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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The purpose of this Phase Two Evaluation Report is to present the identified plan for the
Columbia River Treaty Fishing Access Sites project; and therefore, proceed to implementation
of Public Law 100-581, Title IV. Public Law 100-581 was signed into law on November 1,
1988. It directed the Secretary of the Army (Secretary) to acquire, develop, rehabilitate,
improve and/or transfer lands for fishing access along the Columbia River for the four Tribes
(the Nez Perce Tribe, the Confederated Tribes of Umatilla Indian Reservation, the
Confederated Tribes of the Warm Springs Reservation of Oregon and the Confederated Tribes
and Bands of the Yakama Indian Nation).

Public Law 100-581 referenced 23 sites for fishing by the four Tribes. These sites are
adjacent to the Columbia River in Oregon and Washington for development and transfer to
the Department of Interior, Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA).

The law specified rehabilitation of five in-lieu fishing sites which are under the jurisdiction of
BIA. Additionally, P.L. 100-581 specified the acquisition and subsequent development of six
additional sites, from willing sellers, on the Bonneville pool. The total costs, excluding costs
directly involved in the transfer of jurisdiction, for the acquired lands is not to exceed $2
million.

Under P.L. 100-581 the Secretary is to provide improvements such as, but not limited to,
camping and park facilities to the same standards as those provided by the National Park
Service; all-weather access roads and boat ramps; docks; sanitation; fish cleaning, curing, and
ancillary fishing facilities; electrical and sewage facilities; and landscaping. The costs for
implementation of these improvements are to be treated as project costs of the Columbia
River projects. Allocation of these project costs will be to the respective purposes of those
projects. P.L. 100-581 also required the level of development be determined in consultation
with the four Tribes.

A Preliminary Engineering and Design (PED) program was initiated in 1990. That program
divided the sites into two groups to accelerate implementation. The Phase One report was
submitted to the Assistant Secretary of the Army for Civil Works on March 3, 1993, and
recommended constructing one Treaty fishing access site (Bonneville Area Office,
Washington) and three Section 401.(b) in-lieu fishing sites (Cascade Locks and Lone Pine,
Oregon and Underwood, Washington). These sites do not require legislative boundary
adjustments, were technically less difficult to implement, are on the Bonneville pool, have the
highest use by the four Tribes, have minimal environmental impacts, and provide better river
access for Tribal fishers in areas where conflicts have occurred between Tribal fishers and the
recreational public.
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This Phase Two Evaluation Report recommends constructing the balance of the sites and
documents the total program. They include the nineteen treaty fishing access sites (Celilo,
Preachers Eddy, Faler Road, Rufus, LePage, Threemile Canyon and Crow Butte in Oregon;
and Roosevelt, Avery, Maryhill, North Shore, Goodnoe, Pasture Point, Rock Creek, Sundale,
Moonay, Pine Creek, Alderdale and Alder Creek in Washington), two in-lieu fishing sites
(Wind River and Cooks Inlet, Washington) and six acquisition sites on the Bonneville pool.
Treaty fishing access sites, also known as 401.(a), refers to federal lands described on maps
during the legislative process for P.L. 100-581. In-lieu fishing sites are the five existing sites
developed in the 1950’s. Acquisition sites are six additional sites to be purchased on the
Bonneville pool from willing sellers.

A multi-disciplinary téam evaluated alternative site locations and/or levels of development for
each site. Key elements developed by the team included levels of output, applicable
development features, environmental impacts, cultural resources, requirements of P.L. 100-
581, site development and facility criteria, river access facilities, land-based facilities, and
fixed costs. The criteria considered in evaluating alternatives were construction and total
average annual costs, conflict avoidance benefits, tribal acceptability, avoidance of adverse
environmental impacts, incremental cost analysis, site location index, and lessee and public
concerns.

Proceeding with development of these sites would implement P.L. 100-581 and honor
mitigation settlements for losses the four Tribes experienced from construction of Bonneville
Dam more than 50 years ago. The estimated cost at October 1994 price levels, without
inflation, for Phase One and October 1994 price levels, without inflation, for each of the
Phase Two sites is listed in table S-1. These costs include the estimated costs for lands and
damages; construction; cultural resource preservation; hazardous, toxic and radiologic wastes;
planning, engineering and design; construction management, and operations and maintenance.
Total estimated cost without inflation for the project’s 31 sites is $67,030,000, and with
inflation is $74,575,000.

This report recommends approval of 31 sites, Phase One and Phase Two, as described in
Chapter 3, Identified Plan, of this report and the Phase One Report.
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Table S-1 -- Estimated Total Project Costs Without Inflation.

SITE

ESTIMATED COST ($)

Phase Two Sites (Oct 1994 Price Level)
Celilo
Preachers Eddy
Roosevelt
Faler Road
Avery
Rufus
Maryhill
North Shore
LePage
Goodnoe
Pasture Point
Rock Creek
Sundale
Moonay
Pine Creek
Threemile Canyon
Alderdale
Alder Creek
Crow Butte
Wind River
Cooks Inlet
Lyle
Wind River (Acquisition)
Stanley Rock
White Salmon
Dallesport
Bingen
Subtotal
Operations & Maintenance
Subtotal

Phase One Sites (Oct 1994 Price Level)
Operations & Maintenance

Subtotal

Total Project Cost

3,649,000
2,100,000
1,630,000
1,721,000
1,572,000
195,000
4,386,000
521,000
1,585,000
101,000
4,697,000
146,000
1,531,000
26,000
4,926,000
1,512,000
1,277,000
30,000
3,740,000
154,000
1,010,000
3,589,000
3,480,000
3,120,000
3,308,000
1,245,000
868.000
52,119,000
7.471.000
59,590,000

5,846,000
1.594.000
7,440,000

67,030,000

These costs may differ from those in the baseline cost estimate due to rounding.







1. INTRODUCTION
1.1 General

Public Law 100-581, was signed by President Reagan on November 1, 1988. The law directs
the Secretary of the Army (Secretary) to provide a range of facility improvements, land
transfers and acquisitions in support of Columbia River Treaty fishing activity.

Four sites were recommended for construction in the report, Title IV, Columbia River Treaty
Fishing Access Sites, Phase One Interim Evaluation Report, Public Law 100-581, U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers, October 1992 (Phase One Report).

This report, "Phase Two Evaluation Report," recommends constructing the balance of the sites
and provides cost information on implementing the project. See figure 1-1 for the in-lieu
fishing sites, Treaty fishing access sites and acquisition site zone.

In this report, in-lieu fishing site(s) refers to the five existing sites developed in the 1950°s
by the Corps for preferential priority use by Tribal fishers. These federal lands were
transferred to the Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA). A 401.(a) site(s) refers to federal lands
described on maps during the legislative process for P.L. 100-581 for preferential priority use
by the Nez Perce Tribe, the Confederated Tribes of Umatilla Indian Reservation, the
Confederated Tribes of the Warm Springs Indian Reservation of Oregon, and the Yakama
Indian Nation (referred to as four Tribes in this report). These sites are denoted as Treaty
fishing access sites in this report. Additional sites on the Bonneville pool which are to be
acquired from willing sellers will be referred to as acquisition sites. Criteria for these sites
are described in Section 401.(b) of P.L. 100-581.

In August 1989, at public meetings along the Columbia River, the Corps outlined a program
to implement P.L. 100-581. The first part of the program, the "Interim Management Plan,"
outlined the strategy by which the Corps would manage the newly designated Treaty fishing
access sites until the sites are developed and transferred to BIA. According to this plan, the
Corps, four Tribes and BIA would meet on a regular basis to address management strategies
of the new sites.

The second part, a two-year Preconstruction Engineering and Design phase, was developed to
respond to P.L. 100-581’s diverse requirements. In order to expedite implementation of P.L.
100-581, the planning activities were divided into two phases.

The Phase One Report focused on sites with potential for expedited development and/or
capability to reduce impacts to public parks. Generally, these sites do not require a legislated
change. They do not require railroad crossings or improvements to county, state and/or
interstate roadways for safe access to and from the site. Bonneville Area Office, Cascade
Locks, Lone Pine and Underwood are the four sites in the Phase One Report approved for
construction. The second phase (Phase Two), focuses on the remaining sites.
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1.2 Project Background
1.2.1 General.

Native Americans of the Pacific Northwest have a long tradition of fishing on the Columbia
River. Through treaties signed with the Federal Government in the 1850’s, Indian Tribes
reserved the right to fish at usual and accustomed fishing sites along the Columbia River. In
1905, and again in 1919, these fishing rights and the Native Americans’ rights of access to
their usual and accustomed fishing sites on the Columbia River were upheld by United States
Supreme Court.

In the 1930’s, the Secretary was directed by Congress to study the feasibility of constructing
and operating dams on the Columbia River. The Corps completed studies and began
construction of Bonneville Dam in 1933. The Bonneville pool inundated approximately 40
usual and accustomed Indian fishing places from the dam site to The Dalles, Oregon. Sections
1.2.2 through 1.3.4 summarize agreements and actions taken with respect to the provision of
federal lands along the shoreline of the Columbia River.

1.2.2 Treaties.

In 1855, Yakama, Umatilla, Warm Springs, and Nez Perce Tribes first entered into treaties
which were ratified in 1859. Under these treaties, the Tribes ceded to the Federal Government
all Indian title to the lands other than the reservations that they currently occupy in the
Columbia River Basin and reserved for themselves the right to fish the banks of the lower
Columbia River.

Since the treaties were approved, the Federal Government, through the Army Corps of
Engineers, has constructed four multi-purpose dams on the mainstem of the lower Columbia
River in Oregon and Washington. The four dams on the Columbia River mainstem generate
6,040 megawatts of hydroelectric power and provide navigation facilities to carry
approximately 6.4 million tons of cargo annually. These dams also provided nearly 4.5
million recreation user days in 1986. The Department of Interior and other private and public
utility districts have also constructed power generation projects on the main stem of the
Columbia and Snake Rivers and other tributary streams.

1.3 Status of Laws and Agreements
1.3.1 General.
There are two agreements, one reached in 1939 and another in settlement of a lawsuit in

1972, which affect the provisions of in-lieu sites. In addition, the 1945 River and Harbor Act
authorized acquisition of unspecified sites and facilities, subject to fiscal limitations.
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1.3.2 The 1939 Agreement.

An agreement was negotiated with the Indian Tribes for inundation of their accustomed
fishing sites in 1939 and approved in 1940 by the Secretary of War. The agreement called for
the Government to acquire more than 400 acres of land at six described sites to serve as "in-
lieu" fishing sites. The Corps was to make certain improvements thereon, and thereafter turn
the sites over to BIA, to be administered for the permanent use and enjoyment of the Indian
Tribes.

Section 2 of the 1945 River and Harbor Act was the Congressional implementation of the
agreement. Congress authorized the Secretary of War "...to acquire lands and provide
facilities...to replace Indian fishing grounds submerged or destroyed as a result of the
construction of Bonneville Dam...". Funds not exceeding $50,000 were authorized to be
expended for this purpose. This amount proved inadequate forgacquisition and was
subsequently raised by Congress in 1955, to $185,000. However, the Act did not specify the
number, location, or size of the sites to be acquired.

Because of disagreements among the various parties to the agreement of 1939, not all the sites
outlined in the agreement were acquired, and some sites were substituted. In all, five tracts,
totaling 40 acres, were purchased for the use and benefit of the Native Americans. The
decisions concerning acquisition of the sixth site and disposition of the balance of the funds
for improvement of the sites authorized by the 1945 River and Harbor Act were approved by
the Umatilla, Warm Springs, Yakama and Nez Perce governing bodies.

' 1.3.3 The 1972 Agreement.

Based on the original authorization for construction of Bonneville Dam, in the late 1960’s and
early 1970°s the BPA and the Corps began studies to enlarge the capacity of the existing
Bonneville power-generating capability. This was accomplished by raising the water levels
behind the dam to generate additional power at peak loads to help meet the Pacific Northwest
Power requirements. This proposal was the subject of a lawsuit, Confederated Tribes of the
Umatilla Indian Reservation v. Callaway, in the U.S. District Court in Oregon. At issue was
the effect of change in the levels of the Bonneville pool on certain in-lieu sites, and on
salmonoid fish migration.

A settlement to Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Indian Reservation v. Callaway was
reached in 1972 between the Executive Branch of the Federal Government and the Indian
Tribes. The Executive Branch agreed to try to obtain additional authority from Congress to
acquire additional in-lieu sites for the Tribes for fishing sites lost in the Bonneville, the
Dalles, and John Day Pools, and to improve the facilities at the existing in-lieu sites in the
Bonneville Pool. In the 1972 agreement, the original authorization in 1945 was limited to the
Bonneville Pool.
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The District Court Decision on the Confederated Tribes case recognized that the federal
agencies had no authority to acquire additional in-lieu fishing sites. The decision noted that
the agencies were recommending to the Office of Management and Budget legislation for the
acquisition of additional in-lieu fishing sites in the lower Columbia River and for construction
of improvements on the existing sites. Such facilities would include access roads, boat ramps,
sanitary, fish cleaning, curing, and other ancillary facilities with electrical service and
landscaping.

In order to fulfill the settlement which was negotiated in 1972, the Corps had constructed the
additional improvements to the in-lieu fishing sites. In addition, proposed legislation was
submitted to Congress in 1974 under the signature of the Secretary of the Army, Howard H.
Callaway, to authorize acquisition of additional in-lieu sites at Bonneville, The Dalles, and
John Day Dams. Such legislation, however, was never enacted. In summary, the Corps did not
have authority to acquire in-lieu sites under the 1945 River and Harbor Act, as amended.

1.3.4 Senate Hearing.

In the 1970’s and 1980’s, the pressures on existing treaty fishing sites began to increase in
response to improving fish runs on the Columbia River. Also, public use on the river was on
the rise and competition for the limited available river access was increasing as the Columbia
River Gorge became more popular for windsurfing, fishing and general recreation. National
attention was focused on the Columbia River Gorge as the Columbia River Gorge National
Scenic Area legislation passed and was signed into law. Further, a recent lawsuit in the U.S.
District Court of Oregon (October 1987, David Sohappy, et. al. versus Donald Hodel, et. al.)
highlighted issues pertaining to tribal requests for additional lands to replace those submerged
by the construction of Bonneville Dam and the issue of regulation of use at the existing in-
lieu fishing sites. This well publicized case and other attention focused on the Columbia River
helped heighten Congressional interest in these issues.

During 1987 and 1988, the four Tribes identified sites on the Columbia River suitable for
additional fishing access and support. During this same period, the Secretary was called to
appear before the United States Senate Select Committee on Indian Affairs where the Corps
testified that transfer of additional lands to the four Tribes for fishing access could not be
accomplished without Congressional authorization. The Senate Select Committee on Indian
Affairs staff then drafted legislation to authorize the transfer of a portion of the lands
previously identified by the four Tribes to the Secretary of the Interior for administration as
Treaty Fishing Access Sites. Congress directed the Secretary of the Army to administer the
new law upon its passage.
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1.3.5 Acquisition Sites.

The area designated for land acquisition is the shore lands adjacent to the Bonneville pool on
the Columbia River from river miles (RM) 146 to 192. The Bonneville pool is within the
Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area (CRGNSA) beginning at the Bonneville Lock
and Dam and continuing upstream to The Dalles Lock and Dam. Much of the pool margins
are sheer basalt cliffs. A small portion of the shore lands are beach and/or gently sloping
shoreline. The beaches are small and widely scattered, while the gently sloping shorelines are
narrow and limited in extent. Much of these lands have been used for roads, railroads,
recreational parks, and industrial sites:

The site selection process for the acquisition sites, Section 401(b), focused primarily on
identifying land adjacent to the Bonneville pool capable of supporting Treaty fishing. The
criteria used in selecting sites was based on development capability. Each site must have the
capability to provide vehicular access from existing highways and roads, safe crossing of
existing railroads, boat access onto the Bonneville pool, and support facilities for Tribal
fishers. All services must be cost-effective as well.

For the initial evaluation process on the six sites to be acquired adjacent to the Bonneville
pool, the Corps contracted with David Evans and Associates (DE&A), a local engineering
consulting firm, (C.O.E. In-lieu Fishing Access Study Columbia River, DE&A, Inc.,
November 25, 1991) to identify potential fishing access sites. In addition, the sites were to be
ranked by priority for development potential. This was accomplished by a series of tasks
including reviewing related documents, selecting sites based on review of aerial photos and
topographic maps, conducting on-site investigations, researching ownership of the properties,
reviewing critical resources, and documenting the process with maps and site information
forms.

DE&A reviewed several of the Corps documents associated with Treaty fishing access sites,
mainly the Working Document (December 1990), Public Information Document (August
1989), and Public Information Fact Sheet (June 1989). Other documents reviewed were the
Senate Briefing Book (Columbia River Inter-Tribal Fish Commission) and briefing material
(Legislation briefing materials).

Secondly, DE&A developed a map of the project area identifying 58 potential Treaty fishing
access sites adjacent to the Bonneville pool and the Columbia River. These sites were chosen
using suitability criteria such as topography, vehicular and Columbia River access, and
development potential as evaluated from aerial photographs and United States Geological
Survey (USGS) quadrangle maps.

A preliminary screening of the 58 sites was performed by the staff from Portland District,
BIA (Portland), Columbia River Gorge Commission, and Forest Service in a meeting
coordinated by DE&A. Sites were eliminated if they were known to have poor vehicular or
river access, critical wildlife habitat, poor development potential, unstable slopes, or

1-6



ownership constraints. Thirty-five sites (18 on the north side of the river and 17 on the south
side) were identified by the group for further investigation as potential Treaty fishing access
sites.

DE&A personnel conducted a field reconnaissance to evaluate the suitability of the 35 sites
for Treaty fishing access development. This process was documented for each site on a form
developed by DE&A, highlighting suitability characteristics essential for development. These
characteristics included road access, safe railroad crossing, approximate acres, topography,
soils/rock, shoreline condition, beach, vegetation, boat ramp and campground potential, and
general information. Also provided was a property assessment that included the legal site
description, tax lot number(s), owner(s), land value, value of improvements, and existing land
use.

A packet of the 35 sites including completed data forms, vicinity maps (with site boundary),
aerial photographs, and tax lot maps for each site was forwarded to US Fish Wildlife Service,
State of Oregon Historical Preservation Office, and State of Washington Historical Office for
review and comment. No response was received by the State of Washington Historical Office.
Information from the Oregon State Historical Preservation Office was limited to comments on
selected site maps with no significant findings recognized.

The DE&A report included a prioritized ranking of sites by development suitability. The sites
were assigned to one of three categories (very limited, moderate, and good potential)
depending on the individual site’s development suitability. Those sites having very limited
development potential were observed to have restricting physical characteristics (steep
shoreline, rock outcrop, irregular topography, etc.), potential land use conflict (public access
for fishing and wind surfing, near-shore log storage, etc.), and probable high development
costs. Sites considered to have good development potential were those with favorable physical
characteristics and development costs, as well as few or no land use conflicts.

Accordingly, 14 sites were predicted to have good development potential (seven on the north
side and an equal number on the south side of Bonneville pool, Columbia River). Seven sites
were classified as having moderate development potential and 14 sites as having very limited
development potential.

Determination of Willing Seller Sites. With the information presented in the DE&A
Report, the Corps approached property owners in an effort to identify willing sellers on the
Bonneville pool for possible future development of Treaty fishing access. Letters were sent to
those property owners whose property was identified as having moderate or good potential for
development in the David Evans Report soliciting their interest as willing sellers.

There were 21 properties within the moderate and good potential category. Positive responses
were received from 14 property owners. Plate 62, Vicinity Map, Bonneville pool identifies the
14 willing seller sites. Rights of entry to further evaluate each site were obtained from
property owners who indicated a willingness to sell their property.
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1.3.6 Master Plan.

In 1990 the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Portland District, began updating the Master
Plans for Bonneville, The Dalles and John Day projects (locks and dams) on the Columbia
River in Oregon and Washington. The Corps is required to develop Master Plans on Civil
Works projects and other fee-owned land administered by the Corps. These Master Plans are
for the management of natural and human-made resources and show existing and proposed
facilities for federally administered lands.

Due to the impacts of P.L. 100-581 on the physical development opportunities of the three
dam projects, an analysis of the effects of P.L. 100-581 on federal project lands was
conducted by the Corps as a component of the three Columbia River projects master planning
process. The analysis was documented in a report titled Columbia River Projects, Master Plan
for Resource Use, Columbia River, Oregon and Washington, Working Document -
Development Suitability Analysis of Critical Management Units, Portland District, December
1990 (Working Document).

For the analysis contained in the Working Document, the federal project lands were grouped
into Critical Management Units. Sixteen Critical Management Units were chosen for the three
projects, six units in Oregon and ten in Washington. The analysis identified those areas within
the Critical Management Units suitable for river access facility development, either for Treaty
fishing or public access and/or recreation. The suitability analysis involved: (1) identifying
locations, as well as the extent of land for development, for potential access sites based on
physical factors, (2) preparing conceptual plans for river access development on the identified
sites, and comparing development suitability for sites within each Critical Management Unit.

The boundaries for the Critical Management Units were loosely defined. In some cases a
management unit contained only one Treaty fishing access site, while other management units
contained two or more sites. For more in-depth detail, refer to the Working Document which
is available from the Corps, Portland District. The Working Document was submitted to the
four Tribes for review and comments; no comments were forwarded to the Corps.

An interdisciplinary study team developed the working document methodology for the
suitability analysis (Appendix A). The team compiled the following: a field inventory of
potential river access sites within each Critical Management Unit; applicable federal, state, and
local design standards for river access development; development alternatives for the Treaty
fishing access sites; a comparative analysis for alternatives within each Critical Management
Unit; and conceptual drawings for each potential site.

Results of the suitability analysis in the Working Document along with additional information
developed during the planning process were used in discussions with the four Tribes, BIA,
and federal lessees in the final selection of the Treaty fishing access sites for the Phase One
and Phase Two evaluation reports. Where applicable, the most suitable site was chosen and
identified in the final implementation plan. In some cases the identified site was not the
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legislated site, and a legislative amendment is required prior to implementation of the selected
plan. The suitability analysis provided a data base for decision-making for the preconstruction
engineering and design phase. In summary, the Working Document provided the following for
initial planning:

» The general design criteria for development of Treaty fishing access sites included:
Recreation Planning and Design Criteria, Engineering Manual (EM) 1110-1-400; Design of
Recreation Areas and Facilities - Access and Circulation, EM 1110-2-410; and other
applicable criteria (federal, state, and local) for sanitary facilities, water distribution systems,
highway approaches, boat ramps, and railroad crossings.

* Other adjacent federal lands were identified for consideration as Treaty fishing access
sites in an attempt to better separate incompatible uses, especially at public parks impacted by
P.L. 100-581. Alternatives were developed for those legislated sites that had physical
constraints limiting site development.

* Data and information on physical site conditions such as topography, soil types,
adjacent river hydraulics and water depths were gathered for analysis.

1.4 Losses to Native American Culture from Construction of Bonneville Dam
1.4.1 Introduction.

American Indian losses in the region of the Columbia River were extensive and compounding.
Their losses involved social and cultural values and included some of the remaining,
permanently and intermittently occupied settlements; sophisticated fishing procurement and
preservation methods; and places where ceremonial traditions were practiced. The Tribes’
assessment of Indian cultural losses are include in Appendix N.

The relationship of lost opportunities and the construction of dams and locks on the Columbia
River are complex. The losses accrued with the construction of Bonneville Lock and Dam
came on top of consequences from contact with Euro-Americans, not quite a century ago.
Lost opportunities began with Euro-American occupation and settlement of the Columbia
River shoreline. It was further reduced by treaties of the mid-1800’s which reduced access to
the Columbia River shoreline and its fishing sites. Fishing opportunities decreased with
construction of Bonneville Dam and other Columbia River projects. Flooding by the pools
behind the dams reduced fish populations and fish habitat.

1.4.2 The Contact Period.

According to aboriginal tradition, the people maintained a self-regulating socio-political and
religious system for thousands of years. Climatological changes, environmental fluctuations,
and population movements brought minor changes to this stable culture. These shifts were
nearly imperceptible at the time, and may be noted as gradual shifts in the archaeological
record.
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The contact period brought confusion, misunderstanding, resentment, restraint of movement,
and conflicting claims over the use and exclusion from traditional resources or places. Further,
Native Americans were exposed to new contagious diseases, resulting in a high mortality rate
and thus upsetting the balance of an established lifestyle.

1.4.3 Treaty Period.

Most of the treaties between the Federal Government and Native Americans of the Pacific
Northwest were made between the mid-and the late 1800’s. These treaties document the
ceding of a substantial amount of territory. Under a treaty clause recognizing the right of
access to “usual and accustomed” places, access to traditional places was retained.

Access to usual and accustomed places required an adjustment to traditional lifestyles. The
U.S. Government linked property ownership with exclusive rights of access. This concept was
in contrast to the American Indian seasonal patterns of use. According to custom or tradition,
specific places were used periodically to harvest fish or other seasonal resources and/or
practice traditional ceremonies.

Traditional salmon fishing used dip nets, gaffs, and weirs, which were used in rapids,
shallows, or at great water falls, such as Celilo Falls. As traditional sites were lost, traditional
fishing methods were refined and new techniques evolved. By the early 1900’s, Native
Americans adapted their lifestyle and continued to fish within the confines of the treaty.
Although the number of fishing sites eliminated was initially small, the loss had a major
impact on the Native American lifestyle.

1.4.4 Bonneville Period (1930).

The construction of Bonneville Dam in the 1930’s disrupted a lifestyle that had made some
adaptation to western colonization during the treaty period and subsequent exclusion from
traditional places. Native Americans within the lower Columbia region fell back to another
state of confusion, disenfranchisement and imbalance. Any previous social, religious, or
economic adaptation was now shifting toward another social and emotional crisis.

Construction of Bonneville Dam further reduced the number of traditional fishing sites and
their access to campsites, boat launches, and parking. It also reduced the number of salmon,
which resulted in smaller fish catches. Additionally, the Native Americans’ mobility became
increasingly limited. These limitations further weakened nuclear and extended family ties.
Reduced connection to the past threatened religious beliefs, as well as ceremonial sites where
oral traditions were practiced and passed onto the next generation.



1.4.5 Bonneville (1994).

Although many of the traditional fishing sites are now submerged, these sites provide an
association to the past without actually occupying the site. American Indian elders continue to
struggle to adjust and stabilize their sociopolitical, religious and economic patterns. Some of
the elders continue to speak with bitterness to the U.S. Government. They view the treatment
of the Government as unequitable and unjust. They seek a lifestyle where traditional values
can be maintained within the confines of the Government. They feel these values are in
jeopardy and future generations may lose the guidelines offered by their traditions.

1.4.6 Historic Facilities.

Traditional sites may have had both permanent and temporary buildings. Many of the river
people lived in relatively permanent post and beam plank-sided houses. In some cases
(perhaps seasonally) the planking would be removed, leaving the post and beams in place to
be recovered by the planking during the next occupation. Sometimes the plank houses were
occupied year-round.

Temporary structures used in the fishing camps would be erected from poles and woven mats,
and occupied by the extended family and guests.

Large structures were divided into sleeping and storage areas. Cooking and fish processing
were outside activities. Cooking and meeting areas contained hearths and camp rings; fish
processing areas contained drying and smoking racks. Associated with these areas would be
canoe landings and later motor boat launch ramps and parking areas. People who traveled on
horses from the interior to river places used hitching posts, corrals, and pasturing meadows
for their stock.

The facilities found at fishing sites were indicative of the technical sophistication and the
depth of experience of traditional salmon fishery. These facilities may have been within the
confines of villages or fishing camps, or dispersed along the river. They were used by
families who lived in the villages. Particular individuals, families and in some cases an
extended family group managed access to shoreline fishing places.

Fish were caught with dip nets and spears. Fishing involved standing on platforms erected on
pilings driven into the river bed, or platforms suspended from the sides of steep basalt cliffs.
Fish were also trapped using weirs, elaborate structures constructed in places where river
depths were relatively shallow. Weirs were constructed of ‘walls’ of rock built in a funnel
shape with the narrow end placed up stream. Migrating fish were caught in the neck of the
weir where they were netted or speared. In deeper waters, Native Americans used drift nets
suspended from floats, with the submerged edge weighted by anchor stones. Fixed nets tied to
the bank, set perpendicular to the shoreline and anchored with rocks and suspended from
floats, were used as well.



When an abundance of fish were taken, they where processed and preserved on site. Using
traditional methods, fish were filleted and placed on drying or smoking racks. With the arrival
of motor vehicles, fresh fish would be transported on ice for processing or consumption.

1.4.8 Past and Present.

Traditional fishing methods continue to be practiced but have declined. Capturing available
fish has become more difficult with access limitations, elimination of camping sites, and
flooding of traditional places.

Traditional salmon ceremonies have a deep association to time and place and a strong
relationship to family values. Ceremonial practices have been affected not because their
significance is less, but because the places where ceremonial activities were practiced have
been lost.

Although Bonneville Dam eliminated the direct association of ceremonies to particular fishing
sites, especially those with a deep history of fishing, ceremonial activities continue to be
carried out, renewing an ancient association to salmon fishing.

1.5 Related Studies

The Corps of Engineers is involved in a number of studies that will influence the management
and use of resources in the Columbia River. Between 1988 and 1989, the Corps initiated
several studies, primarily known as the Columbia River Salmon Mitigation Analysis, on the
mitigation of impacts on salmon species caused by Corps dam projects. Originally the focus
was on bypass structures for juvenile salmon. Recent events including Congressional action,
the listing of several salmon species as endangered and the salmon summit have expanded the
scope of the mitigation analysis. The mitigation analysis will now identify and evaluate a
broad array of alternatives for mitigation with the following objectives: Establish a mitigation
obligation based on an analytical foundation and historical record, develop a plan to
implement a strategy, and actively participate in regional efforts to rebuild salmon runs.

The impact of the re-scoped mitigation analysis is unknown at this time but probably will
prescribe changes in the management and operation of Corps projects.

The Corps is also participating in is the systems Operation Review (SOR) with the BPA and
Bureau of Reclamation. Initiated in the summer of 1990, this study aims to develop multiple-
purpose management strategies for the Columbia River System. Four actions are proposed by
the federal agencies: renew the Pacific Northwest Coordination Agreement, renew the
Canadian Entitlement Allocation Agreement, develop and implement a system Operation
Strategy, and implement a process for periodic review and update of the systems Operation
Strategy. Refer to the Columbia River system Operation Review, Scoping Document (May
1991) for additional information. This document is available at the Corps, U.S. Bureau of
Reclamation and Bonneville Power Administration Portland metropolitan area offices.
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One of the products to be developed from the SOR is an integrated report/Environmental
Impact Statement (EIS). The report and EIS will serve as the factual basis for decisions and
provide data for a comprehensive comparison of a variety of alternatives for future actions.
The integrated report and EIS is intended to reflect regional public and agency participation
and strategy. The focus will be on solutions and recommendations for an appropriate balance
among competing river uses such as power generation, flood control, irrigation, salmon,
navigation and recreation, particularly board sailing. Federal operation of the Columbia River
Projects will focus on a multiple-use concept.

The implementation of Columbia River Treaty fishing access sites was pursued in two phases.
The Phase One Report recommended early action at Bonneville Area Office, Cascade Locks,
Lone Pine and Underwood. These four sites are free of public impact, are technically less
difficult to implement and are acceptable to the four Tribes. This Phase Two report will
recommend constructing the balance of the sites as identified in P.L. 100-581. In addition, the
Phase Two Report will provide program and cost estimating information on the total project,
including Phase One recommended sites. Information pertaining to the Phase One sites can be
found in the Phase One Report.

1.6 Public Involvement

1.6.1 Public Meetings.

The Corps conducted informational public meetings between August 1 and August 17, 1989,
in Portland, The Dalles, Hood River, and Boardman, Oregon, and Goldendale and Richland,
Washington, with representatives from the four Tribes and BIA.

The purpose of the meetings was to present the Corps’ tasks and responses to P.L.. 100-581
and the perspectives of the four Tribes and BIA. Public comments were solicited for
consideration in the development of the interim management plan for this legislation until
final implementation of P.L. 100-581.

The majority of comments from the meetings requested replacement of public use and access
facilities lost by enactment of P.L. 100-581. The second most common topic identified was a
concern for lost public use of river access facilities and public access along the Columbia
River. A need for adequate sanitation and maintenance at the new sites was also expressed.

Other comments received during the public informational meetings ranged from single
responses that dealt with specific personal desires to those that identified concerns for
particular geographic areas. All comments received during the public information process
were used in formulating the interim management plan. For further information on the public
information process, refer to Public Information Meetings/Public Responses, Public Law 100-
581, Title IV, Columbia River Treaty Fishing Access Sites, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers,
Portland District, August 1989.



1.6.2 Public Review.

Comments were request on the Draft Phase Two Evaluation Report and Environmental
Assessment between February 6 and March 7, 1995, from the public and resource agencies.
The comment period was extended to March 16, 1995, to permit representatives of Benton
and Klickitat Counties to provide their comments.

The comments are displayed in volume II, Appendix G by date, earliest to latest. Corps
responses to the substantive comments are displayed on the same page adjacent to the
comments. The substantive comments have been numbered sequentially within each letter, the
corresponding response to each comment has been numbered as appropriate.

A number of comments were received from the Washington (state) Departments of Ecology
and Fish and Wildlife, and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. The majority of the comments
requested avoidance of impacts to nearshore shallow water habitat, minimum development of
in-water and over-water structures, treatment of storm-water from impervious surface, and
proper treatment of site sewage.

Comments were provided on development of the White Salmon Treaty Fishing Access Site
(acquisition) and suggested alternative locations of site facilities. However, the proposed
development plan for this site and suggested alternative facility locations are conceptual.

Sherman County, Oregon, officials and residents submitted comments on the recommended
development plan for the LePage Treaty Fishing Access Site, located within the LePage Park
and administered by the Corps for public use. These individuals were concerned about the
possible loss and/or impact on public recreation by development of this Treaty fishing access
site.

Benton and Klickitat Counties, Washington, provided comments on the development plans of
several Treaty fishing access sites including Alderdale, Avery, Crow Butte, Maryhill, North
Shore, Roosevelt and Sundale. They are concerned about the possible loss and/or impact on
public recreation by development of these Treaty fishing access sites.

Two letters were submitted by persons objecting to the Columbia River Treaty Fishing Sites
Project and implementation. They were concerned about compensation of usual and
accustomed fishing sites for the four Tribes, the cost of the project and operation and
maintenance of the Treaty fishing access sites.

The Corps has responded to the comments provided during the public review process. These
comments will be used in refining the design for the development plans during later phases of
the project, including development of the engineering data report, plan and specifications.



1.7 Project Authority

P.L. 100-581 was signed into law by the President on November 1, 1988. This law provides
the construction authority for the United States to satisfy its commitment to the four Tribes
whose usual and accustomed fishing access sites were inundated by dam construction on the
Columbia River. P.L. 100-581 directs the Secretary to undertake a wide range of facility
improvements, land transfers, and acquisitions in support of the Columbia River Treaty
fishing activity.

It is the intent of P.L. 100-581 that the newly identified Treaty fishing access sites be
improved and subsequently transferred to BIA for use by the four Tribes. The law referenced
23 Treaty fishing access sites, marked on maps, along the Columbia River for development
and transfer to the Department of Interior. Two of the sites named in the legislation, the North
Dalles and Maryhill sites, are not managed by the Federal Government, and are not subject to
P.L. 100-581. The lands to be transferred are federally managed or will be subsequently
acquired on the Bonneville pool.

In addition to developing and transferring the 21 federal sites, the law directs the Secretary to
identify, acquire from willing sellers at a cost not to exceed $2 million, and develop
additional acquisition sites on the Bonneville pool for Treaty fishing use. The legislation
specifies that improvements be provided such as, but not limited to, boat ramps, boat docks,
sanitary and camping facilities at all newly identified sites.

Along with development of new access sites, P.L. 100-581 directs the Secretary to make
improvements at the five existing in-lieu fishing sites. These sites were developed by the
Corps in the 1950°s and transferred to BIA. Because an adequate number of fishing access
sites was not provided to the four Tribes, the in-lieu sites have deteriorated from overuse and
are in need of rehabilitation.

P.L.100-581 directs the Secretary of Army to treat the costs of implementing improvements
on all sites as project costs of the Columbia River projects. The costs shall be allocated to the
respective purposes of those projects in accordance with existing law applicable to allocation
of the project costs.

P.L. 100-581 provides the Department of Interior the right to accept any federally managed
lands that may be declared excess and offered for lease or sale along the Columbia River
adjacent to the Bonneville, The Dalles or John Day pools. The law authorized the Secretary to
provide up to 360 acres of shore lands along the Bonneville, The Dalles and/or John Day
pools for transfer.



The text of the Public Law 100-581, Title IV is presented.

Sec. 401.(a) All federal lands within the area described on maps numbered
HR2677 sheets 1 through 12, dated September 21, 1988, and on file in the offices
of the Secretary of the Interior, the Secretary of the Army, and the Columbia River
Gorge Commission shall, on and after the date of enactment of this Act, be
administered to provide access to usual and accustomed fishing areas and
ancillary fishing facilities for members of the Nez Perce Tribe, the Confederated
Tribes of Umatilla Indian Reservation, the Confederated Tribes of the Warm
Springs Reservation of Oregon and the Confederated Tribes and Bands of the
Yakima Indian Nation.

Sec. 401.(b) Notwithstanding any other provision of law, the Secretary of the Army
shall (1) identify and acquire additional lands adjacent to the Bonneville Pool
Jfrom willing sellers until such time that at least six sites have been acquired
adjacent to the Bonneville Pool for the purpose of providing access and ancillary
fishing facilities for the members of the Indian tribes referred to in subsection (a);
and (2) improve the lands referred to in subsections (a) and paragraph (1) of
subsection (b) and maintain such lands until such time as the lands are transferred
to the Department of Interior for the purpose of maintaining the sites. Such
improvements shall include, but not be limited to, camping and park facilities to
the same standards as those provided in the National Park system, all weather
access roads and boat ramps; docks; sanitation; fish cleaning, curing, and
ancillary fishing facilities; electrical and sewage facilities; and landscaping,; and
(3) make improvements at existing sites, including but not limited to dredging at
the site at Wind River, Washington, and constructing a boat ramp on or near the
site at Cascade Locks, Oregon.

Sec. 401.(c) The Secretary of the Army shall treat the costs of implementation of
paragraphs (2) and (3) of subsection (b) as project costs of the Army Corps of
Engineers Columbia River projects, and such costs shall be allocated in
accordance with existing principals of allocating Columbia River project costs.
Funds heretofore and hereafter appropriated to the Secretary of the Army for
maintenance and development of Columbia River projects may be used to defray
the costs of accomplishing the purposes of this Act.

Sec. 401.(d) There is hereby authorized to be appropriated a sum not to exceed
82,000,000 to implement the purpose of subsection (b)(1).

Sec. 401.(e) The Secretary of the Interior shall be vested with the right of first
refusal, after consultation with the Indian entities in subsection (a), to accept any
lands adjacent to the Columbia River within the Bonneville, Dalles, and John Day
Pools now owned or subsequently acquired by any federal agency and declared to
be excess lands or otherwise offered for sale or lease by such federal agency, and
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upon such acceptance, such federal agency shall transfer such lands to the
Secretary for the purpose of Indian treaty fishing: Provided however, that total
acreage of sites provided under this section adjacent to Bonneville Pool of the
Columbia River not exceed three hundred and sixty acres.

Sec. 401.(f) Nothing in this Act shall be construed as repealing, superseding, or
modifying any right, privilege, or immunity granted, reserved, or established
pursuant to treaty, statute, or Executive order pertaining to any Indian tribe, band,
or community.

1.8 Project Purpose and Scope

A two-year PED program, developed to respond to P.L. 100-581’s diverse requirements, was
initiated in 1990. In order to provide early action to implement P.L. 100-581, the planning
activities were divided into two phases.

The Phase One Report addressed expedited improvement or development of Cascade Locks,
Underwood, and Lone Pine which are in-lieu fishing sites, and development of Bonneville
Area Office, which is a Treaty fishing access site (see figure 1-2).

The conceptual designs and preliminary baseline cost estimate provide the basis for
proceeding with the four early action sites and funding early construction. The Phase One
Report also includes a ranking of the four sites by development costs. A summary of the cost
components of the preliminary baseline estimate for each site is included in Appendix J of the
Phase One Report. Costs for improvements and developments to the Phase One sites are
included in the total project costs found at the end of this report.

This Phase Two Evaluation Report addresses the balance of the sites and provides a total
project cost estimate. It includes a baseline cost estimate for the remaining sites, a plan of
development, environmental and cultural resource assessments, and other appropriate
supporting information. Cost estimates for the purchase and development of acquisition sites
to be acquired on the Bonneville pool are included in the total project cost estimate.

