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May 10, 2002

TO: Dan Ray, CALFED ERP

FROM: Darren Mierau, McBain and Trush

RE: Response o CALFED Reviews of Proposal #182

This memorandum ¢ prepared in response to the Technical and Selecrion Panel reviews of CALFED
Proposal #182 Tuolumne River Sediment Acquisition and Spawning Gravel Transfusion Project,
submirted by the Turlock Imgaton District on behalf of the Tuolumne River Technical Advisory
Commnutiee (TRTAC). McBain and Trush has been consultant 1o the TRTAC since 1993, assisted in
preparing this CALFED proposal, and offer the following commenys.

This project will provide a long-term source of sediment for spawning gravel augmentation and large-
scale channel rehabilitation, while simulraneously reciaiming the sediment spurce site by werland and
riparian habitat restoration. The high value of sediment resources, combined with excavation and
transportation cosis, makes this a relatively expensive project. As we atlempied to demonstrate in the
proposal (Sections A2a, A2d, A3b), this project was developed in part 1 reduce higher marerial and
transportation cosis incarred in previonsly planned and implemented projects, including the Mining
Reach, SRP 9, and previons CDFG Gravel Addition project phases. Thus, while this project may appear
expensive, implementing gravel augmentation and floodway resioration projects by purchasing
commercial aggregate is much more expensive. As stated in Secrion B3, paragraph 2, following
completion of this project an estimared 1 47 million cubic yards of sediment will remain available for use
In subsequent restorarion projects on the Tuolumne River, substantally reducing the cost of each of those
projects.

The Selecuon Papel Review has recommended that this proposal e revised, re-reviewed, and be
considered as directed acrion. As the basis for this recommmendarion is somewhar vague, we respectfully
request that CALFED provide more explicit information describing whar modifications or additions to the
proposal will satisfy the Selection Panel. Alse, if additional monitoring is added 1 the project, can the
budget be increased to accommodate this?

Below we address individual comments. Underlined text is from the CALFED reviews; page and line
numbers reference the origmal proposal.

Seject] ane jew: * endation [for conzideratio irecied acrion] j ed on the nes
clude. as an j 1 aspecLo vised proposal._annlication of science within the & i
and adappv gment concepts into the project.™

We have incorporated science within the study design by: (1) quantifying present spawning gravel
availability in the upper 15.7 miles of the gravel-hedded zone, and comparing this to past 1nventories to
show the steady depletion and limited supply of spawning gravels (described in *Section AZb Spawning
Habirat Improvement, pg. 6) , (2) developing a comprehensive list of grave! wansfusion sites and
volumes, then pricnitized these sites for immediate vs. fumre implementation based on several criteria,



May=-16-2002 0B:2Bam  From=-CALFED T-963 P.004/007 F-352

including immediare benefir to salman, longevity of gravel, site logisnes, eic. (described in part in Secnion
3 Approach, pg. 10), (3) surveying wpography and developing construction desigas for gravel
augmentation at five priority sues, (4) inventorying sedisnent sources and evaluating quantity, location,
and relative cosys, then prioritizing source sites for acquisition as long-term supplies (described in
“Secrion 2d Gravel Source Criteria, pg. 7). This research and planning process has culminarted in this
proposal recommending the purchase and development of a large sediment source close 1 the highest
need areas between La Grange Dam and Roberts Ferry Bridge. This recommendation is hased
substannially on the scienufic research conducted over the past several years, as well as the managerial-
level swategies and prionties idenrified n the Tuolumne Ruver Restorarion Plan and during development
of the Coarse Sediment Managemenr Plan.

Additionally, the *borrow site’ reclamation into more productive habitars would encompass techmical
design, implementarion, and monitoring phases, would be based on the best available restoranon science,
would include technical experts from numerous disciplines, and would be subjected (o external design
review similar to other large-scale restoration projects presently being implemenied on the Tuolumne and
other rivers.

We have auempted to include “adaptive management concepts inio the projees™ by developing the core
objectives of this project, which are management responses to past and ongoing research and restoration
actions. I'll provide three examples- (1) the recommendation 1o mplement gravel transfusion 1o increase
spawning gravel availability was made 1o the Restoration Plan and further substantiated by recear smdies,
and was based on monitoring conducted by agencies and Irrigation Districts which idennified spawning
habutat as a potential limiting factor for chinook salmon during years of high escapement; (2) the
recommendation 1o obtain a supply of sediment 1o be set aside specifically for large-scale river restoration
projects i3 based on the need 1o reduce gravel costs and reduce the demand for commercial aggrepare,
whach in mam resulted from the Mining Reach and SRP 9 project implementation; (3) simultaneous
rehabilitation of the source site to higher quality wildlife habitat is based on the desire 10 avoid creating
additonal terrace mining pits associated with commercial gravel mines.

