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Restoration, Acquisition, or Combination Proposal
March 18, 2015

Restoration, Acquisition, and Combination Proposal

	Project Number
	15-1050

	Project Name
	Kristoferson Creek Fish Passage Improvements

	Sponsor
	Snohomish Conservation District


2014 Project Proposals for Restoration, Acquisition, or Combination Restoration and Acquisition Projects

Please respond to each question individually – do not summarize your answers collectively in essay format. Local citizen and technical advisory groups will use this information to evaluate your project. Limit your response to ten pages (single-sided). You may delete the italicized portion of the questions and inapplicable supplemental questions to shorten the proposal.

RCO Manual 18, Salmon Recovery Grants section and appendix references are available at www.rco.wa.gov/doc_pages/manuals_by_number.shtml.

Submit this proposal as a PRISM attachment titled “Project Proposal.”

1. Problem Statement

Provide an overview of fish resources, current habitat conditions, site or reach conditions, and other key salmon recovery problem(s) in the watershed that this project is intended to address. 
Snohomish Conservation District (District) proposes to replace two fish passage barriers on public land at the mouth and lowest reach of Kristoferson Creek (WRIA 6) to improve passability for ESA-listed juvenile Chinook and steelhead as well as coho and chum salmon. The crossings are located on Camano Island at Barnum Road where Kristoferson Creek flows into Triangle Cove, and 500 feet upstream on Kristoferson Creek crosses beneath Russell Road. Kristoferson Creek is the main stream in the Kristoferson sub-basin; the drainage area is approximately 860 hectares. Habitat conditions in Kristoferson Creek are modified but not heavily degraded; large woody debris is generally lacking and areas of the riparian corridor are heavily modified. The riparian corridor includes some reaches that are vegetated with native conifer and deciduous trees albeit with narrow buffer widths in many locations.  In modified reaches of Kristoferson, the riparian corridor vegetation community is characterized by grass or other non-native vegetation cover that excludes large trees, and some sections of the creek flow through commercial and industrial areas.
According to the 2013 "Juvenile Chinook Salmon Rearing in Small Non-Natal Streams Draining Into The Whidbey Basin" (Beamer et al) (referred to as the “Small Streams Report”), Whidbey basin fry migrant Chinook leave their natal river system in the winter months and rear in pocket estuaries and small coastal streams for several months; the study indicates that small streams are an important ecology for this life history type (Beamer et al 2013). For the Stillaguamish basin in particular where the 50 year habitat restoration target for estuarine habitat is greater than 2500 acres and progress is slow, the coastal streams that provide rearing and refuge for Whidbey basin juvenile Chinook may provide a critical  habitat type for Chinook recovery.

Kristoferson Creek provides spawning and rearing habitat for several species of salmonids. The Small Streams Report documented lower Kristoferson Creek as providing non-natal rearing habitat for endangered Chinook salmon (fry migrant Chinook); the report identified juvenile Chinook originating from the Skagit, Stillaguamish, and Snohomish river systems. Of the 63 streams sampled, Kristoferson Creek had the 7th  highest Chinook presence rate (varied between 100% and 0%) at 77% presence - Chinook documented 77% of days sampled - and had an average abundance of 0.829 fish per minute (range between 0 and 15.862; 7th highest abundance). The Small Streams report also documented rearing of other species including chum, coho (species of concern), steelhead (threatened) and cutthroat trout (Beamer et al 2013). A 2007 culvert assessment study by Adopt-A-Stream Foundation identified the crossings at Barnum Road and Russell Road as a partial fish passage barriers; subsequent evaluation by District engineer Ryan Bartelheimer estimated 33% passability at Barnum Road (lowest crossing at mouth) and 67% passability at Russell Road (500 feet upstream). The District proposes to use grant funding to complete a design-build fish passage barrier correction project for these two barriers. Project activities will include design, permitting, and construction to correct two fish passage barriers that will improve access to 1.6 miles of Kristoferson Creek up to an upstream 100% barrier at Lindsay Road near the headwaters of Kristoferson Creek (2007 Adopt-A-Stream Foundation report). A partial barrier 1.2 miles upstream of the proposed project is scheduled for replacement during summer 2015 (private driveway at Kristoferson Farm; crossing will be replaced using funding from Natural Resource Conservation Service – contract signed).  
The currently proposed project will correct the first two barriers on Kristoferson Creek and are the highest priority barriers within the sub-basin for providing rearing access for fry migrant Chinook salmon.  
The proposed project lies within the highest priority Geographic Area 1 identified in the WRIA 6 Multi-Species Salmon Recovery Plan (the Plan) (2005) and will improve access to rearing habitat for Whidbey basin non-natal juvenile Chinook salmon and steelhead, and spawning and rearing access for adult and juvenile coho and chum.  The project addresses limiting factors associated with coastal stream processes and will result in measurable progress toward the ten year implementation goals (fish passage and riparian habitat) set forth in the Plan (pgs 39, 48, and 58 - 60 of the Salmon Recovery Plan). The project will also make progress toward the WRIA 6 Near Term Action ISL12 fish passage correction target, resulting in 67% - 100% progress toward meeting the goal to replace 2-3 priority culverts.
A. Concisely describe the passage problem (outfall, velocity, slope, etc.). Describe the current barrier (age, material, shape, and condition). Is the structure a complete or partial barrier?

