
Request for Proposal for Vegetation Monitoring Services 

TO: Botany/Biology Consultant 

FROM: Jill Demers, Humboldt County Resources Conservation District  

DATE: March 24, 2022 

SUBJECT: Salt River Ecosystem Restoration Project Request for Vegetation Monitoring Proposal 

BACKGROUND 

The Humboldt County Resource Conservation District (HCRCD) is seeking a qualified Consultant to 
conduct vegetation monitoring services in accordance with the Salt River Ecosystem Restoration Project 
permits. Proposals are due by 5 PM PDT on 20 April 2022. 

The Salt River Ecosystem Restoration Project (SRERP) is located in Humboldt County, California, near the 
City of Ferndale.  The Project has completed multiple phases of construction implementation since 2013.  
The overall Project will restore seven miles of river channel and 330 acres of tidal marsh estuary.  
Approximately 6.1 miles of Salt River channel, 0.5 miles of Francis Creek channel, and 330 acres of the 
tidal marsh estuary have been restored to date.  The SRERP is divided into two Phases, Phase 1 and 
Phase 2, where Phase 1 represents the restored tidal marsh and associated Salt River channel, while 
Phase 2 represents the restored river channel corridor, where multiple sub-phases exists.  Refer to the 
map below (Attachment 1). 

In accordance with Project permits, various vegetation monitoring is required across habitat types.  This 
monitoring is described in the SRERP’s Habitat Mitigation and Monitoring Plan (HMMP) (H. T. Harvey & 
Associates with Winzler & Kelley 2012 http://humboldtrcd.org/wp-content/uploads/2021/11/Final-Salt-
River-HMMP-Report-9.04.2012_Entire.pdf).  The HMMP also provides success criteria for each 
monitoring year.  An additional methodology memo provides further clarification (Attachment 2). 

Vegetative monitoring occurs across the SRERP area and consists of mapping specific acreages, assessing 
percent cover, and evaluating basal measurements for riparian, salt marsh, high marsh, wetlands, etc., 
habitats depending on the monitoring year.   

ELIGIBILITY CRITERIA 

Submittal of a proposal is open to Consultants who meet the following minimum criteria: 



• Consultant shall have conducted vegetation monitoring for 3 habitat restoration projects, with 
client references, for which the Consultant has provided similar services during the past 5 years. 
Those 3 projects shall be of similar type and size to this project.  

 

PROPOSAL REQUIREMENTS 

In your proposal: 

• If the Consultant intends to partner or sub-contact, clearly outline all such arrangements in the 
proposal.   

• Clearly documented completion of vegetation monitoring for three (3) habitat restoration 
projects, with client references, for which the Consultant has provided similar services during the 
past five (5) years. 

• Outline Consultant approach, including timeline, and all costs associated with the following tasks 
and associated deliverables: 
 
o Task 1:  Reconnaissance Site Visit & Project Coordination 

Consultant will attend a reconnaissance site meeting to: familiarize self with the site area; 
determine best access and egress; and determine equipment needs.  At this time, the 
Consultant will discuss monitoring details with a Humboldt County Resource Conservation 
District representative.    

Timeframe:  June-July 2022 

o Task 2: Habitat Acreage Mapping  
The Consultant will map described habitats in the following areas to determine acreages of 
existing and planted vegetation (refer to attached map): 
 
• PHASE 2 – Channel Corridor 

 Phase 2A Middle – Riparian – 14.4 acres 
 Phase 2A Upper/Phase 2B Lower – Riparian – 13 acres 
 Phase 2B Upper – Riparian – 15.5 acres 
 

Preliminary mapping can be accomplished using aerial photointerpretation with the 
most recent available true color satellite imagery serving as the map base. Field 
verification will occur on site to revise the map and confirm habitat extents.  Habitat 
acreages will be calculated based on the final map.  Calculated acreages will be 
compared to acreage projections stated in the SRERP’s HMMP and previous years’ 
monitoring results.   

