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Planning and Combination (Planning and Acquisition) Project Proposal
	Project Number
	15-1076

	Project Name
	Port Orchard Passage Protection and Restoration Phase I – Feasibility and Design

	Sponsor
	Bainbridge Island Land Trust


List all related projects previously funded or reviewed by RCO:
	Project # or Name
	Status
	Status of Prior Phase Deliverables and Relationship to Current Proposal?

	SRFB funds (Project 04-1438).  Close Property Purchase
	Completed 
	The Port Orchard Passage project site is just north of the Close Property, in which 560 feet and 7.03 acres of high quality nearshore and riparian habitat was purchased using SRFB funds (Project 04-1438).  The property was purchased and is now a part of the 428.92 acre Gazzam Preserve.

	SRFB funds (Project 00-17255) Bainbridge Island Nearshore Assessment
	Completed 
	The Nearshore Assessment identified nearshore features of all the shoreline of Bainbridge Island, identifying human altered features and well as intact shoreline and riparian habitat.  The assessment has been extremely useful in identifying shoreline protection and restoration projects.


Submit this proposal as a PRISM attachment titled “Project Proposal.”
NOTE: Sponsors of barrier inventory projects should NOT fill out this proposal. They instead should use the Barrier Inventory Project Proposal.
Project Location. Please describe the geographic location, water bodies, and the location of the project in the watershed, i.e. nearshore, tributary, main stem, off-channel, etc.
The property is located on the shores of Port Orchard Passage, Bainbridge Island, Kitsap County, Washington.  122°34'33.79"W  47°37'49.884"N
Brief Project Summary. Summarize your project in a few sentences. Please be brief, you will be asked for details in the following questions.
This project request is to complete feasibility work, produce and a final restorationpreliminary restoration design, and develop a funding/restoration strategy for acquiring, then restoring 575 lineal feet of shoreline and intertidal area and approximately 2.77 acres of tidelands and 8.349 acres of associated riparian acres along Port Orchard Passage, Washington.   by removing bulkheads, intertidal fill, a house, and other structures.  There are 8 full or partial parcels that make up the 11.11 acres.  This project is Phase I of a multi-phased project.  Phase I will be feasibility work and the development of a preliminary design, Phase II will be the Purchase purchase of the property and Phase III will be final restoration design, permitting and implementation of the restoration plan. The result of the implementation of all three phases will be that the focused properties will be permanently preserved and restored, allowing for natural nearshore, intertidal, and riparian ecological processes and functions to return to the site. and Restoration Implementation of the restoration design and to permanently protect the property from future development. 
3. Problems Statement. Please describe the problems your project seeks to address by answering the following questions.