The Barnum Road crossing consists of four 12 inch diameter precast round concrete culverts (approx. 35 feet in length) that lay side by side and are installed at uneven elevations. A Level A assessment evaluated the culverts a nearly complete barrier to fish except during the upper limit of tidal fluctuations when the tide backwaters the culverts; passability was estimated at 33%. The Russell Road crossing consists of one 4 foot round corrugated aluminum pipe with no streambed material inside and a slope of 2.5%. There is a gradual slope change 14 meters from the downstream end inside this undersized culvert. The inappropriate size (undersized) and slope (1.1% and 2.5%, respectively) create a velocity passage barrier for salmon. Additionally, the culverts do not provide adequate water depth and retain no bed material. See the Barrier Evaluation Form for additional details. 
2. Project Purpose

When answering the questions below, please refer to Chapter 4 of the Stream Habitat Restoration Guidelines (wdfw.wa.gov/publications/pub.php?id=00043) for a definition of restoration goals and objectives.

A. State the project goal(s). 
The District proposes to replace two existing fish passage barriers to improve access to small stream rearing habitat for Whidbey basin fry migrant Chinook salmon and steelhead, and to improve access to spawning habitat for adult coho and chum. Although not a primary goal, he new crossings will also likely improve other fluvial and tidal processes in the upstream salt marsh habitat including increasing tidal influence  and sediment transport downstream and upstream of the crossing. Driftwood transport through the crossing is not a project goal; the project design process will address landowner concerns about protecting the new culvert from damage from driftwood. 
B. List the project’s objectives. 
· Correct one fish passage barrier to allow for 100% passability of juvenile and adult fish by replacing two fish passage barriers as follows: 

· Worksite #1: Replace the four undersized concrete pipes beneath Barnum Road with an appropriately sized concrete box (open or closed box) or aluminum arch culvert. 
· Worksite #2: Replace the undersized metal culvert beneath Russell Road with an appropriately sized metal pipe arch or bottomless arch culvert.

· The fish passage improvements will provide improved access to approximately 1.6 miles of stream habitat up to a complete barrier near the headwaters of Kristoferson Creek, improving access to the entire watershed.
3. Project Context
A. Describe the location of the project in the watershed, including the name of the water body(ies), upper and lower extent of the project (if only a portion of the watershed is targeted), and whether the project occurs in the nearshore, estuary, main stem, tributary, off channel, adjacent uplands, or other location.
The proposed project is located within the first 500 feet of Kristoferson Creek, where Kristoferson flows into Triangle Cove (northwestern area of the Cove). Kristoferson Creek is the main stream in the Kristoferson sub-basin; the drainage area of the watershediis approximately 860 hectares. The fish passage barriers this project will address exist where Kristoferson Creek crosses Barnum Road and Russell Road, and are the first passage barriers in the system. The project occurs in the nearshore and along a tributary. There are several crossings (estimated 5) upstream of the project location including at one partial fish passage barrier (privately owned partial barrier on Kristoferson farm that will be corrected in 2015) and a 100% barrier downstream of Kristoferson Lake (Adopt-A-Stream Foundation 2008). Approximately 1.63 miles upstream of the project site is the 25 acre Kristoferson Lake. Two other known partial barriers exist on a tributary to Kristoferson Creek. 
B. List the fish resources present at the site and targeted by this project.

