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Figure 14. Percent money actually spent on monitoring of capital projects.

Of 71 capital projects, 18 had no funds allocated to monitoring from AWPF monies. Two projects used monitoring
money elsewhere, while nine projects exceeded their monitoring budget. Twenty-two projects over-estimated
monitoring costs while twenty projects utilized 75 to 100 percent of their monitoring budget.

Figure 15. Percent money actually spent on outreach of capital projects.

Forty-four capital projects of 71 did not have any money allocated for public outreach from AWPF. Five projects that
did have funding allocated for public outreach spent it elsewhere. Eight projects spent 75 to 100 percent of the
allocated funds on outreach, while seven projects exceeded their public outreach budget.

Each major project component has had funds taken away from it to be reallocated to a different major
component. This is reflected in the zero percent columns, which shows that 4, 1, 2, and 5 projects shifted
the entire amount of money from their respective components (planning, implementation, monitoring, and
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public outreach) to compensate shortcomings in other areas. It appears that over-spending is present,
which is displayed in the last column of each graph where greater than 100 percent of funds were spent on
project components. Implementation was most frequently the component that suffered from overspending
(10 projects). However, it is also apparent that the implementation component of projects also has the
most of its original funds spent for their original purpose. Twenty projects spent 100 percent of their
funds and 34 projects spent 75 to 99 percent of their funds. The other three project components are spread
more over the entire spectrum of percent money spent.

SUMMARY: SECTION B

Tracking where grant funds were spent, was sometimes difficult. The process became clearer as the
program evolved and/or grantees were coached better on how to fill out grant payment requests and
divide costs by task. However, this made analysis of where money was spent difficult and thus limited to
what is presented in the section above.

There were 110 projects available for the evaluation of project costs. Cost did not seem to be directly
related to either project size or the amount of stream affected. The financial assessment reveals that
capital projects require the most amount of money to complete. Research and feasibility projects require
significantly less funding. The majority of projects request between $101,000 and $300,999. An average
of $165,281 was required to accomplish a project, which is $7,000 less than the average requested
amount.

The majority of projects that have been funded by AWPF have received matching funds, either in actual
dollar amounts or in-kind services. Of the 122 projects that received matching funds, 50 projects collected
between one dollar and $50,999 and 54 projects obtained more than $50,999. Six projects had no
matching funds. The evaluation of matching funds versus AWPF awarded amount revealed no obvious
correlation.

Capital projects were evaluated to determine the amount of funding that was awarded and used toward
planning implementation, monitoring, and public outreach. All capital projects were awarded funding for
the implementation component of a project. Project components that received the least amount of
awarded funding were monitoring, planning, and public outreach. Many capital projects were not awarded
any AWPF funding for public outreach. During the life of the grant, funding was sometimes shifted from
one component to another. Most often money was reallocated to the implementation component of a
project.

SECTION C: PROJECT DETAIL

This section was designed to: 1) characterize how projects were structured, 2) record what techniques
were used to implement a project, 3) understand how tasks were arranged, and 4) record the type of
resource monitored and the method used to monitor that resource. The scoring sheet introduced at the
start of the report, addressed the project components in this section. Scoring occurred on a scale from 1 to
5, with 5 being the best score. A key (Appendix A) was used to assist evaluation staff, though most
scoring was derived directly from comments from grant managers in the correspondence folder of project
files.

Project objectives stated by the grantee in the application were evaluated to determine clarity, relevance,
and whether they addressed AWPF primary and secondary criteria. Implementation reports helped to
determine whether or not the project had met the stated objectives. Project tasks were obtained from the
contract and subsequent amendments and were evaluated based on whether or not the task was completed
and if it was completed on time. Monitoring and implementation methods were gathered from project
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deliverables (such as monitoring plans, reports, and design plans) and analyzed for monitoring
consistency whether the project was completed as designed. The results of this analysis are presented in
this section.

OBJECTIVES

Without clearly stated project objectives, determining whether a project was successful is impossible.
Obijectives define success by stating what the grantee hopes to achieve and by what measures they aim to
achieve it. Without project objectives, one person’s success is another’s failure. Objectives help eliminate
personal bias. Evaluation staff recorded project objectives from the application and noted that this was the
only document with the objectives plainly presented. Projects stated from one to seven objectives. Most
projects stated two to four objectives that were to be accomplished during the life of the grant. Four
statements about the layout and concept of objectives were scored and one statement regarding whether
objectives were met for the project after implementation was scored. Overall, it appears that this project
element has had high success. Of 110 projects scored, 96 projects had clear objectives, 101 were relevant
to the project goals, and a high number addressed AWPF primary and secondary criteria (Figures 16-18).

Clarity of Objectives
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Figure 16. Number of projects with clear objectives.

Of 110 completed projects, a high number were considered to have clear objectives. Concerns about attainability of
stated objectives are discussed below.
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Figure 17. Relevance of objectives to project goals.

Objectives were rated highly relevant to project goals.
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Figure 18. The number of projects that addressed AWPF primary and secondary criteria.

Of 110 projects completed, the primary and secondary criteria that AWPF has outlined were often directly addressed
by grantees.

Often objectives addressed AWPF’s primary and secondary criteria indirectly and it may be beneficial to
link objectives to AWPF criteria more clearly in future grant projects. Many research and feasibility
projects scored poorly in addressing AWPF primary and secondary criteria. This does not necessarily
mean they did not benefit AWPF criteria, but that the link to the criteria was not clear or apparent. It may
indicate that a separate criterion for these types of projects should be established by AWPF to clearly
define goals for research and feasibility projects in the future.
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The high ratings above may be a bit misleading. In retrospect, a question that could have been asked was
“Were the objectives stated actually objectives?’ or ‘Were the objectives stated actually attainable?” One
major observation noted during the evaluation was regarding the scope of objectives. Some were very
specific, while others were very broad. Some objectives appeared to resemble project goals and others
resembled project tasks. In some cases, objectives were not realistic and would not be able to be reached
within the project timeline or perhaps ever. Table 3 lists examples of objectives commonly recorded
throughout the evaluation and the evaluation staff’s noted concern. Proper names have been replaced by
asterisks in order to focus on the issue rather than a specific project.

Table 3. Examples of objectives in evaluated projects.

Objectives varied greatly from grant to grant. Evaluation staff was concerned about the variability of objectives and

specific examples are displayed.

Examples of Objectives |

Staff Concerns

Promotion of the establishment of herbaceous vegetation
and riparian shrubs in *** Creek. There will be an
increase of approximately 60% on all raw banks.

Target percent seems very high for a 3-year
post-implementation timeframe.

Increase the vigor and abundance of existing native
species of riparian vegetation.

Objective is vague. How will the grantee know
when they've reached success?

Fence around City of *** gravel yard.

Appears to be a task.

Sustainable protection and enhancement of riparian and
aquatic habitat in *** Reservoir.

Appears to be a goal.

Restore Watershed to a healthy fully functioning
condition.

Seems like an unattainable objective.

With the above table as a consideration, the number of projects that met their objectives are displayed in
Figure 18. The data shows that 76 percent of projects evaluated met their objectives. It should also be
noted that when an objective was vague or broad it was considered to have met its objective because it

couldn’t be proven otherwise. The last example in the

above table is a good example of considering the

objectives met even though the stated objective was too broad to be attainable.
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Figure 19. Number of projects that met objectives.

