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Section 9 of 10. Project description

a. Abstract

This project proposes to develop and implement riparian habitat restoration and protection plans on small acreage rural residential parcels in priority watersheds in Clark County, Washington.  It will primarily address salmonid habitat and the habitat forming processes associated with riparian areas. Program components include:

1. Secure funds for the program.

2. Identify those parcels in Rural-5, Rural-10 and Rural-20 zones having riparian areas. (The numbers indicate minimum parcel acreage within the zone.)

3. Establish criteria for potential habitat impact evaluation and prioritize the parcels.

4. Develop an incentive package to encourage parcel owners to participate.

5. Identify and contact parcel owners to determine willing participants.

6. Starting with the highest priorities, work with willing participants to develop and record stewardship plans (per HCO- CCC 13.51.030).  In addition to statutory requirements, these plans will identify current and potential riparian habitat processes, functions and values at the site and describe restoration and protection measures to be undertaken.  Note that appropriate scientific protocols and best management practices are used.

7. Assist the landowner in plan implementation.  Such assistance may include participation in out-of-pocket expenses according to a set of predetermined conditions, as well as project management and administration.

8. Monitor compliance and effectiveness and report according to grant requirements.  Conduct a program validation exercise.

b. Technical and/or scientific background
The Lower Columbia Fish Recovery Board’s Interim Regional Habitat Strategy (Lower Columbia/Estuary Sub-basin Summary, p 102; Lewis River Sub-basin Summary, p 211; Washougal Sub-basin Summary, p 215) (Strategy) identifies and ranks habitat restoration and protection needs across the Washington side of the lower Columbia River.  The Strategy proceeds from the application of data from a set of studies to the agreed upon fish recovery and habitat restoration and protection goals.  The studies used include Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife Salmon and Steelhead Stock Inventory, (1993); Salmonid stock Inventory for Bull Trout (1998); Salmonid Stock Inventory for Coho (2000); Lower Columbia Steelhead Conservation Initiative (1997) and Washington State Conservation Commission Limiting Factors Analyses, WRIA’s 26-29 (1999-2000).  

The Strategy identifies the following Clark County streams as “Priority Tier 1”:  North Fork of the Lewis River, East Fork of the Lewis River, Salmon Creek, Washougal River mainstem and Washougal River West Fork.  Together, these systems drain most of Clark County.  The Strategy prioritizes limiting factors and identifies potential restoration and preservation needs for each of the systems.  For the North Fork Lewis River, riparian conditions are rated poor and restoration and protection measures, particularly along the anadromous reaches of all tributaries, are given a high priority.  For East Fork Lewis River, riparian conditions are rated poor and restoration and protection measures are given a medium priority.  In the Salmon Creek drainage, riparian conditions are poor and restoration and protection measures are a high priority.  Riparian conditions in both forks of the Washougal River are rated poor and restoration and protection measures have a medium priority. Note that many of these areas are primarily zoned within the scope of this project- Rural-5, 10 or 20.

Clark County is rapidly developing and county government is currently working to align its habitat protecting ordinances with NMFS’ 4(d) rule in accordance with the attached 4(d) Compliance Strategy, (attached).  However, those ordinances are applied only when landowners voluntarily choose to change the way their land is used and are thus subjected to development permitting requirements.  Many parcels are already developed to zoning code limits and therefore are not anticipated to come under the environmental protections of the development ordinances.  Clark County GIS research shows there are approximately 3700 of these parcels along the priority streams, directly impacting over 1500 miles of water frontage.  If habitat is to be restored and protected within these properties, it will be due to the owners’ conservation ethics.  This project is a way to encourage and facilitate the realization of those ethics on the ground.

c. Rationale and significance to Regional Programs
As outlined in section 9b, riparian habitat in Clark County is significantly degraded.  This project will focus restoration and protection efforts where they will be most effective.  The Lower Columbia Fish Recovery Board has been charged by statute with developing a recovery plan for listed fish in this region.  It has created a working draft that anticipates the assignment of responsibility for implementation of the various components of recovery (e.g. harvest, hatchery, hydro and habitat recovery actions) to those entities with the authority to carry them out.  Clark County has authority over local land use decisions and therefore, under the plan, will be responsible to develop and implement habitat restoration and protection actions within its borders.  While adoption of appropriately protective development ordinances will fulfill legal obligations, the return of wild fish to streams of the region requires a more pro-active approach.  To be successful, those properties with riparian habitat along priority streams, which may not be impacted by the ordinances, must still be addressed.  This project accomplishes that.

