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Special Meeting 
Room 175, Natural Resources Building  
1111 Washington Street SE, Olympia 
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Time: Opening sessions will begin as shown; all other times are approximate. 

Order of Presentation: In general, each agenda item will include a presentation, followed by board discussion, and then public 
comment. The board makes decisions following the public comment portion of the agenda item. 

Public Comment: To comment at the meeting, please fill out a comment card and provide it to staff. Be sure to note on the card if 
you are speaking about a particular agenda topic. The chair will call you to the front at the appropriate time. Public comment will be 
limited to three minutes per person. You may also submit written comments to the board by mailing them to RCO, Attn: Nikki Gaddis, 
Administrative Assistant, at the address above or to nikki.gaddis@rco.wa.gov.  

Meeting Accommodations: Persons with disabilities needing an accommodation to participate in RCO public meetings are invited to 
contact us via the following options: 1) Leslie Frank by phone (360) 902-0220 or email leslie.frank@rco.wa.gov; or 2) 711 relay service. 
Accommodation requests should be received by September 5, 2017 to ensure availability.  

 

 

OPENING AND WELCOME 

10:00 a.m.  Call to Order 
• Roll Call and Determination of Quorum 
• Review and Approval of Agenda (Decision) 

Chair Willhite 

10:05 a.m. 1. Consent Agenda 
A. Approval of July 12-13, 2017 Meeting Minutes 

Resolution 2017-28 

Chair Willhite 

BOARD BUSINESS: BRIEFING  

10:10 a.m. 2. Overview of Available Funding and Short-term Funding Strategy 
 

Kaleen Cottingham 
& Mark Jarasitis 

10:30 a.m. 3. Overview of Preliminary Strategy to Address Reduced Administrative 
Costs for this Biennium 
 

Marguerite Austin 
& Scott Robinson 

 

BOARD BUSINESS: DECISIONS 

10:45 a.m. 4. Options to Allow 2016 Applicants to Proceed with Certain Aspects in 
Light of the Capital Budget Situation 
Public comment: Please limit comments to three minutes. 

Resolution 2017-29 

Marguerite Austin 
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mailto:leslie.frank@rco.wa.gov
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BOARD BUSINESS: BRIEFING 

11:15 a.m. 5. Results from Policy Priorities Survey 
 

Wendy Brown 

11:45 a.m. General Public Comment: Please limit comments to 3 minutes.  

12:00 p.m. ADJOURN  
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Recreation and Conservation Funding Board 
Resolution #2017-28 

September 14, 2017 Consent Agenda 
 
 
BE IT RESOLVED, that the following September 14, 2017 Consent Agenda item is approved: 
 

A. Board Meeting Minutes 

• July 12-13, 2017 

 

Resolution moved by:   

Resolution seconded by:  

Adopted Date:    
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RECREATION AND CONSERVATION FUNDING BOARD SUMMARY MINUTES 
 
Date: July 12, 2017 
Place:  Educational Service District 113, Mason Room, 6005 Tyee Drive SW, Tumwater, WA 98512 
 
Recreation and Conservation Funding Board Members Present: 

    
Ted Willhite, Chair Seattle Kathryn Gardow Seattle 

Mike Deller Mukilteo Brock Milliern Designee, Department of Natural Resources 

Michael Shiosaki Seattle Peter Herzog Designee, Washington State Parks 

Danica Ready Winthrop Joe Stohr Designee, Department of Fish and Wildlife 

    
 
The meeting summary for July 12, 2017 was produced courtesy of Jim Reid, retreat facilitator. 
 
Retreat Purpose 
The Recreation and Conservation Funding Board (board) met on July 12, 2017 in a retreat/workshop 
format, facilitated by Jim Reid.  
 
The purpose was to spend some time on the following goals: 

• Understand how the various programs administered by the Recreation and Conservation Funding 
Board (board) have evolved and continue to evolve as we prepare to lead into the future.  

• Discuss the impacts of changes at the federal and state levels on the land acquisitions funded by 
the board.  

• Consider whether or not changes should be made to the various board-funded trail programs.  

• Preview Recreation and Conservation Office (RCO) agency and program priorities for the 
upcoming biennium.  

 
The following summarizes the key points discussed at the retreat and some proposed work to be done as 
a result.  
 
Retreat Summary  
Governor Jay Inslee opened the retreat by welcoming Board members, RCO staff, and members of the 
public. He told us about the honor he received on behalf of the state the previous day. Washington was 
named by CNBC the #1 state in the United States in which to do business. The Governor cited the state’s 
environment and recreation opportunities as key factors in this ranking.  
 
The Governor responded to questions regarding the Paris Climate Accord from Board Chair Ted Willhite. 
Ted asked about how the Board could or should address climate change through its grant criteria and 
evaluation process. The Governor believes that there is an opportunity to raise public consciousness 
through the grant process, educating and engaging various interested parties who can discuss these 
issues and coordinate their efforts.  
 
Replying to a question from Peter Herzog about how the Board should address the issue of public land 
acquisitions across the state, Governor Inslee suggested that the Board consider the future challenges of a 
growing population, housing and development, increased traffic, and conflicting land uses. He urged the 
Board to plan for the changing dynamics of the economy and the growing demand for open green space 
by Washington’s citizens. The Governor urged the Board and staff to envision the quality of life in the 
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state fifty years from now. If you do, he said, you will see the need for more open space and recreation 
opportunities. Parks and open space are more in demand because the state’s population growth in the 
past couple decades has been dramatic, and is expected to continue to grow at a fast rate. Governor 
Inslee reminded us that our state’s population recently rose above seven million people, and is predicted 
to reach eight million sometime during the next fifteen to twenty years.  
 
Danika Ready thanked the Governor for his support of restoration and recovery efforts after the state’s 
recent wildfires. She asked how the Board might develop or adjust policies to address the gap between 
the eastern and western sides of the state, encouraging equity and access. The Governor explained that, 
having spent the majority of his time on east side of the state, he understands that the focus is on the 
economic basis of land, which can be inconsistent with the vision of public land ownership. He 
encouraged the Board to engage with the public often about land uses and seek consensus on land 
management practices, thereby promoting partnerships and developing human relationships. These, he 
said, are needed to reach agreements on land use policies and how to accommodate potentially 
conflicting uses of land to achieve mutual benefits.   
 
Kaleen Cottingham mentioned several recreation plans that the board anticipates adopting, which will 
include a recreation-related video featuring the Governor. RCO staff is working with his team on the 
messaging. 
 
Board Members’ Backgrounds and Interests  

Because some Board members are new to their positions, the retreat began with the members and Kaleen 
Cottingham introducing themselves. They discussed their backgrounds and why they are interested in 
serving on the Recreation and Conservation Funding Board (RCFB). They are listed in the order that they 
spoke. 
 
Danica Ready, Citizen  

Her background is in climate change and science education. She’s from Eastern Washington—the Methow 
Valley—and is a professional in the field of conservation and trails. She recreates every day given the 
opportunities in the Methow. She is the mother of two children. 
 
Michael Shiosaki, Citizen  

He was born and raised in Spokane and moved to the west side of the state to attend the University of 
Washington. His career is in parks and recreation. He is interested in issues of equity—equity between 
eastern and western Washington’s citizens, equity among all people, and equity in the types and delivery 
of parks and recreation programs and services.  Agencies he has worked for have been applicants and 
customers of RCO and its predecessor, so he has seen the RCFB from the customer’s perspective.   
 
Joe Stohr, Department of Fish and Wildlife 

Joe grew up in an orchard in the Yakima area. He’s the oldest of eight children. He obtained degrees in 
Fisheries and Health Physics, and has worked for the state for thirty-five years. As a father of three kids, 
he’s interested in and his career has been devoted to what we can do to preserve the livability of 
Washington for future generations. 
 
Peter Herzog, State Parks and Recreation Commission  

A graduate of the University of Washington. He got a summer internship in a state park and fell in love 
with the field of parks and recreation. He likes to tinker with things (his inner engineer comes out). He is 
obsessed with getting people out into the natural world, which he believes is a key to solving society’s 
problems. 
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Kaleen Cottingham, RCO Director  

She grew up in Seattle, the oldest of five siblings. She attended the University of Washington and took up 
environmental studies. She became interested in forestry because there was no degree in environmental 
studies in the 1970s. She has worked for four governors and the elected Lands Commissioner (head of the 
Department of Natural Resources). She is celebrating her tenth anniversary as head of the Recreation and 
Conservation Office.   
 
Ted Willhite, Board Chair  

Born in Centralia on a small farm, he was raised by a single mom who moved the family to Seattle. He 
attended Whitman College and the University of Washington Law School. He’s worked in the Attorney 
General’s Office and in private practice. Ted also has served on the staff of a congressman. He serves on 
the Board because of his love of the outdoors, which began with Scouting. He has hiked on every 
continent. He seeks to give back—to give voice to animals and young people, in particular. He observed 
that we cannot drive anywhere in this state that the RCFB has not touched. 
 
Mike Deller, Citizen 

Mike is a native of Everett. He has been in real estate, on congressional staff, worked at the Port of Everett, 
and then in banking. And he served as the director of the Trust For Public Lands before retiring. He enjoys 
the work of this Board because of the issues it addresses and because each Board members brings a 
unique set of skills to the Board.  And he loves ribbon cuttings! 
 
Kathryn Gardow, Citizen 

She loves land, the outdoors, and public service. Kathryn arrived in the state from the east coast in 1985. 
She has two children. She and her husband have climbed more than 200 peaks. She previously served on 
the Farmland Preservation Advisory Committee, which ranks the WWRP farmland grant applications. 
 
Brock Milliern, Department of Natural Resources   

He intended to be a geologist when he entered the University of Washington but instead turned to 
recreation. He was a park ranger at Deception Pass. His goal is to run 1000 miles this year, and he is well 
on the way to achieving it. Today, he observed, the agency he works for, the Department of Natural 
Resources, is more deliberate about parklands and recreation. 
 
Board’s History Provides Context for Future Priorities 
To set the stage for the Board’s discussion about its priorities for the next two years, Scott Robinson 
reviewed the accomplishments of the RCFB during the 2015-’17 biennium (see “Accomplishments and 
Successes, July 12, 2017,” which accompanies this document), and Kaleen Cottingham provided a brief 
history of the Board.  

• The Recreation and Conservation Funding Board was created fifty-two years ago by a citizen 
initiative. 

• The RCFB began operating with no paid staff. Employees of other state agencies volunteered to 
staff it. Today there are fifty-five Full Time Employees (FTE). 

• The Recreation and Conservation Office currently staff four boards and one office (the Governor’s 
Salmon Recovery Office). The four boards are: Recreation and Conservation Funding Board; 
Salmon Recovery Funding Board; Invasive Species Council; and the Habitat and Recreation 
Coordinating group. 

• The first grant awarded by the RCFB was for boating. 
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• The success of the RCFB and RCO has resulted in the agency being given more programs and 
grants to manage. RCO currently manages thirty-five grant programs.  

• The Board is a grant-making entity with processes that are characterized by planning, openness, 
and accountability.  

• The Board acts as an auditor by holding other state agencies accountable for the funds that the 
Board awards to them. The citizen members can advocate for the agencies to coordinate their 
policy development and implementation.  

 
Marguerite Austin, who began working for the agency in 1988, observed that there is more emphasis 
today on policy and delivery of services and programs, and the Board is more deeply involved in policy 
issues. It also appears that there is less emphasis on strategic planning. Eric Johnson, Executive Director of 
the Washington Association of Counties (WSAC), who began working for the RCFB in 1989, commented 
that back then more state agencies were involved, including the Departments of Commerce and 
Transportation. This gave the impression that the state agencies dominated the Board. Eric suggested that 
the Board is stronger today because the citizens have a greater voice. Myra Barker commented that the 
RCFB faces challenges associated with land-based activities; conflicts arise when multiple users compete 
to use the same lands. This has prompted more citizen interest and involvement in RCFB’s grant making.   
 
Danika asked, “Where are the current gaps in resources?” Kaleen replied that RCO and RCFB faced a huge 
workload during the last biennium, particularly because of grant cycles and the revisions to the 
Washington Wildlife and Recreation Program (WWRP). She estimated that the agency may have only fifty 
percent of the resources needed to handle its workload. If the State Legislature does not soon approve a 
capital budget, RCO may have to lay off eighty-two percent of its staff. (But the agency could maintain the 
current staffing level for approximately ten months after the July 1st start of the 2017-’19 biennium 
without that budget.) 
 
Board Agrees to Refresh Its Strategic Plan 
Following the brief review of the RCFB’s history and recent accomplishments, the Board discussed its 
strategic plan. Board members agreed the plan’s framework is fine. They also agreed the plan should be 
“lightly refreshed” to address three topics: 1) climate change; 2) farmlands and forests; and 3) programs 
and services for communities of need. 
 
As a result of the discussion, Kaleen, Scott, and Wendy Brown will draft language to incorporate into the 
strategic plan that addresses these topics. They will identify objectives or strategies that identify intended 
outcomes and checklists or key performance measures to indicate success in advancing those objectives 
or strategies. They will circulate the proposed changes to the Board in advance of the Board’s review and 
adoption of the changes during its October meeting. 
 
The Board also discussed the need to be in sync with the Governor, other statewide elected officials, and 
state agencies, particularly on climate resiliency. The Board sees a need to communicate and coordinate 
with the elected officials and agencies to ensure a common direction. In addition, the Board and staff will 
consult the plans and studies of agencies, universities, and other key stakeholders to ensure that the 
RCFB’s vision and goals are coordinated and compatible with those of our colleagues in parks and 
recreation.   
 
Board Discusses Potential Priorities for 2017-’19, and Agrees to Select Them in October   
From mid-morning until late into the afternoon, the Board discussed a variety of issues that could be its 
priorities for the new biennium. Because there were so many issues to discuss and relatively short periods 
of time to discuss them, Board members concluded that they should not try to agree on priorities at this 
meeting. Kaleen recommended that a new survey be sent to the Board members so that they can rank the 
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priorities. Board members supported this proposal. At the October meeting the Board will review the 
survey results and reach consensus on its priorities for the biennium. 
 
In this section are the summaries of the Board’s discussion about the potential priorities. In some cases 
the Board reached tentative agreement on a direction or next steps, and those are highlighted. 
 
Land Acquisition  
This issue was discussed during the hour before lunchtime. At the end of the day the Board circled back to 
touch upon it again. Kaleen advised that the Board needs to know the state’s position before it can 
determine its role. Therefore, the Board expects to have a more informed discussion of this issue and to 
determine its role at its February 2018 meeting. 
 
To help frame the discussion, Kaleen invited Eric Johnson, Executive Director of WSAC, and Tom Bugert of 
The Nature Conservancy, to offer perspectives about opportunities and concerns related to the acquisition 
of land by government to preserve open spaces and trails.   
 
Eric outlined ideological, socio-economic, and fiscal interests and concerns. They are: 
 

1. Ideological: Land stewardship versus development is not a new debate. These questions have 
been around for a long time: “Who should own land? How much should the federal and state 
governments own? What is the impact of transferring land into the public domain on resources 
and jobs?” As Eric said, many of the County Commissioners he works for report that their “rural 
residents feel as if there is a war on rural areas and citizens.” Eric also cited polls indicating 75% of 
respondents have very strong beliefs about the issue. He surmised that a solution will depend on 
the 25% who take a “middle ground” position on the issue.  

