Big Quilcene River Floodplain Key Pieces 2015
RCO Application #15-1189
Sponsor: Jefferson County Environmental Health
Project Contact: Tami Pokorny, tpokorny@co.jefferson.wa.us

Project Proposal

1. Project Location
Two proposed acquisitions, the Brown and Marie properties, are located 0.65 and 0.87 miles respectively from the mouth of the Big Quilcene River where it enters Quilcene Bay, an arm of Dabob Bay, on the west side of Hood Canal. The Brown property includes a portion of the north bank and dike along the main stem of the river. The Marie property is separated from the river by one parcel of Jefferson County-owned open space.
 
2. Brief Project Summary
This project will acquire two residential properties prone to flooding (1.56 acres) and restore them to native riparian vegetation as part of a larger ongoing effort to re-establish a channel migration corridor for the lower Big Quilcene River. The project will support Hood Canal Summer Chum and Puget Sound Steelhead. Two homes, on-site systems and outbuildings will be removed, two wells will be decommissioned and native conifers and shrubs will be under-planted and re-established in disturbed areas. Acquisition of the properties is necessary to implementing restoration concepts and proposals that aim to set back 1,350' of existing riverine levy on the north side of the river in order to improve habitat, floodplain function and endeavor to manage the floodplain in alignment with community values and priorities.

3. Problems Statement
A. Describe the problem including the source and scale
The natural hydraulic processes of the river, such as periodic avulsion and flow from the main river channel to the delta, have been greatly constrained by diking in the lower river and estuary. The main stem has been isolated from distributory channels and blind channels in its floodplain and delta by the dikes. Changes in sediment transport and other geomorphic processes have prograded the delta into Quilcene Bay by approximately 1,500 feet since 1947 and aggraded the channel. Flows exceeding the 1.5-year flood overtop the north bank of the existing river channel and flow through the floodplain and project area, but these channels no longer provide habitat for salmonids. Removal of the north-side dike is identified as an action in the PSNERP Strategic Restoration Conceptual Engineering Design Report for both the full and partial restoration scenarios. Removal of the dike is conditioned on the acquisition of property from willing sellers to allow for it to be set back to accomodate channel migration.

County-owned land already exists in an almost continuous 300-700’ foot-wide corridor along the north side of the Big Quilcene River from Rodgers St. to WDFW lands at the river’s mouth. However, salmon restoration plans involving removal of the north side (left bank) dike hinge on the acquisition of (at least) three key properties from willing sellers, including the two subject properties. Acquisition of the third property, located across Linger Longer Road from the Brown property, will be the target of a future project if the owner agrees.

The HCCC Summer Chum Recovery Plan identifies the lower mile of the Big Quilcene River as the area where most of the summer chum spawning occurs (p. 132). This project complements a number of planning, acquisition, and restoration projects funded by SRFB in previous years both upstream and downstream of this property, including 13-1209, 12-1384, 11-1349, 10-1525, 09-1706, 08-1990, 07-1635, 06-2226, 05-1612, 04-1628, 01-1325, 01-1394, 00-1811, 00-1070, 99-1666, and 99-1658.

B. List the fish resources present at the site and targeted by your project.

	Species
	Life History Present 
	Current Population Trend 
	ESA Coverage 

	Summer Chum, Hood Canal ESU
	Egg, juvenile, adult
	Re-introduction
	Y

	Steelhead, Puget Sound ESU
	Egg, juvenile, adult
	Decline
	Y

	Fall Chum
	Egg, juvenile, adult
	Stable
	N

	Coho
	Egg, juvenile, adult
	Stable
	N

	Chinook, Puget Sound ESU
	Adult
	Decline
	N

	Cutthroat
	Egg, juvenile, adult
	Stable
	N



C. Describe the limiting factors, and limiting life stages (by fish species) that your project expects to address.
This project does not in and of itself address limiting factors and limiting life stages but is a necessary step in efforts to do so, especially those involving setback of the north-side dike. 

4. Project Goals and Objectives
A. What are your project’s goals?
The goal of this project is to acquire and restore native vegetation to two key properties along the lower Big Quilcene River in order to fill two of three critical gaps in the existing open space riparian buffer the purpose of which is to allow for the removal or setback of the left bank levy and the expansion of available spawning habitat for Hood Canal Summer Chum.

