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Appendix C-3: 
Restoration, Acquisition, and 
Combination Project Proposal 

 

List all related projects previously funded or reviewed by RCO: 

Project # or 
Name Status 

Status of Prior Phase Deliverables and 
Relationship to Current Proposal? 

14-1914 Completed Planning and design grant for Steptoe Creek road 
culvert fish passage barrier restoration project. 
(Phase 1: Steptoe Creek). 

15-1309 Completed Grant for Steptoe Creek to replace fish passage 
barrier (perched road culvert), channel and 
streambed enhancement, and bridge 
construction (Phase 2: Steptoe Creek). Current 
proposal is request for funds to complete phase 
3 work. 

 Choose a status  

Submit this proposal as a PRISM attachment titled “Project Proposal.” 

 Project brief. In one or two sentences, what do you propose to do? 

This restoration project includes installation of 76 woody instream structures (PALS) 
along a roughly 2500-foot reach of Steptoe Creek to restore natural stream processes 
and create beneficial habitat for Lower Snake River steelhead. An old road culvert was 
removed from this minor spawning area in the summer of 2017, opening up fish passage 
to habitat that was formerly inaccessible. 

Project Number 18-2020 
Project Name Steptoe Creek Instream Habitat Rehabilitation  
Sponsor Palouse Conservation District 
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 Project location. Describe the geographic location, water bodies, and the location 
of the project in the watershed, i.e. nearshore, tributary, main stem, off-channel, etc. 

Located in the Middle Snake Watershed (WRIA 35), Steptoe Creek is a small tributary to 
the Snake River located in southeastern Washington. The project is located in a minor 
spawning area (mSA) for the Lower Snake River steelhead major population group (MPG) 
that is currently designated as high-risk status.  

 Problem statement. What are the problems your project seeks to address?  

Steptoe Creek supports an ESA listed Snake River summer steelhead population. 
Juveniles have been observed during previous habitat surveys conducted by WDFW staff 
(Mendel et al. 2004) in the reach below the first stream crossing encountered on Steptoe 
Canyon Road, about ¼ mile up from the confluence with the Snake River. Prior to the 
summer of 2017, the stream corridor upstream was inaccessible due to a perched road 
culvert that prevented fish passage upstream but has since been addressed by a 
restoration grant which funded removal of the road culvert, construction of an improved 
channel, and installation of a new road bridge. Habitat survey field work conducted from 
2001-2002, along with recent informal observations, indicates that all Steptoe Creek is 
deficient in large woody debris. Lack of suitable resting and rearing pools is also a 
limiting factor. Habitat surveys from 2001 and 2002 indicated average pool quality (n=7) 
ranged from 2 to 2.4. Our goal is to increase available pool habitat and provide complex 
woody cover for summer steelhead populations in this at-risk stream using a cost 
effective and proven approach. Recognizing that current conditions produce daytime 
summer stream temperatures that may exceed the physiological limits for steelhead, we 
are concurrently seeking alternative restoration funding through the CREP program do 
extensive riparian plantings that, once established, will increase available stream shading, 
thereby lowering temperatures and adding to instream habitat complexity. Habitat 
surveys from 2001 and 2002 indicated average shade in two reaches evaluated averaged 
between 15.5% to 46.3%.  

Reference: Mendel et al. 2004. Brief Assessment of Salmonids and Stream Habitat 
Conditions in Snake River Tributaries of Asotin, Whitman and Garfield Counties in 
Washington. March 2001-June 2003 - Final Report. WDFW Fish Program. 173 pgs. 

 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) 

Endangered 
Species Act 
Coverage (Y/N) 

Summer 
Steelhead 

Juvenile documented; suspect 
other life history usage 

Stable to rising Y 
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 Describe the limiting factors, and limiting life stages (by fish species) that 
your project expects to address. 

This project expects to benefit all life stages of summer steelhead. Namely, creating 
pools and complex woody habitat for juvenile and adult rearing and resting and 
increasing complexity of streambed by allowing gravel sorting in tailouts of pools. 

 Project goals and objectives. 

A. What are the project’s goals?  

Our project goal is to increase available pool habitat and provide complex woody cover 
for summer steelhead populations in Steptoe Creek using a cost-effective and proven 
approach. 

