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BiOp Project Site Tour Evaluation Summary
Project Name: Battle Creek Restoration
Date:  10/13/10
Rating (H,M,L)       M

Move to Proposal (Y/N)
   Y      


Present:   Timmie Mandish, Kathy Fisher, Lyle Kuchenbecker, Jesse Steele, Ted Taylor, Vance McGowan, Allen Childs, Darrell Dyke, Nadine Craft, Jeff Oveson, Leigh Collins, Kurt Wiedenmann, Joe Platz, Ben Rau, Erik Harvey
Background:

Species benefitted:  direct-steelhead, redband trout; indirect chinook
Habitat metric:  steelhead, redband 2.5 miles spawning/rearing; 5.25 miles perennial & intermittent (non-fish bearing) Restoration activities: 6 miles wood placement, 1.75 miles R/R grade removal, 2.5 miles exclosure fence, remove 5 pond dikes, 1.25 miles electric fence, 3 miles riparian planting, construct 3 new ponds, reconstruct 1 pond, construct 2 solar pump developmets, develop one spring. 
Total cost:  $302,469 
BPA request:  $257,359
Addresses key/limiting environmental attributes (fisheries & water quality)

Consider the anticipated habitat improvements, proximity to salmon or steelhead spawning or rearing stream reaches, affect on salmon, steelhead or bull trout habitat, water quality or quantity, and the need to improve the existing condition.  

Proposal has the potential to address multiple limiting factors – sediment, temperature, in-channel diversity, riparian condition. Direct benefit to steelhead and redband, indirect benefit to Chinook. Committee didn’t see Campbell and unnamed creek but Battle Creek needs corrective action.
Proposed Actions

Do proposed actions address limiting factors. Are actions clearly defined and appropriate to address limiting factors.
In general actions are well-defined(except for no information on existing # of pieces of wood) and should address limiting factors (especially at the lower end). 
Technical merit
Is the project is technically sound, i.e., are objectives well defined, do proposed actions address problems identified in the prospectus, are techniques technically sound, are proposed actions cost-efficient.

In general the actions appear to be technically sound, will meet objectives and should address the existing conditions described in the draft proposal and those observed on the ground in Battle Creek. Cost-efficiency is difficult to determine without knowing how much wood is being placed and the costs of specific activities in lower Battle Creek (3 miles) vs intermittent reaches of Campbell Creek, the unnamed tributary and upper Battle Creek. The way the subcontract portion of the budget is organized it is not possible to determine, in most cases, how much the various actions for different stream reaches will cost, e.g. R/R grade removal vs. wood placement in lower Battle Creek vs. wood placement in intermittent reaches. Equipment time for the excavators and small dozer are lumped without knowing which activities they are associated with. The end result is that it is difficult to compare benefits with costs.
The committee questioned the real value of the ponds to provide quality water sources to draw livestock away from the riparian areas. Suggest looking at fencing the ponds and providing a gravity-fed trough outside the fence.
Compliments other past, present, or expected restoration projects

Comprehensive, ties in with projects that are completed, on-going or identified in planning documents.

Not evident from proposal but recognized from previous funding requests and discussion that Meadow Creek watershed has been a restoration emphasis area.
Recommendations for improvement

Conduct pre-project Hankin-Reeves surveys and other baseline monitoring to quantify limiting factors and to determine future effectiveness of the actions.
Suggest installing return pipes on solar pumping systems in the event of float valve malfunction

Provide fish presence/distribution information (to help assess value of project as well as to document post-project improvement)

Provide budget that details cost by tasks, most notably the equipment time for wood placement in the various reaches and the R/R grade removal.
Things reviewers liked about the project
Like the watershed approach
Multi-faceted approach, sound techniques, riparian protection
Things reviewers didn’t like about the project
Unknown steelhead spawning-no information
Fish use on Campbell? And whether investments will have direct benefits.

Almost one quarter of the BPA request is FS personnel, and although we have a list of activities, we don’t know how much is associated with the various reaches and actions by reach (back to the cost/benefit comparison).
Minimal 15% cost-share.
Misc comment
Some budget items are inflated. Fence construction cost of $12,500 mile to build plus materials is at least $20K/mile, about double what it should be. Likewise 150 hours of D8 dozer time to build 3 ponds is high. 
Consider building an exclusion fence the length of Battle Creek.  Wouldn’t this preclude the need to fence plantings individually in the portions that are not planned for exclusion fencing?
How much of the personnel costs are for future maintenance and monitoring? That is post-BPA contract and cannot be reimbursed. Should be FS cost-share.
Contingencies

Prepare a realistic budget that displays costs by task for each of the reaches, e.g. wood placement on Battle Creek, Campbell Creek perennial and the intermittent reaches, and the unnamed tributary.
Finalize and identify, in the proposal, the cost-share provided by partners (potentially permittee, OSU and RMEF)














Please address the following within your proposal:
· The additional tributary activities identified during the site visit have general support however it is not clear whether watershed health benefits would be cost effective for the benefits gained.  Please separate out costs associated with direct species benefit vs watershed health benefits, ie. identify costs by stream and reach.
· Finalize and identify, in the proposal, the cost-share provided by partners (potentially permittee, OSU and RMEF)

· Please provide information on steelhead spawning within the project area

· We recognize this is a preliminary budget at this time but some budget items seem high (fence construction, pond construction, # of staff hours).  Please provide additional detail or justification of costs for the subcontracts by work item, e.g. wood placement in perennial reach, Campbell Creek and the unnamed tributary, R/R grade removal, culvert removal, etc. 

· Explain the rationale for constructing exclusion fencing on portions of Battle Creek to protect deciduous plantings vs. not constructing exclusion fencing and protecting individual plant groups. The proposal indicates that portions (1.61 miles) will have exclusion fencing and other reaches (1.39 miles) will have plants individually fenced. 

· Personnel costs for future maintenance and monitoring is post-BPA contract and cannot be reimbursed. 

· Install return pipes on solar pumping systems in the event of float valve malfunction
Next steps

Address contingencies and comments, and submit for technical and GRMW Board review
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