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BACKGROUND 
Salmon Recovery Regional Organizations sponsored a one-day policy summit to discuss 
recovery plan implementation: what will it take to get the job done?  Policy and executive 
leaders from recovery boards, state and federal organizations, and tribes met to frame the 
issues and seek solutions to funding, monitoring, and integrating recovery plans with 
agency actions. 
 
Executive directors from the recovery organizations drafted three policy white papers on 
the recovery issues and distributed these prior to the meeting..  Expert panelists then 
presented comments on the issues and offered advice to participants.  Table discussions 
were encouraged throughout the day.  These papers and summaries of the table 
discussions are found at the end of this paper. 
 
RECOMMENDED ACTIONS 
Executive directors from regional organizations reviewed materials from the Policy 
Summit and have outlined a few key actions they expect to accomplish in the following 
months. These are: 
 
INTEGRATION 

• Integrate project lists: Encourage SRFB to provide incentives to integrate project 
lists within each region 

• Pursue coordination of funding sources (grants programs): Ask OFM(?), RCO(?), 
or GSRO(?) to work on development of a funding clearing house that operates 
like JARPA 

• Coordinate messages: Develop messages on a few key issues that all regions 
support and market them 

• Revitalize state agency MOA on 2514 and 2496 on how to work these two 
together better, perhaps using Puget Sound as model by examining results of 
integration project there and seeing what lessons can be transported 

 
FUNDING 

• Use the horsepower in the regions to market funding strategy: create a cross-
regional political strategy group 

• Use the horsepower (again): create a cross-regional policy group to evaluate top 
priorities and gain consensus on priorities that can be marketed for funding 
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• Use the horsepower in the cross-regional policy group to evaluate funding 
options, including taxes, incentives, mitigation, etc 

 
MONITORING 

• With Monitoring Forum and NOAA, clarify roles of all parties in monitoring 
• Through Monitoring Forum and with NOAA assistance, refine programmatic 

monitoring questions, high level indicators, regional priorities for data, and gaps; 
clarify and coordinate reporting requirements; and, focus funding requests to 
address issues identified 

• Create data coordination task group to work with NOAA and WDFW (or, through 
Forum) to facilitate identification of who is responsible for data collection, what 
data, when, and where ensuring individual regional needs are addressed 

• Regional buy-in to review NOAA draft data dictionary for abundance and 
productivity 

 
NEXT STEPS 
Executive directors will discuss these potential actions with their regional organizations 
and develop a work plan to accomplish those that are agreed upon. 
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Problem Statement: Multiple state and federal agencies have plans and programs in 
watersheds designed to improve the health of fish, wildlife, and habitats, and often have 
worked with local partners to develop these. Frequently, a common set of needs is being 
addressed by multiple entities with separate processes, often operating independently of 
each other. Funding processes run by different groups may operate on different 
schedules, and project sponsors may develop multiple applications for funding for the 
same project.  
Executive Summary:  Integrating these efforts will help ensure consistency of 
implementation, reporting of accomplishments, reduce participant fatigue, and 
maximize efficiency. Local, state and federal fund sources should embrace the concept 
of integration and support those jurisdictions willing to integrate their efforts.  
Action Desired: Identify proposals for policies at state and regional levels that will 
foster further integration while continuing to respect local processes and uniqueness. 

BACKGROUND 
Washington State and the federal government support numerous local and regional 
groups that plan and implement watershed management and salmon recovery efforts in 
the state.  These include the Lead Entities, Regional Salmon Recovery Organizations, 
Regional Fisheries Enhancement Groups, Watershed Planning Groups, Subbasin 
Planning Groups in the Columbia Basin, and more.  Many of these groups have worked 
with stakeholders to develop plans that identify goals, objectives, actions and policies 
needed to improve watersheds conditions and fish and wildlife populations.     
 