The overarching biological objectives of the Northwest Power Planning Council include mitigating across the Columbia River basin for the adverse effects to fish and wildlife caused by the development and operation of the hydrosystem.  Recovery of the fish and wildlife affected by the development and operation of the hydrosystem that are listed under the Endangered Species Act is also part of the vision  (Final 2000 Fish & Wildlife Program, Nov. 30, 2000).  It is noted that the focus of the program is limited to fish and wildlife affected by the development, operation, and management of the hydrosystem.  The fish  that are the focus of this project are directly impacted by the operation of the hydrosystem.  Since an important part of the life history of these fish is spent in the estuary and the lower mainstem Columbia River, they are affected by distortions of flows, temperatures, dissolved gasses, large woody debris and other habitat characteristics that result from the operations of the dams.  Greater numbers of smolts moving downstream through the estuary will mitigate some of these effects. Spawning and rearing habitat enhancement will directly increase the number of smolts entering the lower river and estuary, since these populations don’t have to move through the dams.

Actions 158 and 162 of the 2000 FCRPS Biological Opinion will quantify the impacts of hydrosystem operations on the listed salmonid populations, including those of Clark County.  Actions 150, 152 and 153 support habitat restoration and protection as a means of mitigation for those impacts.  That mitigation should be funded before impacts are quantified is appropriate within the timelines dictated by the NWPPC project evaluation process.  Impacts to listed salmonids are known to occur in the estuary (BiOp Action 162 and Lower Columbia River Estuary Plan, Vol. 1, LCREP, June, 1999 pp 72-75).  Prior to direct quantification of those impacts, spawning and rearing habitat restoration and protection is the best mitigation available.  Subsequent estuarine enhancement projects will be more effective as a result of the success of this project.

d. Relationships to other projects 
 This project is directly related to NMFS BIOP RPA Actions #’s 150 and 152, and is an extension of Action # 153.  To date, in spite of direct impacts on local listed salmonid populations, no mitigation projects have been funded within Clark County.  This project relies on the technical work of the Lower Columbia Fish Recovery Board.  A letter of support is attached.  Project partners with Clark County are the Clark Conservation District and the Washington State University Cooperative Extension Watershed Stewards Program.  Letters of concurrence are also attached.  Tasks 5, 6, and 7 and part of task 8 of the project workplan will be jointly performed by the Conservation District and the Watershed Stewards.  The remainder of the workplan will be carried out by Clark County.

e. Project history 
This is a new project.  It expands the farm plan project currently being conducted by the Clark Conservation District into rural residential areas. 

f. Proposal objectives, tasks and methods
The objective of this project is to create, within high priority sub-basins, a series of functional riparian areas that together support self-sustaining habitat forming processes.  It is intended to develop and implement stewardship plans along 100 miles of stream frontage within the priority sub-basins.  While primarily a qualitative project, attainment of the objective will be measured by the compliance, effectiveness and validation monitoring components.  The project will be ongoing so long as sources of funding are available.  Validation monitoring will indicate if habitat forming processes are on a trajectory toward properly functioning conditions within each sub-basin.

Objective 1: Secure funding for the project.


Task a: Prepare a grant application for BPA mitigation funding.


Task b: Conduct NEPA process.


Task c: Negotiate and execute a contract.


Task d: Administer the program.

Objective 2: Identify those 5 to 20 acre parcels in rural areas adjacent to or containing streams that could be a part of the ESA Outreach Program.

Task a: Conduct a merge of GIS data layers containing zoning, parcel and stream information.  Map and describe by parcel number.

Task b: Determine which parcels may not be eligible for other habitat restoration programs by merging the list with county assessor lists of parcels in the current use taxation programs for agriculture or forestry. 

Objective 3: Determine which parcels have the most potential to positively impact habitat forming processes under this ESA Outreach Program.

Task a: Identify priority watersheds according to the Lower Columbia Fish Recovery Board criteria. 

Task b: Identify habitat limiting factors within the priority watersheds using Conservation Commission LFA reports and the habitat forming process analysis conducted by the Clark County ESA Program under its 4(d) Compliance Workplan (attached).  Use this information to identify reaches along which riparian restoration projects would be most effective.

Task c: Designate as priority parcels those parcels shown in 1.a., that are not eligible for other restoration programs as determined in 1.b. and that lie along the identified reaches.