	Species
	Life History Present (egg, juvenile, adult)
	Current Population Trend (decline, stable, rising)
	ESA Coverage (Y/N)
	Life History Target (egg, juvenile, adult)

	PS Chinook
	Juvenile (non-natal)
	Decline
	Y
	Juvenile (non-natal)

	Steelhead
	Juvenile (non-natal)
	Decline
	Y
	Juvenile (non-natal)

	Coho
	Adult and juvenile
	Stable
	N
	Adult and juvenile

	Chum
	Adult and juvenile
	Stable
	N
	Adult and juvenile


C. Discuss how this project fits within your regional recovery plan and local lead entity’s strategy to restore or protect salmonid habitat in the watershed 
The WRIA 6 Multi-Species Salmon Recovery Plan describes the highest priority habitat for salmon recovery as areas that provide productive habitat and refuge areas to support fry migrant salmon. 
The District’s proposed project lies within the coastal stream ecosystem type identified in the Plan for restoration activities, and is located in the Geographic Region 1 (shorelines and sub-basins in Port Susan within approx. 5 miles of the mouths of the Skagit, Stillaguamish or Snohomish Rivers). The project area is a little over 5.5 miles from the Stillaguamish River mouth. The project targets improved stream access for fry migrant Chinook salmon and steelhead, although other salmon species will benefit from this restoration project through improved adult and juvenile passage for coho and chum that spawn and rear in Kristoferson Creek.
The proposed project also addresses the “protection and restoration of habitat” strategic initiative identified in the 2014 Action Agenda for Puget Sound (strategy A6.1). Specifically, this project will address one of Island Local Integrating Organization’s (ILIO) approved Near Term Actions (NTAs): NTA A6.1.ISL 12:  “Identify, map and prioritize blocked and failing culverts and replace 2 - 3 priority culverts using fish-friendly passage designs”. This project will contribute 67% (or 100%) of the progress toward meeting the NTA goal.
D. Explain why it is important to do this project now instead of at a later date. Consider its sequence relative to other needs in the watershed and the current level and imminence of risk to habitat in your discussion.
This project follows closely the release of the 2013 Small Streams report (Beamer et al 2013) that documented juvenile Chinook use of lower Kristoferson Creek, which elevated the priority of this fish passage barrier for correction. This project is cost-effective, timely, and will provide immediate benefit to Whidbey basin fry migrant Chinook salmon including Stillaguamish and Skagit origin fish.  

E. If any part or phase of this project previously has been reviewed or funded by the SRFB, please fill in the table below.

	Project # or Name
	Status
	Status of Prior Phase Deliverables and Relationship to Current Proposal?

	Kristoferson Creek Mouth
	· Completed
· In Process
X      Not Funded*
	This fish passage project was proposed by the District for SRFB funding in 2008 and 2014. 2008 - not funded as the project was proposed as a coho and chum fish passage project; at the time, fry migrant Chinook salmon use was not documented. 2014 – funded as an alternate.



* If previous project was not funded, describe how the current proposal differs from the original.
Project Description
Please answer the questions below and all pertinent supplemental questions. NOTE that projects that include acquisition, fish passage, diversions and screening, or knotweed removal, and projects that are Road Maintenance and Abandonment Plan (RMAP)-related have supplemental questions at the end of this proposal.
F. Provide a detailed description of the proposed project, including project size, scope, design, and how it will address the problem(s) described above. Describe specific restoration methods and design elements you plan to employ. (Acquisition-only projects need not respond to this question.)

