
b. Proje~ description ~d p~ bioloN~olo~c$ obje~ives.

The goN of~e project is to p~p~e a pl~ for op~ng up reach~ ofBuae C~ now
blocked by both namrN b~s ~d hydroelectric d~s ~ that s~on ~d
p~icul~ly spfing-~ c~ook sNmo~ nmy use the s~e~ for ~gmio~ hold~N
spaw~g ~d reaNng

c. Approac~tasks/sch~ule

Th~ proje~ ~ b~ d~veIoped in t~ gener~ p~ses, as fo~ows:

£ Org~ze a pro~t adviso& co.nee of Upp~ Buce Creek watersh~
represe~ativ~ ~d repr~tatives ofloc~, State ~d f~ agencies h~
expe~i~ and j~sdiction. ~volve the ad~so~ coerce in the ~ developm~t
~d ~option of~e project work-p~n, Comnlete ~s ~k wit~ a mo~ of~tiafon

~ther the i~o~ation n~ded to evaluate Upp~ Bune Creek’s ~on ~d ~ee~ead
habitat ~storation potenti~ - flows, t~pera~r~s, ~av~ query and qu~ti~, nu~
~d location of poten6~ hold~g p~ls. b~ers to ~a~omous fish ~on. fish
~ree~g needs. Org~ze the i~fo~ation in a map-bas~ i~o~tion ~st~ (G[S).
[nte~ate the ~o~a~ion into a dr~ Upper BuRe Creek S~mon ~d Stee~e~
Restoration Ply. ~ ~nfg~ti~n gathe~n~ ~t~ ~eve~ m~s of oroiect

monks of nroieet initiation.

by public ~d agencies. Prep~e r~pon~v~ess su~. Complete, deliv~ fin~ Ply,

doc~ts ~th 16 ~d a h~£ the ~ P!~ ~I1 be ¢omnIeted ~t~n I8 months of
~t i~tiation

Dermis of the proj~t tasks may be found at Section IR-e oft~s propose.

d. Ju~cation for project and ~nd~8 by CAL~D

the Centr~ V~ Proj~t ~provement Act ~a~omous Fish Restoration
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and Exarap[e Kestoration Actions’. Spring-run chinook salmon populations have been
severely diminished tkrough hydro-modifieatinn oftha species’ homestream habitats and
of their rearing and migration habitats in the San Francisco Bay-Delta estuary.

e, Budget costs and third party impacts

The cost of the proposed project is estimated to be $184,500. Details efitbe budget are
presented in Section I!i, Tables 1 and 2, of this proposal.

The third party impacts that c~m be identified at this time ~re:

¯ Likely decrease in Pacific Gas and Electric Company’s (PG&E) DeSabla-Ceet~r~ille
Hydroelectric System output due to reatloeation eft strearnflow to improve salmon and
steelhead instream habitat conditions. These impacts will be the ~bjeet of subsequent
negotiations concerning some form of compensation to the Company

¯ Possible interference with present-day suction gold-dredging in the Upper Butte Creek
canyon reaches. If these reaches can be restored as spring-run chinook summer
holding habitat, the dredging activity vail have to be moderated. If the spring-ran are
listed under State or federal endangered species acts, the gold-dredgin~ will likely be
bamaed.

£ Applicant qualifications

The fuztJtute for Fisheries Resources has successfully completed ~ix fishery conservation
projects, including analyses eft sMmon restoration costs and benefits in the Columbia,
Klamath and Sacramento river basin~, in the past 18 months Kier Associates has
successfully completed large-scale anadromous fish habitat evaluation, restoration
planning, and data management proje~Xs for the US. Fish and W’ddlife Service (Klamath
River), the U.S. Bureau of Keclamatlon (Trinity River), and for the Meadociuo County
Resource Conservation District (Garala River). ,Mr Reisner has directed the National Fish
and WiidFLCe Foundation-funded Butte Creek Fish Access project.

g. Monitoring and data evaluation

Project information will be organized in an easy-to-use geographic ir~rmatinn system
(GIS). See section HI-f for details of the system and plans for its coordination with others.

h. Local suppo~coordination with other programs/compatibility with
CALFED objectives

