivity that may be affected by the 
continued operation of the hydroelectric projects; and projects that increase the 
probability for a successful reintroduction program upstream of Merwin Dam. 
Species that are targeted to benefit from Resource Projects include Chinook, 
steelhead, coho, bull trout, chum, and sea-run cutthroat.” 

 
Under the direction of the SA, the Utilities in Consultation with the ACC developed the 
“Aquatics Fund -- Strategic Plan and Administrative Procedures” (September 2005 – 
Revised January 2009). This strategic plan provides: (a) a guide to Resource Project 
development, solicitation, and review; and (b) provides administrative procedures to 
guide implementation of the Aquatics Fund.   
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The strategic plan is available to the Public on PacifiCorp Energy’s website at: 
http://www.pacificorp.com/content/dam/pacificorp/doc/Energy_Sources/Hydro/Hydro_Li
censing/Lewis_River/Aquatics_Fund_Strategic_Plan_and_Administrative_Procedures_S
ept_2005_Revised_January_2009.pdf 
 
On September 16, 2011, PacifiCorp announced the availability of calendar year (CY) 
2011/2012 funds for aquatic related projects in the Lewis River Basin (Letter to 
interested parties from T. Olson, PacifiCorp, see Appendix B).  The letter requested that 
individuals or parties interested in obtaining project funding submit a Pre-Proposal to 
PacifiCorp.  Pre-Proposals were due by October 17, 2011.   
 
In response to the announcement letter, three entities provided five different project Pre-
Proposals.  They include: 
 

Applicant Project Title 

USDA Forest Service Clearwater Creek Instream Habitat Restoration 

USDA Forest Service Lewis River Side Channel III Instream Habitat 
Restoration 

USDA Forest Service Muddy River Floodplain Culvert Cleanup 

Gifford Pinchot Task Force Rush Creek Instream Pilot Project Habitat 
Restoration 

WDFW Upper Lewis River Spawning Grounds and 
Habitat Restoration Inventory  

 
 

Following the Aquatics Fund – Strategic Plan and Administrative Procedures, PacifiCorp 
and Cowlitz PUD reviewed and evaluated the Pre-Proposals and, on December 1, 2011, 
provided the ACC with a list of projects recommended for further consideration (Email to 
ACC from Shrier – PacifiCorp, see Appendix C).  In general the Utilities’ evaluation 
suggested that, while additional information is needed before a commitment of funds 
should be given, the following projects be solicited to provide complete Proposals: 
 

 USDA FS – Clearwater Creek Instream Habitat Restoration 
 USDA FS – Lewis River Side Channel III Instream Habitat Restoration 
 Gifford Pinchot Task Force – Rush Creek Instream Pilot Project Habitat 

Restoration 
 *WDFW - Upper Lewis River Spawning Grounds and Habitat Restoration 

Inventory 
 
On December 8, 2011, the ACC concurred with the Utilities evaluation to request full 
proposals for four of five submitted pre-proposals. *Although, specific discussion took 
place regarding the Upper Lewis River Spawning Grounds and Habitat Restoration 
Inventory proposal.  The ACC indicated that while this proposal could have a study 
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component, the proposal should ultimately contain habitat restoration to meet the 
Aquatics Funds requirements.  Shortly thereafter, PacifiCorp notified the project sponsors 
and requested full Proposals by January 30, 2012.   
 
Upon the due date, four full proposals were submitted. 
 
Following receipt of the proposals the Utilities’ Subject Matter Experts evaluated and 
scored the above proposals.  Evaluations were conducted as outlined in the Aquatic Fund 
– Strategic Plan and Administrative Procedures document.   
 
Consultation with the ACC began on February 9, 2012 with presentations of project 
proposals to include an opportunity for ACC questions and comments. On February 2, 
2012, the ACC was provided an email (Subject: Review of CY 2012 Aquatic Fund Full 
Proposals, see Appendix D) containing a link that includes a description of the proposed 
Resource Projects. In addition, on March 1, 2012, the ACC was provided the Utilities 
evaluation of final proposals, and the Utilities basis for recommending or not 
recommending a project for funding, see Appendix E.  On March 8, 2012, the Utilities 
requested review and ACC comment including its agreement or disagreement with the 
Utilities evaluation by April 5, 2012.  
 
The ACC met on April 12, 2012 for an Aquatic Project Proposal Decision Meeting. 
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Consensus was reached on a final Resource Project list as follows: 

Applicant Project Title Approved 
Funding 

Decision 

USDA Forest 
Service 

Clearwater Creek Instream Habitat 
Restoration 

$128,000 YES 

USDA Forest 
Service 

Lewis River Side Channel III 
Instream Habitat Restoration 

$50,000 YES 

 
On April 13, 2012 the Utilities notified all ACC Participants of the selected 2011/2012 
Aquatic Funding projects approved for full funding (email dated April 13, 2012,  
2012 Annual Report Lewis River Aquatic Fund Projects, see Appendix F). 
 
Consensus was reached to not select for funding: 

Applicant Project Title Funding 

Requested 

Decision 

Gifford Pinchot 
Task Force 

Rush Creek Instream Pilot Project 
Habitat Restoration 

$31,720 NO 

 
Projects Selected for Funding 
 
The following is a summary description of the individual Resource Projects selected to be 
funded by the Aquatics Fund.  All of these projects are expected to promote the recovery 
of anadromous fish post re-introduction upstream of the Lewis River dams, and the 
federally listed bull trout which spend a portion of their life history in the Lewis River 
hydroelectric project reservoirs.  Included for each project is an overview of the original 
proposal, any ACC modifications to the project, and identification of Resource Project 
nexus to the hydroelectric projects. Final Resource Project Plans are provided as 
appendices to this document. 
  
1)  Clearwater Creek Instream Habitat Restoration 
This USDA Forest Service proposed project will improve habitat complexity and 
diversity in the mainstem North Fork Lewis river and side channels using large woody 
material (LWM).  
 
Approximately 40 locations were identified that could be enhanced by additions of 
LWM.  Approximately 800 pieces of LWM would be installed.  Most of the wood for 
this project will come from USFS Peppercat Timber Sale, and will have rootwads 
attached, some supplemental wood may come from Swift Reservoir cleaning operations.  
Two existing side channels are included in the project proposal that will also have LWM 
placed instream.   
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There is also an opportunity to treat non native invasive weeds in the area as we 
rehabilitate access roads and sites. 
 
ACC representatives agreed to fund this project as proposed and granted funding of 
$128,000.   
 
The final Resource Project Plan is provided in Appendix G and would be completed in 
accordance with the schedule below pending acquiring additional funding through other 
resources:   
 

 Final Design and permitting   Summer 2012/Spring 2013 
 Monitoring    Summer/2012  
 Project Implementation   July 15, 2013 

 
2)  Lewis River Side Channel III Instream Habitat Restoration 
This USDA Forest Service sponsored project is intended to improve habitat complexity 
and diversity in the Lewis River side channel using large woody material (LWM), to 
provide refugia during winter flows for juvenile salmonids and to provide increased 
spawning opportunities for adult salmonids. 
 