The proposed project will two fish passage barriers with a culvert crossings that will improve fish passage and natural stream processes including sediment and water transport (tidal access into the salt marsh upstream of the crossing). The lower crossing at Barnum Road will not be designed to pass driftwood upstream; rather, the District will consult with project sponsors of similar projects to address the concern that driftwood racking up along Triangle Cove shoreline will damage the new culvert. The upstream crossing at Russell Road will be designed to improve wood transport in addition to sediment and water transport.
The current preferred alternative for the Barnum Road crossing is a 9 ft by 5 ft by concrete box culvert spanning up to 36 ft at the base. The preferred alternative for the Russell Road crossing is a 9 ft 3 in by 6 ft 5 in metal pipe arch spanning 54 ft. Other alternatives will be discussed during with Island County, other affected landowners, SRFB design reviewers, and the design assistance engineers identified on the project team. Possible other crossing structures for both crossings includes an open bottom arch culvert (aluminum or concrete) or bridge, although the landowner Island County is opposed to installing a bridge at either crossing. The 2013 Small Streams Report (Beamer et al) suggest that streams with culverts that do not backwater at high tide have lower juvenile Chinook salmon presence rates than streams with culverts that backwater at high tide. The project design for Barnum Road crossing will consider this anecdotal observation and will incorporate a structure size that will encourage some backwatering in the salt marsh (a backwater pool currently exists at the site).
G. If this project includes measures to stabilize an eroding streambank, explain why bank stabilization at this location is necessary to accomplish habitat recovery. 
This project does not include bank stabilization measures to stabilize an eroding bank. The project design will include temporary erosion control during construction and modest erosion protection measures to protect the newly constructed structure.
H. If restoration or acquisition will occur in phases or is part of a larger recovery strategy, describe the goal of the overall strategy, explain individual sequencing steps, and which of these steps is included in this application. 
The District is requesting funding to complete this project as a design-build project and it is therefore is a stand-alone project. 
I. Describe the long-term stewardship and maintenance obligations for the project or acquired land.
Island County owns both crossings and will maintain the road and crossing as part of their road maintenance program. 
J. Describe other approaches and design alternatives that were considered to achieve the project’s objectives and why the preferred alternative was selected.
The District’s engineer developed cost estimates for the preferred alternatives for each crossing; cost estimates for other alternatives will be developed during the preliminary design process. A 2014 cost estimate for a bridge alternative at Barnum Road was developed; the estimate will be used as a starting point for a bridge cost estimate at Russell Road. The District will engage permitters and other engineers as described in question 3Q to discuss alternatives before deciding on a final option with the landowner. 
In 2007/08, restoration partners brought forward the idea of abandoning Barnum Road and completing 100% restoration of the shoreline to Island County and the adjacent community. This project alternative received extremely strong negative feedback and as such Island County was unwilling to pursue road abandonment at Barnum Road in conjunction with fish passage barrier improvement at Russell Road. Acquisition was not considered; the upstream landowner is not interested in selling per discussions in February 2014; rather than wait for the property to become available/landowner to become willing to sell, a passage barrier improvement project will provide immediate benefit to ESA-listed Chinook salmon and steelhead.
K. How have lessons learned from completed projects or monitoring studies informed your project? 
The project team will draw upon experience from dozens of other successfully implemented fish passage and habitat restoration projects to identify and address uncertainties including geological uncertainties and permit experience. The team developed a very conservative timeline to allow all uncertainties to be addressed based on past experience with timeline-derailing unknowns (such as soil issues).
Several lessons learned from previous projects will contribute to a successful project including: performing outreach to the adjacent community; complete cultural resources process early and allow 6 months for the process; allow adequate time for permitting (12 months); and complete the bidding process early (February – early April) to reduce construction costs.
The project team will consult with Rich Geiger at the Mason Conservation District Dan Vekved at San Juan County Public Works to learn from their experiences with similar projects in a tidally-influenced channel.
L. List all landowner names. 
Island County Public Works. Primary contact: Phil Cohen
Ric Shallow – consulted. Adjacnet landowner; we will coordinate project activities with him. 
M. List project partners and their role and contribution to the project. Attach a Partner Contribution Form (RCO Manual 18, Salmon Recovery Grants, Appendix G) from each partner in PRISM, when required (refer to RCO Manual 18, Salmon Recovery Grants, Section 3 for when this form is required).
Island County Public Works
N. Stakeholder Outreach: Have members of the community, recreational user groups, adjacent landowners, or others been contacted about this project? Describe any public safety or other concerns about the project raised from these contacts and how those concerns were or will be addressed.
Initial contact has been made with the upstream landowner (Ric Shallow). Additional private landowners in the vicinity of the project have been contacted via a post card notification about the project in 2014. See attached outreach postcard in PRISM. The District will engage the surrounding neighborhood at key milestones using a well-tested outreach and communication strategy in order to address community concerns and garner support for the project. We will build upon existing relationships with key community members who will assist with scheduling and hosting kitchen table meetings/neighborhood meetings where the District can provide project information and solicit feedback about design, timeline, and other community concerns.  The District will utilize mailings (postcards and letters), inserts in water association communications, and periodic neighborhood meetings to communicate project updates, request input, and provide summaries of how community input has impacted the project. This strategy was utilized successfully during two FFFPP projects sponsored by the District in 2014 that engaged over 30 residences.

