
 

Project Application Form 
Bear River Environmental Coordination Committee (ECC) 
 
Project Information 

Project Name  
Project Name: Station Creek Adaptive Beaver Management Plan 

 
Date of Application 10/1/2018 

Project Location 
Description 
 

 

 

 

Please attach a map and photos of the project area. List GPS coordinates.  

 

See figures 1 and 2 below for watershed and project. 42.1708, -111.7328  

 there isAmount 
Requested 

Project funds requested from the ECC $22,641 

 
Overhead funds requested from the ECC $10,167 

Other funding 1 $ 

Other funding 2 $ 

In-kind match, donated labor, equipment, materials, etc. $2,058 (AS in-kind) 

Total project cost $24,700 

ECC Sponsor James DeRito  

 



 

 
 
Figure 1.  Station Creek watershed (yellow fill) in the Bear River Range, tributary to the Bear River.   



 

Figure 2 . Project area within Station Creek (highlighted in yellow).  



 

  

Applicant Contact Information (Person completing application) 

Name Nick Bouwes 

Organization Anabranch Solutions 

Address PO BOX 579 

City, State and Zip Newton, UT 84327 

Area Code and Phone ( 435 ) 760-0771 

Email nbouwes@gmail.com 

Funds Manager (Must be different than ECC Sponsor, can be agency, non-profit or 
PacifiCorp) 
Name Mark Stenberg 

Organization PacifiCorp 

Address 822 Grace Power Plant Rd 

City, State and Zip Grace, ID 83241 

Area Code and Phone ( 208 ) 547-7305 
Day 

(    )  
Evening /Weekend 

Email Mark.stenberg@pacificorp.com 

PacifiCorp Vendor? Do you know if PacifiCorp vendor setup has been completed?  
 Not for Anabranch Solutions. 



 

Landowner Contact Information 

Name Terry Westerberg 

Organization Private landowner 

Address 5458 E Station Creek Rd 

City, State and Zip Franklin County, ID 83269 

Area Code and Phone ( 208) 852-1663 

Email dtwesterberg52@gmail.com 
 

Property Access Contact Information 
Name Same as above 

Organization  

Address  

City, State and Zip  

Area Code and Phone (    ) 

Email   
 
 



 

Expected Benefits from the Proposed Action 

Action to be taken: We are proposing to develop an adaptive beaver management plan for Station 
Creek. Currently, a conflict between multiple parties exists as it relates to on-
going restoration actions on the landowners property. Beaver Dam Analogs 
(BDAs) that mimic the form and function of beaver made dams are currently 
being installed on the landowners property.  
The landowner would like to reestablish beavers actively, and, if not, 
passively. Approximately 20 years ago, a few beavers were present on his 
property, and he noticed that since their disappearance both fish and wildlife 
have also greatly diminished. We previously asked for other landowner input 
as to their tolerance to beavers that leave the property. No landowners in the 
Station Creek watershed voice objections to the presences of beavers in the 
stream. One landowner in an adjacent watershed expressed concerns about 
the possibility of beavers relocating from the project area to a canal that he 
helps manage in this adjacent watershed. Because of the concerns of the 
canal user, Idaho Department of Fish and Game does not support active 
beaver reintroduction and the installation of BDAs. Thus, a conflict exists 
between the landowner that desires to have beaver to provide direct benefits 
to their property and those that have concerns about the need for mitigation 
in the event beavers move from the project area to the canal.    

Adaptive management is means to learn of the benefits of somewhat novel 
management or restoration actions (different than the status quo), while 
addressing uncertainties and risks inherent with the prescribed approach. Both 
the expected benefits and risks are articulated a priori so that hypotheses are 
tested rather than using trial and error. An adaptive management plan is 
meant to identify real (rather than perceived) potential problems, mitigation 
(alternative) actions, and monitoring strategies to detect whether both 
benefits or defined triggers have been met to initiate mitigation (Bouwes et al. 
2016). This adaptive beaver management plan allows for disparate concerns 
(e.g. those that would like to see beavers return to their property and those 
that do not want to deal with nuisance beavers) to be articulated before issues 
arise and allow for greater acceptance of controversial restoration and 
management strategies. 
The current risk adverse approach to beaver management in this watershed 
implies that beaver related problem are a major concern. In order to define 
accurately, all expectation and concerns about the restoration and potential 
beaver reintroduction on the landowner’s property multiple interviews with all 
stakeholders will be required. Additionally, one or more meetings with all these 
stakeholders will have to be facilitated to allow for a coherent strategy to be 
documented in the adaptive beaver management plan.  
The adaptive beaver management strategy will also describe a monitoring 
program that should be implemented to evaluate whether structures are 
operating as predicted; causing the expected geomorphic and hydrological 
changes. Additionally, a means to assess whether beavers that arrive at the 
canal originated from the project area or from the nearby Bear River (where 
beavers are abundant) where they will always be problematic independent of 
the landowners actions will be described.   



 

Expected Benefits from the Proposed Action 
Will Bonneville cutthroat trout or other native fish benefit from the implementation of this project? If 
so, please explain.  
 