Of 110 projects analyzed, 76 percent met their stated objectives. Concerns about vague objectives, addressed in

Table 3, may have resulted in higher than expected ratings.
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Project objectives, as described in the application, were generally not incorporated in the final contract.
They were also rarely addressed by the grantee in the final report as to whether or not the objectives were
met, somewhat met, or still pending. Grant managers also appeared not to have put much weight on the
stated objectives of the project. This is a large portion of the application and drives much of the decision
making during the application process.

TASKS

Project tasks are the backbone of the contract and serve as the stepping stones to meet grant requirements
and project goals. Tasks are associated with one or more deliverables and help the grantee and the grant
manager stay on track. The tasks outlined in the contracts for 110 of the grant projects were analyzed.
Terminated and withdrawn projects were excluded. Four statements related to clarity, relevancy,
completion, and deadlines were included on the evaluation score sheet (see Appendix A). As the tasks are
part of the initial contract of the grant, much attention and time is put toward making sure tasks are
reasonable, in order, and have appropriate deadlines. The data reflects this attention by the grant
managers. The data is included in Appendix B.

Over 100 projects were considered average or excellent in clarity, relevance to project objectives, and
were completed as planned. The results indicate that tasks are a very successful and well managed
component of grant projects. Whether task deadlines were met has not been as successful. Fifty-eight
projects were rated poor or average. Average was defined as meeting some deadlines and not others.
Fifty-two projects were rated excellent.

DESIGN

The design of a capital project is an invaluable source of information and acts as the project ‘road map’.
Plans contain information about materials, construction, and show how project goals are to be achieved
on the ground. The design component of 57 capital projects was analyzed. Six capital projects were not
evaluated because of missing design plans from the file, while 8 other capital projects did not contain a
design (e.g. only prescribed fire used). Design information was gathered from design plans and drawings,
specifications, reports, and as-built drawings from the project file.

All projects that contained design plans scored well, with the exception of one or two projects. Generally,
if earthwork and construction was involved, it appears that grant managers were attentive to plans and
clarity. Staff noted that if managers were unsure of design plans, outside assistance was sought to evaluate
the project. This strategy has proven useful and helped ensure high design standards.

Some project files did not have specifications for the project or structures they were installing. As-built
drawings were sometimes included, but plan drawings are useful for pre- and post-construction
comparison. Evaluation staff noted that if the design was not in the file, it was nearly impossible to
evaluate how well the project met its objectives.

IMPLEMENTATION PRACTICES

An essential part of this assessment is to discover what practices and techniques grantees used during
project implementation to understand where implementation funds were spent and what practices were
the most utilized. Thus, the practices used for each capital project were tracked during the evaluation.
This information was gathered from design and restoration plans as well as implementation and
construction reports. Research and feasibility studies generally did not use implementation practices to
achieve their goals. Additionally, projects that were withdrawn or terminated early were excluded
although they may have had plans finished because it was difficult to determine to what extent the project
was completed. Excluding 16 terminated or withdrawn projects, 71 capital projects were evaluated.
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Practices were divided into three general categories called ‘Management Changes’, ‘Vegetative
Practices’, and ‘Mechanical/Structural Practices’. The first category includes practices that address land
use issues that impact riparian areas such as livestock grazing, recreational use, and game animal
pressures. The second category includes all vegetation related practices including plantings, both upland
and riparian, seeding, bioengineering, fabric use, and natural recruitment, as well as temporary irrigation
specifically for new riparian plantings. The third category includes all practices where earthwork, heavy
machinery, or hard structures are needed to implement the design. These practices include bank
stabilization, grade stabilization, upland mechanical treatments, water developments such as ponds or
wetlands, large scale stream restorations, noxious weed removal, as well as aquatic habitat structures and
interpretive structures. Each project could have one, two, or all three categories checked. Each category
captured more specific practices that are listed in Table 4.

Table 4. Categories and sub-categories of practices and treatments utilized in funded projects.

The practices used for implementation of capital projects are listed by category and then sub-category. Each grant
often utilized more than one category and could have many sub-categories checked. Over half of the capital projects
evaluated used fencing as a major strategy for riparian restoration or land use management.

Category Sub-Category Number
Management Changes: Grazing Plan 21
Fencing 43
Irrigation Water Mgmt 2
Water Development/Distribution 26
Restrict Access 13
Vegetative Practices: Upland Plantings 10
Riparian Plantings 30
Seeding 18
Vegetative Bank Stabilization 6
Natural Recruitment 16
Irrigation System-Plantings 16
Fabric 4
Mechanical/Structural Practices: Bank Stabilization 11
Grade Stabilization 21
Upland Mechanical Treatment 8
Invasive Species Removal 12
Channel/Bank Modification 20
Aquatic Habitat Structures 2
Backwater/Pond Habitat 12
Interpretive Infrastructures 9

Figure 20 graphically presents the categories of practices used for all of the completed capital projects in
this evaluation. About thirty-two percent (23 projects) implemented practices in all three categories.
Generally, these were larger projects that aimed to restore a segment of stream or river. Twenty-three
percent (16) of projects made land management changes only, which usually included grazing plans,
fencing, and water development for livestock or wildlife. Six projects used structural/mechanical practices
only, which contained two well capping projects, one hardened water crossing, two head-cut structure
projects, and a backwater restoration project. In two of these cases (head-cut structures and the backwater
projects) the re-vegetation plan was dropped either for financial reasons or soil salinity reasons. One
project used vegetation as the only practice category; and one project focused solely on education, thus
using none of the described practices.

Twelve projects incorporated vegetation and structural practices; seven incorporated land management
and vegetation practices; and five projects utilized land management and structural/mechanical practices
together.
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Figure 20. Percent of capital projects in each ‘Practices’ category.

Seventy-one completed capital projects were analyzed and practices they used were divided into the three categories
as displayed. Categories sum greater than 71 because each project could be in one or all of the categories. Twenty-
three projects used practices in all three categories. One project used vegetation as the only practice category, 6
projects used mechanical/structural practices only, and 16 projects used land management changes only.

MONITORING

Monitoring is a critical element in measuring project success and is generally required for AWPF capital
projects. However, of the 87 capital projects evaluated in this study, 23 had incomplete or non-existent
monitoring data. Sixteen capital projects were either withdrawn (2) or terminated early (14). Monitoring
was not a task in four projects because they were dedicated solely to public outreach or had
implementation tasks that did not require monitoring. In three projects, monitoring tasks were included in
the project but never completed. In two of these projects, monitoring tasks were funded by non-AWPF
sources limiting the leverage for completion.

The monitoring methods used in the remaining 64 capital projects were characterized and evaluated.
Monitoring methods were divided into seven categories. Photo documentation in some form was
incorporated in all projects (Table 5). Methods included general photo points, photos of specific project
elements, and aerial photos. The second most common category was vegetation monitoring included in 81
percent of the projects. This category included a wide diversity of monitoring metrics (diversity,
abundance, composition, growth rate, % cover, utilization, etc.) and protocols (transects, random plots,
direct measurements, and visual observations). Hydrology, both surface flows and groundwater, were
utilized in 39 percent of projects and water quality measurements were evaluated in 23 percent of the
projects. Stream morphology including cross-sections, profiles, bank stability, and bed substrate was
measured in 25 percent of the projects. Monitoring of birds, amphibians, elk, and other wildlife was part
of 19 percent of the projects. Macro-invertebrate or benthic monitoring was included in this category.
Finally, soils, mostly upland ranges, were monitored in 11 percent of the projects.
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Table 5. Categories of monitoring methods.

Seven categories classify the methods used by grantees to monitor their project. Many projects utilized more than
one monitoring method. Photo documentation was included in all 64 analyzed projects.