While each planning process may have a different emphasis, the management priorities 
and strategies in each plan are often very similar for a given area.  It is no surprise that 
assessments have led to identification of the same or very similar limiting factors in each 
plan, and that the strategies and actions to address the limiting factors are very congruent.  
Yet each plan also has its own unique aspects.  For example, salmon recovery plans 
address threats including harvest, hydropower and hatcheries that other plans largely do 
not address, while watershed plans often focus on instream flow, water quality and water 
quantity issues that are addressed in less detail in other plans.  
 
As emphasis shifts from writing plans to implementing them, we find ourselves faced 
with a common set of needs being addressed by multiple entities with separate processes, 
often operating independently of each other.  Some local stakeholders find themselves 
sitting on multiple boards and committees all focused on implementing the same general 
agenda.  Funding processes overseen by different groups may operate on different 
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schedules, and project sponsors may develop multiple applications for funding for the 
same project.  In order to implement planned actions and maintain public support and 
confidence, we need to ensure that these diverse groups are working together in a 
coordinated and cost-effective manner. 
 
CURRENT CONDITIONS 
We believe that all stakeholders support and welcome a coordinated approach for 
guiding and reporting implementation actions and outcomes if it increases fiscal 
efficiency, accountability, and recognition of all stakeholder groups.  A unified voice is 
critical to maintain efforts to improve watersheds and salmon populations.   Currently 
there are multiple organizations and processes at work and each has its own strengths 
and weaknesses.  Mandates differ and groups have unique histories and relationships 
with their partners (especially state agencies).  Effective integration will be built on 
partnerships that respect and embrace independence while supporting coordinated and 
cost-effective action on the ground.   
  
Integration has been pursued in different ways around the state.  In some areas, local 
stakeholders have chosen to combine multiple entities under one roof (e.g. the Lower 
Columbia Fish Recovery Board, which serves as Regional Salmon Recovery 
Organization, Watershed Planning Unit and Lead Entity).  In other areas, different 
organizations closely coordinate their efforts, while in yet others, different entities keep 
to their side of informal lines drawn in the sand.   
 
One-size-fits-all proposals for integration will not work, and top-down mandates will 
only bear fruit if they have strong local support.  We must continue to respect 
independent roles and authorities because the stakeholders that contributed so much 
effort into development of their plans deserve a role in implementing them, and often this 
role is statutory.  Transferring roles and authorities from one organization to another can 
be very volatile and may, if forced, actually undermine collective efforts.  Current 
funding process can create disincentives for integration as entities work to protect 
separate budgets rather than pursue an integrated solution that may result in reduced 
overall operational budgets.   
 
OPTIONS FOR CONSIDERATION 
Throughout this process of implementing salmon recovery plans, we need to reinforce 
our support for these key principles: 
 

• Each entity plays a critical role in the success of others  

• Building and maintaining public interest and support for natural resources can 
best be achieved/sustained through mutual support from each entity  

• Coordination is just good government 

Each area will have its own preferred approach to integrating different processes.  In all, 
we should emphasize the need for administrative and funding coordination among 
different entities and processes.  This could include: 
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1) Finding ways to increase effective communication among entities; e.g., promote 
stakeholder and staff participation across processes 

2) Seeking ways to leverage diverse funding sources to implement shared priorities; 
e.g., reward more points to projects in grant reviews that benefit multiple state 
policies or objectives 

3) Coordinating funding processes to ensure the best match between proposals and 
funding and reduce the transaction costs for those granting and receiving funding  

4) Seeking support from governments at all levels for efforts that increase economies of 
scale; e.g., a single review process (much like JARPA for permits) across multiple 
funding sources for grants that implement watershed restoration programs 

5) Sharing staff and administrative structures 
6) Asking state and federal agencies to create programmatic incentives for integration, 

while recognizing that each local area is unique 
7) Rewarding local efforts that increase cost-effectiveness of implementation efforts  
 
CONCLUSION 
Stakeholder participation in partnership with natural resource agencies to develop 
watershed and salmon restoration plans has been very successful in Washington.   
Commitments from those with the authority to implement the various plans are very high. 
Management priorities established in the various plans are very similar within regional 
areas or watershed areas.  Myriad stakeholders participated in the development of the 
plans and now are seeking to integrate the implementation phase by developing decision-
making frameworks and integrated committees that respect and reflect the various 
management plans.  An approach to move the concept of integration into reality is 
needed.   
 