A large monitoring component was not included in this proposal primarily 1o contain the averall project
costs, but also because adaptive management and monitoring guidehnes are srill being developed as part
of the Coarse Sediment Management Plan. In proposing monitoring, we felt constrained both by the
overall project costs and by the maximum three year duration of CALFED conwacts. We consider three
areas 1o be important for menitoring and post project informarion: the borrow site wetland and riparian
habirar restorarion, the gravel augmenranon sites, and the mineral appraisal, permitiing, and material
processing process for restoranon purposes. Our monitoring for the wertland sires was limited to project
performance criteria (planr survival), and groundwarer table. The gravel augmentation sites would include
monitoring of geomorphic aspects (channel morphology, particle mobility) with funds from this proposal,
as well a5 biologieal and habirat responses such as salmon redd coums, permeability, and sedimen
sampling conducted under the umbrella of FERC meoniroring. Project success would be measured by
improved habirat quality (higher permeability in infroduced gravels, lower percentage of fine sediment,
less embeddedness), increased habirat quantity (more usable spawning habitar), and increased fish use
(higher redd counts) in augmentation sites.

Seleetion Panel Review: ™. the revised proposal should respond to the Tuolymne River Adaprive

Management Forum report and concepts.”
The AMF Pane! had not completed their final repor ar the tume the PSP was submiited. These responses

are based m rewrospect on that hinal report. While 1t is nos possible 10 provide a comprehensive response to
all rhe izsnes raised by the AMF Panel within this proposal, we have antempred 1o address two major
concems thart are closely related to this project.
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One of the sirongesrt recommendations of the AMF Panel was the need 10 develop a comprehensive
MONTOrIng program that synthesizes ecosystem scale and project level monitoning, along with required
FERC license moniroring, and assures that projecrs thar are implemented have tesiable hyporheses,
employ variables that measure project-level quantitative responses, and are linked to quantitative
expectations for species recovery. The Tuolumne River Technical Advisory Commitiee began a series of
meetings i February 2002 10 discuss the Adapiive Management Forum Teport and develop a strategy for
responding rhat is appropriate Within the constraints of the existing FERC Senlement Agreement and
other regulatory, funding, and logistical considerations. The TRTAC is evaluaung expansion of the
existing river-wide monitoring plan associated with the FERC Settlemenr Agreement, taking into
consideration the AMF report and coneeprs. These conceprs are also being evaluated for wcarporation
into the planning, design, and implementation of the Tuclumne River Sediment Source and Spawning
Gravel Transfusion projecr. Folding monitoring of this projeet under the developing river-wide
monitoring plan 18 2 more logical planning process than developing individual Tesponses 1o the AMF
Report within this proposal. The need o synthesize and coordinate the numerous monitoring acriviries
and projects is a criical need for the Tuojumne River restoration program, but should not Jeopardize
initiating a valuable and ymportans projecr.

Second, the AMF Panel expressed concerns that individual projects are not being designed and
implemented with a tributary-scale ecosystem perspective. The two central objectives of this project
(sedirnent acquisition and gravel wansfusion) are responses to regional or ecosystem-scale objecuves.
Specifically, acquiring a sediment source designated for river restorauon purposes is g straregy devejoped
to reduce the hugh costs and demand for commercial aggregate, and 10 avoid using commercial aggregale
that simply perpetuares the problems the restoration projects are intended 10 address. Also, the proposed
large volume of grave| ransfusion is responding 1o the onginal limiting facror analysis conducted by
agencies and the Imganon Districts during the 1980°s and *80°s, suggesting that spawning habitat guality
and availability 15 a limiting factor for chinook saimon production during high £scapement years.

1 *...the idea of extraciing prave]j, i
andscape, in one loeation to restore another see . The jcation js that the res seape hag
a hi value that the 2ing desrr . No discussion of 1ssue 1 prase »

The reader apparently missed several references 1o this jssue. The exiraction area was dredged in the early
1900°s, then partially reclaimed as much of the wilings were removed for consmicrian of New Don Pedro
Dam. Areas adjacent 1o the river channel, including the Joe Domecq County Park and Zanker property,
will NOT be destroyed by gravel extracrion, bur significanily unproved by remaving the remaming
dredge spoils and restoring higher quality wetland and riparian habrars. These parcels were deseribed in
the proposal as:

™. barren, unproducrtive surfaces, with exposed gravel/cobble and little or no sail layer™ {pg.2 paragraph
3

“...several large parcels (rotaling ~300 acres) in the La Grange vicinity that were historically niver
floodplam and terrace that were dredged for gold in the 1930%s, then partially re-excavated to provide
aggregare for consmructung New Don Pedro Dam (Figure 3). Some dredger spoils were lefi in place, and
now exist as flar, barren, rocky surfaces that prowide little or no wildlife habitat of recrearional value™ {pe.