Category # of projects % of projects
Photo Documentation 64 100%
Vegetation 52 81%
Hydrology 25 39%
Stream Morphology 16 25%
Water Quality 15 23%
Fauna 12 19%
Soils 7 11%

While photo documentation was included in all projects, only nine percent of the projects depended solely
on this protocol. Most projects included more than one category in the monitoring task. Almost two thirds
of the projects incorporated two or three categories and a quarter of the 64 capital projects included four
or more categories.

Given that riparian vegetation and their associated habitats are common project objectives, vegetation
monitoring was a common component of project monitoring. Only 12 projects (19%) did not monitor
vegetation at all and most of these were funded when the grant program was young (5=1996, 2=1997, 98,
99, and 1=2000). In addition, a wide variety of protocols and approaches to monitoring vegetation success
were presented and most projects measured more than one parameter.

An evaluation of project documents gives some insight into the appropriateness and effectiveness of
monitoring protocols. Four questions were evaluated:

* Were the objectives and methods of the monitoring design clearly described?

* Were the monitoring protocols appropriate to the project objectives?

* Did monitoring protocols target the resources modified during implementation?
* Was the monitoring completed as planned?

Based on project documents, each of these questions was ranked from 1 to 5 with 1 representing the
poorest effort and 5 representing the most successful. These numeric scores were reduced to Poor (1-2),
Average (3), and Good (4-5) ratings. The results are presented in Figure 21.

In general, ratings were good. Between 69% and 77% of projects received “Good” ratings for each
question. The ratings are consistent for all four questions with the exception of “Monitoring Completed”
that had twice as many “Poor” ratings. This may be the result of either well-designed monitoring plans
that experienced problems in execution and completion or in overly complicated monitoring plans that
were difficult to implement. In general, ratings were consistent across all questions within each project.
For example, a project that rated “Good” in completion generally had equally high ratings for the
remaining questions.

These scores would be skewed to the high side in a random sample. However, the high scores are likely
due in part to the emphasis on monitoring by AWPF staff. Conceptual monitoring plans are first required
of applicants in the grant application. Monitoring is a required task in all capital projects and a formal
monitoring plan must be prepared by the grantee and approved by the AWPF staff before project
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implementation occurs. Given this emphasis, expectations are higher and the ~ 25% of the projects with
poor or average monitoring are of some concern. There was not sufficient information to evaluate the
results of each monitoring program, but it was observed that the quality of the data analysis and
conclusions were variable. Often the methods and data collected were appropriate, but the data analysis
was inadequate to measure project success.
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Figure 21. Monitoring program ratings.

The monitoring programs for 64 capital projects were evaluated. Generally, monitoring plans are designed well with
the aid of AWPF grant managers. The ratings for the completion of monitoring plans is only slightly lower and this is
due to the inability of the grantee to successfully implement a complex monitoring plan, or to analyze the data
gathered and to draw conclusions.

PuBLIC OUTREACH

Public outreach is a critical component to funded projects. Many times it is the only way that the public is
made aware of the work AWPF funds and the only exposure the public has to riparian systems and their
importance in this region. Public outreach information was gathered from public outreach plans and
reports as well as the original application. Of the completed projects, a total of 55 projects were analyzed;
40 were capital projects and 15 research or feasibility projects. Fifty-one projects did not have a public
outreach component funded by AWPF and two were feasibility projects that did not have any public
involvement in the planning process. Capital projects used outreach such as signs, workshops, and
volunteers, while research or feasibility projects used volunteers to gather data, seminars to relay research
data, or public involvement meetings during the planning process.
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Projects that did have a public outreach component appeared to complete it as planned. Fifty projects
were rated ‘excellent” for completion. Public outreach plans were considered relevant to the project that
often involved public meetings to include all possible stakeholders, which is an important component of
project success. The level of public involvement was a bit lower, with 32 projects receiving an ‘excellent
rating. Evaluation staff felt that public involvement of some projects was average and could have
involved more stakeholders and input. Score sheet data can be viewed in Appendix B.

BENEFITS

If one of the objectives of funding a project is to improve the conditions at a project site, then quantifying
how many resources were benefited through project implementation is one way of determining whether
funding a given project was worthwhile. Understanding that each project is unique and aimed to meet
AWPF evaluation criteria through their own objectives and goals, evaluation staff recorded whether direct
and indirect benefits to a given resource occurred. Staff determined if a benefit to a resource was direct or
indirect by recording information from the application, correspondence, and reports. If the project did not
affect a benefit category, it was considered not applicable. Terminated and withdrawn projects were not
included in this analysis.

Research and feasibility projects consisted mostly of indirect benefits and addressed the primary and
secondary criteria of the AWPF program indirectly. However, both directly benefit educational
components. Table 6 displays the number and percent of projects that have had direct and indirect
benefits on the categories listed. Capital projects and ‘Other’ (research and feasibility) projects are listed
separately.

Table 6. Direct and indirect benefits associated with capital and other projects (n=110).

Resources benefited from projects are listed below in the left column. Whether they were directly or indirectly affected
or not at all (n/a) is displayed in the rest of the columns by number and percent. Riparian vegetation and habitat was
most often directly benefited (72%) by capital projects while education was most directly benefited (39%) by research
and feasibility studies (Other projects column).

RESOUICES Capital Projects (n=71) Other Projects (n=39)

Direct % Indirect % N/A % | Direct % Indirect %  N/A %
Recreation 16 [22.5% 13 18.3% | 42 [59.2% 2 5.1% 10 25.6% | 27 [69.2%
Riparian Vegetation & Habitat 51 [71.8% 13 183% | 7 | 9.9% 8 20.5% 24 61.5% | 7 |17.9%
Upland Habitat 28 [39.4% 11 15.5% | 32 [45.1% 2 5.1% 9 23.1% | 28 | 71.8%
Aquatic Habitat 22 |31.0% 13 18.3% | 36 | 50.7% 6 15.4% 14 35.9% | 19 [48.7%
Wetlands 27 |38.0% 5 7.0% | 39 [54.9% 5 12.8% 12 30.8% | 22 [56.4%
Geomorphology/Channel Condition & Function 35 ]49.3% 15 21.1% | 21 | 29.6% 5 12.8% 16 41.0% | 18 | 46.2%
Water Quality 26 |[36.6% 20 28.2% | 25 | 35.2% 5 12.8% 15 38.5% | 19 |48.7%
Water Quantity 14 119.7% 16 22.5% | 41 [57.7% 2 5.1% 14 35.9% | 23 [59.0%
Education 37 [52.1% 3 4.2% | 31 |43.7% | 15 [38.5% 8 20.5% | 16 | 41.0%
Public Involvement 21 [29.6% 6 8.5% | 44 |62.0% 9 23.1% 5 12.8% | 25 | 64.1%

Those capital projects that aimed at restoring a segment of river appeared to have the most direct benefits
associated with them. Many times, education, recreation, habitat, channel function, and water quality
were all directly influenced by the restoration project. Off-channel capital projects such as watershed
projects or livestock management projects had a mixture of indirect and direct benefits. Recreation and
public involvement benefits were the least applicable for all projects.
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SUMMARY: SECTION C

This section assessed: 1) the objectives stated by the grantee, 2) the tasks developed by the grantee to
carry out the project, 3) the design and implementation methods used to accomplish stated objectives, 4)
monitoring methods used and their effectiveness, 5) the public outreach component of the project and 6)
how the project benefited the riparian system (directly or indirectly).