Objective 4: Develop an incentive package to encourage landowner participation.


Task a: Identify possible tax, permitting and assurance incentives for participation


Task b: Review the possibilities to determine political and fiscal implications.

Task c: Conduct a focus group exercise to estimate the appeal of the feasible incentives.


Task d: Take the necessary legal steps to initiate the agreed upon package.

Objective 5: Identify willing participants and arrange for development and implementation of stewardship plans.

Task a: Using county assessor information, secure addresses for the owners of the priority parcels.  Write the owners outlining the ESA Outreach Program, note the available incentives and indicate that a follow-up contact to determine interest will be forthcoming.

Task b: Follow letter with phone call or other contact to seek indication of interest.  Schedule appointments with those indicating interest.  Note that the outcomes will be strengthened by involving adjacent landowners in the project, thus creating extended riparian habitat corridors.

Task c: Execute an agreement with willing participants outlining responsibilities, obligations, cost sharing and incentives. 

Objective 6: Develop and record stewardship plans.

Task a: Beginning with highest priority parcels owned by willing participants, conduct a field assessment of function and value of the riparian areas.  Pay particular attention those functions and values related to the identified habitat forming processes at issue within the reach.

Task b: Using best available science, identify actions that would enhance and protect the functions and values at the site.  Predict the outcomes of such actions.

Task c: Using best management practices, design a plan to implement the actions.  Work with the landowner to ensure concurrence.  


Task d: Record the plans with the county assessor.

Objective 7: Implement the plan.


Task a: Assist the landowner with plan implementation

Task b: Identify out-of-pocket expenses incurred by the landowner to be shared by the grant.


Task c: Initiate the agreed upon incentive package.

Objective 8: Conduct a monitoring program.


Task a: Certify completion of plan implementation.

Task b: Determine if predicted outcomes (Task 5b.) are achieved over an appropriate time scale.

Task c: Validate the program by recalculating the environmental baselines to determine progress toward properly functioning habitat forming processes within the affected reaches after an appropriate time.

g. Facilities and equipment
All necessary facilities and equipment to accomplish the ESA Outreach Program are currently available to the partners.  No additional equipment or facility needs are anticipated.

h. References

	Reference (include web address if available online)
	Submitted w/form (y/n)

	December 10, 2001

Bonneville Power Administration

Attention: Cate Hanan – KEWB-4

FY 2003 Proposals

905 NE 11th Avenue

Portland OR 97232

RE: Clark County ESA Outreach Riparian Protection Project Proposal

The purpose of this letter is to voice our support for the ESA Outreach riparian protection project proposed for BPA funding by Clark County, Washington.

The fifteen-member Lower Columbia Fish Recovery Board was established by state law RCW 77.85.200 to coordinate and direct salmon and steelhead recovery efforts in the lower Columbia region of Washington.  The region encompasses all or portions of Clark, Cowlitz, Klickitat, Lewis, Pacific, Skamania and Wahkiakum counties. The region includes 5 Water Resource Inventory Areas (WRIAs) and 19 watershed sub-basins, including the Chinook, Grays, Elochoman, Cowlitz, Toutle, Kalama, Lewis, Washougal, and Wind Rivers. It incorporates the Washington portions of the Evolutionarily Significant Units (ESUs) for lower Columbia steelhead, chinook, chum, and bull trout.  All four species are listed as threatened under the federal Endangered Species Act (ESA).  Sea-run cutthroat are a candidate for listing in the region and coho are proposed for listing.  

The Board’s goal is to restore lower Columbia salmon, steelhead, and other 

threatened fish stocks to healthy and harvestable levels.  The Board’s legislative charge is to assess factors for decline of salmon and steelhead, assist in the development and implementation of the habitat portion of a recovery plan, and approve recovery projects and programs.  In keeping with its legislative charge, the Board focuses on habitat protection and restoration, watershed planning and recovery planning. 

The ESA Outreach Program proposed by Clark County would help to fill an important gap that exists in current efforts to protect and restore salmon and steelhead habitat.  By reaching out to small rural landowners and assisting them to develop and implement riparian protection plans, the program would provide a bridge between state and local regulatory programs and habitat acquisition and restoration projects.  County land use ordinances for habitat protection only come into play when a landowner proposes a change or modification in land use.  Funding for acquisition and habitat restoration will never be sufficient to protect the habitat found on these smaller rural parcels.  Nor is acquisition the most efficient or acceptable method of protection.