 
2. Socio-economic: The population of rural areas is declining with the loss of jobs. As evidence, Eric 

cited the dramatic reduction in the number of students attending three elementary schools in a 
rural county.  

 
3. Fiscal: Only two sources fund county budgets; one of them is the property tax. As public agencies 

acquire more land, property tax revenues have declined. Shrinking budgets jeopardize services, 
including law enforcement, human services, and road maintenance. Eric also stated that rural 
elected officials and citizens believe that lands in public ownership are not being maintained’ 
therefore, “it is fiscally irresponsible to acquire more land when we are not taking care of what we 
own.”   

 
To offset the decline of resources, Eric described the broad coalition that formed to keep counties “whole” 
as more land was taken out of private ownership. The Payment-In-Lieu-Taxes (PILT) program was the 
result. Thirteen counties currently receive PILT funds, and those funds have helped rural counties provide 
basic services.  
 
Eric concluded his remarks by saying that “the transition from a resource-based to a tourist-based 
economy is a dramatic shift.” 
 
Tom argued that recreation is not “the silver bullet” that will attract tourists to rural areas and, therefore, 
offset the loss of property tax revenues. He also noted that the philosophy behind land acquisition, and 
conservation generally, is changing. Whereas once the attitude was “buy the land and shut it down so no 
one can use it,” today landscapes covering a whole ecosystem are being acquired and restored and, in 
some cases, made accessible to the public. He also commented that declining timber harvests are 
increasing the risk of wildfires. And for citizens, there is not much distinction between federal and state 
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government when public agencies acquire land. So state agencies are criticized for the federal 
government’s actions or inactions. 
 
Tom urged the Board to consider how our society can achieve conservation goals while helping 
strengthen local economies and reduce the risk of wildfires. He suggested that partnerships between 
federal, state, and local officials, and between the public and private sectors, are the starting point.   
 
During the ensuing discussion, the Board raised these issues:    

 State agencies are now focused (evolving over the past ten years) on multi-point interests in 
acquisitions, e.g. future public benefit, ecosystem values, recreational benefits, etc.  

 What losses or benefits are missed when land is left in public versus private ownership? 

 Do the board criteria account for the value of land or services in different areas of the state when 
evaluating and scoring grant proposals? 

 How does the Board balance responsibility and resources when it comes to acquisition policy? 
What role should (or can) the board take in stewardship of public lands? 

 The economy has changed, continues to change, and plays a role in the sub-economies of 
Washington counties, whose issues are multi-factored, so while acquisition may play a role, it is 
not the only driver for economic hardship. 

 Public access is a primary goal of the Board. How can this be maintained through acquisitions and 
an evolving economy? Fee simple acquisitions appear to be the ideal method for acquiring public 
lands.  

 How can the board be transparent about the cost of acquisition? 

 Can the Board help County Commissioners in their work of balancing policy and budgeting 
through sharing data? 

 The Board can share a role in public education and engagement, speaking to the true costs and 
needs of acquisition, where many singular state agencies are not able to do so. 

 
From the discussion emerged these specific ideas about how the Board might be involved in land 
acquisition policy discussions: 

• Identify the common interests of rural and urban citizens and the variety of interest groups 
involved in the issue. 

• Support the PILT program. 

• Engage with local elected officials, community leaders, stakeholder groups, and legislators.  

• Give local elected officials “cover” in promoting conservation and acquisition. One way to achieve 
this is to give them more complete and accurate data.   

• Identify the multiple benefits of land acquisition. What are the potential economic benefits of land 
acquisition? What are the economic and health benefits of outdoor recreation? 

• Urge that such tools as the designation of lands as “natural area preserves” and conservation 
easements be more fully researched and used where appropriate.  

• Help address concerns about public access.  

• Communicate ecosystem values more effectively. What will society value in fifty years that we 
could lose today if not preserved and protected? 
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• Determine if existing rules and regulations would preserve ecosystem functions if lands remain in 
private ownership. Would any be lost? If so, would additional rules and regulations preserve them 
under private ownership? Or would their potential loss be avoidable only if they were in public 
ownership? 

• In urban areas, balance the need for more housing and jobs with the need to preserve lands for 
recreation. What is the right balance? Which are the lands that should be acquired? 

• Calculate the operating impact of using land.  

• Look for long-term sustainable funding. The Ruckelshaus Center is exploring this question and is 
supposed to issue its report in late autumn.  

• Create an endowment for operations and maintenance to ensure that lands currently under public 
ownership are properly maintained. 

• Address the perception that public lands are not well maintained. This may not be accurate.      
 
State Unifying Strategy  
Leslie Connelly provided a summary of the State Comprehensive Outdoor Recreation Plan (SCORP) and 
grant-related plans that will support the Board’s unifying strategy, as well as timelines for approval at the 
October meeting. She shared that today’s retreat is the board’s opportunity to shape the plans and the 
Board’s unifying strategy before a formal comment period scheduled for August.   
 
The Board discussed the following elements as part of updating SCORP and the unifying strategy and 
made suggestions for strengthening them: 
 

 Maintaining and improving the mapped inventory: 
o Several data gaps exist; the inventory needs to be “scrubbed” and new information added. 
o The map could show regional, community, and local parks the RCFB has funded.  
o To provide a complete picture, show land uses in addition to ownership. 
 

 Funding parks and trails equitability across the state, which includes public access and 
underserved communities.  
o What are the appropriate metrics for determining park needs in local communities? 
 

 Conserving habitat, which is included in several state agency plans. 
o Include information about or needs for carbon sequestration, perhaps in the grant criteria as 

an allowable use. 
 

 Support state plans, strategies, and initiatives: 
o Encourage best practices at state and local levels, with the goals of information sharing and 

public education. 
 

 Improve program outreach: 
o Empower partners and the public via data sharing. 
o Expand use of social media platforms to encourage messaging, public awareness, connections 

and local support. 
o Highlight successful grants on the website three to five years after they were funded. 
o Open access to grants; share information about grants and funded sites in a way that engages 

youth, perhaps through social media.  
 

 Changes to grant programs: 
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o The Board can review the final drafts during the public comment period in August to prepare 
for discussions and decisions in October. 
 

o Revise the grant evaluation criteria for state need and include an interactive map for applicant 
use, including five criteria for underserved populations and known health indicators.  
• The Board reached consensus on releasing these five indicators for public comment in 

August. They are: household median income, people of color, people with disabilities, 
body mass index for 16-19 year olds; and mortality rate.   
 

o Revise the Land and Water Conservation Fund criteria; 
• The Board reached consensus on releasing the criteria for public comment in August. 

 
o Implement the NOVA and Boating Plan Recommendations. 

 The Board reached consensus on releasing the criteria for public comment in August. 
 

o Review the matching grant policy, WWRP Urban Wildlife Habitat Category, and Matching 
Share Policy in Youth Athletic Facilities (YAF) program. 
 

o Evaluate the State Recreation Trails Designation System. 
 
State Trails 
Darrell Jennings provided a history and overview of trail-related grant programs, categories, criteria, and 
funding sources requirements that affect the Board’s work and plans, as well as recent project metrics and 
funding trends since 1989.  
 
In 1974, the Board’s predecessors in the Interagency Committee for Outdoor Recreation developed a state 
trails system designation plan. It has not been updated since then. Darrell guided the Board through a 
review of the document and the following trails issues and questions: 

• Should the goals of the RTP be modified to go beyond backcountry maintenance? 

• The Advisory Committee said the RTP is valuable but not competitive because the same vendors 
receive the grants.  

• The WWRP Advisory Committee suggested small changes in scoring criteria and the addition of a 
“health benefits” criteria. 

• The new non-road trails designation has caused some concerns. Should we put “sideboards on 
the definition? 

• The number of NOVA Trails Grants applications is an administrative challenge. Because of the 
number received, the evaluation process takes weeks. How can we streamline the process to make 
it more efficient? 

 
Scott Robinson followed up on discussions held at the May 2017 meeting regarding the statewide trails 
database. Scot McQueen, contracted to support this project, will have recommendations for Board 
consideration in October. One recommendation will be to pool funding among agencies and other 
partners to support a structure that shares data and is publicly accessible. The goal is to create the 
structure for the system first and then solicit contributions from other partners.  
 
The board discussed the following issues and questions: 

• Can the trail needs identified in SCORP be addressed through program changes or plans? 

• Are there gaps in funding opportunities for trails that need to be addressed? 
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• Are there certain trails or activities the Board wants to prioritize or target funding to? Should we 
designate the “spine of the system” and set aside a percent of the funding for projects along it? 

• What staff resources would be needed to update the 1974 trails system plan so that we can 
modernize our approach? What can be done now that will support a long-term plan? 

• Are there trails of regional or statewide significance? What would the statewide designation or 
certification mean? 

• Can we begin with already-funded trails, and use self-designation? 
 
Following the discussion of trails, Wendy Brown summarized the results from the recent Board survey 
regarding policy priorities. Each member was asked to order their recreation and conservation priorities, 
organized into three tiers of categorized tasks. The information supports staff development of a two-year 
policy work plan.  
 
Kaleen and Wendy proposed revising the survey based on the retreat’s discussions and asking each Board 
member to suggest what they believe should be the Board’s priorities for the biennium.  Besides the 
topics discussed today, the survey will include the match policy and public lands policy, both of which 
come from the State Legislature. At the October meeting the Board will review the results and work to 
reach consensus on a set of priorities for the 2017-’19 biennium.   
 
Final Thoughts About the Retreat  
Board members thought the retreat was very helpful, and applauded the staff for the work that went into 
its preparation. Board members felt the discussions allowed them to dig deeper into important issues and 
showed that they are becoming aligned in their interests, positions, and priorities. Board members also 
appreciated the opportunity to get to know and understand each other better. Many Board members 
commented that the discussion with Eric Johnson and Tom Bugert on land acquisition was very 
compelling and the most valuable discussion of the meeting. Finally, Board members thanked the staff for 
their “extraordinary work and support.”   
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RECREATION AND CONSERVATION FUNDING BOARD SUMMARY MINUTES 
 
Date: July 13, 2017 
Place:  Natural Resources Building, Room 172, 1111 Washington Street SE, Olympia, WA 98501 
 
Recreation and Conservation Funding Board Members Present: 

    
Ted Willhite, Chair Seattle Kathryn Gardow Seattle 

Mike Deller Mukilteo Brock Milliern Designee, Department of Natural Resources 

Michael Shiosaki Seattle Joe Stohr Designee, Department of Fish and Wildlife 

Danica Ready Winthrop   

    
 
It is intended that this summary be used with the materials provided in advance of the meeting. 
The Recreation and Conservation Office (RCO) retains a recording as the formal record of the 
Recreation and Conservation Funding Board (board) meeting. 
 
TVW recorded this meeting and broadcast live on July 13, 2017. More information is available at 
https://www.tvw.org/.  
 
 
Opening and Call to Order 
Chair Willhite called the meeting to order at 8:32 a.m. Staff called roll and a quorum was determined. 
Member Herzog was excused.  
 
Chair Willhite welcomed board members, staff, and audience. Board members introduced themselves. 
Chair Willhite reminded all attendees that the meeting is being broadcast.  
 
Item 1: Consent Agenda 

The board reviewed Resolution 2017-17, Consent Agenda, which included approval of the May 10-11, 
2017 meeting minutes and three time extension requests for RCO Projects: #12-1270, #12-1429, and #12-
1580A. 
 

Resolution 2017-17 
Moved by:   Member Mike Deller 
Seconded by: Member Michael Shiosaki 
Decision:  Approved 

 
 
Management Reports 
Item 2: Director’s Report 

Director’s Report and Legislative Update: Director Kaleen Cottingham provided an update on 
upcoming ribbon-cuttings for recently completed projects, encouraging board members to attend as their 
schedules allow. Director Cottingham updated the board on current legislative session activities, with the 
Legislature now in their third special session ending on July 20, 2017. She explained that the Legislature 
adopted the 2017-19 operating budget and re-appropriated older capital funds, allowing the agency to 
continue work for at least the next ten months; however, without a capital budget, the board cannot 
award grant funding. Should the Legislature not pass a budget by next Wednesday, July 19, the agency 

https://www.tvw.org/
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will continue with their contingency planning efforts. Grant funding resolutions 2017-18 through 2017-25 
were amended to approve the lists and request delegation of authority to the RCO director to issue grant 
awards once a budget is passed.  
 
Director Cottingham provided further updates on the outcomes of the recent session, including the 
operating budget, new salmon-related projects for the agency to administer, capital fund re-
appropriations, and a technical fix to the RCO Recreational Grants Program. RCO continues to monitor for 
updates on approval of the capital budget.  
 
2018 Meeting Calendar: The board reviewed the proposed 2018 meeting dates.  

January 31-February 1, 2018 Regular Meeting 

April 25-26, 2018 Regular Meeting 

July 18-19, 2018 Travel Meeting, location to be determined 

August 9, 2018 Conference Call regarding the budget; about two hours in the 
morning (the Salmon Recovery Funding Board will hold a similar 
conference call in the afternoon on the same day) 

October 17-18, 2018 Regular Meeting 
 

Motion: 2018 Meeting Calendar 
Moved by:   Member Joe Stohr 
Seconded by: Member Danica Ready  
Decision:  Approved 

 
 
Grant Management Report: Marguerite Austin, Recreation and Conservation Grants Section Manager, 
provided an update on the current grant round activities, staff participation in conferences and project 
site visits, and collaboration with state and federal grant partners. The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
(USFWS) approved over $2 million in grants for three projects in Washington State that support 
recreational boating through the Boating Infrastructure Grant (BIG) program. In other grant news, RCO 
accepted the first round of applications for the Forestland Preservation Program requesting about $1.3 
million; current funding expectations would allow the board to fund at least two of the four proposed 
projects.  
 
Item 3: Follow-Up from the Board Retreat 

Director Kaleen Cottingham summarized the board discussions from the July 12, 2017 retreat, including 
major follow up items to re-survey the board on policy priorities, addressing climate resilience in the grant 
program criteria, and updates to the board strategic plan. Part of the policy changes are due to the review 
of the WWRP, but some are board-initiated such as the Youth Athletic Facilities (YAF) Program updates.  
 
General Public Comment 
Jon Snyder, the Governor’s Outdoor Recreation and Economic Development Policy Advisor, informed the 
board of funding received in the budget for the No Child Left Inside program in the amount of $1.5 million 
for the 2017-19 biennium, an increase of about $500,000 from the last biennium. The capital budget 
affects several programs administered by the board and it is critical that the Legislature makes progress in 
passing a budget. Mr. Snyder also shared news about the strong support given by Commissioner of Public 
Lands, Hilary Franz, and Governor Inslee for the Hanford Reach National Monument to be removed from 
the proposed list of changes to the national register.   
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Board Business:  Grant Awards 
Item 4: Approve Grants for the 2017-19 Biennium 

Item 4A: Washington Wildlife and Recreation Program (WWRP) 

Marguerite Austin, Recreation and Conservation Grants Section Manager, presented an overview of the 
WWRP program, including a brief description of the program’s structure and twelve grant categories, 
followed by the ranked 2017-19 project lists. The board approved eleven of the WWRP ranked lists at the 
October 2016 meeting, in order to meet the November 1, 2016 deadline.  
 