 
 
 



Task 2 Deliverables:   
• Consultant will provide maps describing identified habitats for each phase and habitat 

listed above as well as associated electronic GIS shapefiles. The level of mapping 
precision will be consistent with the mapping precision used for the HMMP Existing 
Habitat Types and Projected Habitat Types (HTH and Winzler & Kelly 2012) and to the 
DRAFT 2019 SRERP Annual Habitat Monitoring Report (B. Lovelace 2020).  Modifications 
to mapped components will be considered and coordinated with the HCRCD 
representative 

• GIS Shapefiles of each mapped habitat will be provided. 

Timeframe: recommend July to September 2016 

 

o Task 3: Percent Cover Assessments 
Percent Cover assessments will be conducted in the described areas for planted and created 
habitats (refer to attached map): 

 
• PHASE 2 – Channel Corridor 

 Phase 2A Middle 
• Riparian – 7.5 acres 
• Channel Wetlands – 3.1 acres 

 
 Phase 2A Upper/Phase 2B Lower 

• Riparian – 9.7 acres 
• Channel Wetlands – 6.2 acres 
 

 Phase 2B Upper 
• Riparian – 11.1 acres 
• Channel Wetlands – 9.8 acres 

 
 

Percent cover data will be collected using plot-based field sampling methods.  An 
example of relevant methods are described in the DRAFT 2019 SRERP Annual Habitat 
Monitoring Report (B. Lovelace 2020). Modifications to methods will be considered and 
coordinated with the HCRCD representative.  Calculated values will be compared to 
projections stated in the SRERP’s HMMP and previous years’ monitoring results. 

Timeframe: recommend July to September 2016 

Task 3 Deliverables:  
a. Tabulated field survey data in an Excel file. 

 

 



o Task 4:  Assessment of Invasive Species 
Occurrences of invasive species will be documented in the habitats surveyed for the Percent 
Cover Assessments in Task 3 for purposes of developing invasive species management and 
eradication strategies. 

Percent cover for reed canarygrass (Phalaris arundinacea) and/or Harding grass (Phalaris 
aquatica) will be specifically calculated and presented independently in addition to the 
overall invasive species percent cover estimates reported for each surveyed area as part of 
Task 3. Refer to the DRAFT 2019 SRERP Annual Habitat Monitoring Report (B. Lovelace 2020) 
as a reference. 

Timeframe: recommend July to September 2016 

 

o Task 5:  Basal Area 
Basal area of planted tree species in the below described habitats will be sampled to assess 
the development of woody vegetation within each phase. 

a. Phase 2A Upper/Phase 2B Lower 
i. Riparian – 9.7 acres 

 
Diameter at breast height (DBH) data will be collected using plot-based field sampling 
methods and subsequently converted to basal area. Refer to the 2019 Annual Habitat 
Monitoring Report (J. B. Lovelace 2020) methods and results as reference. 

Task 5 Deliverables:   
• Tabulated field survey data in an Excel file. 

 
 
o Task 6: Monitoring Report 

A monitoring report will be prepared and will consist of the following sections: 
• Introduction 
• Methods 
• Results and Discussion 
• Conclusion 
• Management Recommendations linked to HMMP 

 
A Draft Final Report will be submitted to HCRCD for review, and a final report will be prepared 
incorporating HCRCD comments.  

Task 6 Deliverable:  
• Draft Final 2021 Habitat Monitoring Report, due 31 December 2023. 
• Final 2021 Habitat Monitoring Report, due 31 January 2023. 



 

SELECTION CRITERIA 

The HCRCD will select a Consultant based entirely on the information provided in the proposal and 
determine a best value approach as demonstrated by: 

• Completeness of proposal 
• Demonstration of success in past work of projects of similar type and of the specified size 
• Consultant references 
• Cost 
• Approach  

 

SUBMISSION 

• Proposals are due by 5 PM PDT on 20 April 2022.  
• Proposals may be submitted in either hard copy or electronic PDF to the HCRCD representative 

identified below. 
• Proposals must identify a lead contact person and their contact information.  