This paper is only the beginning of what we hope will be a productive discussion of how 
we can integrate watershed and salmon recovery efforts to assure that diverse plans are 
actually implemented in an effective and cost-efficient manner.  Our goal is to further 
discuss issues associated with integration, discuss how it has been approached in different 
parts of the state, and identify proposals for policies at a state and regional level that 
would foster further integration. 
 
________________________________________________________________________ 

 
SSUUMMMMAARRYY  OOFF  TTAABBLLEE  CCOOMMMMEENNTTSS::  

IINNTTEEGGRRAATTIIOONN  
 
Break down agency stovepipes 
Move watershed health and salmon together 
Need to integrate monitoring and data management  
Focus on on-the-ground activities 
Need to develop trust and recognize the time and investment to do so 
Need to facilitate 4 H’s working together, not necessarily “integrating” 
Recognize integration and coordination are different 
Landowners are essential – need to keep them informed and engaged 
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Improve transfer of technology 
Natural resource agencies should look at MOA on sharing technology, science, etc. 
Step back and ask what is important to your stakeholders 
Streamline permitting processes 
Vertical integration is just as important as horizontal 
Need to ensure accountability happens and is appropriately placed 
Look for ways to integrate that don’t lose identities – acknowledge “turf” and build on it 
Cannot finish recovery without addressing watershed health 
Find a few key incentives and apply them 
Integration can’t happen without access to data 
At least integrate project lists 
Predictability is key 
Funding coordination – grants programs, e.g. – is vital to get buy in 
Local vs. state or federal control: identify areas of responsibility clearly 
Innovation is crucial for incentives 
Examples of integration and innovation must be shared - the best way to achieve buy-in 
Outreach and communication are essential for success 
A message that is integrated is needed for public decision-makers and funders – state 
agencies with a more uniform message that locals can grab on to 
Don’t create expectations you can’t meet 
Eliminate redundancies 
May be time to change the name of watershed recovery 
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PPOOLLIICCYY  DDIISSCCUUSSSSIIOONN  PPAAPPEERR: 
 

MMOONNIITTOORRIINNGG  FFOORR  SSAALLMMOONN  RREECCOOVVEERRYY    
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

Problem Statement: People want to know what progress we are making to delist salmon.  
Effectively answering this question requires coordinated and collaborative monitoring efforts that  
extend well beyond the capacity of individual agencies and programs.   
Executive Summary: Making cost-effective decisions about how to monitor and evaluate salmon 
recovery efforts is challenging. Although significant advances in monitoring and data 
management have been made, information from current monitoring work is not readily available 
and sharable, and some aspects of recovery plan monitoring are not being implemented.  We 
must agree on what are the highest priority monitoring actions, share information, and find ways 
to fund important needs. 
Action Desired:  Identify a process to define common needs, roles, commitments, and funding 
for both monitoring and data management. 

BACKGROUND 
Recovery plans are now being implemented in six of the state’s salmon recovery regions. 
Adaptively managing those recovery plans over time will require using good information 
about the status of fish populations and the effectiveness of recovery actions taken to 
guide ongoing decisions.  
 
The complex requirements for monitoring, evaluation, and management of information to 
answer salmon recovery questions extend well beyond the capacity of individual agencies 
and programs.  Progress towards answers will require unprecedented levels of 
coordination and collaboration in monitoring activities, data stewardship, and information 
sharing at both local and regional scales.  
 
Monitoring and data management are complicated, often viewed as mundane, and do not 
capture the public’s imagination.  But they are both essential to the success of salmon 
recovery efforts.  It is not unusual to ask important questions but then not provide 
resources for monitoring and evaluation work that would provide those answers.  If we 
are to be successful in answering salmon recovery questions, we ultimately must be able 
to answer the following questions: 

 
• Do we have the information needed to decide if we can achieve recovery goals 

and/or delist? 
• How do we organize to obtain the needed information in the most cost-effective 

way possible? 
 