A. Describe the problem including the source and scale. 
Like much of the South Central region of Puget Sound, Bainbridge Island has lost 60% (by shoreline length) of its historic sediment sources from feeder bluffs due to shoreline modifications or bulkheads.  According to the Bainbridge Island Current and Historic Coastal Geomorphic Study and Feeder Bluff Mapping report (MacLennan, et. al 2010), " historic conditions mapping show that prior to development and the installation of extensive shore protection structures such as bulkheads, sediment sources accounted for at least 24% (12.6 miles) of the Bainbridge Island shoreline.  Currently, only 9% (5 miles) of Bainbridge Island shore remains feeder bluff. This represents a 60% loss in sediment supply (by length).  A loss of this magnitude has undoubtedly led to erosion and “sediment starvation” of down-drift beaches."  
The West Sound Watershed Lead Entity has identified the following Limiting Factors for Salmon Recovery for East Kitsap (including Bainbridge Island): 
· Highest-Priority Limiting Ecological Processes: 
· The highest priority limiting process for nearshore areas is the loss of sediment supply and marine shoreline vegetation, which is often associated with shoreline armoring. 
· Highest-Priority Limiting Habitat Feature:
· The highest priority limiting feature for nearshore areas is the alteration of natural shorelines and functions. 
Shoreline alteration and hardening is extensive along the low and medium bank marine shorelines of Kitsap Peninsula, Gig Harbor, and Bainbridge Island.  Almost half of the Bainbridge Island shoreline has been modified; it has 291 piers and docks and 108 boat ramps (Bainbridge Island Nearshore Assessment, 2003).  Many sites are hardened - structures block the natural flow of sand and gravel and where overhanging vegetation is removed along shorelines it eliminates shade and cover for juvenile fish.
The Port Orchard Passage Project is located in a reach of Bainbridge Island shoreline that is relatively undisturbed (see Map 4) and by restoring the project parcels (there is all or a portion of 8 existing parcels, ), over a ½ mile of unarmored shoreline will exist. However, tThe project parcels are located in a historic feeder bluff area and high bluff area that have been modified: they are bulkheaded, there has been approximately .6 acres of fill placed in the intertidal zonezone,, there is a house within 75 50 feet of the shore, as well as other structures.  Native vegetation is minimal and instead there is an extensive noxious weed problem.  There is a steep road that goes down a slope with over a 40% grade.  The Port Orchard Passage parcels are sandwiched between two stretches of shoreline that ranked high for protection by BILT when they conducted a shoreline assessment in 2008 (see Map 2, 3 and 4).   Therefore, through the ultimate purchase and restoration of the Port Orchard parcels, increased connectivity of functioning nearshore and riparian habitat processes in this reach takes place. 
The zoning for the subject properties is R-2 (residential at a density of 2 units per acre).  The City of Bainbridge Island Planning Department has concurred that under current zoning, after integrating current setbacks for roads, hazardous slopes area, streams, etc., the project parcels could potentially host up to 6 homes on targeted propertiesparcels, increasing the potential development impact along this stretch of shoreline.   7 of the parcels are currently for sale and the Trust for Public Land and Bainbridge Island Land Trust are working to secure the ability to purchase these properties.
B. List the fish resources present at the site and targeted by your project.
[bookmark: _GoBack]Specifically, the project is targeted to benefit juvenile salmonids, and juvenile and adult trout. All species of Puget Sound salmonids are known to utilize the Bainbridge Island nearshore habitat at one or more life stage (juvenile rearing, adult and juvenile migration, adult residence, and spawning) including: Chinook, Chum, Coho, Sockeye, Pink, Cutthroat, Steelhead, and Bull Trout (William et al 2001).  Additionally, there is documented Sand Lance and Surf Smelt spawning habitat associated with the project site, as well a Pre-Spawner Holding Area for Herring.
	Species
	Life History Present (egg, juvenile, adult)
	Current Population Trend (decline, stable, rising)
	Endangered Species Act Coverage (Y/N)

	Sand Lance
	Spawning
	
	

	Surf Smelt
	Spawning
	
	

	Herring      
	Pre-Spawner Holding Area
	
	

	Chinook
	All life stages
	Multiple independent  populations present
	Yes


C. Describe the limiting factors, and limiting life stages (by fish species) that your project expects to address.
Bainbridge Island shoreline, like much of West Sound Watersheds nearshore, is used by salmonids during many phases of their life cycles.  In addition, this stretch of Port Orchard Pass has documented Surf Smelt Spawning, and Sand Land Spawning areas, and is mentioned by Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife as a Pre-Spawner Holding Area for Herring.  

4. Project Goals and Objectives. When answering the questions below please refer to Chapter 4 of the Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife’s “Stream Habitat Restoration Guidelines” for more information on goals and objectives.
A. What are your project’s goals? 
Planning and Design Project: The overall goal of the Port Orchard Passage Restoration and Protection Project  is to acquire nearshore lands for permanent protection in order to restore the shoreline, intertidal, riparian and feeder bluff areas in order to re-establish important ecological functions important to salmonids and forage fish and other wildlife species.  
B. What are your project’s objectives? Objectives support and refine your goals, breaking them down into smaller steps. Objectives are specific, quantifiable actions your project will complete to achieve your stated goal. Each objective should be “SMART:” Specific, Measurable, Achievable, Relevant, and Time-bound.

