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Appendix G: Salmon Recovery Funding Board
Individual Comment Form

	
	
	
	Date
	Status

	Lead Entity: 
	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	Early Application Review/Site Visit
	
	 FORMDROPDOWN 


	Project Number: 
	13-1099
	Post Application
	
	 FORMDROPDOWN 


	Project Name: 
	WRIA 9 Duwamish Gardens Estuary Restoration 2013
	Final
	
	 FORMDROPDOWN 


	Project Sponsor: 
	City of Tukwila
	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: 
5/5/2013
Panel Member(s) Name: 
Steve Toth And Kelley Jorgensen
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.

The Review Panel recognizes the habitat value of the limited salmonid rearing restoration opportunities that are hard-won in the lower Duwamish and the limited amount of land available for such restoration. However, if this project represents the average per acre cost of restoring estuarine rearing habitat in the lower Duwamish River,  a cost-benefit assessment of the strategy might be a wise choice. 
The project sponsor needs to address the following questions/concerns about cost-benefit and whether or not the project provides optimal benefits to salmon equivalent with funding requests:

1) The budget includes multiple elements that are very high compared to the average restoration standard, even for an urban industrial location.  The Review Panel believes the emphasis on public access and park features is driving the costs up beyond accceptable levels.  The following budget items need to be examined closely and reduced in cost to better match the scope and size of the project site and relative to the salmonid habitat benefits provided:

  -TESC is $25,000 and yet there are also line items for BMP placement (what BMP's are needed that aren't included in the TESC plan?), hog fuel, dust control, and hydroseeding.
- The planting line item is absurd at $200,000 for a 2 acre site, some of which will be bare mudflat, parking area, and trail.  This is an order of magnitude above even relatively high restoration costs for areas planted at fairly high densities with a diversity of plant species. 

- The A&E costs also appear to be high given the amount of design work and permitting that has already been completed. Please justify.
-The 10-year site maintenance would be extended beyond the life of the construction grant, and post-construction maintenance beyond the establishment period is not an eligible funding item.
-The budget cannot have a line item for contingency.
-Some of the park features have a negative impact on potential habitat benefits including boat launch and trail that would potentially require rip rap or other reduction in habitat area.  Also the trail out to the northern edge of the site could terminate earlier in order to allow for more aquatic habitat area and less of a right angle where the site transitions back to the existing shoreline.  Each park feature should be examined for compatibility with the goal of improved salmon rearing habitat functions.
-Park infrastructure such as the benches, split rail fence, interpretive walkways, raised viewing decks, parking areas, boat launches and river access trails are not eligible items under SRFB funding and could not be used as match.  The project appears to have ample sources of match so this shouldn't be an issue.


2. Missing Pre-application information.

-The budget mentions log clusters however no features can be seen labeled as such on the drawings… where will these be placed?  How will they be anchored?
-Is the Geogrid a permanent feature or part of the TESC?

-Please provide a figure showing the expected range of inundation within the project area (e.g., water elevations, such as mean high water, mean low water,  mean tide level)  
-A preliminary design report and plans should be included with the application.  Please refer to SRFB Manual 18, Appendix D-2 for the necessary deliverables.  

3. Comments/Questions:
Please provide the monitoring data referenced from food production and fall Chinook use at other similar restored sites.
Research in the Lower Columbia of estuary and freshwater tidal habitat restoration by PNNL/Batelle, NOAA Science Center and others has demonstrated similar benefits of detritus export from restored and reconnected wetlands beyond just the direct benefit of habitat access.

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: 
9/23/2013
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?
Early review panel comments were addressed in the final application.
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:
     
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: 
11/7/2013
Panel Member(s) Name: 
 Review Panel
Final Project Status: 
 FORMDROPDOWN 

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