Approximately 300 pieces of LWM are proposed under this project to be used to create 
25 structures at strategic locations in the side channel to maximize natural channel 
characteristics while providing structure stability.  Woody material would come from a 
nearby timber sale unit which would provide long pieces of wood with attached 
rootwads.  
 
This side channel is located on US Forest Service (USFS) lands and is approximately 1/8 
mile upstream of the Pepper Lewis Side channel, and on the south side of the Lewis 
River. 
 
Rearing habitat for coho has been identified to be limited in the Upper Lewis River.  
 
ACC representatives agreed to fund this project as proposed and granted funding of 
$50,000.   
 
The final Resource Project Plan is provided in Appendix H and would be completed in 
accordance with the schedule below:   
 

 Monitoring    Summer, 2012 
 Project Implementation  July 15, 2013 
 As-built documents  December, 2013 
 Pre & Post Project Data  December, 2014 
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Conclusion 
 
This report provides the final CY2011/2012 Resource Project descriptions and plans for 
aquatic projects to be funded from the Lewis River Aquatics Fund.  Distribution of funds 
to these projects will reduce the current Aquatic Fund by $178,000.  One of the projects 
selected by the ACC can be attributed to bull trout enhancement.  
 
According to SA article 7.5.3.2 (5), any ACC member may initiate the Alternative 
Dispute Resolution Procedures to resolve disputes relating to Resource Projects 30 days 
after receiving this final report.  If no disputes are identified, PacifiCorp and Cowlitz 
PUD will provide funds to the identified project owners to implement Resource Projects 
per SA article 7.8. 
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APPENDIX A 
LEWIS RIVER SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT ARTICLE 7.5 
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7.5 Aquatics Fund.  PacifiCorp and Cowlitz PUD shall establish the Lewis River 
Aquatics Fund (“Aquatics Fund”) to support resource protection measures (“Resource 
Projects”).  Resource Projects may include, without limitation, projects that enhance and 
improve wetlands, riparian, and riverine habitats; projects that enhance and improve 
riparian and aquatic species connectivity that may be affected by the continued operation 
of the Projects; and projects that increase the probability for a successful reintroduction 
program.  The Aquatics Fund shall be a Tracking Account maintained by the Licensees 
with all accrued interest being credited to the Aquatics Fund.  PacifiCorp shall provide 
$5.2 million, in addition to those funds set forth in Section 7.1.1, to enhance, protect, and 
restore aquatic habitat in the Lewis River Basin as provided below.  Cowlitz PUD shall 
provide or cause to be provided $520,000 to enhance, protect, and restore aquatic habitat 
in the Lewis River Basin as provided below; provided that Cowlitz PUD’s funds may 
only be used for Resource Projects upstream of Swift No. 2, including without limitation 
the Bypass Reach.  The Licensees shall provide such funds according to the schedules set 
forth below.    
 
7.5.1 PacifiCorp’s Contributions.  

 
a. PacifiCorp shall make funds available as follows:  on each April 

30 commencing in 2005, $300,000 per year until 2009 (a total of $1.5 million).   
 

b. For each of the Merwin, Yale, and Swift No. 1 Projects, PacifiCorp 
shall make one-third of the following funds available as follows after the Issuance 
of the New License for that Project:  on each April 30 commencing in 2010, 
$300,000 per year through 2014 (a total of $1.5 million); on each April 30 
commencing in 2015, $100,000 per year through 2018 (a total of $400,000); and 
on each April 30 commencing in 2019, $200,000 per year through 2027 (a total of 
$1.8 million); provided that, for any New License that has not been Issued by 
April 30, 2009, the funding obligation for that Project shall be contributed 
annually in the same amounts but commencing on April 30 following the first 
anniversary of Issuance of the New License for that Project. 

 
c. PacifiCorp shall contribute $10,000 annually to the Aquatics Fund 

as set forth in Section 7.1.1. 
 

7.5.2 Cowlitz PUD’s Contributions.  Cowlitz PUD shall make or cause to be made 
funds available as follows:  $25,000 per year on each April 30 following the first 
anniversary of the Issuance of the New License for the Swift No. 2 Project through the 
April 30 following the 20th anniversary of the Issuance of the New License for the Swift 
No. 2 Project (a total of $500,000); and a single amount of $20,000 on the April 30 
following the 21st anniversary of the Issuance of the New License for the Swift No. 2 
Project. 
 
7.5.3 Use of Funds.  Decisions on how to spend the Aquatics Fund, including any 
accrued interest, shall be made as provided in Section 7.5.3.2 below; provided that (1) at 
least $600,000 of such monies shall be designated for projects designed to benefit bull 
trout according to the following schedule:  as of April 30, 2005, $150,000; as of April 30, 
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2006, $100,000; as of April 30, 2007, $150,000; as of April 30, 2008, $100,000; and on 
or before the April 30 following the fifth anniversary of the Issuance of all New Licenses, 
$100,000; and such projects shall be consistent with bull trout recovery objectives as 
determined by USFWS; (2) fund expenditures for the maintenance of the Constructed 
Channel (Section 4.1.3) shall not exceed $20,000 per year on average; (3) if studies 
indicate that inadequate “Reservoir Survival,” defined as the percentage of actively 
migrating juvenile anadromous fish of each of the species designated in Section 4.1.7 that 
survive in the reservoir (from reservoir entry points, including tributary mouths to 
collection points) and are available to be collected, is hindering attainment of the Overall 
Downstream Survival standard as set forth in Section 3, then at least $400,000 of such 
monies shall be used for Resource Projects specifically designed to address reservoir 
mortality; and (4) $10,000 annually shall be used for lower river projects as set forth in 
Section 7.1.1.  Projects shall be designed to further the objectives and according to the 
priorities set forth below in Section 7.5.3.1. 

 
7.5.3.1   Guidance for Resource Project Approval and Aquatics Fund Expenditures.   

 
a. Resource Projects must be consistent with applicable Federal, 

State, and local laws and, to the extent feasible, shall be consistent with policies 
and comprehensive plans in effect at the time the project is proposed.  These may 
include, but are not limited to, Washington’s Wild Salmonid Policy, the Lower 
Columbia River Bull Trout Recovery Plan, and the Lower Columbia River 
Anadromous Fish Recovery Plan.   

 
b. The Aquatics Fund shall not be used to fund Resource Projects that 

any entity is otherwise required by law to perform (not including obligations 
under this Agreement or the New Licenses for use of the Aquatics Fund), unless 
by agreement of the ACC.   

 
c. The Licensees shall evaluate Resource Projects using the following 

objectives: 
 
(1) benefit fish recovery throughout the North Fork Lewis 

River, with priority to federal ESA-listed species; 
 

(2) support the reintroduction of anadromous fish throughout 
the Basin; and 

 
(3) enhance fish habitat in the Lewis River Basin, with priority 

given to the North Fork Lewis River.  
 