In the section regarding project objectives, the majority of projects received high scores. Ninety-six out
of 110 completed projects received excellent markings for clarity of objectives, 101 completed projects
had excellent ratings for relevancy of objectives to project tasks, and more often than not completed
projects addressed AWPF primary and secondary criteria excellently. Most of the high scores for
objectives that addressed AWPF criteria were given to capital projects. The majority of projects evaluated
were successful in meeting the stated objectives, with 84 projects receiving excellent scores. However,
concerns about objectives being attainable or more like tasks or goals were presented and need to be taken
into consideration. In general, tasks were relevant, clear, and completed as planned, but almost half of the
projects assessed were late in completing the stated project tasks.

Only capital projects were analyzed for the implementation portion of the evaluation, and excluded those
projects that were terminated or withdrawn (n=71). Implementation methods were divided into three main
categories; management changes, vegetative practices, and mechanical/structural practices.
Approximately one third of the projects assessed made changes to the riparian area using all three of the
above categories, one third used only one of the above categories, and the remaining projects used a
combination of two of the above categories. Fencing was one of the most utilized practices (n=43),
whether to organize pastures, protect riparian vegetation, or exclude elk from sensitive areas. Many
projects (n=30) used riparian plantings in the project, whether to augment habitat or increase bank
stabilization. Six additional projects used vegetation specifically for bio-engineering bank stabilization
practices.

Sixty-four capital projects were analyzed in the monitoring methods section of this report. Monitoring
methods were divided into seven categories: 1) photo documentation, 2) vegetation, 3) hydrology, 4)
stream morphology, 5) water quality, 6) fauna, and 7) soils. All 64 of these projects used photo
documentation as part or all of the monitoring techniques used. Vegetation monitoring was common
(n=52). The rest of the categories show that less than 40 percent of the projects performed monitoring of
that category. Only seven projects conducted soil monitoring and it was the category least utilized.

Monitoring practices were further analyzed to determine how clear the monitoring method was described,
how appropriate it was to stated objectives, how appropriate the method was to the targeted resource, and
whether or not it was executed as planned. In general, a project that received a high rating in one
category, received high ratings in all four categories. More than half of the projects assessed received high
ratings in all four of these categories. Many projects used methods that were appropriate to meet stated
objectives; 49 projects received an excellent rating. The statement that displayed the highest number of
projects that received a poor score was ‘monitoring completed as planned’ (n=11).

The public outreach component of a project could include signs, workshops, volunteers, seminars, and
public meetings. Only 55 projects in this assessment had a public outreach component funded by AWPF.
However, many projects had a public outreach component that was developed using matching funds or
other means. Ninety-one percent of the projects that had public outreach as part of the project received
scores of excellent in completing public outreach as planned, and 58 percent received an excellent rating
for the level of public involvement included in the project.

Capital projects more often than not have direct benefits associated with them. Capital projects that
approach whole watersheds and upland livestock issues tend to have both direct and indirect benefits
associated with them. Research and feasibility projects generally benefit resources indirectly. Educational
components are the most common indirect benefit of these types of projects.
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PROJECT SUCCESS

Through meetings with AWPF staff it became clear that understanding project success relied on a few
relatively simple factors. Projects may be weaker in one area than another, however overall project
success could be determined from how well they met AWPF evaluation criteria, if improvement was
apparent, and if the deliverables were clear and concise.

This section addresses the overall evaluation questions on the scoring sheet for the Phase | evaluation of
each project (See Appendix A). From the correspondence file and NCD expertise, a score of 1t0 5, 5
being the best, was given for four statements. The four statements are:

*  Met AWPF primary criteria

* Met AWPF secondary criteria

* Observed improvement during project

* Overall quality of deliverables

The results of each are displayed below from 110 projects. Terminated or withdrawn projects are not
included. Thirty-nine research and feasibility studies are included within the 110 projects, however since
they do not contain an on the ground component, no observed improvement could be recorded. These
studies are represented by N/A (not applicable) in Figure 23. ‘Poor’ equals a score of 1 or 2; ‘Average’
equals a score of 3, and 4 or 5 equals “Excellent’. Data for the following figures is located in Appendix B.
Figure 22 shows the ratings for meeting specified criteria for all projects. Many projects have met the
primary and secondary criteria that AWPF has created. Thus, the criteria have been successful in its aim
to clarify and focus grant projects. However, it is important to note that research and feasibility projects
meet the primary and secondary criteria indirectly much of the time through increased knowledge of the
system, thus were often rated average or poor by evaluation staff.
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Figure 22. Number of projects that met AWPF primary and secondary criteria.

Of 110 projects completed and analyzed, the AWPF primary and secondary criteria that grantees addressed were
also successfully met by a high degree by projects. Many that were rated poor were research and feasibility projects
as they at best addressed and met the AWPF criteria indirectly.

Many projects received an ‘excellent’ rating for observed improvement during the project period (Figure
23). As noted above, research and feasibility projects (n=39) were excluded from this question. Projects
that received an ‘average’ rating were those that saw some improvement, but evaluation staff felt that
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monitoring results were inconclusive, climate had slowed recovery, or the site had shown some
improvement in certain areas and none in others.

Observed Improvement in Project Site

45

40 39

35 32

30 28

25

20

No. of Projects

15
11

10

Poor Average Excellent N/A
Category

Figure 23. Number of projects that improved over the project period.

Of 110 completed projects, 32 projects were rated as seeing much improvement after implementation. Thirty-nine
research and feasibility studies were not included (N/A), resulting in 85 percent of projects that received average or
excellent rating for this statement.

The overall quality of deliverables is very high (Figure 24). Seventy percent of all projects completed had
readable, informative, and clear reports or other deliverables. Grant managers have requested many
second and third drafts and the diligence has been worthwhile. This observation may seem contradictory
to the statement that monitoring conclusions were unclear or absent, however evaluation staff noted that
although components of the project may be weak, that grant managers worked hard to request
clarification within the ability of the grantees and focused on clarifying and focusing the information
given to them, rather than asking for more data analysis. Thus, the overall quality of the deliverables is
high, despite other evaluation staff concerns.
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Figure 24. Overall quality of deliverables for all completed projects (n=110).

Of 110 completed projects, 77 received a score of four or five (excellent rating) for the overall quality of deliverables
produced for the grant.

GENERAL OBSERVATIONS

Many observations were noted during the evaluation that cannot be quantified, but that are worth sharing
to increase the ultimate success of grant projects. Some comments below regard recorded information that
was not addressed in the previous sections of the report; other comments are observations from the
quantified data just presented. Specific recommendations to increase project success, project benefits, and
program success will be included in the Final Report for this assessment after Phase 11 has been
completed.

In general, almost all of the projects seem like worthy projects from our evaluation of the files. Project
site visits will play a large role in determining how much information about project success can be
extracted from project files. Well-mapped and precise photo documentation was a critical tool for staff
evaluations. Staff also noted that earlier grants were harder to follow, but as grant managers became better
at tracking money and writing memos, the files became more organized. Extending the life of the grant
from three to five years seems to have increased the overall success of projects, if only because post-
implementation documentation and monitoring was extended.

The evaluation staff noted that information dissemination of project results is practically non-existent.
The project files contain volumes of useful technical information for new grantees, managers, restoration
practitioners, and the general public.