The smaller rural parcels being targeted by this project contain valuable habitat that is at risk.  Clark County has and continues to see rapid growth and development.  Areas of comprised of smaller rural parcels are particularly susceptible to these development pressures and mark a transitional zone between high-density development and large parcel resource lands.  The proposed approach will help to put in place protective measures before they are precluded or hampered by encroaching development.  Moreover, it will do so in an effective and efficient manner by providing the landowner technical assistance and incentives.  

By using the Board’s Regional Habitat Strategy and related supporting studies, the program will complement other habitat protection and restoration efforts.  Using best available science and management practices, the program will help to ensure that stewardship plans are technically sound and appropriately address site conditions and habitat values.

In closing, we urge that the proposal be given favorable consideration for funding.  By filling an existing gap habitat protection efforts, it will make an important contribution to fish recovery.  It may also serve as a model for other jurisdictions in the lower Columbia and other areas in the Columbia Basin.

Sincerely,

Jeff Breckel

Executive Director, Lower Columbia Fish Recovery Board
__________________________________________________________________

Dec. 6, 2001

Mr. Joel Rupley

Clark County

Program Coordinator

Endangered Species Program

P.O. Box 5000

Vancouver, WA 98666-5000

Dear Mr. Rupley,

Recognizing the value and importance of a collaborative working relationship, Clark Conservation District plans to partner with the Clark County Endangered Species Program for the implementation of the ESA Outreach Program. Such cooperation will allow joint effort in the planning and carrying out of projects and programs, implementation of BMP’s, and technical advice for landowners. Participating as a partner in this grant Clark Conservation District will provide such services as agreed upon at a later date with a Memorandum of Agreement by and between the Clark Conservation District and Clark County.

Sincerely,

Roger Falter

Board Chairman

Clark Conservation District

Joel Rupley

Clark County ESA Office

P.O. Box 9810

Vancouver, WA  98666

Dear Joel,

The Watershed Stewards are pleased to offer support for your grant application to BPA.  As a volunteer organization, we are committed to the ideal of landowners volunteering to improve property to enhance salmon habitat.  Your concept of identifying willing landowners, providing assistance in writing stewardship plans, and providing financial assistance to carry out the plans is sound and promises to be effective in Clark County.

The Watershed Stewards would be pleased to offer our assistance in making contact with landowners and assisting in the analysis of the sites.  We have worked very successfully with the Clark Conservation District and the Clark County ESA Office in the past.  Our volunteers are prepared to dedicate time in order to stretch the grant funding and make the project as cost-effective as possible.

The Watershed Stewards maintain relationships with a wide variety of private landowners and grassroots conservation organizations.  Our community connections will allow Clark County to connect with a large cross-section of the population and our volunteers will provide the personal service that may encourage landowners suspicious of government regulation to participate.

I will prepare specialized training for volunteers committed to participation in the ESA program, supervise volunteer activities, and track time spent by volunteers on grant related activities.  The Watershed Stewards are dedicated to improving water quality and salmon habitat on Clark County’s rivers and streams.  We look forward to working with you on this valuable project.

Sincerely,

Gary Bock

Watershed Stewards Coordinator, WSU Cooperative Extension

                               4(d) Compliance Program Work Plan

Version 1210

Clark County has a program of ordinances that respond to statutory mandates surrounding environmental issues.  It is important to the citizens and to the county that certification is received from NMFS that our protective ordinances ensure that municipal, residential, commercial and industrial (MRCI) development activities are consistent with the conservation of ESA listed salmonids. 

1. Scoping Screen- Compare the ordinances of the program to each evaluation consideration posed by NMFS in the 4(d) rule MRCI limit 12 (NMFS, 2000).  Determine whether the ordinances protect existing Properly Functioning Conditions (PFC) and whether they set degraded habitat on a path toward PFC. Note that conclusions are not drawn about the degree of impact or protection.  Results of this screen will be used to help identify remedies in 3. Propose Remedies and to assist in compiling existing regulations into a consolidated, user-friendly environmental ordinance. 

Methodology- 

1.A.  
Background research and comparative regulatory analysis: 

1.A.1. Summarize purpose, applicability and exemptions to applicability of each ordinance. 

1.A.2. Cite the specific sections (if any) of ordinances that apply to each MRCI limit evaluation consideration.