WHERE ARE WE NOW AND WHAT ARE THE MOST IMPORTANT PROBLEMS WE FACE? 
Progress has been made in developing and coordinating monitoring, evaluation and 
information management in recent years.  All recovery plans have chapters addressing 
monitoring and adaptive management.  Local, state, and Pacific Northwest-wide 
collaboration and coordination venues have increased, more agencies are adding 
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technical support and capacity, progress on monitoring protocols and information 
standards has proceeded, funding has increased, and everyone has more practical 
experiences to learn from and share.  Broader guidance for monitoring programs is now 
available (e.g., Washington’s Comprehensive Monitoring Strategy and Action Plan, 
NOAA’s Research, Monitoring and Evaluation Guidance).  

 
Yet, progress remains insufficient when compared to the need.  Many key aspects of our 
recovery plan monitoring chapters are well articulated but not implemented.  We lack 
clearly defined common needs, roles, commitments, and funding to get the work done. 
 
A key challenge is to make cost-effective decisions about how to implement needed 
monitoring and evaluation actions.  Policy direction is unclear on how much monitoring 
and evaluation and funding is enough.  It is a given that there will always be more critical 
information gaps and science questions than we would like.  How do we balance the 
investment in different kinds of conservation actions versus monitoring work for us to 
adaptively manage our actions?  How much coordination and standardization is 
appropriate?   How do we ensure that the results of monitoring work are readily available 
and sharable with those analyzing and making decisions? 
 
WHERE DO WE WANT TO BE – WHAT IS OUR GOAL? 
In the long term we must have sufficient information to make timely delisting decisions 
– this will involve tracking the implementation of recovery actions, changes in threats 
and limiting factors, and of course the status of the fish themselves.  We must be able to 
explain to everyone what we’ve done and what the effect has been.  To do this, we must 
have the needed information and efficient, timely, and cost-effective data management 
systems and networks to share, extract, and store that information. 
 
In the short-term we must 

• substantially improve monitoring governance and coordination; 
• obtain commitments from partners on our highest priority monitoring actions; 
• agree on a process to deliberately share monitoring successes;  
• review and develop a strategy regarding information systems that support our 

most important needs; and 
• identify common monitoring interests and commitments that can be advanced 

by sustaining and enhancing funding for the upcoming biennium. 
 

OPTIONS FOR CONSIDERATION 
Principles for all options: 

i. Ensure that information needed to evaluate status against delisting criteria is 
provided by monitoring efforts 

ii. Ensure coordination of on-the-ground needs 
iii. Obtain tangible (e.g., funding) support for implementation of monitoring plans 
iv. Identify and prioritize monitoring activities, and implement monitoring 

actions in order of priority 
v. Identify immediate opportunities for coordination and collaboration 
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Recommendations for consideration: 
Utilize existing organizations and participate in ongoing efforts to… 

i. formally support implementation of monitoring provisions of recovery plans; 
ii. clearly define and articulate the highest priority regional monitoring needs; 

iii. share monitoring and information management experiences and tools; and 
iv. develop joint recommendations and related proposals for action and funding. 

 
________________________________________________________________________ 

 
SSUUMMMMAARRYY  OOFF  TTAABBLLEE  CCOOMMMMEENNTTSS: 