B. What are your project’s objectives?
The project’s objectives include all the necessary steps to the successful completion of the two acquisitions, demolition of structures, removal of on-site systems, decommissioning of wells, preparation for planting and restoration to native vegetation – including RFPs, contracting, appraisal, appraisal review, cultural resources, environmental site assessment, permits, planning, design, procurement, supervision, grant reporting, and stewardship. Please also see the proposed timeline under 5B.

C. What are your assumptions and constraints that could impact whether you achieve your objectives? 
The primary assumption is that the landowners will be willing to sell their properties for the just compensation value as determined by the appraisal process. This issue can be addressed by recognizing that the river is likely to continue flooding these properties and reducing their value, marketability and habitability over time. Weather, soil conditions and flooding may affect the timing and success of restoration activities such as weed control and seedling survival. It may be necessary to replant or retreat affected areas. 

5. Project details
A. Provide a narrative description of your proposed project.
The proposed project is to acquire two residential properties fee-simple from willing sellers, removal of all existing structures and restoration of the land to native vegetation. Specific tasks include contracting appraisals, environmental site assessments and cultural resources reviews, establishing just compensation, presenting offers to the landowners and seeking applicable county approvals. If accepted, purchase and sale agreements would be developed leading to transfer of title.  Permits to demolish the structures would be requested from Jefferson County and ORCAA, firms solicited, and contracts awarded leading to the demolition and removal of all structures and on-site systems, and decommissioning of wells. Non-native plants located on the sites would be surveyed and plans finalized for weed control and replanting. Plant materials would then be purchased and a WCC crew or other contractor engaged to treat weeds and plant and maintain seedlings. 

B. Provide a scope of work.
Project sponsor will provide or contract for all services necessary to the acquisition and restoration of two residential properties along the north bank of the Big Quilcene River and meet all RCO/SRFB requirements. The properties are identified as Brown (APNs 991201101 and 991201103) and Marie (APN#s 991200305 and 991200304). Sponsor will complete all application requirements, due diligence, and closing activities such as cultural resources review. After closing, Sponsor will provide and retain all records including legal documents, policies and surveys. Sponsor will demolish and remove structures, remove on-site systems and decommission wells, remove noxious weeds, reseed and replant with native species and complete a stewardship plan and all reporting requirements in PRISM. 

Timeframe /Activity       _______________________________________________                     _________ 
Ongoing
Communications with landowners		
Spring/Summer 2016
Tour site to assess property			
Appraisal and appraisal review
Cultural Resources Review 			
Purchase and sale agreement			
Fall/Winter 2016-17
Environmental Site Assessment Phase I
Acquire properties			
Submit permits for demolition, well decommissioning, onsite removals		
Spring/Summer 2017
Distribute RFP for demolitions			
Contract with successful bidder			
Structures removed				
Wells decommissioned				
Onsite systems removed               		
Fall 2017
Weed control					
Winter/Spring 2017
Replanting					
Weed control					

C. Explain how you determined your cost estimates. 
Land values: assessed values and recent sales figures in consultation with Jefferson County Public Works
Other acquisition costs: previous contracts for similar projects
Permits: County fee schedules
Demolition costs: Estimate of the amount of materials to be removed, costs for similar projects
Restoration costs: The relatively small size of the parcels, past work with WCC crews, on-line price lists for plant materials.

D. How have lessons learned from complete projects or monitoring studies informed your project?
Ideally, the two acquisitions will allow for economy of scale with respect to consultant and contractor activities. Fee-simple acquisitions are straightforward in comparison to conservation easements. However, every transaction is a unique process as landowners have their own needs and constraints. The County will work closely with HCSEG, Jefferson Land Trust, and The Nature Conservancy to align our outreach messages to help ensure that the community understands that our various projects are intended to create a coherent whole that favors salmon recovery to the greatest possible degree.   

