
PFA Grant Amendment Request 
PFA Grants Program 

Submission of this form constitutes a request and does not guarantee approval. 

Project Information 
Project Name: ___________________________________________ 

PFA Project Tracking Number: ___________________________________________ 

ODFW Agreement Number: ___________________________________________ 

Lead Organization Name: ___________________________________________ 

Lead Organization Address: ___________________________________________ 

Project Start Date: ___________________________________________ 

Project End Date: ___________________________________________ 

Original Grant Award Amount ($): ___________________________________________ 

Proposed Effective Date for Amendment: ____________________________________________ 

Amendment Request Details 
Amendment Type (select all that apply and attach supporting documentation): 

• ☐ Budget Category Realignment
• ☐ Budget Increase/Reduction Request
• ☐ Scope of Work Modification
• ☐ Project Term Adjustment

Required attachments: 

- Revised line-item budget (.xlsx) for any budget-related changes. Attach the original budget too.

- Updated project map(s) for all scope of work changes

- Tracked changes to deliverables table for timeline or deliverables modifications

- Updated engineering/design plans if applicable

Revised Total Budget (if applicable): $_____________________ 



Impact Summary 
Will the amendment affect project deliverables? 

☐ Yes – Attach revised deliverable table with tracked changes

☐ No

Will the amendment alter engineering plans or project designs? 

☐ Yes  - If Yes, please describe and attach revised plans:

☐ No

PFA Stream Biologist Consultation. 

It is required that you consult your regional PFA Stream Biologist before submitting this 
amendment to the PFA Grants Program.  

If you are requesting a simple budget realignment, then consultation is not required.  

Name of PFA Stream Biologist: _____________________________________________________________ 

Date PFA Stream Biologist was Consulted: ________________________ 

https://www.dfw.state.or.us/habitat/PFA/docs/PFA_GrantProgram_RegionsMap.pdf


Have you evaluated alternative solutions to this amendment? 

☐ Yes

☐ No

Describe any alternatives considered or describe why an alternative is not necessary: 



Explanation and Justification 
Please provide a clear explanation of the reason(s) for the requested amendment. Be sure to 
address the following: 

- Briefly describe the current status of your project (e.g., % complete, phases completed, upcoming
milestones)

- Justification for the amendment (include any financial, regulatory, or logistical factors)

- Effect on project goals and objectives (including ecological or restoration outcomes)

- Any potential future impacts resulting from the proposed change

Attach additional pages or documentation as needed. 





Submission Instructions 
Submit the completed form and all required attachments at least 30 days prior to the proposed 
change to: 

Andrew J. Spyrka 
Private Forest Accord Grant Coordinator 
Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife 
������� andrew.j.spyrka@odfw.oregon.gov 

PFA Grants staff will work with the grantee to adjust timelines as needed based on the nature of the 
amendment. 

Certification Statement by Grantee 
By signing below, I certify that the information provided in this request is accurate and complete. I 
understand that submission does not guarantee approval and that all amendments are subject to 
review by the Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife. I also confirm I have the authority to 
request this amendment on behalf of the Grantee. 

The following must be signed by the same signatory on the PFA Grant Agreement. 

Signature: ___________________________________________ 

Title: ________________________________________________ 

Date: ___________________________ 

Primary/Project Manager Contact for Questions(if different from above): 

Name: _____________________________________________ 

Phone: _____________________________________________ 
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Will the Amendment affect project deliverables? 

Yes.  The amendment request includes changes to the project scope of work and design and 
extends timelines for many of the deliverables.  See Exhibit B for adjustments to project deliverable 
timelines. 

Will the Amendment alter engineering plans or project designs? 

Yes.  The recently completed 90% designs include the following changes from the 60% designs 
submitted with the grant application.  (Changes are indicated on the attached Exhibit C - 90% Plan 
Set by their associated numbers in this amendment and organized by their relative location within 
the Project Area): 

Upper Reach Plan: 

1) Added: A log structure has been added to each side of the creek at the temporary stream
crossing access site in the “Upper Reach Plan”.

2) Added: Placement of large Alder logs throughout upstream floodplain area.