O. Contingency Planning: State any known constraints, uncertainties, possible problems, delays, or additional expenses that may hinder completion of the project. Explain how you will address these issues as they arise and their likely impact on the project.
The project budget includes a 10% construction contingency and a 10% engineering contingency to account for uncertainties. The budget also includes money for a geotechnical investigation and cultural resources survey if needed. The project timeline is generous and includes ample time for permitting, geotechnical, cultural resource, or other possible delays that commonly arise during this type of construction project.
P. List and describe the major tasks and time schedule you will use to complete the project.
Draft Timeline:
Note that this timeline can be adjusted if this project is funded through the early action process. We are prepared to begin the project on August 1st. If awarded through early action, this timeline will be adjusted forward by four months.
	Activity
	Approximate Date
	Description

	Project Start Date
	Jan 1st, 2016 
	Negotiate contract with SRFB

	Design (including new survey, if required)

Preliminary Design
Design Review

Final Design
	Jan 2016 – Dec 2016

Draft complete by April 2016
April – May 2016
Draft documents complete by Sep 2016
	Complete preliminary through final design drawings and design reports
Submit preliminary design report with drawings to SRFB*
Review by SRFB*
Submit final design report, technical specs, drawings, & construction quantities and costs to SRFB*

	Permitting

Complete Cultural Resources Consultation and if necessary, cultural resources survey
	Mar 2016 – Dec 2016
Mar 2016 - Sep 2016 (allow 6 months in case of cultural resources survey)
	Complete permit applications* (HPA, County, ACOE, etc) and upload to PRISM

Submit EZ1, complete consultation period, complete archeological survey and cultural resources report if required*

	Final Design Complete
	Complete by Dec 2016
	Finalized Dec 2016*

	Landowner Agreement
	Complete by Dec 2016
	Finalize landowner agreement with Island County and upload to PRISM*

	Bid Process 
	Feb 2017
	Solicit bids and hire contractor; upload bid documents to PRISM*

	Award construction contract
	Mar 2017
	Negotiate contract and hire contractor

	Construction
	July 2017 – Sep 2017
	Supervise contractor; site inspection

	Post-construction site visit 
	Sep 2017
	Schedule and complete site visit

	Project end date
	Dec 1st, 2017
	

	Draft Final Report
	Dec 1st, 2017
	Submit all work product deliverables and submit as-built drawings*