1.A.3. By reviewing applicability and cited sections, determine if protections exist and if degraded habitats might improve over time through the use of the ordinance.  

1.A.4. Review exemptions to look for potential gaps in coverage.  Estimate size of gaps.  

1.A.5. Review cited sections and applicability to look for overlaps in coverage and protections.  

1.B. 
Survey design, administration and analysis:

1.B.1. Design a survey instrument to elicit professional opinion regarding the structure and effectiveness of the ordinances under review.

1.B.2. Administer the survey to user county staff, appropriate managers and knowledgeable citizen advisors.

1.B.3. Compile the survey results to draw conclusions about ease of use and effectiveness of each ordinance.  

Products-

Product 1.A.: Matrix showing which ordinances pertain to which evaluation considerations.  Comment on gaps and overlaps.

Product 1.B.:  Survey results and conclusions by ordinance.

2. Basin Analysis Screen- Evaluate whether the existing program of ordinances will provide adequate protections for PFC and/or lead to improvement of current functions as defined sub-basin by sub-basin.  Clark County varies significantly across the landscape, from the farmland and prairies of Salmon Creek to the foothills of the Washougal River basin.  This variation makes it important to determine what is necessary to sustain habitat-forming processes within each sub-basin.

Methodology- 

2.A.  
Determine which natural habitat forming processes are necessary for the long-term survival of listed salmonid species (NMFS, 1999) within each sub-basin.

2.A.1. Choosing the East Fork of the Lewis River, Salmon Creek and Lacamas Creek sub-basins as pilots, review the literature and data available for each.

2.A.2. Based on geomorphic or other reasonable criteria, describe broad reaches  (2 to 4) within each sub-basin.

2.A.3. Using narratives and data descriptions drawn from existing information, complete the Bio-physical/Land Use Chart, (BLUC), Appendix 1.

2.A.4. Using the Environmental Baseline Template, (EBT), Appendix 1, describe the environmental baseline of each sub-basin by reach.

2.A.5. Based on the BLUC, establish the relative value to fish of the habitat forming processes described in the EBT.

2.A.6. Using a pathways analysis, identify restorative activities that address any limiting factors to the habitat forming processes causing degraded environmental baseline conditions shown in the EBT.  Restorative activities are those which may be reasonably expected to occur during the course of listed species recovery efforts.

2.A.7. Using the EBT and pathways analysis to project trends within the habitat forming processes, predict the environmental baseline presuming completion of the restorative activities.  

2.A.8. Comparing the predicted baseline and the relative value to the default measures established by NMFS, determine measures of Properly Functioning Conditions for each of the habitat forming processes described by the EBT.  Properly Functioning Conditions are defined by NMFS as the sustained presence of natural habitat forming processes necessary for the survival of the listed species (NMFS, Northwest Region, 1999).  

2.B. 
Conduct an analysis of the effects of the program of environmental ordinances as applied to MRCI development on a sub-basin scale. 

2.B.1. 
Using the Effects Analysis Matrix Skeleton, Appendix 2, correlate the PFC measures to the Evaluation Considerations of NMFS’ MRCI limit in the 4(d) rule (NMFS, 2000).

2.B.2. 
For each evaluation consideration and its associated PFC’s, within each sub-basin, determine: 

1) Will the program, at the site under permit application, prevent degradation of the necessary functions versus the environmental baseline during and immediately after construction?

2) Will the program at the site under application prevent degradation and/or promote progress toward meeting the PFC measures over the long run? 

3) Will any additional infrastructure that may be necessary in the future to accommodate all the anticipated MRCI development avoid degradation of the necessary functions within the sub-basins? 

4) Will any environmental baseline changes resulting from all the anticipated MRCI development show improvement toward, or protection of, existing PFC?

2.B.3. Answer each question “yes” or “no”.

2.B.4. Support each answer with narrative backup as appropriate; cite ordinances.


2.C. 
Identify remedies:  

2.C.1. Identify remedies for any questions answered “no”.  Remedies may be an amendment to ordinance substance or scope, a new overlay ordinance, a set of implementing guidelines or a combination of the remedies.  

Products-



Product 2.A.3.: BLUC by sub-basin



Product 2.A.4.-8.: EBT by sub-basin and reach



Product 2.B.: Effects Analysis Matrix by sub-basin



Product 2.C.: List of remedies referenced to the Effects Analysis Matrices

3. Propose Remedies- Program shortcomings and ordinance gaps and overlaps drive the need for program revision.

Methodology-

3.A. 
Recommend a set of remedies and develop a timeline to implement them.