Ms. Austin described the funding structure, updated funding allocations to the WWRP and individual 
categories, and funding formulas that support the program as set forth in RCW 79A.15 for the three main 
WWRP accounts: Habitat Conservation, Outdoor Recreation, and Farm and Forest. The latter includes the 
new Forestland Preservation Category. Other recent statutory changes include adjusted funding 
allocations for the Local Parks, State Parks, and Urban Wildlife Habitat categories. Ms. Austin reminded the 
board of their decision on alternate projects, including recommendations for alternates, how to allocate 
funding, and the ability to move funds to other categories within the account.  
 
Ms. Austin specified that per Washington Administrative Code (WAC), applicants must certify that they 
have a funding match in place. RCO notified sponsors in mid-April and May, finding that thirteen projects 
across the eleven categories did not certify match. Some sponsors also withdrew their applications for 
individual reasons. Sponsors may request waivers to extend deadlines for certifying match, in which case 
the RCO director would review and approve the request, bringing issues to the board as needed.  
 
As the Legislature has not yet finalized a budget, Ms. Austin presented a revised resolution requesting 
that the board finalize and adopt the final ranked project lists and delegate authority to the RCO Director 
to award grant funding contingent upon approval of a 2017-19 state capital budget (Resolution 2017-18). 
 
Public Comment 
No public comment was received at this time. 
 
Board Discussion 
The board discussed grant program changes as they may affect sponsors or grant program staff. Ms. 
Austin explained that RCO provides funding scenarios for ranked lists to the Legislature to demonstrate 
how board decisions and changes would affect project funding. Director Cottingham reminded the board 
that the Legislature can remove projects from the ranked lists, but not add projects. In the recent session, 
the Senate removed three projects and the House removed all acquisition projects; the final approved 
project list will be shared with the board once a budget is passed. Ms. Austin explained that RCO’s policy 
director, Wendy Brown, and other advocacy organizations such as the Washington Wildlife Coalition, work 
to inform legislators of the importance of these projects. Engagement may include taking legislators on 
local project tours.  
 

Resolution 2017-18 
Moved by:   Member Michael Shiosaki 
Seconded by: Member Kathryn Gardow 
Decision:  Approved 

 
 
Item 4B: Nonhighway Off-road Vehicle Activities (NOVA) Program 

Darrell Jennings, Recreation and Conservation Outdoor Grants Manager, described the goal of the NOVA 
program to plan, buy, develop and maintain facilities that support a range of trail and back-road related 
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recreation. Eligible project activities include land acquisition, planning and site design, facility 
construction, maintenance and operations, and education and enforcement. Mr. Jennings outlined the 
funding sources for the program and the distribution across the four NOVA categories: Nonhighway, 
Nonmotorized, Off-road Vehicle, and Education and Enforcement. The board adopted the current 
procedure for allocating excess NOVA funding in March 2008. 
 
After the board approved the ranked project lists in May 2017, the NOVA advisory committees shared 
their recommendation to allocate awards for expenditure of funds received under RCW 46.68.045 and 
recommended allocation of these funds to projects in this order: 1-28, 31, 29, 32-33.  
 
As the Legislature has not yet finalized a budget, Mr. Jennings presented a revised resolution that 1) 
includes the advisory committee recommendations and 2) requests that the board finalize and adopt the 
final ranked project lists and delegate authority to the RCO Director to award grant funding contingent 
upon approval of a 2017-19 state capital budget (Resolution 2017-19). 
 
Public Comment 
Ted Jackson, representing the Washington ATV Association, requested approval from the board on behalf 
of his organization regarding the NOVA ranked lists.  
 

Resolution 2017-19 
Moved by:   Member Brock Milliern 
Seconded by: Member Mike Deller 
Decision:  Approved 

 
 
Item 4C: Recreational Trails Program (RTP) 

Darrell Jennings, Recreation and Conservation Outdoor Grants Manager, described the Recreational Trails 
Program (RTP), a federal-aid assistance program intended to help states create and maintain recreational 
trails for both motorized and nonmotorized recreational trail use. The program’s goal is to reduce the 
backlog of deferred maintenance on recreational trails that provide a backcountry experience. As a way to 
distribute the funding equitably between user types, the federal program has an Assured Access 
Requirement. Projects are categorized into five types of uses that the trail or trails serve and each 
category has a minimum amount of funding it receives.  
 
Mr. Jennings directed the board to a handout that described the funding allocations for fiscal year 2017 
and fiscal year 2018 estimates. RCO anticipates that once the Fiscal Year 2018 funds are received, there 
will be about $420,000 of excess motorized funding due to a lack of requests. Staff will meet with the 
advisory committee to receive recommendations for the board on options for utilizing excess funding. 
 
The board adopted the preliminary ranked lists of projects in May 2017. As the Legislature has not yet 
finalized a budget, Mr. Jennings presented a revised resolution requesting that the board finalize and 
adopt the final ranked project lists and delegate authority to the RCO Director to award grant funding 
contingent upon approval of a 2017-19 state capital budget (Resolution 2017-20). 
 
Public Comment 
Kristen Kubitza, Advocacy Coordinator for the Washington Trails Association, thanked the board for the 
opportunity to comment. She provided information about her organization, mission, and volunteer 
network successes. She shared that there is growing demand in the state for trails, supported by the 
projects proposed for funding before the board today. She spoke to the efforts of WTA to build 
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relationships and garner support from the public to legislators across the state. Ms. Kubitza requested 
approval from the board on the projects proposed on the ranked list. 
 
Ted Jackson, Washington ATV Association, addressed the board regarding legislation that allowed ATVs 
on public roads under certain conditions, expressing his support. He additionally supported legislation 
that would help recreationists with disabilities on nonhighway roads for access and emergency services, 
requesting board support and potential funding to facilitate these efforts. Ms. Austin explained that the 
organization would be eligible for excess funds, according to the formula described by Mr. Jennings.  
 

Resolution 2017-20 
Moved by:   Member Michael Shiosaki 
Seconded by: Member Danica Ready  
Decision:  Approved 
 
 

Item 4D: Aquatic Lands Enhancement Account (ALEA) 

Marguerite Austin, Recreation and Conservation Grants Section Manager, presented an overview of the 
Aquatic Lands Enhancement Account (ALEA) including program goals, eligibility requirements, and 2016 
applications received. She described the role of the Department of Natural Resources (DNR), which 
manages 2.6 million acres of state-owned aquatic land and generates revenue through activities such as 
leasing sites for marinas, public ports, restaurants, utilities, and aquaculture, and selling harvest rights for 
shellfish. The board approved the ALEA ranked lists at the October 2016 meeting, in order to meet the 
November 1, 2016 deadline. 
 
As the Legislature has not yet finalized a budget, Ms. Austin presented a revised resolution requesting 
that the board finalize and adopt the final ranked project lists and delegate authority to the RCO Director 
to award grant funding contingent upon approval of a 2017-19 state capital budget (Resolution 2017-21). 
 
Public Comment 
No public comment was received at this time. 
 
Board Discussion 
The board discussed the top-ranked projects, specifically whether funding from projects that were not 
able to certify match would be allocated within the WWRP project lists. Ms. Austin explained that 
remaining funding would be allocated to alternate projects on the ranked lists.  
 

Resolution 2017-21 
Moved by:   Member Mike Deller 
Seconded by: Member Joe Stohr 
Decision:  Approved 

 
 
Item 4E: Firearms and Archery Range Recreation (FARR) Program 

Marguerite Austin, Recreation and Conservation Grants Section Manager, described the Firearms and 
Archery Range Recreation (FARR) Program’s purpose and goals, funding sources, and 2016 applications 
received. The board approved the ranked project lists at the May 2017 meeting.  
 
With recent license fee reductions and a coinciding lower number of applications received, staff 
anticipates that most projects submitted will received funding. Should there be excess funds, staff will 
work with the advisory committee to provide funding recommendations for the board to consider.  
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As the Legislature has not yet finalized a budget, Ms. Austin presented a revised resolution requesting 
that the board finalize and adopt the final ranked project lists and delegate authority to the RCO Director 
to award grant funding contingent upon approval of a 2017-19 state capital budget (Resolution 2017-22). 
 
Public Comment 
No public comment was received at this time. 
 

Resolution 2017-22 
Moved by:   Member Danica Ready 
Seconded by: Member Joe Stohr 
Decision:  Approved 

 
 
Item 4F: Youth Athletic Facilities (YAF) Program 

Marguerite Austin, Recreation and Conservation Grants Section Manager, described the Youth Athletic 
Facilities (YAF) Program’s purpose and goals, funding sources, and 2016 project applications received. She 
noted that two project sponsors did not certify match, as well as two projects that received a match 
waiver (both having received a WWRP grant award).  
 
As the Legislature has not yet finalized a budget, Ms. Austin presented a revised resolution requesting 
that the board finalize and adopt the final ranked project lists and delegate authority to the RCO Director 
to award grant funding contingent upon approval of a 2017-19 state capital budget (Resolution 2017-23). 
 
Public Comment 
No public comment was received at this time. 
 
Board Discussion 
The board discussed the funding match for RCO project 16-2023D, from the Town of Twisp project. At the 
July 2016 meeting, the board adjusted the match requirements for the project, which are now waived. The 
project sponsor received a WWRP grant and met the adjusted match requirements, allowing the project 
sponsor to continue with a full scope of work.  
 

Resolution 2017-23 
Moved by:   Member Brock Milliern  
Seconded by: Member Michael Shiosaki  
Decision:  Approved 

 
 
Item 4G: Boating Facilities Program (BFP) 

Kyle Guzlas, Recreation and Conservation Outdoor Grants Manager, described the Boating Facilities 
Program’s (BFP) purpose and goals, funding sources, and 2016 applications received in the program’s two 
categories. The board approved the ranked project lists at the May 2017 meeting. 
 
As the Legislature has not yet finalized a budget, Mr. Guzlas presented a revised resolution requesting 
that the board finalize and adopt the final ranked project lists and delegate authority to the RCO Director 
to award grant funding contingent upon approval of a 2017-19 state capital budget (Resolution 2017-24). 
 

https://secure.rco.wa.gov/PRISM/search/ProjectSnapshot.aspx?ProjectNumber=16-2023
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Public Comment 
Bob Allen, citizen of the Port of Grapeview, requested a “no fund” decision from the board regarding two 
projects on the ranked lists. He shared that a local group of concerned citizens question an association of 
former port of commissioners who have failed to conduct a transparent public process. Tension has arisen 
in the community regarding alleged false statements and lack of available funding for certifying match in 
the grant process.  
 
Chair Willhite asked about Mr. Allen’s actions since he appeared before the board in May 2017. Mr. Allen 
submitted written testimony at the May meeting, as well as a letter at this time, documenting his 
concerns. He explained unsuccessful attempts in reaching a resolution to these issues at the local level.  
 
Mr. Guzlas explained that for the acquisition project, the sponsor has met all of the RCO and board grant 
requirements. Mr. Allen contested the match funds claimed by the sponsor, describing the waivers the 
sponsor has received. Chair Willhite explained that further litigation of the issue would enlighten both 
parties, but the board is beholden to the information at hand since a lawsuit has not been filed. Ms. Austin 
explained the RCO requirements for certifying match and how sponsors are held to these requirements, 
including cases in which special permission, waivers, or exceptions may be granted. She shared that no 
reimbursement occurs until funding match is certified and the sponsor has made payments.  
 
Board Discussion 
As summarized by board members, without a lawsuit filed, the board must honor that all grant application 
requirements have been met, the sponsor has met their requirements, and the board must follow their 
statutory obligation to approve the project. It is still possible that any legal action would affect this 
decision at a later date; the sponsor also has the ability to withdraw. 
 

Resolution 2017-24 
Moved by:   Member Joe Stohr 
Seconded by: Member Michael Shiosaki  
Decision:  Approved 

 
 
Item 4H: Land and Water Conservation Fund (LWCF) 

Marguerite Austin, Recreation and Conservation Grants Section Manager, described the federal Land and 
Water Conservation Fund (LWCF) Program’s purpose and goals, funding sources, and the applications 
submitted in the 2016 grant round. Of the twenty-two applications received, six were unable to certify 
their required match. 
 
Administered by the National Park Service (NPS), the LWCF program remains as one of the longest 
standing grant programs of the board and was the initial catalyst for the board’s participation in and 
development of a state comprehensive outdoor recreation plan (SCORP). Ms. Austin summarized recent 
program changes regarding how and when to submit grant applications. 
 
Ms. Austin shared that in federal fiscal year 2016 the program received the highest funding amount to 
date, nearly $1.9 million; RCO anticipates a similar funding amount for the program in both 2017 and 
2018.  
 
As the Legislature has not yet finalized a budget, Ms. Austin presented a revised resolution requesting 
that the board finalize and adopt the final ranked project lists and delegate authority to the RCO Director 
to award grant funding contingent upon approval of a 2017-19 state capital budget. The resolution also 
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includes language regarding the spending authority necessary to administer the grant funds and the 
allocation of funds by Congress (Resolution 2017-25). 
 
Board Discussion 
Director Cottingham shared that the agency is currently working with a congressional delegation due to 
the Department of the Interior’s decision to require approval from the Secretary of the Interior for projects 
over $150,000. Other congressional issues include efforts to appropriate funds for the program, in part 
supported by a the designation of a new funding source, the Gulf of Mexico Energy Security Act 
(GOMESA), from oil revenues; RCO remains hopeful that they will continue to see funding increases for 
the program.   
 
Public Comment 
No public comment was received at this time. 
 

Resolution 2017-25 
Moved by:   Member Joe Stohr 
Seconded by: Member Mike Deller 
Decision:  Approved 

 
Director Cottingham and Ms. Austin shared that the past grant round resulted in approximately $500 
million in funding for about 500 grant proposals, all brought before the board today for decision.  
 
Break: 10:35 a.m. – 10:50 a.m. 
 
Board Business: Briefings  
Item 5: Boating Infrastructure Grants (BIG): Tier 2 Project Preview 

Karl Jacobs, Recreation and Conservation Outdoor Grants Manager, presented an overview of the Tier 2 
applications which have been submitted for federal Boating Infrastructure Grant (BIG) program funding in 
federal fiscal year 2018. Mr. Jacobs briefly summarized the program criteria, eligibility requirements, 
funding maximums and match requirements, and the types of evaluation processes. The BIG Tier 2 
projects are received on an annual cycle, evaluated by a national committee, and compete against other 
projects from around the country. Tier 2 funding is for projects requesting over $200,000 up to a 
maximum of $1.5 million. Funding for the BIG program comes from the federal Sport Fish Restoration and 
Boating Trust Fund, which includes revenue from a variety of sources including excise taxes, import duties, 
and gas taxes. 
 
This year, 2017, two applications have been received totaling over $1.74 million. Final applications were 
due July 5, 2017. Applications will be forwarded to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service by September 11, 
2017 for evaluation. 
 
Mr. Jacobs provided a summary of each project application: 1) Port of Allyn Marina Utility Installations, 
submitted by the Port of Allyn (RCO Project #17-1272); and 2) Point Hudson – North Jetty Replacement, 
submitted by the Port of Port Townsend (RCO Project #17-1277). 
 