Selection and award are anticipated on 27 April 2022. The HCRCD reserves the right to not select any 
and all proposals. Upon award, the HCRCD will prepare contract documents for Consultant review prior 
to signature; Consultant may not begin work until final contract documents are executed and HCRCD 
issues Notice To Proceed. 

SUBMIT QUESTIONS & ORIGINAL PROPOSAL TO: 

Jill Demers, Executive Director 
Humboldt County Resource Conservation District 
5630 South Broadway 
Eureka, CA 95503 
Phone: 707-444-9708 x117 
jillhcrcd@gmail.com 
 
Please copy Doreen Hansen (dhhcrcd@gmail.com) to any email correspondence. 
 
Previous monitoring reports and Project documents available on the following webpage: 
 

http://humboldtrcd.org/resources/reports-and-documents/ 

mailto:dhhcrcd@gmail.com


ATTACHMENT 1 

 

Map:  Salt River Ecosystem Restoration Project, Ferndale, CA – Depiction of location and Phase names and the years implemented 



MEMORANDUM 

Date: 7 October 2016 

To: Melissa Kramer, California Coastal Commission 

From:  Jill Demers, Humboldt County Resource Conservation District 

Subject: Salt River Ecosystem Restoration Project 
Habitat Mitigation and Monitoring Plan - Clarifications for Vegetation Monitoring 

1. PURPOSE

The Salt River Ecosystem Restoration Project’s Habitat Mitigation and Monitoring Plan (HMMP) (H.T. 
Harvey & Associates and Winzler & Kelly 2012) provides direction and monitoring methods for a variety 
of habitat types within the Project’s footprint.   The Project has completed two years of vegetation 
monitoring and is beginning a third. During this time, consultants have presented a number of questions 
about habitat definitions and a need for clarifications of methods. 

The purpose of this memo is to summarize the discussion and decisions reached during the September 
27, 2016 meeting of the Humboldt Conservation District (HCRCD), California Coastal Commission, and 
GHD addressing vegetation habitat definitions and the associated monitoring methods outlined in the 
HMMP.  This memo also incorporates email correspondence received from Coastal Commission staff on 
October 5, 2016 regarding the discussions during the September meeting.  Meeting attendees of the 
September 27, 2016 meeting included: 

Melissa Kramer, Coastal Commission 
Jill Demers, Humboldt County Resource Conservation District 
Doreen Hansen, Humboldt County Resource Conservation District 
Jeremy Svehla, GHD 
Misha Schwarz, GHD 

2. BACKGROUND

The Salt River Ecosystem Restoration Project is intended to restore ecologic, geomorphic and hydrologic 
function within the Salt River Watershed. The project’s restoration activities in the Salt River and its 
tributaries will impact regulated and sensitive habitats. The purpose of the HMMP is to address the 
mitigation program for those impacts. 

ATTACHMENT 2



 
 

The HMMP serves as a companion document to CEQA and permit support documents and describes the 
mitigation associated with project impacts. The HMMP includes a detailed description of the project 
impacts and a conceptual plan to mitigate for those impacts, including a description of implementation 
and planting plans for revegetated areas of the project. The HMMP also includes a description of the 
project’s long-term mitigation site monitoring and maintenance requirements, and provides 
management recommendations for ongoing maintenance during the mitigation monitoring period.  The 
monitoring plan for the Project’s HMMP is focused on ensuring the long-term viability of vegetated 
habitats created and restored as part of the project’s goals and/or habitat mitigation needs. Annual post 
implementation monitoring of the Phase 1- Riverside Ranch and Phase 2 - Salt River Corridor restoration 
area is designed to determine whether the site is progressing along a trajectory that will meet the 
vegetative habitat goals. 