3) Modified: A complex log structure has been added to the upstream Side Channel C “alcove.”

4) Added: 2 BDAS will be installed just downstream of the facing log structures in the upstream
work site area.

5) Removed: The "willow nursery" planting area proposed for the floodplain bench just downstream
of the upstream side channel area has been eliminated from the scope of work.

Middle Reach Plan: 

6) Removed: The Roaring Creek side channel reconnection has been eliminated from the scope of
work.

7) Removed: The ~0.2 acre upland wetland enhancement in the Gibbon's field has been removed
from the scope of work.

8) Modified: The log structure design along the original bank layback area has been modified to
include 4 complex log structures that protrude into the stream channel ~ 50% of its width as well as
a row of rootwads installed against the bank.

Lower Reach Plan: 

9) Modified: The number of BDAs in Side Channel A has been reduced from 3 to 1.

10) Added: Another ~40' of bank layback area has been added to the NW bank of Conyers Creek
upstream of the log structure location.  Work will include installing a row of single rootwads along
the toe of the bank terminating in a complex log structure, in similar fashion to the upstream bank
layback area.
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11) Modified: A complex log structure has been added to the downstream Side Channel A “alcove.” 

Have you evaluated alternative solutions to this amendment? 

Alternatives considered for each design modification are as follows: 

1) Do not add complex log structures at temporary creek crossing.  Not selected based on the 
anticipated benefits of this activity.  The design team agreed that there could be a significant benefit 
to increasing channel complexity, slowing flow velocities and creating a pinchpoint for water at this 
location.  Increasing floodplain engagement and inundation will increase benefits from other 
restoration activities in the area, including the side channel restoration, and provides an 
opportunity to install BDAs downstream of the structures where streampower will be greatly 
reduced.  Finally, installing structures here will provide stabilization to the streambanks, repairing 
any damage caused by heavy equipment during construction.   

2)  Do not place Alder material in floodplain or only incorporate material into log structures.  Not 
selected based on the free availability of Alder material from trees that will have to be removed 
during construction and the potential benefits of adding more wood and roughness onto the 
floodplain.  Floodplain roughness increases water retention and storage, enhances flood resiliency, 
provides important habitat for native amphibian species, and supports nutrient cycling through the 
process of decomposition.   

3) Do not add more wood to Side Channels.  Rejected due to material availability and anticipated 
benefit of increasing log structures.   

4) Do not add BDAs or add BDAs at a different location.  Alternatives rejected due to engineer’s 
opinion that placing BDAs downstream of pinchpoint log structures will improve their longevity and 
increase the odds of beaver maintenance or adoption.  Additionally, historical observations note 
attempts at dam building by beavers in this area. 

5) Keep “willow nursery” in plans but use only mechanical and chemical weed control techniques.  
This was not selected given the challenge of successfully establishing willow stakes in an area with 
no ability to remove thick Reed canary thatch, partial canopy cover, and potentially heavy beaver 
forage. 

6) Reroute Roaring Creek side channel through upland forest.  Not selected based on unfavorable 
site conditions and topography as well as likely damage to surrounding forest from altered 
hydrology.   

7) Eliminate grading activities and focus only on vegetation management in wetland.  This 
alternative was not selected based on the landowner’s existing contract with NRCS which already 
provides weed control and planting services for this area.   

8) Maintain original log structure design for this area. Not selected based on the potential benefit to 
floodplain engagement and off-channel habitat of extending log structure engagement further into 
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the stream and the availability of sufficient logs to accomplish all goals of improving habitat 
conditions and protecting sensitive banks.   

9) Remove all BDAs from Side Channel A.  The design team still sees value in installing one 
structure based on modeling indicating that 1 structure is not likely to backwater the channel into 
Conyers Creek during most flow events, could create beneficial habitat features, and will 
encourage greater floodplain engagement, potentially improving conditions for native vegetation in 
the surrounding wetland.   

10) Do not add bank layback area or install 2 large wood structures into bank instead of the line of 
single rootwads with 1 log structure.  The team believes there is more habitat value in treating a 
longer stretch of streambank with single rootwads than in treating a shorter reach with several 
large, complex structures.   

