Salmon Recovery Funding Board Meeting Agenda
December 8, 2016
Natural Resources Building, Room 172, Olympia, WA 98501
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: If you wish to comment at the meeting, please fill out a comment card and provide it to staff. Please 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 3 minutes per person. You also may submit written comments to the board by mailing them to the
RCO, attn: Wendy Loosle, Board Liaison, or at wendy.loosle@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 e-mail leslie.frank@rco.wa.gov; or 2) 711 relay
service. Accommodation requests should be received at least three business days prior to the meeting to ensure availability. Please
provide two weeks’ notice for requests to receive information in an alternative format and for ASL/ESL interpretation requests.

THURSDAY, DECEMBER 8
OPENING AND WELCOME
9:00 a.m.

Call to Order
 Roll Call and Determination of Quorum
 Review and Approval of Agenda (Decision)

Chair

9:05 a.m.

1. Approval of September 15-16, 2016 Meeting Minutes

Chair

MANAGEMENT AND PARTNER REPORTS
9:10 a.m.

9:30 a.m.

2. Director’s Report
 Director’s Report
o 2017 Meeting Calendar (Decision)
 Legislative, Budget, and Policy Updates
o State Agency Salmon-Related Budget Requests
 Performance Update (written only)
 Financial Report (written only)
3. Salmon Recovery Management Report
 Governor’s Salmon Recovery Office Report
 Salmon Section Report

10:00 a.m. 4. Reports from Partners
 Council of Regions Report
 Washington Salmon Coalition Report
 Regional Fisheries Enhancement Group Coalition
o Pioneer Park Restoration Preliminary Designs
(RCO Project #14-1405)
 Board Roundtable: Other Agency Updates
10:40 a.m.

General Public Comment: Please limit comments to 3 minutes.

10:45 a.m.

BREAK
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Kaleen Cottingham
Wendy Brown
Brian Abbott

Brian Abbott
Tara Galuska
Scott Brewer
Amy Hatch-Winecka
Colleen Thompson
Lance Winecka
SRFB Agency Representatives

Agenda

BOARD BUSINESS: BRIEFINGS & DECISIONS
11:00 a.m. 5. 2016 Grant Round
A. Overview
 Salmon Recovery Funding Board Projects
 Puget Sound Acquisition and Restoration Projects
 Intensively Monitored Watersheds Projects
 Regional Monitoring Projects
B. Slideshow of featured projects proposed for funding
C. Review Panel Comments
 General Observations
 Noteworthy Projects
D. Projects of Concern

Tara Galuska

Grant Managers
Tom Slocum, Review Panel Chair

Tom Slocum and Tara Galuska

12:30 p.m. LUNCH
1:15 p.m.

5. 2016 Grant Round, continued
E. Regional Area Presentations (Optional, maximum 10 minutes per region)
 Yakima Basin Fish and Wildlife Recovery Board
 Coast Salmon Partnership
 Upper Columbia Salmon Recovery Board
 Snake River Salmon Recovery Board
 Puget Sound Partnership
 Northeast Washington Salmon Recovery Region
 Lower Columbia Fish Recovery Board
 Hood Canal Coordinating Council

Alex Conley
Jessica Helsley
Melody Kreimes
Steve Martin
Laura Blackmore
Joe Maroney
Steve Manlow
Scott Brewer

Public Comment on Grant Funding and Projects: Please limit comments to 3 minutes.
2:45 p.m.

3:15 p.m.

5. 2016 Grant Round, continued
F. Board Funding Decisions
 Middle Columbia River Salmon Recovery Region
 Washington Coast Salmon Recovery Region
 Upper Columbia River Salmon Recovery Region
 Snake River Salmon Recovery Region
 Puget Sound Salmon Recovery Region
 Northeast Washington Salmon Recovery Region
 Lower Columbia Salmon Recovery Region
 Hood Canal Salmon Recovery Region
 Intensively Monitored Watershed Restoration Treatment Projects
 Future Cost Increase Funding

Chair

BREAK

BOARD BUSINESS: BRIEFINGS & DISCUSSIONS
3:30 p.m.

6. Manual 18: General Overview of Changes

3:45 p.m.

7. Governor’s Salmon Recovery Office Updates
 2017 State of Salmon Report
 Allocation Committee
 Communications
 2017 Board Retreat

5:00 p.m.

Kat Moore
Brian Abbott

ADJOURN
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APPROVED BY RCO DIRECTOR KALEEN COTTINGHAM
Meeting Date:

December 8, 2016

Title:

Director’s Report

Summary
This memo is the director’s report on key agency activities.

Board Action Requested
This item will be a:

Request for Decision
Request for Direction
Briefing

In this Report:





Agency update
Legislative, budget, and policy updates
Fiscal report
Performance update

Agency Update
RCO Lauded by State Agencies
The Department of Enterprise Services (DES) delegated RCO the authority for all its purchasing and
contracting needs. The delegated authority will stand for five years, the longest period that DES
authorizes. A variety of factors led to RCO being in the lowest risk category, including an audit of RCO’s
procurement and contracting processes and the agency’s demonstrated understanding of applicable
procurement laws. DES called out RCO’s efforts to contract or purchase with minority and woman-owned
business at “an extraordinary 80.33%.” In a separate event, WaTech, the state’s information technology
agency, called out RCO’s use of interns. WaTech was showing its award-winning presentation on its
Employer of Choice project, one of the presenters called out RCO as a great example of an agency
providing a valuable internship experience to students and veterans.
Centennial Accord Meeting
RCO staff attended the 27th annual Centennial Accord in September, hosted this year by the
Confederated Tribes of the Chehalis Reservation. The accord is a government-to-government annual
meeting that brings together leaders from the state and tribal governments. The Governor and State
Agency and tribal leaders discussed issues related to education, housing, health care, jobs, climate
change, and natural resources.
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First Sponsor Workshop for the Family Forest Fish Passage Program
In October, the Family Forest Fish Passage Program held its first ever webinar for project sponsors to
discuss the program and how it works. The multi-agency grant program structured the webinar as if it was
working with a new sponsor, simulating a timeline of the main tasks required to manage a project from
start to finish. Topics covered included expectations for both the sponsor and the agency Fish Team,
changes that have occurred in project permitting and how best to navigate this process, and where to find
resources.
Meetings with Partners


Results WA: Tara Galuska and Department of Ecology staff presented at the Infrastructure
Assistance Coordinating Council’s annual conference in Wenatchee on the Results WA project to
improve the alignment of water quality and salmon grant programs.

Employees on the Move


Eric Grace joined RCO as an IT technical support specialist intern. Eric comes to us through the
WaTech IT Internship Program. His past experiences include information technology support,
sales, intelligence, military police, helicopter mechanic, and Marine Corps, Army, and Air Force
Reserves.

News from Sister Boards
Recreation and Conservation Funding Board (RCFB)
The RCFB awarded grants in four programs and made policy decisions for its largest grant program, the
Washington Wildlife and Recreation. Staff also provided recommendations from the “project area” special
committee, briefed the board on Youth Athletic Facilities’ policies and procedures, discussed the RCO
director’s evaluation, and recognized two outgoing members and welcomed a new state agency member.
Habitat and Recreation Lands Coordinating Group
The Lands group met in September to discuss agency budget and policy requests related to land
acquisition, conservation, and recreation, as well as the new study from the Joint Legislative Audit and
Review Committee on land acquisition and regulation. The study currently underway will measure the
outcomes of habitat and recreation acquisitions and regulations. The Lands group also formed a
workgroup to develop an online version of the biennial state land acquisition forecast report.
Washington Invasive Species Council (WISC)
WISC met in September with representatives from the Oregon Invasive Species Council, the first joint
meeting of the two councils, to share strategic initiatives and discuss collaboration. Moving forward, both
councils will be collaborating more closely on a number of initiatives. In October, WISC wrote its biennial
report to the Legislature, to be made publically available in December. The next council meeting will
December 15 in Olympia.
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Legislative Update
Legislative Meetings
Director Cottingham and Policy Director Wendy Brown have begun meeting with legislators, legislative
staff, and Governor’s budget and policy staff to review and discuss RCO’s 2017-19 Biennial Budget
requests. More outreach is planned for mid-November, when the Legislature comes back to Olympia for
committee assembly days. During this time before session, legislators attend committee hearings, meet in
caucuses, and receive other legislative updates.
At the August 2016 meeting, the board approved a $55.3 million Salmon-State capital budget request
that includes funding for a Lean study to identify and implement efficiencies in the project development
process. In addition, RCO has requested the following salmon-related budget appropriations for the 201719 biennium. The Governor’s budget proposal is expected on December 19, 2016.
Program

2017-19 Agency Request

Salmon-State (SRFB)

$55.3 million

Estuary and Salmon Restoration

$20 million

Puget Sound Acquisition and Restoration

$80 million

Family Forest Fish Passage Program

$10 million

Coastal Restoration Grants

$12.5 million

Salmon Barrier Removal Board

$51.4 million

Fiscal Report
This financial report reflects Salmon Recovery Funding Board activities as of October 2016.
Balance Summary
Fund

Balance

Current State Balance

$6,478,316

Current Federal Balance – Projects

$8,108,711

Current Federal Balance – Activities, Hatchery Reform, Monitoring

$7,795,915

Lead Entities

$181,656

Puget Sound Acquisition and Restoration (PSAR) and Puget Sound Restoration
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Salmon Recovery Funding Board
For July 1, 2015 - June 30, 2017, actuals through October 31, 2016 (FM 16). 66.7% of biennium reported.

Programs

BUDGET
New and Reappropriation
2015-2017

COMMITTED

Dollars

TO BE COMMITTED

% of
Budget

% of
Budget

Dollars

EXPENDITURES

Dollars

% of
Completed

State Funded
2011-13

$4,890,891

$2,842,423

58%

$2,048,468

42%

$1,785,533

63%

2013-15

$11,872,091

$11,275,785

95%

$596,305

5%

$4,353,809

39%

2015-17

$14,820,200

$10,986,657

74%

$3,833,543

26%

$3,695,532

34%

31,583,182

25,104,865

79%

$6,478,316

21%

9,834,874

39%

2011

$4,577,913

$4,577,913

100%

$0

0%

$4,577,913

100%

2012

$8,493,420

$8,493,420

100%

$0

0%

$4,510,928

53%

Total
Federal Funded

2013

$8,564,766

$8,564,766

100%

$0

0%

$4,652,289

54%

2014

$15,724,199

$15,724,199

100%

$0

0%

$8,086,235

51%

2015

$18,173,121

$17,423,950

96%

$749,171

4%

$3,419,568

20%

2016

$17,045,000

$1,889,545

11%

$15,155,455

89%

$6,105

.1%

72,578,419

56,673,793

96%

$15,904,626

22%

25,253,038

45%

Total
Grant Programs
Lead Entities

7,643,306

7,461,650

98%

181,656

2%

3,446,157

46%

84,358,048

81,715,288

97%

2,642,759

3%

25,927,443

32%

196,162,953

170,955,597

94%

25,207,357

13%

64,461,513

38%

Admin/ Staff

7,294,310

7,294,310

100%

-

0%

4,208,964

58%

Subtotal

7,294,310

7,294,310

100%

-

0%

4,208,964

58%

$203,457,263

$178,249,907

92%

$25,207,357

12%

$68,670,476

39%

PSAR
Subtotal
Administration

GRAND
TOTAL

Note: Activities such as smolt monitoring, effectiveness monitoring, and regional funding are combined with projects in
the state and federal funding lines above.

Performance Update
The following data are for grant management and project impact performance measures for fiscal year
2017. Data included are specific to projects funded by the board and current as of November 7, 2016.
Project Impact Performance Measures
The following tables provide an overview of the fish passage accomplishments funded by board in fiscal
year 2017. Grant sponsors submit these performance measure data for blockages removed, fish passages
installed, and stream miles made accessible when a project is completed and in the process of closing.
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The Forest Family Fish Passage Program and Estuary and Salmon Restoration Program are not included in
these totals.
Eleven salmon blockages were removed so far this fiscal year (July 1, 2016 to November 7, 2016), with four
passageways installed (Table 1). These projects have cumulatively opened 32.24 miles of stream (Table 2).

Table 1. SRFB-Funded Fish Passage Metrics
Measure

FY 2016 Performance

Blockages Removed

11

Bridges Installed

2

Culverts Installed

2

Fish Ladders Installed

0

Fishway Chutes Installed

0

Table 2. Stream Miles Made Accessible by SRFB-Funded Projects
Project
Number

Project Name

Primary Sponsor

Stream
Miles

10-1767

Donkey Creek Culvert – 2010

Pacific Coast Salmon Coalition

1.40

11-1261

Grisdale Fish Passage Restoration Save Creek and Pig Pen Creek

Grays Harbor Conservation District

7.60

11-1525

Coleman Creek - Ellensburg Water
Company Project

Kittitas County Conservation District

0.53

13-1052

Davis Slough Fish Passage and Flow
Restoration

Skagit County Public Works

1.30

13-1117

Raft River Tributaries: 4040 Road Fish
Passage

Quinault Indian Nation

2.44

13-1398

Rattlesnake Creek SR 129 Culvert
Replacement

Asotin County Conservation District

8.97

14-1158

Greenhead Slough Barrier Removal

Sustainable Fisheries Foundation
Total Miles
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Grant Management Performance Measures
Table 3 summarizes fiscal year 2017 operational performance measures as of November 7, 2016.
Table 3. SRFB-Funded Grants: Management Performance Measures
Measure
Percent of Salmon
Projects Issued
Agreement within 120
Days of Board Funding

FY
Target

85-95%

FY 2016
Performance

82%

Indicator

Notes



Eleven agreements for SRFB-funded
projects were due to be mailed this
fiscal year to date. On average, staff
mail agreements 27 days after a
project is approved.

Percent of Salmon
Progress Reports
Responded to On Time
(15 days or less)

65-75%

94%



A total of 194 progress reports were
due this fiscal year to date for SRFBfunded projects. Staff responded to
182 in 15 days or less. On average,
staff responded in 5 days.

Percent of Salmon Bills
Paid within 30 days

100%

100%



During this fiscal year to date, 177
bills were due for SRFB-funded
projects. All were paid on time.

Percent of Projects
Closed on Time

Number of Projects in
Project Backlog
Number of Compliance
Inspections Completed
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60-70%

76%



A total of 45 SRFB-funded projects
were scheduled to close so far this
fiscal year. Of those, 34 projects
closed on time.

0

11



Eleven SRFB-funded projects are in
the backlog. This is an increase from
the last board meeting.



Staff have inspected 21 worksites this
fiscal year to date. They have until
June 30, 2017 to reach the target.

75

21
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APPROVED BY RCO DIRECTOR KALEEN COTTINGHAM
Meeting Date:

December 8, 2016

Title:

Salmon Recovery Management Report

Prepared By:

Brian Abbott, Governor’s Salmon Recovery Office Executive Coordinator
Tara Galuska, Salmon Section Manager

Summary

The following memo highlights recently completed work by the Governor’s Salmon Recovery Office and
the Recreation and Conservation Office.

Board Action Requested
This item will be a:

Request for Decision
Request for Direction
Briefing

Governor’s Salmon Recovery Office
Salmon Recovery Network
For the past two years, the Salmon Recovery Network (SRNet) has met regularly in workgroups facilitated by
Triangle Associates and through conference calls, maintaining a focus on better communication among
network members and refining capacity and capital project funding needs. Currently, SRNet members are
crafting an outreach strategy for decision-makers to support the Salmon Recovery Funding Board (board)
and other state agency requests for salmon recovery. This includes the board’s capital budget request: $52
million for projects, $2.472 million for lead entities, and $641,410 for Regional Fisheries Enhancement
Groups, along with the carry-forward operating budget funding for lead entities.
Fish Barrier Removal Board
The Governor’s Salmon Recovery Office (GSRO) serves on the Fish Barrier Removal Board (FBR Board),
created by the Legislature in 2014. One of the FBR Board’s goals is to broadly communicate the importance
of opening existing habitat for salmon and steelhead blocked by man-made structures. The FBR Board
developed a list of 79 projects (24 design and 55 construction) totaling $51.4 million. On behalf of the FBR
Board and the Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife (WDFW), RCO submitted a 2017-19 capital
budget request that included funding support for these projects. If fully funded, it will open 160 miles of fish
habitat.
The projects, summarized across the following landowner types, include: 19 private; 6 city; 47 county; and 7
state. Ten of those projects, comprising 35% of the funding request, are either Washington State
Department of Transportation (WSDOT) barriers (6 projects, approximately $9.4 million) or are associated
with WSDOT barriers (4 projects, approximately $7.1 million).
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The FBR Board produced outreach materials related to the budget requests that staff will share at the
December board meeting, and an ArcGIS story map.

Recreation and Conservation Office - Salmon Section Report
Salmon Recovery Funding Board Grant Management
2015-17 Budget Update

In 2015, the budget supported an $18 million grant round. Staff briefed the board in March 2016 on the
status of available salmon recovery funds, approximately $13.09 million, for the current 2016 grant round.
The Puget Sound Acquisition and Restoration (PSAR) account was funded at $37 million for the 2015-17
biennium. The last of the 2015-17 PSAR funding ($3.2 million) was obligated at the August 2016 board
meeting.
2016 Grant Cycle Update

The Recreation and Conservation Office (RCO) announced the 2016 grant round in early February 2016
and PRISM opened for applications on February 12. The grant cycle includes federal Pacific Coastal
Salmon Recovery Fund (PCSRF) funding, salmon state funding, and developing lists of new projects for the
2017-19 PSAR budget request. All of the projects associated with these funding sources went through the
same review process to increase efficiency.
Using the regional allocation formula approved by the board, projects are ranked and submitted through
the lead entity process. In order to provide the Puget Sound Partnership with a project list in advance of
the legislative session, sponsors submitted PSAR and PSAR Large Capital projects seeking funding in the
2017-19 biennium. As with other board-funded projects, PSAR projects are submitted through the lead
entity process. Once funding is made available by the Legislature next session, the 2017-19 PSAR projects
will be funded in ranked order using the region’s allocation formula approved by the Puget Sound
Partnership’s Salmon Recovery Council. The deadline for applications was August 12, 2016.
The board will be asked to approve all projects at the December 8, 2016 meeting.
Other Programs
Estuary and Salmon Restoration Program (ESRP)

ESRP received $8 million in the capital budget for the 2015-17 biennium, funding fourteen projects on the
ESRP 2015 Investment Plan. The ESRP program was recently awarded two National Oceanic and
Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) Coastal Resiliency grants, which will fund additional projects on the
list, as well as provide support to a nearshore scientist and an outreach specialist at WDFW. In April 2016,
WDFW released a Request for Proposals for the 2017-19 ESRP project list. WDFW received twenty-five
applications. The ESRP 2017-19 Preliminary Investment Plan Final Ranking is available on the RCO website.
RCO submitted the draft ESRP project list with its 2017-19 capital budget request.
Family Forest Fish Passage Program (FFPPP)

FFFPP received $5 million in the capital budget for the 2015-17 biennium. In September 2015, the FFFPP
Steering Committee approved the 2015 project list, consisting of 16 projects, removing 19 barrier
crossings. These projects are now either completed or underway. The FFFPP Steering Committee recently
approved the 2016 project list for implementation, which includes 13 sites, removing 15 barriers. There are
currently 477 eligible landowners with 830 crossings remaining on the waiting list. A $10 million budget
request supporting projects in the FFFPP Program was submitted for the 2017-19 biennium.
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Salmon Recovery Funding Board Grant Administration
Viewing Closed Projects

Attachment A lists projects that closed between May 18, 2016 and August 8, 2016. Each project number
links to information about a project (e.g., designs, photos, maps, reports, etc.).
Amendments Approved by the RCO Director

The table below shows the major amendments approved between May 18, 2016 and September 28, 2016.
Staff processed 67 project-related amendments during this period; most amendments were minor
revisions related to administrative changes or time extensions.
Table 1. Project Amendments Approved by the RCO Director
Number

Name

Sponsor

Program

Type

15-1320

Buford Creek
Barrier
Design
SRFB
Conservation
Property
Stewardship
Like’s Creek
Fish Passage
Improvement
Project

Nez Perce
Tribe

Salmon
Federal
Projects
Salmon
Federal
Projects

Scope
Change

7/6/2016

Cost
Change

8/18/2016

South Puget
Sound
Salmon
Enhancement
Group

Salmon
Federal
Projects

Scope
Change

9/8/2016

Edgewater
Beach
Nearshore
Project

South Puget
Sound
Salmon
Enhancement
Group

Salmon
State
Projects

Cost
Change

9/28/2016

14-1261

12-1459

13-1248

Skagit Fish
Enhancement
Group

Date

Amount/Notes
Decrease scope from final
design to preliminary
design due to cost
Add $33,982 for
stewardship of plantings.
SFEG is providing an
additional $5,997 in match.
The original scope was
completed under budget.
Remaining funds will
remove the last three road
crossings in the Like's Creek
drainage.
Adding $23,000 of federal
SRFB funds and $7,000 of
ESRP funds to account for
higher permitting costs.

