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	[bookmark: _GoBack]Lead Entity: 
	Skagit Watershed Council
	
	
	Date
	Status[footnoteRef:1] [1:  CLEAR: Cleared to proceed;  CONDITIONED: Cleared to proceed with a condition;  NMI: Needs More Information; POC: Project of Concern; NOTEWORTHY: Exemplary Project
] 


	Project Number:
	15-1165 
	
	Post-Application
	7/14/15
	Conditioned

	Project Name:
	Pressentin Park Restoration Phase 2 and 3
	
	Final
	7/14/15
	Conditioned

	Project Sponsor:
	Skagit Fish Enhancement Group
	

	Grant Manager: 
	Marc Duboiski
	


Project Summary (for Review Panel reference only)
The project will create two acres of new side channel (rearing habitat) for juvenile Chinook, steelhead and other salmon species in Pressentin Park,  located in Marblemount, Washington.  The new channel will be created by excavating and realigning 2500 feet of a relic channel scar so that it is activated by the current flow regime.  The relict side channel currently has some ground water input.  Three alternatives were evaluated under the Phase 1 preliminary design study and the preferred alternative will be taken through final design (Phase 2) and construction (Phase 3) in the current project. Pressentin Park is part of the Skagit County Parks system and is largely undeveloped, providing open space and hiking trails for local residents. The park contains both existing functional side channel habitat as well as the relic Skagit River Channel.  The relic channel was likely active prior to construction of the Highway 20 bridge and development of Seattle City Lights hydroelectric projects, which resulted in flow controls and flood reduction starting in 1925. The proposed project focuses on restoring and reconnecting the relic side channel to re-establish floodplain habitat at the site that can be activated by the current flow regime.   The goal of the project is to increase habitat for Chinook, steelhead chum and other salmonid species.  The area has been identified as an active spawning area for chum salmon.

FINAL REVIEW PANEL Comments
Date:  July 14, 2015								Final Project Status: 	Conditioned
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: 

The sponsor will provide a copy of the preliminary/60% design deliverables to the review panel for its review and approval before proceding to the construction phase of the project.  Please allow 30 days for review and feedback.  

3. Other comments:
Pressentin Park was original acquired with WWRP-Local Parks funds by Skagit County (PRISM #92-110).  Another parcel, between the park and the Skagit River, known as “Sakshaug” was purchased by The Nature Conserancy (TNC) with a SRFB grant (PRISM #07-1783).  The proposed restoration project needs to be compatible with the recreation long-term obligations per the WWRP – LP funding program. 
On that note, please re-evaluate the number of bridges proposed and the type, to reduce overall budget, while meeting the recreation long-term obligations.  


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 preliminary design is based on careful modeling/evaluation of relevant hydraulic conditions, observation of fish utilization in reference conditions and consideration of impacts (real or perceived) to neighboring landowners.   Identification of the historical context of the project would be helpful for understanding the key issue of sediment transport and the sustainability of channel inlet design.  Further information about the causes of initial disconnection of the relic side channel would be helpful.  

As described during the project site visit, the existing channel, riverward of the proposed channel, is proposed as a reference site for the new channel.  More information about the current level, timing, and life-stage specific use of the existing channel is needed to evaluate the potential fish benefit for this project.  Consider a more detailed breakout of depth gradations for YOY juvenile chinook use.  Modeling 0.6 to 1.3 feet would be useful for juvenile chinook.  Can you combine the velocity and depth criteria to identify area with low velocity and low depth?

The costs of the combined phases of the project are high.  Because removal of excavation spoils is a major component of the construction cost estimate, extra effort should be made to identify construction alternatives, such as on-site spreading or selling to other projects,  that do not involve paying for trucking soils off site..  Even if the permitting costs are higher for disposal on site, that may result in substantial savings:  it would be assumed that any flood level rise caused by on-site spoils disposal would be more than offset by the extra flow capacity of the new channel.The specific intended function of wood structures in the design needs to be clarified.  Costs to the project may be realized by reducing the amount of wood proposed as part of the project.  
Two other issues that SFEG might want to consider are: 1) spending some more money to better characterize the direction of groundwater flow at the site (such as installing three wells in a north to south transect across the project area) to be confident that diverting flow into the new channel won’t dewater the existing side channel at low flows and 2) doing more research of historical documents to determine if the relict channel was ever active in historical times, as this information could be used to argue for getting a Section 404 Nationwide Permit No. 27.  


2. Missing Pre-application information.
3. General Comments:
The detailed budget provided in the project application was very helpful.  One additional budget element that would help would be a break out of costs for Phase 2 ans Phase 3 separately.  

Staff Comments:  Pressentin Park was original acquired with WWRP-Local Parks funds by Skagit County (PRISM #92-110).  Another parcel, between the park and the Skagit River, known as “Sakshaug” was purchased by The Nature Conserancy (TNC) with a SRFB grant (PRISM #07-1783).  The proposed restoration project needs to be compatible with the recreation long-term obligations per the WWRP – LP funding program. 
On that note, please re-evaluate the number of bridges proposed and the type, to reduce overall budget, while meeting the recreation long-term obligations.  
[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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