Support for the proposed project has been expressed by the Butte Creek Watershed
Conservancy, the U.$. Fish and Wildlife Service (Anodromous Fish Restoration Program)
and the California Department of Fish ~tud Game. Support for the Butte Creek Fish Access
project is currently being provided by PG&E and Sierra Pacific Industries.
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Title p~ge

Upper Butte Creek Salmon and Stee[h~ad Restoration 1~lan D~ve~opme~t

Mare R~sner - eo-inv~figator (proje~ outreach coorffmatoO
W~ M ~er - co-~ve~figator (project tee~cfl ~ecto0

c T~e of org~afion

T~-~empt 5~1(c)(3) non-profit pubic s~ce r~eh org~fion

d T~ ident~cafion numb~

94-3176524

e. T~ md fi~oi~ conta~ persons

207 Second Sge~, S~te B
S~s~to, CA 94965
Phone: (415) 33I~505
F~x: (415) 332-8799
Em~: w~e~ooked.net

Toil Ourad~

P O. Box 29910

Phone: (415) 561-5080
F~: (415) 561-5464
Emil: fish4i~aol.com

h~imte for Fishefes ~urces    Bu~e Creek Wal~shed Conse~ey
Bu~e Creek Watws~ed Proje~CSUC~co ~ssea Nafio~ Forest
Pac~¢ Gas ~d Elect6c Compmy Sie~ Pa~qfie Indus~es, lne.
C~o~ D~a~ment offish ~d GameU.S Fish ~d W~ld~ Se~ce

g. ~ project goup: ~oup 3 - Se~ie~
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I]~ Project descrip6on

The proposed project follows on work launched in 1997 under Cooperative Asreem~t

Wd~ife Fo~dafion and the non-profit Institute for Fisheries Resources ~). That
$28,000 ~t ~s e~bl~ a reco~ss~ce-level study ofprosp~s for op~ up Bu~e

a river ~st~ce of appco~ately ten ~les (~e ~p, Figure 1). to ~dromous

~g a ~-~e d~fion of wh~her the potenti~ qu~ ~d qu~i~ of habit,
p~i~ly for spring ~n c~ook s~o~ w~ts clos~ ~itat ~uation
d~dop~nt ofa ~sto~fion pl~.

~though the repo~ of the 1997 fidd s~dies ~1 not be av~l~le
~y indic~fio~ ~e that thee remote Butte Creek c~on reach~ ~ pro~de ~cell~t
hol~ng habkat for spring mn e~nook s~on once the b~ ismes ~e remlv~. It is
approp~ate, t~refore. ~ closer ev~uation of~itat qu~i~ ~d ~fi~, ~d m~s~
for de~g ~th ~e b~s ~o ~gafion t~ou~ the c~yon be p~sued. We propose,
~d[fion to the h~kat and b~er remov~ ~y~s ~ thee c~yon r~ch~, to ev~uate the
~aches ~ove PG&E’s B~e Diversion D~ as to the~ ~eelh~d m~oration potpie.
Fimlly, we propose to ro~d out the ~sessmem of Butte Creek s~on ~d ste~e~
~bltat ~ ev~uatlng hol£~ng, spa~g ~d re~g eon~6o~ bdow ~e Cente~e
division ~m and powerhouse In this way, ~e pl~ propo~d hwe ~11
b~line from w~eh ~di~du~ restoration a~ons ~y ~ unde~en md ~ e~y for
the restoration of Buae Cr~k s~mon and steelhe~ re~ m~mred o~

The proje~ ~11 proceed in the follo~ng m~er:

estabfish (~d m~t~ coord~tion ~) a restoration pl~ng

~opt, ~th the ~i~ee of the ad~so~ ~tt~, ~e fin~ restoration pl~g
workpl~

gather ~d ~yze darn conce~g s~mon ~d aee~ead ~bimt qu~i~ ~d q~i~,
bufl~ on ~’s 1997 fieId work

e~uate ~gafion b~er remov~ ~d fi~ ~ree~ng needs

idenri~, gather. ~d org~ze restoration plan i~o~fioa ~o a GIS prog~ for
~iding ~d tr~ng re.oration prog~ss ov~ time
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integrate habitat, barrier, screeMng and GIS dements imo a draft Upper Butte Creek
Salmon and Steelhead Restoration Plea