The following table shows projects funded by the board and administered by staff since 1999. The
information is current as of November 2, 2016. This table does not include projects funded through FFFPP
or ESRP. Although RCO staff support these programs through grant administration, the board does not
review and approve projects under these programs.
Table 2. Board-Funded Projects
Pending
Projects
Salmon Projects to Date
Percentage of Total

Active
Projects

Completed
Projects

9

430

2,085

0.4%

17.0%

82.6%

Total Funded
Projects
2,524

Attachments
A.

Salmon Projects Completed and Closed from August 8, 2016 – November 2, 2016
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Attachment A

Salmon Projects Completed and Closed from August 8, 2016 – November 2, 2016
Project
Number

Project Name

Sponsor

Program

10-1909

L Cowiche Creek Conservation Easement

Yakima County Public Services

Salmon Federal Projects

8/31/2016

11-1261

Grisdale Fish Passage Restoration-Save and Pig Pen

Grays Harbor Conservation District

Salmon State Projects

8/10/2016

11-1525

Coleman Cr - Ellensburg Water Company Project

Kittitas Co Conservation District

Salmon Federal Projects

8/13/2016

11-1555

Hobbit Corners Floodplain Restoration

Skagit Fish Enhancement Group

Salmon Federal Projects

9/7/2016

11-1583

Jones Ditch - Passage & Screening and Habitat

Walla Walla Co Cons District

Salmon Federal Projects

8/16/2016

11-1683

Skagit Tier 1 & Tier 2 Floodplain Acquisition II

Skagit Land Trust

Salmon State Projects

8/31/2016

12-1317

Yakima River Gap to Gap Habitat Enhancement

Yakima County Public Services

Salmon Federal Projects

9/28/2016

13-1052

Davis Slough Fish Passage and Flow Restoration

Skagit County Public Works

Salmon Federal Projects

8/22/2016

13-1060

Hansen Creek – Reach 5 Restoration

Skagit County Public Works

Puget Sound Acq. & Restoration

8/10/2016

13-1094

Lyre Estuary & Nelson Creek Protection

North Olympic Land Trust

PSAR Large Capital Projects

13-1117

Raft River Tributaries: 4040 Rd Fish Passage

Quinault Indian Nation

Salmon Federal Projects

13-1143

West Sound Watertyping III

Wild Fish Conservancy

Puget Sound Acq. & Restoration

14-1158

Greenhead Slough Barrier Removal

Sustainable Fisheries Found.

Salmon State Projects

9/14/2016

14-1405

Pioneer Park Restoration Preliminary Designs

South Puget Sound SEG

Salmon State Projects

8/30/2016

14-1433

Goldsborough Habitat Acquisition Phase 3

Capitol Land Trust

Salmon Federal Projects

14-1736

Restore Lower Peshastin Creek - Preliminary Design

Cascade Col Reg Fish Enhance

Salmon State Projects

14-1895

McCaw Reach Fish Restoration (Design) Phase B

Walla Walla Co Cons District

Salmon Federal Projects

9/13/2016

14-1902

Bridge to Bridge Final Restoration Design

Tri-State Steelheaders Inc.

Salmon Federal Projects

9/30/2016

14-1914

Steptoe Creek Perched Culvert Design & Assessment

Palouse Conservation District

Salmon Federal Projects

9/8/2016

14-2254

IMW Straits FFY (2015) WDOE

Department of Ecology

Salmon Federal Activities

8/23/2016
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10/20/2016
9/14/2016
10/27/2016

10/17/2016
9/6/2016
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WSC Executive Committee
Amy Hatch-Winecka, Chair
Deschutes WRIA 13 Salmon
Recovery Lead Entity
John Foltz, Vice Chair
Snake River Salmon Recovery
Board Lead Entity
Jacob Anderson
Klickitat Lead Entity
Dawn Pucci
Island County Lead Entity
Jason Wilkinson
Lake Washington, Cedar,
Sammamish Watershed (WRIA 8)
Lead Entity
Kirsten Harma
Chehalis Basin Lead Entity
Byron Rot
San Juan Lead Entity

Members
Mike Lithgow
Kalispell-Pend Oreille Lead Entity
Bill Armstrong
Quinault Indian Nation Lead
Entity
Richard Brocksmith
Skagit Watershed Council
Joy Juelson
Upper Columbia Salmon Recovery
Board Lead Entity
Cheryl Baumann
N.Olympic Lead Entity for Salmon
Steve Manlow
Lower Columbia Lead Entity
Alicia Olivias
Hood Canal Lead Entity
Ashley Von Essen
Nisqually Lead Entity
Tom Kollasch
Pacific County Lead Entity
Doug Osterman
Green, Duwamish and Central
Puget Sound Watershed (WRIA 9)
Lead Entity
Marian Berejikian
West Sound Watershed Council
Becky Peterson
WRIA 1 Salmon Recovery Board
Frank Hanson
N. Pacific Coast & Quinault
Indian Nation Lead Entities
Lisa Spurrier
Pierce County Lead Entity
Pat Stevenson
Stillaguamish Tribe Lead Entity
Donald “Kit” Crump
Co-Lead for Stillaguamish
Watershed Lead Entity
Gretchen Glaub
Snohomish Lead Entity
Vacant:
WRIA 14
Yakima Basin Fish and Wildlife
Recovery Board

November 22, 2016
David Troutt, Chairman
Salmon Recovery Funding Board
WA Recreation and Conservation Office
PO Box 40917
Olympia, WA 98504-0917
Dear Chairman Troutt and Board Members,
The Washington Salmon Coalition is pleased to provide you with an update on our work
and activities over the last several months:

LE Process Update
The Washington Salmon Coalition (WSC) members have been busy over the last few
months putting the final touches on the 2016 grant round. A main area of focus has been
the Regional Area Project Meetings. The goal of these meetings is to address projects
identified as Projects of Concern (POC’s) and projects that need more information (NMI).
In order to do this effectively, we work directly with each project sponsor to ensure that
they understand the Review Panel’s concern, and work collaboratively on a strategy to address the concern. In addition to clearing POC’s, Lead Entity coordinators work together
with their region to create a presentation to the Review Panel highlighting:






Where projects are located and how they fit into the regional priorities
Other funding sources significantly contributing to restoration and how it all fits
together
Any science demonstrating effectiveness of regional recovery efforts
Considerations of other factors influencing recovery: hydropower, hatcheries, and
harvest
Challenges to implementation that they’d like to highlight

These meetings are a good opportunity to find workable solutions for some of the more
complex project issues around the state. It also facilitates an excellent discussion around
region-related successes, challenges and priorities.
With Lead Entity project lists being finalized locally, this time of the year is also focused
on supporting project sponsors with ongoing projects and identifying other potential
sources of funding to support the finalized project list and stretch the SRFB funding to
address priority projects. It is our job to steward these projects to successful
implementation.
1

WSC December 7th Meeting
The Washington Salmon Coalition held one of our two in-person meetings yesterday.
We focused on training and information on three primary topics:
 The SRFB Regional Funding Allocation – updating the group on where the process is
and how WSC can engage and provide input requested. Our goal is to ensure our
members understand the process, the goal and are able to engage with ideas.
 The Fish Passage Barrier Board—with help from Tom Jameson and WDFW,
updating the group on the various pathways to identify priorities, integrate with the
Lead Entity process, and fund supported projects.
 Legislative outreach, lead by SRFB Chair David Troutt, shared the importance of
engagement with statewide elected officials and how each Lead Entity can support
the SRFB budget priorities. Colleen Thompson, Regional Fisheries Coalition
Managing Director, shared various post election approaches. Colleen has been
exceptional at partnering with the LE’s and Colleen shared additionally our two
partners can collaborate in the coming budget session. The group reviewed available
resources, reviewed SRNet partner messaging, discussed what has happened in 2016
so far and where we are headed.
We also heard from our statewide partners on several current issues. We are grateful to
have such great partners and thank all of those who were able to attend the meeting and
support the WSC.

Cooperative Statewide Engagement
The Washington Salmon Coalition is pleased to represent Lead Entities at numerous
statewide forums, inclusive of the Salmon Recovery Network, the SRFB / GSRO
Communications sub-committee, the Regional Allocation sub-committee, and helping to
plan the Recovery Conference. Our partners at the Council of Regions have welcomed
our involvement in their meetings and the report built over the years continues to yield
fruitful collaboration. Our partnership with the Regional Fisheries Coalition has become
simply exceptional, as they have guided our legislative outreach with their extensive
knowledge and experience. We are excited to continue this journey and share in the fruit
of our combined efforts.
We are hopeful that the discussion regarding the RCO Washington Administrative Code
(WAC) will reconvene once the allocation sub-committee has concluded their work.
WSC is interested in exploring the definitions outlined within the supplemental section,
as it would assist us in our work bringing locally supported projects to bear on the
landscape.
2

Lead Entity Staff Changes
We bid farewell to Darcy Batura, the Lead Entity Coordinator for the Yakima Basin Fish
and Wildlife Recovery Board. Darcy has been an outstanding Coordinator and a
tremendous advocate for local-driven processes. We miss her energy, disarming nature
and quick wit already. Darcy now works as the Central Cascades Community
Conservation Coordinator for The Nature Conservancy, out of Cle Elum. Darcy served
as WSC Chair for two terms and lead us to become a highly engaged and effective organization. We wish her well—and hope to see her at the Salmon Recovery Conference in
April!
We welcome Gretchen Glaub to the Snohomish Lead Entity. Gretchen comes to us from
the Puget Sound Partnership, where she was an Ecosystem Recovery Coordinator. She
will be working alongside Kit Crump and Morgan Ruff, who will serve as guides to
Gretchen as she pivots to this new role.
We also welcome Mike Lithgow to the Pend Oreille Lead Entity in the Northeast. He
will be the Information and Outreach Coordinator for the Kalispel Tribe, taking over
Lead Entity duties from Todd Anderson.

Lead Entity Vacancies



Yakima Basin Fish and Wildlife Recovery Board
WRIA 14: Kennedy / Goldsborough

Statewide LE News and Updates
“Hey, I’m plantin’ here” – Shared by Chris Vondrasek from the Skagit Watershed
Council Lead Entity
Every streamside invasive plant removed and every acre of trees planted helps improve
the nearby salmon habitat. But how do years of all these individual actions add up across
a vast watershed like the Skagit? What’s the big story from the mountains to the foothills,
winding through the floodplain and out into the estuary? Are we winning our restoration
battles?
To improve the results of riparian stewardship and restoration actions and to coordinate
future projects, the Skagit Watershed Council and its key riparian stewardship partners
have developed new spatial databases, watershed scale assessments, and comprehensive
strategies. They’re tracking where each have worked and sharing the results, and lessons
learned of all their combined efforts.
3

The planting work still requires a gal, or a guy, with shovel. But project implementers in
the Skagit now can use “crowdsourcing” web-map tools to assess the accuracy of past
project records, to map invasive species infestations, to document maintenance actions,
and to confirm riparian forest conditions like species composition and seral stage across
the landscape. And everyone contributes and shares in the information and growing
knowledge base.
Key riparian project implementers include the Skagit Fisheries Enhancement Group, the
Skagit Land Trust, Skagit River System Cooperative, Skagit County Public Works, the
USFS, and WDFW. For more information on the project: https://secure.rco.wa.gov/
prism/search/projectsnapshot.aspx?ProjectNumber=14-1262

Riparian restoration
in the Skagit

Crowdsourced map
of riparian
stewardship

4

Snohomish County Nearshore Beach Restoration and Nourishment Project – shared by
Morgan Ruff from the Snohomish Basin Lead Entity and Kathleen Herrmann from Snohomish
County.
The Snohomish County Nearshore Beach Restoration and Nourishment Project is almost complete! Construction of this project entailed moving approximately 1540 truck loads of beach sand
from the upper Snohomish River dredge material storage location, also known as Site O, to 4
miles of beaches between Mukilteo and Everett! We also removed a large bulkhead at Howarth
Park and built up the beach area at high tide for both people and fish habitat. We are extremely
happy with this project and look forward to finding ways to partner with local, state and federal

agencies to making this possible
again in the near future. We will be
planting native plants later this fall
once the heat of summer has
subsided.
A more formal announcement and
celebration will be coming later this
fall when the pedestrian bridge construction is complete and the park is
reopened to the public. More info
can be found on our MRC websitewww.snocomrc.org and we have a
live feed at this link: http://videomonitoring.com/scientific/
snohomish/slideshow.htm.
5

New Habitat Available on the Snohomish River – shared by Morgan Ruff from the
Snohomish Basin Lead Entity and the Snohomish Conservation District.
Juvenile salmon now have access to 6.3 acres and .71 miles of off channel rearing habitat
along the Snohomish River! In addition, 7 acres of riparian and wetland habitat will soon
be replanted!
The Snohomish Conservation District recently completed construction of a back-channel
reconnection project at the Moga property on the Snohomish River. This project provided
side channel access for juvenile chinook in an area that is largely modified, developed
and diked in the lower Snohomish River. The Conservation District installed two 12’
diameter culverts, excavated and enhanced a series of channels to connect the existing
wetlands with the river during normal winter flows.
The landowner, Greg Moga, and his family, have been working hard to continue to
expand habitat improvements well beyond the back-channel project. Mr. Moga

has planted trees, added pollinator habitat, eliminated dumping sites, removed invasive
species and created a wildlife haven. His stewardship for the land is truly a model for
others.
The Moga project was funded by the State Salmon Recovery Funding Board with match
provided by the Washington State Conservation Commission and the landowner. Design
and construction oversight is by Cardno with construction by McClung Construction.
You can see more photos below or if you want to follow along with the project, go to:
https://www.flickr.com/photos/snohomishcd/albums.
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It is a pleasure to share our news and projects with you each quarter, thank you for your
support and encouragement!

Amy Hatch-Winecka
Chair, Washington Salmon Coalition
Deschutes WRIA 13 Lead Entity Coordinator
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APPROVED BY RCO DIRECTOR KALEEN COTTINGHAM
Meeting Date:

December 8, 2016

Title:

2016 Grant Round Overview

Prepared By:

Tara Galuska, Salmon Recovery Section Manager

Summary
At the December meeting, staff will request the Salmon Recovery Funding Board (board) to approve
the projects identified in the 2016 Salmon Recovery Grant Funding Report, Attachment 6 and
Attachment 9. The funding report provides background on the process used to identify and evaluate
the projects under consideration, as well as the project lists.

Board Action Requested
This item will be a:

Request for Decision
Request for Direction
Briefing

Proposed Motion Language
Reference Attachment A for proposed motions for board consideration and approval.

Background
Salmon State and Federal Projects
For the 2016 grant round, the Salmon Recovery Funding Board (board) set a funding amount of $13.1
million to implement salmon recovery plans using federal1 and state funds, based on known and
anticipated funding amounts. At the December 2016 meeting, staff will request the board to approve
funding for these projects, as shown in the 2016 Salmon Recovery Grant Funding Report, Attachment 9.
The following table details the regional allocations for salmon funding (federal and state).

1

Pacific Coastal Salmon Recovery Funds (PCSRF) from the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA).
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Table 1. Regional Funding Allocation Formula for salmon funds, as Adopted by the Salmon
Recovery Funding Board
Regional Salmon Recovery Organization

Regional Allocation
Percent of Total

2016 Allocation Based
on $13.1 million

Hood Canal Coordinating Council*
Lower Columbia Fish Recovery Board**
Middle Columbia Salmon Recovery Board**
Northeast Washington

2.35%
15%
9.87%
2%

$869,350
$1,963,950
$1,292,279
$261,860

42.04%
8.88%
10.85%
9%

$4,942,633
$1,162,658
$1,420,591
$1,178,370

Puget Sound Partnership***
Snake River Salmon Recovery Board
Upper Columbia Salmon Recovery Board
Washington Coast Sustainable Salmon Partnership
*

Hood Canal is in the Puget Sound Salmon Recovery Region for Chinook and steelhead, but is a separate salmon
recovery region for summer chum. The Hood Canal Coordinating Council receives 10 percent of the Puget Sound
Partnership's regional Salmon Recovery Funding Board allocation for Chinook and steelhead.

** There are 4 projects submitted by the Klickitat County Lead Entity. Klickitat is receiving $98,197 from Lower
Columbia Fish Recovery Board regional allocation and $382,000 from the Middle Columbia River Salmon Recovery
Board’s regional allocation.
*** North Olympic Peninsula Lead Entity (NOPLE) is giving the Hood Canal Lead Entity $520,743 in 2016 Salmon
Recovery Funding Board funds this round to reciprocate funding that was shared by Hood Canal in the 2015 grant
round. The allocations on the Ranked Lists on Attachment 9 of the 2016 Funding Report reflect this.

Puget Sound Acquisition and Restoration Projects
All 2015-2017 Puget Sound Acquisition and Restoration (PSAR) project funding has been awarded. The
RCO’s 2017-2019 capital budget request includes $80 million for PSAR to accelerate implementation of
the Puget Sound Salmon Recovery Plan. In past grant rounds, the board approved funding for project lists
after the Legislature appropriated funding. For the current grant round, the board will be asked to
approve PSAR project lists in advance of the Legislative session. Once the PSAR account is funded by the
Legislature, the Recreation and Conservation Office will enter into contracts for the approved projects on
the ranked lists.
The proposed allocation of 2017-2019 PSAR funds includes two components: 1) allocation of the first $30
million using the watershed-based formula to ensure every watershed continues to make significant
progress; and 2) allocation of any appropriation amount above $30 million to the large capital project list
in ranked order. The 2016 Funding Report includes the complete PSAR project list and 2017-19 PSAR
Large Capital project list as Attachments 6 and 9, respectively.
Regional Monitoring Projects
In 2015, the board approved adding monitoring as an eligible project type. Staff updated Manual 18
outlining the eligibility criteria for the new monitoring project category. Per board policy, a regional
salmon recovery organization may make up to 10 percent of its annual allocation available for monitoring
activities, subject to the following conditions: the project must be certified by the region; meet a high
priority data gap; and be accomplished in three years. The project should complement ongoing
monitoring efforts and be consistent or compatible with methods and protocols used throughout the
state. Data collected must be available to RCO and the public. The Region must explain why SRFB funds,
rather than other fund sources, are necessary to accomplish the monitoring. RCO received six regional
monitoring proposals from three regions (see the 2016 Funding Report, Attachment 5). The Monitoring
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Panel reviewed these regional monitoring proposals for eligibility and soundness prior to the board’s
funding decisions.
The regional allocations include the proposed monitoring proposals, found in the 2016 Funding Report,
Attachment 9. Attachment A of this memo outlines the recommendation to fund these projects.
Intensively Monitored Watershed Treatment Projects
Intensively monitored watersheds (IMWs) serve in the evaluation of whether restoration or other management
practices within a watershed result in improved habitat, water quality, and fish abundance. At the March 2014
meeting, the board approved dedicating up to $2 million per year over three years towards projects within
IMW study areas, also adding guidance to Manual 18. The funding does not carry over each year. This is the
final year of this set-aside for implementing projects within IMWs.
Attachment A outlines the recommendation to approve three restoration projects within an IMW, for a total
funding request of $1,529,210. The unallocated funding has been returned to the pot and used to achieve the
target grant round funding of $13.1 million.
All IMW-related project proposals had to be submitted by the grant application deadline and follow the
process outlined in Manual 18. Subsequent to the deadline, several regions identified projects that could have
qualified as within an IMW and suggested that RCO move these projects from their regular ranked project list
to the IMW list. However, since they did not meet the Manual 18 timeline and since the unused portion of the
IMW restoration treatment funding is necessary for meeting the overall $13.1 million grant round target, RCO
staff denied the requests. Correspondence in the notebook suggests the board could change that decision.
However, moving projects around would have consequences to the overall availability of funds for the entire
grant round, resulting in other projects not receiving funding.