For the purposes of this Section 7.5, the North Fork Lewis River refers to the 
portion of the Lewis River from its confluence with the Columbia River upstream 
to the headwaters, including tributaries except the East Fork of the Lewis River. 

 
The Licensees shall also consider the following factors to reflect the feasibility of 
projects and give priority to Resource Projects that are more practical to 
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implement: 
 

(i) Whether the activity may be planned and initiated within 
one year, 

 
(ii) Whether the activity will provide long-term benefits,   

 
(iii) Whether the activity will be cost-shared with other funding 
sources, 

 
(iv) Probability of success, and 

 
(v) Anticipated benefits relative to cost. 

 
7.5.3.2 Resource Project Proposal, Review, and Selection. 
 

(1) By the first anniversary of the Effective Date, the Licensees 
shall develop, in Consultation with the ACC, (a) a strategic plan consistent 
with the guidance in Section 7.5.3.1 above to guide Resource Project 
development, solicitation, and review; and (b) administrative procedures 
to guide implementation of the Aquatics Fund.  Both may be modified 
periodically with the approval of the ACC.   

 
(2) Any person or entity, including the Licensees, may propose 

a Resource Project.  In addition, the Licensees may solicit Resource 
Projects proposals from any person or entity. 

 
(3) The Licensees shall review all Resource Project proposals, 

applying the guidance set forth in Section 7.5.3.1.  The Licensees shall 
provide an annual report describing proposed Resource Project 
recommendations to the ACC.  The date for submitting such report shall 
be determined in the strategic plan defined in subsection 7.5.3.2(1) above.  
The report will include a description of all proposed Resource Projects, an 
evaluation of each Resource Project, and the basis for recommending or 
not recommending a project for funding.   

 
(4) The Licensees shall convene a meeting of the ACC on an 

annual basis, no sooner than 30 days and no later than 60 days after 
distribution of the report set forth in Section 7.5.3.2(2), for Consultation 
regarding Resource Projects described in the report.   

 
(5) Licensees shall modify the report on proposed Resource 

Projects, based on the above Consultation, and submit the final report to 
the ACC within 45 days after the above Consultation.  Any ACC member 
may, within 30 days after receiving the final report, initiate the ADR 
Procedures to resolve disputes relating to Resource Projects.  If the ADR 
Procedures are commenced, the Licensees shall defer submission of the 
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final report on Resource Projects to the Commission, if necessary, until 
after the ADR Procedures are completed.  If the ADR Procedures fail to 
resolve all disputes, the Licensees shall provide the comments of the ACC 
to the Commission.  If no ACC member initiates the ADR Procedures, the 
Licensees shall submit the final report to the Commission, if necessary, 
within 45 days after submission of the final report to the ACC. 
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APPENDIX B 
MEMORANDUM DATED SEPTEMBER 16, 2011  

LETTER TO INTERESTED PARTIES FROM T. OLSON, PACIFICORP 
AVAILABILITY OF FUNDS FOR AQUATIC RELATED PROJECTS 
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APPENDIX C 
EMAIL DATED DECEMBER 1, 2011  

MEMO TO ACC FROM F. SHRIER – PACIFICORP  
REVIEW OF CY 2012 AQUATIC FUND PRE-PROPOSALS
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APPENDIX D 
EMAIL DATED FEBRUARY 2, 2012 

MEMO TO ACC FROM B. BENDICKSON – PACIFICORP  
REVIEW OF CY 2012 AQUATIC FUND PROPOSALS 
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APPENDIX E 
EMAIL DATED MARCH 1, 2012 

TO THE ACC FROM B. BENDICKSON – PACIFICORP 
CY 2011/2012 LEWIS RIVER AQUATIC FUNDING EVALUATION MATRIX  
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APPENDIX F 
EMAIL DATED APRIL 13, 2012 

TO THE ACC FROM K. MCCUNE – PACIFICORP 
CY 2011/2012 LEWIS RIVER AQUATIC FUNDING EVALUATION MATRIX, 

PROJECTS APPROVED FOR FUNDING  
 



1

McCune, Kimberly

From: McCune, Kimberly
Sent: Friday, April 13, 2012 8:34 AM
To: 'Adam Haspiel (ahaspiel@fs.fed.us)'; 'Bart Stepp'; 'Bill Bakke'; 'Bob Rose (rosb@yakamafish-

nsn.gov)'; 'Bryan Nordlund'; 'Craig Olds (colds@cowlitz.org)'; 'David Hu'; 'Diana MacDonald'; 
Doyle, Jeremiah; 'Eli Asher (easher@lcfrb.gen.wa.us)'; 'Eric Kinne'; 'Eychaner, Jim (RCO)'; 
'Jeff Breckel'; 'Jim Malinowski'; 'Kathryn Miller (kmiller@tu.org)'; Lesko, Erik; 
'lindsy_wright@fws.gov'; 'LouEllyn Jones'; 'Mariah Stoll-Smith Reese (M.Reese@tds.net)'; 
'Maynard, Chris (ECY)'; 'Melody Tereski'; 'Michelle Day'; Olson, Todd; 'Pat Frazier 
(frazipaf@dfw.wa.gov)'; 'Patrick Lee'; 'Paul Pearce'; 'peggy.miller@dfw.wa.gov'; 'Rhidian 
Morgan (rmmorgan@plasnewydd.org)'; 'Ruth Tracy'; 'Shannon Wills'; Shrier, Frank; 'Taylor 
Aalvik (taalvik@cowlitz.org)'

Cc: 'lisa@gptaskforce.org'
Subject: 2011/2012 Lewis River Aquatic Fund Project Final Selection
Attachments: 04122012 LR - ACC Lewis River AQ Fund evaluation - 2011_2012_Utility- ACC decision.pdf

Attn: ACC Participants and Interested Parties 
 
Please be advised that consensus was reached at the April 12, 2012 ACC meeting on a final
Resource Project list as follows: 
 

Applicant Project Title Funding 

Requested 

Decision 

USDA Forest 
Service 

Clearwater Creek Instream 
Habitat Restoration 

$128,000 
(Resource Funds) 

YES 

USDA Forest 
Service 

Lewis River Side Channel III 
Instream Habitat Restoration 

$50,000 
(Resource Funds) 

YES 

 
 
 
Consensus was reached to not select the following project for funding: 

Applicant Project Title Funding 

Requested 

Decision 

Gifford Pinchot 
Task Force 

Rush Creek Instream Pilot 
Project Habitat Restoration 

$31,720 
(Bull Trout Funds) 

NO 

 
The 2012 Aquatics Fund Annual Report will be submitted to the FERC today and the final 
document will be posted to the Lewis River website.  
 