11) Do not add more wood to Side Channel pools or place no wood in pools.  These alternatives 
were not selected based on the engineer's observations from past projects of the benefit of these 
habitat features.   

Explanation and Justification: 

Status of Project: 

Upon applying for funding to the PFA, the Columbia SWCD (project sponsor) submitted 60% 
designs that were developed in 2023.  Since the execution of the grant agreement on June 30, 2025, 
the following deliverables detailed in the Grant Agreement have been accomplished: 

✓ A wetland delineation of the project site was commissioned and executed.  The assessment 
and accompanying report have been to submitted to DSL and are under review. 

✓ A cultural resources survey and report were commissioned and executed. 
✓ The Project Manager applied for and received ODFW Fish Passage approval for the project.  

(A follow up review will be required based on changes design) 
✓ The Engineer completed 90% designs which were initially received by the Project manager 

on December 12, 2025. Further revisions were made to the designs following an on-site 
meeting with the landowners on 2/18/2026.  

Following PFA Committee approval, the Project Manager will submit permit applications to DSL, 
USACE, and DEQ.  

A request for proposals will be sent out to contractors by early fall for Construction and Log 
Harvesting operations, with an onsite pre-bid meeting scheduled prior to the end of October.  
Rootwad and log harvesting will be scheduled for early 2027.   

Implementation is now planned for summer 2027.  
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Justification for Amendment: 

Site conditions have evolved dramatically since the initial 60% designs were completed in 2023 
with significant changes occurring in the time between the first iteration of the 90% designs in mid-
December 2025 until now.  The first set of design changes were driven by observations made during 
a site visit in September 2025 by the Project Manager, Engineer, Geomorphologist, and landowners.  
Design changes were incorporated into the 90% design set, which was completed and shared with 
the Project Manager and landowners in mid-December 2025.  Shortly after this, the Project 
Manager made a site visit to discuss concerns/questions with one of the landowners and observed 
significant, project-impacting changes to the site again, most notably the extreme loss of floodplain 
area between the mainstem Conyers Creek and historic Roaring Creek channel which was to be 
reconnected during project implementation.  As a result of the altered site conditions and, in an 
effort to maximize habitat/environmental benefits utilizing the resources on site while respecting 
landowner concerns, the Project Team has made several significant changes to the scope of work 
over several iterations of design modifications.  These changes are outlined below, correspond with 
the numbers above, and are laid out from the upstream extent of the project area moving 
sequentially downstream. 

1) Add log structures at temporary crossing site.  By placing log structures on either side of the 
stream, a pinchpoint is created, decreasing streampower and forcing water up onto the floodplain 
more frequently.  Greater floodplain inundation and engagement will enhance other project 
activities in the area, increase flood resiliency, and hopefully improve conditions for native species 
to establish.  Other benefits of this activity include using bioengineered bank stabilization as a 
prescription for any damage caused by crossing the stream with heavy equipment, and the creation 
of more favorable conditions for natural and artificial beaver structures to persist.  

2) Due to ongoing erosion and proposed project activities, several large Alders along the creek will 
be taken down during the course of construction in the Upper Reach area.  There is a high likelihood 
that these trees may come down on their own prior to project implementation given the 
undercutting that is occurring.  The design team proposes to incorporate this material into log 
structures for increased detrital inputs and to place larger trunks and branches throughout the 
floodplain for increased roughness, habitat complexity, and enhancement of beneficial natural 
processes.  Floodplain logs will be secured using wood stakes to prevent movement during storm 
events. 

3) The pools located at the ends of Side Channel A and C will receive more large wood pieces for 
increased habitat value, as well as better protection from predators and solar exposure.  The 
Project Engineer noted high juvenile salmonid use of these habitat features on previous projects, 
and observed that having a lot of large wood in the pools was critical for protection and shade for 
rearing juvenile fish. 
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4) 2 BDAs added into Upper Reach area.  Log structures will slow flow velocities through the reach, 
making BDAs more viable, and creating favorable conditions for structure durability and beaver 
utilization.  Natural dam building was noted in this reach during a habitat survey in the summer of 
2024, providing support for the possibility of beaver occupation here.   