The scope of the planning process focused on sites with potential for expedited development
(Phase One) and assigned those sites requiring resolutions to Phase Two. Planning activities
for both phases are concurrent, and planning report transmittals will be sequential. Phased
planning and sequential reporting will facilitate early design, construction and administrative
transfer of suitable sites.
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1.9 Site Selection Process

Title IV of Public Law 100-581, Section 401.(a), specifically referenced 23 Treaty fishing
access sites, marked on maps, along the Columbia River in Oregon and Washington to be
developed. Two of the sites named in the legislation, North Dalles and Maryhill, are not
managed by the Federal Government and, therefore, are not subject to P.L. 100-581. These
two sites were dropped from consideration because the legislation excluded sites which were
not on federal land; this reduces the number of Treaty fishing access sites to 21. See table 1-3
for site selections.

A portion of the Boardman site fell within Corps lands leased by the city of Boardman.
Portions of the city water supply system are on the site. See plate 61. Site development would
impact their water supply, which is pumped from an existing Ranney Well. After discussions
with the Tribes, BIA, and the City of Boardman, development at this site was deleted and
replaced with an expanded development at Faler Road site. Both sites are in Boardman,
Oregon. This reduced the number of Treaty fishing access sites to 20.

The Cliffs site is along a steep rock bank adjacent to swift currents and deep water. A safe
boat ramp could not be built. In addition, development at the Cliffs site would directly impact
a primitive public access area. The Tribes have negotiated with the State of Washington to
reserve, which a portion of Maryhill State Park with the State of Washington, while the
Maryhill State Park site is separate from and should not be confused with the Maryhill site
identified in the legislation. Maryhill State Park is upstream of the Sam Hill Memorial Bridge,
Washington. The Maryhill site identified in the legislation is downstream of the bridge.
References to the Maryhill site in this report refers to Maryhill State Park site and not the
Maryhill site identified in the legislation. The Cliffs site was eliminated and replaced with
development at the new Maryhill site. This maintained the number of Treaty fishing access
sites at 20.

The Treaty fishing access sites are Bonneville Area Office, Celilo, Preachers Eddy, Roosevelt,
Faler Road, Avery, Rufus, Maryhill, North Shore, LePage, Goodnoe, Pasture Point, Rock
Creek, Sundale, Moonay, Pine Creek, Threemile Canyon, Alderdale, Alder Creek and Crow
Butte. Moonay and Alder Creek sites will not receive any site development, though the lands
will be transferred to BIA. '

Title IV of Public Law 100-581, Section 401.(b), specified the acquisition and development of
acquisition sites, from willing sellers, on the Bonneville pool. Numerous properties were
investigated and were reviewed with the four Tribes. Six sites have been selected for
acquisition. Planning for these sites was based on the acquisition and development of six sites
including Lyle, Stanley Rock, Wind River, White Salmon, Dallesport and Bingen Boat Basin.

The law specified the rehabilitation of five in-lieu fishing sites, constructed in the 1950’s,

which have been transferred to the Department of Interior. The five sites are Cascade Locks,
Wind River, Cooks Inlet, Underwood and Lone Pine.
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In summary, this report investigates the acquisition, development, rehabilitation and/or transfer
of fishing access sites on the Columbia River. There are 20 Treaty fishing access sites, six
acquisition sites and five in-lieu fishing sites. This totals 31 fishing access sites along 146
river miles of the Columbia River on the Oregon and Washington shores required by P.L.
100-581. See figure 1-3 for the proposed site locations.

Although these are individual sites, they are recognized as a system of sites rather than
separate sites. Consequentially, it is difficult to rate the sites in level of importance. Tribal
fishing practices concentrate on adult anadromous fish which migrate up the Columbia River
each year, making individual fishing sites of greater or lesser value at different times.

A system of sites from Bonneville Dam to McNary Dam must be provided to allow the Tribes
the ability to access the Columbia River wherever the fish runs may be found. Adjustments to
the legislated list of sites have been made, after consultation and concurrence with the four
Tribes. These adjustments were developed to conform with P.L. 100-581, reduce public
impact and project costs, and separate incompatible uses.

1.10 Planning Process

The planning process involved systematically collecting, reviewing, and presenting
information to implement the public law; and making specific recommendations and

~ presenting preliminary cost estimates, which would serve as the basis to seek appropriations
from Congress and document the process. This process included public and agency
coordination, consultation with the four Tribes, resource analysis, preliminary engineering
analysis, establishment of design criteria, development and evaluation of alternatives, and
formulation of a coordinated plan for implementation. The results of these efforts are
contained in this Phase Two report, including an Environmental Assessment located in the
green pages following the main report and a Coordination Act Report (CAR) in Appendix E.

The final plan is based on an analysis and assimilation of all data, information, and issues
identified during completion of the Working Document (Master Planning activity), Phase One
and Phase Two planning, and National Environmental Policy Act documentation. The plan
was developed by a Portland District interdisciplinary team which includes planning,
engineering, operations, and resource staff with information from BIA, the four Tribes, and
interested parties and public.

Facilities were developed on a site by site basis, focusing on each site as a unit. Negotiations
with the four Tribes, BIA and other parties were required to identify appropriate boundary
adjustments at the legislated site and/or alternate federal lands, many of which were generated
from the suitability analysis in the Working Document. Part of the planning process involved
reassessing and clarifying the physical conditions at selected sites to supplement data in the
Working Document suitability analysis. The four Tribes and BIA agreed to final sites
recommended in this report on proposed boundary adjustments and/or alternate federal lands.
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Table 1-1 -- Site Selection

Site Location Site Legal | Recommended Planning
County/State Type Basis Action Report
Legislative | |
Bonneville Area Office  |Skamania, Washington | TFAS 401(@) | NoChange | Phase One
|Celilo |Wasco, Oregon | TFAS 401(a) Boundary | Phase Two
Preachers Eddy |Sherman, Oregon | TFAS 401(a) Boundary Phase Two
Roosevelt [ Klickitat, Washington TFAS = 401(a) Alternative Phase Two
Faler Road Morrow, Oregon TFAS | 401 (@) Boundary Phase Two
Boardman Morrow, Oregon TFAS | 401(a) Delete Phase Two
Rufus Sherman, Oregon |  TFAS 401(a) No Change Phase Two
Avery Klickitat, Washington | TFAS 401(a) No Change | Phase Two
Maryhill Klickitat, Washington | TFAS 401(a) Replaced 1 Phase Two
Cliffs Klickitat, Washington f TFAS 401(a) Delete | Phase Two
LePage Sherman, Oregon | TFAS 401(a) Boundary | Phase Two
Sundale Sherman, Oregon TFAS 401(a) Boundary j Phase Two
North Shore Klickitat, Washington TFAS 401(a) Alternative | Phase Two
Goodnoe Klickitat, Washington | TFAS 401(a) Boundary Phase Two
Pasture Point Klickitat, Washington TFAS 401(a) Boundary Phase Two
Rock Creek Klickitat, Washington TFAS 401(a) Boundary Phase Two
Moonay Klickitat, Washington TFAS 401(a) Boundary Phase Two
Threemile Canyon Morrow, Oregon TFAS 401(a) Boundary Phase Two
Alder Creek Klickitat, Washington TFAS 401(a) | Boundary Phase Two
Crow Butte Benton, Washington TFAS 401(a) | Alternative Phase Two -
Pine Creek Klickitat, Washington TFAS 401(a) Boundary Phase Two
Alderdale Klickitat, Washington TFAS 401(a) No change Phase Two
In-lieu
Cascade Locks {Hood River, Oregon In-lieu | 401(b)(1) No change Phase One
Underwood |Skamania, Washington | In-lieu | 401(b)(1) | Nochange | Phase One
Lone Pine ~ |Wasco, Oregon | In-lieu | 401(b)(1)! Nochange | Phase One
Wind River |Skamania, Washington Inlieu | 401(b)(1) No change Phase Two
Cooks Inlet Skamania, Washington In-lieu | 401(b)(1) No change Phase Two
Acquired |
Lyle [Klickitat, Washington Acquired | 401(b)(3) | NA | LA/Phase Two
Wind River Skamania, Washington | Acquired | 401(b)(3) 1 NA LA/Phase Two
Stanley Rock Hood River, Oregon Acquired | 401(b)(3ﬂ NA LA/Phase Two
White Salmon Klickitat, Washington | Acquired f401(b)(3) f NA LA/Phase Two
Dallesport Klickitat, Washington } Acquired r401 (b)(3) NA LA/Phase Two
Bingen Klickitat, Washington | Acquired | 401(b)(3) NA LA/Phase Two

TFAS - treaty fishing access site
Acquired - treaty fishing access site to be purchased on the Bonneville Pool
401(a) - section in PL-100-581
401(b)(1) - section in PL-100-581
401(b)(3) - section in PL-100-581
No Change - no change in legislative site location or boundary
Boundary - change in boundary required
Alternative - site relocation in proximity to legislative site
Delete - removed from consideration as TFAS
Replaced - exchanged Maryhill for Cliffs

Phase One - Final Phase One Evaluation Report/EA (October 1992)
Phase Two - Draft Phase Two Evaluation Report/EA (January 1995)
LA - (Land Acquisition) Final Land Acquisition Study/EA (July 1994)
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Conceptual designs and preliminary cost estimates were prepared for each site. The objective
of the conceptual designs was to illustrate and articulate a proposal to meet the intent of P.L.
100-581 while minimizing costs and environmental impacts. Conceptual designs and itemized
development cost estimates were prepared for each site and are in Appendices B, Identified
Plan, and J, Cost Estimate, respectively. The Phase One Report has details for the four Phase
One sites. The sites, in order of least cost to greatest cost, are presented in Appendix K,
Economic Report. Draft management and development objectives guided design and
management. Objectives addressed each of the following topics: :

*  Level of development necessary to meet needs for Treaty fishing at each site.
. Disposition of public use at each site.
. At sites which presently support high levels of public use, identify if the site and/or

adjacent federal land can support both Treaty fishing facilities and public access and
recreational facilities.

. Cost-effective evaluation.

. Operational considerations at each site.

. Environmental protection, preservation, and mitigation measures.
. Cultural resource preservation.

For this project, the development and/or improvements recommended at each site are within
the scope of those authorized in P.L. 100-581 and generally are the minimum requirements
listed in EM 1110-1-400, EM 1110-2-410 and other applicable federal, state, and local
regulations, except when specific facilities were requested by the four Tribes and BIA. These
requests on the Phase One sites are summarized on a site by site basis in the Phase One
Report, Appendix D, Corps of Engineers’ Reply to four Tribes. Treaty Tribe requests for
Phase Two are in Appendix D of this report. They are also discussed in section 2.1, Site
Descriptions, in the subsection for each site. The design criteria used in the planning process
are discussed in Appendix B, Identified Plan.
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2. PLAN FORMULATION
2.1 Existing Conditions
2.1.1 General.

Public use of the Columbia River has increased dramatically over the last several years with
the advent of wind surfing and expanded public interest in fishing and recreational boating.
Competing interests at the public access sites by Tribal fishers and the recreational public
have led to confrontations and the threat of violence. Conflicts have developed between Tribal
fishers and the recreational public over use of the parks’ open space and facilities. Conflicts at
the public facilities have become intense, causing delays when launching boats and frustration
for both parties. Public parks do not have the facilities to accommodate both the public and
the Tribal fishers.

2.1.2 Site Descriptions.

The Treaty fishing access sites designated by P.L. 100-581 on federal lands have no facilities
for drying and repairing nets, off-loading large quantities of fish, cleaning fish, or for
commercial fish buyers. These activities require space at the public parks and commonly
occupy areas previously used by the public. Existing conditions at each of the sites are
described in the following paragraphs.

Field observations and interviews were conducted by Corps’ resource personnel during peak
fishing use periods for 1988 and 1989. The observations for Treaty fishing use were
summarized and included use at the designated site as well as use on adjacent lands. This
information provides only one index of Treaty fishing use. Because of the unpredictable
nature of anadromous fish migrations, it is difficult to determine peak use periods and analyze
treaty fishing use for each site. The four Tribes indicated that the field observations
underestimated the Treaty fishing site use on several sites. Therefore, in some cases, facilities
development is based on use provided by the four Tribes.

a. Phase One Sites. For details on the Bonneville Area Office Treaty Fishing Access
Site, Cascade Locks In-Lieu Fishing Site, Underwood In-Lieu Fishing Site, and Lone Pine In-
Lieu Fishing Site, see the Phase One Report.

b. Wind River In-Lieu Fishing Site. This site is in Washington State along Wind River,
a tributary of the Columbia River, near RM 155.0 in Skamania County. The site covers
approximately 25.0 acres. This site is shown on plate G in Appendix B.

The site was designated as a Treaty fishing access site more than 30 years ago. The paved
portion of the access road to the site is a steep one-lane road with turnouts and is in good
condition. It was developed and transferred to the Department of Interior. Facilities at the site
are no longer functional, but Tribal fishers use the site for camping. Tribal fishers launch their
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boats at the county park less than a mile downstream. A large shoal adjacent to the boat ramp
prevents launching of small boats from this site. The restroom has burned to the ground.
Vandals have rendered the fish cleaning station and drying shed inoperable. All the facilities
including the boat ramp and dock are in need of rehabilitation. ,

The quality of the water from the well on the existing site is questionable. Sampling and
testing of the water is recommended before designating the well as a potable water source for
the site. The water and power distribution systems may need repair or replacement.

Field observations included four camps with 3 to 4 individuals per camp. These camps
originate from the Warm Springs and Yakama Tribes. Commercial fish buyers were not
present on the site to purchase fish, presumably because of the steep access road and lack of
maneuvering space for vehicles.

c. Cooks Inlet In-Lieu Treaty Fishing Site. This site is on the Washington shore, in
Skamania County near RM 162.0 on the Bonneville pool, Lake Bonneville. Shown on plate H
in Appendix B, the proposed site covers approximately 2.9 acres. It was designated as a
Treaty fishing site more than 10 years ago and has been developed and transferred to the
Department of Interior, BIA. Several Tribal fishers have established permanent residence in
trailers at the site in recent years. A recent Washington court decision established the rights of
these individuals to maintain permanent residence.

Facilities such as the restroom, water and chlorination system, power, and lights are in need
of rehabilitation. The utility systems were not designed for permanent residency at the site.
Consequently, the demand has generally exceeded the safe operational capacity of these
systems. The fish cleaning station is nonfunctional and needs to be replaced. The boat ramp,
docks and marina are in good condition but may require minor repairs. A large holding tank
stores the sewage generated on the site and is pumped regularly for off-site disposal by a
contractor.

Field observations included four camps with 3 to 4 individuals per camp. These camps house
year-round residents. Commercial fish buyers were not present on the site to purchase fish.

d. Avery Treaty Fishing Access Site. This site is on the Washington shore in Klickitat
County near RM 197.4 on The Dalles pool. The Columbia River bounds the site on the south
and the Burlington Northern Railroad bounds the site to the north. The site is shown on
plate I in Appendix B.

This site is a Corps’ administered public park with a graveled parking lot, a vault toilet,
picnic tables, a small groin and a damaged boat ramp. Adjacent lands were investigated as
potential fishing access sites but were found to be inadequate for development. The railroad
and the accompanying right-of-way severely restrict development of Treaty fishing access on
adjacent lands.
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The site is on a small beach. An is irregular shoreline varies in composition from steep
erosion scarps to beaches with a thin layer of gravel and cobbles. The bench is composed
primarily of silty sand with gravel lenses. Vegetation consists of shoreline riparian that
includes willow, cottonwood, locust and scattered pine.

Field observations identified four camps with 3 to 4 individuals per camp and four vehicles
with boat and trailer. An average of two on-site vehicles support treaty fishing activities.
These camps generally stay for the entire fishing season. Fishers primarily use tents and
trailers for shelter. Commercial fish buyers use the site to purchase fish but do not stay for
long periods of time.

e. Celilo Treaty Fishing Access Site. This site is on the Oregon shore in Wasco County,
near river mile (RM) 201.5 on The Dalles pool, Lake Celilo. The site is shown on plate J in
Appendix B. Currently the site is undeveloped but has a primitive sweat lodge at the upstream
end of the site and is used by occupants of Celilo Village. An archeological site at the Celilo
site contains prehistoric and historic elements. Test excavations to evaluate the archeological
site will be performed under a separate action prior to developing the site.

A highly developed Corps’ administered public park adjacent to the Celilo site park is used
extensively during the summer. Generally the park is completely full throughout the summer.
It includes paved parking areas, two restroom facilities, a double boat ramp, picnic facilities,
and landscaping with an irrigation system. Tribal fishers are currently using the boat ramp,
restrooms and open spaces at the park for Treaty fishing support. Frequent congestion at the
boat ramp has created disputes between Tribal fishers and the recreationists.

Field observations identified four camps with four to six people per camp and four vehicles
with boat and trailer. Additional fishers from the nearby Celilo Village launch boats and fish
from this site, but a tally of the actual use from the village was unattainable.

The four Tribes, comments in the Phase One Report, Appendix C (pages C-14 to C-32 under
Land Use), indicate there is extensive Tribal use. They request site development comparable
to the facilities provided at the adjacent public park, also called Celilo.

f. Maryhill Treaty Fishing Access Site. This site is currently on undeveloped land within
the existing Maryhill State Park (Washington) near RM 208.2 on The Dalles pool and is
shown on plate K in Appendix B. Upstream (east) of the Sam Hill Memorial Bridge, the site
is on federal land leased to the Washington State Parks Commission. Negotiations between the
four Tribes, mainly the Yakama, and the Commission resulted in the Commission’s approval
to exclude the lands, required for site development, from the lease. This would allow the
Corps to develop a Treaty fishing access site adjacent to the Maryhill State Park. The Corps is
proposing development and transfer of the Maryhill site as an alternative to development at
the Cliffs legislated site. This would include removing the Cliffs site as one of the required
sites for transfer as prescribed in P.L. 100-581.
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Several Tribal fishers use the Maryhill State Park during fishing season. There has been no
use conflict between the Tribal fishers and the recreational public in the park. Public use of
the park has increased in recent years, and the State of Washington is in the process of
improving the park.

Public Law 100-581 identified a Maryhill site just west (downstream) of Maryhill State Park
and the Sam Hill Memorial Bridge (U.S. Highway 99), but this site was on private land and,
therefore, beyond the scope and intent of P.L.. 100-581. This legislated site should not be
confused with the proposed site, even though they have the same name. The legislated site
was downstream and adjacent to the Sam Hill Memorial Bridge, while the proposed site is
upstream and adjacent to the Sam Hill Memorial Bridge.

The proposed Maryhill site is on land previously used for construction of the Sam Hill
Memorial Bridge. The site was a staging area for a concrete batch plant and aggregate borrow
source. The borrow sources have small wetlands in the lower portion of excavated pits.
Concrete from the batch plant was loaded on barges for transport to the construction sites.
Consequently, the ground surface is irregular and composed of cobbles and gravel, and most
of it has been disturbed. Some Native American artifacts on the site have been identified by
cultural resource professionals.

Field observations identified four camps with 3 to 4 individuals per camp and four vehicles
with boat and trailer. There were an average of two vehicles on-site to support treating fishing
activities. These camps generally stay for the entire fishing season and fishers primarily use
tents and trailers for shelter. Commercial fish buyers use the site to purchase fish, but do not
stay for long periods of time.

g. Cliffs Treaty Fishing Access Site. This site is on the Washington shore in Klickitat
County near RM 214.5 on the Dalles pool. The site is too close to the navigation channel and
the navigation lock at John Day dam. Barge traffic would impact river access and damage any
facilities developed. Additionally, the preliminary engineering data and analysis led to
reservations in constructing a boat ramp. Nearshore shoaling occurs regularly at the site. A
groin could limit or prevent the shoaling, but it is unlikely there is sufficient room to
construct one. Furthermore, development would directly impact a currently used primitive
public access area. These factors resulted in eliminating this legislated site and replacing it
with development at Maryhill State Park. The four Tribes and BIA endorse the alternative site
development.

h. Rufus Treaty Fishing Access Site. This site is on the Oregon shore in Sherman

- County near RM 212.4 on The Dalles pool. The Columbia River bounds the site on the north
with a gravel access road, 1-84, and Union Pacific Railroad to the south. The site is shown on
plate L in Appendix B.

The FWS has identified valuable riparian habitat on a major portion of the legislated Rufus
site along the shoreline and, consequently, has requested minimum development at the site,
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preferably in the upland portion. Preliminary data and analysis indicates physical
characteristics of the site limit the development. A boat ramp cannot be developed without
disturbing the riparian habitat, and the upland portion of the site is physically too small for a
boat ramp and the associated land-based facilities.

Historically, Tribal fishers have used the site throughout the season. River access is difficult,
so boats are generally launched from other locations. The Oregon Department of Fish and
Wildlife leases the western and northern portions of the site.

Field observations identified one camp with 10 to 12 individuals and 3 vehicles with boat and
trailer. An average of four on-site vehicles support Treaty fishing activities. These camps
generally stay for the entire fishing season. Fishers primarily use tents and trailers for shelter.
No commercial fish buyers were observed on the site.

1. Preachers Eddy Treaty Fishing Access Site. This site is on the Oregon shore in
Sherman County near RM 213.5 on The Dalles pool. The site is shown on plate M in
Appendix B. Dispersed public use is found throughout the area and is concentrated at adjacent
Giles French Park. Development of the legislated site (as shown in the Working Document)
would impact the Giles French Park in that the site includes the public boat ramp, parking
area and vault toilets for the park.

Field observations identified 3 to 4 camps using tents or trailers, with five to six individuals
per camp and generally 3 to 4 vehicles with boat and trailer, but occasionally as many as six.
Fish buyers were observed periodically.

Comments by the four Tribes in the Phase One Report, Appendix C (pages C-16 and C-34
under Site Boundary), indicate the area is heavily used by Tribal fishers. The adjacent Giles
French Park is extensively used for Treaty fishing activities and the recreational public.

The river access facilities at Giles French Park are in poor condition. The upstream ramp is

no longer functional. Boat docks need to be replaced, and extension of the groin further into
the river would provide better protection for the docks and ramps. Generally, the facilities at
the public park are inadequate to provide for both the four Tribes and the recreational public.

j. North Shore Treaty Fishing Access Site. This site is on an embayment of the
Columbia River near RM 215.9 on the John Day pool on the Washington shore in Klickitat
County. The site is bounded by Burlington Northern Railroad to the south and the access road
for Railroad Island Park to the north. It also is bounded by an embayment to the east and
John Day dam to the west. The site is shown on plate N in Appendix B.

The legislated site has no vehicle access, and it is uncertain if access could be provided in the
future. Providing site access would result in extensive environmental impacts and high
construction costs. During construction of the John Day Dam, borrow material was removed
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from this site. The topography is steep and irregular, and the surface soils are sandy gravels.
The river water surface is approximately 25 feet below the site. Construction of a boat ramp,
therefore, is problematic and potentially very costly.

In view of the limitations of the legislated site, an alternative site was identified adjacent to
Railroad Island Park, administered by the Corps, for developing a Treaty fishing access site.
The site is on the same embayment. A railroad embankment separates the embayment from
the Columbia River; therefore, a groin would not be required for protection of the boat ramp.
A concrete structure (box culvert) under the railroad provides boat access from the
embayment to the river. Groundwater in the area is believed to be unusable and in short
supply. Access to the site would be on the existing park access road.

Field observations identified two groups with 2 to 3 individuals per group and two vehicles
with boat and trailer. The groups did not camp. Use was not observed at the designated site,
but was observed at the adjacent park. Development of the site to accommodate Treaty fishing
would allow use and reduce pressure at the adjacent park and LePage Treaty fishing access
site. Commercial fish buyers were not observed at the site.

k. LePage Treaty Fishing Access Site. This site is within the LePage Park, a Corps-
administered public park, and adjacent to federal land. The site is on the Oregon shore near
RM 217.8 at the confluence of the John Day and Columbia Rivers, in Sherman County on the
John Day pool. It is bounded by [-84 to the north, by LePage Park to the south, by John Day
River to the east, and by an access road to the west as shown on plate O in Appendix B.

The legislated site has limited development potential. It is on the north side of the public park
between the boat ramp parking lot and the embankment for I-84. Much of the site is within
the freeway right-of-way, which restricts the development potential of the site. Alternative
sites on federal land to the west were evaluated during development of the Working
Document, but the topography does not indicate acceptable river access potential. An upland
area is identified and available for support facilities if the legislated site is developed.

LePage Park is extensively used by the public and Tribal fishers for launching boats and
camping during peak fishing periods (generally the summer). Congestion at the park during
the summer is common with both Tribal fishers and the recreational public using the single
boat ramp.

The soils in the park area are mostly shallow sand over basalt. The basalt outcrops lie along
the shoreline and numerous other upland areas near the park. The embankment for the 1-84 is
approximately 30 feet high with lateral slopes of 1 vertical (V) on 3 horizontal (H) and is
composed mostly of rock fill near the park area. There is only 30 feet of land for
development between the freeway right-of-way and the edge of the parking lot. Two benches
above the park area are covered by shallow colluvial silty sand. Quarry wastes were left in
stockpiles on the benches, which were left from past quarry wastes were left in stockpiles on
the benches.
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Field observations identified two camps with 10 individuals in one camp and four individuals
in the other. A third transient group of four individuals use the site primarily for launching
boats only. Six vehicles with boats or trailers were found at the site with an average of six
vehicles on-site to support Treaty fishing activities. Commercial fish buyers use the site to
purchase fish.

1. Goodnoe Treaty Fishing Access Site. This site is on the Washington shore in Klickitat
County near RM 225.4 on the John Day pool. It is bounded by the Columbia River to the
south and Burlington Northern Railroad to the north. The site is shown on plate P-1 in
Appendix B.

The Burlington Northern Railroad mainline passes through the center of the legislated site;
hence a majority of the site is within the railroad right-of-way. Therefore, development at the
site is severely limited. The site was moved upstream and outside of the right-of-way where
adequate land is available for development. Neither Tribal fishers nor the public use the site
extensively.

The shoreline at both sites consists of a narrow beach composed of silty sandy gravel with
surface cobbles and an occasional boulder. The beach is subject to periodic flooding. Upslope
topography consists of rolling terrain that abruptly transforms to steep upland hills. Soils on
the upper slope consist of silty sandy gravel. The soils in the area are permeable but shallow.
Ground cover in the area is sparse and consists of sage brush, grasses and brush.

Vehicular access to both sites is on a poorly maintained gravel road from Washington State
Route 14 (SR 14), which also leads to Pasture Point and Rock Creek. A railroad crossing that
provides access to the road for railroad maintenance is in poor condition. River access for
boats at this site is limited by the topography. The slope of the narrow beach is nearly flat,
and the nearshore water depths are shallow for a considerable distance perpendicular to the
shore.

No Treaty fishing was observed by the Corps, but there was dispersed camping in support of
Treaty fishing. No evidence was found that commercial fish buyers use the site to purchase
fish.

m. Pasture Point Treaty Fishing Access Site. This site is on the Washington shore in
Klickitat County near RM 226.5 on the John Day pool. The site is shown on plate P-2 in
Appendix B.

Pasture Point is bounded by the Burlington Northern Railroad right-of-way to the north and
the Columbia River to the south. The site has the potential to accommodate a boat ramp and
higher levels of development than adjacent sites, Goodnoe and Rock Creek. There is a natural
inlet where a boat ramp could be developed with protection from wind and waves.

The shoreline in this area consists of a narrow beach composed of silty sandy gravel with
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surface cobbles and an occasional boulder. The beach is subject to periodic flooding when the
reservoir is at its maximum elevation. Upslope topography consists of rolling terrain that
abruptly transforms to steep upland hills. Soils on the upper slope consist of silty sandy
gravel. The soils in the area are permeable but shallow. Ground cover in the area is sparse
and consists of sagebrush, grasses and brush.

Vehicles access the site via the same gravel road from Washington SR 14 that leads to
Goodnoe and Rock Creek. The railroad crossing that provides access to the road is in poor
condition. The slope of the narrow beach is nearly flat and the nearshore water depths are
shallow for a considerable distance perpendicular to the shoreline.

Field observations identified no Treaty fishing on the site, but there was dispersed primitive
camping in support of Treaty fishing. There was no evidence of commercial fish buyers using
the site to purchase fish.

n. Rock Creek Treaty Fishing Access Site. This site is on the Washington shore in
Klickitat County near RM 227.5 on the John Day pool. The site is shown on plate P-3 in
Appendix B.

This site is very narrow and is bounded by the Burlington Northern Railroad mainline on the
north and the Columbia River on the south. The railroad right-of-way reduces the area
available for development. Additional federal land is available to the west (downstream) to
include in the site for developing facilities.

The shoreline in this area is generally linear with a narrow beach, which has a thin layer of
silty sand covered with subangular cobbles. The beach is subject to flooding during periods
when the reservoir is at its maximum elevation. Little%or no soil is found on the uplands.
Numerous basalt outcrops, some with a relief as high as 20 feet, are common in the upland
area. The ground cover is sparse and consists of grass and sagebrush.

This site is used only on a seasonal basis by the Tribal fishers and is not used by the public.
Only primitive camping occurs at the site. Vehicular access to the site is via the same poorly
maintained gravel road from Washington SR 14 that leads to Goodnoe and Pasture Point. The
railroad crossing that provides access to the road is in poor but usable condition. Water depths
nearshore are shallow, and the slope adjacent to the shoreline is between 3 and 6 percent
slope.

Field observations identified one group with four individuals. There is evidence of dispersed
camping throughout the site, but no evidence that commercial fish buyers use the site to
purchase fish.

0. Sundale Treaty Fishing Access Site. This site is on the Washington shore in Klickitat
County near RM 236.2 on the John Day pool. The site is shown on plate Q in Appendix B.
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The site includes a small bay separated from the river by a large railroad fill. A concrete
structure under (box culvert) the railroad allows access to the river.

The legislated site includes Sundale Park, a Corps-administrated public park, and federally
managed land adjacent to the shoreline and adjoining the bay. Some land under private
ownership was also included within the legislative boundary but subsequently has been
removed from consideration in the final plan. Sundale Park is currently used by both the
public and Tribal fishers.

Facilities at Sundale Park include a picnic area, swim beach, boat ramp, parking lot and vault
toilet. The parking lot has asphalt surfacing and can accommodate five vehicles with boat
trailers. The public generally uses the park as a day-use facility.

Soils in the upland area are silty sand, and some of the soil has been imported from other
areas. Groundwater in the area is just below the surface. The nearshore ground surface,
composed of a thin layer of coarse sand with cobbles and an occasional boulder, slopes
gradually toward the river.

Field observations identified six camps using tents or campers, with four individuals per
camp. Six vehicles with boat and trailer were observed during periods of Treaty fishing.
Commercial fish buyers were observed at the site during high runs and harvests.

p- Roosevelt Treaty Fishing Access Site. This site is on the Washington shore in
Klickitat County near RM 241.0 on the John Day pool, Lake Umatilla. The legislated site is
within the closed area of the existing park, which has paved access from Washington Route
14 through the town of Roosevelt. Shown on plate R in Appendix B, the site is on a high
rock outcrop that drops vertically into the river. Consequently, the site is not suitable for river
access or camping other than primitive facilities. The southern tip of the parking area in the
existing park is in the legislated site, creating an undesirable overlap of public and Tribal
fishing use. The site is therefore considered unsatisfactory for Treaty fishing access, and an
alternative site is proposed on undeveloped land adjacent to the existing Roosevelt Park. The
alternative site would use the existing groins from an old ferry slip and will require a
legislative amendment.

Field observations identified six camps using tents or trailers, with two to four individuals per
camp and six vehicles with boat and trailer. Fish buyers frequently came on-site to purchase
fish.

The four Tribes have indicated in the Phase One Report, Appendix C (pages C-18 and C-36
under Land Use), that this site is heavily used during the peak fishing seasons by Tribal
fishers.

q- Moonay Treaty Fishing Access Site. This site is on the Washington shore in Klickitat
County near RM 247.5 on the John Day pool. This site is shown on plate S in Appendix B.
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The site is bounded on the north by the Burlington Northern Railroad mainline and on the
south by the Columbia River. Much of the site is within the railroad right-of-way; therefore,
very little land is available for development. There is additional federal land both upstream
and downstream of the site, but the railroad right-of-way severely restricts development on
this land. :

The beach along the site is 20 feet or less in width, composed of a thin layer of coarse sand
with cobbles and an occasional boulder, and gradually slopes toward the river. There is an
erosional, near vertical surface approximately 3 feet high that separates the beach and a gentle
sloping terrace composed of silty sandy gravels. Steep hills upland of the terrace and beyond
the site boundary are dissected by drainage gulches. Runoff from these gulches discharges
directly on the site and may cause local flooding and soil deposition during periods of intense
precipitation. The downstream shoreline below the access road is riprapped. The surface of the
site appears to be disturbed, with shotrock piles indicating the site was a rock processing
location during construction of the railroad. Sparse vegetative ground cover of the upland area
includes sagebrush and grass. A strip of shrub locust separates the beach and the terrace.

Vehicle access to this site is on a poorly maintained gravel road off SR 14. The railroad
crossing on the gravel road is in poor condition. This site has limited potential for providing
river access. The beach is narrow and gently sloping. Any boat facility would be exposed to
severe wind and wave action without an extensive protection structure.

No Treaty fishing on the site was observed, but there was evidence in support of Treaty
fishing, such as limited dispersed camping. No evidence was found that commercial fish
buyers purchase fish at use the site.

r. Pine Creek Treaty Fishing Access Site. This site is on the Washington shore in
Klickitat County near RM 250.2 on the John Day pool. The Pine Creek Site is shown on plate
T in Appendix B.

This site is narrow and is bounded on the north by the Burlington Northern Railroad mainline
and on the south by the Columbia River. Consequently, site development is very restricted
unless adjacent federal lands are included. A new railroad crossing and an access road are
required for this site because the former crossing has been removed. The abandoned highway
which serves as the current access to the site is within the railroad right-of-way.

The majority of the site is founded on basalt that outcrops in near-vertical slopes along the
shoreline. Several small inlets with beaches are composed of coarse sand intermixed with
cobbles and boulders. Upland areas have an irregular surface with near-vertical basalt rock
masses extending several tens of feet above the surrounding terrain. On gentle slopes, shallow
soils can be found composed mainly of silty sand. Several slope wash deposits are exposed
along the abandoned highway road cuts. Much of the site has been disturbed by construction
related to the abandoned highway. Road cuts consisting of near-vertical rock slopes and rock
fill embankments are common topographic features, which complicate site development.
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Vegetative cover is sparse on the site and consists of grasses and sagebrush. A line of shrubs
identifies the transition zone between the beach and the upland terrain.

No Treaty fishing on the site was observed, and there was very little evidence, if any, of site
by Tribal fishers. There was evidence of limited dispersed camping at the site. No evidence
was found that commercial fish buyers use the site.

s. Threemile Canyon Treaty Fishing Access Site. This site is on the Oregon shore in
Morrow County near RM 255.0 on the John Day pool. This site is shown on plate U in
Appendix B.

The legislated site is a narrow strip of land that includes only the shoreline. There is very
little potential to develop camping, parking and similar facilities on the legislated site unless
additional federal land is included. Federal land above the shoreline (uplands) is available for
development and transfer. The boat ramp for the Quesnel public park has been included in the
legislated site, but is in disrepair. If the ramp were incorporated into the Treaty fishing site, it
would need to be rebuilt.

This site is on an embayment formed by dredging material from the construction of I-84.
There is a breakwater on the downstream end of the embayment with a deteriorated revetment
on the riverward slope. There is no filter behind the revetment to prevent the removal of the
fine- to medium-grained material in the native soil by wave action. Therefore, the support of
the revetment stone is removed, and the stone moves downslope. The beach gradually slopes
toward the Columbia River and is composed of shallow (less than 3 feet) silty sand. An
occasional boulder up to 4 feet in diameter is found on the beach. A near-vertical slope, 3 feet
high, has formed from wave action on the western portion of the site shoreline. The uplands
on this site consist of gently rolling terrain. The soils are shallow (3 feet or less) and
composed of silty sand with traces of gravel over basalt. Boulders and rock outcrops are
visible on the uplands. Vegetative cover is sparse, and, where removed, the area may be
susceptible to wind erosion. The ground cover in this area is mainly grasses and sagebrush.

Access to the site is on a poorly maintained dirt road west of Quesnel Park. There are exit
and entrance ramps from I-84 near Quesnel Park. A gravel road provides access to Quesnel
Park from the freeway ramps.

Field observations identified 3 groups with 4 individuals per group. Three vehicles with boat
and trailer were observed in support of Treaty fishing. Commercial fish buyers were not
observed at the site.

t. Alderdale Treaty Fishing Access Site. This site is on the Washington shore in
Klickitat County near RM 257.5 on the John Day pool. This site is shown on plate V in
Appendix B.




The site is bounded by the Burlington Northern Railroad main line on the north and by the
Columbia River on the south. Also included in the site is a former public park under Corps
jurisdiction that has occasional public camping and sports fishing use and no observed Tribal
fishing use. :

There is a long beach 50 to 100 feet wide composed of river wash cobbles and gravels with a
sand matrix. The beach slope is flat or nearly so except near the edge of the river where wave
action has formed a near-vertical slope approximately 2 feet high. This slope extends
upstream (east) to the revetment protecting the access road to the site. Wave action has
removed fine-and medium-grained material from behind the revetment, causing the downslope
movement of the stone. A filter was not placed between the native soils and the revetment
stone to prevent loss of material by wave action.

Upland from the beach is a gently sloping terrace covered with several feet of soil composed
of silty sand. This terrace extends approximately 300 feet to the toe of the railroad fill. Much
of the upper few feet of the terrace is fill material from off-site excavation.

Vehicular access to the site is on a narrow paved road off SR 14. The road passes under the
railroad, then parallels the toe of the railroad fill.

The Corps observed little or no Treaty fishing on the site by Tribal fishers. No evidence was
found that commercial fish buyers use the site.

u. Alder Creek Treaty Fishing Access Site. This site, shown on plate W in Appendix B,
is on the Washington shore in Klickitat County near RM 258.0 on the John Day pool.

The site is between the Burlington Northern railroad to the north and the Columbia River on
the south. It is narrow (100 to 150 feet wide). There are federal lands upstream (east) of the
site that could be included in the designated site. But again, these federal lands are also
narrow. There has not been much public use. There is a narrow beach along the river
composed of a shallow deposit of medium to coarse sand with dense surface deposits of
cobbles and boulders. Any boulders near where facilities are planned will have to be removed.
The gravel upland terrace gently slopes toward the river; its surface is made up almost
completely of quarry rock of unknown depth.

Sparse vegetative cover on the uplands consists of grass and sagebrush. Waist-high shrubs and
locust grow in the transition zone between the beach and the upland terrace.

Site access is a gravel road off SR 14 that is in good condition. Ownership of the road is
unclear. The road appears to have been constructed for access to the railroad industrial site

adjacent to Alder Creek. The road is narrow where it passes under SR 14 and the railroad.

River access potential for this site is considered low. The site topography is very rocky, and
the nearshore water depths are too shallow for launching boats.
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The Corps observed little or no Treaty fishing on the site by Tribal fishers. No evidence was
found that commercial fish buyers use the site.

v. Crow Butte Treaty Fishing Access Site. This site, shown on plate X in Appendix B,
is on an island north of the main river channel near RM 262.0 on the John Day pool.

Washington State Parks Commission leases over half of the island (west side) from the Corps.
The remainder (east side) of the island is included in the Umatilla National Wildlife Refuge.
The legislated site includes a portion of the Crow Butte State Park and would negatively
affect the facilities and use of the park. Federal lands outside the existing public park were
evaluated for development of a Treaty fishing access site. All of the land is currently leased
by Washington State Parks Commission, and the final site selection was coordinated with park
officials.

There are several soil types on the island. The shoreline generally consists of a narrow beach
that passes into rolling uplands, then into steep hills near the apex of the island. The beaches
gradually slope toward the river and are composed of sandy gravels with an occasional basalt
boulder; they are periodically flooded. At the head of the beach there is generally a near
vertical slope 2 to 6 feet high that is the result of wave action. Soils on the upland slopes are
composed of sand and silty sand. Basalt outcrops are visible on the steep hillsides.

Much of the area adjacent to the existing park, including the marina, swimming area, boat
launch and portions north to the causeway, was a borrow material source for construction
related to the John Day Dam project. As a result of the excavation, the offshore water depths
appear adequate for developing river access facilities in this area. However, an abandoned
railroad grade crosses the northwest portion of the access channel, limiting passage of boats
during low water to a narrow, confined channel.

Vegetative cover on the island, except in the existing park area, is sparse and consists of
grasses, brush and small cactus. There are no trees on the island outside the existing park.
Access to Crow Butte is from SR 14 on a paved road in good condition.