2016 Salmon Recovery Grant Funding Report
The 2016 Funding Report describes the annual grant round funding processes implemented by RCO, lead
entities, and regions. RCO published the funding report in November 2016.
The funding report serves the following purposes:


Consolidates the project selection processes from lead entities, regions, and the review panel;



Summarizes the grant round information, as well as information submitted to RCO by the regional
organizations and lead entities regarding their local project recruitment and ranking processes;



Incorporates the work completed by the Salmon Recovery Funding Board Review Panel, including
their collective observations and recommendations on the funding cycle; and



Serves as the basis for the board’s funding decisions, demonstrating that applicants complied
with the application and evaluation process described in the Salmon Recovery Grants Manual 18,
Section 3.

The funding report includes all projects under consideration in the current grant round. All projects listed
in the tables, if approved, will receive either federal PCSRF funds, state salmon funds (bond funds), or
PSAR funds (bond funds). The funding report is organized into four sections:


Introduction and overview of the 2016 grant round;



Discussion of the Review Panel process and their findings;



Region-by-region summary of local project selection processes (with links provided); and



Attachments.
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Project Approval
At the December 2016 meeting, the board will consider each region’s list of projects and make regional
area funding and project approval decisions based on the final funding tables included in the 2016
Funding Report, Attachments 6 and 9. The Salmon Recovery Funding Board Review Panel (Review Panel)
will present grant round observations to the board, as well as highlight any projects of concern (POC).
Sponsors and lead entities will have an opportunity to answer any questions from the board. Following
these presentations, each region is allotted ten minutes to discuss their project selection process and
highlight some of their outstanding projects, as well as provide support for any POCs they have forwarded
on to the board for consideration.
The federal Pacific Coastal Salmon Recovery Fund (PCSRF) grant award, combined with returned funds
and other available state funds, make possible a $13.1 million grant cycle. RCO also sets aside up to
$500,000 for the upcoming year (2017) for unanticipated cost increases. The proposed regional allocations
in the funding tables reflect the $13.1 million funding target. To view information on project selection in
each region, please see the 2016 Funding Report, Region Summaries (page 21).
The Puget Sound region’s ranked lists include PSAR projects (see 2016 Funding Report, Attachment 9).
The PSAR amount that would be available to Puget Sound Lead Entities to implement projects could be
up to $30 million, once the account is funded by the Legislature in 2017. Each lead entity will receive an
allocation for capital project funding pursuant to a formula approved by the Puget Sound Salmon
Recovery Council.
Each regional area and the corresponding lead entities prepared their respective project lists in
consideration of the available salmon state and federal funding. These lists include PSAR projects in
anticipation of the Legislature funding the PSAR account in the capital budget. The advantage of
preparing the list prior to the session is that, once the account is funded, RCO will be able to start
contracts for board-approved projects right away, allowing project sponsors up to six months of
additional work time to accomplish projects. Several lead entities also identified “alternate” projects on
their ranked lists; these projects must go through the entire lead entity, region, and board review process.
Project alternates within a lead entity list may receive funds within one year from the original board
funding decision, if another project on that year’s list returns funds, fails to be accomplished or is
withdrawn. All of the alternate projects are ranked and have gone through the same grant round process,
timeline, and technical review by the Review Panel.
There are two POCs included in the funding tables submitted to the board for funding consideration. Both
projects are in the Puget Sound region: one on the Snohomish list and one on the San Juan Lead Entity
list. The Review Panel comment forms on these projects can be found in the 2016 Funding Report,
Attachment 8. Should the board decide not to approve one or either of the projects, the lead entity
allocation will be reduced by the projects’ requested funding amount. If those funds are PSAR funds, they
would go back to the Puget Sound region for distribution to the approved PSAR Large Capital project list,
in ranked order.

Attachments
A. 2016 Grant Round: Suggested Motions
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2016 Grant Round: Suggested Motions
Middle Columbia River Salmon Recovery Region
Move to approve $1,292,279 for projects and project alternates in the Middle Columbia Salmon Recovery
Board Region, as listed in Attachment 9 of the 2016 Salmon Recovery Grant Funding Report, dated
December 8, 2016. This amount includes $382,000 of funding for projects in Klickitat County Lead Entity.
Washington Coast Salmon Recovery Region
Move to approve $1,177,666* for projects and project alternates in the Coastal Region, as listed in
Attachment 9 of the 2016 Salmon Recovery Grant Funding Report, dated December 8, 2016.
Upper Columbia River Salmon Recovery Region
Move to approve $1,420,000 for projects and project alternates in the Upper Columbia Region, as listed in
Attachment 9 of the 2016 Salmon Recovery Grant Funding Report, dated December 8, 2016.
Snake River Salmon Recovery Region
Move to approve $1,162,658 for projects and project alternates in the Snake River Region, as listed in
Attachment 9 of the 2016 Salmon Recovery Grant Funding Report, dated December 8, 2016.
Puget Sound Salmon Recovery Region
SRFB Funds
Move to approve $4,421,891** in SRFB funds for projects and project alternates in the Puget Sound
Region, as listed in Attachment 9 of the 2016 Salmon Recovery Grant Funding Report, dated December 8,
2016.
PSAR Funds


Alternate 1 (Approves the projects of concern)
Move to approve the list of PSAR projects in the Puget Sound and Hood Canal Regions, as listed in
Attachment 9 of the 2016 Salmon Recovery Grant Funding Report, dated December 8, 2016, and
authorize the RCO Director to enter into project agreements once funding is approved by the
Legislature.



Alternate 2 (Removes one project of concern and DOES NOT include approval for project #16-1741,
SF Snoqualmie Levee Setback Design in North Bend in the Snohomish Basin Lead Entity.):
Move to approve the list of PSAR projects identified in the Puget Sound and Hood Canal Regions,
as listed in Attachment 9 of the 2016 Salmon Recovery Grant Funding Report, dated December 8,
2016, excluding project #16-1741, SF Snoqualmie Levee Setback Design in North Bend in the
Snohomish Basin Lead Entity, and authorize the RCO Director to enter into project agreements once
funding is approved by the Legislature



Alternate 3 (Removes one project of concern and DOES NOT include approval for #16-1293, Zylstra
Lower Lake Acquisition in the San Juan Lead Entity)
Move to approve the list of PSAR projects identified in the Puget Sound and Hood Canal Regions,
as listed in Attachment 9 of the 2016 Salmon Recovery Grant Funding Report, dated December 8,
2016, excluding project #16-1293, Zylstra Lower Lake Acquisition in the San Juan Lead Entity, and
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authorize the RCO Director to enter into project agreements once funding is approved by the
Legislature


Alternate 4 (Removes both the projects of concern and DOES NOT include approval for #16-1293,
Zylstra Lower Lake Acquisition in the San Juan Lead Entity and project #16-1741, SF Snoqualmie
Levee Setback Design in North Bend in the Snohomish Basin Lead Entity).
Move to approve the list of PSAR projects identified in the Puget Sound and Hood Canal Regions,
as listed in Attachment 9 of the 2016 Salmon Recovery Grant Funding Report, dated December 8,
2016, excluding project #16-1293, Zylstra Lower Lake Acquisition in the San Juan Lead Entity and
project #16-1741, SF Snoqualmie Levee Setback Design in North Bend in the Snohomish Basin Lead
Entity, and authorize the RCO Director to enter into project agreements once funding is approved
by the Legislature

PSAR Large Capital Funds
Move to approve the 2017-19 Puget Sound Acquisition and Restoration Fund large capital project list as
listed in Attachment 6 of the 2016 Salmon Recovery Grant Funding Report, and authorize the RCO
Director to enter into project agreements once funding is approved by the Legislature.
Northeast Washington Salmon Recovery Region
Move to approve $261,860 for projects in the Northeast Region, as listed in Attachment 9 of the 2016
Salmon Recovery Grant Funding Report, dated December 8, 2016.
Lower Columbia Salmon Recovery Region
Move to approve $1,963,950 for projects and project alternates in the Lower Columbia Region, as listed in
Attachment 9 of the 2016 Salmon Recovery Grant Funding Report, dated December 8, 2016. This amount
includes $98,197 of funding for projects in Klickitat County Lead Entity.
Hood Canal Salmon Recovery Region
Move to approve $1,390,093** in SRFB funds for projects and project alternates in the Hood Canal Region,
as listed in the citizen’s approved projects list in Attachment 9 of the 2016 Salmon Recovery Grant
Funding Report, dated December 8, 2016.
Intensively Monitored Watershed Restoration Treatment Projects
Move to approve a total funding request of $1,529,210 for three restoration projects within an Intensively
Monitored Watershed (IMW) as shown in Attachment 4 of the 2016 Salmon Recovery Grant Funding
Report.
Future Cost Increase Funding
Move to approve the use of up to $500,000 in SRFB funds, as available, for cost increase amendments in
calendar year 2017.

*

The Coast is not using its entire allocation.

** The motions reflects the sharing of resources between North Olympic Peninsula Lead Entity (NOPLE) and the Hood
Canal Lead Entity/Region to reciprocate funding that was shared in the 2015 grant round. The allocations on the
Ranked Lists on Attachment 9 also reflect this.
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APPROVED BY RCO DIRECTOR KALEEN COTTINGHAM
Meeting Date:

December 8, 2016

Title:

Manual 18: General Overview of Changes for the 2017 Grant Cycle

Prepared By:

Kat Moore, Salmon Recovery Senior Outdoor Grant Manager

Summary
This memo summarizes the proposed administrative revisions and policy changes to Salmon Recovery
Grants Manual 18: Policies and Project Selection. These revisions incorporate comments submitted by
lead entities in their semi-annual progress reports, suggestions from the Salmon Recovery Funding
Board Technical Review Panel, and clarifications and updates from Recreation and Conservation Office
staff.

Board Action Requested
This item will be a:

Request for Decision
Request for Direction
Briefing

Background
Salmon Recovery Grants Manual 18 contains the instructions and policies needed for completing a grant
application for submission to the Salmon Recovery Funding Board (board) and for managing a project
once funding is approved. The board approves all large policy decisions that will be incorporated into
Manual 18; the Recreation and Conservation Office (RCO) director has authority to approve administrative
changes and minor policy clarifications.
Each December, RCO staff recommend Manual 18 updates to the board for the upcoming grant round.
The board is briefed in December in order to finalize the manual by the start of the grant round the
following year, supporting lead entities and regions as they develop their projects and processes. The
revisions incorporate comments submitted by lead entities in their semi-annual progress reports,
suggestions from the Salmon Recovery Funding Board Technical Review Panel (Review Panel), and
clarifications and updates from RCO staff. Review and decisions at the annual December meeting ensure
that changes to the manual are reviewed and approved in an open public meeting.
At the December meeting, staff will request the board to adopt the 2017 Grant Schedule (Attachment A);
however, since no major policy revisions are proposed, no other board decisions are necessary.

Manual 18 Changes Proposed for 2017 Grant Cycle
Administrative Updates and Policy Clarifications
RCO staff plan to make the following administrative updates and minor policy clarifications to Manual 18:


Update “Appendix B: Puget Sound Acquisition and Restoration Fund”

SRFB December 2016

Page 1

Item 6



Clarify the Intensively Monitored Watershed (IMW) Restoration Treatment process if funding is
designated for projects



Clarify when landowner acknowledgment forms are required for application



Update the salmon project proposal with Review Panel suggestions



Update the Regional submittal requirements



Update the permitting section with new information



Update mapping requirements to improve cultural resources review

Policy Changes
There are no policy changes requested for the 2017 Salmon Recovery Grants manual.
Review Panel Recommendations
The Review Panel does not have recommendations for major policy changes at this board meeting.
Opportunity for Stakeholder Comment
Staff, sponsors, lead entities, and regions provide feedback throughout the year that RCO uses to propose
administrative changes. Staff also receives feedback from lead entities through the lead entity progress
reports. After the December 2016 board meeting, staff will publish a draft of the revised manual and
stakeholders will have an additional opportunity to review the administrative changes.
To prepare for the 2018 grant round, RCO will conduct a sponsor survey in early 2017. RCO is working
with a LEAN consultant to map the internal to RCO review and evaluation processes for salmon recovery
grants to determine potential areas of streamlining and removing unnecessary steps to create efficiencies.
RCO submitted a 2017-19 budget request to execute a LEAN study to bring efficiencies to the project
development and prioritization process. These surveys and studies may lead to minor or significant
changes in Manual 18 for the 2018 or 2019 grant cycles.

Staff Recommendation
Staff recommends approval of the 2017 Grant Schedule, Attachment A.

Next Steps
Staff will ask the board to approve the 2017 Grant Schedule at the December 2016 meeting. After the
meeting, staff will publish a draft of the revised Manual 18 for stakeholders, lead entities, and regional
organizations to review and comment on the administrative changes. RCO expects to finalize the manual
in early 2017, in preparation for the 2017 grant cycle.

Attachments
A. 2017 Grant Schedule
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Salmon Recovery Funding Board (SRFB) 2017 Grant Schedule
Please obtain your lead entity’s schedule from your lead entity coordinator.
Date

Action

Description

February 10

DUE DATE: Requests for
review panel site visits

Lead entities submit their requests for site visits to RCO
staff by this date.

February-June 9

Project draft
application materials
due at least three
weeks before site visit
(required)

At least three weeks before the site visit, applicants
enter application materials through PRISM Online (See
Draft Application Checklist). The lead entity will provide
applicants with a project number from the Habitat Work
Schedule before work can begin in PRISM Online.

February-June 30

Pre-application review
and site visits
(required)

RCO grants managers and review panel members review
draft application materials, go on lead entity-organized
site visits, and provide technical feedback based on
materials and visits. Complete site visits before June 30,
2017.

February-May

Application workshops
(on request)

RCO staff holds an online application workshop. RCO
can provide additional in-person trainings lead entities
upon request.

February-July 15

SRFB review panel
completes initial
project comment forms

About two weeks after the site visits, RCO grants
managers provide review panel comment forms to lead
entities and applicants. Applicants must address review
panel comments through revisions to their Appendix C
project proposals (using Microsoft Word track changes).

August 10

Due Date: Applications
due

Applicants submit final application materials, including
attachments, via PRISM Online. See Final Application
checklist.

August 14

Due Date: Lead entity
submittals due

Lead entities submit draft ranked lists via PRISM Online.

August 14-25

RCO grants manager
review

RCO screens all applications for completeness and
eligibility.

August 25

Review panel postapplication review

RCO grants managers forward project application
materials to review panel members for evaluation.

September 6

Due Date: Regional
submittal

Regional organizations submit their recommendations
for funding, including alternate projects (only those they
want the SRFB to consider funding), and their Regional
Area Summary and Project Matrix.

September 18-20

SRFB Review Panel
meeting

The review panel meets to discuss projects, prepare
comment forms, and determine the status of each
project.
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Date

Action

Description

September 29

Project comment forms
available for sponsors

RCO grants managers provide the review panel
comment forms to lead entities and applicants. Projects
will be identified with a status of “Clear,” “Conditioned,”
“Need More Information” (NMI), or “Project of Concern”
(POC).

October 12

Due Date: Response to
project comment forms

Applicants with projects labeled Conditioned, NMI, or
POC provide responses to review panel comments
through revisions to the project proposal attached in
PRISM. If the applicant does not respond to comments
by this date, RCO will assume the project was withdrawn
from funding consideration.

October 18

Review panel list of
projects for regional
area meeting

The review panel reviews the responses to comments
and identifies which projects to clear. They recommend
a list of POCs to present at the regional area project
meeting.

October 23-25

Regional area project
meetings

Regional organizations, lead entities, and applicants
present regional updates and discuss POCs with the
review panel.

November 1

Review panel finalizes
project comment forms

The review panel finalizes comment forms by
considering application materials, site visits, applicants’
responses to comments, and presentations during the
regional area project meeting.

November 7

Due Date: Lead entity
submits final ranked list

Lead entities submit ranked project lists in PRISM. RCO
will not accept changes to the lists after this date.
Updates submitted after this date will not appear in the
grant funding report.

November 16

Final 2017 grant report
available for public
review

The final funding recommendation report is available
online for SRFB and public review.

December 6-7

Board funding meeting

Board awards grants. Public comment period available.
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Salmon Recovery Funding Board Briefing Memo

7

APPROVED BY RCO DIRECTOR KALEEN COTTINGHAM
Meeting Date:

December 8, 2016

Title:

Governor’s Salmon Recovery Office Updates

Prepared By:

Brian Abbott, Governor’s Salmon Recovery Office Executive Coordinator

Summary
The Governor’s Salmon Recovery Office will update the board on several important projects detailed in
this memo at the December Salmon Recovery Funding Board (board) meeting. This memo provides
background and context for each project.

Board Action Requested
This item will be a:

Request for Decision
Request for Direction
Briefing

2016 State of Salmon Report
Every two years, the Governor’s Salmon Recovery Office (GSRO) publishes the State of Salmon in
Watersheds report which consists of a hard-copy executive summary and a website with state-wide data
and narratives (stateofsalmon.wa.gov). The report informs the Legislature and the public about the
impacts and uses of salmon funding, including how fish and habitats respond to restoration efforts.
This year, GSRO took on the task of updating and redefining the report. The 2014 version seemed to
overwhelm users with data, story maps, and narratives from partners in salmon recovery. GSRO discovered
that website visitors stayed for only brief periods of time and were not exploring several of the webpages
or the data. The new website will be simplified, shorter, and easier to navigate. GSRO settled on a new
design and began incorporating data, charts, and stories. The launch date is scheduled for mid-December.
GSRO intends to produce a shorter executive summary with a focused message about the urgent need for
a statewide, coordinated commitment to salmon recovery to address tough upcoming challenges. Staff
anticipates providing a preliminary viewing of the draft website and executive summary at the Salmon
Recovery Funding Board’s (board) December meeting.

Allocation Committee
The board created an allocation committee to review regional area allocations and develop a capacity
allocation process for lead entities and regions. Board members David Troutt and Megan Duffy agreed to
participate on the committee, along with regional and lead entity representatives. Jeff Breckel, a newly
appointed member to the board, will also serve on the committee. The Recreation and Conservation
Office (RCO) and the Governor’s Salmon Recovery Office contracted with Ross Strategic to facilitate the
committee, whose first meeting was held November 8, 2016. Staff will share a summary of the meeting at
the December Board meeting. The committee will hold two additional meetings (dates yet to be
determined) and will present recommendations to the board at the March 2017 meeting.

