Appendix S: Land Ownership Certification Form

Section 4: Project Proposals


2013 Project Proposals for Restoration, Acquisition, or Combination Restoration and Acquisition Projects

1. Problem Statement
Provide an overview of fish resources, current habitat conditions, site or reach conditions, and other key salmon recovery problem(s) in the watershed that this project is intended to address. 
Asotin Creek supports a significant population of wild summer steelhead and is the location of an Intensively Monitored Watershed Project (IMW) which started in 2008. The IMW focuses on three tributaries in the upper portion of the watershed: Charley Creek, North Fork Asotin Creek, and South Fork Asotin Creek (referred to collectively as the study creeks hereafter). The goal of the IMW is to test the effectiveness of instream habitat restoration at increasing steelhead production and identify the causal mechanisms of the fish response. The restoration action being tested in the study creeks is the installation of a high density of large woody debris (LWD) structures which are intended to increase habitat complexity and promote increased sediment sorting, bar creation, floodplain connectivity and pool formation. The IMW is focusing on LWD treatments because it is anticipated that the stream habitat and fish responses will be relatively short-term (i.e., ~5-10 years). However, the primary limiting factor identified in the Sub-Basin Plan and other watershed assessments in Asotin Creek are factors associated with RIPARIAN FUNCTION(e.g., stream temperature, habitat quantity and quality). Recent assessments by the NRCS (2001) and Bennett et al. (2012) found that riparian function has improved in many areas of Asotin Creek due to efforts steming from the Model Watershed project implemented in the late 1990’s and early 2000’s (ACCD 1995); however, the amount of LWD in the study creeks in still much lower than reference conditons. The lack of LWD in the study creeks is hypothesized to be partly responsible for simple, straight channels with few deep pools or undercut banks that still persist in the study creeks. Another issue identified by the IMW assessments is that alder trees dominate much of the riparian habitat (Bennett et al. 2012, Wheaton et al. 2012). Although the alder trees grow to relatively large sizes (30-40 cm dbh and 15-20 m tall), the wood breaks down very quickly and rarely forms stable and enduring log jams compared to other native species such as Douglas-fir, Ponderosa Pine and Cottonwood (Beechie et al. 2000). Also, there are large areas along the stream, especially in Charley Creek, that are dominated by non-native vegetation that appears to be inhibiting the establishment of native plants. 
The IMW will be completing instream work in 2014 (treatments completed in the South Fork in 2012, Charley Cr 2013 and North Fork 2014) and is proposing to improve riparian function by planting native tree and shrubs species. The planting of native species will lead to and increase in shading and allocthonous inputs to the stream and will be a source of future LWD to maintain complex instream habitat (Gregory et al. 1991). The direct benefits to steelhead in Asotin Creek will be improved riparian function on a more sustainable basis than direct instream actions which were only intended to act as a temporary fix to the reduced habitat complexity in the study creeks.    
2. Project Purpose
A. State the project goal(s)..
The goals of the proposed restoration is to promote long-term riparian function by speeding the recovery of a more natural and native dominated riparian and floodplain vegetation community. The intended outcome of the restoration will be the establishment of native tree and shrub species where there is currently invasive weeds or bare ground which has resulted primarily from cattle grazing, but is also the result of historic flooding that scoured large portions of the valley floor. The restoration will especially lead to an increase in frequency of tree species such as Douglas-fir, ponderosa pine, and cottonwood that achieve a large enough size that when they fall into the stream or floodplain area have the ability to influence channel dynamics and will increase the diversity of habitats available for all freshewater life stages of steelhead and other fish species using Asotin Creek. 
B. List the project’s objectives. 
The specific objectives of the project are to: 

· The IMW coordinatior (Steve Bennett of Ecological) will identify priority areas for planting and weed control in coordination with the ACCD and the Weed Board
· Preliminary data suggest that the focus areas will be the lower 8 km of Charley Creek, the lower 3  km of North Fork Asotin Creek, and km 6 of South Fork Asotin Creek.  Priority will be given to areas where conditions will support riparian establishment first, and difficult areas will be treated as conditions change in relation to the IMW instream work, ie., as floodplain connectivity improves those areas will be targeted if natural recruitment is not evident.  
· Plant native tree and shrub species in the high priority areas 