	Final report in PRISM and final billing to SRFB
	Feb 15, 2018
	


* indicates a required deliverable for design-build projects
Q. Describe your experience managing this type of project. Please describe other projects where you have successfully used a similar approach.
The District has provided technical and design assistance for over 70 years, including stream crossing design assistance. Additionally, the District manages over 30 funding sources annually and is very experienced in grant administration and financial reporting. The District is currently successfully completed two fish passage barrier projects in 2014 of similar in complexity, scope, and scale; these projects were completed on time and within budget. The project team will utilize a few lessons learned from these projects to improve implementation of the Kristoferson Creek Fish Passage Improvements Project. 
Kelly Cahill is a Civil Engineer with over 30 years’ experience. He has worked as an Engineer with the Forest Service and NRCS. He also owned and managed his own engineering company. During his career, Kelly has designed, permitted, bid, and constructed dozens of stream crossing projects on public and private land. Kristin Marshall has managed salmon habitat restoration projects in North Puget Sound for over seven years, including several SRFB restoration grants, two FFFPP projects, and one non-FFFPP fish passage project. 

Cahill and Marshall will lead a project team that will include Island County Drainage Engineer Melissa Gehrmann and design review by Mason Conservation District engineer Rich Geiger; the project team will also consult with Dan Vekved at San Juan County Public Works to discuss his experience managing a similar project. 
4. Design and Implementation Questions for Restoration Projects (Acquisition-only projects need not respond to these questions.)
A. Will the project design be (or has it been) developed by a licensed professional engineer? If not, please describe the qualifications and experience of your project design team.
The project concept design was developed by two Professional Engineers (S Kelly Cahill and Ryan Bartelheimer). Engineers from Island County Public Works will serve on project team and oversee design.
B. Describe who will provide on-site management for the project.
Project Engineer Kelly Cahill and Project Manager/Habitat Restoration Specialist Kristin Marshall will provide on-site supervision during construction. Construction supervision will occur throughout the project and will adhere to the SRFB Manual 18 requirement that design-build projects receive a high level of construction oversight.
C. Describe your design process and pre-restoration deliverables. The design process for restoration projects is expected to follow that described in RCO Manual 18, Salmon Recovery Grants, Appendices D 1-4. Please verify that you will follow Appendix D, or if your process or your design deliverables differ from those expectations, please describe your process and design deliverables and how they differ. Applicants intending to use a “design-build” approach should list and describe ALL pre-construction design documents to be submitted to RCO for review.
The District is proposing a design-build project rather than a design project. The District feels that this project is an excellent candidate for a design-build project. The project team has experience designing and constructing fish passage projects. The design criteria and elements for a fish passage project are widely known and well-documented in WDFW’s Water Crossing Design Guidelines (2013).  Prior to construction, the District will utilize design deliverables and SRFB review milestones to ensure an on-time, well-designed and well-reviewed project. These deliverables are included in the project timeline, denoted with an asterisk. 
Pre-construction deliverables (included on project timeline) include: conceptual design (complete), preliminary design report, permit applications, design review comments, final design report and drawings, technical specifications, construction quantities and costs, bidding documents, permits, cultural resources compliance, control and tenure documentation (landowner agreement), as-built drawings and final report. 

D. Describe how you will document your project’s  as-built conditions. 
As-built drawings must be prepared if changes are made to the final design during construction and if the sponsor is using a “design-build” construction approach.
As-built drawings will be completed and submitted to SRFB by December 1st, 2016. 
E. Describe the steps you will take to minimize the introduction and spread of invasive species during construction and restoration. 
The District will develop construction instructions that include typical equipment decontamination methods (eg: wash equipment and removal plant material before equipment is delivered and removed) and materials specifications (eg: gravel specifications) for construction to reduce the risk of invasive plant or animal introductions to the site. 
Supplemental Questions