We greatly appreciate your time and efforts in participating in the Lewis River Aquatic Fund 
selection process.  
 
Kimberly McCune 
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APPENDIX G 
CLEARWATER CREEK INSTREAM HABITAT RESTORATION 



 
 
1. Project Title 
 
Clearwater Creek Instream Habitat Restoration 
 
2. Project Manager 

 
Adam Haspiel 
Mt. St. Helens National Volcanic Monument 
42218 NE Yale Bridge Road 
Amboy, WA 98604 
360-449-7833 
360-449-7801 (fax) 
ahaspiel@fs.fed.us 

 
3. Identification of problem or opportunity to be addressed 
 
An opportunity to enhance approximately 1.7 miles of the mainstem Clearwater Creek, 
including two side channels exists. 
 
Approximately 40 locations were identified that could be enhanced by additions of Large 
Woody Material (LWM).  Approximately 800 pieces of LWM would be installed.  Most 
of the wood for this project will come from USFS Peppercat Timber Sale, and will have 
rootwads attached, some supplemental wood may come from Swift Reservoir cleaning 
operations.  Two existing side channels are included in the project proposal that will also 
have LWM placed instream.   
 
There is also an opportunity to treat non native invasive weeds in the area as we 
rehabilitate access roads and sites. 
 
4. Background 
 
Reconnaissance surveys conducted for this project occurred on October 14 2011.  
Minimal instream LWM was observed during the survey. 
 
The lack of large woody material in this section of creek appears to be the result of 
several factors including the residual effects from the 1980 eruption of Mt. St. Helens 
(fire), past timber harvest, effects of the 1996 floods and landslides caused by the floods 
in the headwaters of the creek, and a lahar flow in the confluence area.  
 
The Lower Columbia Salmon Recovery Plan 2009 Six Year Habitat Work Schedule 
identifies this as a Tier 2 reach.  For coho salmon it has an Overall Preservation rank of 4 
of 100, and Overall Restoration rank of 21 of 103, this means it is highly valued and 
should respond very well to restoration efforts.  An EDT analysis concludes there are 
high concerns from lack of habitat diversity and quantity, and altered thermal regimes as 
well as excessive sediment load and lack of food.  Moderate concerns were identified for 
channel stability, hatchery fish competition, and water flow (EDT).  This reach is also 
designated as a Primary Population for coho and has coho reach potential rating of High. 
It is designated a Primary Population for Chinook and has Chinook reach potential rating 
of Medium.  It is also designated as a Contributing Population for Steelhead and has 
steelhead reach potential rating of Medium.  Bull trout are not officially documented in 



Clearwater Creek, although  presence in Clearwater Creek exist in several anecdotal 
stories  of their.    
 
The Muddy River Watershed Analysis  (GPNF 1997)  identified High sediment issues 
and need of in stream large woody debris. 
The ACC Synthesis Matrix rated this section of Clearwater Creek as having unknown 
restoration potential.   
 
5. Project Objective(s) 
 
GOAL:  
Enhance the quality of fish habitat in Clearwater Creek by: 
 

♦ Improving habitat complexity and diversity in the mainstem and side channels 
using LWM 

♦ Providing refugia during winter flows for juvenile salmonids.  
♦ Providing increased spawning opportunities for adult salmonids.  
 

This project addresses the following Aquatic Fund priorities. 
 
Priority 1: Benefit fish recovery throughout the North Fork Lewis River, with priority to 
federal ESA-listed species.   
Chinook, coho and steelhead trout are listed as a threatened species under the ESA. This 
project will contribute to the recovery of these species by increasing the amount and 
quality of rearing pools in side channels.  In addition, spawning areas will be associated 
with the log complexes. Coho and steelhead trout will likely benefit more from 
restoration efforts in Clearwater Creek than Chinook salmon, however there is suitable 
spawning habit for Chinook (EDT), and could also benefit from the restoration. 
 
Lower Columbia ESU coho salmon are listed as a threatened species under the ESA 
Lower Columbia ESU steelhead trout are listed as a threatened species under the ESA 
Lower Columbia ESU Chinook Salmon are listed as a threatened species under the ESA 
 
Priority 2: Support the reintroduction of anadromous fish throughout the basin. 
Juvenile anadromous salmonids will have a quality rearing and refugia area when this 
project is complete, thus ensuring survival and promotion of the various species during 
reintroduction efforts.  Adult fish will benefit by increased spawning habitat with 
associated pools and cover.  
 
Priority 3: Enhance fish habitat in the Lewis River Basin-, with priority given to the 
North Fork Lewis River. 
This project is located in the North Fork Lewis River basin.  This project consists of large 
woody material placed instream in the mainstem and side channels, designed specifically 
to enhance and restore fish habitat.  This project will increase instream habitat diversity, 
and in turn it is expected that this project will contribute to increasing fish production in 
this area.   
 
6. Tasks: 
  
Task 1: NEPA and required permits. 



1) Complete NEPA documentation.  Field work for this NEPA document would be 
completed during the summer and fall of 2012.  The final document should be 
crafted and signed by March 2013, and the project would be implemented July 
2013. 
   

2) Instream restoration activities are covered within the WDFW-MOU, and the 
Regional Permit with the Army Corps of Engineers. 
 

Task 2: Project Design.  
1) Finalize project design and project preparation details.  Preliminary designs have 

been planned during reconnaissance visits in 2011.  We will use a laser level to run 
a longitudinal profile and collect cross-sectional information as we finalize 
designs. 

2) Secure materials.  We have a 35 acre Peppercat timber sale unit set aside to use for 
fish habitat restoration activities over the next ten years.  We will layout an area 
within this stand to thin and prepare for harvest operations.  Additional material 
may be acquired from PacifiCorp Swift Reservoir Cleaning operations. 

 
Task 3: Project Implementation  

1) Develop contract.  A standard RFQ contract will be developed specifying the 
scope of the project and project requirements.  We will use an equipment rental 
contract to perform the actual work, which will allows us the flexibility to make 
changes to the project as implementation is occurring.  

2) Administer contract.  A Fish Biologist or Fisheries Technician will administer the 
contract to ensure contract compliance and project specifications are met. 

 
Task 4: Monitoring 

1) Perform baseline monitoring.  This monitoring will occur prior to project 
implementation and include a longitudinal profile, cross-sections, pebble counts, 
photo-documentation and snorkel surveys. Mount St. Helens Institute (MSHI) will 
provide two interns, ten volunteer youth from the youth stream team, and a 
supervisor to perform monitoring work.  They will perform all aspects of the 
monitoring with supervision and training from the Forest Service.   

2) Perform after project monitoring.  This monitoring will occur following project 
implementation and will continue on an annual basis for several years following 
project completion.  MSHI will provide two interns and ten volunteers for this 
portion of the work supervised by the Forest Service  

3) Monitoring Report.  A monitoring report will be written each year following 
project implementation.  MSHI will provide raw data in excel format, the Forest 
Service will provide analysis of data and report. 