Field observations identified two camps with 3 to 4 individuals per camp and four vehicles
with boat and trailer. These camps generally stay for the spring and fall fishing seasons.
Commercial fish buyers occasionally use the site.

w. Faler Road Treaty Fishing Access Site. This site, shown on plate Y in Appendix B,
is on the Oregon shore in Morrow County near RM 267.5 on the John Day pool. This site
will satisfy the legal requirements for both legislated sites in the immediate vicinity, Faler
Road and Boardman, and has received the endorsement of the four Tribes. Development
would provide facilities for Treaty fishers.

Field observations identified four camps with 3 to 4 individuals per camp and four vehicles
with boat and trailer. An average of two vehicles on-site support treating fishing activities.
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These camps generally stay for the entire fishing season and primarily use tents for shelter.
Commercial fish buyers were occasionally on-site to purchase fish. The four Tribes did not
comment on use at Faler Road/Boardman.

x. Boardman Treaty Fishing Access Site. This site is on the Oregon shore in Morrow
County near RM 269 on the John Day pool. The Boardman site does not have sufficient area
for development. The legislated site falls within lands under a City of Boardman lease and is
used for the city’s water supply. Hence, an expanded Faler Road site was chosen. Faler Road
is on undeveloped federal land situated between the Union Pacific Railroad to the south and
the old U.S. Highway 30 right-of-way and Boardman Park on the north and includes the
legislated Faler Road Site. The four Tribes and BIA have endorsed this alternative site. The
legislated site will be eliminated.

2.1.3 Acquisition Sites.

The land acquisition study has been completed and is documented in the Land Acquisition
Study report. Public Law 100-581 Title IV Columbia River Treaty Fishing Access Sites,
Columbia River, Oregon and Washington, Land Acquisition Study, Portland District, February
1994 (Land Acquisition Study). The information presented in the Land Acquisition Study
report has been included in the report, in section 1.35 and 3.2.23.

2.2 Result of No Federal Action

If the project is not implemented, additional Treaty fishing access and/or sites on the
Columbia River will not be provided. Approximately 40 acres (five sites) have been provided
to date. The in-lieu fishing sites would continue to deteriorate, and more Tribal fishers would
probably use the public parks. The four Tribes would most likely refuse to enter into
agreements permitting- joint public and private use at legislated sites that include public parks.
This could displace public recreation and overload other public parks along the Columbia.
Confrontations between Tribal fishers and the public may escalate.

2.3 Problems and Opportunities

Under 1855 treaties, the four Tribes ceded to the Federal government all title to Tribal lands
other than the reservations they then occupied and reserved for themselves the right to fish at
their usual and accustomed fishing sites along the banks of the lower Columbia River.
However, construction of Bonneville Dam and subsequent filling of the pool flooded
approximately 40 of these sites. Through a series of negotiated settlements and legal actions,
the Federal Government agreed to compensate the Tribes for loss of historic fishing sites with
developed sites along the pool. As a result of misunderstandings and the lack of
appropriations, only five sites have been provided for fishing access to date.

Tribal fishers have had to seek new Tribal fishing sites with the loss of their usual and
accustomed sites along the lower Columbia River. River access is available at public parks for
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a majority of the Tribal fishers. These parks were primarily developed for recreational
activities and have insufficient facilities to accommodate public recreation and Treaty fishing.
Loading and unloading fishing nets and off loading fish can occupy the boat ramps and docks
much of the daylight hours at public parks during peak fishing seasons. Most public parks do
not have facilities for processing fish (fish cleaning stations and drying sheds) or staging areas
for cleaning nets, net repair and net drying. In addition, Tribal fishers from the reservations
require camping areas for several months or in some instances nearly year-round, depending
on the site and the fish runs. Many of the Tribal fishers follow the fish migrations up the
river, camping at different locations in any one season.

Many public park administrators are frustrated in attempts to manage the public parks for both
public recreation and Tribal fishing. The recreational public and Tribal fishers are also
frustrated as they compete for limited river access and camping facilities. Physical
characteristics of the Columbia River Gorge limit lands available for river access. Much of the
shoreline is basalt cliffs with occasional narrow beaches and gentle slopes. A large percentage
of the land suitable for development has been used for roads, railroads, recreational parks,
residential structures and industrial sites. Enactment of the Columbia River Gorge National
Scenic Area Act has imposed restrictions on future development within the lower Columbia
River. These restrictions do not apply to the Treaty fishing access sites program but have
increased public awareness of development within the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic
Area.

Public Law 100-581 is intended to provide 27 new Treaty fishing access sites and
rehabilitation of five in-lieu fishing sites. Implementation of this legislation would fulfill the
Federal government’s 1939 Agreement to compensate the four Tribes for loss of historic
fishing sites along the lower Columbia River that resulted from construction of Bonneville
Dam. Providing these Treaty fishing access sites for the exclusive use of the four Tribes
would reduce frustrations for public park management, Tribal fishers and public recreationists.
Potential future conflicts between Tribal fishers and the recreational public could be avoided.
These sites also have the potential to reduce the Tribal fishers’ operational costs and preserve
the quality of the fish taken with better handling and processing facilities.

2.4 Study Purpose and Scope

The purpose of this study is to identify a cost-effective, functional, and comprehensive site
development plan for all Columbia River Treaty Fishing Access Sites authorized by the law.

2.4.1 Levels of Output.

Each development plan will provide a given level of output(s). For this report, outputs are
defined as river access and land-based activities. River access is defined as the movement of
persons, equipment and boats from land to water (and vice versa) and is usually accomplished
via boat ramps. Land-based fishing activities are related to cultural, religious and commercial
activities, such as cleaning, drying, smoking, or other fish processing activities, and trading
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and selling of fish. Also included is riverside camping and ancillary fishing activities such as
preparation, maintenance and repair of nets and other fishing gear.

In determining the output for the river access, the most important function for the Tribal
fishers is setting, tending and retrieving their nets. Tribal fishers were interviewed and
requested to describe their method of operation. Generally, they begin setting gill nets by boat
at 6:00 a.m. Monday morning and retrieve the nets on Friday of the same week within the
designated fishing season. Five to eight nets can be conveniently set, depending on the size of
the boat, for each trip out on the river. The first set of nets are placed in the boat at a
convenient time prior to the 6:00 a.m. Monday morning start time. It takes approximately 15
minutes to rope out and set one net at the registered net location. It is estimated to take 30
minutes to return to the boat ramp for another load of nets under favorable weather
conditions. After reaching the ramp, approximately one hour is required to feed nets from a
pickup truck to the boat for proper folding and placement. It again takes the boat about 30
minutes, under favorable weather conditions, to return to vacant net locations.

" After the interview with the Tribal fishers, it was determined that the boat ramp was the
controlling feature in identifying the output for the river access. Using the time intervals
previously discussed, four boats with a capacity for six nets, and a time period of 6:00 a.m. to
5:00 p.m., a boat ramp was estimated to have a capability of serving 84 net locations for
Treaty fishing. This would provide Tribal fishers with the opportunity to set, tend, and
retrieve an estimated 84 nets in a normal week of fishing. Numerous factors affect the
capability of a boat ramp on a daily basis, including weather conditions, fishing seasons,
fishing equipment, etc.

Tribal fishers will also use the ramp and dock to transfer the fish from the boat to the land for
processing. By law they are required to pull the nets once a day to remove fish. Depending on
the runs and the fishing season, the nets may be pulled as often as three times a day.
Additionally, the ramps and docks will be used for cleaning the nets as needed. The frequency
of cleaning the nets is dependent on the river flows, fishing seasons, weather, and other
conditions.

The output for the land-based activities is camping areas. Generally, if formal camping is
provided, more land-based facilities are included, such as potable water and restroom/shower
building. The number of camping areas varies from site to site and is based on anticipated use
and physical site characteristics.

2.4.2 Development Features.

All-weather access and improvements comparable to those constructed by the National Park
Service for National Parks are to be developed at each site. These plans will be developed in
consultation with the four Tribes and BIA. The approval of the four Tribes and BIA on the
location and level of development of each site is necessary to ensure acceptability and
eventual transfer of the sites after construction.
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2.4.3 Alternative Sites.

Where appropriate, alternative sites will be evaluated to provide separate facilities for public
recreation and Tribal fishers. Treaty fishing requires extensive use of boat ramps and docks
for loading and unloading nets, unloading fish and cleaning nets. During commercial seasons,
Tribal fishers require use of boat ramps and docks for most of the daylight hours. Camping
facilities adjacent to the river are also required for the Tribal fishers.

Eight of the twenty-one federal sites identified in P.L. 100-581 currently support public river
access. Treaty fishing use and public river access generally exceed the capability of these
public facilities. P.L. 100-581 only authorizes development of treaty fishing access. There has
been strong public pressure to preserve public river access and recreation facilities at the
existing sites. The four Tribes and BIA also want to avoid public criticism in the loss of
public recreation facilities. Therefore, alternatives to provide separate fishing access for the
Tribal fishers will be investigated.

2.4.4 Environmental Impacts.

Every effort will be made to avoid or at least minimize environmental impacts in development
of the sites. An Environmental Assessment (EA) and Coordination Act Report (CAR) will be
completed during this study and included in the report. The EA follows the main report in the
green pages and the CAR is in Volume II, Appendix E. Biological assessments will also be
completed on the appropriate Endangered Species Act (ESA) listed species.

2.4.5 Cultural Resources.

Preliminary cultural surveys will be completed to assess cultural resources and define the
mitigation required. A Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) will be developed defining roles
and responsibilities for data recovery on the project. This Memorandum will be signed by
both Oregon and Washington State Historic Preservation Offices (SHPO), each of the four
Tribes, BIA, the Corps of Engineers and the Advisory Council.

2.4.6 Requirements of Public Law 100-581.

The law identified 23 sites for Treaty fishing access sites along the lower Columbia River for
development to support Treaty fishing by the four Tribes, Section 401(a) sites. North Dalles
and Maryhill were not on federal land and were not considered for development. The law also
directs the Secretary of the Army to identify and acquire six sites adjacent to Bonneville Pool
from willing sellers for treaty fishing access; these sites will be improved, as will the facilities
at five existing in-lieu fishing sites. Acquisition of the six sites was not to exceed $2 million.
Camping and park facilities comparable to those provided by the National Park Service at
National Parks were to be developed at the 32 authorized sites. Improvements include: all
weather access roads and boat ramps; docks; sanitation; fish cleaning, curing, and ancillary
fishing facilities; electrical and sewage; and landscaping. Other improvements identified for
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two of the in-lieu fishing sites were dredging at Wind River and construction of a boat ramp
at or near Cascade Locks.

2.4.7 Site Development and Facility Criteria.

Standard recreational facilities criteria and applicable federal, state and local criteria for
sanitary facilities, water supply, highway access, and boat ramps were used. Development of
facilities will require durability and low maintenance due to the isolation and harsh conditions
of these sites. Proposed development at each site has been based on anticipated use as
determined by Corps resource management specialists. Field observations and interviews were
conducted in 1988 and 1989 during peak fishing season. Observations included the number of
vehicles with and without trailers, camps and campers at each campsite, and whether or not
commercial fish buyers used the site. '

a. Barrier-free Facility Design. All facilities and sites will be in accordance with
applicable provisions in the Uniform federal Accessibility Standards (49 FF 3128) and
Engineering Manual (EM) 1110-1-400. Site conditions limits barrier-free access to boat ramps
and docks at many of these sites. Not all, but several campsites will be barrier-free. Restroom
facilities will be barrier-free.

b. In-Lieu Fishing Site Facilities. Efforts will focus on cleaning up these sites and
rehabilitating existing facilities to a functional, maintainable condition. Facilities that cannot
be repaired will be removed and replaced with new facilities to accommodate site activity and
conditions. Roads will be upgraded or repaired as needed.

c. Railroad Crossings. New or existing railroad crossings that require upgrading will
meet easement requirements of Burlington Northern railroad. This generally requires a
rubberized crossing material, signals, drop arms and asphalt pavement for at least 50 feet on
either side of the crossing.

d. Highway/Road Access. No improvements to county roads, state highways or interstate
freeways are anticipated. Horizontal and vertical road alignments and cross- section elements
will be based on Corps of Engineers’ Engineering Manual (EM) 1110-2-410, Design of
Recreation Areas and Facilities - Access and Circulation. The basic design criteria used to
layout the proposed roads was:

e Maximum design speed ----- 20 mph

» Two lane road width ------ 20 feet

e One lane road width ------ 12 feet with turnouts

* Design vehicle ------ passenger vehicle with a trailer

e. Boat Ramps. The boat ramp design will be based on EM 1110-2-410 and Layout and
Design Guidelines for Recreational Boat Launching and Transient Tie up Facilities, Oregon
State Marine Board (June 1988). The basic boat ramp criteria are:
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» Lane width will vary from 14-20 feet, depending on estimated use level.

» Length to accommodate differing pool elevations. Ramps will be
designed to operate at minimum pool.

* Construct ramps with pre-cast concrete planks, grooved to provide
traction.

* Minimum and maximum slopes of 12-16 percent
* Direct surface runoff away from ramp

» Provide sufficient area at top of ramp to accommodate turning and
parking.

* Provide a stabilizing feature, such as groins, for erosion protection,
siltation control, and to make launching and recovery safer and easier.
Most sites studied will require such a structure.

f. Boat Docks. One boat dock placed adjacent to each ramp will allow dual-sided use
when launching and loading boats. The length will be sufficient to allow launching at
minimum operating pool levels with a minimum water depth of 4 feet. The width will be a
minimum of 6 feet. Dock design will be based on EM 1110-2-410 and Layout and Design
Guidelines for Recreational Boat Launching and Transient Tie up Facilities.

g. Power. At sites without electricity, the nearest location for power is from the power
lines that run along the highways. Aerial lines and meters from the source to the site will be
required. Above-ground transmitting systems are preferred because of the rugged terrain and
rocky subsoil, which make underground systems impractical for most locations.

h. Potable Water. Proposed potable water systems will be sized to dispense 10 gallons
per minute with 300-gallon storage capacity for peak use. Site analysis will determine
available well water. Where there is basalt rock, drilling may be cost prohibitive depending on
depth. Without available adjacent recreational or municipal water source, site amenities
without water will be reevaluated. Surface water sources will not be considered. Potable water
requires chlorination to meet local standards. This level of site analysis assumes that water
will be available at the sites where wells are proposed. Pump houses will be approximately 10
feet square using concrete blocks and pre-finished steel siding at the upper walls and roof.

i. Sanitation Facilities. Sanitary and solid waste facilities will be at sites where
development will be provided. Placement and other design criteria will meet state and local
code requirements.
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j. Restroom Facilities with Showers. A restroom/shower building will be constructed at
sites that have access to a municipal sewer system or where the site is suitable for on-site
disposal. Lift stations will be required to pump the sewage to the nearest gravity line. There
will be a mechanical/storage room between the men’s and women’s areas. This room will be
insulated and heated to 45°F to prevent the pipes from freezing. The women’s room will have
3 toilets, a sink, and 2 shower stalls. The men’s room will have a toilet, two urinals, a sink,
and two shower stalls. All facilities will be barrier-free.

k. Vaults. A vault toilet system is proposed where a public sewer system or on-site
disposal is not accessible. One vault toilet consists of a men’s and women’s area. The number
of vault toilets at a site will be based on anticipated use. Access to vault toilets will be
barrier-free.

1. Waste Water. Handling of all waste water must meet local, state, and federal codes.
Treatment will be site specific, depending on subsurface soil conditions and availability of
water.

m. Solid Waste. The solid waste disposal system will consist of a dumpster placed on a
concrete dumpster pad in a central area. The dumpster will be leased and serviced by a private
contract and administered by Bureau of Indian Affairs. The number of dumpsters required are
based on anticipated use.

n. Parking/Camping Areas. Location and angle of parking will be determined by
individual site circulation patterns, proximity to other facilities, and other characteristics.
Parking areas have been sized to accommodate vehicles pulling trailers. The spaces will be 10
feet wide by 42 feet long. A minimum inside turning radius of 15 feet will be provided
throughout. Heavy-use areas will be paved to reduce long-term maintenance costs, facilitate
stripping, and minimize dust.

Campsites will conform to topography patterns to minimize extensive modifications.
Recommended campsites are based on historic and anticipated use, and site constraints. Two
types of camping sites will be developed: individual single family sites and group campsites
of varying sizes. Individual campsites will include a back-in stall for one vehicle and trailer,
picnic table, fire pit and a tent/activity area(s). Group campsites will include multiple parking
spaces, picnic tables, tent/activity area, and a common fire pit. Shelters are identified as a
group campsite. Common areas will have crushed gravel surfaces to minimize maintenance,
dust and erosion.

o. Fish Cleaning Stations. Fish cleaning stations will be dual-sided steel working
surfaces that drain to an outside "V" shaped trough which will then drain to side catch
screens. Solid waste from these catch screens will require hand removal. Movable water
nozzles will be overhead. Wood or polyethylene cutting surfaces can be attached to steel
surfaces and replaced as needed. The entire station will be anchored to a concrete slab. The
drain will be attached to an on-site sanitation system or to a gray-water drainfield specific for

2-20



each station that meets state and local codes. These stations will be placed near drying sheds,
boat ramps and dumpsters.

p. Fish Drying Sheds. Traditional and ceremonial values of fish drying sheds require
that they be designed and built by the users. For this report, and the budget baseline cost
estimate, the following criteria was used.

* Shed locations will maximize air circulation.
» Sheds will be approximately 20 feet wide by 56 feet long.

* Buildings will have square, tubular steel columns and glue-laminated
wood beams.

* Gable roofs will be used with wood planking and composition shingles.

 Shed walls will consist of expanded metal screens welded to steel
columns to allow air movement through the buildings.

» There will be an entry gate at each end of the building.

g- Net Repair Areas. The net repair area will consist of a 25-foot square concrete slab
sloped to drain. A faucet will be installed where water is available.

r. Shelters. Shelters will be at various locations in the camping areas and designated as
group camping sites. The octagonal shelter will be constructed of galvanized steel columns
and beams with galvanized steel metal roofing and wall panels. The slope of the roof will
match adjacent buildings and have a turbine type, wind-operated ventilator at the peak. One
side of the shelter will have a rock face fireplace. The fireplace and two walls will be oriented
to protect occupants from prevailing winds. Buildings will have a concrete slab floor.

s. Vegetative Plantings. Vegetation will provide wind breaks, shade, and delineate public
and tribal use. Vegetation will also screen fishing sites from major highways to provide
privacy. At sites adjacent to public parks with a well or public utility water access, an in-
ground irrigation system will be used. At these sites, lawns and vegetation will be established
around site facilities at a level comparable to the adjacent public parks. This was to avoid a
perception problem between the public park and fishing site. Lawns and an in-ground
irrigation systems will require a commitment to long-term and regular maintenance. At sites
where water is not available and low use is expected, vegetation will be limited to species
native to the area. These plants will only be irrigated during a designated establishment
period. Additionally, areas disturbed during construction will be seeded with dry grass,
mulched, and watered during this period.



Vegetative plantings for landscaping the sites shall be in accordance with the Presidential
Public Paper dated April 26, 1994, Subject: Environmentally Beneficial Landscaping. The
landscaping concept developed for treaty fishing sites includes the use of native vegetation
where possible. All plantings including the use of native species will require some topsoil
placement and temporary watering during the establishment period. Sites that are located
adjacent to existing public parks were developed with a comparable landscaping concept
similar to that of the public parks. This involves irrigated lawn areas, shade trees, shrub
plantings and topsoil placement. Irrigated lawn areas are hardened surfaces for more intensive
use to prevent excessive erosion and limited to areas of high activity. Native plant species are
not conducive to this type of use; therefore, more hardy proven species will be used where
hardened surfaces are required. Tree and shrub planting will be used for screening and wind
and shade protection. The size of the irrigation system and amount of site plantings were
negotiated with the four Tribes and BIA and were primarily restricted to heavily used areas
(approximately one acre). Only those areas of highest use adjacent to public parks have an
irrigation system. The remainder of the site disturbed by construction activities will be seeded
with native dry grass. Native trees and shrubs will be planted in areas of minimum use where
delineation of the boundary or screening are required.

t. Fencing. Fencing will delineate use, land ownership, and right-of-way boundaries, not
solely as a deterrent to public access. A 4-foot-high wire fence with one strand of barbed wire
along the top will be used to deter people from climbing over and damaging the integrity of
the fencing. A wire fence is considered less obtrusive on the land, inexpensive, and simple to
install and repair.

Fencing also will be used where needed for safety purposes at those sites immediately
adjacent to highways, railroads, and steep slopes. This fencing will include a 6-foot-high chain
link fence.

2.4.8 River Access Facilities.

The facilities necessary for river access are a boat ramp, dock and/or groin. Not all sites will
require a groin adjacent to the boat ramp to prevent erosion and provide protection from the
wind during launching and loading of boats. Further, not all sites will have a boat ramp and
dock. Physical site characteristics may prevent development of a conventional boat ramp at
any given site.

2.4.9 Land-Based Facilities.

The facilities considered for land-based activities, depending on the use and physical
characteristics of the site, are a water system, net repair area, fish drying shed, fish cleaning
station, camping areas, sanitary system, solid waste disposal system, shelters, parking areas,
and/or outside lighting. Not all sites will have the full range of facilities.
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2.4.10 Fixed Costs.

Fixed-cost items are mobilization and demobilization, outside lighting, asphalt paving or
gravel surfacing, boundary fencing and site cleanup. These apply to both river access and
land-based facilities. The costs for these items were more indicative of the location rather than
site outputs, river access and land-based activities. This especially applies to asphalt pavement
and gravel surfacing because the length of the access roads would affect the quantities of
each. Therefore, these fixed-cost items are for comparison purposes.

2.5 Constraints

Twenty-two Treaty Fishing Access Sites authorized by P.L. 100-581 on federal land were
referenced on maps with delineated boundaries. The four Tribes requested these sites in
testimony at Senate hearings in 1987 and 1988. Any adjustments in the locations and/or
boundaries requires concurrence with the four Tribes, BIA and subsequent Congressional
approval.

Seven of the 22 federal sites identified in P.L. 100-581 include public parks, or portions
thereof, and are administered by the Corps. These public parks include Avery, Giles French,
Lepage, Sundale, Roosevelt, Quesnel, and Alderdale. They all provide public recreation
facilities for river access and/or camping. Three other sites (Faler Road, Boardman, and Crow
Butte) impact federal leases with local entities. Developing these sites as identified in the
legislation for Treaty fishing access is not acceptable to the lessees.

Existing development and physical conditions constrain the development of certain sites. All
but one Treaty fishing access site, Faler Road, are within the Columbia River Gorge National
Scenic Area, which extends from RM’s 121 to 264 . Much of the shoreline of the Columbia
Gorge consists of basalt cliffs with occasional narrow beaches and gentle slopes, a large
percentage of which have been developed for roads, railroads, recreational parks, residential
structures and industrial sites. A major railroad has been developed on each shoreline of the
Columbia River through the Gorge. The railroad right-of-way is several hundred feet wide
and includes extensive portions of the shoreline. Interstate 84 is on the south shoreline of the
river. Both railroad and freeway rights-of-way occupy portions of the developable land
adjacent to the Columbia River and restrict development of many of the Treaty fishing access
sites.

The six Treaty fishing sites authorized to be acquired on the Bonneville Pool must be

purchased from willing sellers. Identifying willing sellers with lands suitable for development
of Treaty fishing access sites limits the potential alternatives to be evaluated.
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2.6 Site Evaluations

2.6.1 Legislated Site - 401 (a).

A multi-disciplinary team consisting of landscape architects, engineers, land use planners,
environmental specialists, real estate specialists, and fishery and wildlife biologists evaluated
each of the sites identified on federal land by P.L. 100-581. An inventory conducted on each
site during an extensive field review included topographic slope, site access or potential
access, acreage, and the physical site characteristics. Existing site features and utilities (power,
water, sewer) were noted and documented. Mapping showing locations of existing utilities is
available at the District. The physical site characteristics were evaluated to determine the
placement of river access and land-based facilities. The collective data and information was
recorded and are available at the District office.

Alternatives will be identified and evaluated for those designated Treaty fishing sites on
federal land where: (1) physical site characteristics limit development of Treaty fishing access,
(2) a portion or all of the site is under lease to other government agencies, and/or (3) existing
public recreation facilities are affected. These alternatives will be generated by Portland
District staff in consultation with the four Tribes and federal, state, and local agencies.

Development plans will be generated for identified sites and selected alternatives that had the
potential to meet the study purpose at or near the identified sites. The conceptual development
plans will be prepared at a scale of 1 inch equals 150 feet. Each plan will display the
approximate location and alignment of development facilities including access road, boat
ramp, groin, camping areas, parking areas, sanitary facilities, water well, landscaped areas,
fish cleaning station, fish drying shed, net repair area, and/or shelters.

2.6.2 Acquisition Sites - 401(b)

A multi-disciplinary study team visited the 14 sites identified in the David Evans Associates
study as having good development potential (see section 1.3.5) and filled out a site evaluation
form with appropriate notations and remarks on-site conditions.

Critical issues covered on the site evaluation form included the following:

a. Fish and Wildlife. Endangered species, agency planning reports and site resources.

b. Physiographic Features. Site material types and extent, material engineering
characteristics, topography and site dimensions.

c. Engineering and Design Criteria. Site capability to provide road access, railroad
crossing, river access, buildings, camping, parking, net drying and fish cleaning facilities, boat
ramp and docks.

2-24



d. Utilities. Site potential for domestic water, sewage disposal, electrical and telephone.

e. Vegetation. Identify and assess value for wildlife habitat, wetlands and aesthetics.

f. Site Capability Assessment. Site acreage, acres suitable for development, potential
buffer, near-shore water depth, current velocity, and others as required.

2.7 Alternatives Considered
2.7.1 Introduction.

Two or more alternatives were considered for each Treaty fishing access site, Section 401(a),
and in-lieu fishing site in this study. Alternative sites were also evaluated for sites that
impacted public facilities and/or for those sites that had physical constraints. Each alternative
- generally considered a different level of development and/or different site(s). Alternatives
permitted comparative evaluations of minimal developments with higher levels determined by
tribal needs and justification.

The site and/or levels of development were evaluated in consultation with the four Tribes and
BIA throughout the alternative evaluation process.

Alternatives were generated for the Working Document (December 1990) at many of the
treaty fishing access sites, and these conceptual development plans were circulated to the four
Tribes, BIA, affected municipalities and resource agencies. Refer to paragraph 1.3.6 for
detailed discussion on the Working Document. Generally, these are Alternatives 3-5.

After consultation on the working document development plans, the Corps multi-disciplinary
team revised the plans. Consultation meetings were scheduled with the four Tribes and BIA at
the monthly task force meetings, following the revisions to further clarify the development
necessary for the identified sites. Several consultation meetings were conducted with
Washington State Parks Commission staff to review development plans for Maryhill and Crow
Butte Treaty Fishing Access Sites. City of Boardman officials were also contacted and
requested to comment on the development at Faler Road and Boardman Treaty Fishing Access
Site.

A Draft Phase Two Interim Evaluation Report was completed in April 1993 and circulated for
concurrent review by Portland District, the four tribes, and BIA. A 3-day conference was held
in The Dalles, Oregon, (May 11-14, 1993) to review the proposed plans in the interim Phase
Two report with members of the four Tribes and BIA representatives. Generally, Alternative 2
plans included in this report were reviewed for each site. One exception is Threemile Canyon,
where Alternative 3 was the development plan included in the Interim Phase Two Report. See
Appendix C, Tribal Comments.
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After the May 11-14 conference and Portland District review, the Corps multi-disciplinary
team again revised the plans. This revision included further consultation with the four Tribes
and BIA at monthly task force meetings to clarify refinements in the plans. This revision is
represented by Alternative 1 for each of the treaty fishing access sites discussed.

Sections 2.7.2 through 2.7.23 present the alternatives considered for the Columbia River
Treaty Fishing Access Phase Two sites, generally, including a conceptual development site
plan for each alternative, along with a table displaying the development features of each site.

2.7.2 Wind River In-lieu Fishing Site. The site was developed as a Treaty fishing access site
and transferred to the Department of Interior more than 30 years ago. Facilities at the site are
no longer functional. A large shoal adjacent to the boat ramp prevents launching of small
boats. Two alternative levels of development were evaluated to rehabilitate the site.

a. Alternative 1. Features for Alternative 1 are shown in table 2-1 and on plate 1. The
facilities proposed are minimal. Removal of the shoal adjacent to the boat ramp would require
annual dredging of approximately 6,700 yd’ of river sediment. This alternative does not
propose removal of the shoal adjacent to the boat ramp. Without boat access, the use of the
site is expected to be low and primarily related to camping for ceremonial purposes.

For this alternative, many of the existing facility remnants are to be removed or secured,
including removal of the foundations (restroom, fish cleaning station and drying shed) and
sealing and/or capping of the on-site well.

b. Alternative 2. Features for Alternative 2 are shown in table 2-2 and on plate 2. This
alternative will re-establish river access with a predicted annual dredging of river sediment
(6,700 yd®) adjacent to the existing boat ramp. With river access available, use is expected to
increase, resulting in a higher level of facility development.

Table 2-1 -- Alternative 1, Wind River In-Lieu Fishing Site (RM 155)
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Table 2-2 -- Alternative 2, Wind River In-Lieu Fishing Site (RM 155)

Item uanti
River Access
Existing
25 . (Sl R i S L 6,700 yd®
Land-Based Facilities
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2.7.3 Cooks Inlet In-lieu Fishing Sites.

The site was designated as a Treaty fishing site more than 10 years ago and has been
developed and transferred to the Department of Interior. The site covers approximately 2.9
acres. Facilities such as the restroom, water and chlorination systems, power, and lights are in
need of rehabilitation and/or replacement.

a. Alternative 1. Features for Alternative 1 are shown in table 2-3 and on plate 3.
Showers have been added to the restroom building at the request of the four Tribes and BIA,
in addition to replacement/repair of other features in the building. A water storage tank will
be installed to accommodate peak demand on the water system, and major repair of the water
and chlorination systems are recommended. The gravel access road has high use and,
therefore, will be paved to reduce maintenance and dust from vehicular traffic. The parking
area will be resurfaced with gravel. The existing dock will be repaired, and an additional dock
will be added to provide more moorage space as requested by the four Tribes and BIA. The
electrical system is to be restored, and outside lighting has been added. The fish cleaning
station must be replaced. Two dumpster pads will accommodate solid waste disposal.

b. Alternative 2. Features for Alternative 2 are shown in table 2-4 and on plate 4.
Facilities requiring rehabilitation are the restroom, water and chlorination system, access road,
parking area, docks, power system and lighting. Replacement/repair of major features in the
restroom building are included, showers, however, are not included. The gravel access road
and parking area will be resurfaced with gravel. The existing dock is to be repaired, but an
additional dock will not be included. The electrical system will be repaired and outside
lighting is to be installed. Two dumpster pads will accommodate solid waste disposal. A new
pumphouse is to be constructed.



Table 2-3 -- Alternative 1, Cooks Inlet In-Lieu Fishing Site (RM 162)

Item uanti
River Access
Existing
Repair existing dock . .................... LS
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Table 2-4 -- Alternative 2, Cooks Inlet In-Lieu Fishing Site (RM 162)

Item uanti
River Access
Existing
Land-Based Facilities
Well and new pump house . ................. 1
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2.7.4 Avery Treaty Fishing Access Site.

Alternatives evaluated for this site are on the Washington shore in Klickitat County between
RM 197.0 and 197.8 on The Dalles pool. Alternatives 1 and 2 include a Corps’ administered
public park (Avery Park, RM 197.4) with a graveled parking lot, a vault toilet, picnic tables,
small groin and a damaged boat ramp. Alternative 3 is on federal land upstream of Avery
Park, RM 197.8 and Alternative 4 is downstream at RM 197.0.

The soils are too shallow to provide proper treatment of effluent for a septic/drainfield
system. The sites are also narrow and near the shore. Therefore, only a vault toilet system is
considered for these alternatives.

a. Alternative 1. Features for Alternative 1 are shown in table 2-5 and on plate 5. It
covers 3.1 acres. This alternative recommends development/transfer of the Corps’
administered public park at this location, after improvements to facilities, for a Treaty fishing
access site. Development for this alternative would include repair/upgrade of the existing boat
ramp, groin repair, installing a boat dock, vault toilet building replacement, construction of a
dumpster pad, seeding, and a gravel surface overlay for the access road and parking area.

b. Alternative 2. Features for Alternative 2 are shown in table 2-6 and on plate 6. It
covers 3.1 acres. This alternative also recommends improving the Corps’ administered public
park, then transfer of the site for Treaty fishing access. Improvements include repair/upgrade
of the existing boat ramp, groin repair, installing a boat dock, vault toilet building
replacement, construction of a dumpster pad, planting/seeding, and a gravel surface overlay
for the access road and parking area.

c. Alternative 3. The site for Alternative 3 is shown on plate 7. A conceptual
development plan was not generated, since a large portion of the site extends into the
Burlington Northern Railroad right-of-way. There was no authority in P.L. 100-581 to obtain
lands from the railroad for development of Treaty fishing access. This alternative was
developed for the Working Document.

d. Alternative 4. Features for Alternative 4 are shown in table 2-7 and on plate 8. It
covers 3.7 acres. Development at this alternative includes a boat ramp, groin, boat dock, vault
toilet, and graveling of the access road and parking area. Construction of a boat ramp will
require excavation of in-situ basalt rock with blasting required before removal. A groin is also
necessary for wind protection during launching and loading of boats and to prevent wave
damage to-the boat ramp and dock. This alternative was developed for the Working
Document.
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Table 2-5 -- Alternative 1, Avery Treaty Fishing Access Site (RM 197.4)

Item Quantity
River Access
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Table 2-6 -- Alternative 2, Avery Treaty Fishing Access Site (RM 197.4)

River Access
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Table 2-7 -- Alternative 4, Avery Treaty Fishing Access Site (RM 197.0)

River Access
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2.7.5 Celilo Treaty Fishing Access Site. The Celilo site alternatives evaluated are on the
Oregon shore in Wasco County, near RM 201.5 on the Lake Celilo Pool. Alternatives 1, 2, 4,
and 5 are different levels of development at the legislated site. Alternative 3 presents
development of a Treaty site within the Celilo Park just downstream of the legislated site.

a. Alternative 1. Features for Alternative 1 are shown in table 2-8 and on plate 9. This
alternative proposes full development of the 7.6 acre legislated site. A well will be drilled to
provide potable water and irrigation for lawn and plantings. Landscaping will be comparable
to the level provided at the adjacent public park. Topsoil and mulch (4,100 yd®) are to be
imported and mixed with in-site soils to produce a fertile soil for lawn and plants. The
irrigation system will cover an estimated 110,000 ft*. Approximately one acre of the Celilo
Public Park will be included in the Treaty fishing site for development of a drainfield, thus
permitting on-site sewage disposal. Without this additional land, it would not be cost effective
to provide a fish cleaning station and a restroom/shower building.

b. Alternative 2. Features for Alternative 2 are shown in table 2-9 and on plate 10. This
alternative also proposes full development of the legislated site and covers 7.4 acres. A well
will be drilled to provide potable water and irrigation for the lawn and plantings. Landscaping
will be comparable to that provided at the adjacent public park. Topsoil (5,297 yd®) is to be
imported to produce a fertile soil for lawn and plants. The irrigation system will cover an
estimated 130,000 ft*>. Approximately one acre of the Celilo Park will be included in the
Treaty site for development of a drainfield, thus allowing on-site sewage disposal. Without
this additional land, it would not be cost effective to provide a fish cleaning station and a
restroom/shower building.

c. Alternative 3. Features for Alternative 3 are shown in table 2-10. A conceptual
development plan was not produced. This alternative proposes development of river access
adjacent to the boat ramp in the Celilo Park with limited land-based facilities. A boat ramp
dock would be constructed upstream of the public ramp. An offshore groin in place for the
public ramp would also protect the Tribal ramp. There is sufficient area behind the groin to
construct a new boat ramp for Treaty fishing access. No camping is proposed. The Tribal
fishers would use the facilities at the public park.

d. Alternative 4. Alternative 4 features are in table 2-11. A conceptual plan was not
produced. This alternative is partial development of the legislated site and would provide
mainly river access with limited land-based facilities. It covers 6.3 acres with camping.

e. Alternative 5. Features for Alternative 5 were developed for the Working Document
and are shown in table 2-12 and on plate 11. This alternative proposes full development of the
legislated site for Treaty fishing. Two groins are to be furnished for protection of the boat
ramp and dock. A well will be drilled to provide potable water. Approximately one acre of
the Celilo Public Park will be included in the Treaty fishing site for development of a
drainfield, thus permitting on-site sewage disposal. Without this additional land, it would not
be cost effective to provide a restroom building or fish cleaning station.
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Table 2-8 -- Alternative 1, Celilo Treaty Fishing Access Site (RM 201.5)

Item ' uanti
River Access
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Table 2-9 -- Alternative 2, Celilo Treaty Fishing Access Site (RM 201.5)

Item uanti
River Access
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Table 2-10 -- Alternative 3, Celilo Treaty Fishing Access Site, RM 201.4)

Item uanti
River Access
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Table 2-11 -- Alternative 4, Celilo Treaty Fishing Access Site (RM 201.5)

Item Quantity
River Access
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Table 2-12 -- Alternative 5, Celilo Treaty Fishing Access Site (RM 201.5).

Item uanti
River Access
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2.7.6 Marvhill Treaty Fishing Access Site.

The alternatives considered for this site are on an undeveloped parcel of land within the
existing Maryhill State Park (Washington) near RM 208.2 on The Dalles pool. The site is
immediately upstream (east) of the Sam Hill Memorial Bridge and encompasses
approximately 9.9 acres. The site is on federal land leased to the Washington State Parks
Commission. Through negotiations with the Commission, the Tribes, mainly the Yakama,
obtained Commission approval to exclude the 9.9 acres from the lease to develop a Treaty
fishing access site adjacent to the Maryhill Public Park. Therefore, the Corps has generated
conceptual development plans for the 9.9 acres in consultation with the Washington State
Parks Commission, the four Tribes and BIA.

a. Alternative 1. Features for Alternative 1 are shown in table 2-13 and on plate 12. This
alternative proposes a full range of development for both river access and land-based
facilities. A groin, boat ramp and dock will be developed with an estimated dredging of 500
yd®>. A well will be drilled to provide potable water and irrigation for the lawn and plantings.
Landscaping will be comparable to the level provided at the adjacent public park. The
irrigation system will cover an estimated 51,000 ft*. A drainfield will be developed for on-site
sewage disposal. Four camping sites with paved pullouts will be developed. Two shelters will
be provided for group activities.

b. Alternative 2. Features for Alternative 2 are shown in table 2-14 and on plate 13.
This alternative also proposes a full array of development for both river access and land-based
facilities. A groin, boat ramp and dock will be developed with an estimated dredging of 2,000
yd®. A well is proposed to provide potable water and irrigation for the lawn and plantings.
Landscaping will be comparable to the level provided at the adjacent public park. The
irrigation system will cover an estimated 43,000 ft>. A drainfield will be developed for on-site
sewage disposal. Four camping sites will be designated in the open area identified on the
drawings. Two shelters will be provided for group activities.
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Table 2-13 -- Alternative 1, Maryhill Treaty Fishing Access Site (RM 208)

Item uanti
River Access
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Table 2-14 -- Alternative 2, Maryhill Treaty Fishing Access Site (RM 208)

Item uanti
River Access
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2.7.7 Cliffs Treaty Fishing Access Site.

The shoreline between RM 214 and 215 on the Washington shore, Lake Celilo Pool, in
Klickitat County were investigated for potential locations for Cliffs including the legislated
site. Two alternatives were selected for further evaluation, both at or near RM 214.
Alternative 1 is the legislated site and covers 8.5 acres. Alternative 2 is immediately
downstream of the Alternative 1 and also covers 8.5 acres.

The legislated site (Alternative 1) is within Cliffs Park, administered by the Corps. Facilities
at the park include a gravel boat ramp in disrepair, a gravel parking area and pit toilets.

a. Alternative 1. Features for Alternative 1 are shown in table 2-15 and on plate 14.
Two groins are provided to protect the boat ramp and dock. A well/pumphouse and water
system are included to provide potable water. Four camping sites will be provided. This
alternative was developed for the Working Document.

b. Alternative 2. Proposed features for Alternative 2 are shown in table 2-16 and on
plate 15. Two groins are provided to protect the boat ramp and dock. A well/pumphouse and
water system are included to provide potable water. This alternative was also developed for
the Working Document.

Table 2-15 -- Alternative 1, Cliffs Treaty Fishing Access Site, (RM 214)

Item uanti
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Table 2-16 -- Alternative 2, Cliffs Treaty Fishing Access Site, (RM 214)

Item uanti
River Access
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2.7.8 Rufus Treaty Fishing Access Site.