6. If your project includes an assessment or inventory:
Not applicable

7. If your project includes developing a design:
Not applicable

8. Will you apply for permits as part of this project’s scope?
Yes

9. If your project includes a fish passage or screening design:
Not applicable

10. Context within the Local Recovery Plan
A. Discuss how this project fits within your regional recovery plan and/or local lead entity’s strategy to restore or protect salmonid habitat.
The specific action prioritization which this project aims to address is found under, “Freshwater Habitat: Large stream channel conditions” on page 26 in the HCCCLE guidance document (March 15, 2015 version). The specific action is: CMZ - Enlarge existing active channel migration zone (because it has been reduced by human activities) through regulatory, incentive, education programs, or land acquisition. This project, as part of a much larger effort, addresses two freshwater issues affecting summer chum in the Big Quilcene River: 
1. Large stream floodplains
2. Sediment processes

[image: ]
HCCCLE Guidance Document


This project is addressed in the HCCC Lead Entity Three-Year Workplan, “Lower Big Quilcene River & Estuary Master Plan “with the end goal of restoring floodplain processes below Rodgers Street.” Hood Canal Summer Chum is ranked #2 in the Stock Scoring Summary for the HCCCLE.
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B. Explain why it is important to do this project now instead of later.
Recovery of Hood Canal Summer Chum depends on adequate spawning habitat and an intact channel migration zone. Property acquisitions from willing sellers over the past 20 years have resulted in a nearly contiguous riparian buffer between Rodgers Street and the State- and HCSEG-owned lands in the estuary. Adding the subject parcels to the buffer would bring the ultimate goal of setting back the north-side levy much closer to reality. 

C. If your project is a part of a larger overall project or strategy, describe the goal of the overall strategy, explain individual sequencing steps, and which of these steps is included in this application for funding.
This project consists of acquiring and restoring two small but essential properties in order to complete a riparian buffer that has been built gradually over the past two decades through multiple partnerships and grants. The larger project, to reestablish and restore the channel migration zone for the lower Big Quilcene River, is in planning through the work of HCSEG and TNC. The HCSEG grants will plan and design salmon restoration projects. By partnering with the County and TNC, additional resources may be brought to bear to incorporate additional values into the salmon recovery picture – especially the needs of shellfish growers and the values and priorities of the local community in terms of recreation, educational opportunities afforded by a well-functioning floodplain, aesthetics and tourism. Regardless of the ultimate scope and scale of preferred salmon restoration activities, it is all but assured that acquisition of the subject parcels will be necessary to implement them. Steps being funded in this application are the purchase price for the Brown and Marie parcels, acquisition-related costs, the costs to remove structures and on-site systems and decommission wells and the costs of returning disturbed and weedy areas to native riparian vegetation.   

11. Project proponents and partners.
A. Describe your experience managing this type of project.
Tami Pokorny managed similar SRFB projects in the Lazy C II and Lazy C I on the floodplain of the Dosewallips River upstream of Brinnon, WA and is currently managing acquisition and restoration projects on the Duckabush and Big Quilcene Rivers. All of the projects have involved acquisition, demolition and replanting.

B. List all landowner names.

Priority properties:
Thelma Brown 
Adina Marie 
Backup properties:
Jerome Fitzgerald 
Wilbur Family Trust
Michael Bergeson 

C. List project partners and their roles and contributions to the project.
Hood Canal Salmon Enhancement Group – Is project sponsor for SRFB grants to plan and design salmon restoration projects in the lower Big Quilcene River and holds fee title to property in the estuary.
The Nature Conservancy – With HCSEG is the County’s partner for its 2015 Floodplains by Design (FbD) project which would involve studies to ensure that salmon recovery projects do not unduly compromise shellfish growing operations and also leverages ecological, aesthetic and other values of importance to the community. TNC has identified stakeholders and convened meetings to discuss the FbD concept and application and the relevant ongoing and proposed SRFB projects. The pending funding request to the legislature was ranked within the $50 target by the Department of Ecology. The application includes additional acquisition funds which could enable a wider setback for the levy and the creation of a larger channel migration zone with more habitat for Hood Canal Summer Chum and other target species. It is unknown as of this writing if the Big Quilcene FbD project will receive funding in the 2015 cycle.

