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February 24, 2005

TO:
IAC Members and Designees

FROM:
Laura E. Johnson, Director

PREPARED BY:
Neil Aaland, Assistant Director


Kammie Bunes, Outdoor Grants Manager

SUBJECT:
WWRP 2nd Year Process Clarification


Notebook Item #13

Before October 1st of each year, the Board must submit to the governor a prioritized list of local projects to be funded in the Washington Wildlife and Recreation Program (WWRP).  Since 1998, IAC has accepted applications once a biennium for three of the four Outdoor Recreation Account (ORA) categories – state parks, trails, and water access.  For the fourth category, local parks, IAC has accepted second-year requests, but only for acquisition projects. 

During the last three biennia, the Board set aside 25% of the statutory money appropriated to the local parks category to support second-year local government acquisition projects.  Table 1 provides an overview of the funds made available, applications submitted, and funds requested. 

	Table 1

	Biennium
	WWRP Funding Level
	25% Set Aside Local Parks Category
	Applications Submitted
	Funds Requested

	2003-2005
	$45 million 
	$1,406,250
	8
	$3,624,594

	2001-2003
	$45 million 
	$1,406,250
	23
	$6,198,023

	1999-2001
	$48 million 
	$2,187,500

	26
	$8,518,229


At the November 2004 IAC meeting the Board adopted a resolution that established the distribution of the unallocated portion of ORA funding for the 2005-2007 biennium.  Resolution #2004-40 also determined that five percent of the statutory appropriation for the local parks category would be set aside for second-year funding.  Table 2 shows the amounts that would be available at various funding levels. 

	Table 2

	WWRP Funding Level
	Local Parks Category Statutory Amount
	5% Set Aside for 2nd Year

	IAC Board’s request
	$60 million 
	$7,500,000
	$375,000

	Amount approved in previous biennia
	$45 million 
	$5,625,000
	$281,250

	Governor Locke’s proposed budget
	$36 million 
	$4,500,000
	$225,000


Staff has discussed some of the challenges associated with running a second-year grant cycle with a relatively low amount of available funds.  Are there alternatives that would allow IAC to meet its mandate to provide a second-year list to the legislature, and meet our values to offer fair and efficient grant programs?  

2nd Year WWRP Options

The following four options are presented for consideration.

1. Run a traditional grant cycle.

2. Submit alternate projects from the first-year list.

3. Consider only properties acquired under a waiver of retroactivity.

4. Increase the percent set-aside for second-year funding.

1.  Traditional grant cycle

Staff would accept applications as usual.  Applicants could request up to $500,000 in funding for a single project, even though we anticipate the total available funding will be less than that.  All projects would go through the traditional evaluation process, resulting in a ranked list for Board action in September 2005.  

Pros:  This option would be consistent with offering a cycle regardless of grant monies available.  All applicants have an equal chance at the available funds since this option includes the traditional evaluation process.  The ranked list provided to the legislature would be more reflective of the needs of local governments.  Providing a clearer picture of needs could open the door for additional funding for projects in this category through the supplemental budget process.  This was the process described during the recent IAC grants workshops.  

Cons:  This option may not be an efficient use of local agency resources.  Applicants expend a significant amount of effort to meet the application and evaluation requirements.  Applicants may view the likelihood of success as relatively low, subsequently submitting fewer proposals.  Given the amount of funding available, it is possible that IAC would partially fund the top ranked proposal only.  IAC project staff will also devote significant resources toward the effort, as will our volunteer evaluators.

2.  Submit alternate projects from the first-year list

The Board would submit to the governor the list of projects designated “alternates” from the first-year grants cycle.  This list would be submitted in rank order as established in the 2004 WWRP evaluation process.  

Pros:  This option would require no additional expenditure of time or resources by local agencies.  These projects have already gone through the application and evaluation processes.  IAC staff time for developing the second-year list would be negligible. 