In Bouwes et al. (2016), we summarize the results of a large-scale watershed experiment that 
demonstrated large increases in the abundance, survival, and production of a closely related species, 
red band trout (O. mykiss), following the introduction of BDAs that led to large increases in the dam 
building activities of beaver. Additionally, we observed that beaver ponds help partition niches between 
native cutthroat, brook trout, and brown trout, in the Logan River drainage (Lokteff et al. 2013). 
McCaffery (2009) also found the presence of beavers improved cutthroat trout survival and persistence 
in the presence of brook trout, compared to watersheds without beavers.     
 
Specifically, we hypothesize that beaver-made dams and BDAs slow and increase the surface height of 
water upstream of the dam. These ponds above, and plunge pools below dams change the plane bed 
channel to a reach of complex geomorphic units providing resting and efficient foraging opportunities 
for juveniles. Deep pools allow for temperature stratification (in both winter and summer) and greater 
hydraulic pressures forcing downwellings to displace cooler ground water to upwell downstream, 
increasing thermal heterogeneity and refugia.  Dams and associated overflow channels produce highly 
variable hydraulic conditions resulting in a greater diversity of sorted sediment deposits. Gravel bars 
form near the tail of the pond and just downstream from the scour below the dam, increasing 
spawning habitat for adults and concealment substrates for juveniles. Complex depositional and 
erosional patterns cause an increase in channel aggradation, widening, and sinuosity and a decrease in 
overall gradient, also increasing habitat complexity. Frequent inundation of inset floodplains creates 
side channels, increased riparian vegetation, and high flow refugia and rearing habitat for young 
juveniles.  
 
Independent of this contract, we know BDAs will be installed on this landowner’s property (6 have 
already been installed). Some funding has been provided by NRCS, and USU will bring a stream 
restoration class to the landowners property to do the installation. Permits have already been obtained.  
We do not know if beaver will eventually establish in the project area that has been devoid of beavers 
for the past 2 decades (beavers were present previously). The scale at which cutthroat trout will 
benefit from BDAs and potentially beavers is dependent on local support and tolerance to beavers that 
this adaptive management plan will address.  
 
What is the geographic extent of this benefit (e.g., watershed-wide, percentage of watershed)?  
Independent of this contract we will be treating approximately 23% of the stream length, with the 
property being approximately 16% of the watershed.  If beavers become established, the possibility of 
increasing this footprint is much larger (up to the entire watershed and beyond) depending on other 
landowner tolerance and trapping pressure (see previous question response).   
 
If an adaptive beaver management creates stakeholder acceptance of beaver reintroduction in a 
location with multiple concerns, then this plan could act as a template for garnering acceptance of this 
management strategy into multiple watersheds.  
 



 

Expected Benefits from the Proposed Action 
Is the intent of the project to benefit stream channel, bank, cover, spawning/rearing habitat, and/or 
population connectivity? 
 
The intent of the BDA installation currently occurring on the landowners property is to benefit all of 
these and additional responses (see benefits to cutthroat trout). As stated above, the approach is 
expected to improve floodplain reconnection and cause instream geomorphic changes (e.g. more 
complex geomorphic units, water depths and velocity). Flows unto the floodplain during high discharge 
dissipates stream power, and decreasing the likelihood of BDA and bank failures, and increasing 
recruitment of riparian vegetation. If beavers reestablish, the increase in pond complexes and riparian 
vegetation increases refugia for beavers, their food supply and caching locations, resulting in higher 
survival, and more persistent beaver colonies. Beaver will maintain dams and the associated 
geomorphic and hydraulic processes that create complex spawning and rearing fish habitat. Many 
geomorphic and hydrological responses will increase water storage during high flow periods that will be 
released slowly throughout low flow periods during the summer, increasing summer discharge. In low 
flow periods, stream depths likely limit fish movement. We have been using this technique to increase 
water depths and flows in very low or dewatered sections of stream to improve access to temperature 
and flow refugia for fishes. Beaver dams and BDAs capture fine sediment and nutrients, and can 
decrease stream temperatures (Weber et al. 2017).  Both terrestrial and aquatic exchange of nutrients, 
carbon, and organism creates more diverse communities in both environments.  These are some of the 
reasons beavers are referred to as ecosystem engineers.  
 
Again, the benefits to the overall population depend on the degree of expansion of the beaver 
population, which is, in part, due to landowner and agency tolerance to beavers in this system that the 
adaptive beaver management plan should foster.       
 
 
 



 

Expected Benefits from the Proposed Action 

List other native aquatic and/or terrestrial species that would benefit from project implementation. Do 
any have special state or federal status?   
Several fish species benefit from the habitat complexity created by beaver ponds in high gradient 
stream systems (Kemp et al. 2012, Bouwes et al. 2016, Dauwalter and Walrath 2017). Additionally, 
mesic terrestrial environments create more wetland and riparian habitat that have disproportionate 
benefits on amphibian, birds, and other wildlife (McKinstry et al. 2001). Also, beavers and beaver 
ponds have been shown to increase aspen regeneration (Runyon et al. 2014).  