The shoreline between RM 212 and 213 on the Oregon shore, Lake Celilo Pool, in Sherman
County were investigated for potential locations for Rufus, including the legislated site. Four
alternatives were selected for further evaluation. Alternatives 1 and 2 are different levels of
development for the legislated site at RM 212.4. Alternative 3 and 4 are downstream of the
legislated site at RM 212 and RM 212.8, respectively.

a. Alternative 1. Alternative 1 features are in table 2-17 and on plate 16. The site is 2.5
acres. This alternative provides no river access, a paved pullout with two parking spaces and
grass seeding in disturbed areas.

b. Alternative 2. Alternative 2 features are in table 2-18 and on plate 17. The site is 2.2
acres. This alternative provides no river access, a paved pullout with two parking spaces,
plantings for nonvegetated areas; topsoil (530 yd®) will be imported to provide fertile soil.

c. Alternative 3. Features for Alternative 3 are shown in table 2-19 and on plate 18. This
site is 15.4 acres. River access is provided with a groin, boat ramp and dock. Potable water
will be furnished with a well, pumphouse and water system. Five informal camping areas will
be provided. This alternative was developed for the Working Document.

d. Alternative 4. Alternative 4 features were developed for the Working Document and

are in table 2-20 and on plate 19. The site is 4.8 acres. River access is provided with two
groins, a boat ramp and dock. Potable water will not be provided.
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Table 2-17 -- Alternative 1, Rufus Treaty Fishing Access Site (RM 212.4)

Item uanti
River Access
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Table 2-18 -- Alternative 2, Rufus Treaty Fishing Access Site (RM 212.4)
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Table 2-19 -- Alternative 3, Rufus Treaty Fishing Access Site, (RM 212)

Item Quantity
River Access
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Table 2-20 -- Alternative 4, Rufus Treaty Fishing Access Site (RM 212.8)

Item uanti
River Access
T S e (Y NPT ST ) . S 2
T e S T e S e ST ey 1
Dock (MEW) .o oottt 800 ft?
Land-Based Facilities
Vault toidets . . ... . cive s cnnve e 1
Py Ry CORNEEY e o i oo U e 26
Fixed Costs
BION=EIRIET o1 BT a) 1 ) T0lS o 4SATE <58 e e )8 1] Rt e LS
SaF P ETRRIIE i ol Bk b e S et 3,110 yd?
L ST IR S S A o PRI



2.7.9 Preachers Eddv Treaty Fishing Access Site.

The shoreline between RM 213 and 214 on the Oregon shore, Lake Celilo Pool, in Sherman
County were investigated for potential site locations for Preachers Eddy including the
legislated site. No alternate locations were identified for the site. Three alternatives which
include a portion of the legislated site were selected for further evaluation. Each alternative
demonstrates a different level of development for the same site at RM 213.5.

Development of the total legislated site would impact the Giles French Park. The legislated
site includes the public boat ramps, parking area and vault toilets for the park. Each
alternative will maintain public access to launch boats. The existing parking area and vault
toilets would also remain as part of the public park system. The Corps, which launches a boat-
from Giles French Park to perform maintenance on the downstream face of the John Day
Dam at RM 215.5, has a vested interest in maintaining public river access.

For Alternatives 1 and 2 the public boat ramp would be relocated upstream to provide an area
for a Treaty fishing boat ramp within the proposed boundary of the site. This would also
provide separate Treaty fishing and public recreation facilities. Relocation will require
construction of two new boat ramps, one for the Treaty fishing access site and one for the
public park.

a. Alternative 1. Features for Alternative 1 are shown in table 2-21 and on plate 20. The
site is 5 acres. This alternative primarily provides only river access for Treaty fishing and
includes rehabilitation of the existing groin, two new boat ramps and 3,200 ft* of dock. The
boat ramps will be separated by docks. A hand rail will be installed in the middle of the
docks with signing to identify exclusive Treaty fishing use. A new well will be drilled and a
pump installed to provide irrigation for landscaped areas. The irrigation system will cover
43,000 ft?. Top soil and mulch (1,600 yd®) will be imported to mix with native soil to provide
fertile soil for the lawn and plantings.

b. Alternative 2. Features for Alternative 2 are shown in table 2-22 and on plate 21. The
site is 4.2 acres. This alternative also primarily provides only river access for Treaty fishing
and includes rehabilitation of the existing groin, two new boat ramps and 3,200 ft* of dock.
The boat ramps will be separated by docks. A hand rail will be installed in the middle of the
docks with signing to identify exclusive Treaty fishing use. A new well will be drilled and a
pump installed to provided irrigation for landscaped areas. The irrigation system will cover
55,000 ft*. Top soil (2,307 yd*) will be imported to mix with native soil to provide fertile soil
for the lawn and plantings.

c. Alternative 3. Alternative 3 was developed for the Working Document with proposed
features in table 2-23 and on plate 22. The site is 3.7 acres. This alternative essentially
provides only river and includes a new groin, a new boat ramp and 800 ft* of dock. The
quantity of rock for the groin is larger due to the increased length of groin required and the
water depth near shore at the end of the groin which approaches 40 feet.
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Table 2-21 -- Alternative 1, Preachers Eddy Treaty Fishing Access Site (RM 213.5)

Item Quantity
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R U R SR S WG R y)
R L S R 2 75 5 e e e e e L 1,600 ft?
Land-Based Facilities »
Wellandpump house . ... . ... veiiecqunos 1
L e N i ST 1
Parking simas fpavedy o ol b en dit re e 12
IARERTIRET PRIERET. . ooy 90 = (8 Vo 65 8 AT 1o oL 5 oy L
LT R e SR S T S R T Several
RNt n e o g e 1,600 yd?
OSBRI BRI v . ia/1ie 2y 55 ¢ Vi e £ 1S s 43,000 ft?
Fixed Costs
S L SRS o o e B 4% e 6 I e LS
(% 0T B T oS U S R PR LS
ERIAMRS OO 5w« o ovse: b s S0 b0 el o 1,200 If
AT PEOBE: o i= 0 Wil Dira r T 4,260 yd*
T a1 e e T B~ R PR S - & LS

Table 2-22 -- Alternative 2, Preachers Eddy Treaty Fishing Access Site (RM 213.5)

Item uanti
River Access
CrEorn) SIERRABIE 272 = vaiele s o horhe e nga1e s B 200 1If
A YO o Sy ST ROk p el A e e L SR ATV 2
A e e e e P e A A T Prye Baaacs 3,200 ft?
Land-Based Facilities
i - S R RN AR P S 2
e VT T i e | R SR I e I 12
{5 e T R R R SN AT | el 2
i R I (T e Several
s s o1 PRI L RS 52 5 R vl A 2,307 yd*
Irrigations SYSIEMmM . . v v ew v inemcsinnna 55,000 ft?
Fixed Costs
PR EIEREEIY 0\ s 0o b it b8 e e s T LS
ERREE S FOMER L o s i e e ke el 1,200 If
ARSI DATIOE " .1c oo Enie i e s e oy D 4,260 yd?
B BREREINY. | ol a W s a g AN o LE i S A LS
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Table 2-23 -- Alternative 3, Preachers Eddy Treaty Fishing Access Site, (RM 213.5)

Item Quantity
River Access
T e R e R e e i e A S e B 1
R S N ek 6 8 i T i AT L 1
L R R . L o R O 800 ft?
Land-Based Facilities
PR IR .- v 51 s o o oy i o= m e e =
el e R e LN L S S 26
3T T T A e S ) B 2
Fixed Costs
Mob-Demob . ......... ... ... . ... .. . ... LS
PO EBBOR o s v e i 2 G e 1) 2,200 If
AR DRGS0 i e e e 5,000 yd?
R Rl ot e e e e RN LR LS

2.7.10 North Shore Treaty Fishing Access Site.

An embayment of the Columbia River near RM 215.9 on the John Day Pool, Washington
shore in Klickitat County, was investigated for potential locations for North Shore, including
the legislated site. Groundwater in the area is believed to be contaminated and in short supply.
Alternatives 1, 2, and 4 are basically on the same five acres of land adjacent to Railroad
Island Park administered by the Corps. The legislated site, Alternative 3, has no vehicle
access. Establishing access would result in extensive environmental impacts and high
construction costs.

a. Alternative 1. Features for Alternative 1 are shown in table 2-24 and on plate 23. Site
acreage is 5.5. This alternative basically provides only river access for Treaty fishing and
includes a new boat ramp and 800 ft* of dock. The new boat ramp for Tribal fishers will be
constructed adjacent to (west of) the existing boat ramp for Railroad Island Park. The boat
ramps will be separated by docks. A hand rail will be installed in the middle of the docks
with signing to identify exclusive Treaty fishing use. A portion of the existing parking area
for Railroad Island Park will be transferred with the Treaty fishing access site. Four gravel
parking lots will be provided along the access road near the middle of the site for exclusive
Tribal use.

b. Alternative 2. Proposed features for Alternative 2 are shown in table 2-25 and on
plate 24. The site acreage is 5. This alternative provides river access for Treaty fishing and
includes a new boat ramp and 800 ft* of dock. Two camping areas are to be furnished and the
access and parking lot (four parking areas) will be paved. Top soil (4,000 yd®) will be
imported to ensure fertile soil for plantings.
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c. Alternative 3. Features for Alternative 3 are shown in table 2-26 and on plate 25. The
site is 7.5 acres. This alternative is on the legislated site and has no vehicular access. No
conventional river access for Treaty fishing has been included in this alternative. Two
informal camping areas will be provided with a vault toilet. This alternative was developed
for the Working Document.

Table 2-24 -- Alternative 1, North Shore Treaty Fishing Access Site (RM 215.9)

Item uanti
River Access
TIONIEFRPAIL L n T wd; T v SRR RIS S I I 1
117 | ST e e SO Fr o e g SRS i 1,600 ft*
Land-Based Facilities
T gL S RN RS ) ST g P AL WO 1
Parking areas (gravel) .............000c..n, 4
FORDEEOErBRNE UL A T SRR e s g 1
7 el R S e R LS
Fixed Costs
Mob-Demob .............. .. ... ... . ... LS
ERRVEEANTIREING. o o)~ b o aA e e 550 yd®
LTyl P S R O L S 1,100 If
0y e (T PR G, o, SR LS

Table 2-25 -- Alternative 2, North Shore Treaty Fishing Access Site (RM 215.9)

Item uanti
River Access
5T R N SN S | 1
e e R [ B T SR ) e e 800 ft?
Rock excavation .............oenvee.. 1,000 yd?
Land-Based Facilities
SRORIY RS S B S 8 S e G R 1
RN BRI ST ¢ s 00 e e i e R e i e 2
Parking areas (paved) ...... .o eq < ae . caas s o
T G L SR T L SR 1
L L R D N S T R T | S Several
TR, s i s sre mrsos bomrbos i A DB P4 4,000 yd®
Fixed Costs
NGO | oo o e e e e B g e o Al LS
b T T TR R S S o e 1,660 yd?
RIS BB " a i s el ve dlath e 1,100 If
B RIS | o' e 5] s oo ave 0Tl PO ATOESE M 3 T LS
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Table 2-26 -- Alternative 3, North Shore Treaty Fishing Access Site (RM 215.9)

Item uantity
River Access
None
Land-Based Facilities
I T e s T ol Byl ey 1
tmnd i ntongl) | oo R el T el L e 2
Fixed Costs
SR T = = i U e i e WA T L LS
N S S I A LS
Bonndi TSR - - . i b v s d el e 1,500 If

d. Alternative 4. Proposed features for Alternative 4 are shown in table 2-27 and on
plate 26. Site acreage is 4.8. This alternative will have river access for Treaty fishing.
The new boat ramp for Tribal fishers will be constructed adjacent to (east of) the existing
boat ramp for Railroad Island Park. The boat ramps will be separated by docks. A hand
rail will be installed in the middle of the docks with signing to identify exclusive Treaty
fishing use. Two informal camping areas will be provided. Seven gravel parking lots will
be furnished near the middle of the site with a gravel access road. This alternative was
developed for the Working Document.

Table 2-27 -- Alternative 4, North Shore Treaty Fishing Access Site,(RM 215.9)

Item uanti
River Access
B e e R AR iy £ SRR SRR, 1 o TS 1
R L St s namis e sie wal e 1,600 ft
Land-Based Facilities
P50 T R M AR o o) i 5 1
CHeeen HORORHIBEY « oo s s s s s e e e e b 2
Pt afesk fommvely « (.4 jop ol ol D oA e 6
- Fixed Costs
TR v A AR o A R TR P (e AL LS
Gravel surfacing . .................. 1,700 yd?
IR o R S U e 1,100 If
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2.7.11 LePage Treaty Fishing Access Site.

This site is within LePage Park, a Corps’ administered public park, at the confluence of the
John Day and Columbia Rivers near Columbia River RM 217.8 on the John Day Pool,
Oregon shore in Sherman County. The Oregon shoreline of the Columbia and John Day
Rivers in the vicinity of the legislated site were investigated for possible alternative locations
of a Treaty fishing access site, but no feasible site was found.

Each of the three alternatives being considered for a portion of the legislated site proposes a
different level of development. The northern segment of the legislated site is within the
interstate highway (I-84) right-of-way.

a. Alternative 1. Proposed features for Alternative 1 are shown in table 2-28 and on
plate 27. The site is 1.9 acres. This alternative will establish river access and camping on or
adjacent to the legislated site. A new boat ramp will be constructed adjacent to the existing
boat ramp for LePage Park. A portion of the existing parking area for LePage Park has been
included in this alternative to provide camping facilities near the new Tribal boat ramp. Due
to the small acreage designated for this alternative, it will not be possible to furnish other
land-based facilities such as a restroom/shower building, fish drying shed, and fish cleaning
station.

b. Alternative 2. Features for Alternative 2 are shown in table 2-29 and on plate 28. Site
acreage is 2.7. This alternative also provides a boat ramp adjacent to the existing LePage Park
boat ramp. However, many of the land-based facilities will be on a bench to the west that
overlooks the LePage Park. There is sufficient area on the bench to provide a full range of
land-based facilities. A restroom/shower building is not included because the soils on the
bench are shallow or nonexistent and a drainfield cannot be developed. This alternative
provides more separation between Tribal fishers and the recreational public than Alternative 1,
but the Tribal fishers who camp would be farther than they desire from the Tribal boat ramp.

c. Alternative 3. Features for Alternative 3 are shown in table 2-30 and on plate 29. Acreage
for this site is 2.8 acres. This alternative also provides a boat ramp adjacent to the existing
LePage Park boat ramp. As with Alternative 2, many of the land-based facilities will be on a
bench to the west that overlooks the LePage Park. There is sufficient area on the bench to
provide a full range of land-based facilities. A restroom/shower building is not included
because the soils on the bench in this location are shallow or nonexistent and a drainfield can
not be installed. Further, potable water or landscaping of the upland area will not be included.
This alternative provides more separation between Tribal fishers and the recreational public
than Alternative 1, but the Tribal fisher are farther than they desire from the Tribal boat ramp.
This alternative was developed for the Working Document.
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Table 2-28 -- Alternative 1, LePage Treaty Fishing Access Site (RM 217.8)

Item uanti
River Access
T e R S S Y 1
e L e Rt & R 3 T 1,200 ft?
Land-Based Facilities
Ui g e T T L S N L (e 1,100 If
g Tk 2 SR e S N SRS, L 1
RPRTIT PRREE B 00 5 10) i wra i3 A s er et I sl s 1w 2
CAMNPIBG BUBE .+ o o niv v o oins ajmm o s saain v s pie =t 5
Pk BEERE CRATEH 1.0 10057215 she =iz v i/ 0 5T 15
I D T U S-S S 2
LT 15 P00 2 2. a5V ) g N g B & 5 L Several
SO - S b T s e 1,400 yd?
TERIORAA SYRERY, ~oca e . o o m osmm e ne e o 26,000 ft*
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Dulgide-RolnD sostom <0 . i d e el 1
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Table 2-29 -- Alternative 2, LePage Treaty Fishing Access Site (RM 217.8)

Item uanti
River Access
BORETEEY: .0 man oo tre enn mida air s e b nane I
R | Rt il i er ST s il b i e 1,200 ft?
Dredging in place fill ................ 4,400 yd’
Land-Based Facilities
Vel andl Srans BOmEe: o i de ey e 1
S R R R, (5 e 00 (o e o b v T T s 1,600 If
BT Tl e A 1
e e g R TP SR i S 1
A RGNS AL S (R US g WY NS s 2
e T R U SR BN 5
T e N S S h PATCI I L gy A 1
Palomif arene-(pavEd) - . o ooty s vrn ss s en graceinn g 15
SRR PR e & sl s raliti Win e semarh 2
PRANRII. UL 0l by n o e Bomie e siuiae i Several
Cim o A S e P e 2,200 yd’
Terigation SYSBM = : i . ey vt b s 60,000 ft*
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5 B R Nk R § i e § el S SRS LS
Catistide TSoBONS SUSTETI. . . o s 0o ¥ feirios & 8 Sisninn 1
T T P | PRPPRRIREMRLT S e ) 4,500 yd?
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Table 2-30 -- Alternative 3, LePage Treaty Fishing Access Site (RM 217.8)

Item uanti
River Access
RN L el o s il S S o e b e e e 35000 Ra 1
L R PSS el O A S ey 1,200 ft*
Dredping mplsge Il ..o o - e s aiy o 4,400 yd’
Land-Based Facilities
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5 R T 1 A T P R e S LE Sep SE 1
Fish cloaning 8@on ., .. oc.ivnrnrsucmnons 1
b0 T N T PRI e e e T e 1
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SAOEARNRSENL D ey e e o ke e e ES
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GO BIEREIET « '\ sty 00 0B 2l e 4,500 yd*
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ST e R e S Y LS

2.7.12 Goodnoe Treaty Fishing Access Site.

A majority of the legislated site is within the Burlington Northern Railroad right-of-way.
Consequently, an alternative site location was evaluated upstream of the legislated site.
Water depths immediately offshore in the area are too shallow to provide boat access;
therefore, a boat ramp was not considered in the three alternative levels of development.

a. Alternative 1. Features for Alternative 1 are shown in table 2-31 and on plate 30.
For this alternative, only minor improvements are considered for the 5-acre site. There
are no plans to improve the existing road into the site; however, a small gravel parking
area and vault toilet will be provided.

b. Alternative 2. Features for Alternative 2 are shown in table 2-32 and on plate 31.
This site is 3.3 acres. The development plan includes gravel surfacing of the access road
into the site and a small parking area on-site. A vault toilet will also be furnished.
Informal camping and a dumpster pad are included in this alternative only.

c. Alternative 3. Features for Alternative 3 are shown in table 2-33 and on plate 32.

The development plan includes gravel surfacing of the access road into the 2.8 acre site.
This alternative was developed for the Working Document.
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Table 2-31 -- Alternative 1, Goodnoe Treaty Fishing Access Site (RM 225.4)

Item uanti
River Access
None
Land-Based Facilities
R T T (P ST SR S P e L e W 1
s S T - S i R e 2
Fixed Costs
Mob-Demob . ......... ... ... ... ... .. ... LS
CRMELIIRTE | v e i s R 1 570 yd?
Boundary-femoe - .. .. ... i e na e s 700 1f
Rt D L T Pea I e = oy LS
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Table 2-32 -- Alternative 2, Goodnoe Treaty Fishing Access Site (RM 225.4)

Item Quantity
River Access
None
Land-Based Facilities
7 T S Y £t 1
Informal eRrapARE BIBES L ik o< S s e me v s elh 3
Parking areas (gravel) ................. L I
BT T T L e B ot B 1
Fixed Costs
R R s R M a7 R 1 e i (OO LS
BT 7 O G e A PN 10,600 yd?
T30 Tt S ) S 700 1f
S DRI S e S DR o LR e s o LS

Table 2-33 -- Alternative 3, Goodnoe Treaty Fishing Access Site (RM 225.4)

Item uanti
River Access
None
Land-Based Facilities
LTS i oA e e e e s i O D R e 1
Fixed Costs
07 TR T R R R S LS
ERraol et o T Ve e e e i 10,600 yd?
Boundary femte . ..... .0 005 veereenrrrn 700 If
IR BRI [, e e A S i e 5.7 (6 T g = 0 LS
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2.7.13 Pasture Point Treaty Fishing Access Site.

This legislated site has the potential to accommodate a full range of development; however, a
railroad crossing is required to access the site. The crossing will also serve Goodnoe and Rock
Creek. The soils are too shallow to provide proper treatment of effluent from a
septic/drainfield system; therefore, only a vault toilet system is considered for the alternatives.
Three different levels of development were evaluated for the legislated site.

a. Alternative 1. Features for Alternative 1 are shown in table 2-34 and on plate 33. This
alternative provides the full range of facilities for Treaty fishing access. A groin is to be
provided on the upstream side of the boat ramp. Dredging of approximately 5,000 yd® of
material is anticipated to provide river access. A well will be drilled and a water distribution
system with an electrical pump installed to provide potable water. Twelve camp areas are to
be developed. The access road(s) in or adjacent to the camping area and the parking lot will
be paved. The remainder of the access road(s) will be graveled. An estimated transfer of 53.4
acres of federal land is recommended and has been identified on the drawings.

b. Alternative 2. Features for Alternative 2 are shown in table 2-35 and on plate 34. The
site is 12.5 acres. This alternative also provides the full range of facilities for Treaty fishing
access but fewer land-based facilities have been included than for Alternative 1. The
anticipated dredging for this alternative is 4,500 yd® for river access. A well will be drilled
and a manual water pump installed to provide potable water. Five camp areas are to be
developed. The access road(s) in or adjacent to the camping area and the parking lot will be
paved. The remainder of the access road(s) will be gravel.

c. Alternative 3. Features for Alternative 3 are shown in table 2-36 and on plate 35. Site
acreage is 16.0. This alternative provides river access and land-based facilities but with fewer
features than the previous two alternatives. No dredging has been included. A well will be
drilled and a manual water pump installed to provide potable water. Five camp areas are to be
developed. The access road(s) in or adjacent to the camping area and the parking lot will be
paved. This alternative was developed for the Working Document.
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Table 2-34 -- Alternative 1, Pasture Point Treaty Fishing Access Site (RM 226.5)

River Access

1 e A e T RN IR R S | 1
RPN | o 2 St B o e haew a3 Byl et e 1
07 Ll I R [ O L 800 ft*
RN REN Y o £oeralh, o i (o R CE A b 5,000 yd?
Land-Based Facilities
ek Sel B FUOUSE 12 o505 0= iivm i a e oy 1
b T TR P P S S WA R P 1,300 If
T ) e S R RS R SO S 1
R e R S RN ) e T e 1
I B e Tn 1) o T o e 0 o oam I e 3 ek 2
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P T L RSN L LS A 1
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Table 2-35 -- Alternative 2, Pasture Point Treaty Fishing Access Site (RM 226.5)

Item uanti
River Access
BORBLSEYID .. .. e e s e e s a0 e e 1
e A e SRR S e = = e T 800 ft*
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Table 2-36 -- Alternative 3 Pasture Point Treaty Fishing Access Site (RM 226.5)

Item uanti
River Access
Boatramp ...-. 1 T Ly e g B L 1
RIDRHEN [~ s cory STy S 800 ft*
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Well with manusl pump & . ... L uie e it b g e 1
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2.7.14 Rock Creek Treaty Fishing Access Site.

The legislated site is very narrow and has restricted development potential. Federal lands to
the west have been included to provide additional development. The nearshore water is
shallow, and the nearshore river bottom has a 3 to 6 percent slope. Shore lands are also
subject to periodic flooding when the pool is at maximum elevation. None of these shore
conditions are conducive to construction of a conventional boat ramp; therefore, a boat ramp
has not been considered. Three different levels of development were evaluated for the
legislated site and only provide minimum land-based facilities due to site conditions.

a. Alternative 1. Proposed features for Alternative 1 are shown in table 2-37 and on
plate 36. The site is 5.0 acres. Only minimum land-based facilities are to be furnished at Rock
Creek. This will include a vault toilet and graveling of the parking lot.

b. Alternative 2. Features for Alternative 2 are shown in table 2-38 and on plate 37.
This alternative provides 4 acres for transfer. Three informal camping sites, a vault toilet and
dumpster pad are included, as well as gravel surfacing for the access road between Pasture
Point and Rock Creek and the parking lot.

c. Alternative 3. Features for Alternative 3 are shown in table 2-39 and on plate 38. This
alternative provides approximately 5.7 acres for transfer. Three informal camping sites, a vault
toilet, and a gravel surface for the access road between Pasture Point and Rock Creek and the
parking lot are included. This alternative was developed for the Working Document.

Table 2-37 -- Alternative 1, Rock Creek Treaty Fishing Access Site (RM 227.5)

Item Quantity
River Access
None
Land-Based Facilities
CEBOREEN I, e S i e & §IEE B o e 1
PR PR TEERE) e s o g e e e T 2
Fixed Costs
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Table 2-38 -- Alternative 2, Rock Creek Treaty Fishing Access Site (RM 227.5)

Item uanti
River Access
None
Land-Based Facilities
UL BRIl o a0 e s ros . ate) DVl 2 n ek 1
Inioringl comping BEE - . . v« 50 v sin g mie s s = 3
RNV TR | 5 /a4 ol i e R D e o A A 1
Fixed Costs
PREIREINIRIE e vl b = Bl e e oA e 6 o R LS
Gravel surface .................... 5,700 yd?
[T o 4 W' 5ot Kl oo b 3 MRS o i S LS

Table 2-39 -- Alternative 3, Rock Creek Treaty Fishing Access Site (RM 227.5)

[tem uanti
River Access
None
Land-Based Facilities
Vol SotsEs. |, . on v o iimn w mirmw iy gy 1
RIS CRIOIBRALY . b i oo o o WP et e T 3
Fixed Costs
T N P - 0 e e o LS
CEavel Sueloe oliiad L Sirdan lia ke a5 A0 5,700 yd?
BT o o welen 2 r A ainy vy e L 800 If
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2.7.15 Sundale Treaty Fishing Access Site.

This legislated site includes a Corps’ administrated public park, Sundale, and is currently used
by both the public and Tribal fishers. Alternative locations on federal lands were investigated
from the legislated site downstream to RM 235. However, no sites were identified that were
suitable for Treaty fishing access site development. Three levels of development (alternatives)
were considered for the appropriate portion of the legislated site and adjacent federal property.

The facilities at Sundale Park include a picnic area, swim beach, boat ramp, parking lot and
vault toilet. The asphalt-surfaced parking lot can accommodate five vehicles with boat trailers.

Because groundwater in the Sundale Park area is at or near the surface, these site conditions

are not conducive for a drainfield to process on-site sewage. Therefore, only a vault toilet
system will be considered.
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a. Alternative 1. Features for Alternative 1 are shown in table 2-40 and on plate 39.
Acreage for this site is 5.3. This alternative will include the full range of facilities for Treaty
fishing access. The prominent items are discussed. A new boat ramp and dock are to be
provided. Approximately 740 yd® of dredging is anticipated to provide sufficient depth for
boat access to and from the ramp. A new well will be drilled and a pump and water
distribution system installed to furnish potable water. Three camping areas and one vault toilet
are to be furnished. Some landscaping of the site will be provided. An overlay of the existing
asphalt surface is also included with a turnaround near the entrance to the site.

b. Alternative 2. Features for Alternative 2 are shown in table 2-41 and on plate 40. The
site is 5.3 acres. This alternative will include the full range of facilities for treaty fishing. A
new boat ramp and dock are to be provided. Approximately 2,000 yd® of dredging is
anticipated to provide sufficient depth for boat access to and from the ramp. A new well will
be drilled and a pump and water distribution system installed to furnish potable water. Six
camping sites and one vault toilet are to be furnished. Some landscaping will be provided.
Topsoil (100 yd®) is to be imported to produce a fertile soil for plants. An overlay of the
existing asphalt surface is included.

c. Alternative 3. Features for Alternative 3 are shown in table 2-42 and on plate 41. This
alternative will also include the full range of facilities. The prominent features are discussed.
A new boat ramp and dock are to be provided. Approximately 2,000 yd® of dredging is
anticipated to provide adequate depth for boat access. A new well will be drilled and a pump
and water distribution system installed to furnish potable water. Six camping sites and one
vault toilet are to be furnished. An overlay of the existing asphalt surface is included. This
alternative was developed for the Working Document. '

Table 2-40 -- Alternative 1, Sundale Treaty Fishing Access Site (RM 236.2)

River Access
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Fixed Costs
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Table 2-41. -- Alternative 2, Sundale Treaty Fishing Access Site (RM 236.2)

River Access

o AL A Y S DR SR e 1 1
DI (s e b s sond ~og Nl che ML 800 ft?
Dredging . ...........coveuiuniun... 2,000 yd’
Land-Based Facilities
Well and new pump house . ................. 1
T B PR TR T s 1,000 If
L, g SR AU Sy 1 AR s N R 1
L vl T T R S R 1y L R 1
LT T R R e N CH AL St M 1
RO % om0 g, v, e Y MO 6
PRI PR fRAOY oy e il ST SO e e 8
B LR S A S, S 1
IRRENRE I 7 ol ii o 2oakte ST s elh WAV Several
e (Lt 1l e Nl e B e < e 100 yd’
Fixed Costs ‘
0 0] T R g S It S, 1, 0l BRI -
ARAEEAC HEIINGE FUMBIL,  wue oo ot ahe T Siatel e e 1
P I S el S L S S AL 3,100 yd?
BROHETCTEOEE . oo r v ol s 6 (W0 il e s 1,700 1If
SR T e GAPR SR L S G S S LS

2-60



Table 2-42 -- Alternative 3 Sundale Treaty Fishing Access Site (RM 236.2)

Item uantity
River Access
VR TSI § o o SN oo w it 0w Ok IR 1
R e s A e ¥ G A A 800 ft*
30T T R B 5 N S 2,000 yd’
Land-Based Facilities
Well and new pump house . ................. 1
LT3 1 e G e e e O S e 1,000 1If
Nt DAL BB . v s avws srwrmm m e iosn aime 1
it o S T T L L R R e 1
&R TN 2 IR A oA g e e I 1
Y R L R S T 6
Parkinp Sremi (ERIBlrgy . Uy o % el e e 8
Fixed Costs A
LG, T Tol A T =S TR e R Sy it JUT L LS
Boundary fense . . oo on v ciwaen o e 1,700 If
T T e e e e T 11T Sy R LS

27916 Rodsevelt Treaty Fishing Access Site.

The legislated site is within the existing Roosevelt Park administered by the Corps and is
primarily composed of rock outcrop with high, near vertical slopes adjacent to the river.
Development of the legislated site was not considered cost effective; other sites were
investigated. Undeveloped federal land upstream of the legislated site and adjacent to the
existing park has been selected for development. An abandoned ferry landing and groin will
be used. Four different levels of development are investigated. Shallow soils prevent
development of a conventional drainfield for disposal of on-site sewage. The drainfield for the
existing park is failing, and the restroom is permanently closed.

a. Alternative 1. Features for Alternative 1 are shown in table 2-43 and on plate 42. This
5-acre alternative site will provide Treaty fishing access and the full range of facilities
including a new boat ramp and dock. A well will be drilled to provide potable water and
irrigation. Landscaping will be comparable to that provided at the adjacent public park.
Topsoil (1,860 yd®) is to be imported to produce a fertile soil for lawn and plants. The
irrigation system will cover an estimated 52,250 ft*. Eight camping sites, 3 vault toilets and 8
parking spaces are to be furnished. The parking lot and access road will be paved.

b. Alternative 2. Features for Alternative 2 are shown in table 2-44 and on plate 43.
There are 5.3 acres designated. This alternative will include the full range of facilities. A new
boat ramp and dock are to be provided. A well will be drilled to provide potable water and
irrigation. Landscaping will be comparable to that provided at the adjacent public park.
Topsoil (4,792 yd®) is to be imported to produce a fertile soil for lawn and plants. The
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irrigation system will cover an estimated 43,560 ft*. Eight camping sites, 3 vault toilets and 8
parking spaces are to be furnished. The parking lot and access road will be paved.

c. Alternative 3. Features for Alternative 3 are shown in table 2-45. A conceptual
development plan was not generated. The site will cover 5.3 acres. A new boat ramp and
dock are to be provided. A well will be drilled to provide potable water and irrigation for the
lawn and plantings. Landscaping will be comparable to that provided at the adjacent public
park. Topsoil (4,792 yd) is to be imported to produce a fertile soil for lawn and plants. The
irrigation system will cover an estimated 43,560 sf. Eight camping sites, a restroom/shower
building, a fish cleaning station and eight parking areas are to be furnished. A pressure
sewage line (6,000 feet) to the city of Roosevelt sewage treatment facility for processing on-
site sewage is included. The parking lot and access road will be paved.

d. Alternative 4. Features for Alternative 4 are shown in table 2-46 and on plate 44.
Acreage for this site is 5.3. This alternative, developed for the Working Document, will also
include the full range of facilities for Treaty fishing access. A new boat ramp and dock are to
be provided. A well will be drilled to provide potable water. Eight camping sites, a vault
toilet, a fish cleaning station, and 26 parking areas are to be furnished. The parking lot and
access road will be paved.

Table 2-43 -- Alternative 1, Roosevelt Treaty Fishing Access Site (RM 241)

Item uanti
River Access
BORLEEMND. 1 . 2l il e o im oim wim me ol g oy o ey 1
R S e it i o 6 T S = la bl 538 €' e B 800 sf
Land-Based Facilities
Wall and Baenp BOssE < v i e aen weee s 0 1
R s A T S P S AL o 500 If
Jorn T e e R 1
RS I BN L W s v S SR e e 1
TR T 1 N R P S 3
IR it e R i) s ) o A Ta 8
Parking areas (paved) ...................... 8
R LT SRR S Pt S e T R o 2
D1 e R P TR A A SR I Several
¢ T s TP A B OR S 1,860 yd*
TETIROLON BERBI 5 Vs s i v e s kg 50,250 ft*
Fixed Costs
TR S T SR T S PSS AT f C s eAARA o LS
Outside lighting system . ............... 2,000 1If
AGHERILRNIIR sus 2 5w Y e s a b 2,430 yd*
21701t L 1o ] N S LD SR 1,100 If
L T T e T e . 7o b e P LS



Table 2-44 -- Alternative 2, Roosevelt Treaty Fishing Access Site (RM 241)

Item uanti
River Access
275 B S VR £ S 1
O G R a2 = Ll 50 il 47 g 08w e o 800 ft?
Land-Based Facilities
o BT T R R R 1
0TI e S P A e R A 600 1If
PEUTRSERENRERRE | < o o orear (v s oy 6 R 0 T § 1
PO EN <o e bt 53 TR R T 0 2 A 7 b 1
Bt Dot R R it S A S 3
PRI R it b /L ot A 2 s ] [y T e i 8
Parking areas (paved) ...................... 8
T g e S it A S 2 L SRS 2
oo A S I i A B e M Several
g ot R R g PR P P e 4,792 yd*
SErEAtOT: BYSEER. . . . . s iua s aiaes e et 43,560 ft?
Fixed Costs
SRR T s e S AR VU S LS
Outside lighting system . ............... 2,000 If
ARO[l (25 N i L R 2,890 yd?
Boundary fence ...........coviuiunn.nn 1,100 If
T L R MR R R e P T I e LS
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Table 2-45 -- Alternative 3, Roosevelt Treaty Fishing Access Site (RM 241)

Item uanti
River Access
oo R IR TR L P P WO T P e 5 - 1
DOTKS. o ire iy b e v hig s re o b A 800 ft?
Land-Based Facilities ,
Well and pump house . .................... 1
e T S P s e 0GOS
RAEREEIANE RPN (- o (i - e b o | pli bl Bawa £F 1
250 Wy . o B LS NG ) e 1
Restroom/shower building . ... o covaiii . 1
Pressure sewer line (4") ($300K) .......... 6,000 If
15 T T L T DN I G SR PR o 1
Camping gitoy « .. . .« cvrirrmmirm e o e s 8
IR s CORTRRY. v 5w @ ice se e i a5 4 e R 8
it L ot A R A S T AT 2
T e o Sl Tl N 2 ) 2 s o L T i 1= 1121 25T Several
1T T e B R NPT D T & i e 4,792 yd’®
Irrigation system ... ................ 43,560 ft*
Fixed Costs
1S e IR G P . LS
Outside hightmg systenm - .o evv e vevonvns 2,000 If
Asphalt paving . ................... 3,000 yd?
ATV g - SRR T S e i 1,100 If
ST v R R e e e I b LS
Table 2-46 -- Alternative 4, Roosevelt Treaty Fishing Access Site (RM 241)
Item uanti
River Access
BOSESHIID, oo nons bonns, b moscammrs o 5o 15re e o1 v N 1
T Eeg R O eI, L Ly g L 800 ft?
Land-Based Facilities |
WOl SO MDA, (275 o o e slei @ o5 s els HiecE 1
LL ey ool H SRS e Ar S I (s 600 1f
AL TEREAPEN 0 v e et e b I S e b5 B TR o)
51T VRS T T i ORI S SO A A L S e 1
A A B o oy . v e e e dhy SO 1
1 i e S R I S O RS gl N T 1
Cutiptie Barermal) . . i oo n we ss e s sne 8
PRans BronR (BBVEE) . i v A van o H TG e 26
Fixed Costs
PR D gt UL SR S R B R e et i LS
s O SR 1 RS 3,000 yd?
BOubtEry T8OGE & e 5 10 sia s stimm wiasa s sy 1,100 1f
BN T ICIINIR O e o & 5o a4 R T N UL e LS



2.7.17 Pine Creek Treaty Fishing Access Site.

This narrow site does not provide sufficient area for full development. Regardless of the level
of development a railroad crossing with drop arms will be required, as well as a new asphalt
access road is also to be constructed. Four levels of development were considered.

a. Alternative 1. Features for Alternative 1 are shown in table 2-47 and on plate 45. This
6.9-acre alternative site will predominately provide river access including a groin, boat ramp
and dock with minimum land-based facilities. These facilities include a vault toilet, 10
parking areas, and a dumpster pad.

b. Alternative 2. Proposed features for Alternative 2 are shown in table 2-48 and on
plate 46. This 7-acre alternative site will also provide predominately river access including a
groin, boat ramp and dock. A vault toilet, two informal camping areas, two parking areas and
a dumpster pad will be furnished. The access road and parking areas are to be paved.

c. Alternative 3. Features for Alternative 3 are shown in table 2-49. A conceptual plan
of development was not generated for this 7.3 acre site. This alternative will provide no river
access but does include limited land-based facilities, including a vault toilet, two informal
camping areas, paved parking, and dumpster pad.

d. Alternative 4. Features for Alternative 4 are shown in table 2-50 and on plate 47.
This 4.6-acre alternative site will provide no river access, but does include limited land-based
facilities, including a vault toilet and two informal camping areas. This alternative was
developed for the Working Document.

Table 2-47 -- Alternative I, Pine Creek Treaty Fishing Access Site (RM 250.2)

Item uanti
River Access
S | e o WS - et S U YT L 1
R N T W B T T 1
e o, L I R B o 1,200 ft
Land-Based Facilities
T A IR~ - SRR, ) | T T 1
Parking areag (PAVEA) . .« . «oie v cnvrmie = narios 10
F T T e A R S TR A 1
LI e et R e P L 4 ac
Fixed Costs
L T e S SR NS et B 3= e St LS
£ T R P L 6,100 yd?
T e e N P G B R S i
RSCTERTA BEREE. 2\ . . L aeesile e i e 1,600 If
L T IR R e S L P LS



Table 2-48 -- Alternative 2, Pine Creek Treaty Fishing Access Site (RM 250.2)

Item Quantity
River Access
T L e L 1 1
e el ¢ R YR Y ¥ 1
B (h R b AT . B, e I 2 = 1,200 ft*
Land-Based Facilities
AR s D3 e St e S o v e 4 1
ORIy FORTONEaEE) ). . S eonlae s R A e e 2 )
PREEIE Ea0 [DAVER] <o o sad st CUNS wa3 e s o e 2
POty SR . ) ol e S e o 1
Fixed Costs
DASESIIGRIDEE & oy a0 mwn vy irinyio (o= s e vy 5 LS
APPR I | o e N g i e e 5,200 yd?
RO CTOSEHIE . 52t ¢ b o a iowree ai a4 405 = an = 8 1
BonrRet IRNeE. . . "2 sy e e Easd bowtiee el 1,500 If
RERDISAE IR o b LT A SIS o e T el i e B LS

Table 2-49 -- Alternative 3, Pine Creek Treaty Fishing Access Site (RM 250.2)

Item uanti
River Access
None
Land-Based Facilities _
NRULE IO = T B s v T e B M T A, L IS 1
Cakana GREErial) . . o 7 s e S st eSS s 2
Parkiny areas(paved) . .0 .o iv s st ciain s n v 2
ENDGEIAE OB T, | ol ot i 0 e aa T e 1
Fixed Costs
e B ) TR R S e B P | B
AL BREID 0 vt a b ey 5,200 yd?
RRlrond CIORSINE. . - & 4wt o - ~wmaine o v o ooeier s 1
T e PR SRR T P N S AT e & 1,500 If
SR SRR /= = 6% el iy yin R gk F AT LS
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Table 2-50 -- Alternative 4, Pine Creek Treaty Fishing Access Site, (RM 250.2)

Item uanti

River Access

' None

Land-Based Facilities
L T T R R e SN U (U 1
SR T R e S B Ly e P RS 2

Fixed Costs
15 e T R P LA e R e - LS
Asphaltpaving . ................... 5,200 yd?
DI PO © . & e Bhrmls oo e B e e ST 1
BoonBayr fente . ... cocvebndaneddciinena 1,500 If
30T T R S S S R BV 0 s LS

2.7.18 Threemile Canyon Treaty Fishing Access Site.

There is no potential to develop adequate Treaty fishing access on this legislated site.
Therefore, additional federal land adjacent to the legislated site will be considered. All
alternatives considered provide separate facilities for exclusive Treaty fishing use and,
therefore, preserve similar facilities for public use at Quesnel Park, administered by the Corps.
Four alternatives have been evaluated, each at a separate location and each furnishing varying
levels of development, but generally all will provide full development appropriate for the
particular site. All of the locations are on an embayment formed with material from the
construction of 1-84.