· Target for tree density and composition in planted areas will vary depending on site conditions and species but will be ~ 1 tree/9 m2 in high priority areas for about 8.9 acres total and 0.5 miles depending on the area of each treatment with the 4000 trees identified in this request.  Other priority areas will be identified and funding for planting will be obtained at that time.
· Implementation Monitoring and Maintenance of planted areas to ensure successful establishment (monitoring will be completed by the IMW (Ecoligic INC) and shortterm maintence will be completed by the ACCD and longterm maintance will be conducted by the WDFW.
· Annual maintenance is expected to reach targets for tree density and species composition
3. Project Context
A. Describe the location of the project in the watershed, 
This project is located in the Asotin Creek watershed in southeast Washington. We are planning to restore riparian habitat along the lower 8 km of Charley Creek, lower 3 km of the North Fork Asotin Creek, and the lower 6 km of the South Fork Asotin Creek tributaries which all enter the mainstem Asotin Creek approximately 22-25 km upstream from the confluence of Asotin Creek with the Snake River (Figure 1). This is the study area of the ongoing IMW. All of the restoration will occur in the riparian corridor and where applicable the floodplain and valley bottom. Because these tributairies have relatively narrow valley bottoms (50-100 m in many places) it is important to establish trees in areas that otherwise would not be considered riparian corridors. Large Douglas-fir and ponderosa pine likely grew outside of the riparian areas on the valley floor and terraces within the valley floor and due to their size could have still fallen into the stream channel and floodplain areas significantly affecting the stream channel and available fish habitat.  Site selection will be coordinated with the IMW implementor to ensure the higest priority sites are targert first.  Priority will be determined using the vegetation elevation data colected by the IMW for the project reaches.  Within this grant vegetation elevation models will be developed areas of poor riparian will be identified and maps will be developed doe the reaches targeted in this proposal (An example of the field mapping that will be completed is attached as Charrley Creek Site Map in PRISM).  Field visits to the sites identified by the model will determine fine restoration sites, with priorities being given to sites where survival would be highest, IMW stream treatments have been completed and would not exclude the entire floodplain.  
B. List the fish resources present at the site and targeted by this project.

	Species
	Life History Present (egg, juvenile, adult)
	Current Population Trend (decline, stable, rising)
	ESA Coverage (Y/N)
	Life History Target (egg, juvenile, adult)

	Steelhead
	All life stages
	Unknown but appears stable
	Yes
	Juvenile survival and abundance and Smolt/Spawner

	Spring Chinook 
	All life stages
	Extirpated
	No
	Not targeted species but all freshwater life-stages expected to benefit

	Bull trout
	All life stages
	Unknown
	Yes
	Not targeted species but all freshwater life-stages expected to benefit

	Pacific lamprey 
	All life stages 
	Unknown
	No
	Not targeted species but all freshwater life-stages expected to benefit


C. Discuss how this project fits within your regional recovery plan and local lead entity’s strategy to restore or protect salmonid habitat in the watershed (i.e., does the project address a priority action, occur in a priority area, or target priority fish species?).
This project is directly related to the regional recovery plans is identified in the Salmon Recovery Plan for South Eastern Washington - 3 year Work Plan and because it address the habitat requirement of an ESA listed species (and has benefits for other ESA species that are not the target species of the project) and address key limiting factors identified in the Model Watershed Plan (ACCD 1995),  Asotin Sub-basin Plan (ACCD 2004), and the Snake River Salmon Recovery Plan (2011), primarily lack of habitat diversity due to a decrease in riparian function. The recovery planning is specifically focused on summer steelhead because chinook salmon are considered extirpated. Lamprey and bull trout are expected to benefit from the proposed restoration actions. 
D. Explain why it is important to do this project now instead of at a later date. Consider its sequence relative to other needs in the watershed and the current level and imminence of risk to habitat in your discussion.
This is the final phase of the IMW Restoration. Riparian function is the primary limiting factor identified in previous assessments.  We waited until now to restore the riparian because of the active instream restoration taking place in 2012-2014.  If the project is funded in this grant round implementation could be ready in the spring of 2014 and if permitting can be completed planning could begin in areas where IMW restoration has been completed.  Planting of the final IMW treatment could continue in the Spring 2015 post stream treatment.
E. If any part or phase of this project previously has been reviewed or funded by the SRFB, please fill in the table below.
Not applicable. 
4. Project Description
A. Provide a detailed description of the proposed project, including project size, scope, design, and how it will address the problem(s) described above. 
The IMW project area is approximately 36 km of stream length in the three forks; however, based on past surveys, we expect the actual restoration activities to focus on approximately 17 km of stream length, most of which will be in Charley Creek. The scope of the project is focused on riparian and floodplain habitat (which is usually restricted to 15-20 m on either side of the stream), but as described above, where appropriate, valley bottom and terrace habitat may also be targeted in areas where establishment of tree is likely.  In areas where existing conditions are poor for the establishment of trees, planning will not occur as part of this grant but will be noted for future assessment as conditions change.  A portion of this grant is for the IMW coordinator (Steve Bennett ELR) to review available data produced in the IMW field evaluation to identify high priority planting areas and develop a riparian management plan.  It is anticipated that the plan would line out far more areas for planting and weed controle than can be funded by this initial grant.  The additional areas to be planted will be outlined in a riparian restoration plan.  The establishment of native riparian and valley bottom trees and shrubs will increase riparian function over time and provided a renewable supply of LWD to the study creeks in a more timely manner than waiting for these conditions to establish naturally.  
B. If this project includes measures to stabilize an eroding stream bank, explain why bank stabilization at this location is necessary to accomplish habitat recovery.
This project is not specifically directed at bank stability issues; however, the establishment and maintenance of mature riparian  and valley bottom forests will help bring the stream channel into equilibrium.  
C. If restoration or acquisition will occur in phases or is part of a larger recovery strategy, describe the goal of the overall strategy, explain individual sequencing steps, and which of these steps is included in this application. Attach a map in PRISM that illustrates how this project fits into the overall recovery strategy, if relevant.
The restoration is part of a larger recovery and experimental strategy to increase steelhead production and determine the causal mechanisms of habitat and fish responses (i.e., the Asotin Creek IMW). The goals of the overall strategy is to test the effectiveness of LWD treatments at increasing steelhead production, and promote riparian function to ensure a sustainable source of LWD in the future. There are three general phases to the IMW (note the phases overlap due to the hierarchical-staircase design of the experiement): 