SRFB December 2016

Page 1

Item 7

Communications
Salmon Recovery Network (SRNet)
SRNet partners submitted a letter to the Governor’s Office and to the Office of Financial Management
highlighting priorities in the state agency budget requests for salmon recovery (see Attachment A). This
effort represents the first time that SRNet collaborated to speak out with one unified voice. SRNet
distributed the letter publicly as part of their strategic preparation for the upcoming legislative session. At
the December board meeting, GSRO staff will discuss the need to support the facilitation work by adding
$45,000 and extending the current contract through the end of 2017.
Communication and Fundraising Plan
Pyramid Communications was contracted to develop a communications plan and fundraising strategy for
the board. The plan will provide detailed recommendations and focus on the synergies between the
board, GSRO and SRNet, building on the close affiliations that the three groups share.
The objectives of this plan are to:


Build off of the Communications Framework to write a specific and actionable communications
plan for the board and GSRO.



Develop communication materials to support the plan; these may include handouts, fact
sheets, website development, or video shorts.



Align the plan with SRNet outreach efforts, to promote collaborative communications that send
consistent messaging on salmon recovery to decision-makers.



Assist GSRO with the State of Salmon website and executive summary, which should be an
integrated part of the overall communications plan.

Pyramid Communications has interviewed more than thirty people in preparation of a feasibility report that
will serve as the basis for a draft plan and strategy. Pyramid Communications, GSRO staff, and an advisory
committee continue to review the communications deliverables. Members of the advisory committee
include:
Cathy Cochrane
Amy Hatch-Winecka
Erik Neatherlin
Laura Johnson
Jess Helsley
Jeff Breckel
Nancy Biery
Bob Bugert
Tara Galuska
Susan Zemek
Sarah Gage
Brian Abbott

Puget Sound Partnership
Washington Salmon Coalition
Washington Department of Fish & Wildlife
Washington State Conservation Commission
Council of Regions
Council of Regions (Prior to his recent appointment to the board)
Salmon Recovery Funding Board
Salmon Recovery Funding Board
Recreation and Conservation Office
Recreation and Conservation Office
Governor’s Salmon Recovery Office
Governor’s Salmon Recovery Office

If a draft communication and fundraising plan is available, staff will share it with board members at the
December meeting.
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Salmon Recovery Conference
The Salmon Recovery Conference will be held at the Wenatchee Conference Center on April 25-27, 2017
in Wenatchee, WA. The conference is hosted by the Salmon Recovery Funding Board with administrative
support provided by RCO. In preparation, RCO issued a call for sessions, ideas, and suggestions, which
closed on November 4. There are seventy-three proposed sessions for the 2017 conference, an increase
from the fifty sessions held at the 2015 conference.
Staff will share a draft of the agenda framework at the December board meeting. RCO will issue the
request for session abstracts, currently scheduled for December 12, after the conference framework is
established.
For state agency representatives who are also members of the board, now is the time to start thinking
about conference sponsorship. A typical sponsorship of $5,000 includes: a table in the exhibit hall; logo
included in all conference materials, and two registrations. Current sponsors include: the Washington
Department of Fish and Wildlife, the Governor’s Salmon Recovery Office, Long Live the Kings, Pyramid
Communications, National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) Fisheries, and the Upper
Columbia Salmon Recovery Board.
Hatchery Reform Video
GSRO partnered with the Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife, the Northwest Indian Fisheries
Commission, Tribal staff, and the Hatchery Scientific Review Group to create a video focused on hatchery
reform. Development is underway for the video, which intends to educate decision-makers about the
important role that hatcheries play in salmon recovery and the challenges associated with hatchery
programs protecting wild populations. The contractor, Wahoo Films, began filming in the field this past
fall. Lasting approximately five minutes, the video will include three special segments, which are each 1-2
minutes in duration.

2017 Board Retreat
The Biennial Work Plan for 2015-17 includes a board retreat in 2017, the first time since establishment of
the board in 2000. The retreat represents a timely opportunity, as the board has a clear strategy and work
plan developed for the challenges ahead. From the 2015-17 work plan, GSRO and RCO staff propose the
following potential agenda items:


Role of the board (Strategy and Biennial Work Plan); expectations of board members (especially
about communications/outreach; external funding; collaborations)



Long-term planning of board meeting agendas, e.g., sequencing agenda items based on policy
needs



Communications Strategy



Adaptive Management Plan for the salmon recovery program and performance metrics



Updates to the work plan

The board’s Strategic Plan and Biennial Work Plan for 2015-17 are included as Attachment B. An email
was distributed to board members seeking input on the timing for the retreat. Results will be presented at
the December meeting, along with the proposed retreat agenda.
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Attachments
A. Salmon Recovery Network (SRNet) Letter
B.

Salmon Recovery Funding Board Strategic Plan and Biennial Work Plan for 2015-17

C. State Agency Budget Requests
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Governor Jay Inslee
Office of the Governor
P.O. Box 40002
Olympia, WA 98504-0002

Dear Governor Inslee,
On behalf of the Salmon Recovery Network (SRNet), we are writing to highlight for your consideration
elements of the state agency 2017-2019 biennial budgets critical to the continued success of the State’s
salmon recovery efforts and the protection and restoration of habitat.
Washington State is a leader in salmon recovery built on locally-driven collaborative processes to restore
salmon and steelhead to healthy, harvestable levels. SRNet is a partnership between local, tribal, state,
and federal entities working to build public, political, and financial support and awareness of
Washington State’s unique locally-driven process. SRNet includes representatives from the Regional
Fisheries Enhancement Groups (RFEGs), the Council of Regions, Lead Entities (LEs), Conservation
Districts, and Tribal nations. NOAA and state entities such as the Salmon Recovery Funding Board, the
Conservation Commission, the Governor’s Salmon Recovery Office, the Puget Sound Partnership, the
Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife, and other state natural resource agencies (through
WDFW) are all resource members on the SRNet.
The recovery of our salmon and steelhead requires coordinated efforts to address habitat, harvest,
hatchery and hydro impacts and the resources needed are substantial. Of particular importance is the
protection and restoration of the habitat upon which fish depend. Our knowledge and experience in
protecting and restoring habitat have increased significantly over the past 20 years. Based on regional
recovery and local lead entity project inventories, SRNet estimates the current near-term funding need
for salmon recovery habitat restoration and protection projects through the Salmon Recovery Funding
Board to be roughly $346 million. This estimate reflects both the scale of the need and the reality that
salmon recovery projects are growing more sophisticated in scope.
SRNet recognizes that the state natural resource agencies are doing a tremendous amount of work to
support salmon recovery as reflected in the attached State of Washington 2017-2019 Budget Request
for Salmon Recovery. SRNet supports the agencies in their collective efforts to promote and further
salmon recovery. We would like to emphasize the funding needed to implement salmon recovery plans
is distinct in different regions of Washington, and the resources needed to meet these unique needs are
vitally important to our long-term success.
The purpose of this letter, however, is to highlight specific budget elements that will provide a
significant lift to salmon recovery habitat restoration and protection in the 2017-2019 biennium.

SRNet collectively supports the following top statewide habitat priorities for the 2017-2019 biennium:






RCO’s $55.3 million capital budget request for the Salmon Recovery Funding Board (SRFB).
Included in this request are:
o Funding for an estimated 220 salmon restoration, design and protection projects across
the state to be undertaken by local governments, tribes, conservation districts, WDFW,
and a number of nonprofit organizations through the competitive Lead Entities/SRFB
process.
o $641,410 for RFEGs, specifically for project development, through bond funds in RCO’s
budget.
o A request for $2.472 million for Lead Entities to develop and rank salmon habitat
projects in their competitive grant process. Funding this item through bonds allows
Washington State to submit a competitive Pacific Coastal Salmon Recovery Fund (PCSRF)
application to the National Oceanographic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA).
This increases the overall amount of federal dollars supporting salmon recovery in
Washington.
$1.4 million to support RFEGs in development and implementation of salmon recovery projects
and related community outreach through WDFW’s Wild Future Initiative.
$5.9 million for salmon habitat restoration and protection through WDFW’s Wild Future
Initiative.
A comprehensive strategy for the implementation fish passage programs to remove physical
barriers to fish migration:
o $10 million for the Family Forest Fish Passage Program (FFFPP) – A statewide program
administered by three state agencies (WDNR, WDFW, and RCO). Projects are completed
by conservation districts, Regional Fisheries Enhancement Groups, fish-related nonprofit organizations, tribes or other local organizations.
o RCO’s request in partnership with the WDFW for $51.4 million to implement a new
statewide fish passage program developed by the Fish Barrier Removal Board.

These programs not only further salmon recovery, they also support local economies, help reduce flood
risks, moderate the effects of climate change, support fishing opportunities, improve watershed and
forest health, and enhance water supply.
We appreciate your leadership and support for the recovery of our irreplaceable Washington salmon by
procuring the essential funding to undertake this task. We offer ourselves to you as a continued source
of information for all things salmon across the state. Please take advantage of the diversity of
experiences and views that are brought together within the SRNet to answer any questions you may
have regarding salmon recovery in Washington.

Respectfully,

Salmon Recovery Funding Board
Strategic Plan
In 1999, the Washington State Legislature created the Salmon Recovery Funding Board to
provide grants for salmon habitat restoration and protection projects and other salmon recovery
activities. The board is governed by Chapter 77.85 RCW and Title 420 WAC.

Mission
The Salmon Recovery Funding Board provides funding for elements necessary to achieve overall
salmon recovery, including habitat projects and other activities that result in sustainable and
measurable benefits for salmon and other fish species.

Values
The board supports a comprehensive approach to salmon recovery that reflects the priorities and
actions of its local, regional, state, tribal, and federal partners.


Recovery Goals: The board supports the goals in the regional salmon recovery plans and
recognizes the importance of integrating habitat restoration, hydropower operations, and
hatchery and harvest management.



Coordinated, Bottom‐up Approach: Coordination across all levels of governmental and
non‐ governmental organizations and geographic scales is necessary to balance diverse
interests, build community support, and provide for the efficient use of resources to
maximize the public investment.



Science‐based Decisions: The board believes that successful salmon recovery requires
decisions and actions guided by science, and advocates for coordinated scientific support
at all levels of salmon recovery.



Community Priorities: The board considers community values and priorities in its
decisions, and integrates public participation and outreach into its actions and those of its
partners.



Assessing Results: The board recognizes the importance of monitoring project
implementation, project effectiveness, and the long‐term results of all recovery efforts.



Adaptive Management: The board supports adaptive management through reviewing
the results of SRFB‐ monitoring programs and factoring what has been learned into future
decisions thereby completing the adaptive management loop.
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Accountability: The board provides citizen oversight and accountability for the
expenditure of public funds, and conducts its work with openness and integrity.



Communications: The board continues to support the telling of the salmon recovery
story, including how thousands of people across the state are working together to restore
salmon and their habitat and why this is so important for our culture, our economy, our
communities, and our future.

Goals and Strategies
The board values all aspects of salmon recovery, and provides funding and support based on its
priorities, available resources, and emergent opportunities.
Goal 1: Fund the best possible salmon recovery activities and projects through a fair process that
considers science, community values and priorities, and coordination of efforts.


Allocation Strategy: Within the limits of the board’s budget and priorities, fund projects,
monitoring, and human capital in a way that best advances the salmon recovery effort.



Process Strategy: Ensure that the processes to identify, prioritize, and fund projects are
based on (1) regional salmon recovery plans, lead entity strategies, and tribal
governments’ salmon recovery goals, (2) sound science and technically appropriate
design, and (3) community values and priorities.



Funding Source Strategy: Identify gaps in current funding related to overall salmon
recovery efforts and work with partners to seek and coordinate with other funding
sources. Work with Salmon Recovery Network Partners to coordinate funding requests at
the legislative and congressional levels to achieve funding levels necessary to implement
approved recovery plans.

Goal 2: Be accountable for board investments by promoting public oversight, effective projects,
and actions that result in the economical and efficient use of resources.


Accountability Strategy: Conduct all board activities clearly and openly, and ensure that
the public can readily access information about use of public funds for salmon recovery
efforts.



Resource Strategy: Confirm the value of efficiency by funding actions that result in
economical and timely use of resources for projects, human capital, and monitoring.



Monitoring Strategy: Provide accountability for board funding by ensuring the
implementation of board‐funded projects and assessing their effectiveness, participate
with other entities in supporting and coordinating state‐wide monitoring efforts, and use
monitoring results to adaptively manage board funding policies.
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Goal 3: Build understanding, acceptance, and support of salmon recovery efforts.


Support Strategy: Support the board’s community‐based partner organizations in their
efforts to build local and regional support for salmon recovery.



Partner Strategy: Build a broad partner base by engaging a variety of governmental and
non‐governmental organizations and political leaders to address salmon recovery from
different perspectives.

Key Actions
Funding Allocation Strategy Key Actions
Within the limits of the board’s budget and priorities, fund projects, monitoring, and human
capital in a way that best advances the salmon recovery effort.
Provide funding for the following:


Projects that produce measureable and sustainable benefits for salmon.



Monitoring to measure project implementation, effectiveness, and the long‐term results
of all recovery efforts.



Human Capital that identifies, supports, and implements recovery actions.



Ensure funding practices reflect that a critical part of the board’s mission is to fund the
habitat restoration and protection projects that constitute the foundation of salmon
recovery.



Support projects that meet regional salmon recovery goals and the goals of other related
planning efforts.



Inform budget decisions by establishing the minimum and maximum funding needed for
each focus area (projects, monitoring and human capacity) necessary to support salmon
recovery.



Encourage projects and activities that find innovative ways to achieve goals and realize
efficiencies.
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Process Strategy Key Actions
Ensure that the processes to identify, prioritize, and fund projects are based on (1) regional
salmon recovery plans, lead entity strategies, and tribal governments’ salmon recovery goals, (2)
sound science and technically appropriate design, and (3) community values and priorities.


Ensure that funded projects reflect the current federal, state, and tribal governments’
salmon recovery goals.



Ensure that the knowledge of habitat conditions, ecosystem processes, and trends in
long‐term factors (e.g., human population growth, climate change, and working land
priorities) guide the type, complexity, location, and priority of proposed habitat protection
and restoration.



Fund projects that reflect community support and priorities, sound science, and that
benefit salmon.



Encourage actions and policies that optimize board investments by integrating with other
restoration and protection tools and efforts (e.g., transfer of development rights, purchase
of development rights, mitigation banking, and ecosystem services markets).



Work with partners to evaluate capacity and funding allocations and improve the board’s
funding process.

Funding Coordination Strategy Key Actions
Identify gaps in current funding related to overall salmon recovery efforts and work with Salmon
Recovery Network partners to seek and coordinate with other funding sources.


Help to ensure that funding sources are coordinated to make the most effective and
efficient use of board dollars.



Recognize the importance of a full understanding of the roles of hatcheries, harvest, and
hydropower, and communicate and coordinate with involved parties to ensure that
funding decisions are in concert.



Develop incentives for our partners to leverage board investments with other funding
sources.
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Accountability Strategy Key Actions
Conduct all board activities clearly and openly, and ensure that the public can readily access
information about use of public funds for salmon recovery efforts.


Ensure that the public is aware of and has access to board meetings and materials and
other elements of the funding process.



Provide clear, comprehensive, and easily accessible information to the public about
restoration and protection projects via electronic databases, the agency web site, and
other communication tools. Meet all reporting requirements with consistent and
consolidated information, including data and project examples that explain both salmon
recovery efforts and results.

Resource Strategy Key Actions
Confirm the value of efficiency by funding actions that result in economical and timely use of
resources for projects, human capital, and monitoring.


Facilitate information sharing among project sponsors and experts in the
restoration/preservation community.



Continue to sponsor workshops and policy forums for project sponsors, lead entities,
regional organizations and other interested parties.



Develop funding approaches that reward innovation and efficiency in areas such as
project development and implementation, administration, technical review, public-private
partnerships, economies of scale, and community outreach.

Monitoring Strategy Key Actions
Provide accountability for board funding by ensuring the implementation of board‐funded
projects and assessing their effectiveness, participate with other entities in supporting and
coordinating state‐wide monitoring efforts, and use monitoring results to adaptively manage
board funding policies. The board has two main monitoring objectives: 1) to answer the question
– does implementing on the ground projects lead to greater fish abundance and diversity; and
spatial distribution and productivity 2) to demonstrate the effectiveness of different types of
board funded projects.


Support regional organizations by funding basic administrative functions so they can
develop a customized approach to meet NOAA delisting monitoring requirements.



Conduct implementation (compliance) monitoring of every board‐funded project to
ensure the project has been completed consistent with pre‐project design objectives and
criteria.
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Conduct monitoring to determine the effectiveness of different types of Board‐funded
restoration and protection projects in achieving stated objectives.



Support validation monitoring of selected intensively monitored watersheds to
determine whether watershed health and salmon populations are responding to recovery
efforts.



Participate in supporting status and trend monitoring.



Coordinate with the Pacific Northwest Aquatic Monitoring Partnership (PNAMP) to ensure
consistency with region wide monitoring goals while meeting SRFB monitoring goals and
objectives.



Ensure that projects identify objectives and use adaptive management principles to
improve success by utilizing scientific experts to provide annual program evaluation and
recommendations to the board.

The SRFB Monitoring Panel will fill a key role to 1) advise the Board on monitoring issues and
2) implement a functional adaptive management program. The panel will verify accountability by
each monitoring component and integrate their findings into future decisions and
recommendations to the SRFB.

Support Strategy Key Actions
Support the board’s community‐based partner organizations in their efforts to build local and
regional support for salmon recovery through the Salmon Recovery Network.


Encourage public involvement in planning and implementation activities so that projects
reflect a community’s social, cultural, and economic values.



Help ensure that lead entity and regional strategies include community values and
priorities.

Partner Strategy Key Actions
Build a broad partner base by engaging a variety of governmental and non‐governmental
organizations, legislators and political leaders to address salmon recovery from different
perspectives.


Seek input from partners on key program and policy decisions such as fund allocation,
monitoring, data sharing and special projects.



Seek regular updates from partners to ensure that their actions and board actions are
mutually supportive.
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Work with the Northwest Power and Conservation Council to implement Columbia Basin
Fish & Wildlife Program goals.



Work with the Puget Sound Partnership to implement the Puget Sound Action Agenda.



Engage more organizations in discussions of the effects of salmon recovery in
Washington State.