A conventional drainfield for disposal of on-site sewage will not be possible due to shallow
soils in the area. Therefore, a vault toilet system is recommended for all alternatives. There is
no drainfield for Quesnel Park.

a. Alternative 1. Features for Alternative 1 are shown in table 2-51 and on plate 48. This
33.2-acre alternative site is directly adjacent to Quesnel Park on the downstream side. The
public boat ramp will be relocated upstream to allow placement of the Tribal ramp adjacent to
the existing groin. This will provide a ramp within the area designated for transfer and will
also separate incompatible uses at this location. If the public boat ramp is not relocated, two
separate areas for exclusive Tribal use will have to be designated and transferred. There will
also be unnecessary crossover of vehicular traffic by Tribal fishers and public boaters to park
vehicles in the designated parking after launching boats. Approximately 300 yd® of dredging is
anticipated to ensure adequate depth for boat access to and from the ramp. Prominent land-
based facilities will include two vault toilets, six camping sites, a new shelter, seeding, paved
parking areas (eight), and an access road.
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b. Alternative 2. Features for Alternative 2 are shown in table 2-52 and on plate 49. The
site will cover 33.2 acres. This alternative is also immediately downstream of Quesnel Park.
However the boat ramp and dock will be placed downstream of the existing groin with an in-
water fill (15,000 yd’® and 2,200 yd® of riprap) required for proper placement of the ramp.
With the ramp perpendicular to the groin, boats can be launched during windy conditions. The
land-based facilities will include two vault toilets, six camping sites, a shelter, seeding. paved
parking areas (eight), and an access road.

c. Alternative 3. Features for Alternative 3 are shown in table 2-53 and on plate 50.
Acreage for this site is 11.2. This alternative is downstream of Quesnel Park near the end of
the embayment next to an existing breakwater and generally provides full development. A
new boat ramp and dock are to be provided. Landscaping will be minimal and consist of
several plantings. Two vault toilets, four camping sites, new shelter, five paved parking areas
and an access road will be provided.

d. Alternative 4. Features for Alternative 4 are shown in table 2-54 and on plate 51.
This 18-acre alternative site is downstream of Quesnel Park near the middle of the
embayment. River access will include a groin, boat ramp and dock but will require 500 yd® of
dredging. A vault toilet and 26 paved parking areas are also provided. A new paved access
road (700 feet) will be constructed. This alternative was developed for the Working
Document.

Table 2-51 -- Alternative 1, Threemile Canyon Fishing Access Site (RM 255)

Item uanti
River Access
S S e R (I | B Sy g
B i~ T &) T s A Dl 800 ft?
AP T o AR e AL oL IS ) 300 yd®
Land-Based Facilities
TR s AR P e AV ) e L 1
PRSERTNOERG | « 1.5y i m e e L ML Kt R S 1
A 1L T e MR M S AV A Sy el L 2
L T e, ) PSS SIS e 6
i T T R i — XIS SN 1 A [y W= 1
Parking sreas (paved) ... ... .. vmevnseeeas 8
2T T R R PR LS ARl 8 1
T o e . S, (- LS
Fixed Costs
DTONLIEIION. o s 0 S i e e b B i LE
ot T e o 2,860 yd?
BT TR L S D e PR R e e 3,700 If
LT 10 e S I B el | LS LS
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Table 2-52 -- Alternative 2, Threemile Canyon Fishing Access Site (RM 255)

Item uanti
River Access
R I e (T e ok w7 o W AT o e R o ey |
2 BT EL O R R il Tl P - YTAAS 800 ft?
R g R ey R M 15,000 yd’
1L s e i e B e 2,200 yd’
Land-Based Facilities
TR IR I e i (L % ol e OB B M s 1
I g LA N D - O 1
R R R ITI 0T (a- i 0 8 et e A i Al A b e & 2
£ o A S (N N AT 6
D e o 4 VL 0 i B = | e e T P 1
Prilmg etk (ppved) .0 o0 s . wall ve 250 c5a e ks 8
LRI . 2 Dibn o E==feces D as (= oo TNl 20 a0 o 1
S R R e e e S SO LS
Fixed Costs
L T R AN S e e R e LS
T ORI Rl B 2,860 yd*
T L L B e e - S N P i 3,700 If
T T R = R L < LS

Table 2-53 -- Alternative 3, Threemile Canyon Fishing Access Site (RM 255)

River Access

T SRy A s L | A B 1
i e e ma AR R W U St T 800 ft*
R e . 4 i tre it A e e Pt 300 yd’
Land-Based Facilities
Net repair area . ...... e O R e o i 1
R I TR S P SR | SRR v S 1
7 e T T iy S5 S gl e R T g 2
AT R e e R L £ S 4
bt L e e e A P U A e SRR 1
RIS SR BV . .iv o s e ot e anyn o >
BIPRS00 0 RS s 1
e S s & T w5 P ol g, ' e Several
Fixed Costs
I R R S A e P LS
i 3t (O e Sy AR R 2,400 yd?
Chpial SHEFREERE ... .. . L U e i e b 2,900 yd?
HORONes FEOER: . i ciiscm - m iy s 2,200 If
i L5 e (e A S B Rt S N S LS



Table 2-54 -- Alternative 4, Threemile Canyon Fishing Access Site (RM 255.1)

Item uanti
River Access
25 e S RS ey AT SRS A R e A B 1
L e e L) s 5155 - 1
N e it lae L A GEE 2 o M A e el iy 2 800 ft*
| 97017 A S S s L S 500 yd’
Land-Based Facilities
NEt TEPRIY AIBA v+ . cen v v e vvam can anie g 1
i Lo T T e R e L T e e 1
Fish cleaning station . ..................... 1
N HAREEE | J o e (5 op i mm R s ke (A 1
Informal CAMPING SHeE . . - .vv cadh bt e 4
o e R R T = ey " 26
Fixed Costs
11Tt B SRR O S S Ead
ABOEEE PREREE " . o e oo e W o e 2 o 7.450 yd?
Boundary fence ...................... 2,400 1If
ST S SO CRE PR et T P I i LS

2.7.19 Alderdale Treaty Fishing Access Site.

This site, which includes a public park is too close to the river, and the soils are too shallow
to provide a drainfield. Three levels of development for this site were evaluated.

a. Alternative 1. Features for Alternative 1 are shown in table 2-55 and on plate 52. This
8.6 acre alternative site does not provide river access but does furnish a wide range of land-
based facilities. A well will be drilled and a manual pump installed to provide potable water.
Landscaping will consist of several plantings and seeding. Six camping sites, a shelter, two
vault toilets, and a paved access road will be furnished. '

b. Alternative 2. Proposed features for Alternative 2 are shown in table 2-56 and on
plate 53. This 9.5-acre alternative site will provide river access, including a groin, ramp and
dock but only furnishes minimum land-based facilities. A well will be drilled and a manual
pump installed to provide potable water. Landscaping will consist of planting vegetation.
Topsoil (250 yd?®) is to be imported to provide a fertile bedding for the plantings. Other
features include two camping sites, a shelter, two vault toilets, two paved parking areas, and
an access road.

c. Alternative 3. Proposed features for Alternative 3 are shown in table 2-57 and on
plate 54. This 10.6-acre alternative site will not provide river access, but will furnish limited
land-based facilities. The alternative was developed for the Working Document. A well will
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be drilled and manual pump installed to provide potable water. Two informal camping sites, a
vault toilet, and a paved access road are to be furnished.

Table 2-55 -- Alternative 1, Alderdale Treaty Fishing Access Site (RM 257.5)

River Access

None
Land-Based Facilities
G 1A G T N O S - 1
SRAEY WU REATN LNt e R LA PR e 600 1f
8T o o R B S o A 2
A SR R e S Tt e, S TR e 6
2T S S o s ) S ¥ il 1
L5 T T R R S 1
I Tl B s e B v I e e BTSSR (o Several
T R B e o e e e = W B st vy s s DL 1 ac
Fixed Costs
RS INCTRGR, o o v 5vs v e 50 000 et sre i g 110 el L3
INHTINE ISR b =, = i Gl s T st B e IR 4,800 yd?
BOEDANERRNEE © v ook vw mcinn a5 aee Ty 5 2,300 If
e S N R P RS S Ny @ % E R ot LS

Table 2-56 -- Alternative 2, Alderdale Treaty Fishing Access Site (RM 257.5)

Item Quantity
River Access
A T ST e R e e e R 1
O DR et e 57 B o7 st pinn in e [T AT 1
2 T R e P e ey, S 1200 ft*
Land-Based Facilities :
T e P 1
T S S e N O I e 600 If
LT T e A R TIPS e oo . | 2
R R e i il AL, 1S &
Pakingareas (paved) - . ... .cocvuenvenarnoa, 2
IET RN B el w10t a AR s S e e s e 1
O e s e ve e 4 e s e W Several
R s i 1oy () W s 6 B B 7 a3 [ 250 yd’
Fixed Costs
T Bl ey e T S LS
e Nl o F R s 3,700 yd*
T g e v N ST 2,200 If
Ly Eoa T R R S SRS S e S R e S LS



Table 2-57 -- Alternative 3, Alderdale Treaty Fishing Access Site (RM 257.5)

Item uanti
River Access
None
Land-Based Facilities
Wl ool PABRTR) 4 . . 50 S e e Ve e e e 1
ST SVENENY o . v oo st h il 0 IS TR AT 600 1f
g L S R (o o S U S 1
JosOroal oA SIBE - .y el et w s Ve b s aie 2
Fixed Costs
MOB-DEIAOE . .\ v s wie o aiws be e e b e LS
LT T R SR P ey 2,670 yd?
PEERTEELEN T« . L0l s se e as d gres e e 2,100 If
S TR L P = P (A PN TR O A P LS

2.7.20 Crow Butte Treaty Fishing Access Site.

All four alternatives evaluated are on federal land leased by Washington State Parks
Commission but are outside the existing public park. All development plans were reviewed by
park officials. Each alternative provides for full development, including river access and land-
based facilities appropriate for each site.

a. Alternative 1. Features for Alternative 1 are shown in table 2-58 and on plate 55. This
21.7-acre alternative site will provide river access on a small inlet near the entrance to Crow
Butte State Park. A small breakwater will protect the boat ramp from wind and waves.
Washington State Parks Commission has agreed to allow hookup to their potable water and
sewage disposal systems for the Treaty fishing access site. Water will also be provided for the
lawn and planting irrigation system, which will cover an estimated 98,000 ft*. Landscaping
will be comparable to that provided at the adjacent public park. Topsoil (3,630 yd*) will be
imported to produce a fertile base for lawn and plants. Other features provided are a fish
cleaning station, a restroom/shower building, six camping sites, two new shelters, paved
parking areas (six), and an access road.

b. Alternative 2. Proposed features for Alternative 2 are shown in table 2-59 and on
plate 56. This 21.6-acre alternative site will provide river access near the entrance to Crow
Butte State Park on a small inlet. A rubble mount breakwater will protect the boat ramp from
wind and waves. Washington State Parks Commission has agreed to permit hookup to their
potable water and sewage disposal systems for the Treaty fishing access site. Water will also
be provided for the lawn and plant irrigation system which will cover an estimated 87,120 ft*.
Landscaping will be comparable to that provided at the adjacent public park. Topsoil (3,230
yd®) is to be imported to produce a fertile base for lawn and plants. Other important features
provided are a fish cleaning station, a restroom/shower building, 6 camping sites, 2 new
shelters, 6 paved parking areas, and an access road.
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c. Alternative 3. Alternative 3 features are in table 2-60 and on plate 57. This 17.1-acre
site is just upstream of the Crow Butte State Park marina with the Tribal ramp parallel and
immediately adjacent to the upstream breakwater. A groin will not be necessary. Dredging of
1,000 yd’® is anticipated to provide boat access. Potable water will be obtained from the state
park. Sewage will be piped to the park waste water treatment facility for processing. Water
will also be provided for the lawn and plant irrigation system, which will cover an estimated
87,120 ft*. Landscaping will be comparable to that provided at the adjacent public park.
Topsoil (3,230 yd®) is to be imported to produce a fertile base for lawn and plants. Other
features include a fish cleaning station, a restroom/shower building, 6 camping sites, 2 new
shelters, 6 paved parking areas, and an access road.

d. Alternative 4. Alternative 4 features are in table 2-61 and on plate 58. This 22-acre
alternative site is just downstream of the Crow Butte State Park and the legislated site. A
major groin will be installed, and 1,200 yd’® of dredging is anticipated. Potable water will be
drawn from a new well, and the site sewage will be properly treated with a drainfield. The
parking area will accommodate 26 vehicles. A two-way access road, approximately 2,100 feet
long, will be constructed. Other features include a fish cleaning station, a restroom/shower
building, and 6 camping sites. This alternative was generated for the Working Document.

Table 2-58 -- Alternative 1, Crow Butte Treaty Fishing Access Site (RM 262)

Item Quantity
River Access
DO B (s i et = (R o vt En o i e B 1
T A e gy L RS SR N 1
T T ol i, R T O, SN L 800 ft*
Land-Based Facilities
T T T R Y A U RS U S 1
DECEIENOREEREOR 15 i 1s o aty W ohihe N IE" B (8 N s B n dazy 1
N TR ed . L0 L e e e 0 g 200 0 1
NERTEHISAERN. . e o ki Yo sTEd ) wmds kb ety ol 1
PihooleEninE BHRION | .2 e poies bead e e 1
Restroom/shower building . .................. 1
T I - o e s A A P N Al T 6
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Table 2-59 -- Alternative 2, Crow Butte Treaty Fishing Access Site (RM 262)

Item uanti
River Access
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Table 2-60 -- Alternative 3, Crow Butte Treaty Fishing Access Site (RM 261.8)

Item uanti
River Access
TR I s o e e AR A o e & e v o ey 1
N R N A A 800 ft?
L L e e e A Rt | 1,000 yd’
Land-Based Facilities
T o S R A A P SR 1
e T o P Rt A= S PSR 1
T B R |
e e I g B R S R T ST 1
PRk GIEMDCHE APEHOI o vin s s 55 wdis v e e i o aom 1
Restroomishierer Bullding . ...t caivo s et 1
CRIpnd BB v hs « outy s T e 6
T R M~ = T e e o Rt R
Parkinp arcas(paved) .. .civcvairarmacorania 6
o L N L N i o e e o At M) P o 22 THS 1
s Y S U B . S o Several
T RIS, 5y 35w ke GaOTR e 3,230 yd’
[ T Yy By 1 o N U 87,120 ft?
Fixed Costs
T e < R I TS M e e T LS
Outside lighting SyStem .. . o ov v rmrrnoms sy an 1
BRTRAEIAVING, o e % S S 4,000 yd*
Boondary 18R0B: .., v 5 cie cainrs sioma rraaie e 3,000 If
LI T e R TN WA P P S s A LS

2-75



Table 2-61 -- Alternative 4, Crow Butte Treaty Fishing Access Site (RM 261.5)

Item uanti
River Access
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2.7.21 Faler Road Treaty Fishing Access Site.

This site is within the area leased from the Corps by the Boardman Park District for
Boardman Park. Potable water will be piped from the nearest adjacent park trunk line, and
sewage will be piped to the nearest City sewer line for processing at the city’s waste water
treatment facility. The majority of this fishing access site is on undeveloped federal land
adjacent to the legislated site. The portion of the legislated site that is considered valuable
riparian habitat will be eliminated from consideration for development and transfer. Two
alternatives were evaluated for this location.

a. Alternative 1. Features for Alternative 1 are shown in table 2-62 and on plate 59. This
6.9-acre alternative site will not provide river access but will have a wide range of land-based
activities. However, the Boardman Park District has agreed to ensure the Tribal fishers use of
the boat ramp at the Boardman Park. Sewage will be piped to the park waste water treatment
facility for processing. Potable water will be provided from the park system. Water will also
be provided for the lawn and plant irrigation system. Landscaping will be comparable to that
provided at the adjacent public park. Topsoil (1,330 yd®) will be imported to produce a fertile
base for lawn and plants. The irrigation system will cover an estimated 36,000 ft>. Other
important features include a fish cleaning station, a restroom/shower building, six camping
sites, eight paved parking areas, and an access road.

b. Alternative 2. Features for Alternative 2 are shown in table 2-63 and on plate 60.
This 8.4-acre alternative site will provide river access and a wide range of land-based
facilities similar to Alternative 1. A two-way access road, 1,500 feet in length and composed
of fill, will be constructed from the shoreline to water depths sufficient to launch boats at
minimum operating pool. The fill will also be designed to function as a breakwater for the
ramp and dock. Potable water will be provided from the park system. Some landscaping of
the site is included. Other important features include a fish cleaning station, a restroom/shower
building, six camping sites, eight paved parking areas, and an access road.
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Table 2-62 -- Alternative I, Faler Road Treaty Fishing Access Site (RM 267.5)

Item uanti

River Access
None

Land-Based Facilities
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Table 2-63 -- Alternative 2, Faler Road Treaty Fishing Access Site (RM 267.5)

Item uanti
River Access
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2.7.22 Boardman Treaty Fishing Access Site. The legislated site is within lands leased by the
City of Boardman. Both alternatives were developed for the Working Document and
considered potable water to be piped from the nearest adjacent city trunk line, and sewage
piped to the nearest city sewer line for processing at the city’s waste water treatment facility.

a. Alternative 1. Features for Alternative 1 are shown in table 2-64. The site is shown
on plate 61. A conceptual site development plan was not generated. The city’s water supply
plant is located on this legislated site. This alternative will not provide river access but will
have a wide range of land-based facilities. In addition to potable water and a sewer system, a
fish cleaning station, a restroom/shower building, 5 camping sites, paved parking areas (26),
and an access road will be provided.

b. Alternative 2. Features for Alternative 2 are shown in table 2-65 and on plate 61.
This 11.4-acre alternative site is upstream of the legislated site in a wooded area on
undeveloped federal land and contains the city domestic water intake. This alternative will
provide river access and a wide range of land-based facilities. Two groins, a boat ramp and
dock will be furnished. In addition to potable water and a sewage system, some landscaping
will be provided. Other features include a fish cleaning station, a restroom/shower building,
five camping sites, 26 paved parking areas, and an access road.

Table 2-64 -- Alternative 1, Boardman Treaty Fishing Access Site (RM 269)

Item uanti

River Access
None

Land-Based Facilities
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Table 2-65 -- Alternative 2, Boardman Treaty Fishing Access Site (RM 269.1)

Item uanti
River Access
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2.7.23 Acquisition Sites.

The 14 sites identified in the David Evans and Associates study (see sections 1.35 and 2.6.2)
were evaluated by a multi-disciplinary study team to determine which sites would be selected
for further consideration for Treaty fishing access sites. The criteria used to identify these
sites were the potential for vehicular access, railroad crossing, camping, boat launching and
buildings. It was determined six sites had high potential for developing a Treaty fishing
access: Lyle, Wind River, Stanley Rock, White Salmon, Dallesport, and Bingen.

a. Lyle Site. The Lyle site, approximately 5 acres, is on the Washington shore of the
Bonneville pool at RM 180.7 immediately east of the mouth of the Klickitat River. See plate
A of Appendix B. Vehicular access to the site is available from SR-14 via 7th Street. The 7th
Street overpass provides a safe crossing over the Burlington Northern Railroad (BNRR). An
abandoned on-site ferry landing is currently used for launching small boats. Tribal fishers and
the public use the landing for boat access on the Bonneville pool.
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b. Wind River Site. This site of about 41 acres is on the Washington shore on the west
bank of Wind River about 1/2 mile upstream of the river confluence with the Bonneville pool
at RM 154.7. See plate, B of Appendix B. It is situated across the river, due west, from the
existing Wind River In-Lieu Fishing Site.

Vehicular access is via State Route (SR-14), north on Hot Springs Road, then northeast on
Log Dump Road to the property. Vehicular access across the BNRR is not required. Small
boat access from this site to the Bonneville pool is possible by motoring down the Wind
River approximately 1/2 mile. The site is divided about equally between flat, open ground that
parallels the Wind River, to very steep, heavily wooded slopes for the remainder.

This site, locally known as "the log dump," is an abandoned log off-loading/assemble site
which occupied the low-lying river bottom land. Its major use was for off-loading logs from
trucks and for assembling log rafts. These rafts were stored temporarily on site and later
transported to other locations for processing.

A dredged and rivetted log storage basin of about 5 acres near the southern end of the
property served as the waterborne assembly area. A log removal ramp provides access into the
log storage basin at a 10 percent slope.

c. Stanley Rock Site. This site of about 12 acres is on the Oregon shore of the
Bonneville pool about 1 mile east of the City of Hood River at RM 170.1. See plate C of
Appendix B. Vehicular access is from the westbound lane of I-84. The Union Pacific Railroad
lies to the South of I-84; therefore, no railroad crossing is required. This site, an existing State
of Oregon highway rest area known as Koberg Beach, is within a 40-acre parcel owned by the
State of Oregon.

Oregon State Parks and Recreation Department (OPRD) planning and field staff have
reviewed the sites suggested by the Corps for purchase of Treaty fishing access consideration
as part of preliminary research and evaluation for the upcoming OPRD Gorge District Master
Plan. From that evaluation, the 40-acre site including Koberg Beach was determined to
provide primarily local summer beach use and Treaty fishing access. It was also determined
that development of a Treaty fishing access would not create conflicts with future Columbia
River Gorge recreation needs for the general public. As a result, OPRD is open to further
discussions concerning the potential sale of Koberg Beach to the Corps. These discussions
should include options which might address the possible use of the local beach. In a letter
dated May 10, 1993, OPRD requested consideration of public access to the swimming beach
on the west end and the top of Stanley Rock during negotiations with the Corps for a Treaty
fishing access site. OPRD would retain ownership of the site as a day-use park if a suitable
Treaty Tribal acquisition agreement cannot be reached.

The northeastern part of the site is dominated by a large basalt monolith which was used as a

rock quarry site for many years. This large rock formation protects the flat eastern part of the
site from summer winds and is well suited to provide Bonneville pool boat access. Off-shore
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water depths are also well suited for constructing boat launching facilities. Tree cover is
limited in the easterly half of the property, primarily because of poor soils. The western half
of the property has more vegetation and is dominated by large cottonwood and red alder. The
southeasterly portion of the property is a developed state wayside with paved parking, flush
restrooms, and all utilities on-site. The westerly half is undeveloped, but has an excellent
protected swimming beach.

d. White Salmon Site. This site has two property owners with about 20 acres of land
suitable for development. It is at RM 169.5 on the Washington shore of the Bonneville pool
immediately downstream of the Hood River/White Salmon Toll Bridge. See plate D of
Appendix B. Vehicular access is south from SR-14 via Dock Road. An at-grade public
railroad crossing which must be traversed to access the property, is not signalized or gated.
The site is situated primarily on two flat benches between the railroad and the Bonneville
pool. Generally, it is well suited for providing Treaty fishing access with adequate level land
available for camping. The site also has an area with potential for developing a boat launching
ramp and dock. There are presently three residences on the property. Domestic water is from
the local municipal system, and electrical and phone lines extend onto the site. Sewage
disposal is provided by septic tank and drainfield. New sewage facilities will probably need to
be developed. '

The existing vegetation on the site includes native grasses, mature cottonwood, Oregon ash
and red alder. Much of the site is vegetated by wild blackberries. There will be an additional
cost required as relocation assistance and removal of residences or relocation of the structures
in the baseline cost estimate.

e. The Dallesport Site. This site of about 10 acres is on the Washington shore of the
Bonneville pool at RM 188.5, across the pool from the City of The Dalles. See plate E of
Appendix B. Vehicular access is provided from Washington SR-14 then south on Old Ferry
Road past the Dallesport Municipal Airport. Old Ferry Road crosses the railroad via a public
crossing near the Dallesport, providing site access.

For the most part, a steep bank and deep off-shore water are along most of the pool side of
the site. One area near the western end of the site is within a protected cove ideally suited for
boat launching and landing docks. Vehicular access on the site is provided by an old railroad
bed between the existing railroad and the edge of the pool. This railroad bed traverses the
entire site.

f. Bingen Boat Channel. This site of about 4 acres is on the Washington shore of the
Bonneville pool at the entrance to the Bingen Boat Basin Channel at RM 172. See plate F of
Appendix B. Vehicular access to this site is very difficult. There is no public railroad
crossings nor public roads after crossing the railroad. The two existing private railroad
crossings provide access from SR-14 into a lumber mill and a large truck farming area. Once
on private land, access to the site is via maintenance roads on top of existing levees protecting
the adjacent agricultural land. The site lies on a small flat bench close to the Bonneville pool
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and is heavily vegetated with grass and a few clumps of deciduous trees. No utilities are
available, and a conventional boat launching ramp would be very difficult to construct. The
property is owned by the Port of Klickitat County and no land values have been determined.
The other nearby property owners indicated during the initial screening process are not willing
sellers. This small site is currently used by Treaty fishers.

2.8 Evaluation of Alternatives

Several criteria were considered in evaluating the alternatives for treaty fishing access (the
twenty-two sites on Federal lands referenced on maps with delineated boundaries) and two in-
lieu fishing sites. These included the construction and total average annual costs, conflict
avoidance benefits (dollar amounts listed as incidental benefits or losses), fulfilling
requirements of P.L. 100-581, tribal acceptability, avoidance of adverse environmental
impacts, incremental cost analysis, site location index (SLI), and lessee and public concerns.
Costs used in the alternatives evaluation are at October 1991 price level.

The three reservoir pools (Bonneville, The Dalles and John Day) on which the treaty fishing
access and in-lieu fishing sites are or will be located were evaluated separately. River access
to each pool is essential to the four Tribes, including the north and south shores. Cost
effectiveness between sites was not done generally because of the of P.L. 100-581
requirements. A system of sites from the Bonneville Dam to McNary Dam are to be provided
to allow the Tribes the ability to access the fish runs wherever these runs may be found.
Furthermore, adjusting the list of legislated sites or adjustments in the legislative boundaries
requires consultation and concurrence with the four Tribes and legislative approval.

Incremental cost comparisons on the alternatives were useful in plan selection or modification
where prohibitively high costs were identified compared with other sites on particular
development features. Generally the alternatives with the least construction and total average
annual costs also had the least total average annual costs per unit of output. Levels of output
are discussed in section 2.4.1. However, the lack of hard data to define and quantify outputs
did not lend itself to detailed cost-effective incremental comparisons. Furthermore, fulfilling
requirements of P.L. 100-581, tribal acceptability, avoidance of environmental impacts, and
lessee and public concerns were justification for not selecting the least-cost alternative.

2.8.1 Wind River In-lieu Fishing Site.

There were two alternatives generated for this site, both on the existing BIA site. Each
represents a different level of development of site rehabilitation.

a. Development Evaluation. Alternative 1 will not re-establish river access that has been
eliminated by shoaling adjacent to the boat ramp. Only limited land-based facilities are to be
furnished. Refer to table 2-1. The intent is to transfer much of the development necessary for
Treaty fishing access in this area across the river to the site identified for acquisition, also
called Wind River. This would avoid annual dredging of an estimated 6,700 yd® of river
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sediment. However, preliminary evaluations estimate initial dredging to be approximately
5,000 yd’. There is a potential to reduce this estimate with more detailed investigations
planned in the next phase. Annual dredging quantities and impacts are expected to be less at
the Wind River acquisition site. The Tribes would continue to use the in-lieu site for camping
and ceremonial purposes. The Tribes routinely erect sweat lodges on-site for ceremonial use.

Alternative 2 will re-establish river access at Wind River In-lieu Site. Refer to table 2-3.
Consequently, river access at the site would warrant furnishing the full array of appropriate
land-based facilities. However, finding a location for disposal of the annual dredge material
will require further investigation and evaluation. Mitigation will be required for dredging of
the shoal and loss of shallow water habitat. Re-establishing river access would satisfy the
requirements of P.L. 100-581 that specified dredging at the Wind River In-lieu Fishing Site.

b. Cost/Output Evaluation. Alternative 1 has the least total costs for the two alternatives
($189,459 versus $1,066,591, respectively) and the least total average costs ($27,748 versus
$262,642). Refer to Appendix K, Attachment K-5 for more information on costs. However,
Alternative 1 will not have any output for river access, whereas Alternative 2 would re-
establish use of the existing boat ramp providing Tribal fishers with the opportunity to set,
tend, and retrieve an estimated 84 nets in a normal week of fishing. There will be 6 camping
areas on Alternative 1 and 6 on Alternative 2. Hence, there will be 4 land-based activities
outputs for Alternative 1 and 6 for Alternative 2.

c. Acceptability Evaluation. The four Tribes and BIA support Alternative 1 for the Wind
River In-lieu Fishing Site with full development of the Wind River acquisition site including
river access. This latter site has the potential to be developed as a Treaty Fishing Access Site
and is discussed in more detail later in the report in section 3.2.24. The site to be acquired
will provide adequate facilities for Tribal fishing activities on the Columbia River in the
vicinity of RM 155.0. Less travel time will be required for Tribal fishers if the river access is
downstream at the acquisition site. There is also less annual dredging required and the site
appears more acceptable to the resource agencies. The Corps also favors Alternative 1 for the
Wind River In-lieu Fishing Site with full development of the Wind River acquisition site.

The Site Location Index (SLI) discussed in Appendix K, Economic Report, section 4.2
indicates a Treaty fishing access site with a boat ramp at Wind River has a high advantage
(SLI of 1,168). This high SLI number indicates a number of net locations can be served more
efficiently from Wind River. Reduced dredging and operating costs is another advantage to
locating the boat ramp at this site.

Development of Alternative 1 would provide sufficient facilities for camping and continued

ceremonial use of the Wind River In-lieu Fishing Site by the four Tribes. This development
would furnish appropriate sanitary facilities for site users and remove deteriorated structures.
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2.8.2 Cooks Inlet In-lieu Fishing Site.

Two alternatives investigated for this site are on the existing BIA in-lieu site. Each represents
a different level of development for rehabilitation of the site.

a. Development Evaluation. Alternative 1 would rehabilitate or replace existing on-site
facilities and provide additional facility capability at the site. Refer to table 2-3. A new dock
will be furnished for additional moorage, and repair of the existing dock will fully re-establish
past moorage capacity. A water storage tank will be installed to better meet peak demands for
potable water. BIA recently replaced the pump for the well. Showers, added to the restroom
building at the specific request of the four Tribes and BIA, will increase operations and
maintenance costs. Refer to Appendix C, Tribal Comments. on-site sewage is periodically
pumped from a large holding tank and hauled off site for processing. The site will be seeded
with grass. An asphalt overlay will be placed on the access road, and the existing parking area
will be graveled.

Alternative 2 would also rehabilitate or replace existing on-site facilities without providing
additional facility capability. Refer to table 2-4. This alternative will re-establish functional
capability of the existing facilities. A new well, pump, pumphouse and water system would be
furnished to meet peak potable water demands. The restroom building and fish cleaning
station will be rehabilitated. Some plantings are to be included for landscaping. The existing
access road and parking area will be graveled. This alternative will not provide additional
docks for moorage, showers, or an asphalt overlay for the access road.

b. Cost/Output Evaluation. Alternative 1 has the highest total costs for the two
alternatives ($832,635 versus $715,893, respectively) and highest total average annual
(586,264 versus $89,264). Refer to Appendix K, Attachment K-5 for more information on
costs. The additional costs for Alternative 1 are primarily for a new dock, adding showers to
the restroom/shower building and asphalt paving of the existing access road.

c. Acceptability Evaluation. The four Tribes and BIA support Alternative 1 for the
Cooks Inlet In-lieu Fishing Site. Both foresee a need for showers and expanded moorage
(docks) at the site to meet anticipated use. As discussed earlier in section 2.4.1, P.L. 100-581
identifies the facilities to be provided including showers and expanded moorage. Though
Alternative 1 is not the least-cost alternative, it will meet the expectation of the four Tribes
and BIA. In addition, it will not exceed the development requirements of P.L. 100-581.

2.8.3 Avery Treaty Fishing Access Site.

Four alternatives were developed for this site. Alternatives 1 and 2 were on the legislated site
(RM 197.4), which also includes a public park, Avery Park, administrated by the Corps.
Alternative 3 is downstream of Avery Park at RM 197.8. Alternative 4 is upstream of Avery
Park at RM 197.0. The last two alternatives were investigated to avoid transfer of Avery Park
for a Treaty fishing site.
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a. Development Evaluation. Alternative 1 and 2 provide river access with minimum
land-based facilities. Refer to table 2-5 and table 2-6. They differ from each other only in the
level of landscaping furnished. Alternative 1 has seeding with grass, and Alternative 2 has
plantings.

Alternative 3 is not a viable alternative. Development at this site is restricted by the
Burlington Northern Railroad right-of-way. There is insufficient lands for development.

Alternative 4 will also provide river access with minimum land-based facilities but at a
location outside Avery Park. Refer to table 2-7 and plate 8. Constructing a Treaty fishing
access site at this location would avoid potential recreation impacts to Avery Park. However,
further detailed field reviews of Alternative 4 revealed difficulty in developing a Treaty
fishing access site as identified in the conceptual development plan. A cost-effective
conventional boat ramp cannot be constructed at this location as previously discussed in
section 2.7.3. The excavation of 2,000 yd® of in-situ rock is low. A vertical rock cliff was
observed several tens of feet high immediately adjacent to the river location.

There will be impacts to the public by improving Avery Park and designating the site as a
Treaty fishing access site for transfer to BIA. These impacts are discussed in the
Environmental Assessment at the end of the main report in the green pages and the
Recreational Assessment, Appendix L. A loss of 39,146 average annual visitor days are
predicted with the transfer of Avery Park to BIA. Refer to table L-4 in Appendix L,
recreational assessment.

b. Cost/Output Evaluation Alternative 1 has the lowest total costs ($1,218,604) of the
three alternatives, but only has the second lowest total average annual costs ($912,931). Refer
to table 2-66. Transferring Avery Park to BIA for exclusive use by the four Tribes will result
in incidental recreational losses estimated at an annual value of $776,574. Alternative 4 will
have no impact to recreation at Avery since it will be upstream of Avery Park, resulting in
lower total average annual costs.

With river access, Alternatives 1, 2 and 3 will provide Tribal fishers with the opportunity to
set, tend, and retrieve an estimated 84 nets during a normal week of fishing. None of the
alternatives have camping and, consequently, will not provide land-based activities outputs.

c. Acceptability Evaluation. Public impacts by improving Avery Park and transferring the site
to BIA are anticipated and unavoidable. The site is not large enough to provide separate
facilities for both the Tribal fishers and the public. Development and transfer of Avery Park is
the least-cost alternative for developing a Treaty fishing access site at this location.

2-87



Table 2-66 -- Summary of Costs for Avery.

Site Total Incidental Total
Costs Losses Average Annual
Alternative 1 $1,218,604 $776,574 $912,931
Alternative 2 $1,251,014 $776,574 $915,967
Alternative 3 0 : 0 0
Alternative 4 $1,624,601 0 $174,391

Avery has a high SLI (1,214) for the base condition. The base condition includes existing
boat ramps, both treaty fishing access and in-lieu fishing sites, currently used by Tribal
fishers. Refer to Appendix K, section 4.2.3 and table K-18 and K-19. Avery ranks third in the
base condition behind Sundale and Underwood. The higher the SLI the more advantageous
the site for Treaty fishing.

The CorpS supports improvement and transfer of Avery Park, Alternative 1. A cost-effective
alternative could not be identified in the immediate vicinity. The four Tribes and BIA also

endorse Alternative 1 for Avery.

2.8.4 Celilo Treaty Fishing Access Site.

Five alternatives were developed for this site. Alternatives 1, 2, 4 and 5 represent different
levels of development at the legislated site. Alternative 3 presents development of Treaty
fishing access within the Celilo Park just downstream of the legislated site.

a. Development Evaluation. Alternative 1 and 2 are full development of the legislated site.
Refer to table 2-8 and table 2-9. Both will provide the full range of facilities appropriate for
river access and land-based facilities. Alternative 1 will provide less landscaping and asphalt
paving. Less topsoil will be imported (4,100 yd® versus 5,297 yd’, respectively). The size of
the irrigation system is smaller (110,000 ft* versus 130,000 ft?). The surface area of the
asphalt is less (5,900 yd® versus 6,330 yd?).

Alternative 3 will provide the appropriate river access with minimum land-based facilities
adjacent to the existing boat ramp at Celilo Park. Refer to table 2-10. The land-based facilities
would include a net repair area, vault toilet, 15 parking spaces and a dumpster pad. Tribal
users may continue to use park facilities for camping and processing of fish. A groin will not
be required to protect the treaty fishing boat ramp and dock. Both will be in a small
embayment separated from the main river by an existing groin.

Alternative 4 also provides river access with minimum land-based facilities on the legislated
site. Refer to table 2-11. However, unlike Alternative 3, a groin will be required to protect
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river access facilities. The river access facilities are identical to those proposed for Alternative
1 and 2. The land-based facilities would include a net repair area, vault toilet, 15 parking
spaces and a dumpster pad. Tribal users may continue to use park facilities for camping and
processing of fish. These park facilities are not as convenient for Tribal users with the boat
ramp upstream some distance from the park.

Alternative 5 is also full development of the legislated site and will furnish the full range of
river and land-based facilities. Refer to table 2-12. Unlike Alternative 1 and 2, this alternative
has two groins. However, there is a significant difference in the land-based facilities between
this alternative and Alternatives 1 and 2. The land-based improvements not included in
Alternative 5, but included in Alternative 1 and 2, are a vault toilet, dumpster pads,
landscaping and an irrigation system. Additionally, fewer parking spaces are provided for the
first two alternatives (15 versus 21, respectively).

Implementing Alternative 1, 2 or 5 is anticipated to increase the average annual visitor days at
Celilo Park by 33,072. Alternative 3 is predicted to decrease the average annual visitor days
by 165,359. Developing primarily river access at the legislated site, Alternative 4, is expected
to increase the average annual visitor days by 16,586. Refer to table L-4 in Appendix L.

b. Cost/Output Evaluation. The costs for the five Celilo alternatives are shown in table
2-67. Alternative 4 has the least total costs ($2,065,542) and Alternative 1 has the least total
average annual costs ($341,933). The amounts footnoted, under the title incidental benefits,
are positive values that offset average annual total costs. These incidental benefit values are
combined with average annual total costs. In some cases these positive values are large
enough to offset average annual total costs, demonstrating a conflict avoidance benefit in
constructing the alternative. Refer to Appendix K, attachment K-5 for development of the
costs.

Alternatives 1, 2, 4 and 5 will reduce the recreation impacts which result from current Treaty
fishing activities at Celilo Park (termed conflict avoidance benefit in this report). Each
provides separate facilities for Tribal fishers at the legislated site with Alternatives 1, 2 and 5
having the best separation of incompatible uses and, consequently, the highest positive values
for incidental benefits. Hence, all three have incidental benefits after site development, due to
conflict avoidance at Celilo Park, that support implementation of a Treaty fishing access at the
legislated site with higher initial cost. '

With river access, all alternatives will provide Tribal fishers with the opportunity to set, tend,

and retrieve an estimated 84 nets during a normal week of fishing. Alternatives 1, 2 and 5
each furnish 5 camping sites and will provide 5 land-based activities outputs.
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Table 2-67 -- Summary of Costs for Celilo

Site Total Incidental Total
Costs Benefits Average Annual
Alternative 1 $3,666,563 $707,612 $341,933°
Alternative 2 $3,901,345 $707,612' $319,939
Alternative 3 $2,589,986 $3,538,062 $3,802,889
Alternative 4 $2,065,542 $353,806' $138,109°
Alternative 5 $3,540,551 707,612 $353,738°

Positive incidental benefit values
? Represents incidental beneficial total average annual cost

c. Acceptability Evaluation. Fishing access at Celilo is very important to the four Tribes.
Celilo Village, across 1-84 from Celilo Park, is the permanent residence of a number of Tribal
fishers. Furthermore, the now inundated Celilo Falls is just downstream. The falls were the
prominent fishing site for Tribal fishers on the lower Columbia River and still have
ceremonial and historic significance to the Tribes.