 
 
Will the project protect/restore high quality critical/essential habitat for at-risk species or limited habitat 
important on a landscape scale? If not, will the project protect/restore high quality habitat limited in 
the local area? 
We expect the benefits of this adaptive management plan will be to demonstrate how a somewhat 
controversial restoration action can be broadly accepted if multiple stakeholders are allowed to express 
their concerns and know that alternative actions can be taken in the event “harm” is occurring. If the 
restoration strategy is accepted, we expect to improve habitat not only in the project area but 
downstream in the watershed by altering stream hydrology providing higher flows and cooler water 
temperatures during low flow periods. We have applied the same technique in a nearby watershed, 
Birch Creek, and we believe we have some evidence that establishment of beaver colonies has made 
an ephemeral stream nearly perennial (from months of a dry stream bed to now only days).  

An important component of the ability of beaver populations to expand is to demonstrate to other 
landowners the benefits beavers provide, not only to the native flora and fauna, but to livestock and 
agriculture by storing water and slowly releasing water to increase flows during the summer. This 
requires some monitoring of flows and general impacts (temperature, pond and riparian extents) 
resulting from the project.  We have implemented a similar project in a nearby watershed (Birch Creek) 
on USFS property, to increase summer flows. The rancher involved in the project has been greatly 
influential in spreading information about the benefits of beavers to streams on their properties.  He 
even arranged a meeting in Preston with 50-70 people from local communities to listen to a 
presentation we prepared about beavers, that was extremely well received.  In fact, the willing 
landowner in this project, would like to use this approach after personally observing Birch Creek after a 
tour with the participating rancher. Both the rancher and this landowner speak of fishing for cutthroat 
trout in beaver ponds when they were young. Apparently beavers were trapped from these areas and 
they no longer fish for cutthroat trout. Therefore public education, informed with actual data, will 
greatly increase the footprint of this project by allowing beaver populations to expand, where they 
modify streams at no costs.  We also strongly believe that the success of these projects will be greatly 
enhanced with participation of willing landowners that directly experience these benefits.     

 

 



 

Expected Benefits from the Proposed Action 

Does the project address a symptom or a cause? State the original problem. Does the project solve this 
problem? 

The legacy effects of the removal of large structure, such as beaver dams (trapping) and logs 
(timber harvest) over century ago, are still felt today.  Beavers were nearly exterminated in the 
western US by 1850. Because these impacts occurred before scientist recorded the natural 
form and function of streams, the presence of large structure was seen as departure of what 
streams ‘looked like’ and was often removed for ‘the benefit’ of fishes and flood control.  
However, in the last couple decades, a recognition of how important larges structures are on 
creating fish habitat (afterall, beavers and fish have coevolved for millions of years), and 
mitigating floods by attenuating peak flows has led to the adoption of techniques to 
supplement systems with structure to increase stream complexity. Beavers as restoration tool 
has gained notable recognition with in the last 10 years, in-part based on some of the studies 
we have published (Pollock et al. 2014, Bouwes et al. 2016, Weber et al. 2017).    
We believe that the addition of BDAs will help beavers establish in this watershed if they 
venture this far upstream. However, while BDAs provide some of the same benefits as natural 
beaver dams, they require maintenance and thus not as effective as beavers which maintain 
dams on their own.  As we have shown elsewhere, once we can establish beavers with the aid 
of BDAs, beavers should be able to maintain complexes far more effectively over the long-term 
than we can.   
The acceptance of beavers through an adaptive management plan may allow for active beaver 
relocation, likely accelerating the benefits they provide than if relying on passive 
reestablishment. 

 
How long are the expected benefits from the project likely to last?  

With suitable management of fur-bearer trapping (likely not a large pressure these days), 
established beaver populations are persistent and resilient, and should provide these benefits 
for greater than 25 yrs. But a means to deal with potential conflicts need to be identified.      

 
 
Are expected project benefits more than project costs? 

Yes. We would like this adaptive beaver management plan be an example of how to move 
status quo approaches to more active approaches that are inexpensive yet effective to restore 
streams and provide benefits to fish and wildlife. We are simply helping beavers to help us to 
do most of the heavy lifting to restore stream processes.  We expect several miles of stream of 
to be receive large benefits for a fraction of the cost of typical restoration approaches that rely 
on heavy machinery and are not processed based.   

 
 
Is there cost sharing (in-kind or financial) involved with this project? If so, how much? 

Some of the overhead for Anabranch Solutions is being waived.  
 
 



 

Expected Benefits from the Proposed Action 

Does the proposed project compliment other projects that have been or are being implemented? If so, 
how many? 

BDAs are currently being installed on the landowners property and will provide greatly improved 
beaver habitat. There also has been instream structures, bank stability work, and fencing in Station 
Creek, all of which likely improves habitat for beavers. I do not know the specifics of these projects 
at the moment.  

 
 
Who will do the project permitting and compliance? 
No permits will be required to develop an adaptive beaver management plan.  
 
Is there an imminent threat of development on the project property that the proposed action will 
preclude? If so, please explain. 
No. 
 

 
Note: If project has been modified since the project proposal was submitted, please submit an updated proposal form 
along with this application. 
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