Cons:  Using this option provides no opportunity for grant assistance for emergent acquisitions that the second-year funding was supposed to serve.  Knowing that only acquisition projects will be funded in the second-year of the 2005-07 biennium, some applicants may have postponed submitting applications for acquisition projects until the second year and this option precludes that opportunity.  This list represents lower ranked projects.  

3.  Consider only properties acquired under a Waiver of Retroactivity

Staff would extend the application deadline and only solicit applications for those properties acquired via a waiver of retroactivity. 

Pros:  This option provides an opportunity for funding for those applicants who have already expended funds in anticipation of seeking a grant in 2005.  New projects could be completed in a few months since the acquisitions are already done. 

Cons: This option requires the same amount of effort on the part of applicants, staff and evaluators, but reduces the “pool” of potential projects, which could eliminate high quality projects.  Extension of the application deadline could make it difficult to produce a ranked list in time for the September board meeting.  

4.  Increase the percent set-aside for 2nd year funding 

The Board could revisit their November 2004 decision on the percent of statutory local parks category funding for second-year projects.  

Pros:  If increased, the amount of second-year funding could enhance an applicant’s chance of being funded, thereby making the effort of application and evaluation more worthwhile.  The traditional grant cycle would be held, as was portrayed at the application workshop.  Applicants will have greater odds for funding, probably resulting in a longer list of applications, which could correlate to a higher quality pool of projects.  

Cons:  Applicants who have projects within funding range on the first-year list will be disappointed if the resulting change in funding level moves their project below the funding line.  Such an action could possibly result in confusion and frustration by legislators anticipating funding of projects within their districts.

Public Comment

This memorandum with staff’s recommendation is currently out for public review and comment.  Staff will provide a summary of those comments at the upcoming IAC meeting. 

Staff Recommendation

After review of the options proposed, staff has two recommendations for IAC consideration.  First, staff recommends selection of Option 2 - submit alternate projects from the first-year list.  Staff’s recommendation of this option is based on the advantages identified above. 

Second, staff recommends delegation of authority to the director to extend the deadline for waivers of retroactivity that expire this year.  By policy, a waiver of retroactivity provides an applicant with the opportunity to apply for grant funds during the next two consecutive grant rounds.  With so few funds available for the 2005 grant cycle, if requested the director could extend the waiver for one more year, to allow applicants an opportunity to submit projects in 2006.  

Staff has provided Resolution 2005-11 for Board consideration.

RESOLUTION #2005-11

Washington Wildlife and Recreation Program

Second Year Process

WHEREAS, for fiscal year 2007 of the 2005-2007 biennium the Board is required to submit a list of projects for funding from the Outdoor Recreation Account of the Washington Wildlife and Recreation Program, and

WHEREAS, the Board has limited this list to Local Parks category acquisition projects that meet program requirements stipulated in IAC Manual #10, Washington Wildlife and Recreation Program, and 

WHEREAS, the Board has set aside five percent of the statutory monies allocated to the Local Parks category for these projects, and

WHEREAS, the Board has considered options for the application and evaluation processes needed in light of the limited funds available, 

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that IAC hereby approves Option 2 – Submit Alternate Projects from the First -Year List for the 2005 grants cycle for the Local Parks category, and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that authority is delegated to the Director to extend the waiver of retroactivity period for one year for all eligible WWRP Local Parks category projects. 

Resolution moved by:










Resolution seconded by: 









Adopted/Defeated/Deferred (underline one)

Date: March 11, 2005

�Based on the 1999-2001 appropriation of $48 million, $1,562,500 (25%) of the local parks category statutory funding was set aside for second year projects.  Additionally, IAC set aside $625,000 of the Outdoor Recreation Account unallocated funding for these projects for a total of $2,187,500.


� A waiver of retroactivity is special permission from the Director, as approved by the Board that allows an applicant to purchase property before the project is funded.  Waivers are only granted for acquisition projects.