Mr. Jacobs responded to board questions regarding the program success, dredging requirements and 
protocols, and the number of applications submitted to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) to date. 
Of the eighteen applications submitted since 2001, twelve have been funded: three are active, seven are 
complete, and as mentioned in the presentation, funding was announced recently for the two submitted 
in the current round.   

https://secure.rco.wa.gov/PRISM/search/ProjectSnapshot.aspx?ProjectNumber=17-1272
https://secure.rco.wa.gov/PRISM/search/ProjectSnapshot.aspx?ProjectNumber=17-1277
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Item 6: Update on Remaining Washington Wildlife and Recreation Program (WWRP) Phase III 
Changes 

Leslie Connelly, Natural Resource Policy Specialist, updated the board on the progress made on the 
remaining changes to the WWRP as a result of SB 6227 and the need to extend the timeline for 
developing draft recommendations. Prior to soliciting formal public comment or engaging with partners, 
staff requested additional input from the board. At the May meeting, staff presented information about 
several policy items, such as multiple benefits, conservation easements versus fee title acquisitions, 
policies for acquisition and development projects, stewardship planning costs, and nonprofit eligibility 
criteria. Direction from the May meeting and public comment were received by staff, who continue to 
develop and draft recommendations for the board for decision at the October 2017 and January/February 
2018 meetings.  
 
Item 7: Summary of Draft Plan Recommendations and Strategies 

Leslie Connelly, Natural Resource Policy Specialist, summarized the board discussion from the July 12, 
2017 retreat regarding the board’s strategic plan and other grant program plans, to include the following 
points: 

• State Comprehensive Outdoor Recreation Plan (SCORP) 
o Reviewing the vision statement regarding accommodating population growth, with the 

goal of keeping pace with increased demand and need 
o Renewing a focus on youth and highlighting youth, to include youth engagement, 

programs, methods for outreach and education, and encouraging youth-centered 
outdoor recreation opportunities; No Child Left Inside is included as part of the plan’s 
youth programming 

• Board’s Unified Strategy  
o Highlight public parks and access while maintaining a balance in conservation efforts 
o Increasing park equity and service to underserved communities using a mapping tool, 

supporting the board and staff policy work through localized, current information; 
additional metrics include population density and park gap analysis  

o Consideration of federal lands when assessing the volume of open space accessible to the 
public  

o Highlight the importance of park equity, perhaps briefing the board on a ‘level of service’ 
tool, other measures and metrics taken in the past, and national standards or best 
practices 

o Raise awareness about climate change but do not include it in the grant evaluation 
criteria. Encourage project sponsors to consider the effects of climate change on local 
planning efforts. Coordinate with the Department of Commerce on providing tools for 
locals to incorporate climate change in local planning efforts. 

o Recognize the importance of relationships needed with local government, elected 
officials, and nonprofit organizations. Encourage applicants for grant funds to reach out 
beyond application minimum requirements to garner support for their project and the 
grant programs. 

o Improving program outreach so that more feedback is received that will support board 
deliberations; suggestions for this included increased social media use, such as 
highlighting completed projects. 

o Revisions to the grant programs including the evaluation criteria for state need, adding 
five criteria for underserved populations and known health indicators; moving to an 
adjusted median household income that covers a smaller geographic areas such as a 
region. 

 



RCFB July 2017 Page 19 Meeting Summary 

The board discussed the mapping considerations to consider when using that method to assess park 
equity and access for underserved communities. Gaps or ‘blank spaces’ on a map need to have a process 
for determining what need actually may be, considering a local community’s needs and resources.  
 
Regarding state need, the board discussed how the state would be divided into regions that will take into 
account disparate median income levels in different areas, in order to avoid disproportionate distributions 
and maintain fairness.  
 
Lunch Break: 12:00 p.m. – 1:00 p.m. 
 
Item 8: Washington Wildlife and Recreation Program (WWRP) Match Waiver Policy: 

Recommendations and Direction for Public Comment 

Adam Cole, Natural Resource Policy Specialist, outlined four proposed policy options for local 
governments to qualify for a match reduction or waiver. He began with a summary of the Match Waiver 
Work Group progress to date and their process for developing the policy options, also referred to as 
“policy pathways.”  
 
Mr. Cole summarized the indicators and metrics used to develop the following four policy pathways: 1) 
Communities in Need; 2) Underserved Populations; 3) Counties in Need; and 4) Federal Disaster. 
 
To determine these options, a measure of median household income was initially used; the staff memo 
(Item 8) is based on this metric. In the presentation, Mr. Cole explained that this metric was not found to 
be robust in areas with primarily college-based populations, leading them to utilize median family income 
instead. His presentation revised the policy options based on this new metric. Mr. Cole demonstrated the 
varied community statistics that result from the two variables, stating that the median family income 
variable results in a closer estimate of the true median income in a college-town community. He 
requested direction from the board on using the new variable and, if approved, he explained that the new 
proposals based on this variable would also be released for public comment. This metric also serves as a 
proxy for issues of race and ethnicity.  
  
For the “Communities in Need” pathway, the board discussed the pros and cons of using a percentage-
based threshold for determining a college community, particularly with regards to how U.S. Census data 
tracks permanent populations. Mr. Cole explained that one element is that ‘group-housing’ situations, 
commonly experienced in dormitories or prisons, are not counted in U.S. Census population counts. The 
board also discussed the potential impacts to data from migrant communities, first-generation 
immigrants, and the differences between median household versus median family income.  
 
For the “Underserved Populations” pathway, the board discussed the value of using a census block group 
metric versus a larger or smaller jurisdiction. Mr. Cole shared the revised policy recommendation which 
removes the census block criteria, more closely aligning with the criteria as noted for the “Communities in 
Need” pathway, where the variable is based on college-populations using either median household or 
median family income. He demonstrated examples of cities and towns where the median income level 
precludes census blocks from eligibility.  
 
Mr. Cole explained the “Counties in Need” policy pathway as outlined in the board materials, with no 
additional suggested changes.  
 
The board discussed how the distributive qualities of the program may be impacted by using one variable 
versus another. Chair Willhite cautioned against selecting a variable that penalizes a low-income family 
based on their location; it is difficult to determine equity at such a broad scale. Director Cottingham 
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highlighted an important point from the WWRP statute, which is that it does not explain what entity or 
jurisdiction that is underserving a community. Mr. Cole shared that, as a first step, the work group 
determined that this fiscal policy is really directed towards the applicant and their capacity to raise match 
in a community with limited resources.  
 
Mr. Cole explained the “Federal Disaster” policy pathway as outlined in the board materials, updated to 
include a per capita recommendation of $3.61 for determining eligibility. Showing proof of economic 
impacts after a disaster takes time, providing a basis for the recommendation of a five-year window to 
request grants after a disaster takes place.  
 
When the final policy proposals are written, Mr. Cole explained that the data sources would be cited and 
included as part of the policy updates.  
 
Public Comment 
Andrea McNamara Doyle, Washington Wildlife and Recreation Coalition (WWRC) Executive Director, 
expressed support of the recommendations presented, including the recommendation to the Legislature 
to develop a policy for a match waiver. The WWRC is dedicated long-term to seeing the success of this 
policy and has already begun to educate communities across the state. As a participant on the match 
waiver work group, she agreed with the policy perspective of focusing on a fiscal policy that is applicant-
based. She spoke to median family income as a robust measure and expressed support of using this as a 
variable. She concluded by explaining that the work group was careful to develop policies that were clear 
and simple for applicants and grant staff to interpret.  
 
Chris Brong, Skamania County Commissioner representing the Washington State Association of Counties 
(WSAC), thanked the board for their service and inquisitive discussions. He expressed support for the four 
pathways and encouraged the board to accept them each as diverse options. Many communities do not 
have the staff capacity or resources to compete effectively or meet the match requirements; these policies 
acknowledge these needs and attempt to support grant distribution to communities in need and 
underserved communities. He commended Mr. Cole’s work as facilitator and staff to the work group as he 
guided the group in developing these pathways.  
 
Chair Willhite asked Ms. McNamara Doyle and Mr. Brong if they support the changes proposed as part of 
Mr. Cole’s presentation. Ms. McNamara confirmed that she agrees that all four pathways should be 
included and she agrees with the majority of the changes, noting that if Mr. Cole found a way to be more 
consistent with college towns then all changes are acceptable. She responded to board questions about 
the need to define jurisdictions based on the proposed variables, explaining that expanding the state 
median income variable would allow for more, larger jurisdictions to be eligible.  
 
Mr. Cole and Ms. Austin responded to board questions about sponsors meeting eligibility barriers, 
explaining that grant staff work with applicants to determine the most advantageous pathway and/or 
program.  
 
Mr. Cole demonstrated an example of the recently approved 2017-19 WWRP ranked lists with three of the 
policy pathways applied. The results of the analysis showed that the majority of those sponsors who could 
not certify match would have been eligible for a waiver or reduced match under the proposed policy 
pathways.  
 
Chair Willhite asked about whether sponsors would lack motivation to secure match if a waiver could be 
secured. Ms. Austin explained that most sponsors on the current list who did not certify were coming in 
with scopes of work that were larger than they would have been if they were seeking a reduced match. 
With all competitive measures, evaluation criteria, and grant requirements in place, she cautioned that the 
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board cannot look back retroactively on projects like this which may have been different had the planning 
begun at the start of the project proposal. Mr. Cole agreed that the real impact won’t show up for a few 
cycles, but that new applicants would be encouraged by the new criteria.  
 
The board discussed putting the four options out for public comment. Suggestions included adding 
context that frames the policy development process, adding options to the four pathways, and the need 
for further discussions on where to put the thresholds for eligibility.  
 
The board expressed general consensus in the readiness of the proposals for public comment.  
 
Item 9: Youth Athletic Facilities (YAF) Policy:                                                                          

Recommendations and Direction for Public Comment 

Adam Cole, Natural Resource Policy Specialist, began with an overview of the Youth Athletic Facilities 
(YAF) Program’s goals, eligible applicants, grant limits, and match requirements. He summarized the 
following recommended policy changes as detailed in the board materials: 

1. Eligible Projects (“Types”): Adding “New” and “Small Communities” projects 
2. Funding Allocation and Competition: Fund the “Small Communities” category 
3. Grant Limits and Matching to Other RCO Grants: Changes to grant limits and matching rules 
4. Matching Share Waivers and Reductions: Recommending New Criteria 
5. Evaluation Criteria (minor change) 

 
Chair Willhite expressed concerns about the increasing use of waivers and encouraged caution.  
 
Public Comment 
Doug Levy, Lobbyist, Maxine Whattam, Vice President, and Eric Friedli, President Elect, of the Washington 
Recreation and Parks Association, addressed the board. Mr. Levy thanked Director Cottingham and RCO 
staff for working with the WRPA on developing recommendations. He expressed that the maximum grant 
request of $250,000 could be increased to $500,000 with great success and he could provide data to 
support the recommendation. For the eligibility threshold, Mr. Levy suggested looking at 50-60k 
population limits for counties for small grants, as well as populations of as low as 5000 for small grants. 
He commented on the pilot category for “small communities,” requesting the board to wait until there are 
resources that will support a scaled effort. Ms. Whattam addressed the issue of project development costs 
and the need to increase the maximum requests. Mr. Friedli echoed his colleagues’ comments, thanking 
RCO staff and the board for the opportunity for public comment and participation.  
 
Director Cottingham asked the board to consider the comment received and provide direction for public 
comment. Member Deller favored reducing the population threshold to 5000. He supported an increase 
of the maximum request, but commenting on the potential for over-competition, stated that a smaller 
increase initially to perhaps $350,000 would be a better first step. The board also discussed limiting the 
grant sponsors to apply for one project per park. 
 
Mr. Cole used the preliminary ranked list for the 2017-19 biennium (resolution 2016-50) to demonstrate 
that the higher dollar projects tend to get funded more often in the YAF program.  
 
The board modified options 2 and 3 for grant limits and matching, to allow a maximum grant request of 
$350,000 and up to a 50% match from other RCO grants. For small grants, the board directed staff to put 
out the option for allowing matching RCO grants only.  
 
For match waivers and reductions, the board directed staff to put out option 1 and 3 for public comment, 
using all policy options (as detailed under Item 8).  
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Break: 2:45 p.m. – 3:00 p.m. 
 
Item 10: Compliance Issues 

Item 10A: Conversion Request: City of Yakima, Chesterley Park (RCO #75-030A) 

Myra Barker, RCO Compliance Specialist, summarized a request from the City of Yakima for approval of 
the conversion of 5.59 acres at Chesterley Park. Ms. Barker began with a review of the board’s role and 
responsibility in the conversion process. She detailed the City’s request, in which the City plans to lease a 
portion of the park to a YMCA for development of an indoor aquatic facility and fitness center. The 
projects involved in the request received funding from both the Land and Water Conservation Fund 
(LWCF), state bond funds, and the Washington Wildlife and Recreation Program – Local Parks category 
(WWRP-LP). 
 
The board requested information about the first appearance of this request at a previous meeting. The 
City opted for a different parcel due to potential public access limits that would create compliance issues 
and have brought the revised request to the board. The board discussed the proposed replacement 
property and intended use. 
 
Scott Schafer, City of Yakima Public Works Director, responded to board questions about the property 
first proposed as replacement that is located within the overall SOZO Sports Complex, as well as questions 
about public involvement and feedback, and access since the replacement property is in a less densely 
populated area. He also responded to a question about the proximity to the Yakima Airport, believing the 
noise factors to be a non-issue. Ms. Barker confirmed that the environmental assessment, required since it 
was partially funded with LWCF, includes information about noise impacts and other environmental 
concerns.  
 
Public Comment 
Scott Schafer, City of Yakima Public Works Director, Cliff Moore, City of Yakima City Manager, Jeff Cutter, 
City of Yakima City Attorney, Mark Smith, YMCA Chair Volunteers, and Bob Romero, Yakima YMCA, 
Executive Director, made themselves available to the board for questions but did not provide individual 
comment.  
  

Resolution 2017-26 
Moved by:  Member Mike Deller 
Seconded by:  Member Joe Stohr 
Decision:  Approved, Member Kathryn Gardow abstained 

 
 
Item 10B: Request for Policy Waiver: City of Bellevue, Enatai Beach Park (RCO #93-172D) 

Myra Barker, RCO Compliance Specialist, briefed the board on a request from the City of Bellevue to 
approve a policy waiver for a temporary closure that will exceed the 180-day limit due to Sound Transit’s 
seismic retrofit of the I-90 East Channel Bridge and staging for the light rail construction on I-90 that will 
impact a portion of the park. She explained Sound Transit’s intended staging process and potential 
impacts.  
 
Public Comment 
Elma Borbe, an environmental planner with Sound Transit, and Cameron Parker, a senior planner with 
Bellevue Parks and Community Services, made themselves available to the board for questions.   
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Ms. Borbe responded to board questions if other sites had been considered for the staging. Ms. Borbe 
explained there were limitations within the roadway and it could not provide the necessary area required 
to accommodate the staging.  
 
Mr. Parker responded to board questions about the public comment process that the City of Bellevue 
conducted. Mr. Parker explained that the City and Sound Transit had done outreach in the neighborhood 
of the project and had briefed the Parks and Community Services Board. The public expressed concerns 
about traffic and noise. He shared that the key aspect was to ensure open public access to the park and to 
not limit recreational opportunities during the construction phases. Other public comment opportunities 
were available through Sound Transit East Link State Environmental Protection Act (SEPA) process and city 
council meetings.  
 
Board Discussion 
Mr. Parker explained the proposed staging needs for the project, including the means for public access. 
He believes that the City is on track for construction and timely completion according to their proposed 
timelines. 
 