Project Objectives:  This project, Phase I, will:
· To Conduct necessary feasibility actions to develop a preliminary restoration design and funding strategy that will that will guide the future removal of 575 feet of bulkhead, approximately .6 acres of intertidal fill, residential buildings and associated utilities, other structures such as stairs, an old tennis court, and abandon a road and manage it as a pedestrian trail.  
· Evaluate the pros and cons of removal of the house and associated utilities.  Because the ultimate “take out” on this land is to have it be a preserve with limited human activities (trails and access to the beach would be a part of the planned use for this land), and because the existing structures equate to a large liability to repair, maintain and potentially replace, the project sponsor wants to explore all options to remove the house and associated infrastructures.  Additionally, if the house were to stay, the road which serves the house, is situated in a steep slope area, would remain a large liability and maintenance issue, and potentially detract from restoring natural functions of the feeder bluff area.  
· Identify actions necessary to rRemovale of invasive plants to re-establish native plant communities .will also be a part of this project design on nearly 8.35 acres of riparian uplands.  
· The goal would be to Complete a preliminary design in implement the design as early as late 2016 or early 2017 in order to examine the ability to apply for acquisition grant funds during the 2017 SRFB grant cycle (as well as other grant resources).  
· Phase I (this project) will Receive initial feedback from permit agencies to inform complete feasibility work and a final preliminary restoration design, ready for permitting.    .
Phase II will involve the acquisition of the property by Trust for Public Land or Bainbridge Island Land Trust, and Phase III will include the final restoration design, permitting and  and restoration implementation,  by BILT.   and tThe take out for the property properties will ultimately be that the propertyland will be owned by either BILT or the public as a protected area and passive use area.  
C. What are the assumptions and constraints that could impact whether you achieve your objectives? 
There are two landowners involved in this project.  The Trust for Public Lands has been the key contact negotiating with the landowners.  One landowner owns the parcel with the house on it (1.36 acres) and another landowner owns the remaining properties (7 different parcels) involved in this proposal.  Both landowners have signed landowner acknowledgment forms and these are attached in PRISM. This The 7 parcels property isare actively being pursued for purchase and development by a developer and the owner of those parcels wants more money for their parcels than our appraisal values indicate for the property is worth.  The developer’s purchase agreement expires August 10, 2015 and we have received indications from the landowner representative that they may not extend their agreement with the developer.  TPL, BILT and other project partners are working to secure a form of purchase agreement with the landowner of the 7 parcels.   Development pressure and price agreement are and that is the largest possible constraints to success of this project.  Trust for Public Lands and Bainbridge Island Land Trust are pursuing an option to purchase the property properties encompassed in this proposal in order to be able to manage restoration and permanent protection of this important part of the shoreline.  Other constraints are the existing local shoreline management act rules which govern restoration actions.  TPL will provide much in the way of due diligence work for the acquisition, but BILT will be responsible for pursuing feasibility work that informs the restoration design and to secure the funds necessary to acquire the property and implement the restoration efforts and future fundraising and grant submittals will be relied on for this endeavor.  Weefforts. We do not currently have those funds in hand but anticipate applying for a SRFB grant the nextfuture rounds, as well as to pursuing othere large capital investmentgrant funds.
5. Project Details. Please answer the questions below and all pertinent supplemental questions at the end of the application form.
Provide a narrative description of your proposed project. Describe the specific project elements and explain how they will lead to your project’s objectives. For assessment projects, describe your design and methodology.
There will be two three phases for the project:  Phase I:  Feasibility and Design and Phase II: Acquisition and Phase III:  Final Design and Restoration Implementation.  The focus area for both these three phases is illustrated in Map 2:  “Shoreline Acquisition and Restoration”.  There are three 8 shoreline parcels equaling 9 11.11 acres, including 2.77 tideland acres.  There is with approximately 575 lineal feet of shoreline,  which are completely armored, with fill in approximately .6 acres of the intertidal zone, and there are other structures, including a house,  within 75 50 feet (or closer) of the shoreline, driveway, stairs, and an old tennis court.   These parcels are sandwiched between two stretches of shoreline that ranked high for protection by Bainbridge Island Land Trust when they conducted a shoreline assessment in 2008, which was based on the Bainbridge Island Nearshore Assessment, another SRFB funded project.  Phase II will involve the acquisition of these parcels and Phase III would be a final design and a large scale restoration project that would involve abandoning a road in a geological hazard area, removing two houses (one is almost complete disrepair), removing armor, removing invasive plants and restoring the acres with native vegetation.  The reason for including the marine riparian area (8.34 acres) in this project is the recognition of the interconnection of upland activities (roads, vegetation, geological areas) on the shoreline.  Just like the Close Property Acquisition, which purchased 560 feet of shoreline and 7.03 acres of marine riparian habitat using SRFB funds (Project 04-1438), and the West Bainbridge Shoreline Protection Project (Project 13-1140) where 7.43 acres of marine riparian habitat was purchase to support the 5.06 acres of tidelands and 550 linear feet of shoreline, this project recognizes the interconnection of the upland marine riparian and the nearshore functions.  Additionally, because a portion of the uplands could support residential use, including these acres in our project helps protect future impacts from development on the natural resources of this project site.
After restoration efforts are complete, the shoreline would be accessible to the public through a carefully designed low impact public access site plan. 
This project request is to complete a preliminary restoration design for a 11.11 acres.  These acres are a part of an effort by  portion of a larger property that the Trustthe Trust for Public Lands and Bainbridge Island Land Trust are working to acquire and restore.  The overall 39 acres property is comprised of over 39 acres on Bainbridge Island and the partners are purchasing the property for future habitat, open space and public access use, and to restore a segment of the shoreline, which, when combined with other non-developed shoreline in this reach of Port Orchard Pass, would result in more than one half mile of contiguous unarmored shoreline.   The overall project (See Map 2: Overall Acquisition Area) involves the acquisition and protection of properties that are at risk of high density development.   BILT and TPL are currently negotiating terms for an option agreement with landowners of the parcels involved in this project.  There are two separate landowners we are negotiating with.  The landowners have signed Landowner Acknowledgement Forms that are attached to PRISM. We anticipate by the deadline for grant applications (Summer 2015), that TPL will holdis still working to get a signed an option to purchase agreement for 7 of the 8 parcels.  The landowner who owns the parcel with the house located along the shore is essentially waiting for TPL to make an offer.  But, since the acquisition of properties held by both landowners is essential to the success of this project, TPL is not able to move forward until we come to agreement with the other landowner. these parcels.  The plan is to have TPL buy and hold the property for BILT, until BILT can acquire funds to pay for it and to restore the shoreline. After restoration efforts are complete, the shoreline would be accessible to the public through a carefully designed low impact public access site plan.  