The HMMP describes the vegetative success criteria (HMMP Tables 1, 8, 9, and 10) and the monitoring 
methods for measuring the degree to which the habitat restoration goals are being met. Vegetative 
success criteria rely on a combination of quantitative measurements of the aerial extent (habitat 
acreage) of existing, planted, and naturally recruited habitats, and the percent cover of specific 
categories of vegetation within those habitats over a 10 year monitoring period.  Identified habitat types 
being measured across the Project include:  High Marsh Ecotone, Salt Marsh, Riparian, and Native 
Wetland Species. The following tables (Tables 1 and 2) summarize the HMMP’s success criteria. 

Table 1:  Projected Acreages of Identified Habitat Types for the Salt River Ecosystem Restoration 
Project During the Final Year of Monitoring (Year 10) (adapted from HMMP Table 1). 

 
Year 10 - Projected or Created Acres 

HABITAT TYPE Phase 1 -Riverside Ranch Phase 2 - Salt River Corridor 
Salt Marsh 322 0 
High Marsh Ecotone 12 0 
Riparian 43 85 
Native Wetland 0 22 
 

Table 2:  Success Criteria for Percent Cover of Native Vegetation in Identified Habitat Types 
throughout the Salt River Ecosystem Restoration Project Monitoring Period (adapted from HMMP 
Tables 8, 9 and 10). 

HABITAT TYPE 
Year 

1 
Year 

2 
Year 

3 
Year 

4 
Year 

5 
Year 

6 
Year 

7 
Year 

8 
Year 

9 
Year 
10 

Salt Marsh - - 10% - 30% - 50% - - 60% 
High Marsh 
Ecotone 5% 15% 30% - 40% - 50% - - 60% 

Riparian - 15% 30% - 40% - 60% - - 80% 

Native Wetland 10% 20% 30% - 50% - - - - - 



 
 

As of 2015, two years of vegetation monitoring (H.T. Harvey & Associates 2014 and 2015) has occurred 
across completed portions of the Project; specifically Phase 1 – Riverside Ranch (Year 1 and Year 2 
monitoring) and the lower portions of Phase 2 – Salt River Corridor (Year 1 monitoring).  For the Phase 1 
Project area, 146 acres of vegetated Salt Marsh and 17.6 acres of High Marsh Ecotone were mapped in 
Year 2 (exceeding the final, Year 10 success criterion for the latter habitat type). Mean percent cover of 
native species for the High Marsh Ecotone was estimated to be 40.9%, which was in excess of the 
success criterion for that same monitoring year.  The extent of [existing and planted] Riparian habitats 
was mapped in 2015 (Year 1 monitoring for Phase 1 and Year 1 monitoring for Phase 2) throughout 
completed portions of the Project area. Measurements indicated that Phase 1 Riparian habitat was 49 
acres (exceeding Year 10 success criteria) and lower Phase 2 was 22 acres.  Year 1 estimated mean 
percent cover of native vegetation for the Native Wetland habitat in the lower portion of the Phase 2 
Project area (i.e., “Brackish Marsh”) was 37.5% (exceeding the success criterion for that monitoring 
year). 

 

3.  VEGETATION HABITAT DESCRIPTIONS/DEFINITIONS/CLARIFICATIONS 

3.1 Salt Marsh 
The treatment of “Tidal Salt Marsh” habitat in the HMMP has been found to be sufficiently imprecise 
and inconsistent to warrant further clarification, and such confusion was addressed in the September 
27, 2016 meeting. Both Table 1 (“Land Use & Habitat Projections”) and Figure 12 (depicting the habitat 
restoration conceptual design element, “Tidal Salt Marsh”) in the HMMP indicate that Project 
implementation is expected to create 334 acres of habitat, labeled as either “Tidal Salt & Brackish 
Marsh” or “Tidal Wetland” habitat (respectively). However, these two references within the HMMP 
differ substantially with respect to the projected areas (acreages) for “Tidal Salt & Brackish Marsh” (322 
acres) in Table 1 and “Tidal Salt Marsh” (227 acres) in Figure 12, as well as the associated (and 
proportionately affected) transitional habitat, the “High Marsh Ecotone” (12 acres in Table 1 and 107.2 
acres in Figure 12).  