B. What are the project’s objectives?  

The objective of this project is to construct approximately 76 woody habitat structures 
along approximately 2500 linear feet of stream channel in the lower reach of Steptoe 
Creek, from the new bridgetconfluence to an upstream in areas that PALS can be 
installedpassage barrier at a road culvert. This restoration project will restore instream 
habitat complexity in a high-risk tributary, benefitting all life stages of summer steelhead 
by 2020.  PALS will provide both upstream and downstream pooling of water in either 
upstream eddie pools or downstream pockets of water around the wood structures.  
PALS also allow the sorting of gravel and the deposition of sediment.  Having the wood 
structures in the water will allow overhead protection for juvenile steelhead and velocity 
barriers for juveniles to get out of flowing water.  There will be areas where structures 
will help flow go overland during spring runoff providing off-stream sediment 
deposition. 

C. What are the assumptions and constraints that could impact whether 
you achieve your objectives?  

These structures have been successfully installed in the similar neighboring Snake River 
tributaries (e.g. Asotin Creek) and are very cost effective. We plan to install a conservative 
minimum number of structures, but if we run into constraints that prevent us from 
meeting or exceeding this goal, we will be adaptive and adjust our work to stay within 
budget first and foremost. We do not anticipate any issues with any other factors. 

 Project details.  

A. Provide a narrative description of the proposed project.  

The Palouse Conservation District (PCD) will use this grant to implement instream 
restoration work in Steptoe Creek, located in Whitman County, WA. This project will 
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increase available pool habitat and provide complex woody cover for adult and juvenile 
wild summer steelhead populations in Steptoe Creek using a cost-effective and proven 
approach. Plans are to construct approximately 76 woody habitat structures along 
approximately 2500 linear feet of stream channel in the lower reach of Steptoe Creek, 
from the confluence to an upstream passage barrier at a road culvert.  The project, 
located in a minor spawning area, will address an imminent threat as identified in the 
Salmon Recovery Plan for Southeast WA and the regional work plan. This restoration 
project will restore instream habitat complexity in a high-risk tributary, benefitting all life 
stages of summer steelhead by 2020. 

B. Provide a scope of work and detailed list of project deliverables. Provide 
a detailed description of the proposed project tasks, who will be responsible for 
each, what the project deliverables will be, and a schedule for accomplishing 
them. 

Task Time Schedule Description 

1. Identify placement of 
woody structures  

Spring/Summer 2019 Walk the stream reach and 
identify PALS placements 
and staging areas 

2. Acquire permits Spring 2019 Apply for all required 
project permits 

3. Identify wood sourced 
for project implementation 
and order materials 

Summer 2019 Scope locations for USFS 
sites where woody 
materials will be sourced 

4. Transport and stage 
wood and supplies 

Early fall 2019 Work with crews transport 
wood to staging areas and 
prepare posts for install 

5. Install structures Late fall 2019 during 
instream work window 

Work with crews to install 
roughly 76 PALS at flagged 
locations 

6. Monitor Spring 2020 Site visits to photo monitor 
structures following high-
flow periods and assess 
effectiveness for reporting 

7. Final report and project 
administration 

Spring 2020 Complete documentation 
in PRISM and prepare 
project closeout docs 
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C. Explain how the sponsor determined cost estimates. 

Cost estimates were based on prior work experience of Palouse Conservation District 
staff, Brad Johnson, who has successfully completed several similar projects.   

D. Describe the design or acquisition alternatives considered to achieve 
the project’s objectives. Why did the sponsor choose the preferred 
alternative? 

The preferred alternative was selected because the methodology is cost-effective and 
many local and regional projects have achieved satisfactory deliverables utilizing similar 
low-cost stream restoration alternatives that are relatively easy to implement.  

E. How have lessons learned from completed projects or monitoring 
studies informed this project? Sources of results may be from Project Scale 
Effectiveness Monitoring from TetraTech, individual sponsors, lessons learned 
from previously implemented projects, Intensively Monitored Watershed 
results, or other sources. 