Partners
The Salmon Recovery Funding Board recognizes that success in achieving its mission and
meeting its goals requires important partnerships with the Legislature, Governor, state and
federal agencies, tribes, and regional and local communities throughout the state. The board
seeks to continually build new partnerships so that salmon recovery is addressed from multiple
perspectives. Partners include, but are not limited to:
1. Lead Entities: Voluntary watershed‐based organizations established by RCW 77.85 that
select and submit projects to the board for funding consideration. Lead entities have
technical experts and citizen committees whose work ensures that their projects have
both scientific and community support, and contribute to the lead entity’s effectiveness.
2. Regional Salmon Recovery Organizations: Organizations that (1) develop, coordinate,
and advocate for implementation of salmon recovery plans, which are required under the
Endangered Species Act, or (2) coordinate salmon restoration projects across a region in
areas where there are no ESA‐required recovery plans. Regional organizations bring the
public, tribes, and private interests together to collaborate on improving their watershed
for fish. Regional organizations and lead entities together identify and prioritize habitat
protection and restoration strategies and other salmon recovery activities.
3. Regional Fisheries Enhancement Groups (RFEGs): The fourteen RFEGs implement
salmon recovery projects, including habitat protection and restoration, and participate
with lead entities and regional salmon recovery organizations.
4. State Agencies and Programs
A. Governor’s Salmon Recovery Office: Coordinates and produces a statewide salmon
strategy; assists in the implementation of regional recovery plans; helps secure
funding for local, regional, and state recovery effort; and provides the Biennial
State of Salmon report to the Legislature.
B. Puget Sound Partnership: Addresses the health of Puget Sound by developing and
implementing an action agenda for restoration.
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C. Puget Sound Nearshore Partnership: Addresses priorities in the Puget Sound
marine nearshore ecosystem (co‐managed by the Washington Department of Fish
and Wildlife and the Army Corps of Engineers).
D. Conservation Commission: Oversees conservation districts in the state, which are
often SRFB grant recipients and habitat project implementers. The commission
also administers conservation programs targeted at agricultural land, such as the
Conservation Reserve Enhancement Program.
E. Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife: Provides technical assistance to
project sponsors and lead entities, manages fish hatcheries and hatchery reform
activities, regulates harvest, and takes the lead on working with the tribes on
salmon recovery issues.
F. Washington Department of Natural Resources: Manages timber land and aquatic
land, jointly manages the Family Forest Fish Passage Program, and addresses
salmon recovery through its habitat conservation plans and the Forest and Fish
Agreement.
G. Washington Department of Ecology: Manages monitoring efforts, including status
and trends, and addresses water issues such as watershed planning, water rights,
and water quality.
H. Washington State Department of Transportation: Addresses fish passage issues,
including removing barriers to fish, such as highway culverts; manages storm
water runoff associated with WSDOT paved surfaces; mitigates for project impacts
on wetlands and prevents erosion control associated with construction.
5. Tribes: Individual tribes, along with the Northwest Indian Fisheries Commission and the
Columbia River Inter‐Tribal Fish Commission, are involved in regional recovery
organizations, lead entities, the Puget Sound and Nearshore Partnership, sponsor salmon
recovery projects, and co‐manage the state’s fisheries.
6. Federal Agencies: Federal partners include the Army Corps of Engineers, National
Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA‐Fisheries), the Environmental Protection
Agency, U.S. Fish and Wildlife, U.S. Geological Survey and U.S. Forest Service.
7. Other Entities:
A. Northwest Power and Conservation Council: Maintains a regional power plan and
a fish and wildlife program aimed at protecting and rebuilding fish and wildlife
populations affected by hydropower development in the Columbia River Basin.
B. Nonprofit and non‐governmental organizations: Play a variety of roles in salmon
recovery, such as sponsoring habitat protection and restoration projects and
promoting local activities and citizen involvement.
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Salmon Recovery Funding Board
2015-2017 Work Plan Items
1. Tell the Story of Salmon Recovery – Communications
A. Build off of the Communications Framework and develop a communications plan specific
to the Salmon Recovery Funding Board (board) and Governor’s Salmon Recovery Office
(GSRO) for the next five years. Reframe how the board and GSRO message salmon
recovery. Reach out to non-traditional partners in order to gain support for communitybased salmon recovery. Develop communication materials which may include handouts,
fact sheets, website development, or video shorts.
Who:
Timeline:
Cost:
Board Action:

GSRO/Board Communications Sub-committee/Pyramid
Communications
Spring 2016 – June 2017
Range $60,000 – $180,000
Approve scope of work and funding

B. Continue to support the development of the Salmon Recovery Network (SRNet).
Coordinate SRNet messaging to align with board’s communications strategy. Promote
collaborative communications in order send consistent messaging on salmon recovery to
decision makers.
Who:
Timeline:
Cost:
Board Action:

GSRO/Board Representative to SrNet/Triangle Associates
December 2015 – June 2017
$85,000
Approve funding December 2015

C. Support the efforts of GSRO to bring regional salmon recovery leaders and state agency
executives together to examine progress in salmon recovery annually.
Who:
Timeline:
Cost:
Board Action:

December 2015

GSRO/Board Representative to SrNet/Triangle Associates
April/May 2016 first meeting
Included in 2015-2017 contract
Briefing
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D. Sponsor a biennial Salmon Recovery Conference to bring implementers, tribal,
government, and regional salmon recovery leaders together to share successes and
challenges on salmon recovery in Washington. The 2017 Salmon Recovery Conference
planning will kick off in winter of 2016 seeking additional sponsors.
Who:
Timeline:
Cost:
Board Action:

Governor’s Salmon Recovery Office, Recreation and Conservation
Office, Salmon Recovery Funding Board, Long Live The Kings.
April/May 2017
$98,900
Approve funding for facility in March 2016

2. Strengthen Salmon Recovery Funding
A. 2017-2019 Capital Budget Request: Request state matching funds from the Pacific Coastal
Salmon Recovery Fund and explore the pros and cons of submitting a large capital
project list. The board would also look at options on how to package the request and
collaborate with partners through SRNet.
Who:
Timeline:
Cost:
Board Action:

GSRO/RCO Salmon & Policy Section
December 2015 proposal/September 2016 submittal to OFM
None
Approval of program policies/ budget submittal

B. 2017-2019 Operating Budget Request: Evaluate the potential of submitting a capacity
request on behalf of the Salmon Recovery Network (SRNet) to maintain and enhance
capacity funding for SRNet partners. This may be one request or several requests in
different agency budgets. The commitment would be to support the entire package.
Who:
Timeline:
Cost:
Board Action:

GSRO/Board Funding Committee
June 2016 board discuss/Decision August 2016/September 2016
submittal to OFM
None
Approve request

C. Through the board member organizations and the GSRO, continue to work with the
congressional delegation on the importance of the Pacific Coastal Salmon Recovery Fund
in Washington’s salmon recovery efforts.
Who:
Timeline:
Cost:
Board Action:

December 2015

GSRO & Partners
Spring 2016 & Spring 2017
RCO contracts for support in D.C.
Briefing and participation as appropriate
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D. Establish a Funding Sub-Committee of the board to explore program funding options.
The vision is to hire a consultant to explore the various funding paths both public and
private for projects and capacity. The other objective is to provide expertise and resources
to help local recovery partners diversify their capacity funding by requesting support from
their county, city, utility, etc. Focus efforts on funding the communication needs to tell
the story of salmon recovery.
Who:
Timeline:
Cost:
Board Action:

GSRO/RCO/Two SRFB Member(s)/Consultant
Initiate winter 2016/ Ongoing
Range: $30,000 - $90,000
Approve funding and scope at the March 2016 board meeting

3. Monitoring
A. Continue to implement the Salmon Recovery Funding Board Monitoring Sub- committee
recommendations approved by the board. Review the recommendations provided by the
Salmon Recovery Funding Board Monitoring Panel (SRFB Monitoring Panel) on the
board’s monitoring program. Take action on the recommendations.
Who:
Timeline:
Cost:
Board Action:

SRFB Monitoring Sub-committee/GSRO
October 2016 and October 2017
Range: $1.8 million to $2.2 million
Annual approval monitoring program contracts

B. Review and evaluate the effectiveness of the SRFB Monitoring Panel and give direction to
staff on any improvements.
Who:
Timeline:
Cost:
Board Action:

SRFB Monitoring Sub-committee/GSRO
October 2016 and October 2017
$80,000 to $100,000 annual to support the Monitoring Panel
Annual approval of monitoring panel contracts

C. Utilize the Monitoring Panel’s adaptive management process to review and update SRFB
policies on project funding and overall grant program.
Who:
Timeline:
Cost:
Board Action:

December 2015

SRFB
October 2016 and October 2017
Included in panel’s work
Briefing
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4. Annual Grant Round
A. Efficiently conduct a grant round in 2015 and 2016.
Who:
Timeline:
Cost:
Board Action:

RCO
Yearly with decisions in December 2016/2017
Annual $15- $20 million plus PSAR ($35-70 million)
Approve projects in December and throughout year when needed

B. Conduct a survey of applicants to get feedback on grant round processes.
Who:
Timeline:
Cost:
Board Action:

RCO
Yearly after December funding decisions
Minimal
Review feedback; adjust Manual 18 as necessary

C. Adopt changes to Manual 18, if needed, on an annual basis.
Who:
Timeline:
Cost:
Board Action:

SRFB
Yearly in December 2016/2017; Ongoing
Minimal
Approval of major policy related changes in Manual 18

D. Maintain the Board’s Technical Review Panel and consider their recommendations for
grant program improvement.
Who:
Timeline:
Cost:
Board Action:

RCO
December 2016/2017; Ongoing
$200,000 annually
Consider panel recommendations and adjust Manual 18 as
necessary.

5. Activity Funding
A. Review and approve Regional and Lead Entity allocations on an annual basis.
Who:
Timeline:
Cost:
Board Action:

December 2015

SRFB
Annual at the late spring early summer board meeting; effective
July 1st
Approximately $4.568 million
Approve funding
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B. Hear from Regional Organizations—examples of progress at SRFB meetings.
Who:
Timeline:
Cost:
Board Action:

Regional Organization Staff
Rotating presentations at every board meeting
None
Briefing

C. Establish a Funding Allocation Sub-Committee of the board. The subcommittee would
include a representative from the Council of Regions and Washington Salmon Coalition.
The sub-committee will have assistance from a facilitator for this effort. The facilitator will
be selected by the RCO. The role of the allocation sub-committee will be to review the
regional area allocation (project) and review the allocation for the capacity funding (lead
entity & Regional Organization). The committee would make recommendations to the
SRFB for consideration.
Who:
Timeline:
Cost:
Board Action:

SRFB members(2)/GSRO/ RCO/Council of Region/Washington
Salmon Coalition
Start August 2016 – Implement July 1, 2017
$10,000
Appoint sub-committee and implement recommendations

6. Collaboration Priorities for 2015-2017
A. Salmon Recovery Network
Who:
Timeline:

SRFB representative/agency representatives/GSRO
Quarterly meetings of SRNET. Updates at every SRFB meeting

B. Fish Barrier Removal Board
Who:
Timeline:

WDFW chairs board. GSRO staff a board member
Periodic updates. Briefing scheduled for December 2015

C. State Agency Partners: Washington State Department of Fish and Wildlife; Department of
Ecology; Conservation Commission; Department of Natural Resources; Department of
Transportation; Puget Sound Partnership.
Who:
Timeline:

State Agencies
Periodic Updates -Ongoing

D. Governor’s Office
Who:
Timeline:

December 2015

Governor and Natural Resource Policy staff
Periodic Updates –Ongoing
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7. Reflection and Self-evaluation: Board Retreat to Assess the Work of

the Salmon Recovery Funding Board and Future Efforts
A. Role of the board (Strategy and Biennial Work Plan); expectations of board members
(especially about communications/outreach; external funding; collaborations)
B. Plan out Board Agendas plan out, i.e., sequencing agenda items based on policy needs
C. Communications Strategy
D. Performance measure
E. Work plan updates
F. Strategic plan subcommittee will plan the retreat with RCO Director and GSRO will
coordinate.
Who:
Timeline:
Costs:
Board Action:

December 2015

SRFB/GSRO/RCO/
January/February 2017 (separate from board’s regular meeting)
$5,000 for facilitator/ Board costs
Every two years review and update of strategy and biennial work
plan.
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STATE OF WASHINGTON | 2017 – 2019 Budget Requests for
Salmon Recovery

The Washington State Governor’s Salmon Recovery Office has prepared a summary of salmon-related
budget requests for the 2017-19 Biennium.
Salmon recovery is critical in Washington State, where nearly 75 percent of the state is affected by
listings under the Endangered Species Act. Many communities in the state have been devastated by the
loss of commercial and recreational fishing, and the State is facing lawsuits over the decimated salmon
populations.
When salmon began to be listed as at-risk of extinction in 1999, the Washington State Legislature
responded by creating the Salmon Recovery Act (Revised Code of Washington 77.85), which laid the
foundation for the state’s approach to recovery. The concept was simple: Locally-based, community
salmon recovery would yield far better results than a top-down, federally-driven process. Seven regional
recovery organizations and 25 watershed-based groups stepped up to coordinate the work of thousands
of volunteers and professionals to implement locally-crafted and federally-approved recovery and
sustainability plans. For more information on Washington’s salmon recovery efforts, please visit our
Web site at: http://stateofsalmon.wa.gov/.
This document provides a snapshot of state agency budget requests related to salmon recovery. Salmon
recovery includes the following critical elements:









Restoring damaged habitat in rivers and estuaries
Providing flood relief while creating salmon habitat
Maintaining clean and abundant water for fish
Correcting fish passage barriers (on state, local, and private lands)
Improving hatcheries to protect wild fish and provide more fishing opportunities
Protecting the highest quality habitats and most abundant salmon populations along the coast
Providing jobs in hard-hit communities
Providing resources to benefit to farmers

The programs to address these critical elements are divided among multiple agencies. This document
presents a list of the agencies and their requests by program (Table 1), as well as a summary of how
these requests relate to elements in the state’s strategy to recover salmon (Table 3). Please note: Table
1 will be updated when the Governor’s budget comes out in December, when the Legislature develops
its budgets in the early 2017, and when budgets are final in spring 2017.
Salmon are a symbol of resilience, strength, and survival in the dramatic and changing landscape of
Washington State. The annual return of the salmon has been revered and celebrated not only by Native
American tribes, but by most residents of our state. By treaty, Washington State citizens are honorbound to restore salmon to abundance and support sustainable fisheries. By conscience, we are honorbound to restore salmon for future generations. These requests represent investments not only for
salmon recovery but a healthy environment for future generations.
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TABLE 1: WASHINGTON STATE NATURAL RESOURCE AGENCY
SALMON RECOVERY PRIORITIES
2017-2019
Budget
Request

2017-2019
Governor’s
Budget

Page

Agency
Conservation Commission

Budget

2015-2017
Appropriation

Conservation Technical Assistance
Natural Resource Investment
CREP Program Support
CREP State Match
RCPP Puget Sound

Operating
Capital
Capital
Capital
Capital

$2.59
$4.0
$2.6
$2.3
$2.0

$2.51
$8.0
$4.007
$3.5
$3.0

$
$
$
$
$

6
7
8
9
10

Capital
Capital
Capital

$35.56
$30.0
$5.0

$70.0
$31.1
$10.0

$
$
$

11
12
13

Capital
Capital

$4.0
$19.0

$6.13
$35.0

$
$

14
15

Capital

$3.055

$4.68

$

16

Capital

$20.0

$60.0

$

17

Operating

$--

$5.78

$

18

Operating
Operating
Operating
Operating
Capital

$-$-$-$-$52.2

$2.72
$3.33
$4.02
$5.2
$70.8

$
$
$
$
$

19
20
21
22
23

Capital
Capital
Operating

$1.0
$11.2
$--

$6.2
$10.0
$0.997

$
$
$

24
25
26

Trans.

$88.7

$97.5

$

27

Operating
Operating

$-$--

$0.828
$0.694

$
$

28
29

Capital
Capital
Capital
Capital
Capital
Capital
Operating

$16.5
$37.0
$8.0
$5.0
$11.185
$-$.907

$55.3
$80.0
$20.0
$10.0
$12.5
$51.4
$.907

$
$
$
$
$
$
$

30
31
32
33
34
35
36

Department of Ecology
Floodplain by Design
Yakima River Basin Water Supply
Watershed Plan Implementation and Flow
Achievement
Water Irrigation Efficiencies Program
Columbia River Water Supply Development
Program
Sunnyside Valley Irrigation District Water
Conservation
Centennial Clean Water Program

Department of Fish and Wildlife
Wild Future: Maintain Current Fishing
Opportunities
Wild Future: Increase Fishing Opportunities
Wild Future: Improve HPA Outcomes
Wild Future: Habitat Conservation Priorities
Aquatic Invasive Species
Capital Improvements

Department of Natural Resources
Rivers and Habitat Open Space Program
Forestry Riparian Easement Program
Small Forest Landowner Office Capacity

Department of Transportation
Fish Barrier Correction – State Highways

Puget Sound Partnership
Accelerating Puget Sound Salmon Recovery
Effective Governance of Puget S. Recovery

Recreation and Conservation Office
Salmon Recovery (SRFB-State)
Puget Sound Acquisition and Restoration
Estuary and Salmon Restoration Program
Family Forest Fish Passage Program*
Washington Coastal Restoration Grants
Fish Barrier Removal Board Grants
Lead Entities (Carry Forward)

*Family Forest Fish Passage Program is a three agency program (Department of Natural Resources, Department of Fish and
Wildlife, Recreation and Conservation Office). For consistency with other barrier removal programs the funds are managed in
RCO.
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WASHINGTON WAY
TABLE 2: ROLES OF THE ORGANIZATIONS AND HOW THEY FIT TOGETHER
Network
Partner

Role

Governor’s
Salmon
Recovery
Office

Statewide
Policy, Strategy,
Funding

Washington
Department
of Fish and
Wildlife

Fisheries CoManager and
Habitat
Specialists

Regional
Organizations

Recovery Plan
Implementation,
Monitoring,
Facilitation, and
Reporting

Lead Entities

Habitat Project
Prioritizing

Regional
Fisheries
Enhancement
Groups
Conservation
Districts

Project
Implementation
and Landowner
Outreach
Project
Implementation
and Landowner
Outreach

Washington
Department
of Ecology

Basin Strategies,
Funding

Counties,
Cities, and
Local
Jurisdictions

Project
Implementation

Description
The office is responsible for coordinating the statewide salmon recovery
strategy. It works with the state’s regional recovery organizations to report
on implementation progress and the status and trajectory of listed
salmonids through the biennially produced State of the Salmon in
Watersheds report. Additionally, it assists with securing funds for recovery
efforts on the ground throughout the state. The office provides a facilitated
venue for scientifically monitoring recovery efforts and watershed health.
The department and tribal nations co-manage to preserve, protect and
perpetuate the state’s salmon and steelhead populations ensuring
sustainable fisheries. They operate and manage hatcheries, and provide
technical and scientific expertise that supports implementation of salmon
recovery plans, fisheries management, and protection of fish habitat.
Washington State’s salmon recovery regions are responsible for working
with local partners, the Governor’s Salmon Recovery Office, and National
Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) to develop and implement
federal salmon recovery plans. Regional organizations facilitate the multilevel, grass-roots effort to implement these plans through non-regulatory
participation. The regions also facilitate the science, monitoring, outreach,
and reporting associated with adaptively managing progress in
implementing these recovery plans. Regional organizations work together
as the Council of Regions to address statewide salmon recovery issues.
Lead entities are local, watershed-based organizations that work closely
with citizens, non-profits, state agencies, tribes, and other governments to
facilitate the creation and implementation of salmon recovery actions
identified in recovery plans. A key responsibility of lead entities is to
facilitate local technical and citizens’ committees that combine science and
social values to prioritize funding to high-priority projects. Lead entities are
collectively represented by the Washington Salmon Coalition.
Regional fisheries enhancement groups implement on-the-ground projects
that restore salmon populations and habitat in their regions. Regional
Fisheries Enhancement Groups provide community outreach programs and
education around restoration, salmon recovery, and monitoring projects.
Non-regulatory and supported by the State Conservation Commission, local
districts provide technical and scientific assistance to land owners and other
local partners to design, implement, and monitor on-the-ground recovery
projects.
The department provides significant grant funding to local projects that
restore floodplain habitat, improve water quality and supply for fish and
people, and implement irrigation efficiencies. In addition, Ecology is
engaged with local, federal, tribal and NGO partners in designing and
implementing water management strategies in watersheds statewide.
In addition to implementing local projects, local jurisdictions exercise their
authorities on behalf of salmon recovery in response to citizen expectations
and habitat protection obligations.
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TABLE 3: PROGRAMS’ RELATIONSHIP TO STATEWIDE SALMON RECOVERY
STRATEGY