The focus for this grant request is to support activities related to Phase I and will concentrate on completing a preliminary design for the restoration of the shoreline.  Some of the feasibility work related to the design may be accomplished as part of Trust for Public Land’s due diligence performed as part of the purchase, but this grant application identifies key feasibility and assessment components that will need to be accomplished in order to inform the design. and we will work to use relevant information to inform the design. The completion of the preliminary design will take into account shoreline processes, cultural resources, geotechnical analysis, hydrology (there are wetlands and seeps/streams), and topography.  Additionally, the examination of the best course of action to remove/demolish structures on the property will take place. Permitting agencies will be consulted during the feasibility/evaluation phase of the design process. At a minimum, the project will result in a 90 preliminary% design that will help start permitting of the restoration actions, and to achieve costs estimates for a funding strategy for the implementation of restoration actions.  The preliminary design real goal will be to used for produce final designs, allowing for the project to be ready for future grant submittals for Phase II Acquisition and Phase III Final Design and Restoration Implementation grant submittals. 
The project site is just north of the Close Property, in which 560 feet of high quality nearshore habitat was purchased using SRFB funds (Project 04-1438). The nearshore in the project area has been documented to support a great diversity of salmonid species and important prey resources, including chinook, chum, coho, pink, cutthroat, steelhead, sand lance, surf smelt, and herring. The project area may support other salmonid species, such as bull trout. When restored, the project will provide on-site habitats and functions important to the success of salmonids and their prey resources in the nearshore. Based on the Bainbridge Island Nearshore Assessment, a SRFB funded project, we know the Port Orchard Pass project is in a priority conservation area located within an at-risk drift-cell. The project is important to improve and maintain properly functioning conditions along a drift-cell that contains very sensitive habitats.  This project will combine with the Close Property and other undeveloped shoreline parcels (which could potentially be a focus for further protection actions such as conservation easements) to more continuous undeveloped.  As a focus area for BILT’s protection endeavors, when protected, the Port Orchard Pass project will add 39 acres of protected property in close proximity to the 64-acre Close Property, which abuts the 318-acre Gazzam Lake Park and Wildlife Preserve, where BILT holds a conservation easement. When implemented, this project will result in over a ½ mile of unarmored shoreline.  Bainbridge Island shoreline, like much of West Sound Watersheds nearshore, is used by salmonids during many phases of their life cycles.  In addition, this stretch of Port Orchard Pass has documented Surf Smelt Spawning, and Sand Land Spawning areas, and is mentioned by Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife as a Pre-Spawner Holding Area for Herring.  There is a bald eagle nesting tree on the property. 
B. Provide a scope of work. Provide a detailed description of the proposed project tasks, who will be responsible for each, what the project deliverables will be, and a schedule for accomplishing them. If the project will produce a design, please specify the level of design that will be developed (conceptual, preliminary, or final). Planning projects should typically be completed within 2 years of funding.
Scope of Work:  Bainbridge Island Land Trust will be project sponsor and oversee timely execution of the project agreement.
Tasks – to be completed prior to August 2016 2017 (we want to apply for acquisition/restoration funds August 20162017), and will follow Manual 18, Appendix D for Design Projects:
1. Project Management:  Oversee all contracts related to the design project, facilitate permitting, facilitate any stakeholder issues, insure timely facilitation of project goals.  This will be provided by a BILT hired contractor or BILT staff.
2. Feasibility/Information Gathering to Inform Design:  Geotechnical, Hazardous Materials Assessment, Wetlands Delineation, Vegetation Survey (native and non-native), Hydrology Assessment, Fish and Wildlife Inventory, Cultural Resources Assessment of proposed project area.  Cultural Resources observations of geotechnical and other ground disturbing assessment work (such as wetlands) will take place. Provided by qualified contractors of volunteers of BILT.
3. Engineering Design: Based of feasibility information, survey work will be completed and conceptual, preliminary, designs will be completed for stakeholder review.  Final restoration designs will be completed and submitted as part of permitting. Provided by contract coastal engineer.
4. Cost Estimate For Restoration Implementation:  Provided by Engineer, potential contract providers,  and Project Manager
5. Public Outreach:  Provided by BILT.  Includes outreach to neighboring landowners to share information about proposed restoration efforts, and perhaps involve more landowners in the permanent protection of their shoreline in this important reach. 
6. Permitting:  Involvement of permitting agencies throughout the project will take place and permits will be submitted prior to the end of the project.
7. Final Report – provided by BILT and Project Manager.