Since the PCD staff has experience implementing woody instream structures and related 
training, there are certainly some pitfalls that can be avoided based on previous 
experience.  

F. 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 technique being proposed requires minimal long-term maintenance because we 
anticipate that a portion of the structures installed will inevitably blow-out or be shifted 
or debris moved during high flows. This dynamic nature of these PALS is similar to the 
natural dynamic nature of streams where woody debris constantly fluctuates in the 
system. Since the project will take place entirely on private property, the landowner will 
sign a cost-share contract with the PCD and is contractually obligated to maintain the 
project according to the NRCS practice specifications provided with the job sheets. 

 Explain why it is important to do this project now instead of later. (Consider 
its sequence relative to other needs in the watershed and the current level and 
imminence of risk to habitat). 

The timing of this project is ideal because it piggybacks on previously funded project 
work in summer 2017 to remove a perched road culvert that was a barrier to fish 
passage (see related projects). With the addition of instream habitat work being 
proposed, this project will further expand upon the impact of previously funded 
restoration and planning efforts on a stream reach that is at high risk due to upland 
management practices. Further, the timing is also ideal because the landowner is 

http://www.rco.wa.gov/doc_pages/other_pubs.shtml#monitoring
http://www.rco.wa.gov/doc_pages/other_pubs.shtml#monitoring
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currently working with Palouse Conservation District staff to enroll the adjacent uplands 
into the Conservation Reserve Enhancement Program (CREP), which could drastically 
improve the quality of the adjacent riparian plant community in the long-term while 
offering the landowner incentive payments to improve the conservation value along this 
stretch of stream. As part of the CREP process, a cultural resource survey and assessment 
will be conducted. Thus, cultural resource costs will not only be offset with funds 
leveraged from another conservation program, but the assessment will include plans for 
instream work so the project should be ready for the work window if funds are awarded. 

 If the project is a part of a larger overall project or strategy, describe the 
goal of the overall strategy, explain individual sequencing steps, and which 
of these steps is included in this application for funding. Attach a map in 
PRISM that illustrates how this project fits into the overall strategy, if relevant. 

This project is part of an informal plan to take a phased approach to address steelhead 
habitat in Steptoe Creek. Previously funded work allowed for a passage barrier removal 
project design (phase 1) and passage barrier removal implementation (phase 2). Since 
the passage barrier was removed in summer 2017, the goal of the planning staff at PCD 
has been to address the habitat elements of the stream reach beyond the former 
passage barrier. Phase 3 is currently underway and involves enrolling the stream reach 
into the CREP program so riparian planting and livestock improvements can achieve 
conservation goals along this stretch. This funding would essentially be the last phase of 
this informal approach to enhance fish habitat and recovery populations in Whitman 
County. 

 Describe the sponsors experience managing this type of project. Please 
describe other projects where the sponsor successfully used a similar approach. 

The PCD project will be managed by Lovina Englund, who has limited experience 
implementing this type of project but attended the 2017 Cheap and Cheerful workshop 
hosted by the SRFB. Technical oversight will be provided by Brad Johnson, WRIA 35 
watershed director, who is on staff at the PCD. Brad has successfully managed and 
implemented multiple projects with these same protocols and has over 20 years 
experience working with habitat assessment, protection and restoration projects within 
the Asotin Creek watershed.  

 List all landowner names. If the project will occur on land not owned by the 
organization, attach a Landowner Acknowledgement Form (Manual 18,  
Appendix F) in PRISM from each landowner acknowledging that his/her property is 
proposed for SRFB funding consideration. Multi-site acquisition projects need only 
attach a Landowner Acknowledgement Form for priority parcels. 

Toby Uhlenkott 
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 List project partners and their role and contribution to the project. Attach a 
Partner Contribution Form (Manual 18, Appendix G) from each partner in PRISM. 
Refer to Manual 18, Section 3 for when this is required. 

United States Forest Service, Pomeroy District: Bill Dowdy has committed to providing 
over 250 trees to be used as the primary woody material in the post-assisted log 
structures installed on the project. The value of the trees is estimated to be $6,300. 