Additional complication was subsequently introduced during the 2015 monitoring effort, resulting from 
H.T. Harvey & Associates’ identification of “Salt Marsh” habitat consisting only of vegetated areas, and 
mapping the more narrowly-defined “Salt Marsh” as distinct and separate from other delineated habitat 
types (e.g., mudflat, aquatic, wet grass, standing dead, etc.) co-occurring within the Phase 1 Project area 
depicted as “Tidal Salt Marsh” in Figure 12 of the HMMP. Although this increased level of detail provides 
additional information that has potential use in performing future annual restoration monitoring tasks, 
the recognition of “Salt Marsh” habitat as consisting only of vegetated areas prevents parallel 
comparisons of associated monitoring results with established success criteria provided in the HMMP, 
where it is appears that this habitat type was defined more broadly. 

• Habitat Type Acreage – The Coastal Commission staff and Project Team agreed that the “Salt 
Marsh” habitat type will include acreages identified in the monitoring year as mudflat, aquatic, 
vegetative salt marsh, upland, standing dead, wet grassland (i.e., those additional co-occurring 



 
 

habitats described in H.T. Harvey & Associates’ 2015 monitoring report) to meet “Projected or 
Created” Riverside Ranch acreages in Table 1 of the HMMP.   

• Mudflats - The Coastal Commission staff requests that in the future, project consultants 
quantitatively map mudflats in the Phase 1 – Riverside Ranch Project area to determine the 
persistence over time of such habitat.  The Project consultants will also opportunistically 
document qualitative observations in the identified mudflat habitat to assess various habitat 
values. Examples of qualitative observations include tide height, ponded water, bird use, 
presence/absence of algae, fish stranding, etc. 

• Percent Cover of Salt Marsh – The Coastal Commission staff and Project Team agreed that 
sampling shall occur in the identified vegetated “salt marsh” habitat type areas (“salt marsh” 
habitat as described in HTH 2015 report, Figure 5) of that monitoring year. Percent cover of “salt 
marsh” will not be measured in acreages identified as mudflat, aquatic, upland, standing dead, 
and wet grassland. 

 

3.2 High Marsh Ecotone 
“Wet Grassland” habitat was identified in the H.T. Harvey & Associates 2015 report.  This delineated 
habitat could be at an elevation consistent with the “High Marsh Ecotone,” and does represent a 
transitional habitat (an ecotone).  Project consultants requested a review of this habitat to 
determine whether it should be considered as part of “High Marsh Ecotone” or “Salt Marsh” habitat.   
 
Additionally, the Year 2 (2015) monitoring results for the Phase 1 – Riverside Ranch Project area 
indicated that estimated mean percent native vegetative cover (40.9%) of the “High Marsh Ecotone” 
habitat type exceeds the success criterion for that monitoring year, as well as for monitoring Year 5. 
Preliminary results from the current, Year 3 (2016) effort, indicate a trend of increasing cover of 
native species in this habitat type, and achievement of the final, Year 10 success criterion of 60% 
native species cover is expected to occur much sooner than anticipated. The Project Team therefore 
requests that the California Coastal Commission consider ending monitoring efforts for the “High 
Marsh Ecotone” after monitoring Year 5 (2018), should native vegetative cover be found to meet or 
exceed 60% during that effort. 
• “Wet Grassland” habitat – Though such areas may be above 7.5’ in elevation, it was determined 

by all meeting participants that “Wet Grassland” habitat will NOT be designated as “High Marsh 
Ecotone.”  Rather, “Wet Grassland” will be identified as “Brackish Marsh” AND will be 
consolidated with the “Salt Marsh” habitat acreage (but NOT with vegetated “Salt Marsh” 
percent cover) for the Phase 1- Riverside Ranch Project area.  Consultant will characterize the 
elevational range of the identified “Wet Grassland”/”Brackish Marsh” habitat and report results 
in the appropriate monitoring document. 