The completion of the preliminary design will take into account shoreline processes, cultural resources, geotechnical analysis, hydrology (there are wetlands and seeps/streams), and topography.  Additionally, the examination of the best course of action to remove/demolish structures on the property will take place. At a minimum, the project will result in a 90%preliminary design that will help start permitting of the restoration actions, and to achieve costs estimates for the implementation of restoration actions.  The real goal will be to produce final preliminary designs, allowing for the project to be ready for future grant submittals for Phase II Acquisition and Phase III Final Design and Restoration Implementation.
A. Explain how you determined your cost estimates. Please attach a detailed budget for completing the scope of work. Include anticipated costs for labor, land acquisition, consultant fees and tasks, construction contracts, materials, and other relevant costs as appropriate.
B. Costs are based on BILT’s prior experience implementing design projects of similar scope and scale. Additionally, BILT researched other restoration design projects on PRISM to help guide estimated costs associated with this project type. A cost estimate is attached in PRISM.
C. How have lessons learned from completed projects or monitoring studies informed your project? Sources of results may be from Project Scale Effectiveness Monitoring from TetraTech, individual sponsors, lessons learned from previously implemented projects, Intensively Monitored Watershed results, or other sources.
By performing rigorous feasibility work to inform the restoration design, including cultural resources, we have been fairly successful with project implementation running smoothly – without a lot of surprises. 
6. If your project includes an assessment or inventory (NOTE project may extend across a wide area and cover multiple properties).
A. Describe any previous or ongoing assessment or inventory work in your project’s geographic area and how this project will build upon, rather than duplicate, the completed work.
Reach scale work has taken place in this stretch of Bainbridge Island along the shore as well inventories of forage fish, sea bird and other wildlife.  Bainbridge Island Nearshore Assessment (2003) was been done to identify the shoreline features of this reach.  We will not attempt to duplicate that information but build upon it for more site specific data that will lead to better understanding this site, and ultimately manage it as functioning nearshore and riparian habitat.  Additionally, Bainbridge Island Current and Historic Geographic Mapping has taken place, identifying the project area as a historic feeder bluff area.  The attached image Greenway Geologic Features outlines some of the geomorphic features of the project site, 
7. If your project includes developing a design:
A. Will your project be designed by a licensed professional engineer?
Yes
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:  N/A
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 (i.e., addresses a priority action, occurs in a priority area, or targets a priority fish species).
The Port Orchard Passage Project, when all three phases are implemented, will address the West Sound Watershed Lead Entity Strategy which emphasizes a multi-species, ecosystem approach.  East Kitsap has identified nearshore habitat conservation and restoration as a high priority, which will benefit local species as well as salmon originating from other watersheds in the Puget Sound that use our nearshore areas during migration out to sea and back again.   This project specifically addresses the strategic initiative to protect and restore habitat to support salmon recovery that will directly contribute to progress toward the 2020 ecosystem recovery targets for swimming beaches, shellfish beds, Chinook salmon, orcas, shoreline armoring, eelgrass, land development, estuaries, and marine sediment quality.
The West Sound Watershed Lead Entity has identified the following Limiting Factors for Salmon Recovery for East Kitsap (including Bainbridge Island): 
· Highest-Priority Limiting Ecological Processes: 
· The highest priority limiting process for nearshore areas is the loss of sediment supply and marine shoreline vegetation, which is often associated with shoreline armoring. 
· Highest-Priority Limiting Habitat Feature:
· The highest priority limiting feature for nearshore areas is the alteration of natural shorelines and functions. 
Implement prioritized nearshore and estuary restoration projects
The project specifically addresses PSNERP target ecological  processes and management measures objective 6 of protecting relatively undergraded sources of sediment and prevent degradation of divergence zones and bluff-backed beaches, and protect bluff-back beaches and divergence zones with minimal shoreline alterations while also addressing PSNERP’s objective 4 (c ): Improve connectivity between adjacent uplands and the nearshore.
B. Explain why it is important to do this project now instead of later. (Consider its sequence relative to other needs in the watershed and the current level and imminence of risk to habitat).
The property is under imminent threat of development.  Trust for Public Lands and Bainbridge Island Land Trust are making serious attempts to secure this property for permanent protection and to restore this land into functioning habitat.  The existing landowners have acknowledged our project proposal to restore the shore and to acquire their properties and are currently working with TPL and BILT on negotiations to achieve these goals.  However, a developer has been pursuing this property intensively for the past 6 12months and is offering a higher price than what our initial appraisal valuation is telling us, .  Also see Section 4 A which describes TPL’s and BILT’s efforts to work with a number of partners to secure our ability to purchase this property.   so we are trying all sorts of creative ways to secure this project. 