The and owner, Toby Uhlenkott, is in the prosess of enrolling the stream on the 
downstream end and that immediately adjacent downstream intp CREP.  This will provide 
additionally woody vegetation and shade to the system and fence livestock out of the 
project area.  The estimated contribution of the CREP work is $40,285. 

 Stakeholder outreach. Discuss whether this project has any opposition or barriers 
to completion, besides funding. Describe the sponsor’s public outreach and 
feedback received. Are there any public safety concerns with the project? How will 
the sponsor address those concerns? 

This project does not have any opposition or barriers to completion. The Palouse 
Conservation District has a proven track record of successfully completing these types of 
in southeastern Whitman County and the surrounding region. We have a positive 
working relationship with the private landowner who owns the property that holds the 
stream reach of Steptoe Creek included in this proposal. General public perception of 
fish habitat enhancement projects is very positive and we continue to get inquiries from 
other landowners interested in potential habitat enhancement and conservation work. 
Since the project work will take place exclusively on private property, there are no public 
safety concerns. 

Supplemental Questions 

Restoration Project Supplemental Questions 

Answer the following supplemental questions: 

A. Will the sponsor complete, or already completed, a preliminary design, final 
design, and design report (per Appendix D) before construction? 
Choose an answer 

i. If no, please describe the design process and list all pre-construction 
deliverables submitted to RCO for review. Including riparian planting plans. 

For the preliminary design, we reference the general conceptual design schematics for 
installation of Dynamic Wood Structures (DWS) created by EcoLogical Research, a 
consulting agency that has provided technical support and training to the PCD staff. 
Once project funding is awarded, planning staff will walk the site and select locations for 
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structure placement. Locations will be recorded using a handheld GPS and locations will 
be referenced on a GIS map with hyperlinked project photos for inclusion in final report. 

B. Will a licensed professional engineer design the project? 
Choose an answer 

i. If not, please describe the qualifications of the design team. 

This project will not be developed by a licensed engineer since the project proposal 
includes work that is within the skillset of the planning staff at the PCD. The technique 
for the proposed restoration work is a relatively simple low-cost alternative to 
engineered stream restoration work that is widely accepted as a viable methodology to 
achieve habitat benefits in small streams throughout the West.   

C. If this project includes measures to stabilize an eroding stream bank, explain 
why bank stabilization there is necessary to accomplish habitat recovery. 
Bank stabilization criteria required to meet SRFB eligibility is in Section 2 of  
Manual 18. 

Streambank stabilization measures are not included in the scope of work. 

D. Describe the steps the sponsor will take to minimize the introduction and 
spread of invasive species during construction and restoration. Specifically 
consider how the sponsor will use un-infested materials and clean equipment 
entering and leaving the project area. 

The project manager will personally oversee the collection and staging of all materials 
brought onsite for project work. The materials sourced from the land managed by the 
USFS, Pomeroy District will include only large woody debris and materials will be visually 
inpected for invasive species during retrieval. Field crew members utilized for project 
implementation will receive training to avoid transport of invasive species and the crew 
lead and project manager will oversee routine cleaning of equipment and gear. Field 
crews working instream will be required to sterilize wader boots each workday to avoid 
contamination of site or transport off-site.  

Comments 

Use this section to respond to the comments received after the initial site visits, and then 
again after submitting the final application. 

Response to Site Visit Comments 

Please describe how the sponsor responded to the review panel’s initial site visit 
comments. RCO recommends that the sponsor list each review panel comment and 
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question and identify the response. The sponsor may use this space to respond directly to 
the comments. 

Response to Post-Application Comments 

Please describe how the sponsor responded to the review panel’s post-application 
comments. RCO recommends that the sponsor list each of the review panel’s comments 
and questions and identify the response. The sponsor may use this space to respond 
directly to the comments. 