Conservation
Assistance Program



$2.5

$2.5

Natural Resource
Investment



$4.0

$8.0

Conservation Reserve
Enhancement Program
Support



$2.6

$4.0

Conservation Reserve
Enhancement Program
Implementation
Contracts – State
Match
RCPP Puget Sound
Floodplain by Design
Yakima Basin Supply



$2.3

$3.5



$2.0

$3.0

$35.5

$70

$30.0

$31.1




Technical Assistance

Invasive Species

Research

Harvest & Hatchery
Reform

Forest and Fish

Water Management

In-stream Flow

Agricultural Lands

Fish Passage

Estuary Restoration

Freshwater Habitat

Program

Grant Programs
with Specific
Program
2015-2017 2017-2019
Policies and
Biennium Biennium
Processes
(Millions) (Millions)

Local Capacity

Salmon Recovery Categories – Statewide Strategy to
Recover Salmon

         
       

        

      
      
  
     
      

Watershed Plan



$5

$10

Water Irrigation
Efficiencies



$4.0

$6.1

      

Columbia Water
Supply



$19.0

$35

      

Sunnyside Valley
Water



$3.0

$4.6

      

Centennial Clean
Water Program



$20

$60

Maintain Current
Fishing Opportunities



$--

$5.7

Increase Fishing
Opportunities



$--

$2.7

        

Improve HPA
Outcomes



$--

$3.3
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Technical Assistance

Invasive Species

Research

Harvest & Hatchery
Reform

Forest and Fish

Water Management

In-stream Flow

Agricultural Lands

Fish Passage

Estuary Restoration

Freshwater Habitat

Program

Grant Programs
with Specific
Program
2015-2017 2017-2019
Policies and
Biennium Biennium
Processes
(Millions) (Millions)

Local Capacity

Salmon Recovery Categories – Statewide Strategy to
Recover Salmon

Habitat Conservation
Priorities



$--

$4.0

         

Aquatic Invasive
Species



$--

$5.2

         

Capital Improvements



$52.2

$70.8

        

Rivers and Habitat
Open Space



$1.0

$6.2

         

Forestry Riparian
Easement Program



$11.2

$10.0

         

Small Forest
Landowner Office
Capacity



$--

$0.9

         

Fish Barrier Correction
– State Highways



$88.7

$97.5

        

Puget Sound Salmon
Recovery



$--

$0.8

         

Governance Puget
Sound Recovery



$--

$0.6

         



$16.5

$55.3

  

Salmon State Capital
Puget Sound
Acquisition and
Restoration



$37.0

$80

  

Estuary and Salmon
Restoration Program



$8.0

$20.0

        

Family Fish Passage



$5.0

$10.0

       

Washington Coastal
Restoration Grants



$11.1

$12.5

      

Fish Barrier Removal
Board Grants



$--

$51.4

        

Lead Entities



$0.9

$0.9
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CONSERVATION COMMISSION
CONSERVATION TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE
FY17-19 Governor’s Budget

$xxx million

FY17-19 Request

$2.51 million (Operating)

FY15-17 Appropriation amount

$2.59 million

BRIEF DESCRIPTION
Incentive-based programs are currently implemented with willing landowners across the landscape.
Although this approach is most effective in building landowner engagement and commitment to the
practices, it may not address the natural resource concerns on a larger geographic scale. There is
increasing concern that natural resource issues, such as water quality and habitat protection and
restoration are not being addressed through incentive-based programs. Furthermore, research indicates
that successful conservation outcomes depend on a long-term, trusting relationship between a
landowner and a conservation specialist. These relationships take time to develop that the current
program-based funding model doesn’t support well. The current approach to implementing incentive
programs by engaging willing landowners is not intended to change the entire watershed, but to address
inputs on one specific parcel. This decision package requests additional resources for conservation
districts to implement incentive-based programs in an approach where natural resource conditions of a
geographic area are identified, and a targeted outreach strategy is developed. With this funding,
conservation district staff will proactively provide outreach to landowners to build relationships in the
area and offer incentive programs where needed.

WHY IMPORTANT
Agricultural lands comprise 37 percent of Washington. Re-establishing native vegetation along private
lands with fish bearing streams is an essential component of the Statewide Strategy to Recovery Salmon
– Extinction is Not an Option. This funding provides conservation districts the resources necessary to
maintain qualified staff to work with landowners to increase participation and provide technical services
to implement these projects.

FUND SOURCE
Operating

LOCAL MATCH
Technical assistance funds leverage other grants and local funding to implement project

LOCAL CONTACT
Washington State Conservation Commission
Ron Shultz, policy director, (360) 407-7507
RShultz@scc.wa.gov
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CONSERVATION COMMISSION
NATURAL RESOURCES INVESTMENT FOR THE ECONOMY AND ENVIRONMENT
FY17-19 Governor’s Budget

$xxx million

FY17-19 Request

$8.0 million

FY15-17 Appropriation amount

$ 4.0 million

BRIEF DESCRIPTION
Agricultural activities, if not properly managed, can have negative impacts to our state’s natural
resources. These activities can input pollution into our water and air, impact habitat for species such as
salmon and sage grouse, cause soil erosion, and other impacts affecting other resource priorities. In
some instances regulatory enforcement is required to get landowner compliance with environmental
protections. Regulatory agencies will use enforcement to address violations and egregious instances of
landowner impacts to natural resources. But these agencies also recognize in many situations it’s
preferred to work with the landowner to change behavior for long-lasting improvements. As Governor
Inslee stated in a Results Washington Goal Council meeting regarding these incentive programs,
“regulatory approaches alone won't get us to our goal.” Incentive-based programs are an alternative to
regulatory approaches. The Conservation Commission and conservation districts work collaboratively
with landowners to provide incentive-based programs that address these natural resource concerns.

WHY IMPORTANT
Many private landowners don’t have the financial resources to install projects such as fish passage,
irrigation ditch screening, stream side revegetation, instream restoration of fish habitat, and practices
which prevent or control soil erosion. Because of this lack of money, many landowners simply don’t
address the problems, leading to continuing impacts to natural resources. By providing financial
assistance through cost-share, we are able to achieve the installation of these projects which otherwise
may not occur. “Cost-share” is the system by which conservation district provide 75% of the project cost
while the landowner provides 25%. In this way the state and public achieves an environmental benefit
while the landowner is committed to the success of the project.

FUND SOURCE
State Building Construction Account

LOCAL MATCH
Landowners provide a local or in-kind match or 25%

LOCAL CONTACT
Washington State Conservation Commission
Ron Shultz, policy director, (360) 407-7507
RShultz@scc.wa.gov
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CONSERVATION COMMISSION
CONSERVATION RESERVE AND ENHANCEMENT PROGRAM SUPPORT
FY17-19 Governor’s Budget

$xxx million

FY17-19 Request

$4.007 million

BRIEF DESCRIPTION
This request will support Conservation Reserve Enhancement Program (CREP) contract development
and implementation for conservation district staff. This project provides funds for conducting landowner
outreach, developing plans and managing project implementation to continue the work with private
landowners. CREP is a program that was developed in Washington State to address important habitat
for salmon listed under the Endangered Species Act. It plants native trees and shrubs while removing
livestock and agricultural activities from the riparian area of streams. These riparian areas are among
the most sensitive and important ecological areas within a watershed, supporting a wide variety of fish
and wildlife species. Healthy riparian buffers also improve water quality for human uses, such as
improved drinking water, recreational use, and cleaner water draining into shellfish beds. The buffers
are preserved under 10-15 year renewable contracts with the federal government (Farm Service Agency
or FSA). Because the federal government pays rental payments for these buffers, this program restores
sensitive riparian areas without negative financial impacts to farmers and other private landowners. In
the past decade, CREP has become the largest riparian restoration program in the state with over five
million trees planted on over 11,000 acres of buffer installed along more than 600 miles of stream.

WHY IMPORTANT
Much of Washington State has ESA-listed salmonid species in its streams, and degraded riparian habitat
is identified as a key limiting factor to salmon populations (Governor’s Salmon Recovery Office 2006). In
addition, 37% of salmon streams on private land pass through agricultural lands (NMFS and USFWS
2000). Shade from planted trees cool water temperatures; the leaf litter and plants provide nutrients
and promote insect production which provides food; the trees that fall into the streams provide habitat
and help shape streams to a more natural condition For these reasons, it is important to improve
riparian habitat on agricultural lands to make progress towards salmon recovery.

FUND SOURCE
Capital

LOCAL MATCH
Farm Service Agency (Federal) provides 80% of the funds. The state matches at 20% (this request)

LOCAL CONTACT
Washington State Conservation Commission
Ron Shultz, policy director, (360) 407-7507
RShultz@scc.wa.gov
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CONSERVATION COMMISSION
CREP RIPARIAN COST SHARE – STATE MATCH
FY17-19 Governor’s Budget

$xxx million

FY17-19 Request

$3.5 million

FY15-17 Appropriation amount

$2.3 million

BRIEF DESCRIPTION
The Conservation Reserve Enhancement Program (CREP) is a joint federal and state funded program
that restores riparian (streamside) habitat for salmon and protects that habitat for 10-15 years. Most of
the funding (80 percent) comes from the U.S. Department of Agriculture’s Farm Service Agency with the
remainder through the Washington State Conservation Commission. CREP provides funds to plant native
trees and shrubs that improve riparian conditions and enhance wetlands along salmon streams. All of
the costs for these improvements are paid by the program. In addition, the program provides oversight
and maintenance for about 5 years after planting to assure success. The landowners are paid rent for
allowing their land to be used for fish and wildlife improvements and receive a monetary bonus for
signing up. Interested landowners should contact their local conservation district. This funding request
provides a 20 percent match to federal funds to secure landowner contracts to complete the work.

WHY IMPORTANT
Agricultural lands comprise 37 percent of Washington. Re-establishing native vegetation along salmon
bearing streams in agricultural production areas is an essential element for salmon recovery as outlined
in the Statewide Strategy to Recovery Salmon – Extinction is Not an Option. Native streamside
vegetation reduces summertime water temperature in small streams that provide locations for young
salmon to rear and grow before migrating to the ocean. CREP is a very effective and cost-efficient
program for riparian restoration on agricultural lands in Washington State. This program is a valuable for
conservation districts to increase landowner participation on agricultural lands. This program is often
coordinated with other salmon recovery efforts within the watershed and results in significant progress
for salmon recovery and community awareness.

FUND SOURCE
State Building Construction Account

LOCAL MATCH
This state funding is a 20 percent matching the 80 percent federal contribution

LOCAL CONTACT
Washington State Conservation Commission
Ron Shultz, policy director, (360) 407-7507
RShultz@scc.wa.gov
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CONSERVATION COMMISSION
PUGET SOUND PRECISION CONSERVATION FOR SALMON RECOVERY AND WATER QUALITY
FY17-19 Governor’s Budget

$xxx million

FY17-19 Request

$3.0 million (state match)

FY15-17 Appropriation Amount

$2.0 million (state match)

BRIEF DESCRIPTION
The Regional Conservation Partnership Program (RCPP) was established in the 2014 Farm Bill. It’s a new
program intending to streamline four USDA programs while encouraging and promoting local
coordination among various state, local, federal, tribal, and stakeholder interests for a conservation
objective. The Puget Sound RCPP “Precision Conservation for Salmon Recovery and Water Quality” is a
partnership between the WSCC, The Nature Conservancy, American Farmland Trust, and conservation
districts. The goal of the program is to target conservation program implementation in a defined
geographic area and link on-the-ground actions to the specific resource concerns of salmon recovery
and water quality. In 2015 this Puget Sound RCPP was awarded $9 million in federal USDA funding with
a commitment of a state match of $9 million over the 5-year life of the program.

WHY IMPORTANT
The Puget Sound RCPP is a new approach to on-the-ground conservation implementation. When USDA
funding was first approved for this program, the Puget Sound RCPP was the most unique approach in
the nation to implementation of the nationwide RCPP program. By focusing the work of multiple entities
into a targeted geographic area, measurable natural resource improvements can be achieved. With
limited financial resources for all entities involved in salmon recovery, the Puget Sound RCPP creates an
opportunity for coordination of on-the-ground work to maximize efficiencies and effectiveness of
limited program dollars. By focusing in a specific geographic area to address impacts to key natural
resource function, system improvements can be measured and adaptively managed if goals are not
being met. This approach is different from the traditional approach of individual projects across the
landscape. The Puget Sound RCPP will provide valuable lessons learned on how this approach can be
emulated elsewhere in the state.

FUND SOURCE
State Building Construction Account

LOCAL MATCH
Landowners provide a local or in-kind match or 25%

LOCAL CONTACT
Washington State Conservation Commission
Ron Shultz, policy director, (360) 407-7507
RShultz@scc.wa.gov
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DEPARTMENT OF ECOLOGY
FLOODPLAIN RESTORATION
FLOODPLAIN BY DESIGN
FY-17-19 Governor’s Budget

$xx million

FY17-19 Capital request

$70 million

FY15-17 Appropriation amount

$35.56 million

BRIEF DESCRIPTION
Floodplains by Design (FbD) is a new approach designed to integrate flood hazard reduction with
ecosystem benefits, and help leverage investments from other funding sources. Flooding is the number
one natural hazard in Washington State. It has caused more than $2 billion in damages to the state since
1980, with the highly populated areas in western Washington most at risk. In the past, solutions to
flooding problems were often out of sync with other ecosystem protection or restoration activities.
Based on the pilot work funded by the Legislature in the 2013-15 Biennium, Ecology plans to coordinate
flood hazard reduction and ecosystem benefits into larger scale, multiple benefit packages. This request
will fund new projects that provide both flood hazard reduction and ecosystem benefits in communities
prone to flooding.

WHY IMPORTANT
These multi-benefit flood management projects will result in reduced flood hazards and improved river
habitat for salmon and other species. This includes improving habitat for salmon species listed under the
Endangered Species Act. It reduces long-term costs by creating more resilient approaches to reducing
flood hazard through actions such as moving highly flood-prone development from floodplains and
setting back levees to provide additional room for conveyance of floodwaters. These projects will reduce
repeated losses due to flood damage. FEMA, the Federal Emergency Management Agency, estimates
that $3 are saved for every $1 invested in flood hazard mitigation.

FUND SOURCE
State Building Construction Account

LOCAL MATCH
Up to 20 percent match required. Ecology anticipates taking into consideration economically
disadvantaged communities and other factors in determining match requirements in the coming
biennium.

LOCAL CONTACT
Washington State Department of Ecology
Scott McKinney, (360) 407-6131
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DEPARTMENT OF ECOLOGY
YAKIMA RIVER BASIN WATER SUPPLY
YAKIMA RIVER WATER SUPPLY AND FISH RECOVERY PROJECTS
FY17-19 Governor’s Budget

$xxx million

FY17-19 Capital request

$31.1 million

FY15-17 Appropriation amount

$30.0 million

BRIEF DESCRIPTION
Current water infrastructure, programs, and policies in the Yakima River Basin have not been able to
consistently meet the environmental and economic demands that support basin aquatic resources, fish
and wildlife habitat, dry-year irrigation, and municipal water supplies. A diverse set of local stakeholders
developed the Yakima River Basin Integrated Water Resources Management Plan to provide a
comprehensive, long-term water resources and habitat improvement program to address this situation.
Ecology is requesting $31.1 million to continue implementing this program in cooperation with the U.S.
Bureau of Reclamation and local stakeholders. This program will support the regional economy and
protect the environment.

WHY IMPORTANT
For the past 30 years, several groups in the Yakima River Basin have been actively involved in storage
modification, supplementation, and fish enhancement projects. Groups include the Yakama Nation,
United States Bureau of Reclamation, Bonneville Power Administration, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service,
National Marine Fisheries Service, Washington Department of Ecology, Washington Department of Fish
and Wildlife, county and municipal governments, local conservation districts, nonprofit organizations,
and other landowners and managers. Requested funds will be used to continue financing assessments
and constructing new water projects and water conservation measures.
This work will directly support salmon recovery efforts in the basin by funding infrastructure
investments to expand the available water supply, allow new water rights to be issued, and enhance instream flows in the Yakima River and its tributaries.

FUND SOURCE
State Building Construction Account

LOCAL CONTACT
Washington State Department of Ecology
Jim Skalski, (360) 407-6671
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DEPARTMENT OF ECOLOGY
WATERSHED PLAN IMPLEMENTATION AND FLOW ACHIEVEMENT
PROJECTS TO IMPLEMENT WATERSHED PLANS
FY17-19 Governor’s Budget

$xxx million

FY17-19 Capital request

$10 million

FY15-17 Appropriation amount

$5 million

BRIEF DESCRIPTION
In many areas of the state, uninterruptible water supplies are not available for new uses. This situation
is especially acute in rural areas, where individuals rely on permit-exempt wells for their drinking water
supply. Tools to provide water supply for new users include development of water banks, creating
storage and re-timing runoff, and promoting conservation. Stream flows can be boosted by acquisition
of water from senior water right holders and retiring the water right to provide temporary or permanent
instream flow benefits using the trust water program. Significant water supply capital needs have been
identified in 29 completed local watershed plans. These plans cover all or parts of 38 statewide Water
Resource Inventory Areas (WRIAs) and non-planning basins. Needs include rehabilitating existing water
systems; water conservation; and acquiring existing water rights for instream flow and other rural water
supply needs. Ecology is requesting a new appropriation of $10 million to finance capital projects and
water acquisition to implement locally developed watershed plans. These projects and acquisitions will
help the state, local governments, and other stakeholders meet future rural water supply needs and also
achieve recommended instream flows.

WHY IMPORTANT
The Watershed Capital Implementation funding finances capital water storage, infrastructure,
conservation, monitoring, efficiency improvement, and acquisition projects to implement locally
developed watershed plans, supply and in-stream flow projects. To date, 29 completed plans that cover
in part or in whole 38 WRIAs statewide as well local projects that respond to critical local in-stream
flows for functional salmon habitat are eligible to receive funding for projects.

FUND SOURCE
State Building Construction Account

LOCAL MATCH
Variable depending on project

LOCAL CONTACT
Washington State Department of Ecology
Jim Skalski, (360) 407-6671
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DEPARTMENT OF ECOLOGY
WATER IRRIGATION EFFICIENCIES PROGRAM
IMPLEMENTATION OF WATER CONSERVATION & EFFICIENCY ME ASURES
FY17-19 Governor’s Budget

$xxx million

FY17-19 Capital request

$6.13 million

FY15-17 Appropriation amount

$4.0 million

BRIEF DESCRIPTION
The Water Irrigation Efficiencies Program is a statewide effort to improve how water is delivered and
applied on agricultural lands. Projects funded through the Water Irrigation Efficiencies Program provide
improved on–farm water application so water use is more efficient, while still allowing the producer to
grow crops. Program funding also is used to improve water conveyance to reduce loss of water through
leakage and evaporation. Water saved in this program is placed into the state Trust Water Right
Program for in-stream purposes. Ecology requests a new $6.13 million appropriation ($5.93 million as
pass–through funds) for the Washington State Conservation Commission and conservation districts to
help the agricultural community implement water conservation measures and irrigation efficiencies
projects.

WHY IMPORTANT
The problem driving this request is a significant one: Finding sufficient water supplies to meet the needs
of people, farms, and fish. There are several approaches to address this problem, one of which involves
improving our water use efficiency. Irrigation for farm production uses significant amounts of water,
mostly in the arid regions of the state. This water use impacts water needs for fish. This request
addresses this problem by working with landowners who use irrigation to improve the water efficiency
of their irrigation systems. A portion of the water saved through these projects is placed back in-stream
to help the state meet other resource needs. With this funding, we will take advantage of the
opportunity of the interested landowner to make the projects happen successfully.

