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	15-1166
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	07/14/15
	[bookmark: PostApplication]Clear

	Project Name:
	Skagit Side Channel Barrier Final Designs
	
	Final
	07/14/15
	Clear

	Project Sponsor:
	Skagit Fisheries Enhancement Group
	

	Grant Manager: 
	Marc Duboiski
	


Project Summary (for Review Panel reference only)
SFEG has located a number of culverts located on side channels and sloughs within the Skagit River Floodplain that provide off-channel rearing habitat for juvenile Chinook, steelhead and other species. All of these culverts are undersized according to WDFW Fish Passage Criteria, and all impair both up and downstream migration of juvenile fish as well as natural flow and sediment transport pathways. SFEG is requesting funding to develop designs that will upgrade or remove these crossing structures in order to restore floodplain rearing habitat. This is Phase 1 of a 2 Phase process for repairing these barriers.
The focus of this project is to address under sized culverts on gravel roads in the floodplain of the Skagit River between Day Creek RM 35 and Marblemount RM 36.  Each culvert affects a side channel of the Skagit River.
East Day Creek Slough- flows to Day Creek and then the Skagit River; inflow from Skagit ½ mile east (one or two crossings)
Alterra Estates – flows to House Slough and then to Skagit; inflow from House Creek, and overflow from the Skagit River (four crossings)
Cedar Grove/Ovenell Slough – Flows to Skagit River about ¼ mile west of culvert; inflow from unnamed trib, plus seeps and springs at the base of the terrace (one to three crossings?)
O’Brien Slough – flows to Skagit River about 300 feet downstream from road; fed by inflow from O’Brien Creek and a series of floodplain overflow channels (one crossing)
The project intends to develop designs cost and specs for at least 5 and up to 7 culverts located along off-channel habitats associated with the Floodplain.  They will also complete and submit permit applications for all projects.  Access to the sites will be needed, so roads cannot be removed.  Access improved to 3.23 miles of floodplain channels, 60 acres of wetlands, and process to 1.18 miles of channel downstream.  

FINAL REVIEW PANEL Comments
Date: July 14, 2015								Final Project Status: 	Clear
Review Panel Member(s): 	 Review Panel
1. If the project is a POC, please identify the SRFB criteria used to determine the status of the project:
2. If the project is Conditioned, the following language will be added to the project agreement: 
3. Other comments:
The review panel appreciates the sponsors responsiveness to the comments provided in the initial review.  The adjustments to the scope of the project strengthened the approach of the proposal.  
Cedar Grove/Ovenell Site – WDFW bought this site with National Park Service (NPS) Land and Water Conservation Funds (LWCF), State Bonds, and State Boating Facilities funds (PRISM #68-603).  Given the funding sources involved with this site and the requirement to maintain public access to the property, all restoration alternatives need to be carefully reviewed with the long-term obligations of each RCO program, during the feasibility/design process.  There is a strong likelihood that vehicular access will not be required.

Post-Application REVIEW PANEL comments
Date: 								Project Status:	Click to choose a status
Review Panel Member(s): 	
1. If the project is a POC, identify the SRFB criteria used to determine the status of the project: 
2. If the project is a POC, identify the changes that would make this a technically sound project: 
3. If the project is Conditioned, the following language will be added to the project agreement:
4. General comments:
[image: ]Sponsor Response instructions: 
If your project is not cleared (i.e. has a status of NMI, Conditioned, or POC) you must update your proposal, PRISM questions, or attachments as necessary to address the review panel’s comments. Use track changes when updating your proposal. Fill out the section at the end of your project proposal to document how you responded to comments. 
Draft Application / Site Visit  REVIEW PANEL comments
[bookmark: Check2][bookmark: Check3]Date: 	April 29, 2015							Project Site Visit?	|_| Yes	|_| No Review Panel Member(s):  Slocum and O’Neal
1. Recommended improvements to make this a technically sound project according to the SRFB’s criteria.
The review panel recognizes the likely benefits and efficiencies in packaging projects together that have similar issues and functions. However, for this project proposal, some of the likely highly effective project elements are being detracted from by the less promising project sites.  Each of the four project sites need to stand alone on its own merits in terms of benefit and certainty.  

The project approach would benefit from a prioritization of culverts such that they are addressed strategically rather than opportunistically.  This effort could be implemented by a combination of forces (e.g. SFEG and SWC).  There is a concern that upgrading culverts at a site, particularly at O’Brien Slough and Alterra, will create an incentive for the recreational lots that are served by the road to get developed, ensuring that the road will need to stay in place for the long term.  Additionally, for sites like Alterra, the installation of crossings in a diffuse floodplain/wetland area may not have a solution that is feasible from both an engineering and natural process restoration perspective.  There should also be consideration of the technical standards for restoring floodplain processes, since WDFW’s design guidance for road crossings are not adequate to address some of these floodplain wetland settings.  Projects such as Cedar Grove and Day Creek Slough would likely rank high in the evaluation process and prioritization, while O’Brien and Alterra would likely not.  

2. Missing Pre-application information.
3. General Comments:


Staff Comments:  Cedar Grove/Ovenell Site – WDFW bought this site with National Park Service (NPS) Land and Water Conservation Funds (LWCF), State Bonds, and State Boating Facilities funds (PRISM #68-603).  Given the funding sources involved with this site and the requirement to maintain public access to the property, all restoration alternatives need to be carefully reviewed with the long-term obligations of each RCO program, during the feasibility/design process.  
Don’t forget to attach all signed landowner acknowledgement forms into PRISM.
[image: ]Sponsor Response instructions: 
Revise your project proposals using “track changes” and update any relevant PRISM questions and attachments. Fill out the section at the end of your project proposal to document how you responded to comments. 
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