1) Pre-treatment monitoring of fish and habitat (2008-2014)

2) Instream treatment phase (addition of LWD; South Fork 2012, Charley Cr 2013 and North Fork2014)

3) Post-treatment monitoring of fish and habitat (2012-2018) 
4) Restoration of riparian function to promote sustainable source of LWD (2014-2016)

D. Describe the long-term stewardship and maintenance obligations for the project or acquired land. For acquisition and combination projects, identify any planned use of the property, including upland areas.
The majority of the project reach to be included in the Riparian Restoration Plan is on lands managed by the WDFW (Asoting Creek Wildlife Area). The USFS manages a small portion of the upper reaches of the three study creeks and there are two small private land holding on the lower portion of Charley Creek.  The USFS would conduct plantings and maintenance in areas identified (By the plan) on their own lands separate from this grant.  Additionally restoration opportunities and maintenance on the private lands could be covered using CREP, seperatly from this grant.  The focus of this project will be to identify “low hanging fruit” areas we suspect would have relatively high survival with minimal maintenance.  The IMW has preliminary results indicating these areas exist where the floodplain has either undergone recovery/reconection through restoration/natural process, and in areas where wood species would be sucessuful but have been suppressed by invasive weeds.  The sites would be small (0.1 acre) and numerous, and would be strategically selected from the IMW data set (canopy DEM) and verified in the field.  These areas would be wetter and should require minimal maintenance compared to other other areas in Asotin County where floodplain connectivity has not improved and maintenance needs are very high.  The ACCD will be responsible for the short term maintenance of the restoration actions (during the duration of the grant) and the WDFW Wildlife Area will be responsible for the long-term maintenance of the properties and restoration efforts.  In addition, the IMW will continue to do post project monitoring of the sites as part of the IMW monitoring effort.  Monitoring of the habitat sites will occur on and annual basis through the life of the IMW.  It is anticipated as part of the Riparian Restoration Plan areas with more challenging riparian restoration typical in the county will be identified and funding adequate to plant and conduce extensive maintenance will be pursued in future grant rounds.
E. Describe other approaches and design alternatives that were considered to achieve the project’s objectives and why the preferred alternative was selected.
The only other design alternative considered was a “do nothing” approach where we would wait for the areas in question to recover naturally. However, due to the severity of the disturbance of some of these areas, it was felt that the time to recovery of native and mature forest habitat would be excessive without some intervention (i.e., planting and weed control), and given the do nothing approach has been in action for some time. The specific methods for planting and cultivating native vegetation have been well developed due the extensive amount of planting and weed control that has occurred in Asotin Creek and other similar watersheds in the area. There is also a wealth of people with many years direct experience with these methods that will be available to conduct this project. 
F. List all landowner names. 
Bob Dice, Area Manager, WDFW, Clarkston, WA. Tel. 509–758-3151

G. Has the Washington Department of Natural Resources confirmed that your project is or is not on state-owned aquatic lands? 
Yes the SRSRB Lead Entity contacted Shane Early the Eastern Washington DNR representive prior to the draft application review and confirmed that the project is not on SOAL.  The coorispondence between the Lead Entity and the DNR is attached in PRISM.
H. List project partners and their role and contribution to the project. 
WDFW – will provide access for the restoration effort and long trem maintence. 
USFS – will provide provide access, native grass seed, trees and shrubs, and field expertise/personnel to the restoration effort and in the event a reach is identified on the forest longterm maintence of the site.