• Year 5 Survey Year - Coastal Commission staff will allow the Project to skip Year 5 of the High 
Marsh Ecotone monitoring if the 2016 Project consultant considers percent cover stable in 
monitoring YEAR 3 (2016), exceeds Year 5’s success criteria, and appears to be showing an 



 
 

increasing trend.  The consultant shall state this allowance in the RECOMMENDATIONS portion 
of the monitoring report. Year 7 monitoring will continue as scheduled. 

 

3.3 Riparian 
Impacted Riparian areas are re-planted with both woody vegetation (shrubs and trees), and these 
areas are also seeded with native and sterile hybrid herbaceous species for erosion control 
measures. When performing percent cover assessments during annual vegetation monitoring, the 
Project Team requested clarity regarding whether percent cover measurements should include both 
woody riparian species, as well as herbaceous species. 
• Percent Cover – Meeting participants agreed to include ALL vegetative strata (i.e., herbaceous 

species, shrubs, and trees) while sampling in the re-planted riparian areas.  However, the 
consultant shall distinguish between percentages of herbaceous and woody riparian species, 
and provide such additional analyses in annual monitoring reports. 

 

4.  METHOD MODIFICATIONS 

4.1 Power Analysis 
The July 2012 HMMP document (pages 71 and 73) discusses required methods for statistically 
substantiating the adequacy of sample sizes used when estimating percent vegetative cover within 
respective habitat types throughout restored portions of the Project area.  The language in this 
section is confusing and contradictory.  Clarity was sought to determine if a power analysis is the 
best tool to determine sample size, and if a power analysis is employed, which specific assumptions 
are most appropriate in its application with respect to the Salt River Ecosystem Restoration Project.  
• Meeting participants agreed that the consultant shall perform a power analysis using the 

previous year’s data and shall augment with additional samples as needed to ensure that the 
final sample size achieves the required statistical power. Future monitoring reports, including 
the 2016 Vegetation Monitoring report, shall recommend the number of suggested plots for the 
following year’s monitoring efforts in the RECOMMENDATIONS section of the 2016 Vegetation 
Monitoring report. 

 

4.2 Permanent Transects 
The HMMP approach calls for the installation and marking of permanent transects when performing 
percent cover vegetation sampling. However, in the first three years of vegetation monitoring, the 
consultants used a more efficient technique of allocating random sample points, which provides for 
a valid statistical approach. 
• The Coastal Commission staff and Project Team agreed to drop this method.  A narrative and 

recommendation on alternative statistical methodologies shall be described in the METHODS 



 
 

section of the respective monitoring reports.  Maps depicting the locations of sample points 
shall also be provided in such reports. 

 

 4.3 Aerial Imagery used in Percent Cover 
The HMMP provides vague and contradictory directives with respect to assessing percent vegetative 
cover by requiring consultants both to: use aerial imagery to estimate percent coverage and to 
employ spatially stratified random samples to measure percent cover in the field.  The Project Team 
suggests using aerial imagery to assist in identifying habitat boundaries to further facilitate 
performing field sampling efforts for estimating percent coverage. 
• The Coastal Commission staff suggested using aerial imagery to assist with habitat mapping, and 

to continue to apply stratified, random sampling methods in the field to estimate percent 
vegetative cover. 

 

5. DELIVERABLES 

The 2016, and future monitoring efforts and reports shall incorporate the approved clarifications and 
modifications of habitat definitions and methods, as described above.  
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