5) Elimination of "willow nursery" planting area.  The project team made the decision to eliminate 
this planting area in favor of focusing resources installing and maintaining plantings throughout 
areas disturbed during construction and along streambanks that need revegetation.  Funds are 
better spent ensuring those plantings are successful.  Willows will be one of the primary species 
planted throughout all planting areas particularly close to the water, in floodplain areas, and within 
log structures and BDAs.  Furthermore, recent conversations with DSL staff indicate that permit 
approval may be made easier through efforts to minimize impacts to wetland areas as much as 
possible, even if actions are intended to improve condition and function. 

6) Elimination of the Roaring Creek side channel reconnection element.  Over the last several 
winters (and especially during the most recent winter) Conyers Creek has experienced severe 
erosion in this area which has eaten away at the space required to rebuild and reconnect the 
historic Roaring Creek channel.  Elimination of the Roaring Creek reconnection also results in the 
elimination of the 6 BDAs that were originally planned for installation in the reconnected channel.  

7) Upland wetland enhancement removed from scope of work.  Recent conversations with DSL 
staff about this activity indicate that grading activities would trigger required mitigation for the 
impacts to the current wetland (despite its degraded state) and expensive monitoring of both the 
"restored wetland" and proposed mitigation site.  Based on that information, it was decided that the 
landowner would instead work with NRCS regarding wetland enhancement in that area.  The 
landowner currently has an active EQIP contract with NRCS that includes funds for weed control 
and planting work in the wetland, so transitioning this element of the project work to NRCS is 
logical and simplifies roles. 

8) Modification to large wood design along original bank layback area.  Small adjustments have 
been made to the log structure design in this area.  Changes reflect the objectives of protecting the 
streambank, reducing stream power through the reach, providing in-stream refuge and habitat, and 
directing water onto the adjacent floodplain and into relic channels at more frequent intervals.  In 
an effort to meet these objectives, the design has been modified from 4 complex log structures 
installed closely to the bank, to a combination of complex log structures that protrude into the 
stream approximately halfway and a row of single rootwads that line the toe of the exposed bank.   

9) BDA reduction in Side Channel A.  The design team has reached the conclusion that 1 structure 
for the size of the channel and flow volume is a more appropriate use of resources.  More structures 
could have the undesirable effect of backing up water to the confluence with Conyers Creek, 
negating some of the positive impacts of restoring this side channel.  The BDA design for all 3 
remaining structures has been modified from complete living structures to a hybrid structure with 
living stakes along the ends only.  The purpose of this is to prevent the BDAs from possibly 
becoming a fish passage barrier due to aggressive willow growth, while providing additional stability 
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through the rooting of live stakes along the edges.  This design was recommended by a contractor 
with experience designing and installing BDAs. 

10) Adding 40' of bank layback with rootwads just downstream of original bank layback area.  Both 
sections of streambank are experiencing severe erosion.  Log structures in both layback sections 
will be installed where pools currently exist for added habitat value.  Increasing the area treated 
with large wood will enhance the overall habitat value of the project and create more long term 
benefits for fish and other aquatic organisms that include slowing flow velocities, increasing gravel 
retention, encouraging greater floodplain engagement, and improving water quality. 

10) Same explanation as #3. 

Effect on Project Goals & Objectives: 

 All proposed changes are in line with the project’s specified goals and objectives to increase 
habitat quantity and quality throughout the reach with a focus on supporting the needs of native 
salmonid spawning and rearing life stages.  The overall effect of the changes on achieving the 
project’s goals and objectives should be enhancing, with the exception of the removal of the 
Roaring Creek side channel reconnection, which is based on circumstances outside of our control.  
Positive alterations to the scope of work include treating an additional 40’ or more of streambank 
with large wood and bank laybacks, installation of additional log structures, placement of Alder 
logs in the floodplain for improved amphibian habitat and increased floodplain roughness, 
increasing the amount of wood in the side channel pools for more productive rearing habitat, and 
increased channel engagement of log structures, promoting greater access to peripheral habitat 
areas over time. 

