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SOME CRITERIA FOR EVALUATION OF PROPOSALS FOR WATER YIELD
AUGMENTATION- o

General

1) Does the proposal have a clear statement of the problem and ob;ectwes”
2) Are assumptions 1dent1ﬁe:d~ as assumptions?

3) Are supporting/justifying statements referenced to scientific literature?

 4) Is the proposed action physically/biologically feasible?

5) Is the proposed action logistically feasible within its budget?

Hydrologic Concerns

6) Does the proposal describe how streamflow in this catchment can be increased
without detrimental effects on other resources?

7) Does the proposal describe negative impacts (e.g., greater sediment
transport, alterations in channels) of water yield augmentatlon in

* this catchment?

8) What "Best Management Practices" or other mitigations are proposed to
minimize negative impacts?

9) Is a water balance described for the catchment or a hypothetical hillslope?

10)If so, are the potential effects on the water balance of the proposed
action described?

11) Does the proposal include an estlmate of the quantity of current water use
by existing vegetation? how was it derived?

12) Does the proposal mention whether average precipitation for the area is
adequate to allow some increase in water yield (minimum 18", preferably
more than 30")?

13) Does the proposal recognize that hydrologic response would be greatest
in wet years and minimal in dry years and provide adequate calculatlons
based on that information?-

Vegeta‘aon and Soils

14) Is the proposed action a short-term change or a semi-permanent conversion?
if it is a short-term change in vegetation, what is the anticipated rate -
of hydrologic recovery?

15) Does the proposal describe whether the existing vegetative characteristics

~ (e.g., canopy density and distribution of age classes) are suitable for
management to increase water yield?

16) Does the proposal describe whether past vegetation management in the
catchment has already increased water yield?

17) If there appears to have been some increase, does the proposal discuss
whether there is still potential for additional increases from addmonal
vegetation management'7
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