MMOONNIITTOORRIINNGG  
 
Define our common elements in need of monitoring (e.g., abundance, productivity, etc) 
Define priorities on a regional scale 
Each region will get a visit from the NOAA monitoring team to help define what 
priorities are for monitoring 
We need a common set of analyzed data, not raw data 
Data need to be collected and entered into a storage system in a manner that facilitates 
sharing without cumbersome accessing avenues 
We need to understand who is responsible for data collection 
Whatever system is picked, it will require ongoing education on use 
Translating material in databases into a story is not happening well 
Huge barrier: it is easier and faster to do it yourself than to coordinate 
Need a steady and reliable funding source 
Role of Monitoring Forum as coordinator and? Needs to be clarified 
Must have whatever is decided at a regional level translated and customized to local – 
one size does not fit all 
Guidance should be top down and bottom up so that it is useful for all 
Is it possible to develop a system that uses students and public to collect data? 
Need this for both status and trends and effectiveness monitoring 
Need clear benchmarks and end points for monitoring 
Need certainty that when goals are reached and verified by monitoring, then some action 
will occur 
Desirable actions: agree on common questions, provide funding to monitor, share 
resources to do monitoring, share results in easy to understand format within and among 
regions 
Focus on broader ecosystem health, not just salmon, but still must recognize VSP needs
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PPOOLLIICCYY  DDIISSCCUUSSSSIIOONN  PPAAPPEERR::  
 

FFUUNNDDIINNGG  RREECCOOVVEERRYY    
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 

Problem Statement: Salmon recovery will need a secure funding source for at least several 
decades to achieve goals established in plans.  Current state and federal funding will not be 
sufficient to sustain recovery efforts, so additional funding must be obtained from both new and 
existing sources. 
Executive Summary:  Actions proposed in salmon recovery plans benefit watershed health, 
provide regulatory certainty, sustain economies, and meet ESA requirements.  To get funding to 
implement plans, we must be able to demonstrate that 1)the highest priority actions will be 
implemented; and 2)our intended actions will achieve results; and 3)we can show tangible 
progress towards our goals. We must commit to changing directions if monitoring does not 
substantiate the benefits, soundness, and efficacy of our actions.  
Action Desired: Develop a long-term funding strategy that spreads burden fairly across all 
governments and ensures all regions have resources needed for a viable and effective recovery 
program. 

BACKGROUND 
Recovery plans have been completed or are nearing completion in seven of the State’s 
salmon recovery regions.  Attention is now turning to implementation of the plans.  
Recovery of the State’s salmon and steelhead populations will require several decades of 
effort by federal and state agencies, tribes, local governments, interest groups, 
landowners, and the public.  The success of this effort is dependent on adequate, timely, 
and sustained funding to implement the strategies and actions set forth in the recovery 
plans. 
 
Securing needed funding will challenge our commitment to recovery.  To date, funding 
for recovery actions has come primarily from state and federal agencies, local 
governments, and foundations.  Important progress has been made, but the recovery 
efforts are in their early phases.  Much remains to be done.  Funding needs have 
significantly exceeded available funding and in all likelihood will continue to do so.  If 
we are to be successful in recovering salmon and steelhead, we must be able to answer 
the following questions: 
  

 Why fund recovery? 
 How much funding do we need?  
 How do we secure needed funding? 

 
DISCUSSION 

 Why fund recovery? 
To succeed in securing needed funding for salmon recovery, we must effectively 
articulate why funding and resources should be committed to recovery efforts.  
Regardless of whether a funding source is federal, state, local, or private, we must be 
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able to make a convincing case as to why salmon recovery is important.  Key reasons 
for recovery include: 
 

 Restoring fish populations to healthy, harvestable levels 
 Enhancing watershed and ecosystem health  
 Achieving ESA compliance and delisting 
 Providing regulatory certainty and streamlining 
 Protecting the Northwest quality of life 
 Ensuring adequate and clean water for fish and people  
 Providing economic benefits and sustainability 

 
In addition to these general reasons for recovering salmon and steelhead, we must be 
able to assure funding sources that our recovery programs are credible and likely to 
achieve goals we have set forth.  Our recovery plans are the foundation for such 
assurances.  They are based on sound science.  They were developed in a 
collaborative environment that brought together federal, state, tribal, and local 
interests crucial to achieving recovery.  They identify the actions and priorities 
needed to achieve recovery.   And, while our plans are a critical first step toward 
recovery, we also must be able to demonstrate that recovery partners are committed to 
implementing the plans. 
 