Resolution 2017-27 
Moved by:  Member Michael Shiosaki 
Seconded by:  Member Brock Milliern 
Decision:  Approved 
 

 
Closing 
Chair Willhite commended Wendy Loosle, Board Liaison, for her work with the board over the past three 
years, as this is her last meeting before she leaves the agency for a new employment opportunity.  
 
The next meeting is scheduled for September 13-14, 2017. The board will join the Salmon Recovery 
Funding Board in the afternoon on September 13 for a joint discussion and potential afternoon tour. On 
September 14, both boards will tour projects in the Nisqually Region that have received funding through 
each boards’ grant programs. 
 
The meeting was adjourned at 3:33 p.m. by Chair Willhite.  
 
Approved by: 
 
 
 
 
 
Theodore Willhite, Chair  Date 

 



Ite
m

 2Recreation and Conservation Funding Board Briefing Memo 

RCFB September 2017 Page 1 Item 2 

APPROVED BY RCO DIRECTOR KALEEN COTTINGHAM 

Meeting Date: September 14, 2017 

Title: Overview of Available Funding and Short-term Funding Strategy 

Prepared By:  Mark Jarasitis, Chief Financial Officer and Kaleen Cottingham, Director 

Summary 

The attached summary provides an overview of the Recreation and Conservation Funding Board 
funding currently available. This includes funding from the legislatively-adopted operating 
budget and the re-appropriations from prior capital budgets. It does not include any new 
capital funds as the Legislature has not yet adopted a 2017-19 capital budget. 

Board Action Requested 

This item will be a: Request for Decision 

Request for Direction 

Briefing 

Funding Available 

Attachment A provides budget details for Board review.  Staff will provide a briefing to the Board at its 
September 14, 2017 meeting.   
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Item 2 – Attachment A 
Recreation and Conservation Funding Board – Budget Detail 2017-2019 Biennium 

Operating Budget 
FTE Funding Uses  Amount 
 12.0 RCFB Related Administrative Funds  5,049,092 

(including board costs) 

Capital Budget - Reappropriations only 
 FTE Funding Uses  Amount 
17.7 RCFB Related Administrative Funds  2,281,030 

Funds Obligated in Projects: 
Aquatic Lands Enhancement Account - ALEA  3,888,737 
Boating Facilities Program - BFP    11,452,979 
Firearms and Archery Range Recreation - FARR   417,944 
Nonhighway and Off-road Vehicle Activities - NOVA  6,277,343 
RCO Recreation Grants - RRG    22,984,378 
Recreation Trails Program - RTP  2,210,099 
Youth Athletic Facilities - YAF  4,173,141 
Boating Infrastructure Grants - BIG  1,582,508 
Land and Water Conservation Fund - LWCF  2,770,550 
Washington Wildlife and Recreation Program - WWRP    48,920,215 
Total funds obligated  104,677,894 

Funds Not yet obligated in Projects: 
Aquatic Lands Enhancement Account - ALEA   328,263 
Boating Facilities Program - BFP  1,420,021 
Firearms and Archery Range Recreation - FARR   154,056 
Nonhighway and Off-road Vehicle Activities - NOVA   124,657 
RCO Recreation Grants - RRG   1,639,297 
Recreation Trails Program - RTP    162,037 
Youth Athletic Facilities - YAF     99,754 
Boating Infrastructure Grants - BIG    -  
Land and Water Conservation Fund - LWCF    -  
Washington Wildlife and Recreation Program - WWRP  9,501,185 
Total funds not yet obligated in projects    13,429,270  * 

Federal Authority - in reappropriations, using new 2017 federal funds 

BIG   124,000 
LWCF  1,509,000 
RTP  1,214,944 
Total federal funds available for new federal awards  2,847,944 ** 

FTE 
29.7  Grand Total  128,285,230 

* Funds to be used to fund partially funded or alternate projects on the 2016 lists once the state
capital budget is adopted

** Funds to be awarded in the near future 



PUBLIC COMMENT 

From: Donna  
Sent: Tuesday, September 12, 2017 12:49 PM 
Cc: mayor@townofwilkeson; clerk@townofwilkeson 
Subject: Re: Public comment for board meeting 

Item 4: “Options to allow 2016 Applicants to Proceed with Certain Aspects in Light of the 
Capital Budget Situation.” 

Thank you for allowing comment.  This summer,  the Town of Wilkeson placed 
3rd on the RCO's WWRP award list (thank you!) and we are eager to move 
forward on at least half of the town park project as soon as possible.  Our project 
is basically two fold- 1) replacing worn playground equipment with new and 2) 
leveling the adjacent play field.  Most of the RCO funds are set aside for the 
playground equipment costs.  The field work will take the least amount of cash in 
this project (town could wait for reimbursement in 2019) and can be done right 
away. Pending our construction contractor's schedule and approval, we would 
like to move forward this year on leveling the field in 2018 for good reason. Fall 
season is the best time for excavating work as it is nice and dry from summer. 
Often fall through winter is an easier time for our in-kind field labor and 
also means our small town maintenance staff is more available to help than 
during the growing spring season.   

Donna Hogerhuis, Wilkeson Council Member and Project Coordinator 

cc: Robert Walker, Mayor 

Trisha Summers, Town Clerk 

mailto:donna4281@hotmail.com
mailto:clerk@townofwilkeson.com


PUBLIC COMMENT 

From: Sarah Lopez 
Sent: Tuesday, September 12, 2017 9:36 AM 
Subject: public comment for RCO funding board Sept 14 

Dear WA State Recreation and Conservation Funding Board: 

We would like to share our current dilemma in regards to our splash park 
project that is in line for $500,000 funding from RCO this year.  The City 
of Arlington and the community have been planning and fundraising for 
the splash park for several years.  We were so excited to be named as a 
potential grant recipient.  The Stillaguamish Tribe matched the grant 
with $500,000 and community members through Arlington Rotary raised 
another $150,000.  We have given the public the expectation that the 
splash pad would be built by summer of 2018. They have waited patiently 
for two summers of fundraising. 

We are asking RCO Funding Board to consider granting us and other cities 
in similar predicaments, the ability to use our funds to start our projects, 
without penalty from current grant policies.  This year’s issue with the 
state budget is a very unique circumstance, and we are asking that you 
help us by allowing us to spend our own funds to get started on our 
projects so that we can keep our word to the community.   

Sarah Lopez 
Community Revitalization Project Manager 
City of Arlington 
360-403-3448

mailto:slopez@arlingtonwa.gov
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Recreation and Conservation 
Funding Board Strategic Plan 

Mission 

Provide leadership and funding to help our partners protect and enhance Washington's natural 
and recreational resources for current and future generations. 

Goals 

1. We help our partners protect, restore, and develop habitat and recreation opportunities
that benefit people, fish and wildlife, and ecosystems.

2. We achieve a high level of accountability in managing the resources and responsibilities
entrusted to us.

3. We deliver successful projects by inviting competition and by using broad public
participation and feedback, monitoring, assessment, and adaptive management.

Guiding Principles 

Guiding principles are fundamental concepts that form the basis for board policy. 

Principle 1. The board’s primary roles are to (1) ensure the best possible investment of funds 
in protecting and improving habitats, ecosystems, and outdoor recreation 
opportunities, (2) provide accountability for those investments, and (3) provide 
citizen oversight to the funding process. 

Principle 2. Successful protection and improvement of Washington’s ecosystems and 
recreation requires coordination across all levels of government and geographic 
scales. Decisions and actions should be guided by a statewide perspective 
coupled with each local community’s social, economic, and cultural values and 
priorities. 

Principle 3. The plans and strategies (conservation and/or recreation) of federal, state, tribal, 
local government, and other partners should help guide the identification and 
prioritization of projects. 



DRAFT 17-19 UPDATE 2 | P a g e

Principle 4. Projects must have explicit objectives, as well as appropriate designs and 
implementation plans to meet those objectives. 

Principle 5. The board will continue to work with federal, tribal, state, and local agencies, 
stakeholder organizations, and other interested parties to evaluate and improve 
the funding process. The board also will continue to ensure that it funds the 
highest priority projects with integrity and impartiality and provides 
accountability to the Legislature and the public to sustain that funding and those 
investments. 

Objectives and Strategies 

Goal 1: We help our partners protect, restore, and develop habitat and 
recreation opportunities that benefit people, wildlife, and ecosystems. 

Objective 1.A.  
Provide leadership to help our partners strategically invest in the protection, restoration, 
and development of habitat and recreation opportunities. We do this through policy 
development, coordination, and advocacy. 

• Strategy 1.A.1. – Evaluate and develop strategic plans and investment policies so that
projects selected for funding meet the state’s recreation and conservation needspriorities
and assist communities in need.

• Strategy 1.A.2. –Gather and interpret data that inform plans and help the board to
provide grant programs that balance investments across a range of activities.

• Strategy 1.A.3. – Coordinate recreation resources information and priorities.

Objective 1.B.  
Provide funding to help partners protect, restore, and develop habitat and recreation 
facilities and lands. 

• Strategy 1.B.1. – Provide partners with funding to protect, preserve, restore, and enhance
habitats.

• For example, this includes projects that help sustain Washington’s biodiversity;
protect “listed” species; maintain fully functioning ecosystems; protect unique
urban wildlife habitats; and/or protect game and non-game wildlife.

• Strategy 1.B.2. – Provide partners with funding to protect and enhance working farm and
forest lands.

• Strategy 1.B.3. – Provide funding to protect, preserve, restore, and enhance recreation
opportunities statewide.
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• For example, this includes projects such as bicycling and walking facilities “close to
home”; programs that assist with facility operation and maintenance; facilities most
conducive to improved health; outdoor sports facilities; programs that provide
improved recreation data; and/or access to nature and natural settings (includes
fishing and hunting).

• Strategy 1.B.4. – Help sponsors maximize the useful life of board-funded projects.

Goal 2: We achieve a high level of accountability in managing the 
resources and responsibilities entrusted to us. 

Objective 2.A. 
Ensure funded projects and programs are managed efficiently, with integrity, in a fair and 
open manner, and in conformance with existing legal authorities 

• Strategy 2.A.1. – Evaluate and develop policies and practices to reduce the number of
projects not starting or finishing on time.

• Strategy 2.A.2. – Regularly monitor progress in meeting objectives and adapt
management to meet changing needs.

• Strategy 2.A.3. – Ensure the work of the board and staff is conducted with integrity and
in a fair and open manner.

Objective 2.B. 
Support activities that promote continuous quality improvement. 

• Strategy 2.B.1. – Ensure the board has time on its agenda to discuss high-level policy
issues.

• Strategy 2.B.2. – Implement a board member and staff feedback process.

Goal 3: We deliver successful projects by using broad public 
participation and feedback, monitoring, assessment, and adaptive 
management. 

Objective 3.A. 
Broaden public support and applicant pool for the board’s grant programs. 

• Strategy 3.A.1. – Expand the board’s support by developing key partnerships.

• Strategy 3.A.2. – Increase public understanding of project benefits including economic
and ecosystem benefits.

• Strategy 3.A.3. – Increase the public and sponsor understanding of the relationship
between projects and climate resiliency.
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• Strategy 3.A.4. – Perform regular assessments to determine the public’s priorities for 
outdoor recreation and conservation funding. 

• Strategy 3.A.5. – Advocate for the protection of habitat and recreation through multiple 
venues. 

• Strategy 3.A.6. – Expand reach of grant programs by broadening applicant pool for grant 
programs. 

Key Performance Measures 

Goal Framing Questions Performance Measures 

We help our 
partners protect, 
restore, and 
develop habitat 
and recreation 
opportunities that 
benefit people, 
wildlife, and 
ecosystems. 

Within its authority is the board 
creating opportunities for recreation? 

Projects funded by type, location, 
sponsor type. 

Is the board funding projects that 
have been identified as priorities 
through recognized planning efforts, 
such as SCORP? 

Projects submitted for funding that 
address current gaps in service per 
SCORP and state-wide recreation plans. 

Within its authority is the board 
protecting and restoring natural 
systems and landscapes? 

Acres protected (through acquisition). 

Acres restored. 

Is the board funding projects that 
protect and restore natural systems 
and landscapes as identified in 
planning efforts? 

Projects submitted for funding that 
address current gaps based upon recent 
planning efforts. 

Projects implemented by natural 
resource agencies in relationship to their 
internal plans and priorities. 

Goal Proposed Framing Questions Proposed Measures 

We achieve a high 
level of 
accountability in 
managing the 
resources and 
responsibilities 
entrusted to us. 

Is the evaluation process objective and 
fair? 

An increase in the percentage of 
project applicants rating their overall 
satisfaction with the 

• application process, 

• technical review process 

• evaluation process 

as ‘satisfied’ or ‘very satisfied.’ 
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Goal Framing Questions Performance Measures 

Is the board fulfilling its statutory role 
to ensure statewide outdoor 
recreation and conservation needs are 
being met through grant programs? 

Biennial board self-assessment points to 
a positive trend in fulfillment of its 
statutory role. 

   

 How well do we maintain the state’s 
investments? 

Percent of completed projects in 
compliance with the grant agreement. 

Number of sites inspected over a 
biennium. 

Goal Proposed Framing Questions Proposed Measures 

We deliver 
successful projects 
by inviting 
competition and by 
using broad public 
participation and 
feedback, 
monitoring, 
assessment, and 
adaptive 
management. 

Are stakeholders and the public 
involved in policy development and 
project selection? 

The number of individuals and 
discrete organizations RCO reached 
out to for policy development and/or 
review. 

The number of hours donated by 
board volunteers. 

Are we achieving statewide 
participation in our grant programs? 

Number of projects submitted by 
location (e.g. county or other 
geography). 
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APPROVED BY RCO DIRECTOR KALEEN COTTINGHAM 

Meeting Date: September 14, 2017 

Title: Overview of Preliminary Strategy to Address Reduced Administrative Costs for the 
Biennium  

Prepared By:  Scott Robinson, Deputy Director 

Summary 
At the September 14, 2017, Recreation and Conservation Funding Board (Board) meeting, staff will  
present an overview of the strategies being deployed to keep operations running in light of not having  
an approved capital budget. Staff will also begin to share some of the questions being considered as the 
agency moves into the 2018 grant cycle. 

Board Action Requested 
This item will be a:  Request for Decision  
  Request for Direction 
  Briefing 

 

Background 

When the Legislature left Olympia in July 2017 without passing a 2017-19 state capital budget, it not only 
left hundreds of the Board’s projects on approved ranked lists without funding, but also left the 
Recreation and Conservation Office (RCO) in a difficult financial situation to be able to fund staff and 
operate into the biennium. In addition, the longer the delay of a capital budget, the more complicated it 
becomes to plan for the 2018 Board grant cycle.   

Analysis 

In light of the situation RCO set-up an incident command structure, defined the problem, set goals and 
outlined steps forward.  

Problem Having no capital budget for the 17-19 biennium creates a cash shortfall of dollars 
needed to run the agency and support partners and programs. 

Goals • Continue to fulfill RCO's Mission 
• Keep staff working 
• Be ready to roll once a capital budget is passed 
• Be creative and think outside-the-box 

Step one: Consider the questions and concerns we need to address by program/section. 
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Step two: Gather information, conduct research, outreach and brainstorm. 
 

Step three: Develop scenarios/strategies (with timelines) based upon questions to fulfill goals. 
 

Step four: Work through agency Boards for approval when required. 
 

Step five: Communicate strategies. 
 

Step six:  Implement strategies - monitor closely, hit targets, and adjust when needed. 
 