¯ obtain peer and public revi~v of’the drai~ plan

¯ complete tha plan for restoration actions, necessary environmentM documentatinr~ and
GlS-b~sed moMtoring

b. Location and!or geographic boundaries of the project

Butte Creek~ Butte County, fi-om its headwaters on the Lassen National Forest to below
Panifi¢ Gas and Electric Company’s Centervitle powerhouse e~t of Paradise (Figure

¢. Expected benefits

The "stressors" in tiffs case are a number of bmriers to upstream migration by salmon and
stueLhead, both natural and manmade (i.e., very old, fairly low powe~-d0ms). Inasmuch as
their removal and/or modificminn will require signiilcant investment, including possible
compensation for hydroaleotfic production foregone, it is necessaP~� to obtain a thorough
evniuation of the habitat restoration potentini and measures and pre~imham-y costs of
reopening these Butte Creek reaches

The sDocies invo|w~d ~e ( I ) spPmg run chinook salmon and (2) stealhead - in thitt order of
priority Spring mn restoration would be served by opening Butte Crock’s canyon reaches
no fiirther than PG&E’s Butte head dam. Steeihead restoration would likely require
providing spawner access past the head d,xm to th~ reaches up to and inaludlng the Lass~n
National Forest.

Although the 1997 first stage habitat evaluation is only half compIeted, it would appear
reasonable, based on that analysis thus far, to suggest dim Butte Creek’s presem spring
run populatiolL estimated to have been between 2,000 and 8,000 adults in recent years,
could be significantly incre~ed by creating access to the canyon reaches. We would prefer
to witkhold judgment on the number of stealhead that might be accOnmlodated in the
system until the habitat evaluation comemplated here has been performed.

Bec~se o~its deeply incised naVdre the Butte Creek cemyon is odiy moderately impacted
by roads and trails Its many inaccessible pools would appear to be prime spring salmon
holding habitat. Temperature records from the 1997 I~¢R proje~ will begin the
documentation of the extem and quality of this habitat.

d. Background ~nd biological~echnical justification

The need to seize upon opportunities to increase the natural production of spring-ran
chiaook s~non has been welI documented in plans recently prepared by the Callfomia
Department offish Game, the Centrni Valley Project improvemem Act Anadromous Fish
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Restoration Program (AFRP) and CALFED. Both the AFRP and CALFED’s June 5,
1997 "Surnma~ of Technical Team Reports - Stressors and Example Restoration
Actions" ~mphasine the need to improve access to potential spring run ~aamon habitat ha
upper Butte Creek

The alternative to increasing natural production opportunities for spring mJmon, artificial
propagation, has performed poorly ha the Central Valley due likely to unsuitable hatchery
water quality. Further, both the State Anaxtromous Fish Program Act (SB-2261) and the
Central Valley Project improvement Act stress the need to increase salmon and tteelhead
numbers through natural, rather than artificial means.

The need to opan up the Butte Creek canyon to spring ran salmon and steelhead was not
adequately addressed ha the federal re-licensing of these PG&E DeSabla Project facilities
more than a decade ago. Had fishea’y eonser-~ation agencies pushed for fish access in the
largely-adversarial licensing proeeeifings the company would likely pave countered,
correctly, that no cle~- record exists that anadromous fish every used the canyon. Again,
the hydroelectric facibties here are so old they pre-date organized stream or ~sh surveys
the region.

Wit~ the 1996 lannab of State de-regulation of private electricity providers and the
availability of sigalfieant habitat restoration funds fi’om the proeeads of Proposition 204
and dsewhere, the stage is set for a negotiated, rather than regulated, restoration of the
stream. These new circumstances provided the incentives for ~ to enter into its
e~xpioratory, NFWF-funded Butte Creek project.