D. Stakeholder outreach.
[bookmark: _GoBack]In recent years, stakeholder outreach for the Big Quilcene River is being redefined in the context of holistic watershed management focused on salmon recovery and complementary community values and priorities. In 2014 and 2015, the County was an applicant to the Floodplains by Design Program at Ecology in partnership with HCSEG and JLT. This effort is bringing together stakeholders and Tribes to develop a community vision for the floodplain that synergizes salmon recovery, flood reduction, shellfish growing and water quality, recreational access and fishing, education programs, and economic stability. The County’s understanding is that FbD, if funded, will support past and current RCO grants and efforts to recover salmon in the lower mile of the Big Quilcene River and estuary. It will also enable the community to engage directly in fostering local interaction and appreciation of the river and floodplain. FbD will also provide resources to meet the data needs of shellfish growers, and allow for the possibility of additional (unspecified) acquisitions to continue to fill gaps in the open space buffers in residential areas or to protect existing high quality habitat – all in preparation for implementing the preferred salmon restoration design alternative(s). It’s important that, given the existing momentum and multiple projects underway, that the partners continue to communicate and collaborate under the FbD model, whether that grant is funded or not. This way, the community and other stakeholders will continue to appreciate the fact that floodplain restoration requires a concerted effort over time to prepare for actions that, ultimately, make the most sense for salmon. Additional information may be found in the most recent FbD application attached to this project application.

Acquisition Supplemental Questions: 
(This is not an acquisition/planning combination project.)
A. Provide a detailed description of the property.
B. List type and acreage of acquisitions proposed.
Priority properties:
Brown 0.90 acres
Marie 0.66 acres
Backup properties:
Fitzgerald 0.39 acres
Wilbur 0.66 acres
Bergeson 2.1 acres
C. Do you hold an option or purchase and sale agreement for the property?
No
D. Describe adjacent land uses. 
The priority properties are contiguous with County-owned open space lands. The Brown and Marie properties represent gaps in an established north-side riparian buffer created through multiple acquisitions by the County, WDFW and others beginning in 1995. 

E. If uplands are included:
Not applicable. The priority and backup properties are all within the 100 year floodplain and high-risk channel migration zone (riparian). 

F. What percentage of the total project area is intact and fully functioning habitat?
0% due to the presence of the existing dike. Immature forest and riparian soils do provide some habitat values.

G. Is the site in need of restoration that is not part of this grant application?
Yes, but subsequent restoration is currently being planned by HCSEG through its SRFB grants and preliminary work is being conducted by The Nature Conservancy in partnership with HCSEG and the County through their 2015 Floodplains by Design application (pending with the legislature as of this writing). That grant would integrate community priorities and analyses of proposed salmon restoration activities on shellfish growing activities. 

H. List structures on the property and any proposed modifications. 
All of the structures present on these properties would be removed. Brown and Marie include 2 houses, 4 outbuildings or structures, 2 on-site systems, 2 wells. The levy present on the Brown property will be removed as part of a comprehensive restoration design plan for the lower Big Quilcene River and is not the subject of this application.

I. Describe the:
1. Zoning/land use
RR-5 Rural Residential. The land use is single family residences and open space floodplain. The County’s Riverside Park is located across the Big Quilcene River from the Marie property. The park draws large numbers of tribal and non-tribal fishers for coho during the fall. The only access to the Quilcene Marina and Pacific Seafoods facilities is Linger Longer Road and bridge. 
 
2. Shoreline Master Plan designation
Conservancy (above ordinary high water mark)
Priority Aquatic (below ordinary high water mark)

3. Portion of the site within 100-year floodplain
100% of both priority properties

4. Portion of the site within designated floodway
The properties are both located within the high risk channel migration zone. 

J. Explain why federal, state, and local regulations are insufficient to protect the property from degradation.
In terms of salmon habitat, the properties are degraded by the presence of a dike. Removal of the dike would lead to an expansion of the channel migration zone which is incompatible with the current use of the properties as single family residences. 

K. For water rights and water savings projects:
Not applicable

L. For acquisition project intending to purchase multiple properties within an area, identify the target parcels and how you will prioritize the parcels.
In order of priority:
Priority properties:
1. Brown 0.90 acres (Very high priority. Property is necessary to actions involving Linger Longer Road and Bridge and levy setback)
2. Marie 0.66 acres (necessary to levy setback; landowner has expressed she is ready to sell and relocate; LiDAR shows stream channels cross this property)
Backup properties:
3. Fitzgerald 0.39 acres (Very high priority. Property is necessary to actions involving Linger Longer Road and Bridge and levy setback. Landowner was an unwilling seller several years ago and has not been approached recently)
4. Wilbur 0.66 acres (Acquisition would expand the riparian buffer. Overflow channel crosses this property.)
5. Bergeson 2.1 acres (Acquisition would provide more options for expanding the channel migration zone. Subject of 2012 grant. Owner unmotivated by appraised value but amenable to possibility of sale in the future.)
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