RCO staff have been meeting, and the questions being considered include: 

• Should RCO skip the next grant cycle or certain grant programs if a capital budget is not passed 
by the end of March 2018? 

• Should RCO wait to conduct the next grant cycle until after a capital budget is signed and 
agreements are written? 

• Should RCO run a grant cycle with no project review, only evaluation? 

• If RCO begins the 2018 grant cycle and a budget is passed does the agency have the capacity to 
write agreements and conduct the project review and evaluations at the same time? 

• If a capital budget is signed 9 to 12 months later than normal what may be the impact on 
sponsors and applicants? 

Next Steps 

Staff will discuss with the Board some of the possible scenarios that may need to be implemented in order 
for RCO to be successful in meeting the agency mission.  Decisions that need approval will be brought 
back to the Board in October 2017 or January 2018 for consideration. 
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Meeting Date: September 14, 2017 

Title: Options to Allow 2016 Applicants to Proceed with Certain Aspects of Pending 
Projects in Light of the Capital Budget Situation 

Prepared by: Marguerite Austin, Recreation and Conservation Section Manager 

Summary 
The Washington State Legislature has not yet adopt a state capital budget for the 2017-19 biennium. 
This has created challenges for applicants who are waiting to implement projects that may be funded if 
a budget is approved. Staff is asking the Recreation and Conservation Funding Board (board) to 
consider expanding the list of eligible pre-agreement costs to allow applicants, at their discretion, to 
proceed with development and restoration activities for this biennium only. 

Board Action Requested 
This item will be a:  Request for Decision 
  Request for Direction 
  Briefing 

Resolution #: 2017-29 

Purpose of Resolution: Approve eligible pre-agreement costs for construction (development and 
restoration) projects. 

Background 

The Recreation and Conservation Funding Board (board) adopted the final ranked lists of projects for the 
2017-19 biennium per its regular approval process in July 2017. Due to a lack of an approved state capital 
budget, the board also delegated authority to the Recreation and Conservation Office’s (RCO) Director to 
award grants contingent on legislative approval of funds for each of the following state grant programs: 
 

• Aquatic Land Enhancement Account (ALEA) 
• Boating Facilities Program (BFP) 
• Firearms and Archery Range Recreation (FARR) 
• Nonhighway and Off-road Vehicle Activities (NOVA) 
• Washington Wildlife and Recreation Program (WWRP) 
• Youth Athletic Facilities (YAF) 

 
As of this writing, the Legislature has not yet adopted a state capital budget. This has presented a 
challenge for applicants who were planning to implement their projects starting July 1 when the new 
biennium would have started. 
 
Eligible Pre-agreement Costs 

Washington Administrative Code (WAC) 286-13-085, Retroactive, Pre-agreement, and Increased Costs, 
defines which project activities the board has determined a sponsor may undertake in advance of having 
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a project agreement and which costs are then eligible for reimbursement should a project agreement be 
awarded. The WAC only permits retroactive costs for acquisition projects and allowable pre-agreement 
costs for development and restoration projects. The board approves the list of eligible pre-agreement 
costs. The WAC does not address either retroactive or pre-agreement costs for planning, education and 
enforcement, and maintenance and operation projects. 
 
The board last updated the list of eligible pre-agreement costs in 1996, see Attachment B.1 Since then 
RCO staff has expanded the list to address the Governor’s Executive Order 05-05 for archeological and 
cultural resources, the addition of restoration as an eligible project type, and best management practices 
for aquatic resources. As outlined below, Manual 3: Acquisition Projects, Manual 4: Development Projects, 
and Manual 5: Restoration Projects list the retroactive and pre-agreement costs that are currently allowed: 
 
Acquisition Projects 
The Director may grant a waiver of retroactivity to applicants to purchase real property.2 The waiver gives 
the applicant permission to buy the property before the applicant receives a grant or a project agreement 
from RCO. The waiver does not approve the project, however, if the project is subsequently approved and 
the applicant receives a grant, the allowable costs incurred would be eligible for reimbursement or use as 
match. 
 
Development and Restoration Projects 
Only direct architectural and engineering services, environmental site planning, permits, surveys, cultural 
resources investigation, and general project administration are allowable retroactive pre-agreement costs 
for development and restoration projects. These are necessary costs to ready a project for construction, 
but do not include construction or restoration work. To ensure the work is viable and current, only costs 
incurred up to three years before the start date of the project agreement are permissible. 
 
Non-Construction Projects 
There are no eligible pre-agreement or retroactive costs for the following non-construction project types: 
education and enforcement, maintenance and operation, and planning. All costs must be incurred within 
the “period of performance” or term of an executed project agreement.  

Options for Considerations 

Option 1: Do Nothing 

This option simply means, all applicants will need to wait for legislative approval of the 2017-19 capital 
budget, except for acquisitions that have an approved waiver of retroactivity per existing board policy or 
applicants who may wish to incur eligible pre-agreement costs as outlined in RCO policy manuals. 

Option 2: Expand the Eligible Pre-Agreement Costs for Development and Restoration Projects 

This option is provided for in WAC 286-13-085(4), which makes it clear that the board defines eligible pre-
agreement costs. If this option is selected, the board would update the list of eligible pre-agreement costs 
for all development and restoration projects to be consistent with current practices. In addition, the board 
would expand the eligible pre-agreement costs for 2016 development and restoration projects to include 
construction activities. This means an applicant could proceed with implementation of their project, using 
their own resources, without the guarantee of receiving a project agreement. Taking on this risk is a 
decision each applicant would need to make. If the applicant is awarded a grant, the applicant could then 

                                                 
1 Resolution #96-10 
2 Washington Administrative Code 286-13-85(3) 

http://www.rco.wa.gov/documents/manuals&forms/Manual_3_acq.pdf
http://www.rco.wa.gov/documents/manuals&forms/Manual_4.pdf
http://www.rco.wa.gov/documents/manuals&forms/Manual_5.pdf
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request reimbursement of Eligible Administrative, Development, Restoration, and Mitigation Costs as 
described in Manual 4, Development Projects and Manual 5, Restoration Projects. RCO would administer 
this one-time approval of construction as a pre-agreement cost through a waiver of retroactivity. 
Applicants would only request a waiver if they want to proceed with construction or restoration activities 
at their own discretion and risk. The risk to applicants is the possibility of not being reimbursed for costs 
incurred should the Legislature decide to not adopt a capital budget for the 2017-19 biennium or not 
include the particular project within the funding amount approved. 

Non-Construction Projects 

RCO staff considered options for allowing education and enforcement, maintenance and operation, and 
planning projects to similarly qualify as eligible pre-agreement costs. However, with the board’s WAC not 
addressing retroactive or pre-agreement costs for these non-construction projects, the only way to move 
forward with non-construction projects would be through a WAC change – either as an emergency rule or 
as a standard change. Upon discussion with the RCO’s attorney, it became clear that the addition of these 
new project types to the WAC would not qualify as an emergency, leaving the standard WAC change 
procedure as our only option. To allow on-going education, enforcement, maintenance, operations, and 
planning work to continue without a break, the rule change would need to be implemented by September 
30, 2017, at the latest. With the standard rule-making process requiring several months to conduct, staff 
has rejected this option, as it ultimately would not be beneficial to those projects. 

Implementation Strategy 

If the board approves option 2, this would be for approval of an expanded list of eligible pre-agreement 
costs for 2016 development and restoration projects. 

The mechanism for approval would be a special waiver of retroactivity that would expire following 
approval of a 2017-19 state capital budget. The waiver would not construe or represent approval of 
funding for the project, it would, however, allow reimbursement of eligible costs if the project is to be 
funded as part of the 2017-19 budget. To qualify, applicants must have met all pre-agreement 
requirements and be able to demonstrate a critical need to begin the project right away. 

Waiver for Development or Restoration Projects 

Applicants must submit a waiver of retroactivity request for development or restoration for the specific 
pending project. The waiver request must include adequate justification for why the applicant must begin 
work before RCO issues a project agreement. The applicant must have:  
 

1. Secured and documented for RCO the required control and tenure for the project area, 
2. Secured all required permits for the construction or restoration activity, 
3. Satisfied all of the requirements for cultural resources, 
4. Completed any and all relevant environmental work, 
5. Submitted plans and specifications to RCO staff for review, and 
6. Met all of the criteria for RCO staff to issue a “notice to proceed” on the proposed construction or 

restoration activity. 
 
If all conditions are met, RCO’s Director could issue a waiver of retroactivity for a specific project and 
scope of work as depicted in the grant application. The applicant could use its own resources to move 
forward with the project proposal. No reimbursements would be made until after legislative approval of 
funding and full execution of an approved project agreement. 

http://www.rco.wa.gov/documents/manuals&forms/Manual_4.pdf
http://www.rco.wa.gov/documents/manuals&forms/Manual_5.pdf


RCFB September 2017 Page 4 Item 4 

Analysis 

Below is an analysis of the two options and a discussion of the advantages and disadvantages of each. 
The board could choose either option. 

Option 1, Do Nothing, is a low risk option for the board and agency. However, it means the loss of 
valuable time for project implementation and may result in increased costs for some project proposals. It 
may also mean the loss of matching resources for projects that must expend funds within a specified time 
frame or may result in applicants having to resubmit applications for various construction related permits. 

Option 2, Expand the Eligible Pre-Agreement Costs, is an option only for 2016 development and 
restoration projects. This is potentially a riskier option, because applicants may expect this time-limited 
policy expansion to be available for future biennia. A more detailed list of advantages and disadvantages 
is outlined below. The board approved a similar policy in 2007 through an emergency WAC revision when 
the Legislature overlooked adoption of a LEAP3 list for the Washington Wildlife and Recreation Program. 
The board’s current WAC, revised in 2015, allows for policy changes to eligible pre-agreement costs. 

Advantages and Disadvantages 

If the board selects option 2, interested applicants with pending 2016 projects would submit a request for 
a waiver of retroactivity for their project proposal. Approval of a waiver has several possible advantages. 
For example, it would: 

1. Allow RCO staff to administer these waivers similar to RCO’s land acquisition waivers that 
require submittal of a request along with required pre-agreement and post approval 
materials. 

2. Allow applicants to bid projects now, thus increasing the possibility of lower project costs if 
the economy continues to grow. 

3. Allow applicants to stay on track with meeting their timelines for submitting phased project 
proposals in 2018. 

4. Allow applicants to take advantage of their current budgeting for the proposed project. 
5. Allow for immediate remediation and restoration of fire-damaged habitat. 
6. Allow work to be done during appropriate weather conditions (i.e., controlled burns, etc.) or 

during limited in-water work windows. 
7. Ensure the work is done before permits expire. 
8. Get some of the projects underway more quickly thus increasing the likelihood of reducing 

future reappropriation requests. 
9. Make facilities available to the public earlier. 
10. Preserve the availability of applicant staff, contractors, and various resources. 
11. Reduce the time from application submittal to actual “on the ground” development or 

restoration. The timeframe for most projects is 14-15 months from the application deadline. It 
is unknown how much additional time will pass before there is budget approval for these 
projects. 

There are some possible disadvantages to this option or issues to consider. For example: 

1. RCO grants staff would need to manage projects for which there is no project agreement, 
legal oversight authority, budget authority, or administrative costs to manage. 

2. Applicants would move forward with a project that may not receive funding if a capital 
budget is not approved, or does not include funding for their project. 

                                                 
3 Legislative Evaluation and Accountability Program Capital Documents 2007-1 and 2007-3 

http://www.rco.wa.gov/documents/rcfb/BoardMaterials/agendas/2007/06-7&8-2007/4d-wwrpwormemo.pdf
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3. Applicants and RCO staff could find themselves in a difficult situation, if an inadvertent 
discovery is made while working within the waiver period (archeological find, hazardous 
substance issue, etc.). 

4. Applicants would be taking a financial risk if the Legislature does not enact a capital 
budget, does not enact a capital budget that includes their project, or does not allow 
retroactive costs to be eligible. (Any waiver would clearly need to indicate that all risk 
rests with the project sponsor.) 

5. If an applicant moves forward, and the project is not funded, they would not be able to 
apply for a future RCO grant for that project. 

6. Projects would be underway with construction or other similar activities before the RCO 
project agreement is signed. 

7. Outside of this memo, there has been no public review of this proposal. 
8. There is an undetermined workload issue for RCO grants staff, which means staff may 

spend time working on projects that are not eventually funded. 
9. There could be increased exposure of risk to RCO and the grant program through 

ineligible costs and project activities, contract violations, audit findings, etc. incurred 
without the framework of a project agreement to guide the project sponsor. 

 
Strategic Plan Link 

Consideration of these policy revisions supports the board’s goal to help our partners protect, restore, 
and develop habitat and recreation opportunities that benefit people, wildlife, and ecosystems. It also 
supports the board’s goal to achieve a high level of accountability in managing the resources and 
responsibilities entrusted to us and to ensure funded projects and programs are managed efficiently. 

Staff Recommendation 

RCO staff recommends that the board approve Option 2, which expand the eligible pre-agreement costs 
for development and restoration projects. This approval would allow RCO’s Director to grant a waiver of 
retroactivity for construction projects that meet all of the requirements outlined in this memorandum. 

Next Steps 

If approved by the board, RCO staff will notify applicants of the options available and then begin issuing 
waivers for 2016 applicants who meet all of the eligibility requirements. 

Attachments 

A. Resolution 2017-29, Pre-Agreement and Retroactive Costs for Eligible 2016 Construction Projects 

B. Eligible Pre-Construction Costs per Resolution 1996-10, Manual 4, Development Projects: Policies 

C. Proposed Policy for Pre-Agreement and Retroactive Costs  
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Recreation and Conservation Funding Board  
Resolution 2017-29 

Pre-Agreement and Retroactive Costs for Eligible 2016 Construction Projects 
 

WHEREAS, the Recreation and Conservation Funding Board (board) has approved final ranked lists for the 
Aquatic Lands Enhancement Account, Boating Facilities Program, Firearms and Archery Range Recreation 
Program, Nonhighway and Off-road Vehicle Activities Program, Washington Wildlife and Recreation 
Program, and the Youth Athletic Facilities Program for funding projects in the 2017-19 biennium; and 

WHEREAS, the projects provide for outdoor recreation and habitat conservation throughout the state, 
thereby supporting the board’s goal to help its partners protect, restore, and develop habitat and 
recreation opportunities that benefit people, wildlife, and ecosystems; and 

WHEREAS, the Legislature has not enacted a state capital budget that includes an appropriation of funds 
for the board’s state grant programs for the 2017-19 biennium; and 

WHEREAS, some applicants with projects on the board-approved ranked lists would like to proceed with 
the implementation phase; and 

WHEREAS, the applicants are unable to start work as soon as might otherwise be possible due to the 
board’s administrative code that prohibits incurring certain costs before execution of a project agreement; 
and 

WHEREAS, these applicants would like the board to broaden the eligible pre-agreement costs to include 
construction (development and restoration) activities; and 

WHEREAS, these applicants are willing to assume any and all risks for incurring costs before execution of 
a Recreation and Conservation Office project agreement; and 

WHEREAS, the board finds it appropriate to offer relief to those applicants with qualified projects on the 
final ranked lists for the 2017-19 biennium. 

