Trip Summary

ADF&G, Division of Sportfish

Project Name:
SKO55 

  Number of field trips completed under project:
5
Location: Sitkoh Creek/Lake Watershed

Dates and duration of field trip(s): 10/5 – 10/10/2005

Personnel: (List crew members present for each trip)

Anthony P. Crupi, Kercia L. Schroeder, Jeff  V. Nichols, Robert I. Dinneford

Project  Objectives: (List or describe the objectives of the field trip as discussed before leaving for the field)
Steelhead Salmon Habitat Capability Study 

1. Snorkel survey the tributaries within the Sitkoh Creek watershed to estimate total usable for juvenile steelhead;

2. Measure channel bed widths to calculate total area and total usable area;

3. Document occurrence of cutthroat trout detected during snorkel surveys;

4. Record number and size classes of all steelhead observed during the surveys.

Trip Summary: (In narrative form, describe how and if project objectives were met)

First official snorkel survey trip following several training sessions in the Juneau area.  Started the survey with a snorkel training session on the first day in stream reach C3.  Worked down the mainstem for about 1 km.  Observed numerous adult coho and pink salmon as well as adult cutthroat trout but only observed a few juvenile coho.  Placed traps in the bottom of the reach and began training session.  Next day split into two snorkel survey crews and surveyed sub-basins C and K.  Over the course of the week surveyed numerous sub-basins an surveyed the majority of reaches.  On 10/9 received heavy rainfall and wind which hampered stream survey conditions and precluded our ability to norkel survey the mainstem and remaining sub-basin.  Observed hundreds of juvenile cutthroat trout and steelhead during the course of snorkeling surveys.

Stream reach length snorkel surveyed during SKO55 totaled 13.56km of 21.09 (64%).  We surveyed 28 of 37 (76%) reaches.  

NOTE: Op_plan identified 20.52 km in 35 reaches, adding two new reaches this is now changed to21.09 in 37 reaches.  May however delete a reach or two per JVN comments on surveyability.

NOTE: this does not include mainstem statistics.

RCS Highlights: (bring attention to RCS related tasks completed; for example: # of stream crossings, # of culverts [and condition], severe road condition problems, etc)
AWC Highlights: (bring attention to AWC issues; for example: total # of anadromous streams encountered, # of new anadromous streams which need to be nominated, # of anadromous streams which need to be revised [upper extent, poor location, etc] and other relevant notes.)
NA

Issues needing resolution: (are there any specific concerns, which require input from outside our staff – list specific details.)
As 64 % of the stream reach length was surveyed, several more channel bed width measurements must be made to make the calculation to estimate channel bed width.  

Outputs: (What reports will be generated for which agencies or private entities?)
Maps and GIS mapping associated with on the snorkel surveys as identified in the Operational Plan.  
Status of data: 

Photos and waypoints have been copied into the respective folder on the V drive (SKO55).  All data has been entered and verified as the project is brought to completion.  

Work needed to bring project to completion: (include a brief summary of what steps are necessary to bring project to completion, i.e., does data still need to be entered or checked for qc, is more field work required?)

In sub-basin (I) we surveyed fish habitat that had not been previously habitat surveyed.  In the proje

ct operational plan we identified only one reach (I1) to be snorkel surveyed in through snorkeling.  During SKO55 we added two new reaches I1 and I2 and changed the previous I1 To I3.  Need to update all old tables with this I1 reference.  

Project Metadata:

When entering data the sampling code has been used as a way to classify fish size.  The majority of the time I was able to record this correctly but on a few records such as WPT 1U123 this would not work because of multiple records.  The other caveat to this dataset is the lack of a field for count class.  In the field we put counts of fish in to count classes (ie. 1-10=I, 11-50=II, 50+=III) but since this is not possible in the current database I had to enter true counts.  This is fine as the majority of fop’s were one fish, some were recorded in the comments when it was more than one and a couple I remembered how many were in a particular pool and these were then documented as more than one fish present.  As the data are not to be used for population estimation this should not present a problem and future surveys will be count specific.

Contact person: (include landowner, if known, and engineer and/or AMB involved)
Anthony Crupi, 465-8252

Trip summary completed by:
Anthony Crupi




Date:
10/14/05