 
7. Methods:  
 
The Mount. St. Helens Fisheries department will oversee all phases of this project 
including project design, implementation and monitoring. 
  
Approximately 800 pieces of LWM would be harvested during thinning operations from 
a timber sale unit which would allow us to use long stems (60+ feet) with attached 
rootwads.  Woody material will be trucked to a staging area near the confluence of 
Muddy River and Clearwater Creek.  From there, the wood will be moved to the project 
site via a skidder and excavator.  Wood for this project would primarily come from USFS 



lands, however if an opportunity exists to acquire large wood from Swift Reservoir 
cleaning operations, we may pursue that avenue as well. 
 
Approximately 15 to 20 pieces of LWM will be used at each structure location to form 
complex habitat.  Structures will protrude 1/2 to 1/3 of the way into the channel to 
minimize water shear stress and create a meandering thalweg. Key pieces of wood at 
each location will be anchored into the streambanks using an excavator to dig trenches up 
to 30 feet long, and bury the wood.  Other pieces of LWM will be interwoven into these 
key pieces and riparian vegetation.   
 
8. Specific Work Products  
 
Deliverable 1: Completed project. 
 
Deliverable 2:  A report describing the project.  Report to include project narrative, 
financial information, and photographs of completed projects. 
 
Deliverable 3: Monitoring Report.   
 
9. Project Duration 
  
Monitoring for this project would begin during the summer of 2012, project 
implementation would occur July 15th 2013 and is expected to take one month to 
complete.  ‘As built’ documents will be completed by December 31st, 2013.  An initial 
report documenting fish response to the structures will be completed by December 31st, 
2014.  The first monitoring report with pre and post project data will be available 
December 31, 2014.  If funding or other issues arise, project dates would be delayed by 
one year from above. 
 
A project closeout meeting would occur at an ACC meeting following project 
completion.   
 
10. Permits 
 
NEPA- Field work will be completed during the summer of 2012, NEPA document will 
be completed Spring 2013. 

 
The Gifford Pinchot National Forest has a Memorandum of Agreement with the 
Washington State Department of Ecology (DOE).  The agreement recognizes the Forest 
Service will ensure that 1) all waters on National Forest lands meet or exceed water 
quality laws and regulations (Sections 301, 302, 303, 306 and 307) of the Clean Water 
Act and 2) activities on those lands are consistent with the level of protection of the 
Washington Administrative Code relevant to state and federal water quality requirements.  
This agreement is neither a fiscal nor a funds obligation document.   
 
The Gifford Pinchot National Forest has a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) with 
the Washington State Department of Fish and Wildlife Regarding Hydraulic Projects 
conducted by USDA Forest Service Northwest Region (2005).  Compliance with the 
instream restoration provisions within this MOU replaces the need for an individual 
hydraulic project approval (HPA). This fish habitat enhancement project will be 
conducted within the provisions set forth in this MOU. 
 



The Clean Water Act (as amended by the Water Quality Act of 1987, Public Law 100-4) 
authorizes the states to regulate the “fill and removal” activities of Federal agencies.  In 
Washington, the Forest Service has authorization for its fill and removal projects through 
the MOU with WDFW when the projects comply with the provisions of the MOU. 
 
The US Forest Service has a state wide Regional General Permit (RGP) with the Army 
Corps of Engineers to perform aquatic restoration activities in waterways. Permit 
CENWS-OD-RG-RGP-8 authorizes the USFS to perform 13 restoration activity types 
including Large Wood, Boulder and Gravel Placement on National Forest Lands.  
 
Land ownership in this section of the Clearwater Creek is comprised of public lands. The 
project is wholly on public lands,  
 
11. Matching Funds and In-kind Contributions 
  
Partner Contribution  Funds 
Forest Service Project development, 

Contracting, Permitting, 
Monitoring   

$17,000 In-kind 

Materials from USFS Trees with rootwads $120,000   In-kind 
Mt. St. Helens Institute Monitoring $4,000  In-kind 
 
12. Professional Review of Proposed Project 
 
This project proposal was reviewed by Gifford Pinchot National Forest (GPNF) Soil and 
Water program manager, Ruth Tracy and GPNF Fisheries program manager,  Dave Hu. 
 
13. Budget  

 NEPA Final designs 
Project 
Mgmt Construction 

Monitoring/Labor 
/Reporting/Coord. 

Personnel Costs           

FS - Zone Team or Contract 
$8,000 
(ACC)         

FS –Fish Bio and Hydrologist   
$5,000 (IK) 
$2,000 (ACC)       

FS - Fish Bio and Hydrologist     
$6,000 (IK) 
$4,000 (ACC)   $1,000 (ACC) 

FS - Contract administrator  -        
$3,000  (IK) 
$5,000 (ACC)   

FS - Contract Specialist       $3,000  (IK)   

Mt St. Helens Institute      $4,000 (IK) 
Mt. St. Helens Institute Community 
Education     $4,000 (ACC) 

Materials       
Forest Service 160 Pieces of LWM 
with rootwads    $120,000 (IK)  

      

      

Contract Payables           

Excavator and Skidder Contract        
$63,000 
(ACC)   

Logging and hauling of trees    
$40,000 
(ACC)   

Materials and Supplies    $ 2,000(ACC)    



 

 
  

Total ACC Funds          $128,000 $8,000 $2,000 $6,000 $108,000 $4,000 

Total FS Funds              $137,000  $5,000 $6,000 $126,000  
Total Partner Funds          $4,000     $4,000 
Project Total                 $269,000      
FS personnel estimated as  
$300/day.      



Clearwater Creek expanded budget 2012 
   
Item Personnel Estimated 

Days/units*
Cost Per 
Unit 

Total* 

NEPA  
Environmental 
Assessment 
required by 
Federal Law 

Fish Biologist  
Wildlife Biologist 
Hydrologist 
Botanist 
Archeologist 
Soil Scientist 
Recreation  
Forester 
NEPA Coordinator 
 

4 
2 
4 
4 
4 
1 
0.5 
0.5 
3 

$350 per 
day per 
person 

$8,000 (ACC) 
 

Final Designs Fish Biologist 
Hydrologist 
Fish Technician 

11 
3 
9 

$300 per 
day per 
person 

$5,000 (IK) 
$2,000 (ACC) 

Project 
Management 

Fish Biologist 
Fish Technician 
Mileage 

19 
11 
 
2000 miles 

$300 per 
day per 
person 
$0.50 

$5,000 (IK) 
$4,000 (ACC) 
 
 
$1,000 (IK) 

Construction  Contract 
Administration/Prep
Transportation 
 
Logging 
Equipment 

28 
 
1,000 miles 

$300 per 
day per 
person 
$0.50 

$5,500 (IK) 
$5,000 (ACC) 
 