Section A: General Characteristics

Project size in acres, river miles affected, and length of stream treated was recorded in the application and
varied greatly between projects. Project size in acres is a worthwhile question, especially for comparison
of cost per acre across projects or how many acres have been affected by project monies in a certain
region or watershed. However, this information could not be derived with confidence because of the
noted variation. It was difficult to ascertain from the information provided in the project files what land
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and river areas were to be affected directly and indirectly by project tasks. This observation became
especially apparent in watershed or ranch improvement projects.

Many grants had multiple amendments. It appears this was often unavoidable because of individual
circumstance that arose during the life of the grant. However, evaluation staff noted that a new contract
with appropriate changes was much easier to interpret than a one or two page amendment.

The use of township, range, and section made exact location of projects difficult. Larger projects report
‘many’ for township, range, and section. Although this information may be helpful in locating general
project area on a quadrant map, it does not always aid in locating the project area on the ground or by
geographic information systems.

Project purpose statements on the first page of the contract were clear and precise and very helpful during
the evaluation. Staff noted that stated project objectives were referred to often during evaluations, but that
if the application was missing from the project file the stated objectives of the project were lost. Without
objectives, it is hard to ascertain the effectiveness or success of a project after it has been completed and
closed.

Section B: Financial

In several projects, funds were transferred from other project components to compensate for over-
spending during the implementation of the project. There were instances where re-vegetation was never
completed or public outreach dropped because the funds were used to reimburse the first portion of
implementation. In this situation, project objectives can be greatly reduced or even eliminated. For
instance, removing funding from the outreach budget to compensate overspending in other areas virtually
deletes any original objective related to public outreach and greatly alters the original scope of the project.

Monitoring and planning receive little funding in comparison to implementation components. One of the
unique and important features of the grant program is the allowance for planning before project
implementation and monitoring the outcome post-implementation to increase project success. However,
this factor is not reflected in the ratio of the award amount to these components.

Section C: Project Detail

There is great variation in which methods were used to monitor projects and how many methods were
used. Monitoring is an important aspect of project success, however it appears that many grantees “got in
over their heads” and could not accomplish the monitoring plan or ended up with a gigantic amount of
data and no time to analyze it. Overall, summary and conclusion statements regarding the data gathered
were scarce in many documents. The evaluation staff felt that of all monitoring methods used, photo
points were very useful for visual analysis. Plant survival after re-vegetation efforts was another simple,
but effective monitoring tool. Depending on expertise, other means of monitoring may be beneficial,
however for the private grantee, simple monitoring methods may reveal much more information than
rigorous, in depth methods.

Climate and length of time post-implementation are two of the major reasons given by grantees that did
not see any trend in the monitoring data. These are legitimate explanations and are not likely to become
less so in the future. Staff noted that for these reasons, more simple monitoring methods may be most
useful since most rigorous methods are slow to show response to change within 2-3 years.

Finally, as noted in this report, research and feasibility projects are very different from capital projects in
planning, design, and implementation. The primary and secondary evaluation criteria AWPF has created
for capital projects is indispensable and staff noted that if criteria existed explicitly for research and
feasibility studies as well, that evaluating success would be more transparent.
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CONCLUSION

From the project files review, it appears that many projects have been successful in meeting AWPF
criteria and project objectives. Whether the on the ground outcomes match the information relayed in the
reports is yet to be determined. In Phase |1 of this project, during site visits, evaluation staff will have the
ability to ‘ground truth” a subset of the projects evaluated in this report. Much useful and important
information has been compiled in Phase I that will aid Phase 1l site visits and evaluations.

It appears from the project file reviews that grantees have accomplished what they set out to do as
outlined in the contracted scope of work. This fact is reflected in the high scores received by many
projects for plan layout, appropriate methods, completion, and addressing key criteria. However, it also
became apparent that some added guidance, additional components, and more clarity, especially for
project results and goals, could benefit the projects very much. In Phase 11, evaluation staff will use the
insight gained from case study visits to make recommendations that will aid the grant program and bring
even greater project success to the Arizona Water Protection Fund in the coming years.
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APPENDIX A- EVALUATION SHEETS
AWPF EVALUATIONS SUMMARY SHEET

GRANT No.:

NCD PERSONNE

EVALUATION DAT

SECTION A. GENERAL INFO (FROM APPLICATION)

PROJECT TITLE:

FISCAL YEAR: PROJECT STATUS:
PROJECT TYPE: CAPITAL RESEARCH FEASIBILITY
(CHOOSE APPROPRIATE COLUMN RESTORATION DIRECT APPLICABILITY DIRECT APPLICABILITY
AND CHECK ONE IN EACH CREATION INDIRECT APPLICABILITY INDIRECT APPLICABILITY
CATEGORY) ENHANCEMENT
DIRECT
INDIRECT
PROJECT PURPOSE:
(FROM APPLICATION)
AMA:
WATERSHED: STREAM NAME:
(CHECK ONE) PERENNIAI INTERMITTANT EPHEMERAL
COUNTY: LOCATION (S,R,T):

LEGISLATIVE DISTRICT:
(FROM NCD WORKBOOK)

PROJECT SIZE: acres

river miles affected

length treated

LANDOWNER:
GRANTEE:
(CHECK ONE) GOVERNMENT
NGO
PRIVATE
TRIBAL

MAP No.:
(FROM NCD WORKBOOK)

# OF AMEND. & REASON(S):

CONTRACT START DATE:

CONTRACT END DATE:

FINAL PAYMENT DATE:

(ENTER YES OR NO)

PROFESSIONAL SERRVICES:

PHOTO DOCUMENTATION:
O&M AGREEMENT:

ACT OF GOD/CLIMATE:

SECTION B. FINANCIAL (FROM CONTRACT & BILLINGS)

AMOUNT AWARDE|

GRANT AMOUNT USED:

DIFFERENCE:

MATCHING FUNDS:

AWARDED/ACTUAL (IF DIFF.) RELATED

TASK(S):
PLANNING COS'

IMPLEMENTATION CO¢

MONITORING COST:

PUBLIC OUTREACH COST:

OTHER:
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SECTION C. PROJECT DETAIL

PROJECT OBJECTIVES:
(FROM APPLICATION)

PROJECT TASKS:
(FROM CONTRACT)

PRACTICES USED:
MANAGEMENT CHANGES OTHER:

VEGETATIVE PRACTICES

MECHANICAL/STRUCTURAL PRACTICES

NOTES:

MONITORING: RESOURCE METHOD

2)

3)

4)

5)
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BENEFITS: NOTED FAILURES:
(D= DIRECT |=INDIRECT) RECREATION

RIPARIAN VEGETATION & HABITAT

UPLAND HABITAT

AQUATIC HABITAT

WETLANDS

GEOMORPH./CHANNEL CONDITION & FUNCTION

WATER QUALITY

WATER QUANTITY

EDUCATION

PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT

SECTION D. PROJECT EVALUATION NOTES

To Consider:
Adequate Funding?
Adequate Management?
Case Study Candidate?
Organized?