PROJECT Number 18-2020 
Date:  5/6/18 Project Site 
Visit? x
 Yes
 No 
Review Panel Member(s): Slocum and O’Neal 

 
1. Recommended improvements to make this a technically sound project according to the 

SRFB’s criteria: 
 

Please clarify the project objectives described in Section 6.B of the proposal. The 
project reach is described as being from “the confluence to an upstream barrier 
passage at a road culvert.”  Is the confluence at the Snake River or at some other 
location?  The presentation at the site meeting said that all of the instream work will 
be done upstream of the 2017 barrier correction project, so please clarify. Focus the 
objectives more directly on how steelhead habitat in the project reach will be 
improved.  Installing PALS in itself should not be the ultimate objective, but as a means 
to restore habitat and habitat forming processes.  For example, habitat-focused 
objectives would likely include gravel trapping and sorting so that it is available for 
spawning, creating habitat complexity such as trapping wood debris, and potentially 
creating small pools that will enhance juvenile rearing habitat conditions. 
Expected/estimated quantities for these habitat outcomes also need to be included in 
objectives. Addressed and made changes to 6B.  

 
2. Missing Pre‐application information. 

 
 

3. General Comments: 
Combining the proposed CREP riparian enhancements with the instream work, 
including doing riparian planting downstream of the 2017 barrier removal project site, 
strengthens the effectiveness of the project.  Please consider removing Russian Olive 
trees as part of the riparian restoration work.  We will pass this recommendation on to 
both the landowner and CREP Coordinator from Palouse CD 
 
While PALS seems to be an appropriate and economical treatment technique in the 
project reach, it may be beneficial to consider also installing some larger-scale wood 
pieces where conditions allow and where they will likely have greater benefit than PALS 
alone. We suggest that the project planning include identifying locations for larger-
scale wood treatments, which could be the focus of a future phase of restoration work 
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in lower Steptoe Creek. We will commit in future applications to looking into this idea, 
but it will cause us to need equipment on both ends and add substantially to the 
budget.  Landowners are comfortable with handplace material that won’t cause excess 
bank erosion if it moves during high flows.  Excellent work developing strong 
relationships with the landowner! 

 
4. Staff Comments: 

In the PRISM Restoration Metrics page, I am not sure if logjams are an appropriate selection in 
the channel structure placement category. That implies there will be a complex of wood 
installed. I am under the impression that PALs are individual pieces of wood? If this is the case I 
suggest changing the channel structure type to individual logs, anchored. Note that you could 
also select multiple items here, if more than one is fitting.  Changed in PRISM 
 
Make sure you have enough funding in your A&E budget to accommodate any design that might 
be needed before starting (if you think you might need to do anything else in preparation). Note 
that the stream surveys for identifying placement should be part of your A&E budget. Please 
move costs for training to A&E.  Changed in PRISM 
 
Match in PRISM and match in the cost estimate spreadsheet do not agree. Please revise. If you 
intend to only have 15% match in PRISM for project administration purposes, you should use the 
Funding Not Reported in PRISM column in the spreadsheet to show the other match for the 
project that won’t be documented. Make sure the CREP match documented in PRISM only 
accounts for work and materials eligible for SRFB. The time period available makes it appear that 
you might be including the lease payments, which are not eligible. Just want to check. Match is 
only provided by the USFS for the trees at $7,400  
 
You have attached an out-of-date application authorizing form. You must use the most recent 
form for the application to be valid. A new form can be downloaded here. Attached new version 
https://www.rco.wa.gov/documents/manuals&forms/Applicant-Authorization-Resolution.doc  
 
It would be nice if you could attach a photo of some PALs that you have already 
completed to give an idea of the scale and effectiveness of the structures. Attached 
Photos 
 
Final applications and materials are due July 10, 2018. All final application materials 
must be attached to PRISM and the application submitted by close of business on this 
day. Instructions how to respond to the review panel comments is highlighted below. 
Please refer to Manual 18 for information on required final application materials. A final 
application checklist is available to provide a quick reference for these requirements. 
https://www.rco.wa.gov/documents/manuals&forms/Manual18Appendices/Applicatio
nChecklist%20_Final.docx  
 
Final applications missing any of the required documents after the final application due 
date may be considered ineligible for funding.  
 
Please contact the SRFB Grant Manager or LE Coordinator prior to the application due 
date if you have questions regarding the funding process or final application 
requirements. 