Asotin County Noxious Weed Coordinator– will coordinate dinate field efforts in the drainage to maximize efforts and prevent redundancy and provide expertise and support.
I. Stakeholder Outreach: 
Yes. WDFW and private landowners have been contacted about the project. When chemicals are applied to control weeds to allow native plants to establish, the public and adjacent landowners will be notified to protect people from any negative effects of coming into contact with sprayed areas. We will also establish a protocol to prevent herbicides from entering any water courses. Application of herbicides will only be conducted by trained and certified personnel and adhere to all state and federal regulations. 
J. Contingency Planning: 
Potential problems/expenses include: 
· Poor survival of planted trees and shrubs requiring replanting
· Poor control of non-native weed species requiring continued control 

Potential solutions/impacts issues include: 
· Use native plant stocks and planting during optimum conditions and revisit planting areas regularly to assess success. Re-planting may be required to attain full stocking which will increase overall costs.  
· Apply appropriate types and concentrations of herbicides during optimal periods and repeat as required. Further spraying or hand control around tree seedlings may be required until trees grow tall enough to be unaffected by weeds. Scarification of weeds near seedlings will increase costs of the project. 
K. List and describe the major tasks and time schedule you will use to complete the project.
	Tasks
	Schedule

	Development of detailed Planting and Weed Control Plan

     - identify priority planting areas (i.e., most disturbed sites and sites where tree growth likely to directly influence riparian function)

     - identify species/stocks for planting and methods to maximize seedling survival

     - identify areas where weed control will be necessary before planting can proceed
	Jan 2014 – Mar 2014

	Securing native plant stock

     - work with USFS and others to cultivate native trees, shrubs, and grasses for planting 
	Jan 2014 – Dec 2014

	Preparation of Planting Areas

     - weed control and site preparation
	Jan 2014 – Dec 2014

	Planting of Native Species
     - target high priority areas for planting 
	Jan 2015 – Dec 2016

	Assessment of Plant Establishment and replanting/weed control
     - conduct watering, weeding, and other maintenance as needed to increase survival of seedlings and estimate treatment success
	Jan 2015 – Dec 2016


5. Design and Implementation Questions for Restoration Projects (Acquisition-only projects need not respond to these questions.)
A. Will the project design be (or has it been) developed by a licensed professional engineer
The project will not have a traditional habitat restoration design but will have a restoration plan identifiy restoration priorities, methods and spp to be planted.  The plan will be developed by a qualified Ecoligist supported by the ACCD CREP coordinator.
B. Describe your experience managing this type of project. 
Asotin County Conservation Distrct (ACCD) has a long standing history of designing, implementing and managing successful riparian restoration projects.  The District has developed cost-share programs utilizing funding from multiple sources to address resource concerns in the riparian corridors as well as been highly involved in the plan development and implementation of CREP (Conservation Reserve Enhancement Program) and CCRP (Continuous Conservation Reserve Program) in Asotin County. 
Casey Scott, ACCD Resource Technician, has been with the district for almost 5 years and will be the primary techcnican for this project. Casey currently implements the CREP program and has considerable knowledge and experience in riparian restoration projects. In addition, he is a Certified Planner through NRCS. 

ACCD will work with Eco Logical Research Inc. (Ecological) to ensure the plan design and implementation specifics coincides with the overall goals of the IMW. Ecological personnel have been working in Fisheries Research and Restoration for over 60 years combined. They are currently directly managing two IMW projects (Asotin and Bridge Creek) and are involved in planning of three others (Middle Fork John Day, Salmon, Entiat/Wenatchee). 
C. Describe who will provide construction management for the project.
Implementation of the riparian restoration plan will be managed by the ACCD staff through a sub-contract with a licience contractor selected to plant and maintain plantings.  Weed control would also be conducted throught a licience sub-contractor and coordinated with planting.  The ACCD will work to ensure the priorities of the plan are followed by the sub-contracts.
D. The design process for restoration projects is expected to follow that described in RCO Manual 18, Salmon Recovery Grants,
Appendix D 1-4. If your process or your design deliverables differ from those expectations, please describe your process and design deliverables and how they differ. 
The design produced through this project would be in the form of a riparian restoration plan.  The plan would describe the existing conditions, identify restoration method, identify areas targeted for restoration and prioritize those areas for funding.  This would be included in a restoration plan for the 17 mile target area. 
E. Describe how you anticipate documenting as-built conditions. 

Not applicable. However, we will develop maps and/or aerial photography imagery that will document areas planted and treated for weeds. 
F. Describe the steps you will take to minimize the introduction and spread of invasive species during construction and restoration..
The goal of this project is to enhance the riparian corridor by establishing native trees and shrubs and all plant materials will be inspected prior to planting to ensure no invasive species will be introduced.  Contractors will be required to ensure all equipment and vehicles are free of invasive species prior to entering the project sites.  
Supplemental Questions

Acquisition Project Supplemental Questions
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