IFR’s 1997 field work has been undertaken in dose coordination with the Departmetxt of
Fish mad Game, PG&E, U.S Fish and Wildlife Ser’Ace, Sierra Pacific Industries, Chico
State’s Butte Creek Watershed Project, and the Butte Creek Watershed Conservancy

Implementation of the proposed Upper Butte Creek Sa/mon and Steelhead Restoration
Plan wi]l provide high quality habitat for a~ many as !5,000 spring nan chinook saknon
spawners ~.nd an as-yet -madeterntiaed number of stealhead.

e Proposed scope ofwork

The work proposed here will extend over an 18-motuh period mad ~ eulrnlnate in
the adoption of an integrated program of specific r~storation actions, the Upper Butte
Creek Salmon and Steelhead Plan. A task-by-task description of the project is pre~anted
here with the caveat that adjustments to the workplan wi]l be made, w~thin time
budgetary ~ttlowances, on the basis of faput 12om the proposed advisor:� committee
interested technical ~nd corrffnualty represetttafives,
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major issues identified in the planning process.

Task 2. Adoot final workt)lan
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were welI served at tl~at flow. PG&E’s Butte Creek head dana ~’as out of servlce dufr~g
early summer. 1997 due to J~u~ sto~ d~age to the diversion c~. That h~ the

div~ion The Forks ofBuoe diversioa h~ a modem 5~ bypass requiem. TMt leav~
the Ceate~le diver~on-to-Cente~Ile po~house reach as ~e pdncipM q~stion mgk
~nce~ing flow ~d habi~t ~lationsMps.

M~s~ent of the flow ~d habitat ~lgions~ps ~lt

Info~ation enriching fish h~itat-imp~thg ~d u~s ~1l ~ gathered ~th the
assist~ce of~e Bu~e Creek Watershed Cons~ ~d ~e C~co State Buae Cre~

T~k 4. Evaluate s~on ruination b~er re~iudon n~s

~d m~de gmc~es ~t appe~ to ~ b~s to fish ~fion. The propo~d proje~
~fl pro~de more preci~ m~surements of the b~ers, the ~ter velocities th~ ~eate at
times cfificM to fish movement ~d will d~e~le ~ ~ch ease the most s~t~l~ me~
of resoMng the b~ - blasting or laddefing. T~s work ~11 be ~sted ~ a qudlfi~
en~ne~ng subcont~etor to the proje~ who ~H be ~I~ed with the ~sig~ce of~e
ad~so~ co~ee

T 5~v~uate fi~

Fish sevens at the ~yons’ ~ee wat~ d~sion int~es
their ~ffiei~ey for protecting new
~g ~b~n~or ~11 assi~ in ~e peffo~ee oft~s task.

Task 60r~a~ze i~o~ation in a a~a~c info~ation system

It is propo~d to org~ize the key watershe~ s~e~ habitag b~ ~d screen
~o~tion into ~e g~aphie ~o~ation sy~, or GIS, described below
di~ussion ~n~g project run.tong ~d dma ~uation.

Task 7. Inte~ate Task 3-6 drafts iron a &~ restoration pl~

The i~o~ation gathwM in tasks 3 t~ou~ 6, plus preli~n~ r~o~dafio~ for
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Task 8. Obtain public a~ld oeer re’Aew of the drai~ plan

Task 9 Prep~ appropfime ¢n~ro~ docamentation for ~e

The appropriate l~el of enfiro~entfl rofi~w ~ depend in p~ on w~ch ~ or
agencies is dete~ed to be ~e lead ~en~ for p~o~s of adoV~g ~
¯ e pl~ ~11 select, but not itselfuade~� the nec¢~ restoration ~tions, the I�~1 of

Ta~k 10 Cgmvlet~ deliver fi~ Bu~e C~k S~mon ~d St~lh~d Rostorafion PI~

Follo*~g co~ufi~y ~d pe~ review. ~iro~ental revi~ ~d pr~afioa of a
respomiveness su~, a ~ Bu~e Creek S~on ~d Steelhe~ Restoration PI~
be printed and deliv~ed to CALFED ~d its constim~t ag~eies for ~plem~afioa of
the pro~ of re.oration actions

pre~nt the contact ad~fi~ra~ors ~th mont~y re~s of pro~ess on the workpl~
project budget condition r~oas, and pro~ess pa~ent ~voices.