3.A.1. Using Products (1.A., 1.B. and 2.C.), compile a set of proposed remedies that addresses gaps and overlaps as well as program shortcomings. 

3.A.2.  Develop an implementation timeline for the proposed remedies.  The timeline will indicate when to submit the program of ordinances to NMFS for 4(d) certification.  Time is important so remedies proposed must be able to be implemented in the shortest time possible.  

3.B.
Ground truth these proposals with stakeholders- county staff, advisors, NMFS staff and the BOCC.

3.C.
Ensure consistency and effectiveness of implementation of the remedied ordinances.  

3.C.1. Develop a set of guidelines for staff to use when implementing ordinances in response to MRCI development applications.  These guidelines will be sub-basin and reach specific.  They should respond to the necessary functions identified in Product (2.A.4.-8.).
Products- 

Product 3.A.1.: Set of proposed remedies to program shortcomings, gaps and overlaps.


Product 3.A.2.: Remedy implementation timeline.

Product 3.C.: Implementation Guidelines for each ordinance for each sub-basin by reach.

4. Revised Basin Analysis Screen- Revising the program drives the need to re-analyze the effects.

Methodology-

4.A. 
Re-run the pilots:

4.A.1 
Insert the proposed remedies into the ordinance program and re-run the Basin Analysis Screen for the pilot sub-basins.  

4.A.2.
When all questions are answered “ yes” implement remedies according to Product 3.A.2.  Submit the program of ordinances to NMFS for 4(d) certification when indicated. 

Product-


Product 4.A.: Revised Effects Analysis Matrices. 

5. Analyze Remaining Sub-basins.  It may be necessary to analyze the remaining sub-basins for two reasons: First- to assure NMFS of the comprehensive scope of the project; and Second- to develop implementation guidelines across the county.
Methodology-

5.A. 
Replicate the process used on the pilot sub-basins.

5.A.1.
Conduct Basin Analysis Screens for the remaining sub-basins of the unincorporated county using the remedied program.

5.A.2.
 If any of the answers for any of the questions for any of the evaluation considerations in any of the sub-basins are “no” then propose additional remedies and re-run screens as appropriate.

5.B. 
Ensure consistency and effectiveness of implementation:  

5.B.1.
Expand Product 3.C.1. to include implementing guidelines for the remaining sub-basins by reach.  


Products- 

Product 5.A.: Environmental Baseline Templates and Effects Analysis Matrices for the remaining sub-basins.

Product 5.B.: Complete set of Implementing Guidelines for all sub-basins.

6. Plan Implementation and Monitoring- Evaluation consideration (K) deals with some issues outside the ordinance framework.  These include certainty of implementation, funding, reporting and plan review.  Response to evaluation consideration (K) therefore requires additional work.

Methodology- 

6.A.
Address certainty of implementation:

6.A.1.
Report initial progress along the implementation timeline (Product 3.A.2.). 

6.A.2.
Include progress statement in annual report.

6.B.
Address certainty of funding:

6.B.1.
Estimate budget requirements for plan operation. 

6.B.2.
Include budget support in annual reports.

6.C.
Submit annual reports:

6.C.1.
On an annual basis, review and report on all permits issued.  

6.C.2.
Determine what conditions were placed on the permits and whether those conditions responded to the appropriate Implementation Guidelines.

6.C.3.
Determine, on the basis or enforcement reports, whether the permit conditions were adhered to. 

6.C.4.
Determine, on the basis of site monitoring, whether the permit conditions were effective at responding to the necessary functions.

6.C.5.
Recommend changes to implementation guidelines if effectiveness is shown to be inadequate.

6.D. 
Submit five-year reports:

6.D.1.
On a five-year basis, re-evaluate the environmental baseline review of each pilot sub-basin to determine changes to the environmental baseline.  

6.D.2.
Determine if these changes are an improvement over the original baseline.

6.D.3.
Recommend changes to the ordinance program in response to any baseline degradation.

6.D.4.
Report findings, recommendations and any changed implementation timelines in the five-year report.

Products-


Product 6.C.: Annual report.


Product 6.D.: Five-year report.

7. Compliance with All Other State and Federal Environmental and Natural resource Laws and Permits- Evaluation Consideration (L) requires compliance with other environmental regulations.