3 paragraph 4};

Also reference Secton 3: Approach (pg. 10 paragraph 2). The restoranon approach proposed for the
Domecq/Zanker borrow site is as follows: (1) excavate previously dredged and scraped marerial from
relatvely unproductive zones (those with armored cobble surfaces, lacking soil development,
groundwater, ete.) (Figure 4), (2) process and rransport this material 1o the Tuolumne River either as
sereened and washed spawning gravel for insertion at ‘gravel wransfusion sites’, or as bulk, upprocessed
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material 1o be used a1 large-scale channel reconswuction sites, and {3) reclaim the *borrow’ site 10
wetland, riparian, and woodland habitats by replanting with native riparian and wetland vegetation. Areas
that already provide *healthy’ habitar, such as intermitent patches of willow and cottonwood, or the
existing wetland ponds at the Domecq County Park, will be integrated into the overall restorarion design
10 highlight their value.

Research and

extremely expepgsive. Assuming 300 acres are yestored, the umt cost would be approximately
15.000/acre.

This per-acre figure was determined simply by dividing the total project cost ($4.35 million) by the
proposed 300 acres of restored wetland and ripanian habirar, which therefore includes the cost of the
aggregate, as well as the design, appraisal, permitting costs, and conringencies. The total cost of project
implemerzation was given as $2,544,000 ($8,480/acre) but includes material excavarion, ProcessiE,
transportation, and placement of approximately 100,000 ¢ubic yards of cleaned spawning gravel o the
Tuolumne River m addition to habitar restoration at the borrow area. When we sum only the budget
figures that pertain 10 borrow site reclamation, this work torals $1,294,000, or a more modest $4,313/acre.

Bur s discussion parually misses the point. The primary focus of the projeet 1s not wetland and riparian
habitat restoranon at the borrow site. The opportunity to improve habitat values ar the borrow site is
simply a by-product of the larger goal of acquiring a source of sediment for preseat and future channel
rehabilitanon projects. Within those projects, future potential cost savings will be substantial, and
counterbalance the upfront investment in sediment and planning for site reclamation.

Research and Resrorayj echnieal Pane M.

T o landowners would bepefit limited the rating.
The propasal was developed primarily 1o benefit the river ecosystem and salmon populanion, not the local
landowners. Bur there would also be a significant benefit to the local aggregate industry and Stamslaus
Counry by reducing the demand on regional aggregate supplies and protecting the County’s revenue base.
And a large County Park would he substantially restored by this project, which would benefir all the
citizens of the Swanislaus County and the region.

AT cienti . *“The need 1o copt ent the pravel = estored reach is of

H . [ ght necd g aration technigues such as prade conmol.

One of CALFED’s goals is to implement river ecosystem resforation. An important component of a
healthy nver ecosystem is gravel transport and routing. This projeet embraces this concept by
encouraging a dynamic alluvial channel with a variable flow regime, inchuding periodic high flows
intended to mobilize channel bed sedimenis, flush fine sediment from spawning gravels, and wansport
coarse sediment downstream. This approach will require periodic gravel maintenance, depending on the
sequence of water year types and resulting high flow regime. Lang-term gravel mamtenance will reguire
much smaller volumes than are being recommended in this proposal, however, which is a large scale
ransfusion to restore supplies progressively lost during the past century of flow and sediment regulation.
Engineered grade conrrol techniques have been implemented on the Tuolumne River with limited or
shori-term success (Kondolf et al. 1995), and is not needed on this reach of the nver.

External Scientific #4: “Perhaps
appraisal and permitiing process. Descnibing rdles were overcome could be of prear uge

e, I encourage CAL rovide a srmall = e oposers thar will ajlow them
10 éstablish a project websire and o e 1 i 2] removal, ¢ i cemenrt. and upland
TESIOTATION.
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We welcome the oppormnity 1o share as much of the informanon value of this project as possible with
resource managers and other river restoranon proponenis.

udger Review Question 3: Poe ngal clearl 1€ the type o ; compassed in indirect
es or averhead cosre? NO. Consultant services are providin ng.

The Tarleck Imgaron Disrict (project applicant) and the Techmeal Advisory Commuree are not in
position to do the actal project implementation, but operate more efficiently by conmolling the contract
and project management aspects, and then subconwracting to qualified conwactors for project
implementaton, Our budgeung wypically does not include “indirect cosis” or “overhead costs™ as these
casts are incorporated into consulians services rates. We have, however, budgered adequarely for project
management (3% of total project costs for TID project management), and the consultant team has similar
project management budgers along with a modest conungency budger.