£ Mo~tofing ~d data evaluation

We propose to or~ize project ~o~ation ~ ~ easy-to-use GIS prog~ ~e t~t
develop~ for s~on a~d steelhe~ restoration effo~s of the U.S. Fish & ~fi~ife
~d U S Bureau of R~l~afion on the ~ath ~d TdfiU fiv~s - the ~a~ Re~urge
I~o~mion System. or ~S ~S envies ~tersh~ eo~ufi~-ba~
info~ation development, m~agemem ~d use. The ~p~ment offish ~d
using ~S to ~p~ fimiI~ i~o~tion eonez~ng ks ~mon restoration pro~ on
Ba~le Creek. We ~ use the GIS [ayes berg developed by Clfioo State under a
Categow ~ a~t. ~po~fiti¢s to ~te~ate Bu~e Creek Pl~ info~ation ~th the
D~mem of Water Resouree’s Sacr~ento ~ver G1S ~d ~e C~’s Comprehe~v¢
~sessmem ~d Mofizo~ng ~og~ (C~) ~11 be p~u~ vigorously.

g. Implem~t~b~u

The project’s main ¢ompli~ce r~uirement ~I be the satisf~on of f~erfl ~d State

~dustfies, have ~us f~ supported the evaluation of war.shed ~aditions ~d r~tomt[~
o~ions ~� pfinc~pfl wat~shed-eo~ufiU org~tio~ the Bu~e Creek Wat~sh~
Con~’~cy, has i~d~cated s~ong int~est i~ ~d ~ppo~ for the project.
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IV Costs and s~hedule to implement proposed project

Table 1 Butte Creek Project Budget by Planning Task

Table 2. BulXe Creek Project Budget by Expenditure Item
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Table 3 Schedule of Butte Creek Project M~Iestones

Task Completion date 1_/
1. Establish ad~Sso~ committee 2/01/98
2. Adopt laud workplan 3/01/98
3. Collect watershed, fizhhabitat information 3/01/99
4 Evaluate barrier removal needs l 1/15/98
5. Evaluate fish screer~ needs 11/15/98
60r~artize information ha a 8eosraphic information system 12/31/98
7. Integrate task 3-6 in£ormation in a draft restoration phm 2/01/99
8. Coorffmate public and peer review 4101/99
9 ~repare, alreo2ate environmental documents for review 5/15/99
10. Deriver final Butte Cr salmon and steel~ead restoration plan 6/30/99

U 0zsumes a 1/01/98 project initiation

Applicant qua~dlciations

The Institute for Fisheries Resources

¯ Technical paa-cicipants concerning the ~mpacta on salmon of the Ricelands Habitat
Partnership, a Sacramento Valley alternative to the burning office stubble and weeds.

Authors of reports on the costs and benefits of salmon restoration pro$rams on the
Columbia and Klamath Rivers (Sacramento River salmon restoration analysis is
currently undergc;m8 peer review.)

Admlrtistrators of the currem evaluation of salmon access opportunities in Upper
Butte Creek under a grant from the Natinnat Fish and Wildlife Federatinn.

W~tliam M. K~er Assoalates

Currently serve as fisheries and planning consultants to the California Department of
Fish and Game’s Catego~ l~l-funded Battle Creek Chinook Salmon Restoration plan
development

Currently serve as fisheries oonsultants to the Institute fi~r Fisheries Resources"
NFWF-fianded Butte Creek Fish Access project

¯ Served as the Califor~a Adviso~ Committee on Salmon and Steeihead’s principal
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Prepared the Long Range Plan for the Klamath River Basin Conservation Area
Fi.shery" Restora~on Program for the U.S Fish and Wildlife Service

¯ Conducted a review of water quality and habitat monitoting programs on pdvate
timberlands for tl~e C~lifor~ia Depastment of Fish and Gm’ae

Prepared the Garcia Watershed Restoration Plan for the Mendoalno Count)’ Resource
Conservation District

*, Developed the Klarnath Resource !n£ormation System (KRIS) to support salraon
restoration progranas on the K!amath and Trinity rivers

Mare Re~sner

¯ Principal investigator for the Institute for Fisheries Resources’ Butte Creek Fish
Access project

Senior consultant for ecosystem restoration plarming, Levine Fficke Reeot~ Emetyvil]e
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