$500 (IK) 
$40,000 (ACC) 
$63,000 (ACC) 

Materials & 
Supplies 

Field Equipment, 
Sorbent booms,  
Misc Supplies 

  $2,000 (ACC) 

Trees with 
rootwads 

 800  $120,000 (IK) 

Monitoring 
MSHI 
 
USFS 
 
 
 
 

 
Supervisor 
Assistant  
Fish Biologist 
 
Volunteers 
 
Transportation 
 

 
23 
 
 
 
25 
 
1,000 

 
$300 per 
day per 
person 
 
$20 
 
$0.50 

 
$3,500 (IK) 
$3,500 (ACC) 
 
 
$500 (IK) 
 
$500 (ACC) 

Total    $269,000 
 
*Values are rounded up or down as need to display whole number and days 
 
   
 
 
 
 



 
 

Clearwater Creek Equipment Budget 2012 
   
 
Item  Cost per unit Number of 

units 
ACC cost Total Cost 

Excavator 
Operator/Fuel/ 
Supplies, misc 

$125 hour 338 $42, 250 $42,250 

     
Excavator Move 
in/out 

 $1,000 1 $1,000 $1,000 

Skidder $125/Hour 150 $6,750 $18,750 
Skidder Move 
in/out 

$1,000 1 $1,000 $1,000 

Logging and 
Hauling cost: 
Based on 
Previous 
Contract 

$40,000 1 $40,000 $40,000 

Total   $30,000 $103,000 
 

Questions from ACC members to address in this proposal 
 

1. In the pre-proposal USFS suggests that this project will benefit coho, steelhead, Chinook 
and bull trout.  There is no mention of benefit to bull trout in the proposal and WDFW 
does not believe this project will provide much, if any, benefit to Chinook or bull trout.  
Final proposal should focus on benefits to steelhead and coho, which WDFW believes 
will occur.  Final proposal should clearly articulate costs requested and how in-kind costs 
are calculated. This is addressed in “Background” section of the proposal.   

 
 

2. Wood placement seems to be an appropriate approach to increase habitat complexity in 
the stream, but the application does not explain the reason for the lack of wood structure.  
Was Clearwater Creek affected by lahars?  What is the long-term potential for natural 
wood recruitment after the project is implemented?  Is any riparian enhancement planned 
(including invasive species management)?  Has other habitat work been implemented in 
the creek?  Additional information on current and historic fish use in the reach would be 
helpful to support the relatively large scope and request, and its location in a tier-2 reach.  
Clarification of the number and type and layout of structures being proposed would be 
helpful. Lack of wood is addressed in the “Background” Section of the proposal.  
This area was harvested prior to the 1980 Eruption of Mt. St. Helens.  The 
riparian area has young conifers growing that will eventually recruit to the 
stream.  Much of the streamside adjacent vegetation is Alder established after the 
1996 floods.  Riparian work that is planned is invasive weed mgmt.    No other 
habitat restoration/enhancement work has been implemented in Clearwater 
Creek. In 1956 surveys of the Upper North Fork Lewis River, including 
Clearwater Creek were made by John S. Chambers, an employee of WDFW.  
Results were published in 1957.  In the report Chambers identifies Clearwater 
Creek as one of the top three coho spawning tributaries in the Upper North Fork 
Basin.  In particular he describes the first 3 miles of Clearwater Creek as an 



“excellent” silver spawning stream.  Juvenile coho 2 ½ to 3 ¾ inches were also 
observed by Chambers in Clearwater Creek, “This indicates a good growth rate 
for these streams as rearing areas”.  Numerous coho redds were observed by 
Chambers in Clearwater Creek in November and December 1956.   

 
 

3. The application materials indicate that additional funding may be sought from the Whole 
Watershed Joint Venture Fund, but it is unclear how the additional grant monies would 
be used. Additional monies in the amount of $22,000 are being sought from the 
Whole Watershed Joint Venture program.  If successful the funds will allow us to 
install approximately 100 more pieces of wood in another 10 structures at the 
upper end of the project. 
 

 
4. Please make it clearer as to what the $128,000 is applied to.  Are log costs a part of the 

proposal funding? The $128,000 will be applied as described in the expanded 
budget and equipment budget sections of the grant proposal. 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 



 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 



 
Clearwater Creek-Typical Slow-water found. 
 
 

 
 



Clearwater Creek- Top of Side Channel 
 

 
Cutthroat Trout Clearwater Creek October 2011 
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1. Project Title 
 
Lewis River Side Channel III Instream Habitat Restoration 
 
2. Project Manager 

 
Adam Haspiel 
Mt. St. Helens National Volcanic Monument 
42218 NE Yale Bridge Road 
Amboy, WA 98604 
360-449-7833 
360-449-7801 (fax) 
ahaspiel@fs.fed.us 

 
3. Identification of problem or opportunity to be addressed 
 
An opportunity to enhance approximately 0.5 miles of quality side channel habitat in the 
Upper Lewis River with large woody material (LWM) exists.  
 
Approximately 300 pieces of LWM are proposed under this project to be used to create 
25 structures at strategic locations in the side channel to maximize natural channel 
characteristics while providing structure stability.  Woody material would come from a 
nearby timber sale unit which would provide long pieces of wood with attached 
rootwads.  
 
This side channel is located on US Forest Service (USFS) lands and is approximately 1/8 
mile upstream of the Pepper Lewis Side channel, and on the south side of the Lewis 
River. 
 
Rearing habitat for coho has been identified to be limited in the Upper Lewis River.  
 
4. Background 
 
Reconnaissance surveys conducted for this project occurred during September and 
October of 2011.  Water flows into the side channel from the river year round, the 
amount is controlled by a large log jam at the head of the channel, and an outlet to the 
river is always present, providing easy access into and out of the side channel.  The side 
channel varies between 20 and 30 feet in width, and is well protected by a stable island.   
 
The Lower Columbia Salmon Recovery Plan 2009 Six Year Habitat Work Schedule 
identifies this as a Tier 1 reach.  For coho salmon it has an Overall Preservation rank of 2 
of 100, and Overall Restoration rank of 31 of 103, this means it is highly valued and 
should respond very well to restoration efforts.  The conclusion of the EDT analyses 
suggests habitat diversity and side channel habitat is one of the highest concerns in this 
reach and should respond well to restoration activities.  Concern rating were high for  
habitat diversity, and moderate  for hatchery fish competition, food availability, and 
sediment. The ACC Synthesis Matrix rated this section of the river as having medium 
restoration potential and as a Primary coho population area.   
 
5. Project Objective(s) 
 



GOAL:  
Enhance the quality of fish habitat in the Lewis River by: 
 

♦ Improving habitat complexity and diversity in the side channel using LWM 
♦ Providing refugia during winter flows for juvenile salmonids.  
♦ Providing increased spawning opportunities for adult salmonids.  
 