MISSING ITEMS NOT NEEDED TO FINISH ASSESSMENT:
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SCORING SHEET- AWPF ASSESSMENT PROJECT

*FOR RESEARCH GRANTS, SOME QUESTIONS MAY NOT BE APPLICABLE, IF SO ENTER N/A
WHEN FILLING OUT ELECTRONICALLY, REPLACE NUMBER WITH 'X*

PROJECT TITLE: GRANT No.:
SECTION A. EVALUATION OF PLANNING
POOR AVERAGE EXCELLENT
OBJECTIVES PRESENT: YES NO
CLARITY OF OBJECTIVES 1 3 5
RELEVANT TO PROJECT GOALS 1 3 5
ADDRESSED PRIMARY CRITERIA 1 3 5
ADDRESSED SECONDARY CRITERIA 1 3 5
NOTES:
TASKS/SCOPE OF WORK PRESENT: YES NO
CLARITY OF TASKS 1 3 5
TASKS RELEVANT TO OBJECTIVES OF PROJECT 1 3 5
NOTES:
MONITORING PROGRAM PRESENT: YES NO
CLARITY OF METHODS 1 3 5
METHODS APPROPRIATE TO MEET OBJECTIVES 1 3 5
METHODS APPROPRIATE FOR TARGET RESOURCES 1 3 5
NOTES:
DESIGN PRESENT: YES NO
CLARITY OF DESIGN 1 3 5
DESIGN APPROPRIATE TO MEET OBJECTIVES 1 3 5
NOTES:
PUBLIC OUTREACH PRESENT: YES NO
OUTREACH RELEVANT TO PROJECT 1 3 5
LEVEL OF PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT 1 3 5
NOTES:
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SECTION B. EVALUATION OF EXECUTION

NONE or ONE/POOR SOME/AVERAGE ALL/EXCELLENT
OBJECTIVES
MET OBJECTIVES 1 3 5
TASKS
COMPLETED TASKS 1 3 5
MET TASK DEADLINES 1 3 5
MONITORING
MONITORING COMPLETED AS PLANNED 1 3 5
DATA GATHERED IN CONSISTENT FASHION 1 3 5
DESIGN
DESIGN IMPLEMENTED 1 3 5
DESIGN COMPLETED 1 3 5
OUTREACH
PUBLIC OUTREACH COMPLETED 1 3 5
OVERALL
MET PRIMARY CRITERIA 1 3 5
PROTECTS/RESTORES NATIVE RIPARIAN VEG/HAB
RESTORES PROPER HYDROLOGIC CONDITIONS/FXNS
RESTORES PROPER STREAM GEOMORPH
RESTORES FLOODPLAIN/WETLANDS/BACKWATERS
MET SECONDARY CRITERIA 1 3 5
PROTECTS/RESTORES HABITAT NEEDS
DECREASES NEG. IIMPACTS OF NON NATIVES
BENEFITS STATE LISTED SPECIES
BENEFITS FEDERALLY LISTED SPECIES
OBSERVED IMPROVEMENT FROM PROJECT 1 3 5
OVERALL QUALITY OF DELIVERABLES 1 3 5

NOTES:
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SCORING SHEET KEY

SECTION A. EVALUATION OF PLANNING
Section A evaluates components of the project that are highly valued by AWPF or
mandatory in the grant process. A 1 =poor, 3=average, and 5=excellent.

EXPLANATION/DEFINITIONS

OBJECTIVES PRESENT According to grant guidelines, each project should
have set objectives that can be achieved through
project tasks within the grant timeline.

CLARITY OF OBJECTIVES 1=None of the stated objectives were clear.
5=All objectives were stated and achievable within grant timeframe.

RELEVANT TO PROJECT GOALS 1=Stated objectives were not relevant to the overall goal of the project.
5=All objectives were greatly relevant to project goals.

ADDRESSED PRIMARY CRITERIA 1=None of the objectives addressed the primary criteria of AWPF
5=All of the objectives addressed the primary criteria of AWPF

ADDRESSED SECONDARY CRITERIA 1=None of the objectives addressed the secondary criteria of AWPF
5=All of the objectives addressed the secondary criteria of AWPF

NOTES: Observations for objectives that cannot be quantitatively addressed go here.

TASKS/SCOPE OF WORK PRESENT According to grant guidelines, each project should
have a set of clearly stated and formatted tasks to
achieve project objectives.

CLARITY OF TASKS 1=Tasks were not clear and without formatting
5=Tasks were written clearly and in AWPF format

TASKS RELEVANT TO OBJECTIVES OF PROJECT 1=Tasks are not appropriate for project objectives
5=All tasks are relevant and appropriate for project objectives

NOTES: Observations for tasks that cannot be quantitatively addressed go here.

MONITORING PROGRAM PRESENT According to grant guidelines, each project should
have a clearly planned, achievable monitoring
program that tracks the project after implementation.

CLARITY OF METHODS 1=Methodology was not clearly explained, confusing, or not present
5=Methodology was clear

METHODS APPROPRIATE TO MEET OBJECTIVES1=Methods chosen do not meet objectives of project or do not answer monitoring question
5=Methods chosen clearly address objectives and are appropriate for questions asked.

NOTES: Observations for monitoring that cannot be quantitatively addressed go here.

DESIGN  PRESENT According to grant guidelines, a design plan must be
approved to implement the project.

CLARITY OF DESIGN 1=Design not clear, construction sequence absent
5=Design clear, construction sequence, sheets, and specs present

DESIGN APPROPRIATE TO MEET OBJECTIVES 1=Design is not at all relevant to project objectives
5=Design is relevant and appropriate for project objectives

NOTES: Observations for design that cannot be quantitatively addressed go here.

PUBLIC OUTREACH PRESENT Public outreach componenets are highly valued by
AWPF.

LEVEL OF PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT 1=No or very little public involvement
5=Very much public, volunteer activity

NOTES: Observations for public outreach that cannot be quantitatively addressed go here.
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SECTION B. EVALUATION OF EXECUTION

Section B addresses in what manner the project was completed and how the successful the
project was overal that AWPF would like answered. A 1=none or poor, 3=some or average,
5=all or excellent.

1=None or one objective was met and those that weren't met
lacked sufficient explanation.
5= All objectives were met

MET OBJECTIVES

1=No tasks were completed and no sufficient explanation is
provided
5=All tasks completed

COMPLETED TASKS

MET DEADLINES 1= Tasks were completed, but no deadlines were met.
5=All deadlines were met

1=None or one monitoring part was completed and those that weren't completed
did not have sufficient explanation.
5=All monitoring components completed

MONITORING COMPLETED AS PLANNED

1=Data not gathered, variance in time/season data collected, or methods and/or
reporting varied greatly
5=All data collected with little variance and on time with monitoring plan schedule

DATA GATHERED IN CONSISTENT FASHION

DESIGN IMPLEMENTED 1=Design not implemented.
5=Design fully implemented

DESIGN COMPLETED 1=Design not completed at all
5=Design fully completed

PUBLIC OUTREACH COMPLETED 1=No public outreach completed.
5=Public_outreach fully completed

MET PRIMARY CRITERIA 1= No primary criteria met.
5= All stated primary criteria met.

MET SECONDARY CRITERIA 1=No secondary criteria met.
5=All stated secondary criteria met.

OBSERVED IMPROVEMENT FROM PROJECT 1=No improvement observed in monitoring reports.
5= Much improvement observed and recorded in monitoring reports

OVERALL QUALITY OF DELIVERABLES 1= Quality poor, serious concerns outlined by AWPF staff comments
5= Quality superior, outstanding comments given by AWPF staff.