FUND SOURCE
State Building Construction Account

LOCAL MATCH
Variable depending on project

LOCAL CONTACT
Washington State Department of Ecology
Jim Skalski, (360) 407-6671
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DEPARTMENT OF ECOLOGY
COLUMBIA RIVER WATER SUPPLY DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM
PROJECT IMPLEMENTATION
FY17-19 Governor’s Budget

$xxx million

FY17-19 Capital request

$35.0 million

FY15-17 Appropriation amount

$19.0 million

BRIEF DESCRIPTION
Ecology is requesting $35 million in new appropriation to continue implementing the Columbia River
Basin Water Supply Development Program (chapter 90.90 RCW). This request will fund projects that are
in various stages of completion and provide the Office of Columbia River with resources needed to
achieve substantial progress in the 2017-19 biennium. Specifically, these funds will provide an
alternative to groundwater for agricultural users in the Odessa Subarea aquifer; deliver new sources of
water supply for pending water right applications; develop a new, uninterruptible water supply for those
presently subject to interruption during times of drought or low flows; develop new municipal,
domestic, industrial, and irrigation water throughout the Columbia River Basin; and place one-third of
these new water supplies in-stream to meet the flow needs of fish. With this request, Ecology will
deliver additional water supplies for agricultural purposes, meet the water needs for growing
communities, make several existing water uses more efficient, and improve stream flow conditions for
fish and wildlife.

WHY IMPORTANT
Before Revised Code of Washington 90.90 was enacted in 2006, it was very difficult to provide
permanent new water rights in much of the Columbia River basin. Water managers, business leaders,
agricultural interests, environmental and tribal leaders, and others were struggling to find a new way to
deal with eastern Washington’s critical water issues. The problems they faced were immense: Aquifers
in the Odessa subarea were rapidly declining, endangering the state’s most valuable crop, potatoes; low
stream flows threatened salmon and steelhead; interruptible water right holders faced frequent
curtailment during the height of the irrigation season; cities struggled to meet the demand for additional
water as they grew; new water rights for agriculture, industry, and communities were subjected to years
of litigation as various parties fought over the best use of this scarce resource. New water supplies that
could be issued in an attempt to address these issues were and are required in nearly all cases to be
interrupted during low–flow periods to protect in-stream flows for fish.

FUND SOURCE
State Building Construction Account, State Taxable Building Construction Account, Columbia River Basin
Water Supply Development Account, Columbia River Basin Water Supply Revenue Recovery Account

LOCAL CONTACT
Washington State Department of Ecology, Jim Skalsk, (360) 407-6671
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DEPARTMENT OF ECOLOGY
SUNNYSIDE VALLEY IRRIGATION DISTRICT WATER CONSERVATION
YAKIMA RIVER BASIN WATER ENHANCEMENT PROJECT
FY17-19 Governor’s Budget

$xxx million

FY17-19 Capital request

$4.68 million

FY15-17 Appropriation amount

$3.06 million

BRIEF DESCRIPTION
The U.S. Bureau of Reclamation manages conservation improvements required by the Sunnyside
Division Water Rights Settlement Agreement in the Yakima Basin Water Rights Adjudication. (State of
Washington, Department of Ecology vs. James J. Acquavella, et al.) These are multiyear projects, and
Ecology is requesting additional funding to cover our required state match of 17.5 percent of total
project costs for the next four or five biennia: Sunnyside Valley Irrigation District (SVID) Phase 2B project
cost estimated at $80 million ($14 million Ecology cost share) over a 15-year construction period; Roza
project cost estimated at $20 million ($3.5 million Ecology cost share) over a six-year construction
period. This request includes $4.68 million to continue the construction schedule for the state's share of
the Yakima River Basin Water Enhancement Project in the 2017-19 Biennium.

WHY IMPORTANT
The Yakima River below the Sunnyside Diversion Dam has suffered from chronic low stream flows in late
summer and early fall. During the 1977 drought, the river below Sunnyside Dam was dry for a week
because the entire flow of the river was diverted for irrigation. That year, a federal court ruling required
the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation to release water from storage to avoid dewatering salmon nests. After
that, the Bureau committed to provide water from storage to keep flows of at least 200 cubic feet per
second in the Yakima River below Sunnyside Dam. This request is required to meet the conservation and
diversion reduction goals outlined in the settlement agreement of the Sunnyside division water right,
and will improve stream flows in the lower Yakima River supporting salmon recovery.

FUND SOURCE
State Building Construction Account

LOCAL CONTACT
Washington State Department of Ecology
Jim Skalski, (360) 407-6671
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DEPARTMENT OF ECOLOGY
Centennial Clean Water Program
PROJECTS TO IMPROVE WATER QUALITY AND HABITAT
FY17-19 Governor’s Budget

$xxx million

FY17-19 Capital request

$60.0 million

FY15-17 Appropriation amount

$20.0 million

BRIEF DESCRIPTION
This request for $60 million for Ecology's Centennial Clean Water Program (CCWP) will provide grants to
public entities to finance the construction of water pollution control facilities and to plan and implement
nonpoint pollution control activities. At least one third of the available Centennial Clean Water Program
funding is directed toward projects that address nonpoint pollution. Ecology distributes the funds
through an integrated statewide competitive rating and ranking process. Grant recipients are public
entities that use the funds to address high priority statewide water quality needs. The work done is an
integral and essential part of the state's strategy to reduce pollution and protect our marine waters,
estuaries, lakes, rivers, and groundwater resources.

WHY IMPORTANT
The CCWP funds that address nonpoint pollution help to protect, restore, and preserve surface waters
of the state by implementing stream restoration, riparian habitat restoration and enhancement, buffer
width setbacks for stream protection, and agriculture best management practices. Restoration and
protection of stream habitat not only improves water quality, but are also critical elements for salmon
recovery and protection, such as reduced temperature and sediment loading to fresh and marine
waters.

FUND SOURCE
State Building Construction Account

LOCAL CONTACT
Washington State Department of Ecology
Pat Brommer, (360) 407-6566
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DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND WILDLIFE
WASHINGTON’S WILD FUTURE (SALMON RECOVERY ELEMENTS)
MAINTAIN CURRENT FISHING OPPORTUNITIES
FY17-19 Governor’s Budget

$xxx million

FY17-19 Request

$5.78 million

BRIEF DESCRIPTION
Washington’s Wild Future is an ongoing initiative designed to solicit feedback on the outdoor
recreational opportunities and conservation activities the public wants the Department to provide. This
budget request was developed based on feedback the Department received during this ongoing process.
Washington fisheries management is a complex, multifaceted task involving hatchery production,
Endangered Species Act (ESA) permitting for salmon and steelhead production, and monitoring and
sampling to set seasons and provide opportunities for recreational, commercial, and tribal fishing
interests. The following programs are necessary to maintain current fishing opportunities and advance
ESA recovery priorities.









Monitor Ocean Fisheries to Meet Federal Permit and Pacific Salmon Treaty Requirements
($831,700)
Secure and Implement ESA Permits: US v. OR; PS Chinook Harvest Management Plan ($603,200)
Early Winter Steelhead Genetic Monitoring in Puget Sound ($559,200)
Monitor Early Winter Chinook Mark Selective Fisheries in Puget Sound ($154,200)
Maintain Snow Creek Trap Operations – Early Winter Steelhead Opportunities ($121,200)
Maintain Puget Sound, Coastal, and Columbia River Fisheries ($1,968,400)
Tribal Mass Marking and Puget Sound Selective Fishery Monitoring ($676,000)
Lower Columbia River Salmon Population Monitoring ($870,000)

WHY IMPORTANT
Salmon and steelhead hatcheries and fisheries must be monitored adequately to ensure sustainable
fisheries and compliance with ESA permits. However, federal funding for fishery hatchery and
monitoring programs has been reduced, and cost increases have reduced the Department’s ability to
meet production targets and conservation goals. Hatchery production and fisheries will be curtailed or
eliminated if funding is not secured to implement more stringent monitoring programs.

FUND SOURCE
Wildlife Account-State

PROGRAM CONTACTS
Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife
Erik Neatherlin, (360) 902-2259
Raquel Crosier, (360) 902-2226
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DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND WILDLIFE
WASHINGTON’S WILD FUTURE (SALMON RECOVERY ELEMENTS)
INCREASE FISHING OPPORTUNITIES
FY17-19 Governor’s Budget

$xxx million

FY17-19 Request

$2.72 million

BRIEF DESCRIPTION
Washington’s Wild Future is an ongoing initiative designed to solicit feedback on the outdoor
recreational opportunities and conservation activities the public wants the Department to provide. This
budget request was developed based on feedback the Department received during this ongoing process.
Recreational and commercial fisheries generate over $540 million annually to local and state economies
and support over 16,000 jobs. This package is linked to agency request legislation that proposes to
increase fees on recreational and commercial fishing licenses and transfer the Enhanced Food Fish
Excise Tax to the State Wildlife Account. The following programs are intended to increase fishing
opportunities and advance ESA recovery in the face of growing ESA fisheries, cost increases, and
management challenges.





Lake Washington Sockeye and Chinook Conservation ($290,700)
Pacific Coastal Salmon Recovery Funding Shortfall ($839,900)
Increase Lower Columbia Commercial and Recreational Fishery Monitoring and Sampling
($1,423,700)
Lower Columbia River Commercial and Recreational Fishery Enforcement ($173,600)

WHY IMPORTANT
These programs ensure that Washington State fishery and hatchery programs are operated in a manner
that contributes to and supports ESA recovery. These programs ensure that Washington State can meet
its federal, state, tribal, and international treaty and legal obligations to operate and execute fisheries,
while at the same time contributing to ESA salmon recovery.

FUND SOURCE
Wildlife Account-State

PROGRAM CONTACTS
Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife
Erik Neatherlin, (360) 902-2559
Raquel Crosier, (360) 902-2226
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DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND WILDLIFE
WASHINGTON’S WILD FUTURE (SALMON RECOVERY ELEMENTS)
IMPROVE HPA OUTCOMES
FY17-19 Governor’s Budget

$xxx million

FY17-19 Request

$3.33 million

BRIEF DESCRIPTION
Washington’s Wild Future is an ongoing initiative designed to solicit feedback on the outdoor
recreational opportunities and conservation activities the public wants the Department to provide. This
budget request was developed in response to comments provided during listening sessions on
improving Hydraulic Permit Approval Program outcomes. Construction or other work activities in or near
water can kill or harm fish and shellfish by damaging their habitat. The Hydraulic Project Approval (HPA)
permit is the state’s primary regulatory tool to protect fish habitat. Increasing population pressure and
the continued ESA listing of salmon and steelhead populations require enhanced aquatic habitat
protection. Funding requested in this package will increase HPA permit compliance and technical
assistance which improves permit outcomes and regularly decreases construction costs for applicants.




HPA Technical Support to Improve Fish Habitat and Project Outcomes ($1,702,100)
HPA Program Hydraulic Code Civil Compliance Program ($743,600)
Additional HPA Enforcement Officers to Protect Fish ($888,700)

WHY IMPORTANT
WDFW has the primary responsibility to enforce the Hydraulic Code. With a limited number of habitat
biologists to conduct site visits and limited officers to patrol Washington’s vast shorelines, streams,
rivers and creeks, the potential for illegal hydraulic activity or non-compliant HPA permitted activities is
significant. Currently, less than 4 percent of HPA permitted projects are inspected. This low level of
oversight and enforcement of the Hydraulic Code leads many to undertake construction projects illegally
and causing long-term disruptions to aquatic ecosystems and fish life.

FUND SOURCE
Wildlife Account-State, General Fund-State
Hydraulic Project Approval Account

PROGRAM CONTACTS
Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife
Jeff Davis, (360) 902-2527
Raquel Crosier, (360) 902-2226
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DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND WILDLIFE
WASHINGTON’S WILD FUTURE (SALMON RECOVERY ELEMENTS)
HABITAT CONSERVATION PRIORITIES
FY17-19 Governor’s Budget

$xxx million

FY17-19 Request

$4.02 million

BRIEF DESCRIPTION
Washington’s Wild Future is an ongoing initiative designed to solicit feedback on the outdoor
recreational opportunities and conservation activities the public wants the Department to provide.
Conservation is the foundation a healthy environment, enjoyable outdoor recreational opportunities,
and healthy fisheries. The Department is working with federal and state agencies and local partners
statewide to assure healthy native fish populations, protect and recover threatened and endangered
wildlife, and keep common species common. 2016 legislation created a new steelhead background
license plate, which will help fund updated monitoring techniques. The Department continues research
to support survival of juvenile steelhead in Puget Sound, works with local and regional partners for
salmon recovery and habitat restoration, and takes actions to protect species and habitats of concern.





Puget Sound Steelhead Early Marine Survival ($780,300)
Increase RFEG Capacity to Conduct Salmon Habitat Recovery Projects ($1,400,000)
Steelhead Background License Plate Revenue for Steelhead Conservation ($530,000)
Increase Fish Friendly Land Uses and Restoration ($1,317,800)

WHY IMPORTANT
These programs support critical information to address juvenile steelhead mortality and recover and
prevent further ESA down listing of steelhead. These programs will result in more habitat restoration
projects implemented by RFEGs to benefit salmon and other species. These programs will assist local
governments in meeting their legally mandated updates to Growth Management Act and Shoreline
Management Act Master Programs.

FUND SOURCE
Wildlife Account-State, General Fund-State
Regional Fisheries Enhancement Account

PROGRAM CONTACTS
Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife
Jeff Davis, (360) 902-2527
Raquel Crosier, (360) 902-2226
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DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND WILDLIFE
AQUATIC INVASIVE SPECIES
CONTROLLING AND REDUCING AQUATIC INVASIVE SPECIES
FY17-19 Governor’s Budget

$xxx million

FY17-19 Request

$5.20 million

BRIEF DESCRIPTION
In 2015 the legislature directed the Department of Fish and Wildlife along with the Recreation and
Conservation Office to convene a group of stakeholders to develop recommendations on long-term
funding mechanisms for AIS management and prevention. The Department is advancing the
recommendations of the AIS Funding Advisory Committee which include a combination of user fees,
general funds and public private partnerships. This request would increase the department’s funding for
AIS from $800,000 annually to $5.2 million along with funding a local management grant to help support
local AIS prevention and management efforts.

WHY IMPORTANT
Aquatic invasive species (AIS) are a serious threat to Washington State’s economy, native species and
landscape. The Northwest is the last region in the United States that remains free of Zebra and Quagga
mussels. An infestation here could devastate numerous water-dependent industries and cost us an
estimated $500 million annually to control. This request would prevent harmful invasives from getting
to Washington and would help the department boost its management and monitoring of species like
European green crab, African clawed frogs and New Zealand mud snail that are already here and are
impacting native species.

FUND SOURCE
Operating $2.6 million
User fees $2.6 million

PROGRAM CONTACTS
Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife
Raquel Crosier, (360) 902-2226
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DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND WILDLIFE
CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT FOR SALMON RECOVERY
HARVEST & HATCHERY REFORM, FISH PASSAGE AND RESTORATION ON WDFW LANDS
FY17-19 Governor’s Budget

$xxx million (% support Salmon Recovery)*

FY17-19 Request

$70.8 million (% support Salmon Recovery)*

FY 15-17 Appropriation amount

$52.2 million

*reflects the percent of total funding that would apply to salmon recovery projects

BRIEF DESCRIPTION
The Fiscal Year 2017-19 Capital Budget request for the Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife
(WDFW) reflects the Departments dedication to conserving healthy fish and wildlife populations,
sustainable outdoor experiences, supporting a strong economy and social values, and pursuing
operation excellence. The department’s request reflects a strong desire to reduce risks to native salmon
and steelhead by requesting projects that reduce the impacts hatcheries have on native fish. The capital
improvements in this request include: renovating hatchery water in-takes and improving fish handling
facilities to improve fish survival rates; improving incubating facilities to support producing Engendered
Species Act (ESA) listed fish – conservation programs; on department lands, correcting fish passage
barriers, and restoring floodplain and estuary habitat to near natural conditions to support salmon
spawning and rearing habitat for ESA listed fish.

WHY IMPORTANT
The Department relies heavily on its infrastructure and structures to provide critical services benefiting
the public and the environment. These assets are decaying and failing and need to be repaired or
replace. Included in this category are projects that are legally mandated and need to be renovated or
repaired to comply with federal and state laws such as Clean Water Act, Road Maintenance and
Abandonment Plan (RMAP) and fish passage barrier removals.
Other projects include renovating or repairing current assets which directly benefit the public and the
environment. These projects, such as recreational access improvements and hatchery infrastructure
improvements enable the Department to provide valuable services by improving recreational, hunting
and fishing opportunities and results in increase revenue to the local economies. These projects also
reduce the backlog reduction plan. Also included within this list of projects are Hatchery Scientific
Review Group (HSRG) projects which increase protection to ESA listed fish.

FUND SOURCE
Capital

PROGRAM CONTACT
Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife
Glenn Gerth, Capital and Assets Management, (360) 902-8387
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DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES
CONSERVATION EASEMENTS CHANNEL MIGRATION ZONE
RIVERS AND OPEN SPACE PROGRAM (RHOSP)
FY17-19 Governor’s Budget

$xxx million

FY17-19 Request

$6.2 million

FY13-15 Appropriation amount

$1.0 million

BRIEF DESCRIPTION
This is a funding request of $6.2 million for the Rivers and Habitat Open Space Program (RHOSP). This
program provides financial compensation to forest landowners for permanent conservation easements
of: (1) essential riparian forests within protected channel migration zones (CMZs, riparian and refugia
areas where a river channel could migrate within); and (2) forested critical habitat areas protected by
the Forest Practices rules for state listed threatened or endangered species.
This request will fund the RHOSP during the 2017- 2019 biennium to:




Purchase conservation easements on about 300 acres of eligible CMZs;
Purchase conservation easements on 400-800 acres of critical habitat of T&E species;
Fund 0.75 in DNR staff required to carry out the program.

WHY IMPORTANT
In 1999, the legislature added the Riparian Open Space Program (ROSP) to the Forest Practices Act. As
directed in this law, the Forest Practices Board adopted rules in 2001 to implement ROSP. In 2009, the
Legislature expanded ROSP to include forested lands in CMZs and state-designated critical habitat
required to be protected under the forest practices rules for threatened and endangered species. The
program was renamed to Rivers and Habitat Open Space Program (RHOSP). RHOSP fulfills a commitment
of the Forests and Fish Report and associated Forest Practices Habitat Conservation Plan and Clean
Water Act assurances. In addition, RHOSP can serve a significant role in the conservation of habitat for
upland threatened or endangered species. Protecting channel migration zones are critical to maintaining
healthy and productive salmon habitat.

FUND SOURCE
Capital

PROGRAM CONTACTS
Washington Department of Natural Resources
Stephen Bernath, deputy supervisor of Forest Practices
(360) 902-1028
Stephen.Bernath@dnr.wa.gov
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DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES
FORESTRY RIPARIAN EASEMENT PROGRAM (FREP)
PURCHASE 50-YEAR CONSERVATION EASEMENTS FROM SMALL FOREST LANDOWNERS
FY17-19 Governor’s Budget

$xxx million

FY17-19 Request

$10.0 million

FY15-17 Appropriation amount

$11.2 million

BRIEF DESCRIPTION
This is a funding request of $10 million for the Forestry Riparian Easement Program (FREP) to purchase
50-year conservation easements from willing small forest landowners along riparian areas and
associated buffered unstable slopes affecting riparian areas.
FREP compensates eligible small forest landowners for timber they are required to leave un-harvested
as a result of the 2001 forest practices riparian buffer rules adopted to protect Washington’s forests and
fish. These areas include riparian buffers and buffers on potentially unstable slopes that could affect
riparian areas. FREP creates a 50-year easement on “qualifying timber” inside these buffers. Landowners
cannot cut or remove the qualifying timber during the easement period. The landowner still owns the
property and retains full access, but has “leased” the trees and their associated riparian function to
Washington State.