Methodology-

7.A.
Survey state and federal regulators to identify applicable regulations.


7.A.1.
Certify compliance as appropriate.

Product-


Product 7.A.: Certification of compliance. 

8. County-wide Conclusions and Submission- Program submittal requirements included in the implementation guidelines (4(d) Rule Implementation Binder, NMFS, 9/00) specify that a general conclusion must be drawn that the program will not impair properly functioning habitat, appreciably reduce the functioning of already impaired habitat, or retard the long-term progress of impaired habitat toward PFC.

Methodology- 

8.A.  
Prepare and submit the program of ordinances for 4(d) certification.

8.A.1.
On the basis of the matrices, conclude that the program meets the NMFS Implementation Binder guidelines.  

8.A.2.
Prepare a submittal package as described in the Submittal Instructions for the MRCI limit section of the Implementation Binder (NMFS, 2000). 

8.A.3.
Submit the package for qualification.

Product- 

Product 8.A.: Submittal package requesting qualification under the 4(d) MRCI limit for the Clark County program of environmental protecting ordinances.
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Joel Rupley is the Clark County ESA Program Coordinator.  He will administer the overall ESA Outreach Program.  His time, approximately .2 FTE will be billed against the grant. 

Joel Robert Rupley

ESA Program Coordinator

P.O. Box 5000

Vancouver, WA 98666

(360) 397-2022

joel.rupley@co.clark.wa.us

Education:

BS, Purdue University, West Lafayette, Indiana, Industrial Management, 1968

BA, The Evergreen State College, Olympia, Washington, Art, 1978

Military Service:

U.S. Army, 1970 – 1972, SP5

Natural Resources Experience:

Endangered Species Program Coordinator, Clark County, 2001-Current.  Coordinate the county’s activities to ensure that wild fish return to the streams of the region.

Member, Forest Practices Appeals Board, 2001-Current.

Statutory case specific board that reviews forest practice issues raised by appellants. 

Commissioner, Cowlitz County, 1995-2000.

One of three commissioners comprising the legislative and executive authority of the county.  Authored the Cowlitz County Salmonid Recovery Plan.  Founding member of the Lower Columbia Fish Recovery Board.  

Member, Washington State Forest Practices Board, 1998-2000.

Developed and adopted emergency forest practices rules in response to ESA listings.

Lead Negotiator, Washington State Association of Counties, Forests and Fish negotiations.  Negotiated the forestry module of the Washington State response to the Clean Water Act 303(d) listings and the Endangered Species Act salmonid listings.

Community Service: 

St Stephen’s Episcopal Church, Longview Early Edition Rotary, Retired and Senior Volunteer Program Board, Longview-Kelso Chamber of Commerce Board, Cowlitz Economic Development council Board, Pathways 2020 Board.

John Tyler, Clark County ESA Program Analyst will be the technical liaison to the sub-contractors.  His time of approximately .2FTE will be billed against the grant.

John Dawes Tyler

1013 Franklin St.

Vancouver WA 98666

e-mail: john.tyler@co.clark.wa.us

Telephone: (360) 397-2232 x-4945
Education
University of British Columbia, Vancouver, B.C.

Master of Science, Community and Regional Planning                       1997

Area of Concentration: Regional and Resource Planning,

Watershed Restoration Evaluation

Master of Science, Forestry                                                                     1995

Area of Concentration: Forest Resource Management, 

Hydrology, Watershed Management

Lewis and Clark College, Portland, OR.

Bachelor of Science, Psychology                                                              1989

Experience
Clark County Endangered Species Act Program 
Vancouver WA.

Interim Program Coordinator                                                       7/00 – 1/01

Experience
Clark County Endangered Species Act Program 
Vancouver WA.

Environmental Policy Analyst                                                  10/99 - present

Experience
Clark County Department of Community Development
Vancouver WA.

Planner II                                                                                        4/99 – 10/99

Experience
The Steelhead Society Habitat Restoration Corporation 
Vancouver, B.C.

Program Coordinator                                                                     3/98 - 11/98

Experience
   John Tyler Resource Consulting , Vancouver, B.C.

                             Independent Contractor for the Ministry of Forests                    1994 - 1998

Academic
University of British Columbia, Vancouver, B.C.