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the Recreation and Conservation Funding Board hereby 
updates the standard list of eligible pre-agreement costs for all development and restoration projects; 
and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the board hereby expands the eligible pre-agreement costs for 2016 
development and restoration projects to include all eligible costs as outlined in Manual 4, Development 
Projects and Manual 5, Restoration Projects; and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the board delegates authority to RCO’s Director to approve a waiver of 
retroactivity for 2016 development and restoration projects that meet the requirements outlined in the 
implementation strategy with the understanding or condition that the applicant assumes all risks in the 
event the project is not funded. 

 

Resolution moved by:  

Resolution seconded by:  

Adopted/Defeated/Deferred (underline one) 

Date:   
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Eligible Pre-Construction Cost 
Manual 4, Development Projects: Policies Resolution 1996-10, 
 
Eligible Pre-Construction Costs  

Although funding limits may apply, the following pre-construction costs are eligible for reimbursement 
after project approval.  

 Site planning (includes developing environmental impact assessment) 
 Boundary surveys 
 Wetland delineation 
 Obtaining permits 
 Engineering (includes developing cost estimates, contract specifications, and construction 

drawings) 
 Obtaining construction bids. 
 

Eligible Retroactive Costs  

On award of an IAC [RCO] development grant, the pre-construction costs identified above become 
eligible for reimbursement. Any construction costs incurred before execution of a Project Agreement are 
not eligible for reimbursement. 
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Proposed Policy for Eligible Pre-Agreement or Retroactive Costs  

Standard Pre-agreement Costs for Development and Restoration Projects 

Pre-agreement costs are project costs incurred up to three years before the start date of the project 
agreement. The following activities are considered eligible, pre-agreement costs and can be performed in 
advance of an executed project agreement without forfeiting project or reimbursement eligibility. Upon 
execution of a project agreement, these costs become eligible: 

• Administrative costs 

• Cultural resources 

• Permits 

Any construction or restoration costs, incurred before execution of a project agreement are not eligible 
for reimbursement or use as match.  
 

Eligible Administrative Costs4 

Administrative costs are necessary to prepare a project for construction, but do not involve direct 
construction activities. These activities may occur before and during actual project construction. Note: In 
RCO’s online PRISM system, these activities are categorized as “architectural and engineering (A&E)” 
costs. 

Administrative charges are limited to no more than 20 percent of the total construction amount. The 
director may approve requests for increases up to 35 percent and the board may approve increases above 
35 percent. See “Cost Increases” in Section 3 for information on how to request an increase. 

Costs may include: 

• Architectural and engineering 

o Architectural and engineering services and consultants to prepare documents for 
obtaining bids and awarding and preparing contracts for construction, including: 

 Preparation of site plans, from schematic to final drawings, including master 
plans. 

 Design. Services that include normal architectural, structural, civil, mechanical, 
and electrical design work. 

 Consultant services, including studies and data collection surveys. 

 Specialty consultant services used in addition to basic architectural and 
engineering, such as expertise required to meet a special permitting requirement. 

                                                 
4Recreation and Conservation Funding Board Resolution 1997-16 
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• Bidding. Services consisting of participation in pre-bid conferences, response to questions 
from bidders, clarification of bidding documents, attendance at bid openings, documentation 
and distribution of bidding results, and bid award. 

• Construction supervision, which is the supervision and inspection services associated with a 
project under construction. Direct costs for the execution and construction of the project 
through construction contract, force-account, or volunteer services are allowed, including 
allowable mileage and per diem for related travel. (Implementation phase) 

• Environmental site planning, including environmental impact statement costs. 

• Project administration. Services consisting of consultation, meetings, correspondence, 
progress reports, design review conferences, administrative functions, and reimbursements. 

• Project closeout. Services to close out a project once the contractor gives notice that 
facilities are ready for its intended use. Service may include an inspection to ensure the work 
complied with the contract, issuance of a list of remaining work required (punch list), final 
inspections, and issuance of final certificate for payment. (Implementation phase) 

• Record documents (as-builts). Receive and review the contractors’ marked-up field records. 
Supply the record documents to user agency. (Implementation phase) 

• Surveys needed for architectural design, including boundary surveys, wetland delineation, 
geo-tech surveys, etc. 

Expanded Pre-agreement Costs for 2017-19 Development and Restoration Projects 

For applicants that request and receive approval for a Waiver of Retroactivity for Development and 
Restoration Projects, in addition to the standard pre-agreement costs referenced above, for 2016 projects 
only, the list is expanded to include the following Eligible Development, Restoration, and Mitigation Costs, 
if applicable, based on the project type. 
 

Eligible Development Costs 

Development costs are for actual construction activities. These activities include costs for labor, materials, 
and equipment use. They start with site preparation and end with completion of the final punch list. 
Development costs are eligible for reimbursement only after execution of a project agreement.  

• Construction. The direct costs associated with developing or renovating a site or facility. 

• Cultural resources. Direct costs and activities necessary to investigate and evaluate a 
project’s possible effect on archeological and cultural resources pursuant to Governor’s 
Executive Order 05-05 and Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. Includes 
survey, consultation, and reporting. 

• Demolition and site preparation, including costs to remove structures and prepare for 
construction. 
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• Fixed equipment, including such typical costs as fixed, physically attached, and permanent 
improvements that without the site or building will not function. Fixed equipment normally is 
capitalized. Equipment may include items such as playgrounds, backstops, basketball 
standards, soccer and football goals, gangways, moveable access ramps, etc. 

• Materials testing, if required to ensure that the components included in the project can 
withstand the stress and will give the structure the needed strength, toughness, flexibility, and 
suitability the structure likely will experience when used for its intended purpose. General 
testing is not allowed. 

• Mobilization and demobilization. The costs associated with transportation of contractors’ 
equipment and operating supplies to and from the site. 

• Permanent and temporary project signs, including the purchase and installation of project 
signs. 

• Permits, as a construction cost, including staff time to obtain permits to meet such 
requirements as the National Environmental Policy and State Environmental Policy Acts. 

• Project mitigation, limited to mitigation required as a result of the approved RCO project 
(see eligible mitigation cost information below). 

 

Eligible Restoration Costs 

Restoration costs are for actual construction activities. These activities include costs for labor, materials, 
and equipment use. They start with site preparation and end with completion of the restoration elements. 
Restoration costs are eligible for reimbursement only after execution of a project agreement.  

• Construction costs directly related to the execution and construction of the project. 

• Cultural resources direct costs and activities necessary to investigate and evaluate a project’s 
undertaking for possible effect on archeological and cultural resources pursuant to 
Governor’s Executive Order 05-05 and Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. 
Includes survey, consultation, and reporting. 

• Demolition and site preparation includes costs to remove structures and prepare for 
restoration. 

• Equipment,5 such as tools or machinery, frequently is required to complete a project. 
Generally, equipment is eligible for reimbursement only when it is critical and necessary to 
complete the approved scope of work. In addition, the equipment must cost more than $250 
and less than $1,000 per item, including all applicable charges such as taxes and shipping. If 
the equipment exceeds that amount, it is not eligible as part of the restoration project; 
however, the sponsor may purchase the equipment without grant assistance and charge a use 
allowance for the equipment used on the project. Equipment is subject to RCO’s inventory 
policies. (See “Treatment of Assets” in the standard terms and conditions of the project 
agreement). 

                                                 
5 Equipment means tangible property (other than land, buildings, and related improvements) with a useful life of 
more than 1 year that is used on a project. 
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• Equipment use allowance. RCO’s Manual 8, Reimbursements for details. 

• Mobilization and demobilization costs associated with transportation of contractor’s 
equipment and operating supplies to and from the site. 

• Permanent and temporary project signs, including the purchase and installation of project 
signs. 

• Permits, as a construction cost, include staff time to obtain permits to meet such 
requirements as the National Environmental Policy and State Environmental Policy Acts. 

• Project mitigation costs may be included in the scope of a RCO project if the mitigation is 
required as a result of the RCO grant-funded project (see “Eligible Mitigation Cost” 
information below). 

• Surveys onsite staging or construction surveys 

 
Eligible Mitigation Costs 

Mitigation costs may be eligible if the mitigation is required as a result of the grant-funded project’s 
development impacts. Whenever possible, project sponsors are urged to mitigate in a manner that results 
in, or enhances, public outdoor recreation opportunities. 

The maximum amount eligible for mitigation is 25 percent of the cost of the project for which mitigation 
is required. 

Such mitigation may: 

• Occur on a site separate from the assisted project. 

• Involve habitat enhancement with no public recreation or access component. 

• Involve the creation, enhancement, renovation, or replacement of wetlands, either on or off 
site. 

• Involve transportation or right-of-way improvements. 

• Involve landscape buffers. 

• Involve the creation or inclusion of a work of art, if required by adopted policy, local 
ordinance, or law. The amount is limited to no more than 1 percent of the total construction 
cost. 

Mitigation also may include acquisition of property for mitigation.6 When mitigation is required for 
development of an RCO funded project, a portion of the RCO grant may be used to buy and develop the 
mitigation land. The maximum amount of the grant allowed for the mitigation (including purchase of the 
land and construction costs) is 25 percent of the total construction costs of the RCO funded project and 
associated administrative and engineering costs in the project agreement. 

                                                 
6Manual 3, Acquisition Projects 
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RCO encourages the purchase and development of mitigation land that serves multiple functions such as 
providing habitat and recreation. Any mitigation property acquired must be included in the project 
agreement and included within the legal description of the recorded Deed of Right or Assignment of 
Rights, whichever is appropriate. 

Acquisitions specifically for mitigation purposes related to impacts from other projects are not eligible for 
funding. 

Special Waiver of Retroactivity for 2017-19 Construction Projects 

If an applicant wants to proceed with the implementation phase of a construction project, the applicant 
must submit a waiver of retroactivity request and meet all of the relevant conditions outlined in the 
following implementation strategy. 

Implementation Strategy 

Waiver for Development or Restoration Projects 

Applicants must submit a Waiver of Retroactivity request for development or restoration for a specific 
pending project. The waiver request must include adequate justification for why the applicant must begin 
work before RCO issues a project agreement. The Director may approve the waiver if the applicant has 
met the following conditions. The applicant must have:  
 

1. Secured and documented for RCO the required control and tenure for the project area 
2. Secured all required permits for the construction or restoration activity 
3. Satisfied all of the requirements for cultural resources  
4. Completed any and all relevant environmental work 
5. Submitted plans and specifications to RCO staff for review, and 
6. Met all of the criteria for RCO staff to issue a “notice to proceed” on the proposed 

construction or restoration activity. 
 
The waiver of retroactivity is specifically for the scope of work depicted in the final grant application of a 
2016 project on a board-approved ranked list. The applicant may use its own resources to move forward 
with the project proposal. No reimbursements will be made until after Legislative approval of funding and 
full execution of an approved project agreement. 
 
The special waiver of retroactivity for construction projects will expire following approval of a 2017-19 
state capital budget. If the applicant begins construction or implementation of the project, it is eligible for 
a 2017-19 grant, but that project is no longer eligible for future grants from the Recreation and 
Conservation Office.  

 



 

 

Ite
m

 5 Recreation and Conservation Funding Board Briefing Memo 
 

RCFB September 2017 Page 1 Item 5 
 

APPROVED BY RCO DIRECTOR KALEEN COTTINGHAM 
Meeting Date: September 14, 2017 

Title: Results from the Policy Priorities Survey  

Prepared By: Wendy Brown, Recreation and Conservation Office Policy Director 

Summary 
The following memo summarizes the results of a survey sent to the Recreation and Conservation 
Funding Board and Recreation and Conservation Office staff regarding policy priorities for the 
upcoming 2017-2019 biennium. 

Board Action Requested: 
This item will be a:  Request for Decision 
  Request for Direction 
  Briefing 
 

Background 

At the July 12, 2017, retreat, the Recreation and Conservation Funding Board (board) discussed their policy 
priorities and (if any) special projects to include on the list of potential work for the upcoming 2017-2019 
biennium 
 
Recreation and Conservation Office (RCO) staff then prepared a list of potential policy issues, shared via 
an online survey with the board and RCO staff. Each group ranked the policy topics in order of 
importance, from one to eighteen. The top 10 priorities of the two groups are presented below. 

Survey Results 

The topics provided in the survey for ranking included the following: 
 

• Revise the compliance policy to allow RCO to be more responsive on minor compliance issues 

• Continue developing project area mapping requirements in WAC 

• Identify and implement changes to the NOVA program 

• Update the allowable use policy for State Park trails 

• Update the WWRP Riparian Habitat Category 

• Update the WWRP Urban Wildlife Habitat Category 

• Update the YAF program 

• Update the sustainability and environmental stewardship criteria 
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• Evaluate if grant programs are effectively addressing the needs of underserved communities and 
communities in need 

• Revise the state need evaluation question to incorporate updated demographic and other 
information 

• Review the matching grant policy 

• Determine how to address climate resiliency as part of the grant application process 

• Identify the board’s role on the public land acquisition issue 

• Identify the board’s role in the stewardship of public lands 

• Implement actions from the State Trails Plan 

• Implement actions from the State Athletic Facilities Plan 

• Implement actions from the Boating Program Plan 

• Update the Land and Water Conservation Fund evaluation criteria 

 
Using weighted totals, the top 10 ranked policy topics by group are as follows: 
 
Board Staff All 

Evaluate if grant programs are 
effectively addressing needs of 
underserved communities 

Revise compliance policy to 
allow RCO to be more responsive 
on minor conversion issues 

Revise compliance policy to 
allow RCO to be more responsive 
on minor conversion issues 

Revise compliance policy to 
allow RCO to be more responsive 
on minor conversion issues 

Update the NOVA grant program 
to streamline, improve 
transparency, etc. 

Update the NOVA grant program 
to streamline, improve 
transparency, etc. 

Revise the state need evaluation 
question to incorporate update 
demographic measures 

Continue to develop project area 
mapping requirements in WAC 

Continue to develop project area 
mapping requirements in WAC 

Identify the board’s role on 
public land acquisition 

Update the sustainability and 
environmental stewardship 
criteria 

Evaluate if grant programs are 
effectively addressing needs of 
underserved communities 

Update the allowable use policy 
for State Parks trails 

Update the Land and Water 
Conservation Fund evaluation 
criteria 

Update the sustainability and 
environmental stewardship 
criteria 

Continue to develop project area 
mapping requirements in WAC 

Update the Riparian Habitat 
Category of WWRP 

Update the allowable use policy 
for State Parks trails 

Update the NOVA grant 
program to streamline, improve 
transparency, etc. 

Update the allowable use policy 
for State Parks trails 

Review the matching grant policy 
to identify if the current policies 
and practices create a barrier to 
the distribution of funds 
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Determine how to address 
climate resiliency as part of the 
grant application process 

Update the Urban Wildlife 
Habitat Category of WWRP 

Update the Urban Wildlife 
Habitat Category of WWRP 

Update the sustainability and 
environmental stewardship 
criteria 

Review the matching grant policy 
to identify if the current policies 
and practices create a barrier to 
the distribution of funds 

Implement actions from the 
State Trails Plan 

Review the matching grant policy 
to identify if the current policies 
and practices create a barrier to 
the distribution of funds 

Implement actions from the 
State Trails Plan 

Update the Riparian Habitat 
Category of WWRP 

 
The color coding in the table identifies where there is overlap in priorities among board members and 
staff. Six of the ten top policy issues are identified as important by both groups: revising the compliance 
policy, updating the allowable use policy on state parks’ trails, continuing work on the project area 
mapping requirements, updating the NOVA grant program, updating the sustainability and environmental 
stewardship criteria, and reviewing the match grant policy. The other top policy priorities identified by the 
board include evaluating if grant programs are effectively addressing the needs of underserved 
communities, revising the state need evaluation question, identifying the board’s role on public land 
acquisition, and determining how to address climate resiliency in a meaningful way. 