This project addresses the following Aquatic Fund priorities. 
 
Priority 1: Benefit fish recovery throughout the North Fork Lewis River, with priority to 
federal ESA-listed species.   
Coho and steelhead trout are listed as a threatened species under the ESA. This project 
will contribute to the recovery of these species by increasing the amount and quality of 
rearing pools in side channels.  In addition, spawning areas will be associated with the 
log complexes.  
Lower Columbia ESU coho salmon are listed as a threatened species under the ESA 
Lower Columbia ESU steelhead trout are listed as a threatened species under the ESA 
Lower Columbia ESU Chinook Salmon are listed as a threatened species under the ESA 
 
Priority 2: Support the reintroduction of anadromous fish throughout the basin. 
Juvenile anadromous salmonids will have a quality rearing and refugia area when this 
project is complete, thus ensuring survival and promotion of the various species during 
reintroduction efforts.   
 
Priority 3: Enhance fish habitat in the Lewis River Basin-, with priority given to the 
North Fork Lewis River. 
This project is located in the North Fork Lewis River basin.  This project consists of large 
woody material placed instream in side channels, designed specifically to enhance and 
restore fish habitat.  This project will increase instream habitat diversity, and in turn it is 
expected that this project will contribute to increasing fish production in this area.   
 
6. Tasks: 
  
Task 1: NEPA and required permits. 

1) Complete NEPA documentation.  Field work for this NEPA document would be 
completed during the summer and fall of 2012.  The final document should be 
crafted and signed by March 2013, and the project would be implemented July 
2013. 
   

2) Instream restoration activities are covered within the WDFW-MOU, and the 
Regional Permit with the Army Corps of Engineers. 
 

Task 2: Project Design.  
1) Finalize project design and project preparation details.  Preliminary designs have 

been planned during reconnaissance visits in 2011.  We will use a laser level to run 
a longitudinal profile and collect cross-sectional information as we finalize 
designs. 

2) Secure materials.  We have a 35 acre Peppercat timber sale unit set aside to use for 
fish habitat restoration activities over the next ten years.  We will layout an area 
within this stand to thin and prepare for harvest operations.  Additional material 
may be acquired from PacifiCorp Swift Reservoir Cleaning operations. 



 
Task 3: Project Implementation  

1) Develop contract.  A standard RFQ contract will be developed specifying the 
scope of the project and project requirements.  We will use an equipment rental 
contract to perform the actual work, which will allows us the flexibility to make 
changes to the project as implementation is occurring.  

2) Administer contract.  A Fish Biologist or Fisheries Technician will administer the 
contract to ensure contract compliance and project specifications are met. 

 
Task 4: Monitoring 

1) Perform baseline monitoring.  This monitoring will occur prior to project 
implementation and include a longitudinal profile, cross-sections, pebble counts, 
photo-documentation and snorkel surveys. Mount St. Helens Institute (MSHI) will 
provide two interns, ten volunteer youth from the youth stream team, and a 
supervisor to perform monitoring work.  They will perform all aspects of the 
monitoring with supervision and training from the Forest Service.   

2) Perform after project monitoring.  This monitoring will occur following project 
implementation and will continue on an annual basis for several years following 
project completion.  MSHI will provide two interns and ten volunteers for this 
portion of the work supervised by the Forest Service  

3) Monitoring Report.  A monitoring report will be written each year following 
project implementation.  MSHI will provide raw data in excel format, the Forest 
Service will provide analysis of data and report. 

 
7. Methods:  
 
The Mt. St. Helens Fisheries department will oversee all phases of this project including 
project design, implementation and monitoring. 
  
Approximately 300 pieces of LWM would be harvested during thinning operations from 
a nearby timber sale unit which would allow us to use long stems (60+ feet) with attached 
rootwads.  Woody material will be trucked down a spur road through private land to a 
staging area at the confluence of the Muddy River and Lewis River.  From there, the 
wood will be moved to the project site via a skidder and excavator.  This project would 
create and improve rearing opportunities for coho salmon.  Wood for this project would 
primarily come from USFS lands, however any opportunity to acquire large wood from 
Swift Reservoir cleaning operations will also be pursued . 
 
Approximately 10 to 15 pieces of LWM will be used at each structure location to form 
complex habitat.  Structures will protrude 1/2 to 1/3 of the way into the channel to 
minimize water shear stress and create a meandering thalweg. Key pieces of wood at 
each location will be anchored into the streambanks using an excavator to dig trenches up 
to 30 feet long, and to bury the wood.  Other pieces of LWM will be interwoven into 
these key pieces and riparian vegetation. 
 
8. Specific Work Products  
 
Deliverable 1: Completed project. 
 
Deliverable 2:  A report describing the project.  Report to include project narrative, 
financial information, and photographs of completed projects. 
 



Deliverable 3: Monitoring Report.   
 
9. Project Duration 
  
Monitoring for this project would begin during the summer of 2012.  Project 
implementation would occur July 15th 2013 and is expected to take two weeks to 
complete.  ‘As built’ documents will be completed by December 31st, 2013.  An initial 
report documenting fish response to the structures will be completed by December 31st, 
2014.  The first monitoring report with pre and post project data will be available 
December 31, 2014.  If funding or LWM supply becomes an issue, project dates would 
be delayed by one year from above. 
 
A project closeout meeting would occur at an ACC meeting following project 
completion.   
 
10. Permits 
 
NEPA- Field work will be completed during the summer of 2012.  NEPA document will 
be completed Spring 2013. 

 
The Gifford Pinchot National Forest has a Memorandum of Agreement with the 
Washington State Department of Ecology (DOE).  The agreement recognizes the Forest 
Service will ensure that 1) all waters on National Forest lands meet or exceed water 
quality laws and regulations (Sections 301, 302, 303, 306 and 307) of the Clean Water 
Act and 2) activities on those lands are consistent with the level of protection of the 
Washington Administrative Code relevant to state and federal water quality requirements.  
This agreement is neither a fiscal nor a funds obligation document.   
 
The Gifford Pinchot National Forest has a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) with 
the Washington State Department of Fish and Wildlife Regarding Hydraulic Projects 
conducted by USDA Forest Service Northwest Region (2005).  Compliance with the 
instream restoration provisions within this MOU replaces the need for an individual 
hydraulic project approval (HPA). This fish habitat enhancement project will be 
conducted within the provisions set forth in this MOU. 
 
The Clean Water Act (as amended by the Water Quality Act of 1987, Public Law 100-4) 
authorizes the states to regulate the “fill and removal” activities of Federal agencies.  In 
Washington, the Forest Service has authorization for its fill and removal projects through 
the MOU with WDFW when the projects comply with the provisions of the MOU. 
 
The US Forest Service has a state wide Regional General Permit (RGP) with the Army 
Corps of Engineers to perform aquatic restoration activities in waterways. Permit 
CENWS-OD-RG-RGP-8 authorizes the USFS to perform 13 restoration activities 
including Large Wood, Boulder and Gravel Placement on National Forest Lands.  
 