NOTES: Observations for general questions that can't be quantitatively addressed go here
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APPENDIX B- DATA TABLES

Data Table 1. Score sheet data for objectives section of the report.
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00-100 5 5 5 5 5 96-0021 5 5 5 5 5
00-101 5 5 5 3 3 96-0022 5 5 4 4 5
00-102 5 5 5 5 5 96-0023 5 5 5 5 5
00-103 5 5 5 1 4 96-0025 4 4 5 3 5
00-104 5 5 5 5 1 96-0026 3 4 5 3 4
00-105 5 5 5 5 5 97-027 5 5 5 4 5
00-106 3 4 4 4 4 97-028 3 4 4 4 4
00-108 5 5 5 3 4 97-029 5 5 5 5 4
00-110 5 5 4 4 4 97-030 3 5 5 5 5
00-111 5 5 3 3 4 97-031 5 5 5 5 2
00-112 5 5 5 1 4 97-032 5 5 5 5 5
00-115 5 5 4 4 5 97-033 5 5 2 1 3
03-116 5 5 5 5 5 97-034 3 3 4 2 4
03-117 5 5 5 5 3 97-035 5 5 5 5 5
03-119 5 5 5 5 5 97-036 5 5 4 2 1
05-127 5 5 5 3 5 97-038 5 5 2 2 4
95-001 4 4 4 3 5 97-040 5 5 5 5 5
95-002 5 5 5 3 5 97-041 5 5 5 5 5
95-004 5 5 5 5 3 97-042 5 5 5 5 4
95-005 4 4 3 3 4 97-044 5 5 5 5 4
95-006 4 4 4 4 5 97-045 5 5 5 5 5
95-007 5 5 5 5 5 98-046 4 4 3 4 5
95-009 5 5 5 3 5 98-047 4 4 4 1 3
95-010 5 5 5 3 5 98-049 4 5 3 4 3
95-012 5 5 5 5 5 98-050 4 5 4 4 5
95-014 3 3 4 4 3 98-051 5 5 5 3 5
95-015 3 2 2 1 2 98-052 4 5 1 1 2
95-016 5 5 5 5 5 98-054 4 1 1 1 4
95-017 5 5 5 5 5 98-055 5 5 5 5 4
95-018 5 5 5 5 5 98-057 5 5 5 5 4
95-019 5 5 2 2 4 98-059 4 5 5 5 4
95-020 5 5 5 3 4 98-061 5 5 4 2 4
95-021 5 5 5 5 3 98-062 5 5 5 2 5
95-022 4 5 5 3 4 98-066 3 4 5 2 5
95-023 5 5 4 4 5 99-067 5 5 5 5 2
95-024 5 5 3 3 5 99-068 5 5 5 5 5
96-0001 5 5 5 5 5 99-069 3 5 5 3 3
96-0002 3 1 1 1 3 99-070 4 3 3 4 3
96-0003 5 5 5 4 5 99-071 4 4 3 3 4
96-0004 5 5 4 3 5 99-073 5 5 1 1 5
96-0005 5 5 2 2 5 99-074 5 5 1 1 5
96-0006 5 5 1 1 1 99-075 5 5 5 5 5
96-0007 5 5 5 5 2 99-076 5 5 5 5 5
96-0008 5 5 1 1 4 99-077 5 3 3 3 2
96-0009 5 5 3 5 5 99-078 5 5 5 5 5
96-0011 4 5 4 4 3 99-083 5 4 5 4 4
96-0012 5 5 4 4 5 99-084 3 5 3 1 4
96-0013 5 5 5 5 3 99-085 5 5 5 2 5
96-0014 5 5 5 5 5 99-086 5 5 3 1 5
96-0015 4 4 5 3 3 99-088 5 5 5 3 4
96-0016 3 5 5 5 5 99-089 3 2 2 1 1
96-0017 2 3 5 3 3 99-091 5 5 4 4 5
96-0019 5 5 2 2 5 99-092 5 5 5 5 4
96-0020 5 5 5 5 5 99-093 4 4 5 5 4
99-095 4 4 4 4 2

[Research and Feasibility Projects | 99-098 5 5 5 5 5
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Data Table 2. Score sheet data for tasks section of report.
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00-100 5 5 5 4 96-0021 5 5 5 4
00-101 2 5 4 1 96-0022 5 5 5 1
00-102 5 5 5 3 96-0023 5 5 5 3
00-103 3 3 5 4 96-0025 5 5 5 4
00-104 5 5 5 3 96-0026 3 4 4 2
00-105 5 5 5 3 97-027 5 5 5 3
00-106 4 4 5 5 97-028 5 5 4 3
00-108 5 5 4 2 97-029 4 4 5 4
00-110 5 5 4 3 97-030 4 5 5 5
00-111 3 3 5 3 97-031 5 5 5 5
00-112 5 5 4 1 97-032 5 5 5 5
00-115 5 5 5 3 97-033 5 5 5 5
03-116 5 5 5 4 97-034 4 4 3 3
03-117 5 5 5 5 97-035 5 5 5 5
03-119 5 5 5 3 97-036 5 4 5 4
05-127 5 5 5 5 97-038 5 5 5 4
95-001 5 5 5 4 97-040 5 5 5 3
95-002 5 5 5 4 97-041 4 5 4 1
95-004 5 5 4 5 97-042 5 5 4 3
95-005 4 4 4 3 97-044 5 5 3 2
95-006 4 4 5 3 97-045 5 5 5 4
95-007 5 5 5 4 98-046 5 5 5 4
95-009 5 5 5 5 98-047 4 4 5 4
95-010 3 4 5 3 98-049 4 4 3 2
95-012 5 0 5 4 98-050 5 5 4 3
95-014 5 5 3 3 98-051 5 5 5 3
95-015 2 3 4 2 98-052 5 5 5 5
95-016 5 5 5 3 98-054 4 5 4 2
95-017 5 5 5 5 98-055 5 5 5 3
95-018 5 5 5 1 98-057 4 5 4 3
95-019 5 5 5 2 98-059 5 5 4 3
95-020 5 5 5 5 98-061 5 5 3 3
95-021 5 5 5 3 98-062 5 5 5 4
95-022 5 5 4 3 98-066 5 5 5 4
95-023 5 5 5 3 99-067 5 5 5 4
95-024 5 5 5 5 99-068 5 5 5 5
96-0001 5 5 5 5 99-069 5 5 5 4
96-0002 3 3 4 3 99-070 5 5 4 3
96-0003 4 5 5 4 99-071 5 5 5 3
96-0004 5 5 5 4 99-073 5 5 5 4
96-0005 5 5 5 3 99-074 5 5 5 5
96-0006 4 5 5 2 99-075 5 5 5 3
96-0007 4 5 4 5 99-076 5 5 5 5
96-0008 5 5 5 5 99-077 5 5 5 5
96-0009 5 5 4 5 99-078 5 5 5 3
96-0011 4 4 4 3 99-083 5 5 5 3
96-0012 5 5 5 4 99-084 4 2 5 1
96-0013 5 5 3 1 99-085 5 5 5 5
96-0014 5 5 5 3 99-086 5 5 5 3
96-0015 5 5 3 3 99-088 3 3 3 2
96-0016 5 5 5 4 99-089 3 2 2 1
96-0017 5 5 5 4 99-091 5 5 4 4
96-0019 5 5 5 2 99-092 5 5 5 4
96-0020 5 5 5 4 99-093 4 5 5 2
99-095 5 5 2 2