Fish Passage Project Supplemental Questions
Answer the following supplemental questions:
NOTE: For fish passage design and evaluation guidance, applicants should refer to the Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife’s Fish Passage Barrier and Surface Water Diversion Screening Assessment and Prioritization Manual at wdfw.wa.gov/publications/pub.php?id=00061, and the Design of Road Culverts for Fish Passage manual at wdfw.wa.gov/hab/engineer/cm/. For prioritization questions or technical assistance, contact Susan Cierebiej at Department of Fish and Wildlife at (360) 902-2561 or susan.cierebiej@dfw.wa.gov. For engineering design questions or technical assistance, contact Don Ponder at (360) 902-2547 or donald.ponder@dfw.wa.gov.
B. Problem Statement Information to include in Item 1 of main questions above: 
Two fish passage barriers at the mouth and lower reach of Kristoferson Creek reducesaccess to the creek for juvenile Chinook salmon and steelhead as well as spawning adult coho and chum. The crossing at Barnum Road (mouth) consists of four 12 inch diameter precast round concrete culverts (approx. 35 feet in length) that lay side by side and are installed at uneven elevations. Level A assessment evaluated the crossing a nearly complete barrier to fish except during the upper limit of tidal fluctuations when the tide backwaters the culverts; passability was estimated at 33%. The crossing at Russell Road (500 feet upstream of the mouth) consists of a 4 foot round aluminum pipe. Level A assessment evaluated this crossing as 67% passability – partial barrier. The inappropriate size (undersized) and slope (1.1% at Barnum and 2.5% at Russell) of these crossings create a velocity passage barriers for salmon. Additionally, the crossings do not provide adequate water depth and retain no bed material within the culverts. By replacing the fish passage barriers, the project will improve access to 1.6 miles of Kristoferson Creek (approximate distance to nearest passage barrier and near the headwaters of Kristoferson Creek).  
C. If a culvert or arch is proposed, does it employ a stream simulation, no slope, hydraulic, or other design?

The project will be designed to provide fish passage using the no-slope design criteria at Barnum Road and Stream Sim at Russell Road.  The crossing will design the project to occur within the existing crossing footprints and without raising the elevation of the roads.  
Describe the amount and quality of habitat made accessible if the barrier is corrected. Has the project received a Priority Index (PI) number? 
The project will improve fish access to 1.6 miles of habitat. The project has received a PI number of 46.3, using the Expanded Threshold Determination method.
D. Identify if there are additional fish passage barriers downstream or upstream of this project.
No barriers exist downstream. There are several additional crossings (estimated 5) along Kristoferson Creek upstream of Russell Road at least two fish passage barriers (a privately owned partial barrier on Kristoferson farm and a 100% barrier upstream of Kristoferson Lake) (Adopt-A-Stream Foundation 2008). The partial barrier on Kristoferson farm will be corrected by the landowner (Kristoferson family) during the 2015 construction season using funding from Natural Resource Conservation Service. The only other barrier on Kristoferson Creek is located near the headwaters of the creek, approximately 1.6 miles upstream from the proposed project. Two additional partial barrier crossings are located on a tributary to Kristoferson Creek (downstream of Smith Lake) (Adopt-A-Stream Foundation 2008, WDFW Fish Passage Barrier Database 2015).
Puget Sound Acquisition and Restoration Large Capital Projects Supplemental Questions
Answer the following supplemental questions:

E. Fit to Puget Sound/Hood Canal strategy. 
F. Progressing Action Agenda. 
G. Readiness to Proceed. 
H. VSP Parameters. 
I. Design and Implementation Questions for Restoration Projects (acquisition-only projects need not respond). 
J. projects need not respond).

i. Has the landowner been contacted? Is the owner willing to sell?

ii. Does the applicant hold an option or purchase agreement on the property?

iii. Have the required appraisal and reviews been completed?

iv. How did you determine your cost estimates for land value?

K. Additional Information (optional). 
L. Puget Sound Acquisition and Restoration Large Capital Attachments. 
Response to Review Panel Comments

Use this section to respond to the comments you will receive after your initial site visits, and then again after you submit your final application.

Response to Site Visit Comments

Please describe how you’ve responded to the review panel’s initial site visit comments. We recommend that you list each of the review panel’s comments and questions and identify how you have responded. You also may use this space to respond directly to their comments.
Response to Post-Application Comments

Please describe how you’ve responded to the review panel’s post-application comments. We recommend that you list each of the review panel’s comments and questions and identify how you have responded. You also may use this space to respond directly to their comments.
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