Alternative 3 does not totally separate incompatible uses. Tribal members may continue to use
park facilities for camping and fish processing with a Tribal boat ramp immediately upstream
of the Celilo Park ramp. Celilo Park is usually at capacity during peak seasons. The park boat
ramp is the primary access for sport fishing of the lower Deschutes River, especially near the
mouth. The Deschutes enters the Columbia just above Celilo Park. With the continued heavy
use of Celilo Park by sport and Tribal fishers, conflicts between these two incompatible user
groups can be expected if this alternative is implemented.

However, disturbance to known cultural artifacts on the legislated site will be avoided with
implementation of Alternative 3. An archeological site identified at the legislated site contains
prehistoric and historic elements.

Alternative 4 primarily provides river access but may not totally separate incompatible uses.
There is the potential, however, to reduce impacts to cultural artifacts on the legislated site by
~eliminating a wide range of land-based facilities. Less surface disturbance is possible by not
furnishing camping, a restroom/shower building with drainfield, potable water, fish processing
facilities, landscaping and an irrigation system. However, this is an important fishing access
location for the four Tribes, and camping sites are also very much in demand at the Celilo
Park by the public. This alternative does provide better separation than Alternative 3, but not
as much as Alternatives 1, 2, and 5.
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Alternatives 1, 2, and 5 will provide full development (river access and land-based facilities)
on the legislated site but differ in the level of facility development. All three will separate
incompatible uses, public recreation and Tribal fishers. Alternatives 1 and 2 are similar, but
differ in quantities of items provided. Unlike Alternatives 1 and 2, Alternative 5 has two
groins instead of one. Hence Alternative 5 will have more environmental impact than the
other two alternatives providing full development. The FWS has advised the Corps to
minimize impacts to the fish and wildlife habitat on this project. Alternative 5 also provides
fewer land-based facilities including landscaping, which is very important to the four Tribes
and BIA. Landscaping is identified in P.L. 100-581 for site development.

Disturbance to known cultural artifacts on the legislated site is anticipated with the three
alternatives discussed. A mitigation plan has been developed for cultural resources on the
legislated site. Further consultation with the four Tribes on location of facilities during the
following phases of the project could avoid impacts to cultural resources.

Providing separate Treaty fishing access for the four Tribes will improve conditions for the
public and Tribal fishers at Celilo. Tribal use of the existing Celilo Park boat ramp and land-
based facilities has had an impact at Celilo Park. Implementation of Alternative 1 or 2 will
have considerable avoidance conflict benefits.

Alternative 1 will provide full development of the legislated site and is supported for
implementation by the four Tribes and BIA. All five alternatives have been reviewed in
consultation with the four Tribes and BIA. The Corps supports Alternative 1 and the transfer
of a portion of Celilo Park to develop the drainfield for the Treaty fishing access site on the
legislated site as identified in paragraph 2.7.4.

2.8.5 Marvyhill Treaty Fishing Access Site.

A Treaty fishing access site will be at Maryhill Park instead of Cliffs. Two alternatives were
generated for this site, each representing a different level of development at the same site.

a. Development Evaluation. Alternatives 1 and 2 provide full development (river access
and land-based facilities) appropriate for this site but differ in the level of facilities provided.
Refer to table 2-13 and table 2-14. Alternatives 1 and 2 differ in quantities to be dredged (500
yd® versus 2,000 yd®, respectively), asphalt paving (3,500 yd’ and 4,780 yd®) and square
footage of irrigation system (51,000 ft* versus 43,000 ft%).

b. Cost/Output Evaluation. Alternative 1 has the least total costs for the two alternatives
($2,632,826 versus $2,822,976, respectively) and the least total average annual costs
($268,840 versus $286,653). Refer to table 2-68. With river access, both alternatives will
provide Tribal fishers with the opportunity to set, tend, and retrieve an estimated 84 nets
during a normal week of fishing. Four camping areas provided for each alternative will
furnish four land-based activities outputs.
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Table 2-68 -- Summary of Costs for Maryhill

Site Total Incidental Total
Costs Benefits Average Annual
Alternative 1 $2.632,826 $0 $268,840
Alternative 2 $2,822,976 $0 $286,653

b. Acceptability Evaluation. The Tribes have negotiated the location of a Treaty fishing
access site within Maryhill State Park with Washington State Parks Commission as discussed
in section 2.7.5. The Commission has agreed to release 9.9 acres from their lease of federal
land for Maryhill Park. The Corps has agreed to develop a Treaty fishing access site at this
location instead of the Cliffs legislated site.

It appears that development of a site at Cliffs is technically very difficult. This is discussed in
more detail in paragraph 2.8.6. The navigation channel for the barge traffic is immediately
offshore of the Cliffs site, and the shore is subject to erosion and deposition depending on the
location. Therefore, it is questionable whether a conventional boat ramp can be constructed.

Developing Alternative 1 or 2 is anticipated to be beneficial for the public and Tribal fishers.
Tribal use of the existing Maryhill Park boat ramp and land-based facilities has not decreased
or increased the average annual visitor days. However, providing separate Treaty fishing
access for the Tribes will improve conditions for the public and Tribal fishers.

The four Tribes and BIA have endorsed the selection of Maryhill Alternative 1 for
implementation. They also support the exchange of Maryhill for Cliffs. The Corps also
supports development of Maryhill instead of Cliffs.

2.8.6 Cliffs Treaty Fishing Access Site.

Two alternatives considered early in the planning phase provide development of fishing and
river access at two different sites for Cliffs.

a. Development Evaluation. Alternatives 1 and 2 are full and partial development of the
selected sites. Refer to tables 2-8 and 2-9 and plates 14 and 15. Alternative 1 will provide
more facilities than Alternative 2, including a net repair area, a fish drying shed, sewage
system, a fish cleaning station, and four camping sites. Alternative 2 will require paving of an
additional access road.

There will be impacts to the public by developing a Treaty fishing site at Cliffs. A loss of
16,586 average annual visitor days for dispersed use are predicted if a Treaty fishing site is
developed at Cliffs. Tribal use of the existing Cliffs Park area probably has had an impact on
average annual visitor days, but there is no hard data.
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b. Cost/Output Evaluation. Alternative 1 will have the least total costs for the two
alternatives (82,896,638 versus $3,034,189, respectively) and the least total average annual
costs ($622,350 versus $635,235). Refer to table 2-69. With river access, both alternatives will
provide Tribal fishers with the opportunity to set, tend, and retrieve an estimated 84 nets
during a normal week of fishing. There will be four camping areas on Alternative 1 and none
on Alternative 2. Hence, Alternative 1 will provide four land-based activities output.

Neither alternative for Cliffs will have less total costs and total average annual than
Alternative 1 for Maryhill. Alternatives for Cliffs have higher initial construction costs and
recreation impacts that result in incidental losses.

Table 2-69 -- Summary of Costs for Cliffs

Site Total Incidental Total
Costs Losses Average Annual
Alternative 1 $2,896,638 $328,796 $622.,350
Alternative 2 $3,034,189 $328,796 $635,235

c. Acceptability Evaluation. Neither of these alternatives is satisfactory. The navigation
channel for barges on the Columbia River in the vicinity of Cliffs is near the north shoreline,
where Cliffs is located. The John Day dam lock is immediately upstream of the site.
Therefore, construction of groins necessary to protect the boat ramp and dock may extend into
the navigation channel or present a hazard for barge traffic. Small boats leaving and returning
to the boat ramp would be required to maneuver through or adjacent to the navigation
channel. The shore line at Cliffs is subject to erosion and deposition. In the past the public
boat ramp has been infilled with sand requiring periodic dredging. There are also indications
- of wind erosion along the shore. Strong currents, common with the daily peak release from
the dam, are undesirable for small boats.

Both CIiff alternatives have much higher costs than the Maryhill Alternative 1. Maryhill
Alternative 1 is the least-cost alternative and is more technically feasible. Developing Maryhill
instead of Cliffs will improve conditions for the public at Cliffs. Tribal use of the existing
Cliffs Park has had an impact. Implementation of Maryhill Alternative 1 will eliminate the
recreation impacts (incidental losses) to the public at Cliffs.

The four Tribes and BIA support not developing Cliffs. The Tribes have negotiated
development of the a Treaty fishing access site at Maryhill State Park as discussed in
paragraph 2.8.5. The Corps also prefers not developing Cliffs but developing Maryhill
primarily due to less desirable site conditions at Cliffs.
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2.8.7 Rufus Treaty Fishing Access Site.

Four alternatives were considered for Rufus. Alternative 1 and 2 were at the same location,
the legislated site, and only furnish land-based facilities. Two sites on adjacent federal land
were investigated for Alternatives 3 and 4, and both will provide river access. Each alternative
presents a different level of development.

a. Development Evaluation. Alternatives 1 and 2 will only have minimum land-based
facilities. Both of these alternatives are considered partial development. Refer to table 2-17
and table 2-18. These alternatives differ in the quantities of topsoil imported for landscaping
(0 yd® versus 530 yd’, respectively) and asphalt paving (500 yd® versus 450 yd?). The amount
of landscaping for Alternative 1 is less than Alternative 2, in that seeding is included, as
opposed to plantings with topsoil.

Alternatives 3 and 4 will provide river access and minimal land-based facilities. Refer to table
2-19 and table 2-20. They differ in the facilities furnished. Alternative 4 will furnish two
groins. Alternative 3 will provide one groin and additional facilities including a potable water
system, 5 informal camping sites and a paved access road.

b. Cost/Output Evaluation. Alternative 1 has the lowest total costs for the four
alternatives ($207,224) and the lowest total average costs ($29,412). Refer to table 2-70.
However, Alternatives 1 and 2 will not have any output for river access since these facilities
are not furnished, whereas Alternative 3 and 4 will furnish river access facilities; this provides
Tribal fishers with the opportunity to set, tend, and retrieve an estimated 84 nets in a normal
week of fishing. Alternative 4 will be the only alternative that provides land-based activities
output since five informal camping areas are included.

c. Acceptability Evaluation. Tribal use is low for this site and is not anticipated to
increase. Furthermore, Preachers Eddy is a little more than one mile upstream and will have
river access facilities, enabling Tribal fishers using Rufus to launch boats.

For Alternatives 1 and 2, site development was also limited to preserve near shore valuable
riparian habitat. The Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife holds a lease on the site for
Alternative 3 and considers portions of the site valuable fish and wildlife habitat.
Development of Alternative 4 would also impact valuable riparian habitat along the shoreline.
Cost efficiencies in selecting alternatives for Rufus and Preachers Eddy are summarized in
table 2-85, Acceptability Evaluation (The Dalles Pool) in footnote, Combined Site
Development.

Therefore, the site selected for Rufus was the legislated site, and Alternative 1 is supported by

the four Tribes and BIA. The Corps also supports implementation of Alternative 1 since it
allows considerable savings in costs.
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Table 2-70 -- Summary of Costs for Rufus

Site Total Incidental Total
Costs Losses Average Annual
Alternative 1 $207,224 $0 $29,412
Alternative 2 $261,849 $0 $38,767
Alternative 3 $2,213,758 $21,093 $250,675
 Alternative 4 $2,597,688 $0 $265,548

2.8.8 Preachers Eddy Treaty Fishing Access Site.

Three alternatives were considered for Preachers Eddy that includes part of the legislated site,
and each provides river access with minimum land-based facilities. This site is within the
Giles French Park administered by the Corps. Any Tribal fishers requiring camping may use
the Rufus Treaty Fishing Access Site.

a. Development Evaluation. Alternatives 1 and 2 have similar levels of development but
differ in the facilities furnished or quantities of material provided for each item. Refer to table
2-21 and table 2-22. The additional facilities included in Alternative 1 but not Alternative 2
are a well/pumphouse and outside lighting. Alternatives 1 and 2 further differ in the quantities
of topsoil imported for landscaping (1,600 yd® versus 2,307 yd’, respectively) and size of the
irrigation system (43,000 ft* versus 55,000 ft?).

Alternative 3 also provides primarily river access but provides even fewer land-based facilities
than Alternatives 1 and 2 including landscaping. Refer to table 2-22. A new groin is required
for Alternative 3, not just an extension of an existing groin. The only land-based facilities
included are 2 dumpster pads, 25 parking areas and 2 vault toilets.

b. Cost/Output Evaluation. Alternative 3 has the least total costs ($3,181,449) and the
least total average costs ($320,234). See table 2-71. All three alternatives will not provide
land-based facilities output because camping has not been included in any of the alternatives.
River access, included in each alternative, will provide the Tribal fishers with the opportunity
to set, tend, and retrieve an estimated 84 nets in a normal week of fishing.
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Table 2-71 -- Summary of Costs for Preachers Eddy

Site Total Total
Costs Average Annual
Alternative 1 $3,473,784 $347,620
Alternative 2 $3,484,881 $348.,659
Alternative 3 $3,181,449 $320,234

c. Acceptability Evaluation. All three alternatives would minimize impacts to the Giles
French Park. The park public access will be maintained, but the public boat ramp will be
relocated upstream for Alternatives 1 and 2 as described in section 2.7.8. Constructing a new
groin for Alternative 3 will have more environmental impact than the extension of the existing
groin proposed for Alternatives 1 and 2, including relocation of the public boat ramp. The
FWS has requested the Corps avoid further impacts to the shoreline and shallow water habitat.
Confining new development to areas that have been previously disturbed is anticipated to have
~ fewer impacts.

Alternative 3 will provide better separation between incompatible uses than Alternatives 1 or
2. The existing groin will lie between the Treaty fishing ramp and the public ramp.
Alternatives 1 and 2 will provide separate facilities, and signing, handrails, stripping, and .
landscaped barriers are to be included for easy boundary identification and more separation.
These features will divide the Treaty fishing site and Giles French Park into individual
entities. This level of separation is viewed as adequate by the four Tribes, BIA and the Corps.

There is no anticipated change in the average annual number of visitor days with Alternative
1, 2, or 3. Refer to table L-4 in Appendix L, Recreational Assessment. Tribal use of the
existing Giles French Park boat ramp and land-based facilities has had an impact on the
public, but no hard data is available. Providing separate Treaty fishing access for the Tribes
will improve conditions for the public and Tribal fishers at Giles French Park.

If landscaping is included in Alternative 3, then Alternative 1 will be the least-cost alternative.
The law includes landscaping as a development feature, and the four Tribes and BIA have
requested this be provided at Preachers Eddy (see Tribal comments, Appendix C).

Significant cost savings are recognized by locating the camping at Rufus and the river access
at Preachers Eddy. There does not appear to be justification for fully developing both sites.
Cost efficiencies in selecting Alternative 1 for Preachers Eddy and Rufus are summarized in
table 2-85, Acceptability Evaluation (The Dalles Pool) in footnote, Combined Site
Development. Development has also been concentrated in previously disturbed areas for both
sites to minimize environmental impacts. The four Tribes, BIA, and the Corps support
implementation of Alternative 1 for Preachers Eddy.
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2.8.9 North Shore Treaty Fishing Access Site.

Four alternatives were considered for North Shore. Alternatives 1, 2, and 4 provide river
access with limited land-based facilities. Alternatives 1 and 4 will require transfer of a portion
of Railroad Island Park administered by the Corps. Alternative 3 only furnishes limited land-
based facilities on the legislated site.

a. Development Evaluation. Alternatives 1 and 4 are similar in levels of development.
Refer to table 2-24 and table 2-27. They differ in that Alternative 1 provides a dumpster pad
and seeding, neither of which is provided in Alternative 4. However, Alternative 4 furnishes
two informal camping sites and two more parking areas. The boat ramp and dock for
Alternatives 1 and 4 are within Railroad Island Park. Refer to plates 23 and 26. Alternative 4
will require transfer of two separate parcels of land since the boat ramp and dock for the park
is between the Tribal land-based facilities and boat ramp/dock. The Tribal land-based facilities
are west of the park boat ramp/dock and the Tribal boat ramp/dock are east of the park boat
ramp/dock. For Alternative 1, the Tribal boat ramp/dock are west of the park ramp/dock;
therefore, only one parcel of land will be transferred.

Alternative 2 is similar to Alternatives 1 and 4, see table 2-25. Alternative 2 differs from
Alternative 1 in that two formal camping sites are furnished, a higher quantity of landscaping
(plantings versus seeding, respectively) is included and the parking areas are paved as opposed
to gravel. Additionally, the boat ramp and dock are outside Railroad Island Park, unlike
Alternatives 1 and 4, but will require rock excavation (1,000 yd®) for construction of the boat
ramp due to the steep rocky shoreline. Alternatives 2 and 4 further differ in that Alternative 2
has landscaping, two formal camping areas instead of informal and four asphalt parking areas
as opposed to six gravel. Both Alternatives 1 and 4 will require transfer of a portion of
Railroad Island Park to BIA.

Alternative 3 is minimum development of the legislated site. See table 2-26. No river access
is included. A vault toilet and two informal camping sites are to be provided.

There will be impacts to the public by developing Alternative 4 as a Treaty fishing site at
Northshore. A loss of 3,845 average annual visitor days are predicted if Alternative 4 is
implemented. Tribal use of the existing Railroad Island Park boat ramp and land-based
facilities has had an impact but there is no hard data available. Therefore, providing separate
Treaty fishing access for the Tribes will improve conditions for the public and Tribal fishers.

b. Cost\Output Evaluation. Alternative 3 has the least total costs ($349,181) and total
average costs ($54,911). Refer to table 2-72. This alternative will not furnish river access but
will provide two camping areas. However, the site will only be accessible by boat and will
not have vehicular access.

The other three alternatives will furnish river access providing the Tribal fishers with the
opportunity to set, tend, and retrieve an estimated 84 nets in a normal week of fishing.
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Alternative 1 will have the lowest total costs ($556,901) and total average costs ($74,370) for
the alternatives that furnish river access. However, Alternative 1 will not furnish camping thus
no land-based activities output. Alternative 2 and 4 will each provide two camping sites; and
therefore, two land-based activities outputs.

Table 2-72 -- Summary of Costs for North Shore

Site Total Incidental Total
Costs Losses Average Annual
Alternative 1 $556,901 $0 $74,370
Alternative 2 $991,090 $0 $113,733
Alternative 3 $349,181 $0 $54,911
Alternative 4 $601,340 $73,151 $151,684

c. Acceptability Evaluation. For Alternative 4, the Tribal boat ramp is detached from the
lands on which the land-based facilities are and will require transfer of two separate parcels of
property. There is the potential of cross traffic at the boat launching facilities between the
public and Tribal fishers. Neither of these conditions are desirable for a Treaty fishing access
site or a public park. This would make management of both more difficult with the
unnecessary congestion caused by the crossover of traffic from the two ramps.

Alternative 2 will provide better separation of incompatible uses than Alternatives 1. Refer to
plate 24. The boat ramp is approximately 300 feet from the public ramp. However,
Alternative 1 will have separate river access facilities and signing, handrails, stripping and
landscaped barriers will also be included to provide further separation. This is considered
adequate by the four Tribes, BIA and Corps. Alternative 1 has lower costs than Alternative 2.

Vehicular access will not be available for the legislated site, Alternative 3, and river access
facilities are not included. The site will only be accessible by boat. Consequently, this is not a
desirable alternative for implementation.

Alternative 1 will transfer a single parcel of land in providing Treaty fishing access. This
alternative is the least costly for providing river access. The four Tribes, BIA, and the Corps

support implementation of Alternative 1 for Northshore.

2.8.10 LePage Treaty Fishing Access Site.

Three alternatives were considered for LePage. All three provide river access with various
levels of land-based facilities. The river access features are on the legislated site. The
legislated site that is outside of the highway right-of-way is small, narrow, and lies within the
LePage Park administrated by the Corps.
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a. Development Evaluation. Alternatives 2 and 3 are similar in level of development.
Refer to table 2-29 and 2-30. They have identical river access items. Alternative 2 provides
more land-based facilities including a potable water system, an additional vault toilet, a new
shelter, 5 camping sites, 2 dumpster pads, and an irrigation system with landscaping.
However, Alternative 3 does furnish more parking (23 versus 15, respectively) though they
will have a gravel surface. It also has a fishing cleaning station.

Alternative 1 abandons any development of the bench overlooking the LePage Park from the
west. The other two alternatives provide land-based facilities on this bench. Refer to table 2-
28 and plate 27. Consequently, less land-based facilities will be furnished for Alternative 1.
This alternative further differs from Alternative 2 in that a well and pumphouse, fish drying
shed, new shelter and less landscaping are not included. Dredging of 4,400 yd® of in place fill
will be required for last two alternatives.

Land-based facilities included in Alternative 1 but not Alternative 3 are a water system, five
camping sites, 15 paved parking spaces instead of 23 graveled parking spaces, 2 dumpster
pads and landscaping. Land-based facilities included in Alternative 3 but not Alternative 1 are
a fish cleaning station and fish drying shed. :

The impacts to the public by developing any of the three alternatives investigated for LePage
is expected to be minor. No change in the average annual number of visitor days is
anticipated at LePage Park. Tribal use of the existing LePage Park boat ramp and land-based
facilities has had a recreation impact. Development of separate river access for the four Tribes
will indeed improve conditions at the LePage Park for the public and Tribal fishers by
providing conflict avoidance benefits. The park is generally at capacity throughout the
summer.

b. Cost/Output Evaluation. Alternative 3 has the least total costs for the three
alternatives ($911,285) and the least total average costs ($107,568). See table 2-71. But this
alternative will not have any output for land-based facilities.

However, Alternative 1 has the next lowest costs ($1,206,819) and total average annual
($135,253). Both Alternative 1 and 2 will have land-based activities outputs of five as five
camping sites are provided. All three alternatives will furnish river access, thus providing
Tribal fishers with the opportunity to set, tend, and retrieve an estimated 84 nets in a normal
week of fishing.
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Table 2-73 -- Summary of Costs for LePage

Site Total Total
Costs Average Annual
Alternative 1 $1,206,819 $135.253
Alternative 2 $1,620,399 $173,977
Alternative 3 $911,285 $107,568

c. Acceptability Evaluation. Alternative 3 provides river access comparable to the other
two alternatives but has limited land-based facilities. This alternative does not provide
camping sites, potable water, or landscaping. However, it does provide separation of
incompatible uses equal to Alternative 2 and better than Alternative 1. Most of the land-based
facilities are on the bench overlooking LePage Park from the west. Having the land-based
facilities on the bench at a considerable distance from the boat ramp is not acceptable to the
four Tribes or BIA. Furthermore, implementing either Alternative 2 or 3 will require transfer
of two separate parcels of property.

Alternative 2 provides the most land-based facilities of the three alternatives and river access
equal to the other two alternatives. However, the camping sites are on a bench overlooking
the LePage Park approximately 800 feet from the Tribal boat ramp. This is unacceptable to
the four Tribes and BIA.

Alternative 1 has all of the land-based facilities immediately adjacent to the Tribal ramp. The
Tribes want the land-based facilities near the river access so this alternative is more acceptable
to the Tribes. To accomplish this, a little less than a half acre of the parking area for the park
will be used to develop camping sites for the four Tribes. The Corps supports including this
half acre in the site for transfer to BIA. The four Tribes and BIA prefer the more compact
Alternative 1 with less land-based facilities development.

2.8.11 Goodnoe Treaty Fishing Access Site.

Three alternatives were considered for this site. None will provide river access and the land-
based facilities are minimal. The Tribal use is low. The Tribes have indicated occasional use
of the site by one or two groups.

a. Development Evaluation. Alternative 2 and 3 are similar in levels of development for
land-based facilities. Refer to tables 2-32 and 2-33. Both include gravel surfacing for the
access road from Pasture Point to Goodnoe. However, Alternative 2 furnishes more land-based
facilities including three informal camping sites, two gravel parking areas and a dumpster pad.
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Alternative 1 provides less land-based facilities than the other two alternatives. Refer to table
2-31. The only land-based facilities furnished for Alternative 1 are a vault toilet and two
gravel parking areas. The access road will not be graveled but appears adequate for the
anticipated use. Tribal members currently use the existing access road to reach Goodnoe.

b. Cost/Output Evaluation. Alternative 1 has the least total costs ($146,874) and total
average costs ($23,759) of the three alternatives investigated. See table 2-74. This alternative
will not have any output for land-based activities because camping will not be furnished.
Alternative 3 also will not include camping; and consequently, will not have land-based
activities output. '

Alternative 3 which has the highest total costs ($360,567) and total average annual ($43,777),
will furnish three camping sites and have a land-based activities output of three. None of the
three alternatives will furnish river access; and therefore, will not have river access output.

Table 2-74 -- Summary of Costs for Goodnoe

Site Total Total
Costs Average Annual
Alternative 1 $146,874 $23.759
Alternative 2 $360,567 $43.777
Alternative 3 $350,140 $42,801

c. Acceptability Evaluation. After consultation with the Tribes during their review of the
draft phase two evaluation report the decision was made to provide minimum development at
Goodnoe and Rock Creek while increasing the development at Pasture Point. Cost efficiencies
in selecting alternatives for Goodnoe, Pasture Point and Rock Creek are summarized in table
2-85, Acceptability Evaluation (John Day Pool), in footnote, Combined Site Development.
Alternative 1 is the result of this consultation and represents efficiencies in concentrating
development of Treaty fishing access facilities in the area of greatest need. The Tribes, BIA,
and the Corps support implementation of Alternative 1.

2.8.12 Pasture Point Treaty Fishing Access Site.

Three alternatives were considered for Pasture Point. Each alternative represents a different
level of development for the legislated site. Alternative 3 has the lowest level of development
and Alternative 1 has the highest. All alternatives require a railroad crossing.

a. Development Evaluation. Alternative 1 and 2 include dredging (5,000 yd* and 4,500
yd®, respectively) for the river access. Alternative 1 and 2 are similar in levels of development
but Alternative 1 provides more facilities including a groin, a well with pumphouse and water
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system as opposed to a well with manual pump, and more camping sites (12 versus 5). Refer
to tables 2-34 and 2-35. Less landscaping is included in Alternative 1 (seeding versus
planting/topsoil).

Land-based facilities not included in Alternative 3, but included in the other two alternatives,
are a new shelter and landscaping. Refer to table 2-36. However, more asphalt parking areas
are included (26 versus 5) in Alternative 3.

b. Cost/Output Evaluation. Alternative 1 has the highest total costs for the three
alternatives ($3,464,236) and total average costs ($346,725). See table 2-72. However, this
alternative will have the highest output for land-based activities of 12, because 12 camping
sites will be furnished. Alternative 2 will include five camping sites, therefore five land-based
activities output.

Alternative 3 which has the lowest total costs ($2,056,949) and total average annual costs
($214,892), will not furnish any camping sites. All three alternatives will provide river access;
and therefore, furnish Tribal fishers with the opportunity to set, tend, and retrieve an
estimated 84 nets.

Table 2-75 -- Summary of Costs for Pasture Point

Site Total Total
Costs Average Annual
Alternative 1 $3,464,236 $346,725
Alternative 2 $2,876,171 $291,636
Alternative 3 $2,056,949 $214,892

c. Acceptability Evaluation. At the May 11-14, 1993 conference with the four Tribes
and BIA, both indicated a desire to have more land-based development at Pasture Point. Refer
to Appendix C, Tribal Comments, Pasture Point. After further consultation, the land-based
facilities development for Pasture Point was increased and is reflected in Alternative 1. River
access for this reach of the river (Goodnoe, Pasture Point and Rock Creek) will be at Pasture
Point; and consequently, much of the Tribal fishing activity will be at Pasture Point. It was
not feasible to locate river access at either Goodnoe or Rock Creek. Alternative 1 also
provides the highest land-based activities output which is 12.. Additionally, the intent was to
reduce the development at Goodnoe and Rock Creek while increasing development at Pasture
Point. Use at Goodnoe and Rock Creek are low and probably will not increase with the
intense development at Pasture Point. Cost efficiencies in selecting alternatives for Goodnoe,
Pasture Point and Rock Creek are summarized in table 2-85, Acceptability Evaluation (John
Day Pool) in footnote, Combined Site Development.




The four Tribes and BIA support implementation of Alternative 1 for Pasture Point. The
Corps also supports Alternative 1.

2.8.13 Rock Creek Treaty Fishing Access Site.

None of the three investigated alternatives will provide river access but each does provide a
different level of development for the land facilities, generally minimal facilities. As discussed
in section 2.7.13 site conditions including periodic flooding, shallow water depths near shore
and a gentle sloping river bottom preclude furnishing river access at Rock Creek. Also
discussed earlier was the decision to provide minimum land-based development at Rock Creek
and Goodnoe while expanding the land-based development at Pasture Point.

a. Development Evaluation. Alternative 2 and 3 are similar in levels of development for
land-based facilities. Refer to table 2-38 and 2-39. Both include gravel surfacing for the
access road from Pasture Point to Rock Creek and will furnish three informal camping sites.
Alternative 2 also includes a dumpster pad.

Alternative 1 provides less land-based facilities than the other two alternatives. Refer to table
2-36. The land-based facilities furnished include a vault toilet and two gravel parking lots.
The access road will not be graveled but appears satisfactory for the anticipated use. Tribal
members currently use the existing access road to reach Rock Creek.

b. Cost/Output Evaluation. Alternative 1 has the least total costs ($222,579) and total
average costs ($30,851) of the three alternatives investigated for Rock Creek. See table 2-76.
However, this alternative will not have any output for land-based activities or river access.
Camping and a boat ramp will not be furnished.

Alternative 2 and 3 will each furnish three camping sites thus providing three outputs for
land-based activities. Like Alternative 1, neither will furnish river access and thus will not
have outputs for river access.

Table 2-76 -- Summary of Costs for Rock Creek

Site Total Total
Costs Average Annual
Alternative 1 $222,579 $30,851
Alternative 2 $851,262 $89,745
Alternative 3 $851,258 $89,745

c. Acceptability Evaluation. After consultation with the four Tribes and BIA, a decision
has been made, to provide minimum land-based facilities at Rock Creek and Goodnoe while
increasing the land-based development at Pasture Point (see section 2.8.12). Cost efficiencies
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in selecting alternatives for Goodnoe, Pasture Point and Rock Creek are summarized in table
2-85, Acceptability Evaluation (John Day Pool) in footnote, Combined Site Development.
Consequently, Alternative 1 is the result of this consultation process with the Tribes and
represents efficiencies in concentrating development of Treaty fishing access facilities at
Pasture Point. The Tribes, BIA and the Corps support implementation of Alternative 1 for
Rock Creek.

2.8.14 Sundale Treaty Fishing Access Site.

Three alternatives were considered, each with a different level of development. Each
alternative includes the Sundale Park administered by the Corps for development.

a. Development Evaluation. Alternative 1 and 2 both provide river access and land-based
facilities and are similar in levels of development. Refer to tables 2-40 and 2-41. Alternative 1
differs from Alternative 2 in the quantity of items including dredging (740 yd® versus 2,000
yd’, respectively), length of water system (500 If versus 1,000 If), camping sites (3 versus 6),
topsoil (0 yd® versus 100 yd®) and asphalt (3,730 yd?* versus 3,100 yd?).

Alternative 3 is also similar to Alternative 1 and 2 in that it will provide river access and
land-based facilities. Refer to table 2-42. However, a dumpster pad, landscaping and outside
lighting are not included in Alternative 3, but were included in Alternatives 1 and 2.

There will be impacts to the public by improving Sundale Park and designating the site as a
Treaty fishing access site. These impacts are discussed in the Environmental Assessment and
Appendix L (table L-4). A loss of 27,433 average annual visitor days are predicted with the
transfer of Sundale Park to BIA.

b. Cost/Output Evaluation. Alternative 1 has the least total costs ($863,298) and total
average annual costs ($710,245) of the three alternatives that include landscaping. See table 2-
77. All three alternatives furnish river access providing Tribal fishers with the opportunity to
set, tend, and retrieve an estimated 84 nets for a normal week of fishing. Alternative 1 will
furnish three camping sites (outputs) for land-based activities. Alternatives 2 and 3 will each
furnish six camping sites (outputs) for land-based activities.

Table 2-77 -- Summary of Costs for Sundale

Site Total Incidental Total
Costs : Losses Average Annual
Alternative 1 $863,298 $607,172 $710,245
Alternative 2 $1,047,421 $607,172 $727,493
Alternative 3 $771,399 $607,172 $701,636
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c. Acceptability Evaluation. Other sites were investigated as discussed in section 2.7.14
to avoid transfer of Sundale Park. A cost-effective site was not identified. Therefore,
development of a Sundale Treaty Fishing Access Site will require improvement and transfer
of Sundale Park to BIA. In addition, developing a Treaty fishing access site at Sundale Park
will result in the loss of public use of the park.

Sundale has the highest SLI (6,231) for the base condition. The base condition includes
existing boat ramps, both treaty fishing access and in-lieu fishing sites, currently used by
Tribal fishers. Refer to Appendix K, section 4.2.3 and table K-18 and K-19. The higher the
SLI the more advantageous the site is for Treaty fishing.

Alternative 3 is not suitable for implementation since landscaping, outside lighting and a
dumpster pad were not included. Public Law 100-581 includes landscaping as a development
feature. The four Tribes and BIA have expressed a desire to have Sundale landscaped similar
to other comparable Treaty fishing access sites. If these costs are included in Alternative 3,
then Alternative 1 becomes the least-cost alternative.

Alternative 1 is the least-cost alternative with landscaping and will provide the full range of
development appropriate for the site including river access and land-based facilities.
Alternative 2 will provide the same levels of output but will be more costly if implemented.
The four Tribes and BIA support Alternative 1 for Sundale. The Corps supports development
and transfer of Sundale Park to BIA.

2.8.15 Roosevelt Treaty Fishing Access Site.

Four alternatives were investigated for Roosevelt. All represent a different level of
development at the same site which is on undeveloped federal land within Roosevelt Park.
This federal land is upstream of the legislated site. See plates 42, 43 and 45. Each provides
river access and land-based facilities.

a. Development Evaluation. Alternative 1 and 2 are similar, but differ in the level of
land-based development. Refer to tables 2-43 and 2-44. Alternative 1 has less potable water
line (500 If versus 600 If, respectively), topsoil (1,860 yd® versus 4,792 yd®) and asphalt
paving (2,430 yd® versus 2,890 yd®). However, Alternative 1 has a larger irrigation system
(50,250 ft* versus 43,560 ft%).

Alternative 3 is identical to Alternative 2 except a pressure sewer line has been included for
disposal of site sewage. Refer to table 2-45. This line would extend to the city of Roosevelt’s
wastewater treatment plant or nearest trunk line. With this pressure line a restroom/shower
building and fish cleaning station can be included in the land-based development. This would
also eliminate the need for vault toilets. Alternative 3, like Alternative 2, will also differ from
Alternative 1 as discussed in the preceding paragraph.

2-105



Alternative 4 provides a comparable level of river access and land-based development as the
other three alternatives except: no landscaping is provided, informal camping is provided as
opposed to formal camping, and 26 paved parking areas are furnished as opposed to eight.
Refer to table 2-46.

The impacts to the public by developing a Treaty fishing access site at the alternative site will
be minor even though the site is within Roosevelt Park. No increase or decrease in the
average annual number of visitor days is anticipated at Roosevelt Park with this new site.
Tribal use of the existing Roosevelt Park boat ramp and land-based facilities has had
recreation impacts but there is no hard data. Developing of a separate Treaty fishing access
site for the four Tribes will improve conditions for the public and Tribal fishers at Roosevelt
Park.

c. Cost/Output Evaluation. Alternative 4 has the least total costs ($917,313) and total
average annual costs ($114,690) of the four alternatives investigated for Roosevelt. See table
2-78. All four alternatives furnish river access thus each will provide Tribal fishers with the
opportunity to set, tend, and retrieve an estimated 84 nets for a normal week of fishing. Hence
each alternative will provide 84 river access outputs. Each will also furnish eight camping
sites; and thus, eight outputs for land-based activities.

Table 2-78 -- Summary of Costs for Roosevelt

Site Total Total
Costs Average Annual
Alternative 1 $1,441,846 $157,270
Alternative 2 $1,719,217 $183,254
Alternative 3 $2,217,496 - $229,932
Alternative 4 $917,313 $114,690

c. Acceptability Evaluation. The alternative site identified for Roosevelt legislated site, is
better suited to develop Treaty fishing access. As discussed in 2.7.15 the legislated site is
mostly rock outcrop with high near vertical cliffs along the shore line. Furthermore, the
southern portion of the parking area for Roosevelt Park is within the legislated site. The
alternative location has an abandoned ferry landing with groin which will be utilized in
developing the Treaty fishing access site and provide cost savings to the project. This
alternative location also avoids impacts to the Roosevelt Park at considerable less costs.

Public Law 100-581 includes landscaping as a development feature. Alternative 4 will not
provide a landscaped fishing access site comparable to the adjacent Roosevelt Park. This is
not acceptable to the four Tribes and BIA, and has been reflected in their comments in
Appendix C.
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The pumping of on-site sewage to the city of Roosevelt for Alternative 3 is not cost effective
considering the use of the site identified in section 2.1.2 (12 to 24 Tribal members);therefore,
implementation of Alternative 3 is not appropriate. The site conditions (shallow soils and
proximity to river shoreline) at Roosevelt will not permit development of a drainfield for
proper sewage disposal generated on-site.

Alternative 1 is the least cost site that provides landscaping. This alternative also will provide
the full range of development appropriate for the site including river access and land-based

facilities.

The four Tribes and BIA support Alternative 1 for Roosevelt. The Corps also prefers
implementation of Alternative 1 on undeveloped federal land upstream of the legislated site.

2.8.16 Pine Creek Treaty Fishing Access Site.

Four alternatives were investigated for Pine Creek and all will require a new railroad crossing.
Each represents a different level of development on the legislated site. Alternative 1 and 2
provide river access with minimum land-based facilities that will not include camping.
Alternative 3 and 4 will not furnish river access but will provide minimum land-based
facilities including camping.

a. Development Evaluation. Alternative 1 and 2 are similar in development, but differ in
the land-based facilities. Both provide the same level of development for river access. Refer to
tables 2-47 and 2-48. Alternative 1 has more paved parking areas (10 versus 2, respectively)
and four acres of seeding. Alternative 2 has two informal camping sites, whereas alternative 1
will not provide any camping sites.

Alternative 3 provides more land-based facilities than Alternative 4 including two parking
areas and a dumpster pad. Refer to table 2-49 and 3-50. Neither will have river access.
Alternative 4 will have two informal camping sites and a vault toilet.

b. Cost/Output Evaluation. Alternative 4 has the least total costs ($2,354,785) and total
average annual costs ($242,793) of the four alternatives investigated. See table 2-79. Neither
Alternative 4 or 3 provide river access. Each will furnish two informal camping sites.
Alternative 1 and 2 will furnish river access thus each will provide Tribal fishers with the
opportunity to set, tend, and retrieve an estimated 84 nets for a normal week of fishing. Each
will have 84 river access outputs. Since camping sites are not included in Alternative 1, there
will not be land-based facility outputs. Alternative 2 will have two informal camping sites
thus two land-based facility outputs.
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Table 2-79 -- Summary of Costs for Pine Creek

Site Total Total
Costs Average Annual
Alternative 1 $3,640,138 $363,204
Alternative 2 $3,568,741 $356,515
Alternative 3 $2,357,681 $243,065
Alternative 4 $2,354,785 | $242,793

c. Acceptability Evaluation. At the May 11-14, 1993 conference with the four Tribes
and BIA and subsequent consultation meetings, a need was identified to have greater
efficiency in developing Pine Creek, Alderdale and Threemile Canyon. Refer to Appendix D,
Corps of Engineers’ Reply to Tribal Comments. These three sites are close together with Pine
Creek at RM 250.2, Alderdale at RM 257.5 and Threemile Canyon at RM 255. Pine Creek
and Alderdale are on the Washington shore and Threemile Canyon is on the Oregon shore. As
discussed in section 2.7.16 and 2.1.2 (Pine Creek Treaty Fishing Access Site) site conditions
at Pine Creek (the site is narrow and mostly rock outcrop) prevent developing land-based
facilities at this location including camping, restroom/shower building and potable water.
However, site conditions at Alderdale are more conducive to developing land-based facilities
but less desirable for river access. Cost efficiencies in selecting alternative 1 for Pine Creek
and Alderdale are summarized in table 2-85.