Finally, we must assure our funding sources that their support will make a difference.  
Recovery will require a sustained effort over several decades by numerous parties.  
We must be realistic in setting expectations.  We must be able to tell funding sources 
what their support will achieve both on-the-ground and in the context of the overall 
recovery effort.  We must also be able to articulate what has been achieved with prior 
funding. 
 

 How much funding do we need?   
In truth, we do not know how much recovery will cost.  We do not know precisely 
how much needs to be done or how long it will take to achieve our goals for recovery.  
We do, however, know what needs to be done in the near-term and have rough cost 
estimates for many recovery actions over the next 5 to 10 years.  Further, we know 
that early and substantial action is critical to our success in the long-term.  While 
some recovery actions have immediate benefits, the benefits for many recovery 
actions will require several years and, in some instances, decades to be fully realized.  
Moreover, it is also critical to build institutional commitment and momentum for 
recovery early, if we are to sustain it over the long-term.   
 
These factors suggest that we focus our funding efforts on meeting our needs over the 
next 10-years with emphasis on securing funding for critical needs through 2011.  
Critical funding needs over the next 10 years include: 
 
• Expanding watershed and habitat protection and restoration efforts.  These efforts 

form the foundation for rebuilding freshwater salmon and steelhead productivity 
over the long-term.  In the near-term, they are critical in preventing further 
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deterioration of habitat capacity and in beginning the long-term task of rebuilding 
habitat capacity.  Some of these efforts, particularly those related to habitat 
protection and passive restoration, can be implemented through existing 
regulatory, land use, and resource management programs at little or no cost above 
those currently mandated by existing laws, policies, and programs.  However, 
active habitat restoration activities will remain a major funding need. 

• Initiating critical infrastructure improvements. These can include development 
and modification of infrastructure (roads, treatment plants, dikes, etc.) that results 
in key habitat improvements.  They can also include upgrades to hatchery facilities 
need to reduce adverse impacts on wild fish or to assist in rebuilding critical or 
extirpated populations. 

• Initiating fish and habitat monitoring and evaluation programs.  Recovery efforts 
have been underway for nearly 10 years, but we still lack the means to adequately 
monitor and assess our effectiveness and progress.  It is essential that we move 
beyond discussing the how, what, where, and who of monitoring and begin to 
implement a monitoring program that will generate the information needed to 
make sound decisions, assess our progress, adjust course when necessary, and to 
justify continued funding. 

• Enhancing the ability and capacity of regional recovery organizations to organize 
and coordinate implementation of recovery actions.  Transitioning from recovery 
planning to implementation will require ongoing funding to support the efforts of 
regional recovery organizations and their partners.  It involves securing federal, 
state, tribal, and local commitments to implement the strategies and actions set 
forth in the recovery plans.  It also includes prioritizing and coordinating work 
among partners and resolving policy and technical issues that arise during 
implementation.  More specifically, recovery partners must begin to plan and 
budget for and implement recovery actions. 

 
 How do we secure needed funding? 

Over the past 10 years recovery efforts have been funded by a variety of federal, 
state, local, and foundation sources.  While important progress has been made, 
funding has not kept pace with needs nor is it likely to in the future.  If we are to be 
successful, we must grow our funding base while at the same time making the most 
efficient and effective use of available resources.  To do so, we must: 
 
• Commit ourselves to working to ensure that all regions the have resources needed 

for a viable and effective recovery program. 
• Demonstrate to current and prospective federal, state, and local funding sources 

and the public: 
o The benefits of funding recovery; 
o The soundness of our programs: 
o The commitment of our partners; and  
o The progress we have made.  We must implement monitoring and 

assessment programs to document our progress in the future.  We must be 
effective, creative, and persistent in telling our story.  
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• Recognize that in most instances available funding will be less than our needs. 
We must work with our recovery partners to set priorities that will ensure our 
most important needs are funded.   

• Develop a long-term funding strategy spreads the recovery funding burden 
effectively and fairly across federal, state, and local sources. 