Honors 
Donald S. McPhee Fellowship 
1992 - 1993

Professional
United Way Representative, Department of Community Development      1999

Organizations
Oregon Trout, volunteer project coordinator                                     1999 - 2001
The Wild Salmon Center, volunteer development coordinator                    1999 

Steelhead Society of British Columbia, member/volunteer               1995 - 2001
Vancouver Salmon and Stream Society, Board of Directors             1992 - 2000

UBC Forestry Graduate Student Association, Executive Member    1992 - 1993

Personal 
Avid Fly Fisherman, Conservationist, Boat Builder and Professional Finish
Pursuits
Carpenter
Gary Bock, Watershed Stewards Coordinator, will coordinate the volunteer activities of 6a and 7a.  His time at .1 to .2 FTE will be billed against a grant subcontract.

Gary C. Bock

114 N. Fourth Ave.

Ridgefield, WA  98642





(360) 887-7171

Education:

WASHINGTON STATE UNIVERSITY –Vancouver

Bachelor’s Degree – Environmental Science and Regional Planning – 1996  Grade Point Average 3.9

MT. SAN ANTONIO COLLEGE – Walnut, CA

Associate in Sciences Degree – Communications

Grade Point Average 3.8

Coursework:
Public Relations


Advanced Writing

Natural Resource Economics

Natural Resource Policy

Conservation Biology


Environmental Assessment

Environmental Psychology

Riparian Restoration

Computer Skills:
Microsoft Windows


Microsoft Word

Microsoft Excel


Adobe Pagemaker

Microsoft Explorer


Microsoft Access

Word for Macintosh


Excel for Macintosh

Employment:
WSU COOPERATIVE EXTENSION

Watershed Stewards Coordinator  Coordinate adult volunteer program designed to enhance water quality through education, restoration, and water quality monitoring.  Administer annual budget, organize volunteers, track hours, and write reports to funding agency. (9/00 – present)

CLARK COUNTY WATERSHED RESOURCES

Program Assistant:  Worked on a variety of projects including teacher, student, and public education, storm drain stenciling, water quality monitoring, volunteer coordination, and public events. (1/97 – 8/00)

OREGON MUSEUM OF SCIENCE AND INDUSTRY

Science Educator:  Developed curricula for a variety of science programs including tours, camp-ins, science academies, and special events.  Oversaw daily operations aboard USS Blueback submarine including set up, staff supervision, volunteer coordination, budgeting, and extensive public and media contact.  Delivered science education programs throughout the museum.  Staffed outdoor school camps for several local school districts. (5/95 – 5/01)

Denise Smee, District Manager, Clark Conservation District will oversee the field review and plan writing activities of Objectives 5, 6, & 7.  Her time at approximately .2 FTE will be billed against a grant subcontract.

DENISE SMEE
P.O. Box 1386







 

Kalama, WA 98625

(360) 673-2974

E-mail: smee@kalama.com

EDUCATION
Bachelor of
California Polytechnic State University, San Luis Obispo, CA
Science

Major: Animal Science
December 1996

Concentration: Livestock Production






Dean’s List

Relative
Ethics


Conservation


Accounting

Course work
Soil Science

Range Management

Statistics
Agricultural Mechanics 
Issues In Animal Agriculture
Zoology
WORK EXPERIENCE

District Manager
Clark Conservation District, Brush Prairie, WA
10/01-present

Plan and coordinate District projects and programs. Work with landowners and provide technical and financial assistance for implementing management practices. Prepare budgets and develop sources for continued funding.  

Live Production Supervisor

Foster Farms, Vancouver, WA
10/98- 7/01
Accountable for health and welfare of approx. 900,000 broilers on contracted and company farms. Responsible for communicating all information, computer reporting, paperwork, and inventory control. Represent the company when dealing with contract growers and at public appearances. Develop and plan farm production course along with environmental concerns and conditions. Maintain contract compliance and biosecurity standards. 

Nutritional

Feedstuffs Processing Co., Turlock, CA

1/97-10/98
Support & Sales  
Responsible for all feed and nutritional work, including FDA additive and drug law compliance, environmental compliance, GMP’s, and feed formulation. Implemented customized computer feed formulation and inventory control system. Directed advertising and special promotions, as well as represented the company at trade shows and organizational functions. Performed cold calls and established new customers, while building a business relationship with continuing clients.

EXTRACURRICULAR ACTIVITIES


ARPAS (American Registry of Professional Animal Scientists) Member

California Women for Agriculture, Member, Merced Chapter, 7/97

Huasna Valley 4H Assistant, Arroyo Grande, CA  92-96
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