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. Attach a map in PRISM that illustrates how this project fits into the overall strategy, if relevant.
See Map 2, 3 and 4.  The project fits into BILT’s Conservation Plan strategy of focusing our efforts on shoreline protection and restoration opportunities.  We were integral in the protection of the Close Property in 2005, which is just south of this project area (see Map 2 and Map 4 on PRISM).  The Close Property became a part of the over 400-acre Gazzam Preserve, of which a large portion of the Preserve is protected by a permanent BILT conservation easement.  The opportunity to protect and restore the Port Orchard Passage properties extends these protection and restoration efforts in this Reach.  In 2008, BILT performed a Shoreline Priority Assessment, and identified properties north and south of the project area as Tier 1 high properties for protection.  These parcels are illustrated in Map 2 in PRISM. These are unarmored and are worth BILT’s pursuit of potential conservation easements in order to permanently protect the feeder bluff and nearshore functions.  As stated in this narrative, BILT’s and TPL’s larger project in this area, of which we have been working on for nearly one year, involves 39 acres of property.  The shoreline restoration portion of the project is restricted to 9 acres of that overall property.
11. Project Proponents and Partners. Please answer the following questions about your organization and others involved in the project.
A. Describe your experience managing this type of project. Please describe other projects where you have successfully used a similar approach.
Bainbridge Island Land Trust has successfully managed, implemented and completed two SRFB feasibility and design projects that included tasks aligned and related to this proposal:
Powel Shoreline Restoration Design Project:  SRFB Project 09-1691N
West Bainbridge Shoreline Protection Feasibility Project:  SRFB 10-1882
In addition, we are currently in the process of implementing the West Bainbridge Shoreline Protection and Restoration Project:  SRFB  13-1140C and the Springbrook Creek Evaluation and Feasibility Project. 
B. List all landowner names. 
1. Ryffel Family Springridge LP – Landowner Acknowledgement attached in PRISM
2. 	John R and Audrey Greenway Revocable Living Trust – Landowner Acknowledgement attached in PRISM.
C. List project partners and their roles and contributions to the project. Attach a Partner Contribution Form (Manual 18, Appendix G) from each partner in PRISM. Refer to Manual 18, Section 3 for when this is required.