Next Steps 

Staff will present the results of the survey to the board at the September 14, 2017, meeting and then 
incorporate the priorities into the RCO 2017-19 policy work plan. 



Additional Materials for 9/14/2017 RCFB Special Meeting: 
• Revised memo - Item 2 (change in placement

of asterisks on attachment A)
• Public Comment received via e-mail

o Hogerhuis, Donna – Town of Wilkeson
o Lopez, Sarah – City of Arlington

• Draft RCFB Strategic Plan 2017 – for brief
discussion













Director Evaluation 
 

Member Salmon Recovery Funding Board 
 

 
From: Phil Rockefeller [mailto:rockberry@seanet.com] 
Sent: Thursday, October 5, 2017 2:52 PM 
To: Robinson, Scott (RCO) 
Subject: Performance of Kaleen Cottingham 
 
Scott, 
 
As a member of the Salmon Recovery Funding Board, I'd like to put in a word of 
admiration for the fine work of Kaleen as RCO Director.  I recently read her 
comprehensive and candid annual report, which seems to me an impressive and 
well-written review of the many activities Kaleen oversees, including the 
inevitable challenges, such as responding to this year's lack of a capital budget.  
Her ability to "roll with the punches" was on full display in this regard, and I feel 
we are blessed to have a truly competent and experienced agency executive at the 
helm. 
 
Perhaps this can be considered as input when you next weigh her performance and 
do a formal evaluation.  I think she is doing an outstanding job! 
 
Phil Rockefeller 
 

mailto:rockberry@seanet.com


RECREATIONAL BOATING ASSOCIATION of WASHINGTON

Voice of Northwest Boating
October 6, 2017

Recreation & Conservation Funding Board
P.O. Box 40917
Olympia, Washington 98504-0917

By e-mail, to: Wendy.Brown@rco.wa.gov

To the Funding Board::

As President of the Recreational Boating Association of Washington and on behalf of our Board
Members, I wanted you to have the RBAW’s perspective as your organization conducts a job-
performance evaluation of Executive Director Kaleen Cottingham.

The Recreation and Conservation Office (RCO) is an office we work with on an ongoing basis, given the
agency’s role in administering grant funding for the Boating Facilities Program (BFP), and the work of
the Invasive Species Council, among other things. That puts us in regular contact with Kaleen and her
staff. Kaleen has been, is, and remains an absolute pleasure to work with. While there is some regulatory
tension between RBAW and natural resource agencies, that is rarely if ever the case with RCO and much
of that can be credited to Kaleen. She puts an emphasis on giving us information about the Agency’s
ongoing policy and rule-making efforts, and she pro-actively schedules quarterly meetings with
recreational boating interests. We know we are being heard and that our perspectives are valued.

Kaleen also ensures that RCO staff utilizes the expertise of recreational boaters in grant program advisory
committees used by your Agency. In particular, our Past President Paul Thorpe has served for several
years on the advisory committee that helps the RCO with evaluating and ranking BFP grant applications.

As you consider Kaleen’s performance, please know that we consider her to be one of the best and
brightest of the Agency Directors in the State of Washington. We hope you will have a similar view and
keep her in the position of Executive Director for many years to come.

Regards,

Wayne Gilham
President, RBAW

mailto:Wendy.Brown@rco.wa.gov


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

We at the Washington Recreation and Park Association (WRPA) understand that the 
Board is conducting an evaluation of Kaleen Cottingham’s job performance and wanted 
to provide our perspective for your consideration and review.  
 
The Recreation and Conservation Office (RCO) is an office we work with frequently, 
given the agency’s role in administering grant funding for critical Capital Budget-based 
programs such as the Washington Wildlife & Recreation Program (WWRP), Youth 
Athletic Facilities (YAF), Aquatic Lands Enhancement Act (ALEA), Boating Facilities 
Program (BFP), and Non-Highway Off-Road Vehicle Account (NOVA).  As such, we are in 
regular contact with Kaleen and her staff.  We consider Kaleen a shining example of 
what a State Agency Director should be.  She strives to provide us information about the 
Agency’s activities and initiatives, and she pro-actively schedules quarterly meetings with 
our leadership.  Kaleen also ensures that RCO staff is reaching out to WRPA when the 
Agency is doing its policy work and its rule-makings. 
 
We feel like the relationship with RCO is a very positive one, complete with good 
information and a ‘no-surprises’ policy.  We don’t always agree with RCO, and the WRPA 
doesn’t always get precisely the policy outcome it would like.  But we feel included, and 
we know our views have been taken into account, and we believe the Agency takes to 
heart the interests of and needs of local parks and recreation agencies.  That’s all we 
can ask. 
 
In summary, Kaleen is a pleasure to work with and a real gem and we hope the RCFB 
keeps her on as Executive Director for years to come. 
 
 
 
 
Al Vorderbrueggen 
Washington Recreation & Park Association President  

2150 N. 107th St.  
Suite 205 
Seattle, WA 98133 

PHONE (888) 459-0009 
FAX (206) 367-8777 
EMAIL wrpa@wrpatoday.org 
WEB SITE www.wrpatoday.org  

 

Washington Recreation 
& Park Association  















TO: Recreation and Conservation Funding Board (RCFB) Members 
 Kaleen Cottingham, Executive Director, Recreation & Conservation Office (RCO) 
 Adam Cole, Natural Resource Policy Specialist, RCO 
 
FROM: Doug Levy, State Lobbyist, Washington Recreation & Park Association (WRPA) – on behalf of  
 President Al Vorderbrueggen, WRPA Executive Board, and WRPA Legislative Committee 
 
RE: Comments on “Proposed Changes to the Youth Athletic Facilities Grant Program (YAF) 
 
RESPONSE NEEDED:  Appreciate these efforts – please let us know how else we can engage 
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
 
RCFB Members, Kaleen, and Adam: 
 
These comments serve as the WRPA’s Executive Board and Legislative Committee response to the RCO’s 
staff-recommended changes and options regarding the Youth Athletic Facilities (YAF) grant program. 
 
We very much appreciate your efforts to date and would ask for confirmation that you’ve received and 
reviewed these comments.  Additionally, we would love to have an additional opportunity for dialogue 
on these recommendations before the RCO’s policy changes are finalized. 
 
We have structured this response so as to first answer the “Policy Statements and Questions” posed in 
your draft, and then to reply to the Table of Recommendations. 
 
Policy Statements (and Questions) – WRPA Responses: 
 

• Do you support a separate “Small Grants Category” for smaller communities:  While we 
understand the thinking that has gone into proposing a Small Grants category, we have some 
concerns about diluting the pot of available funds for YAF.  We would recommend that a Small 
Grants category only be established if sufficient funding is made available by the Legislature – 
perhaps using $10 million as a minimum threshold.  The idea would be to bring a new category 
online only with new funding.  We would also like to see RCO start any Small Grants Category off 
as a ‘pilot’ program to re-evaluate after a first biennium of use. 

 
• Is the 10,000 population limit for the Small Grants category too high or too low?  Too high.  As 

we noted at the July 13 RCFB meeting, based on OFM Population data, 197 of 281 Washington 
cities are 10,000 population or fewer.  We would rather see the RCO utilize a 5,000-population 
threshold that matches up with another existing program (the TIB Small Cities pavement 
program) and which still enables 160 cities to be eligible.  The 5,000 would cover both cities and 
Metropolitan Park Districts (MPDs)/Park Districts – in terms of population served. 
 

• Rather than population, should a threshold of eligibility be based on an applicant’s assessed 
valuation?  We think the 5,000 population is a good proxy for cities.  We would recommend the 



5,000-population threshold be extended to unincorporated areas (see Table of 
Recommendations response to counties segment) and to MPDs/Park Districts as noted above.   

 
• For the Small Grants category, is the maximum grant and total project cost too low?  No. 

 
• Should the Small Grants category have a different evaluation criteria?  No. 

 
• Should the Small Grants category be for renovation and new construction but not acquisition 

of land?  Yes, we think that would be wise. 
 

• Should the Small Grants category allow for projects that do not include “in-bound” elements?  
No.  We think the category should be kept as consistent as possible with the general category. 

 
Table 1:  Recommended Policy Changes in the YAF Program 
 

1) Eligible Projects:  We agree with and appreciate the Option 2/Staff Recommendation to expand 
eligible project types to include both renovation and “New” project types. 

 
2) Add a separate new grant category termed “Small Grant”:  We suggest any such category be 

conditioned on sufficient funding, contain a funding limit, and be termed a pilot so as to require 
re-evaluation, and utilize “Option 3: “5000”’ criteria.  Again, that is still allowing 160 of 281 cities 
to be eligible. 
 
Related Policies for Options 2-4 
 
a) Small Grant projects compete against one another and not against larger projects:  Agree. 
b) The population does not apply to non-profits or counties.  We think RCO should utilize a 

similar population threshold for counties as it uses for cities – the 5,000 threshold. 
c) Projects proposed by counties must be in an unincorporated area…with a population of 

10,000 or less:  We would recommend this figure be changed to 5,000 to be consistent with 
the threshold utilized for cities. 

d) Allocate a proportional percentage amount of any YAF appropriation to the Small Grants 
category.  We agree this is important to do. 

e) Projects implementing ADA improvements…shall be an eligible stand-alone…No ‘in-bounds’ 
elements are required:  We are OK with this approach but don’t understand the wrinkle of 
‘No in-bounds’ elements are required.’  Why not? 

 
3) Grant Limits – Maximum Grant Request:  We see the staff recommendation is $350,000 and 

while we appreciate that level as an improvement over current policy ($250,000 limit), we 
would ask that RCO utilize “Option 2 - $500,000.”  We do so because of the multi-million dollar 
costs of field projects, lighting, etc.  If staff and the Board utilize the $350,000 limit, we would 
ask that the policy include language indicating a $500,000 figure be re-evaluated at the end of 
the next Capital Budget cycle.  We are in agreement with the $75,000  max for small grants. 



4) Matching share waivers and reductions:  We are in support of the staff recommendation to 
utilize newly-developed waiver/reduction policies done for the WWRP local parks, trails, water 
access categories. 

 
5) Evaluation criteria:  We are in support of the staff recommendation to retain the substance of 

existing evaluation criteria while striking the term ‘renovation’ and ‘renovated’ and thus aligning 
the policy with recommended policy changes. 
 

 
 



Public Comment 
 

State Recreation Plan 
 
 
 
From: Eric Burr & Margrit Broennimann [mailto:burrski@methownet.com] 
Sent: Thursday, October 05, 2017 9:01 AM 
Cc: james@methowtrails.org 
Subject: Comments on state recreation plan so far 
 
Lacking specifics in the current plan's state, my major input probably has to wait, 
but just in case it's useful now - I'm familiar with the North Cross State and 
Methow Valley.  Washington Pass is obviously not meeting demand as parking 
and trails regularly overflow.  Although this is federal except for the highway 
itself, it definitely reflects on the overall state trails situation. Should 
americanalps.org manage to expand the National Park, funding might become 
more available during the Trump backlash. If the park doesn't expand the forest 
still might get more funds then. The National Forest Foundation just finished a 
small 5 year "Treasured Landscape" supplement for the forest, including a start at 
reveg work on Maple pass and Blue Lake. This was only a token effort however, 
and my Ski Trails and Wildlife book has some particulars. Bootleg trails are 
meanwhile proliferating as frustrated trail users see no official solution currently 
possible. Methow trails is the biggest bright spot, but they only work in the 
Methow.  The recently burned Pasayten Wilderness trails will be an overwhelming 
need for reopening and rehabilitation for this area, as they have provided a 
significant draw and outlet for recreation. 
                                                                                                    -Eric Burr, Mazama  
 

mailto:burrski@methownet.com
mailto:james@methowtrails.org


  

 

 

 

October 10, 2017 

 

Mr. Ted Willhite, Chair 
Washington State Recreation and Conservation Funding Board 
 
Ms. Kaleen Cottingham, Director 
Washington State Recreation and Conservation Office 
1111 Washington Street S.E. 
Olympia, Washington 98501 
 
RE:  Approval of 2018-2022 State Comprehensive Outdoor Recreation Plan (SCORP) 
 
Dear Ms. Cottingham and Mr. Willhite: 
 
I’m writing you to encourage the RCFB’s approval of Resolution 2017-32 adopting the 2018-2022 
State Comprehensive Outdoor Recreation Plan (SCORP).   
 
Thank you for the opportunity to serve as one of seventeen RCO Planning Advisory Committee 
Members and the chance to provide insight and support to Natural Resource Policy Specialist 
Leslie Connelly in the development of the 2018-2022 State Comprehensive Outdoor Recreation 
Plan (SCORP).  I valued the diverse perspectives and contributions of my fellow committee 
members and sincerely thank them for their participation in this important planning endeavor.  
 
I applaud the efforts of Ms. Connelly in shepherding the Committee through a deliberative process 
that has yielded a unique and provocative plan that will serve the citizens of Washington for years 
to come.  I appreciate the bold and audacious effort to provide a more effective framework for 
how local, state, federal, tribal, private and non-profit partners can better anticipate and respond 
to the dynamic outdoor recreation and conservation needs of Washington State citizens. 
 
Inspired by more than simply meeting a National Park Service planning requirement destined to a 
dusty shelf, the 2018-2022 SCORP has been formatted into a highly attractive web-based plan that 
provides interactive tools to assist park and recreation professionals in better understanding the 
recreation needs, changing demographics, service gaps and inequities in the provision of parks, 
trails and conservation lands. 
 
This web-based plan will also be an essential tool to enable more informed policy decisions by the 
Recreation and Conservation Funding Board.  For example, grant application scoring criteria, point  
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allocations and other policy refinements can be adjusted to encourage applicants to address the 
priority gaps and inequities in the outdoor recreation system as well as encourage a more holistic 
approach to meeting the highest priority recreation needs beyond a single jurisdiction. 
 
I’d like to suggest a comprehensive communications and outreach effort be developed to raise 
awareness about the new SCORP amongst the many grant sponsors and interested parties across 
the State of Washington and offer whatever assistance I may be able to provide in such an 
endeavor.   
 
I encourage the RCFB and RCO staff to regularly reference this important new tool and benchmark 
our future collective efforts against the plan goals and strategies.  The Board’s attention to 
measuring progress and adjusting programs and policies accordingly will serve citizens well and 
help provide for a truly unifying strategy.  Perhaps a biennial outdoor recreation and conservation 
report could be jointly developed between the RCO, Washington Wildlife and Recreation Coalition 
and the Governor’s Outdoor Recreation Policy Advisor reporting on the progress towards goal 
achievement! 
 
Thank you to Ms. Connelly for her exceptional planning work and for your support of this unique 
approach to an important planning endeavor and I urge the Board’s approval of the 2018-2022 
State Comprehensive Outdoor Recreation Plan! 
 
 
Sincerely, 

 

Peter M. Mayer 
Deputy Executive Director 
Metro Parks Tacoma 
 
Cc:   Nikki Gaddis, RCO 
  Leslie Connelly, RCO 
  Scott Robinson, RCO 

Joe Brady, MPT 
  Andrew Austin, MPT  
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