• Actively work together with our state and federal partners to maintain and, if 
possible, increase funding from our traditional sources by demonstrating our 
progress, our capability to leverage funding, and our ability effectively put 
additional resources to use.   

• Develop new funding sources.  We must identify new government, foundation 
and private funding sources to augment our traditional sources.  We should: 

o Explore opportunities to collectively develop statewide or regional (e.g., 
Columbia Basin and Puget Sound) funding programs that benefit each of 
our regions.   

o Examine approaches being used across the state and nation to successfully 
fund watershed, species, habitat, and ecosystem protection and restoration.   

o Pursue opportunities to have our priority needs recognized and considered 
as part of existing water, habitat, ecosystem, and recreation funding 
programs.   

o Work to ensure that mitigation activities are more effective and 
complement salmon recovery efforts where appropriate. 

o Consider state or local tax or fee initiatives fund salmon recovery work or 
broader conservation or restoration efforts that benefit salmon recovery.  
These could include a sales tax increment, real estate excise tax, 
recreational equipment tax, or conservation tax.  Seek out partners and 
active interests to support such propositions.   

• Continue to build our capacity and the capacity of our partners to make the most 
effective use of our resources.   Volunteers, community groups, non-profit 
organizations, and landowners have made a significant contribution to recovery.  
They have allowed to more with less.  We must work to expand these important 
contributions, including our ability to support them in carrying out recovery 
actions. 

• Continually look for methods to further reduce costs, increase efficiency, and 
leverage our collective resources.  

 
_____________________________________________________________________ 
    

SSUUMMMMAARRYY  OOFF  TTAABBLLEE  CCOOMMMMEENNTTSS: 
FFUUNNDDIINNGG  

 
Time for action – tired of plans 
Public wants to know how they can help 
Must tell a story – why is this important 
Need to make our issue compelling 
Use your collected power 
Create a political strategy – line up the horsepower you’ve got 
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Strategic policy group is essential 
Organized policy structures are essential 
Must effectively communicate high-medium-low priorities 
Show what you are not going to do – some low priorities willing to forego 
What are the most important things you need to do – this is your message 
What can you do that will make a difference 
Figure out how to get a dedicated fund 
Bring solutions, not restatements of the problem 
How do you facilitate picking the top, most important things? 
ESA is no longer a compelling reason to be at the table, and haven’t made the case for a 
broader coalition 
There has to be proof that we have the capability to manage an issue before we get 
money to do it 
You’ll need a marketing strategy – must be able to show what you will sacrifice to get the 
top priorities that will achieve your goal 
Can we admit when something isn’t working and we are willing to stop, change, and go 
another way? 
Mitigation is a potential place for making changes. Local government cannot be asked to 
make decisions, and then be criticized by state agencies 
Programmatic actions need a dedicated funding source 
How do we market our products – create a sense of urgency – so that they are 
compelling? Could we use the options that come out of Puget Sound examinations? 
Need mechanisms for sharing and SRFB is a good way to control the flow of money 
Should we look at a recovery surcharge on fishing licenses? What about a sales tax? Or  
water quality tax? 
 



Policy Summit Report and
 Council of Salmon Recovery Regions (COR) 

Prioritization of Recommended Actions

Presentation to the SRFB

October 16 and 17, 2008

Olympia, WA



Policy Summit Background

Summit held on May 16, 2008 in Vancouver, WA

Salmon Recovery Regional Organizations from throughout the 
state, the Governor’s Salmon Recovery Office and the Salmon 
Recovery Funding Board sponsored a one-day policy summit to 
discuss what we need to do to implement the salmon recovery 
plans developed by regional organizations.  Policy and executive

 leaders from recovery boards, state and federal organizations active 
in salmon recovery, and tribal partners met to identify statewide 
issues and develop proposals for funding and monitoring recovery

 plan implementation in ways that are integrated with other natural 
resource management efforts.