Additionally, Pine Creek has a site location index (SLI) of 91 and Alderdale has a SLI of 13.
The SLI is discussed in Appendix K, Economic Report, section 4.2. The higher the SLI, the
more favorable the Treaty fishing access site is. Consequently, there is more advantage in
locating a boat ramp at Pine Creek rather than Alderdale.

Therefore, all parties agreed river access will be developed at Pine Creek and no river access
at Alderdale. Additionally, no camping will be furnished at Pine Creek, while sufficient
camping will be furnished at Alderdale to fulfill the requirements for both sites. Furthermore,
full development, as appropriate for site conditions, will be provided at Threemile Canyon.

Alternatives 2, 3 and 4 furnish camping and, therefore, are not suitable for implementation. In
addition, Alternatives 3 and 4 do not provide river access at Pine Creek.

Alternative 1 provides river access at Pine Creek with minimum land-based facilities including
a vault toilet, ten paved parking areas and a dumpster pad. It is also the least-cost alternative
furnishing river access as shown in table 2-79. The four Tribes, BIA, and the Corps support
implementation of Alternative 1 for Pine Creek.
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2.8.17 Threemile Canvon Treaty Fishing Access Site.

Four alternatives were investigated for Threemile Canyon and are on an embayment as
described in section 2.1.2 (Threemile Canyon Treaty Fishing Access Site). All provide the full
range of river access and land-based facilities appropriate for this site. Alternatives 1 and 2
are on a portion of the legislated site and abutting undeveloped federal land adjacent to
Quesnel Park administered by the Corps. Alternative 3 is nearly 1,800 feet downstream from
Quesnel Park near an existing armored gravel fill. Alternative 4 is nearly 400 feet downstream
of Quesnel Park on undeveloped federal land. Refer to plates 48 through 51.

a. Development Evaluation. Alternatives 1 and 2 are very similar in levels of
development. Refer table 2-51 and 2-50. Alternative 2 requires an extensive 15,000 yd* of in-
water fill armored with 2,200 yd® of riprap to place the Treaty fishing access boat ramp
downstream of the groin. For Alternative 1, the public boat ramp will be relocated upstream
to provide sufficient area for a Treaty fishing boat ramp adjacent to the existing groin. An
estimated 300 yd® of dredging is also required. The land-based facilities for these alternatives
are essentially the same.

Alternative 3 also provides river access and will require 300 yd® of dredging to construct a
boat ramp. Refer to table 2-53. This alternative differs from Alternatives 1 and 2 in that it
furnishes fewer land-based facilities. There are fewer camping sites (four versus six sites,
respectively), and paved parking areas (5 versus 8 parking areas). However, more landscaping
is provided for Alternative 3 (plantings versus seeding). An access road (1,800 feet) is also
necessary for Alternative 3.

Alternative 4 is the only alternative that will include a fish cleaning station and require a
groin to protect the boat ramp and dock. Refer to table 2-54. Boat ramp construction will
require an estimated 500 yd® of dredging. Like Alternative 3, it provides fewer camping sites
(four versus six sites). However, it also furnishes considerably more parking areas with 26.
The other alternatives furnish five or eight parking areas.

The impacts to the public by developing a Treaty fishing access site adjacent to Quesnel Park
will be minor. No decrease in the average annual number of visitor days at Quesnel Park is
anticipated with Alternatives 1, 2 and 4. However, Alternative 3 is expected to reduce average
annual visitor days by 2,916. Providing separate Treaty fishing access for the Tribes will
improve conditions for the public and Tribal fishers.

b. Cost/Output Evaluation. Alternative 1 has the lowest total costs ($901,771) and total
average annual costs ($106,677) of the four alternatives investigated for Threemile Canyon.
See table 2-80. All alternatives furnish river access providing Tribal fishers with the
opportunity to set, tend, and retrieve an estimated 84 nets in a normal week of fishing (84
river access outputs). Alternatives 1 and 2 each will furnish six camping sites therefore six
land-based facility outputs. Alternative 3 and 4 each will furnish four camping sites (four
land-based facility outputs).
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Table 2-80 -- Summary of Costs for Threemile Canyon

Site Total Total
Costs Average Annual
Alternative 1 $901,771 : $106,677
Alternative 2 $1,996,210 $209,203
Alternative 3 $1,074,201 $122,830
Alternative 4 $2,937,948 $297,423

c. Acceptability Evaluation. Alternative 4 includes more parking than the use at
Threemile Canyon can justify. This alternative also requires a new groin that will have
impacts to nearshore fish and wildlife habitat. However, Alternative 4 does separate
incompatible uses by providing a Treaty fishing site 400 feet downstream of Quesnel Park.

Like Alternative 4, Alternative 3 separates incompatible uses by locating the Treaty fishing
site downstream (1,800 ft), but requires construction of an access road of similar length. This
will also increase the maintenance requirements costs.

Alternative 2 will have considerable impact to fish and wildlife habitat with the 15,000 yd* of
in-water fill armored with 2,200 yd® of riprap. This construction is needed to protect the boat
ramp from wave action and permit launching and retrieval of boats into the wind. The FWS is
opposed to significant impacts to nearshore fish and wildlife habitat. Therefore, this
alternative is not desirable.

Alternative 1 has fewer fish and wildlife impacts than Alternatives 2 and 4. It also will not
require a 1,800-foot access road like Alternative 3. It will not provide open space between the
Treaty fishing site and Quesnel Park, but will furnish separate facilities for Tribal fishers.
However, Alternative 1 will have signing, handrails, stripping and landscaped barriers
included to provide further separation. This is considered adequate for the Treaty fishing
access site and Quesnel Park by the four Tribes, BIA, and Corps. Public use of the Quesnel
Park is limited and conflicts between incompatible users have been minor. Alternative 1 is
also the least-cost alternative and is one of the sites that provides the highest outputs.
Alternative 1 is supported by the four Tribes, BIA, and the Corps. implementation.

2.8.18 Alderdale Treaty Fishing Access Site.

Three alternatives representing different levels of development for the legislated site including
Alderdale Park were investigated.
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a. Development Evaluation. Neither Alternative 1 or 3 include river access (tables 2-55
and 2-57). Alternative 1 will furnish more land-based facilities including vault toilets (2
versus 1, respectively), camping sites (6 formal versus 2 informal), shelter (1 versus 0) and
dumpster pad (1 versus 0). Alternative 1 will also be landscaped.

Alternative 2 will furnish river access including a groin, boat ramp and dock, and two paved
parking areas (table 2-56). In comparison to Alternative 1, it provides no landscaping, less
camping (2 versus 6) and no shelter. Alternative 2 also furnishes more or better land-based
facilities than Alternative 3 including vault toilets (2 versus 1 toilet), camping sites, parking
areas (2 versus 0 parking areas), a dumpster pad, and landscaping.

The impacts to the public of developing the Alderdale Treaty fishing site will be minor.
However, development and transfer of Alderdale Park for Treaty fishing access is expected to
eliminate 547 average annual visitor days.

b. Cost/Output Evaluation. Alternative 3 has the lowest total costs ($623,317) and total
average annual costs ($80,592) of the three alternatives investigated for Alderdale. See table
2-81. Alternatives 1 and 3 will not furnish river access and, consequently, will not provide
any river access outputs. Alternatives 1 and 3 each will furnish six and two camping sites (six
and two land-based facility outputs).

Alternative 2 will furnish river access, thus providing Tribal fishers with the opportunity to
set, tend, and retrieve an estimated 84 nets in a normal week of fishing (84 river access
outputs). It will also furnish two camping sites (two land-based facility outputs).

Table 2-81 -- Summary of Costs for Alderdale

Site Total Incidental Total
Costs Losses Average Annual
Alternative 1 $1,062,214 $10,410 $132,117
Alternative 2 $3,474,584 ~ $10,410 $358,105
Alternative 3 $623,317 $0 $80,592

c. Acceptability Evaluation. As discussed in section 2.8.16, greater efficiency in
development of Pine Creek and Alderdale was desired. Consequently, land-based facilities
were to be provided at Alderdale and the river access was to be furnished at Pine Creek for
this reach of the river, RM’s 250.2 to 257.5. Cost efficiencies in selecting alternative 1 for
Pine Creek, and Alderdale are summarized in table 2-85.

Therefore, Alternatives 2 and 3 are not suitable options for Alderdale. Alternative 2 includes
river access that has been eliminated from consideration for this site; additionally, it does not
have an appropriate level of land-based facilities, camping sites in particular. Alternative 3
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will not provide sufficient land-based facilities for anticipated use even though it does not
furnish river access. However, Alternative 1 will provide the adequate level of land-based
development to meet anticipated use at Alderdale.

The four Tribes and BIA support implementation of Alternative 1 for Alderdale. The Corps
also prefers development of Alternative 1 and the transfer of Alderdale Park.

2.8.19 Crow Butte Treaty Fishing Access Site.

Four alternatives were considered for Crow Butte. Sites for these alternatives are on lands
leased by the Washington State Parks Commission for Crow Butte Park.

Alternatives 1 and 2 are on the same location near the entrance to the Crow Butte Park.
Alternatives 3 and 4 are at different locations adjacent to the park.

a. Development Evaluation. Alternatives 1 and 2 provide the full range of development,
both river access and land-based facilities, appropriate for this site and represent different
levels of development. Refer to tables 2-58 and 2-59. The primary difference between these
alternatives is that a rubble mount breakwater was included in Alternative 2, as opposed to a
floating breakwater for Alternative 1.

The major difference between Alternative 3 and the first two alternatives is that a groin is not
required and an estimated 1,000 yd® of dredging is necessary to provide boat access at this
location. Refer to table 2-60. Less asphalt pavement is also required for Alternative 3 (4,000
yd? versus 8,000 yd?, respectively).

Alternative 4 will not include landscaping or use the park facilities to provide
potable/irrigation water or for disposal site sewage (table 2-61), but this alternative will
include a well, pumphouse, water system, and drainfield. A rubble mount groin and an
estimated 1,200 yd® of dredging are required to provide river access at this location. A rubble
mount groin and dredging are also required for Alternative 2.

The impacts to the public by developing a Treaty fishing access site adjacent to Crow Butte
Park will be minor. No decrease or increase in the average annual visitor days at the park is
anticipated with Alternatives 1, 2, 3, or 4. Tribal use of the existing Crow Butte Park has had
an impact, but there is no hard data. However, providing separate Treaty fishing access for the
Tribes will improve conditions for the public and Tribal fishers.

¢. Cost/Output Evaluation Alternative 3 has the lowest total costs ($1,854,037) and total
average annual costs ($195,884) of the four alternatives investigated for Crow Butte. See table
2-82. All alternatives will furnish river access providing Tribal fishers with the opportunity to
set, tend, and retrieve an estimated 84 nets in a normal week of fishing. Each alternative will
furnish six camping sites (outputs).
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Table 2-82 -- Summary of Costs for Crow Butte

Site Total Total
Costs Average Annual
Alternative 1 $3,283,279 $329,774
Alternative 2 $2,797,456 $284,262
Alternative 3 $1,854,037 $195,884
Alternative 4 $2.682,235 $273,469

c. Acceptability Evaluation. Alternatives 3 and 4 are not supported by the Washington
State Parks Commission. Alternative 3 will not provide the separation between the park river
access facilities and the Treaty fishing access site desired by park management. The site for
Alternative 4 was in the area where park officials had plans for future expansion.

The Washington State Parks Commission will support the site identified for Alternatives 1 and
2. This site is outside the gate near the entrance to the existing park, and the Commission has
agreed this location will not interfere with park management. Alternative 1 is the least-cost
alternative and has less environmental impact, with a floating breakwater instead of the rubble
mount included in Alternative 2. Additional landscaping has been included in Alternative 1 to
ensure appropriate separation between the park access road and the treaty fishing access site.
This will also provide the proper screening desired by the Washington State Parks
Commission and the four Tribes for the Crow Butte site.

The four Tribes, BIA, the Corps, and the Washington State Parks Commission support
Alternative 1 for Crow Butte.

2.8.20 Faler Road Treaty Fishing Access Site.

Both alternatives investigated are on the same site with different levels of development. The
site is within the area leased from the Corps by the Boardman Park District. .

a. Development Evaluation. Alternative 1 provides the full array of land-based facilities
but will not furnish river access (table 2-62). Alternative 2 provides both river access and
land-based facilities (table 2-63). Alternatives 1 and 2 differ in the quantity of materials
provided including topsoil (3,630 versus 3,230, respectively), irrigation system (98,000 ft* and
87,120 ft*), and boundary fence (3,000 If and 3,200 If).

b. Cost/Output Evaluation. Alternative 1 has the lowest total costs ($1,527,051) and total
average annual costs (8165,252) for the two Faler Road alternatives investigated. See table 2-
83. It will not furnish river access and, consequently, will not provide any river access output.
Alternative 2 will furnish river access, providing Tribal fishers with the opportunity to set,
tend, and retrieve an estimated 84 nets in a normal week of fishing (84 river access outputs).
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Both alternatives will each furnish 6 camping sites (6 land-based facility outputs).

Table 2-83 -- Summary of Costs for Faler Road

Site Total Total
Costs Average Annual
Alternative 1 $1,527,051 $165,252
Alternative 2 $4,534,384 $446,976

c. Acceptability Evaluation. The access road and boat ramp included in Alternative 2
will have significant and extensive environmental impacts with the large in-water fill required
to locate the ramp in sufficient water depth to off load and load boats (see sections 2.7.20).
However, the Tribes have been assured, in discussions with the Boardman Park District, they
will have continued use of the public ramp in Boardman Park. Therefore an expensive river
access is not imperative at this location, and Alternative 1 will be adequate for Tribal use.

Neither Alternative 1 nor 2 is predicted to have public impacts. No decrease or increase in the
average annual visitor days at the park is anticipated. However, developing a separate Treaty
fishing access site will improve conditions for the public and Tribal fishers at Boardman Park.
Cost efficiencies in selecting alternatives for Faler Road and Boardman are summarized in
table 2-85, Acceptability Evaluation (John Day Pool) in footnote, Combined Site
Development.

The four Tribes and BIA support implementation of Alternative 1 for Faler Road. The
Boardman Park District and the Corps also endorse Alternative 1 for implementation.

2.8.21 Boardman Treaty Fishing Access Site.

Two alternatives were investigated for Boardman. Each is at a different site and represents a
different level of development.

a. Development Evaluation. Alternative 1 will not provide river access but will provide
land-based facilities appropriate for the site. Refer to table 2-64. Alternative 2 will provide
river access and land-based facilities. Refer to table 2-65. Both alternatives provide basically
the same land-based facilities but differ in the item quantities. These difference are related to
individual site conditions and location.

The difference between Alternatives 1 and 2 include the water system (700 If versus 1,500 If,
respectively), sewer system (800 If versus 1,500 If), dumpster pads (2 versus 0), outside
lighting (500 ft versus 1,000 ft), asphalt paving (1,700 yd* versus 5,800 yd*) and boundary
fence (1,500 If versus 2,500 If). In addition, $400,000 is estimated to compensate the city for
either Alternative 1 or 2, and $1,500,000 is estimated to relocate the city municipal water
intake for Alternative 2. !
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b. Cost/Output Evaluation. Alternative 1 has the lowest total costs ($1,066,329) and total
average annual costs ($122,092) for the two Boardman alternatives investigated (table 2-84).
It will not furnish river access and, consequently, will not provide any river access output.
Alternative 2 will furnish river access thus, providing Tribal fishers with the opportunity to
set, tend, and retrieve an estimated 84 nets in a normal week of fishing. Each alternative will
furnish 5 camping sites (outputs).

Table 2-84 -- Summary of Costs for Boardman

Site Total Total
Costs Average Annual
Alternative 1 $1,066,329 $122,092
Alternative 2 $5,908,778 $575,727

c. Acceptability Evaluation. Neither alternative is acceptable to the city of Boardman.
Development at either location will force the city to relocate a portion of its domestic water
system, including the pumping station or the water intake. The four Tribes and BIA support
not developing a Boardman Treaty Fishing Access Site. They have indicated development of
the Faler Road Alternative 1 including assured use of the public boat ramp at Boardman Park,
is sufficient for this reach of the river. While the Corps is not a participant in ensuring the
Tribes access to the public boat ramp, the Corps supports a significant savings by project
costs by having the Tribal fishers use the existing park ramp. Cost efficiencies in selecting
alternatives for Faler Road and Boardman are summarized in table 2-85, Acceptability
Evaluation (John Day Pool) in footnote, Combined Site Development.

2.8.22 Acquisition Sites.

Only one alternative was considered for each of the six acquisition sites. Changes to the site
boundaries and proposed development are likely. These sites must be purchased from willing
sellers before further evaluations are deemed necessary.

2.9 Summary

Alternative 1 is the preferred alternative of those evaluated for each of the 20 sites (18 treaty
fishing access and 2 in-lieu fishing sites) with proposed development in this report. The
recommended plan for each site is Alternative 1 for each site evaluated. Table 2-85
summarizes the justification of the recommended plan.

Two sites, Boardman and Cliffs, are recommended to be removed from consideration as
Treaty fishing access sites. Maryhill is recommended for replacement of Cliffs. There is no
development proposed on Moonay and Alder Creek; however, there will be a land transfer for
each site. Table 2-86 summarizes each site.
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Table 2-86 -- Project Summary

Site Location Site Type|Legal Basis|Recommended| Development|  Planning
County/State Action Plan Report

Legislative ) i ! ‘ é o Y
Bonneville Area Office| Skamania, Washington ] TFAS | 401(a) i No Change Partial/LB Phase One
Celilo Wasco, Oregon | TFAS 401(a) | Boundary Full Phase Two
Preachers Eddy 'Sﬁgrman Oregon TFAS 401(a) | Boundary Partia/lRA | Phase Two
Roosevelt "I Klickitat, Washington 1 TFAS 401(a) | Alternative |  Full Phase Two
Faler Road 'Morrow, Oregon " TFAS | 401(a) | Boundary Partial/LB i Phase Two
Boardman {Morrow, Oregon ' TFAS 401(a) } Delete None | Phase Two
Rufus :Shérman Oregon TFAS 401(a) No Change | Partial/LB | Phase Two
Avery Klickitat, ‘Washington TFAS | 401(a) | NoChange PartialRA | Phase Two
Maryhill Klickitat, Washington | TFAS 401(a) Replaced | Full | Phase Two
Cliffs _|Klickitat, Washington j TFAS | 401(a) = Delete | NA | Phase Two
LePage Sherman, Oregon L | TFAS ‘ 401(a) | Boundary | Full Phase Two
Sundale _ |Sherman, Oregon | TFAS | 401(a) | Boundary ; Full Phase Two
North Shore _ | Klickitat, Washington ’ TFAS 401(a) Alternative 1 Partial/RA Phase Two
Goodnoe Klickitat, Washington TFAS 401(a) | Boundary | Partlal/LB Phase Two
Pasture Point Klickitat, Washington | TFAS | 401(a) | Boundary |  Full Phase Two
Rock Creek Klickitat, Washington TFAS L 401(a) . Boundary | PartialllB | Phase Two
Moonay | Klickitat, Washington } TFAS I 401(a) | Boundary : None Phase Two
Threemile Canyon Morrow, Oregon \ TFAS 401(a) I Boundary Ji Full Phase Two
Alder Creek Klickitat, Washington | TFAS 401(a) Boundary None Phase Two
Crow Butte Benton, Washington TFAS 401(a) Alternative Full Phase Two
Pine Creek Klickitat, Washington TFAS | 401(a) Boundary | Partial/LB | Phase Two
Alderdale Klickitat, Washington | TFAS | 401(a) No change | Partia/RA | Phase Two

In-lieu | i . ] ]

Cascade Locks Hood River, Oregon - I In-lieu | 401(b)(1) No change |Rehabilitation Phase One
Underwood ~ |Skamania, Washington | In-lieu ' 401(b)(1) = Nochange | Rehabilitation| Phase One
Lone Pine 'Wasco, Oregon “inieu | 401(b)(1) ; No change |Rehabilitation| Phase One
Wind River [Skamania, Washington ‘ In-lieu 1 401(b)(1) No change Rehabilitation Phase Two
Cooks Inlet " 'Skamania, Washington | In-ieu | 401(b)(1) | Nochange |Rehabilitation| Phase Two

Acquired ‘ ’ | !
Lyle ~|Klickitat, Washington | Acquired | 401(b)(3) | NA [ Full ' LA/Phase Two
Wind River Skamama Washington | Acquired | 401(b)(3) l NA i Full iLA]Phase Two
Stanley Rock {Hood River, Oregon | Acquired 401(b)(3) | 3 NA ' Full LA/Phase Two
White Salmon |Klickitat, Washington lAcqu.red 401(b)(3) | NA i Ful  [LA/Phase Two
Dallesport | Klickitat, Washington Acqunredn 401(b)(3) ' NA ! Partial/RA | LA/Phase Two
Bingen [Klickitat, Washington | Acquired | 401(b)(3) | NA | Partial/LB |LA/Phase Two

TFAS - treaty fishing a

401(b)(1) -
401(b)(3) -

NA - not applicable

LA -

ccess site

Acquired - treaty fishing access site to purchased on the Bonneville Pool
401(a) - section in PL-100-581
section in PL-100-581
section in PL-100-581
No Change - no change in legislative site location or boundary
Boundary - change in boundary required
Alternative - site relocation in proximity to legislative site
Delete - removed from consideration as TFAS
Replaced - exchanged Maryhill for Cliffs
Partial/LB - development only includes land based facilities
Partial/RA - development only includes river access facilities
Full - development includes river access and land based facilities

None - no development but will include appropriate land transfer
Rehabilitation - primarily includes restoring or replacing existing facilities
Phase One - Final Phase One Evaluation Report/EA (October 1992)
Phase Two - Draft Phase Two Evaluation Report/EA (January 1995)
(Land Acquisition) Final Land Acquisition Study/EA (July 1994)




3. IDENTIFIED PLAN
3.1 General Design

The designs submitted in this report were developed to illustrate the Identified Plan for
19 Section 401.(a) Treaty fishing access sites, 2 in-lieu fishing sites and 6 acquisition
sites (table 3-1). A baseline cost estimate and total project cost summaries are included in
Appendix J, Cost Estimate, and Chapter 4, section 4.5, both of which are in October
1994 price levels.

The general design criteria for the conceptual designs are presented in Appendix B,
Identified Plan. The first several pages of the Identified Plan discuss the design standards.
The design philosophy was to develop facilities that were durable with minimum
maintenance. The Treaty access sites are located along the Columbia River, where
weather conditions are harsh with semi-arid conditions, high wind velocities and normally
severe winters.

General design criteria developed for the Identified Plan and the Working Document are
very similar and in some cases identical. In the Identified Plan, the general design criteria
were created for the conceptual design and, therefore, is more site specific. But for the
Working Document, the general design criteria were used to identify possible alternative
river access sites for a number of the legislative Treaty fishing access sites.

A second major difference in the general design criteria for the Working Document is that
there are two major categories, partial and full development. Partial development was
considered to have low density use because physical aspects of the site limited the
development of a potable water source and a boat ramp. Full development was
considered to require facilities to accommodate high density use (Appendix A, Working
Document Methodology).

Both sets of design criteria covered the following major categories and/or facilities: (1)
railroad crossings, (2) highway access, (3) architectural features, (4) use of vegetation, (5)
fencing (boundary definition), (6) access roads, (7) parking, (8) boat ramp, (9) boat dock,
(10) potable water, (11) pump house, (12) power, (13) sanitary facilities, (14) camping
areas, (15) fish cleaning stations, (16) fish drying sheds and (17) net repair areas.

(O8]
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Table 3-1 -- Columbia River Treaty Fishing Access Sites (Phase One and Phase Two)

SITE IYPE POOL State RM ACRES | PLATE
Bonneville Area Office Sect 401.(a) Bonneville WA 147.1 8.0 A*
Cascade Locks In-Lieu Bonneville OR 148.5 155 B*
Underwood In-Lieu Bonneville WA 168.0 5.0 (s
Lone Pine In-Lieu Bonneville OR 191.5 9.0 D*
Celilo Sect 401.(a) The Dalles OR 201.5 7.6 J
Preachers Eddy Sect 401.(a) The Dalles OR 2135 > M
Roosevelt Sect 401.(a) John Day WA 241.0 3 R
Faler Road Sect 401.(a) John Day OR 267.5 6.9 e
Avery Sect 401.(a) The Dalles WA 1974 5:1 I
Rufus Sect 401.(a) The Dalles OR 2124 25 L
Maryhill Sect 401.(a) The Dalles WA 208.2 9.9 K
North Shore Sect 401.(a) John Day WA 2159 55 N
LePage Sect 401.(a) John Day OR 217.8 159 6]
Goodnoe Sect 401.(a) John Day WA 2254 5 P-1
Pasture Point Sect 401.(a) John Day WA 226.5 534 P-2
Rock Creek Sect 401.(a) John Day WA LTS 5 P-3
Sundale Sect 401.(a) John Day WA 236.2 58 Q
Moonay Sect 401.(a) John Day WA 2475 09 5
Pine Creek Sect 401.(a) John Day WA 250.2 6.9 T
Threemile Canyon Sect 401.(a) John Day OR 255.0 332 U
Alderdale Sect 401.(a) John Day WA 2575 8.6 v
Alder Creek Sect 401.(a) John Day WA 258.0 2.6 w
Crow Butte Sect 401.(a) John Day WA 262.0 2.7 X
Wind River In-Lieu Bonneville WA 155.0 250 G
Cooks Inlet In-Lieu Bonneville WA 162.0 29 H
Lyle Acquisition Bonneville WA 180.7 4.8 A
Wind River Acquisition Bonneville WA 154.7 41.0 B
Stanley Rock Acquisition Bonneville OR 170.1 11.2 (&
White Salmon Acquisition Bonneville WA 169.5 20 D
Dallesport Acquisition Bonneville WA 188.5 10 B
Bingen Boat Basin Acquisition Bonneville WA 172.0 4 F

* Located 1n Interim Phase One Evaluation Report
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The multidisciplinary team used the criteria in Appendix B, Identified Plan, in the engineering
narrative under the heading General Design Criteria, in formulating the site development
plans. The engineering narrative in Appendix B also explains the design of general facilities
in greater detail. The sites have sufficient acreage to provide Treaty fishing facilities required
by law and regulation, except at Moonay and Alder Creek. The level of development at each
site was aimed at fulfilling the anticipated use of the Tribal fishers. To determine the level of
use at each site, resource management personnel conducted on-site interviews and field
observations during the 1988 and 1989 Treaty fishing seasons. Management personnel
recorded the number of Tribal members at each site, the number and size of Tribal groups,
number of vehicles and vehicles with camping trailers, and commercial buyers at each site.

Information was formally solicited from each Tribe and the BIA on the facilities required by
Tribal fishers at each site. Written responses on Phase One have been received from the
Umatilla and Warm Springs Tribes, and verbal conversations have transpired between
representatives from the Yakama and Nez Perce Tribes and the Corps on the identified site
plans (see Phase One Report, Appendix C, Tribal Comments). Development for each site has
been or will be modified per Tribal comments to the extent possible to accommodate Treaty
fishing access and the associated fishing activities (Phase One and Two Report, Appendix D).

3.2 Development Plan

The development plans for each site have been superimposed on photographic enlargements
prepared from 1:24,000 aerial photographs taken in October 1989. Each plan displays the
general location of a particular facility and is preliminary in nature. The drawings are based
on limited surface reconnaissance and are not accurate for site- specific locations. Final design
and location of facilities for each site will be developed in the engineering data report and
during plans and specifications. Each plan includes a pertinent data table listing the state and
county the site is in, the Columbia River mile location, and the site’s estimated acreage.

Developments at each site are described below and are in response to the use as described in
‘Section 2.1, except where development is limited by technical or physical restrictions. Where
the four Tribes described use higher than field observations, sites were developed to use
indicated by the Tribes.

The costs discussed per site are the total construction costs in October 1994 price levels.

These costs are the same as those presented in table K-31, Appendix K. Washington state
sales tax has not been included in these costs for the sites located on the Washington shore.

3.2.1 Phase One Sites.

For details on the Bonneville Area Office Treaty fishing access site, Cascade Locks,
Underwood, and Lone Pine in-lieu fishing site see the Phase One Report.



3.2.2 Wind River In-Lieu Fishing Site.

Proposed features for this site are listed in table 3-2. This in-lieu fishing site has existed
for more than 10 years, and no adjustment in the boundary is required. General cleanup
of the site is proposed. A new vault toilet will replace the restroom. Four camping sites
and a dumpster pad are proposed. The existing parking spaces are in good condition. See
plate G in Appendix B.

Annual dredging will be required to maintain small boat access to the Columbia River.
Sedimentation patterns in the area adjacent to the boat ramp indicate there is a river
eddy, and sediment moving down river will continue to be deposited adjacent to the boat
ramp. There is a large source of sediment immediately above the in-lieu site in the form
of a river bar. As material is dredged, high river flows will move upstream bar sediments
downstream and deposit it near the in-lieu site. Navigation below the site is questionable.
Sediment has in-filled portions of the channel, and river bars are visible during low pool.
Additional dredging would probably be required below the site to ensure Columbia River
access for small boats; therefore, maintaining river access is not recommended. The
estimated cost is $154,000.

Table 3-2 -- Proposed Development, Wind River In-Lieu Fishing Site

Item uanti
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3.2.3 Cooks Inlet In-Lieu Fishing Site.

Cooks Inlet has also been a Tribal fishing site for more than 10 years. There are no plans
to adjust the site boundary. Improvements are proposed for the dock, restrooms, water
and chlorination system, power distribution system and lighting (table 3-3). The fish
cleaning station will be replaced, and two dumpster pads will be provided. See plate H in
Appendix B. The estimated cost for this site is $1,010,000.



Table 3-3 -- Proposed Development, Cooks Inlet In-Lieu Fishing Site

Item Quantity
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3.2.4 Avery Treaty Fishing Access Site.

A slight boundary adjustment in the legislated site is required. An existing railroad
crossing will be used for site access. Development is limited to river access with minimal
upland support facilities. Improvements include upgrading existing facilities such as the
vault toilets, parking lot, boat ramp and groin. Use does not warrant overnight camping
and other support facilities (table 3-4). Since the site will not accommodate a drainfield,
there will not be flush toilets, showers or a fish cleaning station. Development will result
in loss of public use of the existing park. The proposed site is approximately 3.1 acres.
See plate I in Appendix B. The estimated cost for this site is $1,572,000.
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Table 3-4 -- Proposed Development, Avery Treaty Fishing Access Site

Item Quantity
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3.2.5 Celilo Treaty Fishing Access Site.

Proposals for this site are listed in table 3-5. The site appears to be suitable for full
development, and the four Tribes have requested full development (see Phase One
Report, Appendix C, pages C-14 and C-32, and Land Use). They indicated in their letter
that use was high. The Treaty fishing use inventory conducted by the Corps indicates
three to four camps or groups use this site approximately six months per year with four
to six people per camp and four vehicles with boats and trailers. Hence, this site was
developed to the same level as Celilo Park, an adjacent public park, and to a level
sufficient to meet the identified Tribal fisher use. This included a paved access road, 15
paved parking spaces, and 5 camping sites to meet anticipated use. An irrigation system,
lawn and plantings were also included to provide staging areas, shade and wind breaks. A
change is proposed in the legislative boundary, with the concurrence of the four Tribes
and BIA, to include sufficient area to develop a drainfield for the Treaty fishing access
site. By including this drainfield, waste water could be properly processed, and flush
toilets, showers and fish cleaning stations could be developed. For convenience, a vault
toilet will be provided adjacent to the camping area. See plate J in Appendix B.

Approximately 7.6 acres are recommended for development on the proposed site. A
portion of Celilo Park is included to provide sufficient area for a drainfield. The
proposed site is a long narrow wedge that is bounded by Interstate 84 on the south, the
Columbia River on the north and Celilo Park on the west. This is probably the maximum
acreage that can be transferred without adverse impact to Celilo Park. The estimated cost
for this site is $3,649,000.
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3.2.6 Marvhill Treaty Fishing Access Site.

Legislative approval is required for this proposed site. This site would have to be added
to the list of Treaty fishing access sites in exchange for the Cliffs site, which would be
deleted as a potential site. The proposed site occupies the west portion of the existing
Maryhill State Park. Proposed features are shown in table 3-6. Development would
provide river access along with a wide range of fishing support facilities. This site will
be developed to the same level as the adjacent park. This includes a two-way access road,
15 paved parking spaces, 4 camping sites, a net repair area, a fish drying shed, shelters,
boat ramp, groin, and a dock to accommodate the observed use. The site will
accommodate a drainfield; therefore, flush toilets, showers and a fish cleaning station will
be provided. See plate K in Appendix B. The proposed site is about 9.9 acres, and the
estimated construction cost is $4,386,000.

Table 3-5 -- Proposed Development, Celilo Treaty Fishing Access Site

Item uanti
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Table 3-6 -- Proposed Development, Maryhill Treaty Fishing Access Site

Item uanti
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3.2.7 Rufus Treaty Fishing Access Site.

A boundary adjustment in the legislated site is not required for this site. Development
will focus on minimum use without river access. The waters offshore are too shallow for
- developing a boat ramp, and the shallow water has high habitat value. River access
facilities will be provided at Preachers Eddy site just upstream of this area. This site will
include off-road parking and a vault toilet (table 3-7). Overnight camping, fish cleaning
facilities, and other support facilities will not be available. See plate L in Appendix B.
The proposed site is approximately 2.5 acres, and the estimated cost is $195,000.
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Table 3-7 -- Proposed Development, Rufus Treaty Fishing Access Site

Item uantity
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3.2.8 Preachers Eddy Treaty Fishing Access Site.

Upland development will not provide camping. Adequate but modest facilities for river access
are included for development (table 3-8). Potable water and a drainfield will not be provided,
therefore, flush toilets, showers and a fish cleaning station will not be provided. As proposed,
the plan recommends adjustments in the legislative boundary to avoid impacts at the facilities
for the Giles French Park, a public park. Facilities to the same level as the adjacent park will
be provided. Development is intended to provide a separation between Tribal fishers and the

public by using vegetative screening, fencing and/or earth berms. See plate M in Appendix B.

The proposed site, approximately 5.0 acres, is a long narrow wedge that is bounded by a
frontage road on the south, the Columbia River on the north and Giles French Park on the
east. This is probably the maximum acreage that can be transferred without adverse impacts to
Giles French Park. The estimated cost for this site is $2,100,000.

3.2.9 North Shore Treaty Fishing Access Site.

Legislative approval is required for this proposal. The legislated site is east of the Railroad
Island Park on the same embayment separated from the Columbia River by the railroad. The
proposed site adjacent to the west side of the existing park and on the same embayment.
Development will provide river access and a modest amount of support facilities, including
four gravel parking spaces, a vault toilet and a dumpster pad (table 3-9). Since the site will
not accommodate a drainfield, there will not be flush toilets, showers or a fish cleaning
station. Maryhill is just downstream and has overnight facilities. The groundwater is being
studied for the presence of heavy metal contaminants from an adjacent aluminum plant. If
groundwater contamination is confirmed, the site may have to be removed from those
available for Treaty fishing access. See plate N in Appendix B. The site is approximately 5.5
acres, and the estimated cost is $521,000.
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Table 3-8 -- Proposed Development, Preachers Eddy Treaty Fishing Access Site

Item uanti
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Table 3-9 -- Proposed Development, North Shore Treaty Fishing Access Site

Item Quantity
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3.2.10 LePage Treaty Fishing Access Site.

A boundary adjustment in the legislated site is required for this proposal. Located on the
north side of the existing LePage Park, the legislated site is adequate for development of
river access facilities such as a boat ramp, dock, a net repair area, and 15 parking spaces,
but additional land is required to provide camping. Approximately, 0.5 acres of the

- LePage parking lot will be developed for camping. This would include five camping
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areas, two vault toilets, a net repair area, and two dumpster pads. The site will not
accommodate a drainfield; therefore, flush toilets, showers, and a fish cleaning station
will not be provided. Proposed features are shown in table 3-10. See plate O in Appendix
B. The proposed site is approximately 2.7 acres. The estimated cost for this site is
$1,585,000.

Table 3-10 -- Proposed Development, LePage Treaty Fishing Access Site

Item uanti
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3.2.11 Goodnoe Treaty Fishing Access Site.

A boundary adjustment in the legislated site is required for this proposal. The proposed
site is upstream from the legislated site which falls within the railroad right-of-way.
Proposed features are shown in table 3-11. Development includes two parking areas and a
vault toilet to accommodate the observed use. Access to this site will be from SR 14,
through Pasture Point and then down an existing road. A new railroad crossing will be
constructed near the Pasture Point site and used to access Goodnoe, Pasture Point and
Rock Creek. Overnight camping, fish cleaning facilities, and other support facilities will
not be available because this site is intended for minimal use only. Pasture Point site, one
mile upstream, will be developed with camping and fishing support facilities. See plate P-
1 in Appendix B. The proposed site is approximately 5.0 acres, and the estimated cost is
$101,000.



Table 3-11 -- Proposed Development, Goodnoe Treaty Fishing Access Site
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3.2.12 Pasture Point Treaty Fishing Access Site.

A boundary adjustment in the legislated site is required for this proposal. The proposed
site is continuous from Goodnoe, downstream, to Rock Creek, upstream. Proposed
features are shown in table 3-12. An existing gravel road and new railroad crossing will
be used to access the site, as well as Goodnoe and Rock Creek. The development
includes a gravel access road, 8 paved parking spaces, a boat ramp, a fish drying shed, a
net repair area, 2 vault toilets, and 12 camping sites to accommodate the anticipated use.
Roads around the camping areas and the fish drying shed will be paved to control dust.
The proposed site is approximately 53.4 acres. See plate P-2 in Appendix B. The
estimated cost for this site is $4,697,000.

Table 3-12 -- Proposed Development, Pasture Point Treaty Fishing Access Site

Item Quantity
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3.2.13 Rock Creek Treaty Fishing Access Site.

A boundary adjustment in the legislated site is required for this proposal. The legislated
boundary will be modified to exclude the northern portion, which lies in the railroad
right-of-way. Proposed features are shown in table 3-13. The site will use the access and
railroad crossing for Pasture Point. Development includes two parking areas and a vault
toilet to accommodate the observed use. Overnight camping, fish cleaning facilities, and
other support facilities will not be available. Pasture Point, one mile downstream, will be
developed with camping and fishing support facilities. See plate P-3 in Appendix for the
Rock Creek development plan. The proposed site is about 5.0 acres, and the estimated
cost is $146,000.

Table 3-13 -- Proposed Development, Rock Creek Treaty Fishing Access Site

Item uanti
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3.2.14 Sundale Treaty Fishing Access Site.

A boundary adjustment in the legislated site is required for this proposal. The legislated
site will be modified to exclude privately owned land to the northwest and to exclude the
southern portion, which falls within the railroad right-of-way. Development will include a
paved access road, paved parking spaces, a revamped boat ramp, and camping sites (table
3-14). This site is on an embayment contained by Burlington Northern Railroad. Access
to the Columbia River is through a boat channel that crosses under the railroad. There is
no boat access below minimum pool. The site will not accommodate a drainfield;
therefore, restroom/showers and a fish cleaning station will not be provided. Development.
will result in loss of public use of the existing park. See plate Q in Appendix B. The
proposed site is approximately 5.3 acres, and the estimated cost is $1,531,000.

3.2.15 Roosevelt Treaty Fishing Access Site.

Legislative approval required for this proposal. The site was impractical to develop
because of steep topography. A portion of Roosevelt Park, a public park, is also within
the legislated site and creates an undesirable overlap of public and Tribal use. A suitable
site was found adjacent to Roosevelt Park on undeveloped federal land approximately 900
feet upstream of the legislated site. Development will take advantage of an abandoned
ferry slip and recreation area to develop a boat ramp (table 3-15). Development will be
comparable to that at Roosevelt Park. This includes a paved access road, eight paved
parking spaces, eight camping sites, and an irrigation system. The lawn and plantings will
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provide staging areas, shade, and wind breaks. Imported topsoil will provide adequate
bedding for grass and plants. The site will not accommodate a drainfield; therefore,
restroom/showers and a fish cleaning station will not be provided. See plate R in
Appendix B.

Table 3-14 -- Proposed Development, Sundale Treaty Fishing Access Site
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Table 3-15 -- Proposed Development, Roosevelt Treaty Fishing Access Site
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This proposed site is approximately 5.0 acres. The area is bounded by Columbia River
waters on the north and south, with boat launching facilities and other Roosevelt Park
facilities to the west and east, respectively. This also is probably the maximum acreage

available for transfer without impacting Roosevelt Park. The estimated cost for this site is
$1,630,000.

3.2.16 Moonay Treaty Fishing Access Site.

Most of the site lies within the railroad right-of-way. The portion outside the
right-of-way is not large enough to develop, and there is no adjacent federal land for
expansion of the site. No features are proposed. The site boundary will be adjusted and
the site transferred to BIA. See plate State in Appendix B. The proposed site is
approximately 0.9 acres, and the estimated cost is $26,000.
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3.2.17 Pine Creek Treaty Fishing Access Site.