Potential Future Impacts Resulting from Proposed Changes: 

The most significant future impacts anticipated from the proposed changes are 1) increased 
floodplain engagement; 2) reduced streampower; 3) increased sediment deposition as a result of 
more wood in the stream and slower velocities, 4) more complex pool habitat as a result of 
expanded large wood treatment areas; and 5) greater streambank protection and reduced erosion 
from additional bank layback areas. 

Impacts to Budget: 

We do not anticipate any changes to the overall project budget at this time as a result of these 
design modifications.  The elimination of 6 of the 9 BDAs, as well as the modification of the BDA 
design to a hybrid structure, should net savings of approximately $30,000.  Eliminating the Roaring 
Creek side channel reconnection results in significant savings from the diminished excavation work 
and ESM material which will offset the additional cost of the expanded large wood installations as 
well as the additional design work.  The Project Manager has learned of some additional permit fees 
(reflected in the attached (Budget Table – Exhibit C) that apply to the Project.  Funds from cancelled 
construction activities have also been reallocated to cover those costs.  Labor and material costs 
saved by the elimination of the “willow nursery” planting area will be reallocated towards planting 
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the additional areas of disturbance created by the increased bank work.  Any additional funds in the 
planting budget will provide greater resources for supplemental plantings, plant protection, and 
weed maintenance activities to ensure plantings are successfully established and strong enough to 
survive competition from aggressive invasive species over time.  The upland wetland enhancement 
work was only budgeted for $500.  Those savings will also be reallocated to other project activities.   
Finally, the construction cost estimate for the project was produced over 2 years ago now.  Prices 
and costs for materials and labor have continued to rise over that time.  Consequently, costs for 
project activities will likely be slightly higher than initially budgeted for.  (See Exhibit C for proposed 
budget category revisions.) 

Thank you for your time and consideration of this amendment request. 

 

Crystalyn Bush 
Project Manager 
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EXHIBIT B 
Project Budget Sheet 

Budget Categories Quantity Unit Cost/Unit Total 

Personnel Costs (Titles) 

Resource Conservationist (Project Manager) 200 Hours $50.00 $10,000.00 
Hours $0.00 

Personnel Cost Subtotal: $10,000.00 

Contractual Costs 

Engineering Services: Final designs and project oversight 1 Contract $59,280.00 $59,280.00 
Permitting: Wetland Assessment 1 Contract $10,000.00 $10,000.00 

Permitting: Cultural Resource Survey and Report 1 Contract $30,000.00 $30,000.00 
Construction Contractor  1 Contract $389,740.00 $389,740.00 

Planting: Materials 1 Each $36,950.00 $55,150.00 
Aerial Imaging & Photogrammetry: Effectiveness monitoring 8 Hours $175 $1,400.00 

Contractual Cost Subtotal:  $545,570.00 
Supply Costs (Lump into categories. Details should be in Scope of Work) 

0 Each $0.00 $0.00 

0 Each $0.00 $0.00 
Supply Cost Subtotal:  $0.00 

Equipment Costs (Any single purchase over $5,000) 

0 Each $0.00 $0.00 

0 Each $0.00 $0.00 
Equipment Cost Subtotal: $0.00 

Travel Costs 

Miles $0.67 $0.00 

0 Miles $0.00 $0.00 
0 Miles $0.00 $0.00 

0 Miles $0.00 $0.00 
Travel Cost Subtotal: $0.00 

Other Costs 

DSL Wetland Delineation Fee 1 Each $559 $559 
DEQ 1200C Stormwater Construction Permit 1 Each $2,984.00 $2,984.00 

DEQ Water Quality Certification Fee 1 Each $985.00 $985.00 
County Grade & Fill Permit 1 Each $1,200.00 $1,200.00 

County Land Use Compliance Review 1 Each $315.00 $315.00 
Oregon Rescue/Salvage Authorization 1 Each $150.00 $150.00 

Post Project Maintenance Funding 100 Contract $70.00 $7,000.00 
Other Costs Subtotal: $13,193.00 

Exhibit B
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Indirect costs (Percentage of personnel costs, supply costs, 
equipment costs, and other costs. Auto-generated) 