Land ownership in this section of the Lewis River is comprised of public lands. The 
project is wholly on public lands, however the access route is through both Forest and 
private lands.  We have received permission from the landowners to use the private spur 
road to access this project area.  
 
11. Matching Funds and In-kind Contributions 
  



Partner Contribution  Funds 
Forest Service Project development, 

Contracting, Permitting, 
Monitoring   

$8,000 In-kind 

Materials from USFS Trees with rootwads $45,000   In-kind 
Mt. St. Helens Institute Monitoring $2,000  In-kind 
Swift Community Action 
Team (SCAT) 

Machine Time ( if 
equipment is rented from 
ERS) 

$800 

Fish First Monitoring design and 
assistance 

$800 

Equipment Rental Services Machine Time ( if 
equipment is rented from 
ERS) 

$800 

 
12. Professional Review of Proposed Project 
 
This project proposal was reviewed by Gifford Pinchot National Forest (GPNF) Soil and 
Water program manager, Ruth Tracy and GPNF Fisheries program manager,  Dave Hu. 
13. Budget  

 

 NEPA Final designs 
Project 
Mgmt Construction 

Monitoring/Labor 
/Reporting/Coord. 

Personnel Costs           

FS - Zone Team or Contract 
$8,000 
(ACC)         

FS –Fish Bio and Hydrologist   
$4,000 (IK) 
$1,000 (ACC)       

FS - Fish Bio and Hydrologist     
$5,000 (IK) 
$3,000 (ACC)   $1,000 (ACC) 

FS - Contract administrator  -        
$3,000  (IK) 
$4,000 (ACC)   

FS - Contract Specialist       $2,000  (IK)   

Mt St. Helens Institute      $2,000 (IK) 
Mt. St. Helens Institute Community 
Education     $2,000 (ACC) 

Materials       
Forest Service 300 Pieces of LWM 
with rootwads    $45,000 (IK)  

      

      

Contract Payables           

Excavator and Skidder Contract        

$20,000 
(ACC) 
$2,400 Fish 
First, SCAT, 
ERS)   

Logging and hauling of trees    
$10,000 
(ACC)   

Materials and Supplies    $ 1,000(ACC)    

Total ACC Funds             $50,000 $8,000 $1,000 $4,000 $34,000 $3,000 

Total FS Funds                 $59,000  $4,000 $5,000 $50,000  
Total Partner Funds          $4,400    $2,400 $2,000 
Project Total                  $113,400      
FS personnel estimated as  
$300/day.      



Lewis Side Channel III expanded budget 2012 
   
Item Personnel Estimated 

Days/units*
Cost Per 
Unit 

Total* 

NEPA  
Environmental 
Assessment 
required by 
Federal Law 

Fish Biologist  
Wildlife Biologist 
Hydrologist 
Botanist 
Archeologist 
Soil Scientist 
Recreation  
Forester 
NEPA Coordinator 
 

4 
2 
4 
4 
4 
1 
0.5 
0.5 
3 

$350 per 
day per 
person 

$8,000 (ACC) 
 

Final Designs Fish Biologist 
Hydrologist 
Fish Technician 

5 
3 
9 

$300 per 
day per 
person 

$4,000 (IK) 
$1,000 (ACC) 

Project 
Management 

Fish Biologist 
Fish Technician 
Mileage 

12 
11 
 
2000 miles 

$300 per 
day per 
person 
$0.50 

$4,000 (IK) 
$3,000 (ACC) 
 
 
$1,000 (IK) 

Construction  Contract 
Administration/Prep
Transportation 
 
Logging 
Equipment 

28 
 
1,000 miles 

$300 per 
day per 
person 
$0.50 

$4,500 (IK) 
$4,000 (ACC) 
 
$500 (IK) 
$10,000 (ACC) 
$20,000 (ACC) 

Materials & 
Supplies 

Field Equipment, 
Notebooks,  
Misc Supplies 

  $1,000 (ACC) 

Trees with 
rootwads 

 300  $45,000 (IK) 

Monitoring 
MSHI 
 
USFS 
 
 
 
 

 
Supervisor 
Assistant  
Fish Biologist 
 
Volunteers 
 
Transportation 
 

 
10 
 
 
 
25 
 
1,000 

 
$300 per 
day per 
person 
 
$20 
 
$0.50 

 
$1,500 (IK) 
$2,500 (ACC) 
 
 
$500 (IK) 
 
$500 (ACC) 

Partner 
Donations 

Technical input and 
Equipment  

3 $800 $2,400 

Total    $113,400 
 
*Values are rounded up or down as need to display whole number and days 
 
   
 
 



 
 
 
 

Lewis Side Channel III Equipment Budget 2012 
   
 
Item  Cost per unit Number of 

units 
ACC cost Total Cost 

Excavator 
Operator/Fuel/ 
Supplies, misc 

$125 hour 100 $12,500 $12,500 

     
Excavator Move 
in/out 

 ($800) 1  $800 

Skidder $125/Hour 60 $7,500 $7,500 
Skidder Move 
in/out 

$(800) 1  $800 

Logging and 
Hauling cost: 
Based on 
Previous 
Contract 

$10,000 1 $10,000 $10,000 

Total   $30,000 $31,600 
 

Questions from ACC members to address in this proposal 
 

1. USFS has done a couple of other side channel projects in the Lewis River.  The 
final proposal should include what has been learned from those projects and how 
the implementation and results of those projects have been used in developing this 
proposal.  WDFW does believe this proposal will benefit all four listed species.  
The final proposal will need to include detailed outline of costs, especially those 
associated with NEPA process.  Cost shares and what is provided as part of these 
cost shares will need to be fully articulated in the proposal. We have implemented 
on side channel project in the Lewis River to date.  We used what we learned from 
that project to refine this proposal and the associated contract.  Refinements 
include better estimates on equipment contract prices, logging techniques for 
trees with rootwads, hauling full length trees down a narrow winding road, and 
use of multiple locations of oil sorbent booms to access the Lewis River from 
private property.  Many of these items will be incorporated in the actual contract, 
but the concept level designs include lessons learned like how far to bury 
structures for stability and how far into the channel we can extend the structures.  
Detailed costs of NEPA and other items are provided in the expanded budget 
worksheets.  Cost shares by partners are found under section 11 “Matching 
Funds and In-kind Contributions heading”. 
 

 
2.  The full proposal will benefit from concept level designs and layout. See 

attachments for these concerns.  
 



3. Recommend full proposal that includes clearly identified costs. The expanded 
budget has addressed this concern. 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
Lewis River Side Channel 3 at low flow. 
 

 
Lewis River Side Channel 3 at low flow 
 
 
 
 



 
 
Lewis River Side Channel 3 at low flow 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 