[Research and Feasibility Studies | 99-098 5 5 5 4
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Data Table 3. Score sheet data for design section of report.
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Data Table 4. Score sheet data for monitoring section of report.
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95-004 | 3| 1 1 1 99-067 | 4| 3 4 4
95-005 | 3| 3 3 3 99069 [ 5| 5 5 5
95-006 | 4 | 4 5 5 99-070 [ 4| 3 4 2
95-007 | 5| 5 5 5 99075 [ 5| 5 5 5
95-014 | 4 | 4 4 1 99-083 [ 5| 5 5 5
95-015 | 5| 5 3 5 99086 | 5| 4 5 4
95-020 | 5| 5 5 5 99-088 [ 5| 5 5 2
95-021 | 5| 4 5 5 99092 [ 5| 5 5 5
95-022 | 4 | 4 4 5 99-095 | 4 | 4 4 3
96-0001 | 5 | 5 5 5 99098 [ 5| 5 5 5
96-0002 | 1 [ 2 3 2 00-100 [ 3| 3 3 5
96-0003 | 4 | 5 5 4 00-101 [ 3] 3 3 5
96-0011 | 3 | 4 3 2 00-102 [ 3| 4 4 2
96-0012 | 3 | 4 3 5 00103 [ 5[ 5 5 5
96-0015 | 3 | 3 3 2 00-104 [ 5| 5 5 5
96-0016 | 4 | 5 4 5 00-105 [ 5[ 5 5 5
96-0017 | 3 [ 1 2 3 00-106 | 3| 3 3 2
96-0020 | 5 [ 5 5 5 00-108 | 5| 4 4 3
96-0023 | 3 | 4 4 5 00110 [ 4| 5 5 5
96-0025 | 5 | 5 5 5 00111 [ 5[ 5 5 5
96-0026 | 5 | 5 5 5 00115 | 4| 5 5 5
97-027 | 5| 5 5 5 03116 | 5| 5 5 4
97-028 | 4 | 4 4 4 03117 |1 [ 3 3 4
97-029 | 4 | 4 3 5 03119 [ 5[ 5 5 5
97-031 | 5| 5 5 2
97-032_| 5| 5 5 5
97-033 | 5 | 3 2 3
97-034 | 3| 4 3 3
97-035 | 5 | 5 5 5
97-040 | 5| 4 5 4
97-044 | 3 | 4 4 3
97-045 | 5 | 3 3 5
98-046 | 4 | 3 3 5
98-047 | 3| 4 4 4
98-050 | 4 | 5 5 5
98-055 | 4 | 5 4 5
98-059 | 4 | 4 4 3
98-061 | 2 [ 1 1 2
98-062 | 5| 5 5 5
98-066 | 4 | 5 5 3

No research or feasibility studies in analysis
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Data Table 5. Score sheet data for public outreach section of report.

o &

N A VAN

s & oo 2 S

C'J&Qé"@ Q_Q}Q’Q@@ e}‘%&é\o \O§ OO&Q
00-101 3 1 5
00-103 5 3 5
00-104 5 5 5
00-106 3 4 3
00-108 5 3 5
00-111 5 2 5
00-115 5 5 5
03-116 5 5 5
03-117 5 5 5
03-119 5 5 5
05-127 3 3 5
95-002 5 5 5
95-005 3 3 3
95-006 5 5 5
95-007 5 3 5
95-015 5 5 5
95-020 5 5 5
95-021 4 3 5
95-022 5 4 5
95-023 3 4 4
95-024 4 2 5
96-0005 5 3 5
96-0007 5 5 5
96-0009 5 1 5
96-0012 4 3 5
96-0014 5 3 5
96-0020 5 5 5
96-0022 4 3 5
96-0023 5 5 5
96-0025 5 5 5
96-0026 5 5 5
97-028 4 4 5
97-029 4 4 5
97-030 5 5 5
97-031 5 5 5
97-035 5 5 5
97-040 5 5 5
97-041 5 5 5
97-044 4 4 4
98-046 4 3 4
98-047 4 3 4
98-050 5 4 5
98-054 4 1 1
98-057 5 5 5
98-059 5 1 4
98-062 5 5 5
98-066 5 5 5
99-068 5 5 5
99-071 5 3 4
99-074 4 1 2
99-083 4 3 4
99-085 5 5 5
99-086 5 3 5
99-089 3 1 2
99-092 5 5 5

|Research and Feasibility Studies [
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Data Table 6. Score sheet data for project success section of report.

N .@'ﬁ 5&6 ) S Q‘,&Qjo o .@’ﬁ b’bé > é&(\\ & Q‘,&Qjo
S & R SEL LN & P [ STES /BN

ISP AP RN NPLOEN 7 WS ENPS B RN LASNI LS
00-100 5 5 5 5 96-0020 5 5 5 5
00-101 3 3 3 2 96-0021 5 4 0 5
00-102 3 3 3 3 96-0022 4 4 0 5
00-103 4 4 4 5 06-0023 5 5 5 5
00-104 5 5 2 4 96-0025 5 3 2 4
00-105 5 5 5 5 96-0026 5 4 3 5
00-106 4 4 4 4 97-027 5 4 4 3
00-108 5 3 3 5 97-028 3 4 4 4
00-110 4 4 4 4 97-029 5 4 4 5
00-111 2 2 3 2 97-030 5 5 0 5
00-112 3 3 0 3 97-031 5 5 1 5
00-115 4 4 4 5 97-032 5 5 5 5
03-116 5 5 5 4 97-033 3 2 3 4
03-117 3 3 3 2 97-034 3 2 4 4
03-119 5 5 5 5 97-035 5 5 5 5
05-127 4 3 3 4 97-036 2 2 0 5
95-001 4 3 0 5 97-038 2 1 0 4
95-002 5 3 0 5 97-040 5 5 4 5
95-004 3 3 3 3 97-041 4 3 0 4
95-005 3 3 2 3 97-042 5 5 0 3
95-006 5 4 3 4 97-044 4 3 3 3
95-007 5 4 3 5 97-045 5 5 4 5
95-009 3 5 0 5 98-046 4 4 4 3
95-010 5 4 0 4 08-047 4 4 3 3
95-012 5 3 0 5 08-049 3 4 3 2
95-014 4 4 3 2 98-050 5 4 4 5
95-015 1 1 2 3 98-051 5 3 0 5
95-016 5 4 0 1 08-052 2 1 0 4
95-017 5 5 0 5 98-054 1 1 0 3
95-018 5 5 0 5 98-055 5 4 3 3
95-019 3 1 0 4 08-057 3 3 0 3
95-020 3 3 3 5 98-059 5 3 5 3
95-021 3 3 3 5 98-061 2 1 2 2
95-022 4 3 4 4 08-062 5 2 3 5
95-023 5 5 0 5 98-066 5 3 4 4
95-024 3 3 0 5 99-067 3 3 3 4
96-0001 5 5 5 5 99-068 5 5 0 5
96-0002 1 1 1 3 99-069 3 3 3 5
96-0003 5 4 5 4 99-070 3 4 2 3
96-0004 4 3 0 3 99-071 3 2 0 4
96-0005 3 3 0 4 99-073 5 5 0 5
96-0006 1 1 0 4 99-074 5 5 0 5
96-0007 2 2 2 2 99-075 5 3 4 5
96-0008 1 1 0 5 99-076 5 5 3 5
96-0009 5 5 3 4 99-077 4 4 4 4
96-0011 4 2 3 2 99-078 5 5 0 5
96-0012 4 4 3 3 99-083 4 4 4 4
96-0013 4 3 3 1 99-084 3 3 0 4
96-0014 5 5 0 5 99-085 4 4 0 5
96-0015 3 3 3 2 99-086 5 1 4 4
96-0016 5 5 5 5 99-088 4 2 3 2
96-0017 5 1 1 3 99-089 1 1 0 2
96-0019 2 2 0 4 99-091 4 4 0 4
99-092 5 5 4 5
[Research or Feasibility Project | 99-093 2 1 0 4
99-095 2 2 2 3
99-098 3 4 5 5

Natural Channel Design, Inc. 46 Flagstaff, AZ