A boundary adjustment in the legislated site is required for this proposal. The legislated
boundary will be expanded upstream and downstream and modified to stay out of the
railroad right-of-way. Development will include a railroad crossing, a two-way access
road, parking spaces, and a boat ramp (table 3-16) No camping facilities will be provided
as the site is intended for river access. Other fishing support facilities will not be
available. See plate T in Appendix B. The proposed site is approximately 6.9 acres. The
estimated cost for this site is $4,926,000.

Table 3-16 -- Proposed Development, Pine Creek Treaty Fishing Access Site

Item ' Quantity
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3.2.18 Threemile Canyon Treaty Fishing Access Site.

A boundary adjustment in the legislated site is required for this proposal. The legislative
boundary has been modified to include more upland, allowing camping and fishing
support facilities to be developed. Proposed features are shown in table 3-17.
Development will include a two-way access road, parking spaces, a boat ramp, and
camping facilities. A net repair area and fish drying shed will be developed to support
fishing. Lack of potable water and inadequate sewer systems preclude development of a
fish cleaning station. See plate U in Appendix B. The proposed site is approximately 33.2
acres, and the estimated cost is $1,512,000.
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Table 3-17 -- Proposed Development, Threemile Canyon Fishing Access Site

Item Quantity
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Table 3-18 -- Proposed Development, Alderdale Treaty Fishing Access Site

Item Quantity
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3.2.19 Alderdale Treaty Fishing Access Site. No boundary adjustment in the legislated
site is required for this proposal. Proposed features are shown in table 3-18. Development
will include an access road, vault toilets, a shelter, and camping sites. Use did not
warrant development of a net repair area, fish drying shed, or fish cleaning station. No
other support facilities will be available. Development will result in loss of public use of
the existing park. See plate V in Appendix B. The estimated cost for this site is
$1,277,000.
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3.2.20 Alder Creek Treaty Fishing Access Site.

Most of the site lies within the railroad right-of-way. The portion outside the
right-of-way 1s not large enough to develop. As a result, there are no proposed features.
The legislated site boundary will be adjusted and transferred to BIA. See plate W in
Appendix B. This site is approximately 2.5 acres, and the estimated cost is $30,000.

3.2.21 Crow Butte Treaty Fishing Access Site.

A boundary adjustment in the legislated site is required for this proposal. The legislated
site is one mile downstream from the proposed site, which is north of the existing Crow
Butte State Park. Relocation of the site allows use of an existing inlet and the opportunity
to connect into existing utilities at the adjacent State Park. The final site selection just
west of a causeway (raised road) was reviewed with park officials and found acceptable
to the Washington State Park Commission. Proposed features are shown in table 3-19.
Development will include an access road, parking spaces, a boat ramp, a restroom/shower
building, and camping sites. Other support facilities such as shelters, a fish drying shed, a
fish cleaning station, and net repair areas will be available. This site will receive full
development to the same level as the adjacent park. See plate X in Appendix B. The
proposed site is approximately 21.7 acres, and the estimated cost is $3,740,000.

3.2.22 Faler Road Treaty Fishing Access Site.

Proposed features are shown in table 3-20. A modification of the legislated site boundary
is required for this proposed plan. The proposed site is on undeveloped federal land but
impacts the Boardman Park District recreational lease. The Park District has agreed to
modify the lease. This site is developed to the same level as Boardman Park, an adjacent
public park, and to a level sufficient to meet the identified Tribal fisher use. This
includes a paved access road, eight paved parking spaces and six camping sites. Plantings
were also included to provide screening, shade and wind breaks. Adjacent city utilities
will be used, allowing development of a restroom/shower building and a fish cleaning
station. Shallow water and fish and wildlife concerns will not allow development of a
boat ramp. See plate Y in Appendix B.

The proposed site, approximately 6.9 acres, would require modification to the recreational
lease with Boardman Park District and a legislative amendment. All parties (City of
Boardman, four Tribes and the Corps of Engineers) are in agreement with the identified
site, whose estimated cost is $1,721,000.
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Table 3-19 -- Proposed Development, Crow Butte Treaty Fishing Access Site

Item uanti
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Table 3-20 -- Proposed Development, Faler Road Treaty Fishing Access Site

Item J Quantity
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3.2.23 Acquisition Sites 1 through 6.

Specific development and associated costs depend on the specific sites acquired to fulfill
the requirements of P.L. 100-581. The details for acquisition site selection are found in a
Land Acquisition Study Report. The level of development and associated costs is based
on the acquisition of the most likely sites, identified in Section 2.7.23, Acquisition Sites,
from willing sellers.

a. Lyle Site. Proposed features are shown in table 3-21 and plate A of Appendix B.
The property necessary for upland development (approximately 3 acres) on this site is for
sale by the current property owner for development of Treaty fishing access. This
property is identified as lots 16 and 17 on a plat map, Klickitat Landing (P-93-01,
Section 3 T.2 N., R.12 E., W.M.).

The property required for river access has also been identified on the site development
plan, but a negotiated settlement is necessary to obtain exclusive river access for the four
Tribes on the Lyle Landing Road/ferry landing. This process will be initiated during
acquisition and proceed concurrently with purchase of the site. Several preliminary
discussions have occurred with parties that have a vested interest.

Adjacent city utilities will be used, allowing development of a restroom/shower building,
a fish cleaning station, and a potable water system. Development will include an access
road, parking spaces, a boat ramp, and camping sites. Other support facilities such as
shelters, a fish drying shed, and net repair areas will be available. The estimated cost for
this site is $3,589,000.



Table 3-21 -- Proposed Development, Lyle
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b. Wind River Site. Proposed features are shown in table 3-22 and plate B of
Appendix B. Utilities, including electricity, water, and telephone are available. The water
well would require testing for volume and quality. An existing drainfield allows disposal
of sanitary wastes, but a new drainfield would be required for flush toilets and a fish
cleaning facility. The estimated cost for this site is $3,480,000.

Table 3-22 -- Proposed Development, Wind River

Item uantity
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c. Stanley Rock Site. Proposed features are shown in table 3-23 and plate C of
Appendix B. Development will provide river access along with a wide range of fishing
support facilities. This includes 10 paved parking spaces, 10 camping sites, a net repair
area, a boat ramp, and a dock. The site will accommodate a drainfield; therefore, flush
toilets, showers, and a fish cleaning station will be provided. The estimated cost for this
site is $3,120,000.




Table 3-23 -- Proposed Development, Stanley Rock
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d. White Salmon Site. Proposed features are shown in table 3-24 and plate D of
Appendix B. Development includes a paved access road, eight paved parking spaces, and
eight camping sites. An irrigation system, lawn, and plantings were included to provide
staging areas, shade and wind breaks. A drainfield will also be included; therefore, flush
toilets, showers, and a fish cleaning station will be furnished. Two vault toilets will be
provided for convenience. The estimated cost for this site is $3,308,000.

e. Dallesport Site. Proposed features are shown in table 3-25 and plate E of
Appendix B. Development includes a paved access road, eight paved parking spaces, one
camping site, and two vault toilets. A boat ramp and dock will be provided for river
access. The estimated cost for this site is $1,245,000.

f. Bingen Boat Channel Site. Proposed features are shown in table 3-26 and plate F
of Appendix B. Development includes a gravel access road, two paved parking spaces,
one camping site, and two vault toilets. Only a dock will be provided for river access.
The estimated cost for this site is $868,000.




Table 3-24 -- Proposed Development, White Salmon
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Table 3-25 -- Proposed Development, Dallesport

Item uanti
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Table 3-26 -- Proposed Development, Bingen Boat Channel

Item uantity
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3.3 Summary

An irrigation system has been proposed for four of the six acquisition sites including
Lyle, Wind River, Stanley Rock and White Salmon. It may be possible to provide
adequate landscaping at these four sites without a permanent irrigation system. Very little
detailed information is available on these sites but will be obtained after purchase.
Therefore, plans for an irrigation system may be eliminated after review of the detailed
information and consultation with the four Tribes and BIA.

Table 3-27 shows a summary of the proposed facilities to be developed at each site.

Development ranges from providing new facilities to rehabilitating existing facilities. In
some instances the existing facilities are in good condition and require no improvements.
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4. RESULTS OF PLAN IMPLEMENTATION
4.1 Fish and Wildlife

Appendix E, the Coordination Act Report (CAR), prepared by the US Fish and Wildlife
Service (FWS), describes the fish and wildlife impacts connected with the
implementation of the Columbia River Treaty fishing access sites. This report addresses
both Phase One and Phase Two sites. Since the Maryhill site was added after the CAR
was prepared, the FWS reviewed this site separately and made recommendations,
contained in a letter following the CAR. Anticipated impacts in development of the sites
are considered to be low, except for Rufus, Sundale, Threemile Canyon, and Pasture
Point sites, which have valuable fish and wildlife habitat; and Faler Road, Crow Butte,
Rock Creek, Goodnoe, and North Shore sites, which have moderate fish and wildlife
habitat values. These habitat sites, with extensive shallow water environments and/or
abundant riparian vegetation, are heavily used by waterfowl and upland game. Adult and
juvenile anadromous fish use the Columbia River at these sites.

The FWS has recommended actions to mitigate impacts to the high- and moderate-valued
terrestrial and aquatic habitat during development of Treaty access sites, including:

. Dredge only what is absolutely necessary.

. Minimum as opposed to maximum development of the sites.

. Restrict shoreline development to boat ramp, dock and/or groin construction.

. Complete in-water dredging during the periods specified by the resource agencies.
. Plant trees, shrubs and manage grassy areas for waterfowl and other birds.

. Create or enhance wetland and riparian habitat for unavoidable losses.

. Construct floating breakwaters instead of rock groins; if rock groins are constructed,
provide breaks in the groins for passage of juvenile anadromous fish.

. Develop replacement parks for those that will be displaced by the Treaty fishing
access sites.

The Corps of Engineers’ responses to the FWS recommendations are in Appendix F. The
Corps’ responses to the FWS letter regarding recommendations for the Maryhill site are
found in Section 4.2. Every effort was made (or will be made during design) to fulfill the
recommendations of the FWS without violating requirements of P.L. 100-581 and other
applicable regulations.
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4.2 Environmental Assessment

The draft Environmental Assessment indicates that potential environmental impacts from
the development of the Columbia River Treaty fishing access sites are non significant.
Construction of boat ramps, docks and groins will result in a loss of benthic and some
shallow water habitat (5.17 acres). Dredging and disposal of dredged material may also
affect the benthic and shallow water habitat with an estimated dredged area of 3.5 acres
and 20,000 cubic yards of dredged material. See table 4, Cumulative Impacts Summary,
and section titled Biological in the Environmental Assessment. Beneficial uses of the
dredge material will be identified and applied. Overall, the environmental impacts of the
project on the physical and biological resources are considered minor. Table 4-1 describes
what environmental documents were prepared, and table 2-86 summarizes the project,
including site-specific information pertaining to Phase One or Phase Two.

Fish and wildlife habitat impacts were avoided or minimized based on the
recommendations of the FWS in selection of the preferred alternatives. Site-specific
mitigation measures cannot be developed until the plans and specifications stage of the
project. The National Marine Fisheries Service and FWS agree that no mitigation features
are required until plans and specifications are developed.

Recreational impacts are also anticipated to be minor to moderate for these activities,
with the exception of Avery, Sundale and Alderdale. Development at these sites will
result in loss of public use at these areas. There is a potential to capture conflict
avoidance benefits and monetary incidental benefits by developing Tribal fishing access
sites, which could reduce use of other public parks by Tribal fishers. These sites would
provide additional river access and physically separate (with barriers, natural and
constructed) the Tribal fishers and recreational public. Public facilities were not designed
to accommodate Tribal fishers and, therefore, do not meet all their needs. When the
Tribal fishers use the public parks, some confrontations with the public have occurred
concerning use of the facilities and open space.

The FWS report identified high-value near-shore habitat for Rufus, Pasture Point,
Sundale and Threemile Canyon. At Rufus there is no development within the riparian
habitat, no boat ramp or dock is proposed, and planting for revegetation is planned. A
boat ramp and dock with a small groin are proposed at Pasture Point. A boat ramp
without a groin is proposed at Threemile Canyon adjacent to the public ramp. At
Sundale, the development is limited to repairing an existing boat ramp and dock, and
minimum dredging to reduce impacts. Shoreline development at all sites was avoided or
limited where possible to reduce impacts. All upland development for the campgrounds
has been located away from the riparian habitat at the sites.

A final Environmental Assessment for the remaining Phase Two sites has been prepared

after public review. Additional environmental compliance would also be accomplished, if
required, during the plans and specifications phase of the project. There is not sufficient
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information on dredge locations, quantities and disposal sites and for those sites requiring
fill to determine Section 404 (b)(1) requirements of the Clean Water Act. Impacts of
dredge fill activities are expected to be minor. The engineering drawings (Appendix B)
are conceptual and may change during and/or after the Engineering Data Report and
plans and specifications phase. More detailed engineering investigations are scheduled for
each site during these later stages of the program. If supplemental environmental
information is required during the later stages of the program, it will be provided at that
time. A separate Environmental Assessment has been prepared for the acquisition sites.

Biological assessments have been completed on the four Phase One sites proposed for
early construction by the Corps. The assessments determined no effect on ESA-listed
species. These include the endangered peregrine falcon, the threatened bald eagle, the
endangered Snake River sockeye salmon, and two stocks of threatened Snake River
chinook salmon. The FWS agree with the "no effect”" assessment on the endangered
peregrine falcon and the threatened bald eagle. The NMFS concur with a "no effect"
determination of the listed aquatic species.

Biological assessments for Phase Two sites have been prepared with determinations of
"no effect" or "not likely to adversely affect". The FWS has formally concurred with this
determination. No formal response has been received from NMFS.



Table 4-1 -- Location of Environmental Assessment Documentation

Site Location Site Type| Legal Basis NEPA
County/State Document (EA)
Legislative | |
Bonneville Area Office |Skamania, Washington TFAS | 401(a) | Phase One
Celilo Wasco, Oregon | TFAS | 401(a) | Phase One
Preachers Eddy Sherman, Oregon | TFAS | 401(a) ' Phase One
Roosevelt Klickitat, Washington TFAS ‘r 401(a) ' Phase One
Faler Road Morrow, Oregon | TFAS [ 401(a) Phase One/Two
Boardman Morrow, Oregon T TFAS 401(a) Phase Two
Rufus Sherman, Oregon | TFAS | 401(a) Phase Two
Avery Klickitat, Washington TFAS | 401(a) Phase Two
Maryhill Klickitat, Washington TFAS 401(a) | Phase Two
Cliffs Klickitat, Washington TFAS 401(a) | Phase Two
LePage Sherman, Oregon TFAS | 401(a) ' Phase Two
Sundale Sherman, Oregon TFAS | 401(a) Phase Two
North Shore Klickitat, Washington TFAS | 401(a) Phase Two
Goodnoe Kiickitat, Washington ' TFAS 401(a) Phase Two
Pasture Point Klickitat, Washington TFAS | 401(a) Phase Two
Rock Creek Klickitat, Washington TFAS J 401(a) ‘? Phase Two
Moonay Klickitat, Washington | TFAS | 401(@) | Phase Two
Threemile Canyon Morrow, Oregon } TFAS 401(a) Phase Two
Alder Creek Klickitat, Washington | TFAS 401(a) | Phase Two
Crow Butte Benton, Washington TFAS } 401(a) Phase Two
Pine Creek Klickitat, Washington TFAS | 401(a) Phase Two
Alderdale Klickitat, Washington TFAS 401(a) Phase Two
In-lieu
Cascade Locks Hood River, Oregon | In-lieu 401(b)(1) Phase One
Underwood Skamania, Washington . In-lieu | 401(b)(1) | Phase One
Lone Pine Wasco, Oregon In-lieu | 401(b)(1) | Phase One
Wind River Skamania, Washington In-lieu | 401(b)(1) Phase Two
Cooks Inlet Skamania, Washington In-lieu 401(b)(1) Phase Two
[ Acquired e
Lyle Klickitat, Washington Acquired | 401(b)(3) | Land Acquisition
Wind River Skamania, Washington Acquired | 401(b)(3) | Land Acquisition
Stanley Rock Hood River, Oregon | Acquired | 401(b)(3) w Land Acquisition
White Salmon Klickitat, Washington | Acquired | 401(b)(3) | Land Acquisition
Dallesport Klickitat, Washington Acquired | 401(b)(3) | Land Acquisition
Bingen Klickitat, Washington Acquired | 401(b)(3) | Land Acquisition
TFAS - treaty fishing access site :
Acquired - treaty fishing access site to be purchased on the Bonneville Pool
401(a) - section in PL-100-581
401(b)(1) - section in PL-100-581
401(b)(3) - section in PL-100-581
Phase One - Final Phase One Evaluation Report/EA (October 1992)
Phase Two - Draft Phase Two Evaluation Report/EA (January 1995)
Land Acquisition - Final Land Acquisition Study/ EA (July 1994)
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4.3 Cultural Resources

Preliminary cultural resource surveys of the sites were completed in 1993 by Heritage
Research Associates. Preliminary findings revealed that historic properties are present at
the Bonneville Area Office, Lone Pine, Celilo, Roosevelt, Faler Road, Rufus, Maryhill,
LePage, Pine Creek, and Alderdale sites. Field meetings in the winter of 1993 included
representatives or members of the cultural committees of the Confederated Tribes of the
Umatilla Indian Reservation; Confederated Tribes of the Warms Springs Indian
Reservation; The Nez Perce Tribe; and the Confederated Tribes and Bands of the
Yakama Nation.

During the meetings, Dr. Rick Minor (Heritage Research Associates) conducted a
discussion of the content and extent of the historic properties present within each of the
sites. In addition, Dr. Lynda Walker and Dr. Minor outlined, discussed, and planned with
the various attendees the next steps to accomplish the protection and in some cases
further investigation of the historic properties present at these sites.

Requirements for a Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) between all parties were also
discussed, including such matters as the general terms by which the preservation of
historic properties will be carried out; how to address sensitive cultural matters; and the
requirement of a treatment plan for each site. A plan for a single MOA to be signed by
all parties was developed. Subsequently, this procedure proved difficult to administer, and
a decision was made to provide a separate MOA for each Tribal group and the Yakama
Nation and a single MOA for the Federal Agencies and State Historic Preservation '
Offices (SHPO) of Washington and Oregon. The MOAs have been provided to the Tribal
groups and the Yakama Nation for signature. Each SHPO has signed the MOA.

The historic properties will be identified by detailed investigations and then relocated.
These investigations will also uncover any additional cultural resource material located at
the sites. The investigations are scheduled for FY 95. See Appendix H, Cultural Resource
Report. Historic properties mitigation has been identified with costs developed for these
sites. These costs are identified in the cultural resource preservation account of the
baseline cost estimate. They include funds for all levels of necessary investigation and
mitigation with a contingency added for unexpected recovery, should the need develop.

4.4 Real Estate

The real estate requirements for implementation of Public Law 100-581 were analyzed
during the project’s PED program. Section 1.9, Site Selection Process, discusses proposed
changes to the initial legislation and the corresponding ramifications to all project real
estate requirements. These proposed changes are outlined in the recommended plan
shown in table 1-1, in which the treaty fishing sites have been divided into three site
categories: treaty fishing access, in-lieu fishing, and acquired. The proposed legislated
sites include 20 treaty fishing access sites, all of which are on federal lands under the
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jurisdiction of the Corps. After development, these 20 sites will be transferred to the
Department of Interior in accordance with ER 405-1-12, chapter 11, paragraph 11-100.
The five identified in-lieu fishing sites are also on federal land but under the jurisdiction
of BIA. The remaining six acquisition sites are to be purchased from willing sellers by
the Corps, and subsequently developed and transferred to the Department of Interior.

Appendix I (Real Estate Report) contains a description of the required real estate tasks
and corresponding real estate (estimated) costs associated with those Phase Two sites
(contained in contracts B, C, D and E) as identified in the recommended plan. A list of
sites by contract is located in section 4.8. A similar real estate report, with the same level
of detail, covering those sites contained in contract A (Bonneville Area Office, Cascade
Locks, Underwood and Lone Pine Sites) can be found in the appendices of the Phase
One Report. Both of these real estate reports identify the assumptions and limiting
conditions used to quantify required projected tasks and associated costs. Between them,
the reports encompass all the sites within the recommended plan for the project. The
estimated real estate costs associated with the four contract A sites have been indexed to
reflect the August 1994 price levels used in the Phase Two Report and can be found
summarized in the appendix J, Preliminary Baseline Cost Estimate.

To implement the recommended plan for the proposed project, the legislation which
identifies the lands for the treaty fishing access sites requires modification; however, no
modifications are required for either in-lieu fishing sites or acquisition sites. As stated,
the recommended plan requires boundary adjustments to a number of legislated sites
including Faler Road, Rock Creek, Celilo, Pine Creek, Goodnoe, Threemile Canyon,
Preachers Eddy, LePage, Pasture Point, Moonay, Sundale, and Alder Creek. Alternative
site locations are required for the legislated sites at Roosevelt, North Shore, and Crow
Butte. The recommended plan also proposes the deletion of two original legislated sites
(Boardman and Cliffs) and the addition of the Maryhill site. No boundary adjustments are
required in the recommended plan for four of the original legislated sites: Avery,
Alderdale, Bonneville Area Office and Rufus. The recommended plan proposes the above
referenced boundary adjustments to remove those treaty fishing access sites, or portions
thereof, identified in the original legislation from both railroad and highway rights-of-
way, non-federal lands, and to provide acreage adjustments to minimize impacts to public
recreation sites. There are some boundary adjustments that result in site expansions to
include lands for support facilities and include existing facilities/structures. Alternative
site locations are proposed where the original legislated site was viewed as unacceptable
due to location within railroad and highway right-of-way; where site characteristics and
topography are not suitable for development; and/or where relocation has cost-savings
advantages.

The requirement to acquire additional lands adjacent to Bonneville Pool from willing
sellers (acquisition sites) is a complex real property requirement. The legislation requires
the Secretary to acquire lands until at least six sites have been purchased on the
Bonneville Pool. The law also stipulates that the total acreage to be provided on
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Bonneville Pool not exceed 360 acres. The $2 million authorization limit to acquire
additional lands adjacent to the Bonneville Pool is the most specific limit to the scope of
land acquisition. This dollar limit, not numbers of sites or acreage, will be used to
establish the extent of land acquisition. It is anticipated the dollar limit will be reached
prior to the acreage limit. A Real Estate Design Memorandum will be prepared for the
initial acquisition sites (Contract C) under the Phase Two Construction General (CG)
program in FY 95. Any additional acquisitions of identified real property interests
required in conjunction with the recommended plan will be covered in appropriate
supplemental real estate planning documents (i.e. letter supplements) timed commensurate
with the Phase Two CG program.

The 20 Treaty fishing access sites are all on federal lands under the jurisdiction of the
Corps. The five in-lieu fishing access sites are on federal lands under the jurisdiction of
BIA. The remaining six acquisition sites are on private lands and will be acquired by the
Corps, developed and transferred to the Department of Interior with the Treaty fishing
access sites. See Appendix I for a description of the required real estate administrative
tasks and corresponding real estate (estimated) costs for the Phase One and Two portions
of the project, for each site. The report also identifies the assumptions and/or limiting
conditions used to quantify tasks and cost.

4.5 Cost Estimate

The summary estimate for Phase Two sites, along with a summary of the costs for Phase
One sites (October 1994 price level), are in Appendix J. The estimate was prepared at
October 1994 price level in the Code of Accounts (EC 1110-2-538) using the Micro
Computer Aided Cost Engineering System (MCASES) Gold Cost Estimating System. It
should be noted that this project is not considered to be recreational, but is better
described as Treaty fishing site mitigation due to inundation of the original sites
following construction of Bonneville, The Dalles, and John Day dams. However, the
Code of Accounts feature 14, Access Facilities, was used because boat ramps, docks, and
sanitary and camping facilities, which are typical features of this project, are listed in the
Recreation Facilities account. For the most part, cost items were developed using
MCASES, production rates, and unit prices while those items which had no relevant
information available in the MCASES data base were estimated using historic records
and/or quotes from local sources. Each line item was evaluated by the appropriate design
team member(s) and assigned a contingency in line with the uncertainties in the design
and site conditions. Some of these contingencies are as high as 40 percent. Costs were
developed for five accounts: lands and damages; construction; cultural resource
preservation; planning, engineering and design; Hazardous, Toxic, Radioactive Wastes;
and construction management.

Mitigation costs where appropriate have been included in the baseline cost estimate.

Many of the anticipated impacts to fish and wildlife habitat were avoided or minimized
during development of the site plans. The project sites have been separated into five
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contracts. Contract A, Phase One, covers Bonneville Area Office, Cascade Locks,
Underwood and Lone Pine. Contract B covers Celilo, Preachers Eddy, Roosevelt, Faler
Road, Rufus, and Cooks Inlet. Contract C covers the acquisition sites Lyle, Wind River,
Stanley Rock, White Salmon, Dallesport, and Bingen. Contract D covers Avery,
Maryhill, LePage, and Sundale. Contract E covers North Shore, Goodnoe, Pasture Point,
Rock Creek, Moonay, Threemile Canyon, Alder Creek, Crow Butte, Pine Creek,
Alderdale, and Wind River. Table 4-2 summarizes the total estimated costs for Phase One
and Phase Two sites. The cost of Phase One is $7,440,000 (October 1994 price level),
without inflation and $7,666,000 (October 1994 price level), with inflation, as detailed in
the Phase One Report. The cost of Phase Two is $59,590,000 (October 1994 price level),
without inflation and $66,909,000 (October 1994 price level), with inflation. The total
project cost is $67,030,000, without inflation. With inflation the total cost of the project-
is $74,575,000. The costs do not include estimates for providing appropriate river access
facilities at each site in the event that pool levels at the Bonneville, The Dalles, and John
Day projects are lowered to below minimum pool levels to provide fish enhancement. If
the pool levels are lowered below minimum levels, an increase in costs for each site is
anticipated.



Table 4-2 -- Total Project Cost (x1,000)

Lands and | Construction| Planning |Construction| Cultural HTRW Total Cost

Damages Engineering | Management| Resource w/o Inflation

and Design Preservation
Phase One (October 1994 Price Level)
Subtotal $74 $4,197 $835 $571 $169 $5,846
Phase Two (October 1994 Price Level)

Celilo $86 $2,714 $278 $464 | $101 $6 $3,649
Preachers Eddy $86 $1,576 $162 $270 $6 $2,100
Roosevelt $62 $1,226 $126 $210 $6 $1,630
Faler Road $74 $1,289 $132 $220 $6 $1,721
Avery $53 $1,202 $138 $173 $6 $1,572
Rufus $57 $92 $9 $16 $15 $6 $195
Maryhill $74 $3,371 $388 $485 $62 $6 $4,386
North Shore $53 $342 $23 $47 $56 $521
LePage $61 $1,190 $137 $171 $20 $6 $1,585
Goodnoe $48 $39 $3 $5 $6 $101
Pasture Point $87 $3,817 $259 $528 $6 $4,697
Rock Creek $48 $35 $2 $5 $56 $146
Sundale $66 $1,159 $133 $167 $6 $1,531
Moonay $20 No Development $6 $26
Pine Creek $69 $3,989 $271 $552 $39 $6 $4,926
Threemile Cany $54 $1,203 $82 $167 $6 $1,512
Alderdale $79 $956 $65 $132 $39 $6 $1,277
Alder Creek $24 No Development $6 $30

Crow Butte $69 $3,038 $206 $421 $6 $3,740 .
Wind River $2 $121 $8 $17 $6 $154
Cooks $11 $780 $80 $133 $6 $1,010
Lyle $341 $2,528 $273 £330 $61 $56 $3,589
Wind R. (Acqu.) $341 $2,478 $249 $301 $55 $56 $3,480
Stanley Rock $341 $2,239 $242 $292 $6 $3,120
White Salmon $341 $2,315 $250 $302 $44 $56 $3,308
Dallesport $341 $681 $73 $89 $55 $6 $1,245
Bingen $341 $363 $39 $47 $72 $6 $868
Phase Two $3,229 $38,743 $3,628 $5,544 $563 $412 $52,119
OM&R $7,471
Phase One $74 $4,197 $835 $571 $169 $5,846
OM&R $1,594
otal $3,303 $42,940 $4,463 $6,115 §732 $412 $67,030

These costs may differ from those in the baseline cost estimate due to rounding

4-9




4.6 Economics

A National Economic Development (NED) plan was not developed for this project
because Congress established the project by enacting P.I.. 100-581, which includes the
number and location of the legislated sites. Additional development cost analysis was
prepared for the sites (see Appendix K, Economic Report). The total average annual cost
analysis included: construction; real estate; construction management; planning,
engineering and design; interest during construction; incidental losses and benefits; and
operation and maintenance. The federal interest rate of 7.75 percent and a 25-year project
life were used in the cost analysis. The total average annual cost for all Phase Two sites
is $6,041,334. These costs do not include Washington sales tax; cultural resource
mitigation; or hazardous, toxic and radiological wastes (HTRW) assessment/cleanup.

4.7 Hazardous, Toxic and Radiological Wastes (HTRW)

Limited hazardous, toxic, and radiological wastes (HTRW) knowledge is available on the
Treaty fishing access sites. However, HTRW contamination in the Columbia River Gorge
is considered minimal and local in extent. Initial assessments for each site are scheduled,
as appropriate, to fulfill the regulations and requirements of P.L. 100-581. The initial
assessments for the acquisition program on the sites identified for further study are
scheduled early in the acquisition process. Initial assessments for the remaining sites,
treaty fishing access and in-lieu fishing sites, all under federal ownership, will be
prepared concurrent with plans and specifications for each contract. These HTRW site
assessments will be conducted in accordance with ER 1165-2-132, June 26, 1992.

Appendix O includes the HTRW report. Estimated costs for HTRW investigations and
cleanup included in the baseline cost estimate are based on historic knowledge of the
sites by district technical personnel. The estimated total cost for HTRW for the Phase
Two Treaty fishing access sites is $412,000. The costs for individual sites are listed in
table 4.1.

4.8 Schedule

An engineering data report to be developed following approval of the Phase Two
Evaluation Report will be followed by Plans and Specification. Supplemental engineering
data will be developed and additional engineering analyses conducted.

The project was separated into small contracts to allow small disadvantaged contractors
the opportunity to compete for the work. Contracts will be awarded beginning in fiscal
years and are expected to take one year to complete. Contract A, Phase One
recommended sites, will be awarded in 1995. Acquisition of lands for the acquisition
sites will begin in 1995. Contract B will be awarded in 1996, Contract C in and Contract
D in 1997, and Contract E in 1999. The sites will be transferred to BIA when the
contract is completed and closed.
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Contract B

Celilo, Oregon, RM 201.5
Preachers Eddy, Oregon, RM 213.5
Roosevelt, Washington, RM 214.1
Faler Road, Oregon, RM 267.5
Rufus, Oregon, RM 212 .4

Cooks, Oregon, RM 162

Contract C

Lyle, Washington, RM 108.7

Wind River, Washington, RM 154.7 (acquired site)
Stanley Rock, Washington, RM 170.1

White Salmon, Washington, RM 169.5

Dallesport, Washington, RM 188.5

Bingen Boat Channel, Washington, RM 172

Contract D

Avery, Washington, RM 197.4
Maryhill, Washington, RM 208.2
LePage, Oregon, RM 217.8
Sundale, Washington, RM 236.2

Contract E

North Shore, Washington, RM 215.9
Goodnoe, Washington RM 225.4

Pasture Point, Washington, RM 226.5

Rock Point, Washington, RM 227.5

Moonay, Washington, (No Development)
Three Mile Canyon, Oregon, RM 255.0
Alder Creek, Washington, (No Development)
Crow Butte, Washington, RM 262

Pine Creek, Washington, RM 250.2
Alderdale, Washington, RM 257.5

Wind River, Washington, RM 155 (in-lieu fishing site)



4.9 Operations, Maintenance, and Site Regulation

The operations, maintenance and repair (OM&R) of the in-lieu fishing sites is currently
the responsibility of the Department of Interior (DOI), BIA. In response to the
authorizing legislation, P.L. 100-581, a plan to share costs of OM&R between the Corps
and BIA evolved in discussions (November 1994 and January 1995) between the
Assistant Secretary of Army for Civil Works, the Assistant Secretary of Interior for
Indian Affairs, and the Department of Energy. The plan provides for the DOI, BIA to
accept OM&R of the Treaty fishing access sites after construction and transfer.
Additionally, they will fund a portion of the OM&R, including maintenance buildings,
staff, training, inspection and auditing for the sites. The Corps agreed to capitalize the
OM&R for the site facilities and has included these costs in the construction cost
estimate. After construction the Corps would transfer the capitalized funds to BIA, which
would establish a trust fund and make funds available to the four Tribes to perform
OM&R on the sites. Department of Energy, Bonneville Power Administration, would
reimburse the U.S. Treasury the percentage of costs allocated to hydropower.

A cost estimate for the OM&R on the Treaty fishing access sites project has been
developed for this report. This estimate represents an attempt to quantify potential
OM&R costs on the project. However, the final figure for the capitalization costs will be
negotiated with DOI, BIA. Therefore, these costs are subject to change pending the
outcome of the negotiations.

The Corps estimated the annual OM&R facility costs for each site based on similar
facilities in similar locations, primarily LePage Park administered by the Corps. Use
levels at LePage are among the highest along the Columbia River. The OM&R estimate
has two values based on the level of development in October 1994 price levels. The first
value, $24,464, is the estimated OM&R costs for those sites having a boat ramp and
dock, camping, landscaping and/or other facilities. The second, $11,020, is the estimated
OM&R for sites having very little development and no boat ramp, dock or landscaping.
If these sites have camping, it is primitive. See table 4-3 for a summary of OM&R costs
by site.

In determining the capitalized value for each contract, the federal discount rate of 7.75
percent was applied to the stream of constant cost (annual OM&R) to obtain the net
present value for a 50-year project life. These values were discounted to 1996 price
levels. Inflation was not incorporated in the cost (table 4-4). However, a 20 percent
contingency was added to the net present value for each contract, and these new values
were price-leveled to the mid-point of construction in the baseline cost estimate to
determine the fully funded values. The 20 percent contingency was added to the baseline
estimate to cover unanticipated costs in OM&R on the site facilities and to help offset
future increases due to inflation (table 4-5).



Table 4-3 -- OM&R Costs by Site

YEAR OF TRANSFER SITE CONTRACT | ANNUAL OM&R
1996 BAO A $24,464
1996 Cascade Locks A $24.464
1996 Underwood A $24.,464
1996 Lone Pine A $24,464
1997 Cooks Inlet B $24,464
1997 Celilo B $24,464
1997 Rufus B $11,020
1997 Preachers Eddy B $24,464
1997 Roosevelt B $24,464
1997 Faler Road B $24,464
1999 Lyle C $24,464
1999 White Salmon (4 $24,464
1999 Stanley Rock C $24,464
1999 Bingen Channel C $24.464
1999 Dallesport C $24,464
1999 Wind River il $24.,464
1998 Sundale D $24.,464
1998 Avery D $24.,464
1998 LePage D $24.,464
1998 Maryhill D $24,464
2000 North Shore E $24,464
2000 Goodnoe E $11,020
2000 Pasture Point E $24 464
2000 Rock Creek H $11,020
2000 Wind River E $11,020
2000 Pine Creek E $24.464
2000 Threemile Canyon E $24.,464
2000 Alderdale B $24.,464
2000 Crow Butte E $24,464
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A summary of the capitalized costs are given in table 4-4 below. Table 4-5 is a summary
of the costs of OM&R developed in the baseline cost estimate.

Table 4-4 -- Capitalized OM&R Costs for Each Contract Without Contingency

YEAR OF CONTRACT ANNUAL OM&R | NET PRESENT
TRANSFER (%) VALUE, OM&R
®
1996 A 97,858 1,327,970
1997 B 133,342 1,679,351
1999 s 146,786 1.592.295
1998 D 97,858 1,143,809
2000 1 179,846 1,810,604
TOTAL 655,690 7,553,981
Table 4-5 -- Capitalized OM&R Costs With Contingency
CONTRACT NET CONTIN- TOTAL FULLY
PRESENT GENCIES )] FUNDED
VALUE, (%) ®)
OM&R (8)
A 1,327,970 20 1,593,564 1,593,564
B 1,679,351 20 2,015,221 2,164,348
C 1,592,299 20 1,910,759 2,161,068
D 1,143,809 20 373,571 1,533,162
E 1,810,604 20 P 2,531,224
TOTAL 7,553,981 9,064,840 9,983,366
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4.10 Cost Allocation Plan

It is clear that Congress did not intend for the Treaty Fishing Access Site costs to be
allocated in any unusual manner, such as classifying them as "cultural resources" or
"specific recreation." This would have exempted the costs from being allocated to
navigation, hydropower, and flood control. Also, the legislation did not establish Treaty
Fishing Access as a new project. Section 401.(c) of the authorizing act states the
following:

" The Secretary of the Army shall treat the costs of implementation of para-
graphs (2) and (3) of subsection (b) as project costs of the Army Corps of
Engineers Columbia River projects, and such shall be allocated in accordance
with existing principals of allocating Columbia River project costs. "

Given this intent to provide mitigation, project costs should be allocated to the
appropriate specific purpose, or classified as joint-use costs and allocated to all purposes
of the project. Since fishing access was impacted solely by the Bonneville reservoir, no
one specific project purpose is responsible for the impacts. Hence, the costs of the Treaty
Fishing Access Sites should be classified as joint-use costs and allocated to the project
purposes using the joint percentages as defined in the Final Cost Allocation for the
Bonneville project. The joint percentages for project costs should be allocated at the use
rates of 50 percent to hydropower and 50 percent to navigation.
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5. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
5.1 Conclusions

In the Phase One Report, four sites were recommended for early implementation. Phase
One sites have been approved for construction. The estimated project cost and fully
funded cost for the Phase One program are $7,440,000 and $7,666,000, respectively. This
Phase Two Report considers the implementation of 27 additional sites totaling 31 Treaty
Fishing Access Sites. The estimated program cost and fully funded cost for Phase Two
are $59,590,000 and $66,909,000, respectively. The estimated project cost and fully
funded cost for the implementation of all sites total $67,030,000 and $74,575,000,
respectively.

Findings indicate the sites recommended for implementation meet the implementation
criteria and have been found acceptable to the four Tribes and BIA. These Phase One and
Two sites include: Bonneville Area Office, Cascade Locks, Underwood, Lone Pine,
Celilo, Preachers Eddy, Roosevelt, Faler Road, Avery, Rufus, Maryhill, North Shore,
LePage, Goodnoe, Pasture Point, Rock Creek, Sundale, Moonay, Pine Creek, Threemile
Canyon, Alderdale, Alder Creek, Crow Butte, Wind River, Cooks Inlet, and six
acquisition sites.

By relocating the legislative boundaries, sites can be developed with facilities that will
satisfy Tribal fisher needs without adverse impacts on public facilities. The four Tribes
concur with the boundary adjustments (Appendix B). The intent of P.L. 100-581 was to
provide river access sites for use by the Tribal fishers.

This Phase Two Evaluation Report is the final response of two documents submitted for
the PED program. The engineering data report and development of the plans and
specifications for the sites are scheduled to be completed in the next phase of the project.

The Nez Perce, Umatilla, Warm Springs, and Yakama Tribes, and BIA generally concur
with the development site plans in the Phase Two report and recommend moving forward
with implementation. A letter has been received from all four Tribes.
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5.2 Recommendations

I hereby recommend approval of the 31 selected sites for implementation and
construction.

The recommendations contained herein reflect the policies governing formulation of this
project and the available information. They do not necessarily reflect program and
budgeting priorities inherent in the formulation of national Civil Works construction
program. Consequently, the recommendations may be modified at higher review levels
within the Executive Branch before they are transmitted to the Congress as proposals for
implementation and construction funding. However, prior to transmittal to Congress, the
four Tribes, the states, interested federal agencieg, and ,other parties will be advised of

L. WOOD
(}r Colonel, EN
Commanding




CENPD-ET-PP (CENPP-PE-P/May 95) (HEAO) IsE End

Mr. Chesney/kb/503-326-7881

SUBJECT: Columbia River Treaty Fishing Access Sites, Phase Two
Evaluation Report and Environmental Assessment

CDR, North Pacific Division, Corps of Engineers, PO Box 2870,
Portland, OR 97208-2870 (0§ MAY 1905
FOR CDR, USACE (CECW-PW), 20 MASS AVE NW, WASH DC 20314-1000

I concur in the conclusions and recommendations of the District
Commander.

E : RELL
Major General, USA
Commanding
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