Insert Indirect Rate 
Manually up to 15% only -

-> 
15% $3,478.95 

     
Total Funding Requested from 

ODFW $572,241.95 

         
Match (If applicable) 

Columbia SWCD Resource Conservationist (Project Manager) 200 In-kind $50  $10,000.00 
Columbia SWCD Outreach Coordinator 80 In-kind $40.00 $3,200.00 

Columbia SWCD Outreach Video Production 1 Unsecured $20,000.00 $20,000.00 
Landowner donated logs on site (DBH 12"+) 120 In-kind $150.00 $18,000.00 

NRCS Contract with Landowner 1 Partner $63,175.00 $63,175.00 
Landowner Wetland Data Collection 30 In-kind $32.00 $960.00 
Landowner NRCS Cost Share (10% of Contract) 1 In-kind $6,318.00 $6,318.00 

Columbia SWCD Mileage 1800 In-kind $0.67 $1,206.00 
  0 Dollar $0.00 $0.00 

  0 Dollar $0.00 $0.00 

      Total Math Provided $122,859.00 

         
      Total Cost of Project $695,100.95 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Budget Categories Item
Current 
Budget

Adjusted 
Budget

Change to Budget 
Line

Personnel Costs
Resource Conservationist (Project 
Manager) $10,000.00 $20,000.00 $10,000.00

Contractual Costs Engineering Services $59,280.00 $77,000.00 $17,720.00
Contractual Costs Permitting: Wetland Assessment $10,000.00 $8,000.00 -$2,000.00

Contractual Costs Permitting: Cultural Resources Survey $30,000.00 $30,500.00 $500.00
Contractual Costs Construction Contractor $389,740.00 $358,900.00 -$30,840.00
Contractual Costs Planting: Materials & Labor $55,150.00 $55,150.00 $0.00

Contractual Costs
Aerial Imaging & Photogrammetry: 
Monitoring $1,400.00 $2,000.00 $600.00

Other Costs DSL Wetland Delineation Fee $559.00 $575.00 $16.00
Other Costs DSL R/F Application Fee $0.00 $700.00 $700.00

Other Costs
DEQ 1200 C Stormwater Construction 
Permit $2,984.00 $3,073.00 $89.00

Other Costs DEQ Water Quality Certification Fee $985.00 $1,044.00 $59.00
Other Costs County Grade and Fill Permit $1,200.00 $1,200.00 $0.00
Other Costs Land Use Compliance Review $315.00 $325.00 $10.00

Other Costs County Floodplain Development Permit $0.00 $1,300.00 $1,300.00

Other Costs Oregon Rescue/Salvage Authorization $150.00 $150.00 $0.00
Other Costs Post Project Maintenance Funding $7,000.00 $7,000.00 $0.00

Indirect Costs Indirect Costs associated with project $3,478.95 $5,305.05 $1,826.10
Totals: $572,241.95 $572,222.05 -$19.90

Adjusted Budget Details

*New lines have been added for a DSL Application fee as well as a County Floodplain Development permit.  Neither
of these costs were anticipated at the time of application
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Done
Measureable 

Objective Deliverable
Current 

Timeline
Adjusted 
Timeline

Design Finalization
Contractor Plan Set: 90-100% Designs/Technical 
Specifications/Bid Sheet 3/30/2026 3/30/2027

Permit Approvals Wetland Assessment 12/31/2025 No Change
Permit Approvals Cultural Resource Survey & Report 1/30/2026 No Change

Permit Approvals
Obtain all necessary Federal, State, and Local 
authorizations 6/15/2026 6/15/2027

Implementation Contracting 7/1/2026 7/1/2027
Implementation Construction 9/15/2026 9/15/2027
Implementation Planting 3/30/2027 3/30/2028

Monitoring
Orthoimage of Site Completed in Year 1, 3, and 5 
post-implementation 12/31/2028 12/31/2029

Reporting Mid-Project Performance Report 7/1/2026 7/1/2027
Reporting Draft Implementation Monitoring Plan 10/31/2025 No Change
Reporting Draft Project Completion Report 11/30/2028 11/30/2029
Reporting Final Project Completion Report 1/30/2029 1/30/2030

Adjusted Deliverables Timeline
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