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The final annual funding report provides region-by-region summaries to the Governor’s Salmon Recovery Office and the SRFB each December. These summaries document the local process to bring project lists to the SRFB for funding in each salmon recovery region. This year, as recommended by the Lean study, Questions 1B-1D are added to ask regions if they are funding the highest priority projects with their allocations. Questions 4 and 5 from lead entities will be submitted by lead entities to the regions and included in the summaries.
RCO staff requests that regional organizations review their information and update their responses to the questions below in a template of the funding report that RCO will send out to regions in June. Regions may request the template sooner, as needed.
RCO and Governor’s Salmon Recovery Office staff will review the regional submissions and post them on the RCO Web site as part of the funding report. These regional area summaries are due to RCO August 21, 2020.
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Regional organizations answer Questions 1-3.
1. Internal funding allocations:
A. Describe the process and criteria used to develop allocations across lead entities or watersheds within the region. (Only regions answer this question)
B. Explain if the projects list(s) submitted in the region funds the highest priority projects.
C. If the highest priority projects were not funded, explain the barriers to implementing the highest priority projects in the region.
D. Do suballocations to lead entities limit the region from getting to the highest priority projects?
Regional technical review process: The SRFB envisions regional technical review processes that address, at a minimum, the fit of lead entity projects to regional recovery plans, if available. (Only regions answer this question)
A. Explain how the regional technical review was conducted.
B. What criteria were used for the regional technical review?
C. Who completed the review (name, affiliation, and expertise) and are they part of the regional organization or independent?
D. Were there any projects submitted to the SRFB that the regional implementation or Salmon Recovery Portal (formerly Habitat Work Schedule) did not specifically identify? If so, please provide justification for including these projects in the list of projects recommended to the SRFB for funding. If the projects were identified in the regional implementation plan or strategy but considered a low priority or in a low-priority area please provide justification.
Criteria the SRFB considers in funding regional project lists: Revised Code of Washington 77.85.130 identifies criteria that the SRFB must consider and give preference in awarding funds to projects. Please provide a short description of how the region considered each of the criteria (when applicable) when presenting the project list to the SRFB. Questions A-C may be answered in narrative form. To save time, RCO added questions D-I into PRISM and will supply this information to each region. Please include the matrix and the region’s responses as part of the narrative for Question 3.
How did the regional review consider whether a project met the following criteria:
A. Provides benefit to high priority stocks for the purpose of salmon recovery or sustainability. In addition to limiting factors analysis, Salmonid Stock Inventory, and Salmon and Steelhead Habitat Inventory and Assessment Program, provide stock assessment work completed to date to characterize the status of salmonid species in the region. Briefly describe.
B. Addresses cost-effectiveness. Provide a description of cost-effectiveness considered.
C. Preserves high quality habitat. Describe projects on the list that will preserve high quality habitat.
D. Sponsored by an organization with a successful record of project implementation. For example, identify the number of previous SRFB projects funded and completed.
E. Provides benefit to listed and non-listed fish species. Identify projects on the regional list that primarily benefit listed fish. Identify projects on the regional list that primarily benefit non-listed species.
F. Implements a high priority project or action in a region or watershed salmon recovery plan. Identify where and how the project is identified as a high priority in the referenced plan.
G. Provides for match above the minimum requirement percentage. Identify the project’s match percentage and the regional match total.
H. Involves members of the Veterans Conservation corps established in Revised Code of Washington 43.60A.150.
I. For Puget Sound and Hood Canal regions only
i. Sponsored by an entity that is a Puget Sound partner, as defined in Revised Code of Washington 90.71.010. Referenced in the “Action Agenda” developed by the Puget Sound Partnership under Revised Code of Washington 90.71.310. (Projects on 3-year work plans will qualify as they are referenced under Near Term Action B.1.1 of the “Action Agenda.”)
Local review processes. (Lead entity provides response.)
A. Provide project evaluation criteria and documentation (local technical reviewer and citizen committee score sheet or comment forms) of the local citizens advisory group and technical advisory group ratings for each project, including explanations for differences between the two groups’ ratings.
B. Identify the local technical review team (include expertise, names, and affiliations of members).
C. Explain how and when the SRFB Review Panel participated in the local process, if applicable.
Local evaluation process and project lists. (Lead entity provides response.)
A. Explain how multi-year implementation plans or Salmon Recovery Portal helped to develop project lists.
B. Explain how finalized project lists address the comments of technical, citizen, and policy reviews. Were there any issues about projects on the list and how were those resolved?