 

https://www.rco.wa.gov/documents/manuals&forms/Applicant-Authorization-Resolution.doc
https://www.rco.wa.gov/documents/manuals&forms/Manual18Appendices/ApplicationChecklist%20_Final.docx
https://www.rco.wa.gov/documents/manuals&forms/Manual18Appendices/ApplicationChecklist%20_Final.docx








 

Pre-project 



 

Pre-project 

 

Example PALS 



 

Example PALS 

 



Lower Columbia Habitat Project Application Detailed Cost Estimate 2/1/2013

RESTORATION

 OVERALL PROJECT GRANT REQUEST
Budget must account 

for all costs to 
complete the project

Enter only the 
amount of the grant 

request

Amount Amount Match in PRISM
Funding not reported 

in PRISM

 Source (Grant, Cash, 
Materials, Labor, 
Volunteers, etc) 

Match Type (federal, state, 
local)

Category (choose one) Task Description Qty Rate
Construction B. Johnson (week) 8.15                      2,240.00$                   18,256$                       18,256$                       -$                             -$                             
Construction Landowner (week) 2.15                      880.00$                       1,892$                         1,892$                         -$                             -$                             
Construction Crew time (week) 2.50                      5,900.00$                   14,750$                       14,750$                       -$                             -$                             
Construction Local travel (miles) 1,000.00              0.55$                           545$                            545$                            -$                             -$                             
Construction Training (travel & registration) 1.00                      952.00$                       952$                            952$                            -$                             -$                             

Materials Posts 400.00                 3.00$                           1,200$                         1,200$                         -$                             -$                             
Materials Trees 250.00                 29.40$                         7,376$                         -$                             7,376$                         -$                             
Equipment and equipment use Rental fees and fuel 1.00                      500.00$                       500$                            500$                            -$                             -$                             
Permits SEPA 1.00                      250.00$                       250$                            250$                            -$                             -$                             
Permits HPA 1.00                      150.00$                       150$                            150$                            -$                             -$                             
Permits Floodplain development 1.00                      100.00$                       100$                            100$                            -$                             -$                             
Other CREP matching funds 1.00                      40,285.00$                 40,285$                       -$                             -$                             40,285$                       

-$                             -$                             -$                             -$                             -$                             
STotal 86,256$                      38,595$                      7,376$                         40,285$                      

Category Task Description  Qty  Rate 
Administrative/as builts Reporting (B. Johnson) 2.00                      1,600.00$                   3,200.00$                   3,200$                         -$                             -$                             

-$                             -$                             -$                             -$                             -$                             
-$                             -$                             -$                             -$                             -$                             
-$                             -$                             -$                             -$                             -$                             
-$                             -$                             -$                             -$                             -$                             
-$                             -$                             -$                             -$                             -$                             
-$                             -$                             -$                             -$                             -$                             
-$                             -$                             -$                             -$                             -$                             
-$                             -$                             -$                             -$                             -$                             

STotal 3,200$                         3,200$                         -$                             -$                             

Description Approved Rate  Total Project Base 
Indirect 0.000% -$                             -$                             -$                             -$                              $                               -   
Indirect 0.000% -$                             -$                             -$                             -$                              $                               -   

STotal -$                             -$                             -$                              $                               -   

GTOTAL 89,456$                      41,795$                      7,376$                         40,285$                      
A&E maximum allowed in PRISM  $                              13,791.30 PRISM Project Total  $                      49,171 

A&E validation 10,591 RCO Percentage Match Percentage
85.00% 15.00%

AA&E Budget Check

MATCH

Construction

Administrative, Architechtural & Engineering

Indirect Costs 

The Grant  Request and Match should equal the total project cost and Budget Check cell should be 0. 
Sponsors must account for all sources and types of match need to complete the project.

See SRFB Manual 5 for additional information regarding allowable costs. 

https://www.rco.wa.gov/documents/manuals&forms/Manual_5.pdf


Conceptual design graphic 

 

 

 

 

Schematic of the potential response to Dynamic Wood Structure (DWS) placement 
or whole trees added to a relatively simple plane bed channel to constrict the flow. 
The constrictions in flow will be created by post deflectors with LWD added to 
increase their complexity (pictured above), or whole trees. 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Conceptual design graphic 

 

 

 

 

General design schematic for installation of Dynamic Wood Structures (DWS).  
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