Trust for Public Land is a key partner with Bainbridge Island Land Trust on the acquisition of the project properties.  As part of the acquisition process, there may be key feasibility and due diligence work that TPL performs that can be utilized in the design project and BILT will work in partnership with TPL to minimize any replication of effort. In regards to this project implementation, BILT will take the lead, but TPL will be involved as a stakeholder in the design process.  

D. Stakeholder Outreach. Discuss whether this project has any opposition or barriers to completion besides funding. Describe your public outreach and feedback you have received. Are there any public safety concerns with the project? How will you address those concerns?
We have not performed any public outreach yet about this project as the negotiations are stillon the acquisition are still underway fairly confidential. We do not anticipate problems with any outreach efforts as BILT has had a number of neighbors contact us with their support  and we will make public outreach a key component of the tasks associated with this project as we believe these restoration endeavors help create a higher awareness of the importance of the nearshore habitats and options available to restore their functions.  During the assessment and feasibility stage, neighborhood outreach will take place in order to determine any potential effects of design elements on neighboring properties. The fact that this project may ultimately result in tearing down a house (or removing it from the site) will lend itself to a fairly high profile project with plenty of outreach and public relations opportunities. 


Comments
Use this section to respond to the comments you will receive after your initial site visits and 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.
1. Recommended improvements to make this a technically sound project according to the SRFB’s criteria.
FROM REVIEW PANEL (Both State and Local Combined):  As described in the proposal, the potential acquisition and restoration provides an opportunity to connect two intact stretches of shoreline to create one extended stretch of high functioning habitat.  We recommend that the restoration feasibility focus on the shoreline, specifically on the armoring, fill, and invasive vegetation. This shoreline focus would appear to require a lower level of effort than proposed. Given the site and setting, our initial recommendation is to focus on the removal of shoreline armoring and fill that does not potentially affect the stability of the house. The rock armoring and fill that extends furthest into the intertidal zone is in two locations that are separate from the house location. Despite extending into the intertidal zone, there is abundant gravel moving past the site and it appears that the most significant impacts from the structures are the loss of an area of intertidal habitat and the disconnection of feeder bluffs, rather than a  impact impeding sediment transport along the beach.groin like
The removal of the house and associated concrete bulkhead would provide some benefits, but the costs may not be commensurate with the benefits for fish. The concrete bulkhead in front of the house is located higher on the beach and therefore results in less loss of beach habitat. The sponsor is encouraged to consider restoration options in this portion such that the house remains and the concrete bulkhead is replaced using alternative shoreline stabilization techniques and materials. WDFW’s Marine Shoreline Design Guidance (2014) is a good resource for informing the identification of such options.