Three Policy Areas of Focus

Integration

Monitoring

Funding



Recommended Actions for Integration

Potential COR Priorities
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Integrate project lists: Encourage SRFB to 
provide incentives to integrate project lists 
within each region

3 3 1 3 2.5

Pursue coordination of funding sources (grants 
programs): Ask state (OFM, RCO, ECY, or 
GSRO) to work on development of a funding 
clearing house that operates like JARPA

3 2 2 1 2.0

Coordinate messages: Develop messages on 
a few key issues that all regions support and 
market them

1 1 2 2 1 1 1 1 1.3

Revitalize state agency MOA on 2514 and 
2496 on how to work these two together 
better, perhaps using Puget Sound as model by 
examining results of integration project there 
and seeing what lessons can be transported

1 2 3 1 1.8

(Added) For Columbia COR, continue to work 
with NPCC on coordinating anadromous fish 
component of F&W Program with Regional 
Boards/GSRO

1 1 1 1 1.0



Recommended Actions for Monitoring

Potential COR Priorities
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With Monitoring Forum and NOAA, clarify 
roles of all parties in monitoring 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.1

Through Monitoring Forum and with NOAA 
assistance, refine programmatic monitoring 
questions, high level indicators, regional 
priorities for data, and gaps; clarify and 
coordinate reporting requirements; and, focus 
funding requests to address issues identified

2 1 3 1 1 1 1 1 1.4

Create data coordination task group to work 
with NOAA and WDFW (or, through Forum) 
to facilitate identification of who is 
responsible for data collection, what data, 
when, and where ensuring individual regional 
needs are addressed

3 3 3 2 3 2 3 2.7

Regional buy-in to review NOAA draft data 
dictionary for abundance and productivity 2 3 2 2 3 3 3 2.6

(Added) Peer sharing of monitoring lessons 
learned 2 1 3 1 1 1 1 1 1.4



Recommended Actions for Funding

Potential COR Priorities
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•

 

Create a cross-regional political 
strategy group that tackles high-level 
issues in common across all regions

1 1 3 2 1 1 1 1 1.4

•

 

Evaluate top priorities and gain 
consensus on priorities that can be 
marketed for funding (capacity, 
monitoring, projects, and others)

1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.0

•

 

Coordinate the marketing of top 
priorities for funding 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.0

•

 

Evaluate funding options, including 
incentives, mitigation, etc 2 2 3 2 3 2 3 3 2.5



State Request for 2009-2011 Biennium



Region Regional Organization
Project Costs

1

 
(millions)

SRFB Portion
2 

 
(millions)

Puget Sound (Chinook) Puget Sound Partnership 240 118

Hood Canal (summer chum) Hood Canal Coordinating Council 32 16

Washington Coast
Washington Coast Sustainable 

 
Salmon Partnership 19.26 15

Lower Columbia
Lower Columbia Fish Recovery 

 
Board 19.14 13.2

Middle Columbia
Yakima Basin Fish and Wildlife 

 
Recovery Board 21.5 12.4

Upper Columbia
Upper Columbia Salmon 

 
Recovery Board 50 18

Snake River
Snake River Salmon Recovery 

 
Board 15 5

State Totals3 $396.9 $197.6

Regional Recovery Plan Habitat Projects (Cost Estimates from Recovery Plans)

1.

 

These are estimated total habitat project costs by region for 2009-2011 biennium consistent with regional recovery 
plan implementation.

2.

 

This is the estimated portion of total habitat project costs needed from SRFB taking into consideration other 
existing funding sources.

3.

 

The relative habitat project needs/costs reflected in these regional numbers do not necessarily correspond or 
equate to the relative regional benefits to fish populations or ESUs/DPSs

 

of investing in habitat projects.



SRFB Requests to State and Appropriations by Biennium
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Request 37 36 30 42 24

Appropriation 26.351 12 18 18
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State Timeline

Letters will need to reach the Governor by mid 
October.

Letters should be cc’d

 
to Victor Moore and Kirsten 

Arestad

Educating your state representatives
In odd-numbered years the state legislature meets for 
105 days (January through mid-April) 
In even-numbered years the state legislature meets for 
60 days (January through mid-March) 

RCO factsheet
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