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Appendix G: Salmon Recovery Funding Board
Individual Comment Form

	
	
	
	Date
	Status

	Lead Entity: 
	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	Early Application Review/Site Visit
	5/22/13
	 FORMDROPDOWN 


	Project Number: 
	13-1107
	Post Application
	
	 FORMDROPDOWN 


	Project Name: 
	 Willow Creek Daylighting Design
	Final
	
	 FORMDROPDOWN 


	Project Sponsor: 
	City of Edmonds
	Early Application Status Option

	Grant Manager: 
	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	REVIEWED
	SRFB Review Panel has reviewed and provided comments.

	
	
	Post-Application & Final Status Options

	
	
	NMI
	Need More Information

	
	
	POC
	Project of Concern 

	
	
	CONDITIONED
	SRFB Review Panel has applied conditions

	
	
	CLEAR
	Project has been reviewed by SRFB Review Panel and is okay to continue in funding process


Early Application Review and Site Visit – REVIEW PANEL comments
Date: 
05/24/2013
Panel Member(s) Name: 
Tom Slocum And Steve Toth
Early Project Status: 
 FORMCHECKBOX 

Reviewed
Project Site Visit? 
 FORMCHECKBOX 

Yes
 FORMCHECKBOX 

No
1. Recommended improvements to make this a technically sound project according to the SRFB’s criteria.

This project proposes to complete a preliminary design, per the requirements of Manual 18 Appendix D2, of a project to provide fish passage and some level of tidal inundation into the Edmonds Marsh and Willow Creek.  The design will develop the preferred project alternative that was identified in a previous SRFB-funded study (Project 11-1553). 
The review panel provided extensive comments during the planning for Project 11-1553, and the comments are equally relevant for the current proposal.  Although the 11-1553 “pre-Feasibility Study” report provides much useful information for understanding the several complex technical issues and constraints that frame the project design, some key questions that are fundamental to determining the overall benefit and certainty of this project remain unanswered.  These include, but are not necessarily limited to, the following:

•
What is the likely usage of the marsh by juvenile Chinook? Reportedly the Tulalip Tribe has compiled data of local nearshore Chinook usage. A discussion of these data would be helpful in the proposal.

•
Is it physically possible to keep a fish-passable channel that is oriented into a sediment deposition area open on a sustainable basis, given the elevations and typical tidal prism that can feasibly be restored in the marsh?  If so, what level of engineering is necessary to accomplish this, and will that be acceptable to local stakeholders?  The sponsor may find it helpful to consult with the Whidbey Camano Land Trust about its experiences with a similar design challenge at its Dugualla Heights Lagoon restoration project (SRFB Project No. 11-1290).  A WRIA 8 TAG reviewer noted that because of the complexity of the project setting, physical hydraulic modeling may be more appropriate than the numerical modeling that is currently proposed. 

•
Will the proposed channel and other project design elements be compatible with the extensive existing infrastructure and public use constraints (e.g. dog park).

•
Will the City’s needs for improving stormwater drainage and flood risk reduction be compatible with ecological restoration needs for supporting Chinook rearing habitat at the site?  Does the Alternative 3 channel alignment make sense from a drainage management perspective?

•
How will the project costs, which will likely exceed $5M after all design, permitting and construction, be funded?
Each of these questions can be answered by further research, stakeholder outreach and engineering design, but at the present time, it is very difficult to accurately predict the project’s benefits to salmon and certainty of implementation.  Because of the strong relationship between the project’s ecological goals and drainage/flood management goals, it may be more cost effective from the point of view of SRFB funding for the sponsor to seek other funding sources to develop the project planning to a point where it can demonstrate a definite benefit and certainty for supporting WRIA 8’s salmon recovery goals.

2. Missing Pre-application information.

     
3. Comments/Questions:
     
4. Staff Comments:

     
EARLY APPLICATION Review and Site VISIT – lead entity and project sponsor responses
Directions: By the final application due date, applicants must revise their project proposals using “track changes” and update their PRISM applications and attachments, as needed, to respond to the review panel comments. In addition, please fill out the “Response to Early Review Comments” form and attach the form in PRISM labeled “Response to Early Review Comments.”
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Special Note: To help speed the local and SRFB Review Panel evaluation process, if for any reason throughout the application review process you update your project proposal based on SRFB Review Panel comments please update your project proposal using WORD “track changes” and re-attach your proposal in PRISM. This step will save time and focus the reviewer on the changes.
Post Application – REVIEW PANEL comments

Date: 
9/30/13
Review Panel Member(s) Name: 
Review Panel
Application Project Status: 
 FORMDROPDOWN 

1. Is this a Project of Concern (POC) according to the SRFB’s criteria? (Yes or No)

No.
2. Why?
The proposal is well written and the scope of the proposed study is designed to answer the key issues raised in the preapplication review.  
3. If YES, what would make this a technically sound project according to the SRFB’s criteria?
     
4. If NO, are there ways in which this project could be further improved?
     
5. Other comments:
At the present time the SRFB has not developed technical practice guidance on use of self-regulating tidegates in constrained sites like the Willow Creek project site, and in particular how much of the natural tidal prism must be restored within the marsh to result in an adequate "benefit" to salmon.  The sponsor should be aware that funding of the present design study does not necessarily imply that the SRFB will agree to fund future phases of the project, if it appears that the final design will not result with a benefit to salmon recovery that is commensurate with the cost of implementing it.
Post application – lead entity and project sponsor responses
Directions:  All projects will be reviewed at the September 23-26 review panel meeting. A status will be assigned to each project by October 4, 2013. By October 17, applicants of projects assigned a status of Project of Concern, Conditioned, or Need More Information, must update their project proposals using “track changes” and update their PRISM application and attachments, as needed, to respond to the review panel comments. In addition, please fill out the “Response to Post-Application Review Comments” form, attach the form in PRISM labeled “Response to Post-Application Review Comments,” and send your grant manger an e-mail that your response is complete.

FINAL REVIEW PANEL Comments

Date: 
     
Panel Member(s) Name: 
      
Final Project Status: 
 FORMDROPDOWN 

1. Is this a project of concern (POC) according to the SRFB’s criteria? (Yes or No)
     
2. Why?

3. If YES, what would make this a technically sound project according to the SRFB’s criteria?


4. If NO, are there ways in which this project could be further improved?


5. Other comments:

4