We appreciate the ideas to narrow the scope of the design.  BILT recognizes the interconnection of activities that take place in the upland marine riparian area with the nearshore areas and the long term sustainability of looking at the landscape holistically.  From a long term stewardship perspective, the feasibility and design process will examine options for restoration along the entire 575 feet of shoreline, intertidal area and uplands and the various forms of restoration or enhancement available that will allow for long term function, without long term high maintenance requirements.  With the Land Trust as the likely owner of the property ultimately, the restoration plan will need to also keep in mind the long term stewardship obligations associated with land ownership.  For instance, maintaining the steep road to the shore of the house would be a very large stewardship and maintenance obligation that the land Trust would have to decide if they could take on.
Additionally, initial calculations indicate that approximately .6 acres of intertidal area has been filled on the project site, including the area where the shoreline house is positioned.  If fill is removed, but the house is not, and if the uplands are not included in the design, and yet activities in the uplands continue to function separately (such as maintaining a road to the house) then potential impacts to the shoreline restoration endeavors could take place.   
BILT prefers to let the feasibility and design process inform the options for restoration and keep in mind varying levels of restoration actions needed to achieve long term desired results for fish and nearshore and marine riparian habitat functions.  Please see edited comments in section 4 A for our further comments.
The rock armoring and fill that extends furthest into the intertidal zone is in two locations that are separate from the house location. Despite extending into the intertidal zone, there is abundant gravel moving past the site and it appears that the most significant impacts from the structures are the loss of an area of intertidal habitat and the disconnection of feeder bluffs, rather than a groinlike impact impeding sediment transport along the beach.
The removal of the house and associated concrete bulkhead would provide some benefits, but the costs may not be commensurate with the benefits for fish. The concrete bulkhead in front of the house is located higher on the beach and therefore results in less loss of beach habitat. The sponsor is encouraged to consider restoration options in this portion such that the house remains and the concrete bulkhead is replaced using alternative shoreline stabilization techniques and materials. WDFW’s Marine Shoreline Design Guidance (2014) is a good resource for informing the identification of such options.
The cost estimate includes a wetlands delineation, geotechnical analysis, and hazardous materials analysis. The notes describe the wetlands delineation as donated, but it is included in the funding request. Please clarify the funding request for the wetland delineation. Related to this, the level of effort for assessments appears high so please clarify the assessments proposed and associated budget for each element.
The wetlands delineation will not be donated and is included in the feasibility work and budget that will need to be completed to inform the design.  The scope and scale of the wetland delineation on this property is beyond the scope of what we thought would potentially be a donated wetland delineation. The budget has been edited to further clarify costs associated with each of the assessments recommended and has been loaded on to PRIS, including a vegetation management assessment and plan  If any of the required assessments end of being a part of the due diligence performed by Trust for Public Land as part of the acquisition of the property, then we will not need to do them under this design project.   But, after further consultation with TPL, we believe the assessments listed under this project will be necessary, specifically for the design, because of the steep slopes, seeps, wetlands and adjoining properties to the north that are developed with residences.  In addition, the budget has been modified/adjusted to take the project through feasibility , preliminary design, initial permitting, and cost estimates for acquisition and restoration actions.  The budget no longer reflects efforts of a final design and final permitting.  
2. General Comments:
At the time of the site visit, the sequencing was described such that the agreement to purchase the property is expected to occur prior to the deadline for the final SRFB application; therefore, if a purchase agreement cannot be reached then no final application will be submitted. If the agreement is not in place and negotiations are ongoing, please include an update in the final application.
As of this date, TPL nor BILT holds an option agreement or a purchase and sale agreement with either landowner of the parcels involved in this proposal.  Both landowners have signed a Landowner Acknowledgement Form (attached in PRISM). However, an option agreement between a developer and the landowner of 7 of the shoreline parcels expires August 10, 2015 and the landowner has indicated he will not renew that agreement.  TPL and BILT are working with private partners, the landowner and the landowner’s representatives to fashion an option or purchase and sale agreement.  The landowner that owns the multiple parcels previously had indicated that he was not interested in selling off portions of his property – but wanted to sell all parcels at one time (including more upland parcels not included in this proposal – see Map 2 for Total Protection Area).  He is now considering options of splitting up and selling of the land to multiple parties, of which conservation, preservation and minimal development would be the goal.   
FROM RCO PROJECT MANAGER:
Consider Adjusting the scope of this project.  Not sure it needs to proceed all the way to final design until BILT has site control.  Consider preliminary design to get a cost estimate and plan for restoration.  Seems premature to initiate permits when you don’t yet own the land.  How much can you pare back the cost estimate with a smaller scope of work?  Seems a smaller scope of work could get you where you’d need to be.  Preliminary design for restoration along with a funding strategy would help inform the overall cost benefit.  
The project scope and budget has been adjusted to result in a preliminary design.  We have broken the project into three Phases:  Phase I Preliminary Design, Phase II Acquisition, Phase III Final Design and Restoration Implementation.  Please see adjustments to the scope in Project Summary, Project Objectives and Project Details section of the Project Proposal.  Additionally a new budget has been loaded onto PRISM.  Also, please review notes in response to the Review Panel (above).   
Worksite should be the acquisition property – that is the focus of the design, not a reach, correct?
The design will focus on the approximately 11 acres of targeted area to be purchased.  Please see Map 2 and the purple outlined area “Shoreline Acquisition and Restoration Area”.  This is not a reach scale project, however the benefits from the project will benefit the condition of this particular reach by increasing the amount of unarmored shoreline and naturally functioning habitat. 
Identify the two parcels subject to acquisition – one property for each landowner.  Even though it says it’s not required for planning, it is appropriate for this design project, as we’ll need landowner acknowledgement from each.
There are 8 separate parcels (in whole or in part) that would be involved in the ultimate acquisition and restoration of the Port Orchard Passage project (all Phases). If you look at Map 3, you will see the green lines depicting parcel lines.  The purple outline on Map 3 depicts the area of focus for this project.  The Ryffel Family Springridge LP owns one parcel (the parcel with the house on it) and John and Audrey Greenway Revocable Living Trust owns the remaining parcels.  Both have signed a landowner acknowledgement and they are posted on PRISM.  
Is this enough time to complete the project?   Consider taking the full 18 months usually allotted to a design project.  No match would be required if completed within 18 months.  
The project timeline has been adjusted to take advantage of the entire 18 months available for implementing the project.  Having a preliminary design completed by spring 2017, so that we can use that design to inform our future phases of the project (acquisition and final design and restoration implementation) will be important.
Clarify consultant contributions.
No consultant contributions are now listed.  The scope and scale of the wetlands delineation, of which we thought could be donated, is too large and it is now a budgeted item. 
Consider including in your GDA description that an archaeologist will observe the geotech work and incorporate observations into the cultural resources assessment.  
The description of having Cultural Resources observe both geotech and potentially wetland delineation work (or other ground disturbing activities) has been added to Section 4 B (tasks).
Please attached BILT’s Articles of Incorporation which identifies a successor organization.  
BILT’s Articles of Incorporation have been attached onto PRISM.

3. Missing Pre-application information.
4. General Comments:
At the time of the site visit, the sequencing was described such that the agreement to purchase the property is expected to occur prior to the deadline for the final SRFB application; therefore, if a purchase agreement cannot be reached then no final application will be submitted. If the agreement is not in place and negotiations are ongoing, please include an update in the final application.
The project sponsor and Trust for Public Land is still in negotiations with the landowners of the parcels.  Please see our narrative in Section 2 “General Comments” above in regards to the current status of negotiations with the landowners.  Given we do not have a written purchase and sale agreement, we have re-scoped this project to be a preliminary design and still intend to implement the design work under the existing ownership while we continue to negotiate a purchase agreement.  The landowners have signed Landowner Acknowledgement Forms.
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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