WHY IMPORTANT
FREP was established to help offset the disproportionate impacts of increased riparian buffer regulatory
requirements on small forest landowners. Small forest landowners, those who harvest less than
2 million board feet of timber a year, are eligible to apply for FREP funding and receive 50% or more of
compensation for merchantable trees they are required to retain in riparian buffer areas. This
landowner incentive program is important to small forest landowners allowing them to maintain
working forests and high quality habitat for salmon. Similar to the Conservation Reserve Enhancement
Program, this funding provides small forest landowners incentives to maintain a healthy riparian forest
buffer along salmon bearing streams. This funding request would begin to catch-up with the backlog of
willing small forest landowners wanting to partake in the program.

FUND SOURCE
Capital

PROGRAM CONTACTS
Stephen Bernath, deputy supervisor of Forest Practices
(360) 902-1028
Stephen.Bernath@dnr.wa.gov
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DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES
SMALL FOREST LANDOWNER ASSISTANCE
SMALL FOREST LANDOWNER OFFICE CAPACITY
FY17-19 Governor’s Budget

$xxx million

FY17-19 Request

$0.997 million

BRIEF DESCRIPTION
This request will restore SFLO capacity lost over the past four biennia due to the state’s economic
downturn. Small forest landowners own and manage approximately 3.2 million acres of Washington's
forest lands and exert a tremendous influence on public resources, particularly in low elevation areas
that contain major fish bearing streams, rivers and important habitat. The SFLO program staff provide
advice and assistance to these landowners to help them protect water quality, provide fish and wildlife
habitat, improve forest health, reduce the risk of wildfire and otherwise accomplish their forest
management objectives on an individualized basis.

WHY IMPORTANT
The Small Forest Landowner Office (SFLO) was established in 2001 to fulfill requirements in WAC 22212-0402 and RCW 76.13.110 by providing assistance to small forest landowners (SFL) to promote their
economic and ecological viability and protect public resources. Small forest landowners own about onehalf of the private forestland in the state. The portion of the SFLO funded with GF-State is currently
comprised of two positions devoted to providing landowners with forestry advice and information they
need to keep their land in forestry. As the focal point for information and advice, the SFLO guides small
forest landowners in approaches to forest management and accessing publicly funded programs. The
legislature has directed the office to develop educational guidance and alternate plan templates and to
help small forest landowners prepare alternate harvest plans appropriate to small forest landowners
(see RCW 76.13.100 and 76.13.110(3). In addition, the SFLO uses funding from sources other than GF-S
to administer two conservation easement programs (Forest Riparian Easement Program; Rivers and
Habitat Open Space Program) and the Family Forest Fish Passage Program, and administers federal
forest stewardship grants to help small landowners manage their lands and preserve working forests.

FUND SOURCE
General Fund

PROGRAM CONTACTS
Stephen Bernath, deputy supervisor of Forest Practices
(360) 902-1028
Stephen.Bernath@dnr.wa.gov
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
FISH BARRIER CORRECTION PROGRAM
FY17-19 Transportation Budget

$97.5 million

FY15-17 Appropriation amount

$88.7 million

BRIEF DESCRIPTION
There are 1,530 barriers to fish passage in the highway system statewide that have significant fish
habitat. Correcting fish passage barriers is an important part of the state’s effort to restore salmon,
steelhead, and trout populations to healthy and harvestable levels by making habitat accessible.
Washington State Department of Transportation (WSDOT) has been correcting fish passage barriers
since the early 1990s. To date, WSDOT has completed a total of 301 fish passage projects and improved
access to about 1,000 miles of potential upstream habitat. This funding specifically addresses barriers
identified in the 2013 court-issued injunction that requires state agencies to correct barrier culverts.
WSDOT is actively working with the new statewide Fish Barrier Removal Board and other partners to
coordinate barrier projects to gain bigger benefits by opening entire streams.

WHY IMPORTANT
Fish passage barrier correction can deliver impressive benefits. When rivers and streams are connected,
fish can better access important spawning and rearing habitat. This is an important component of
protecting and restoring fish populations, which can turn in have multiple benefits – including benefits
for tribal, commercial, and recreational fishing industries.
The State of Washington, the federal government and 21 tribes have been involved in litigation related
to the 1974 Boldt Decision, involving the tribes’ right to a “fair share” of anadromous fish harvest. In
2007, the U.S. District Court found in favor of the tribes and declared that the right secured to the tribes
in the Stevens Treaties, imposes a duty upon the state to refrain from building and operating culverts
under state-maintained roads that hinder fish passage and thereby diminish the number of fish that
would otherwise be available for tribal harvest. In 2013, the court issued an injunction that requires
state agencies to correct barrier culverts. More than 800 state highway culverts are subject to the
injunction.
WSDOT is a member of the Fish Barrier Removal Board created by the Legislature in 2014. WSDOT is
significantly ramping up efforts to meet the injunction commitments. This will bring many opportunities
for partnerships and coordination, leveraging the benefits of fish passage improvement. 35% of the Fish
Barrier Board funding request for 2017-19 are associated with WSDOT barriers.

FUND SOURCE
Transportation Budget

PROGRAM CONTACTS
Washington Department of Transportation
Paul Wagner, biology branch manager (360) 705-7406
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PUGET SOUND PARTNERSHIP
ACCELERATING PUGET SOUND SALMON RECOVERY
ACCELERATING PUGET SOUND SALMON RECOVERY
FY17-19 Governor’s Budget

$xxx

FY17-19 Request

$828,540

BRIEF DESCRIPTION
The Puget Sound Partnership (Partnership) requests resources to lead and support the region as it
updates Chinook salmon recovery plans using the latest science. The total request of $828,540 and 1.0
FTE funds a Salmon Recovery Manager and contractor support to ensure all watersheds have
established measurable habitat goals as a baseline for their Chinook Salmon Recovery Plan chapter
updates. With this funding, the Partnership will establish a consistent framework for evaluating and
investing in habitat projects that are shown to support key Chinook salmon species listed under the
Endangered Species Act of 1999. This request is related to Puget Sound Action Agenda implementation.

WHY IMPORTANT
Recovering Puget Sound Chinook salmon is integrally connected to nearly every other aspect of Puget
Sound recovery and protection. It is critical to protecting the ecosystem, supporting livelihoods,
upholding tribal treaty rights, and defining the legacy we leave for future generations.
Puget Sound Chinook salmon were listed under the Endangered Species Act in 1999 and a regional
recovery plan, which included 16 salmon recovery watershed chapters, was developed in 2005. Despite
emerging technical and scientific information, this plan has not been fully updated in more than ten
years due to inadequate funding from federal and state sources to support capacity to undertake this
demanding task. Benefits of an updated plan include understanding of the progress made to date,
identifying the most effective priority investments, and improving reporting on consistent goals.
The Partnership’s Leadership Council is the regional organization for Puget Sound salmon recovery,
thereby authorized to plan, coordinate and monitor the regional recovery plan (RCW 77.85.090). Until
August 2016, the Partnership was able to deploy a full-time staff person to carry out the responsibilities
of a regional salmon recovery organization in support of the Leadership Council. Due to reductions
(more than $350,000 in FY17) in the Partnership’s federal funding, the Salmon Recovery Director
position was eliminated. Having a lead staff person is critical to sufficiently represent Puget Sound – the
most complex salmon recovery region in Washington – in the statewide effort to recover salmon
populations.

FUND SOURCE
Operating

PROGRAM CONTACTS
Puget Sound Partnership
Jeff Parsons, (360) 464-1221
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PUGET SOUND PARTNERSHIP
EFFECTIVE GOVERNANCE OF PUGET SOUND RECOVERY
STRENGTHEN PARTNER RELATIONS
FY17-19 Governor’s Budget

$xxx

FY17-19 Request

$694,080

BRIEF DESCRIPTION
The Puget Sound Partnership (Partnership) requests resources to strengthen partner relations at the
federal, tribal, and local levels through dedicated staff liaisons, strategic communication, and
identification of system efficiencies. The total request of $694,080 and 2.0 FTEs funds a Tribal/Federal
Liaison, Strategic Communications Manager, and contractor support to collaborate with partners in
identifying potentially overlapping structures and processes between local ecosystem recovery and
watershed-level salmon recovery organizations. With this funding, the Partnership will identify
opportunities to consolidate existing systems to streamline efforts and maximize utilization of available
resources.

WHY IMPORTANT
Puget Sound recovery is multi-faceted, with numerous efforts that were ongoing long before the
Partnership was created and many that have joined since. The Partnership was founded to take those
many activities and guide them into a cohesive and effective Puget Sound recovery system.
In the Puget Sound region there are 17 treaty tribes with rights to resources directly tied to the work of
the Partnership. The Centennial Accord commits state agencies to a government-to-government
relationship with treaty tribes. While the Partnership works closely with tribal governments, to date, the
agency’s tribal liaison role has been inadequately staffed. The liaison position will foster the necessary
dialogue to build and strengthen relationships with the Puget Sound tribal governments, which are
critical partners in the success of Puget Sound and salmon recovery efforts.
This request also seeks to identify and address system efficiencies in Puget Sound Recovery efforts. In
the FY 2014 supplemental budget, the Legislature included a proviso for the Partnership to evaluate the
different groups convened at local scales that contribute to Puget Sound recovery. The evaluation
considered Lead Entities (salmon recovery), Local Integrating Organizations (ecosystem recovery),
Watershed Planning Groups, Regional Fisheries Enhancement Groups and a number of others. That
evaluation resulted in many recommendations, some of which related to group consolidation to
improve efficiency (Ross 2014). Merging recovery efforts reduces monetary and time investments in
parallel processes and creates an integrated system that is more effective and sustainable.

FUND SOURCE
Operating

PROGRAM CONTACTS
Puget Sound Partnership, Jeff Parsons, (360) 464-1221
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RECREATION AND CONSERVATION OFFICE
SALMON RECOVERY GRANT PROGRAM
STATE SALMON CAPITAL
FY17-19 Governor’s Budget

$xxx million

FY17-19 Budget Request

$55.3 million

FY15-17 Appropriation amount

$16.5 million

BRIEF DESCRIPTION
Salmon recovery grants are awarded through a competitive process by the Salmon Recovery Funding
Board to protect and restore salmon habitat. This contributes to the recovery of wild salmon and
steelhead populations listed under the federal Endangered Species Act, while also protecting healthy
fish populations. State salmon capital funding is critical to implement the statewide recovery plan and is
used as match for up to $50 million of the federal Pacific Coastal Salmon Recovery Fund (PCSRF).

WHY IMPORTANT
The board funds projects that protect existing, high quality habitats for salmon in freshwater and
estuarine ecosystems and restores degraded habitat to increase overall habitat health and biological
productivity. The board also awards grants for restoration design and engineering in preparation for
future funding to assure the projects are implemented as soon as possible. The state salmon capital
funding is the only state funding used to match the federal PCSRF funding available through National
Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration’s National Marine Fisheries Service. To make the PCSRF grant
application more competitive there are three critical parts to this request: 1) $52 million to match the
PCSRF applications in 2017 & 18, 2) $2.472 million for Lead Entity project development (no longer
included in the PCSRF application), and 3) $641,410 for the Regional Fisheries Enhancement Group
project development.

FUND SOURCE
State Building Construction Account

LOCAL MATCH
15 percent local match required.

LEAD AGENCY
Recreation and Conservation Office

PROGRAM CONTACTS
Washington Recreation and Conservation Office
Wendy Brown, policy director, (360) 902-3021
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PUGET SOUND SALMON RECOVERY
PUGET SOUND ACQUISITION AND RESTORATION PROGRAM
FY17-19 Governor’s Budget

$xxx million

FY17-19 Budget Request

$80 million

FY15-17 Appropriation amount

$37 million

BRIEF DESCRIPTION
The purpose of the Puget Sound Acquisition and Restoration program is to provide grants for capital
projects that protect or restore salmon habitat. All projects must be identified as high priority in the
Puget Sound salmon recovery plan. Projects are evaluated, locally and regionally, to assess whether they
will implement the priorities addressed in the adopted salmon recovery plans. The evaluation process is
the same as the Salmon Recovery Funding Board funding process with an additional step of sequencing
regional and large capital projects by the Puget Sound Salmon Recovery Council through an additional
level of review by regional experts. All Puget Sound Acquisition and Restoration projects also are
approved by the Leadership Council of the Puget Sound Partnership before being presented to the
Salmon Recovery Funding board for approval.

WHY IMPORTANT
This funding program was created to accelerate the implementation of federally-approved Puget Sound
salmon recovery plans and to assist in the recovery of Puget Sound. Projects identified through the
Puget Sound Salmon Recovery Plan as the highest priority projects are eligible for PSAR funding. Funding
the PSAR program ensures that the most critical, timely, priority projects to implement the Puget Sound
Salmon Recovery Plan are implemented. In many cases, these projects give protection to critical areas at
immediate risk of degradation. Projects work directly toward the goals set out in the federal recovery
plan and toward the delisting of threatened salmon populations in the Puget Sound. Funds are
distributed among all Puget Sound lead entities in such a way as to provide resources to all 22 listed
salmon populations. The Puget Sound Salmon Recovery Council, the Puget Sound Partnership
Leadership Council, and the Salmon Recovery Funding Board are responsible for maintaining the
integrity of this process. The Salmon Recovery Funding Board approves final prioritized project lists, and
grants are administered by the Recreation and Conservation Office.

FUND SOURCE
State Building Construction Account

LOCAL MATCH
Minimum 15 percent match provided by the sponsor

PROGRAM CONTACTS
Washington Recreation and Conservation Office
Wendy Brown, (360) 902-3021
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ESTUARY AND SALMON RESTORATION PROGRAM
ESTUARY AND SALMON RESTORATION PROGRAM
FY17-19 Governor’s Budget

$xxx million

FY17-19 Budget Request

$20 million

FY15-17 Capital request

$8.0 million

BRIEF DESCRIPTION
The Estuary and Salmon Restoration Program provides grants to protect and restore the Puget Sound
nearshore. The program was created by the Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife to support the
emerging priorities of the Puget Sound Nearshore Ecosystem Restoration Project. The Estuary and
Salmon Restoration Program is identified as the Puget Sound Partnership’s priority near-term action
item for restoring ecosystem processes, structures, and functions in Puget Sound as part of the Action
Agenda.

WHY IMPORTANT
As Puget Sound's nearshore has been altered, its ability to provide critical habitat elements to salmon
and other species has significantly declined. By strategically restoring key ecosystem processes we can
restore the nearshore to a more vibrant and resilient condition for all its inhabitants. The Estuary and
Salmon Restoration Program projects are identified by working closely with local communities and
multiple stakeholders. The Estuary and Salmon Restoration Program engages local citizens and creates
jobs in local communities. It is estimated by the Office of Financial Management that for every $1 million
invested through the program’s restoration program, 11 local construction jobs are created.
Commercial, tribal, and recreational fishers depend on a healthy Puget Sound to cultivate a new
generation of salmon advocates.

FUND SOURCE
State Building Construction Account

LOCAL MATCH
33 percent match is required

LEAD AGENCY
The Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife administers the program. The Recreation and
Conservation Office manages the funds and Puget Sound Partnership provides program support and
oversight through the Leadership Council and the Action Agenda.

PROGRAM CONTACTS
Washington Recreation and Conservation Office
Wendy Brown, (360) 902-3021

Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife
Raquel Crosier, (360) 902-2226
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FOREST AND FISH FAMILY FOREST LANDOWNER ASSISTANCE – FISH BARRIERS
FAMILY FOREST FISH PASSAGE PROGRAM
FY17-19 Governor’s Budget

$xxx million

FY17-19 Budget Request

$10.0 million

FY15-17 Appropriation amount

$5.0 million

FY13-15 Appropriation amount

$2 million

BRIEF DESCRIPTION
The Family Forest Fish Passage Program provides cost-share funding and technical assistance to small
forest landowners to help them repair or remove fish passage barriers. Small forest landowners own
about 3.2 million acres of forests in Washington––about half the private forestland in the state. These
family forests are home to thousands of miles of fish-bearing streams and play a key role in helping
Washington restore its once thriving fish populations. A single barrier on a stream can keep fish from
reaching many miles of upstream spawning and rearing habitat. As part of Washington's salmon
recovery efforts, all private forest owners are required to fix artificial, in-stream fish barriers. In May
2003, the state Legislature committed to helping small forest landowners pay for these repairs by
creating the Family Forest Fish Passage Program. Landowners enrolled in the program will not be
required to correct their fish passage barriers until the state can provide financial assistance.
Landowners not enrolled in the program, must correct the barrier at their own expense when they
choose to harvest.

WHY IMPORTANT
Implements the Forests and Fish law by providing cost-share resources to small family forest lands that
otherwise would not be able to comply with the law and provides salmon access to high quality habitat.
This program often is coordinated with other barrier removal efforts for a larger collective impact. This
program has a backlog of over 900 barriers. Replacement of a barrier averages about $100,000.

FUND SOURCE
State Building Construction Account

LOCAL MATCH
Landowner match required if harvesting

AGENCY PARTNERSHIP
Washington Department of Natural Resource, Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife, Recreation
and Conservation Office

PROGRAM CONTACTS
Washington Recreation and Conservation Office
Wendy Brown, (360) 902-3021

Washington Department of Natural Resources
Stephen Bernath, (360) 902-1028
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WASHINGTON COASTAL RESTORATION GRANTS
COASTAL RESTORATION INITIATIVE
FY17-19 Governor’s Budget

$xxx million

FY 17-19 Budget Request

$12.5 million

FY15-17 Appropriation amount

$11.185

BRIEF DESCRIPTION
The Washington Coast Restoration Initiative (WCRI) was newly created and funded in the 2015-2017
capital budget. This program was created not only to address the conservation needs of our state’s
coastal region but to provide jobs to people in counties with very high unemployment rates. The
program leverages existing federal, state, and private resources from across the Coast and has
contributed to a large scaling up of restoration efforts. Restoration efforts in the region will have
significant benefits to salmon, given the strong hold of wild salmon populations along the coast, and
provide sustainable jobs for local communities. Project awards are competitive, and projects are
evaluated similarly to the lead entity technical advisory process.

WHY IMPORTANT
This program provides grants to restore aquatic and terrestrial habitat on the Washington Coast, which
serves to protect the existing strong-hold of salmon populations there and provide jobs for local
communities. Projects within the WCRI package will bring improvements to the communities through
job creation, more work options for local contractors, flood control, access improvement, climate
resiliency and more. The conservation benefits of WCRI projects are not limited by species or type.
WCRI proposes to enrich tidal habitat and forest ecosystems, reduce invasive species and promote
native plant and seed production, reconnect wetlands and improve salmon access and rearing potential.
Eligible grant recipients include: cities, towns, counties, state agencies, nonprofit organizations; and
Tribal governments. Grant recipients are not required to provide match in this program, but bringing
additional funds to the project is a positive factor in the evaluation process.

FUND SOURCE
State Building Construction Account

LEAD AGENCY
Washington Recreation and Conservation Office

PROGRAM CONTACTS
Washington Recreation and Conservation Office
Wendy Brown, policy director, (360) 902-3021
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FISH BARRIER GRANT PROGRAM
FISH BARRIER REMOVAL BOARD
FY17-19 Governor’s Budget

$xxx million

FY 17-19 Budget Request

$51.4 million

BRIEF DESCRIPTION
In 2014, the Washington State Legislature created the Fish Barrier Removal Board (FBRB) to develop a
coordinated barrier removal strategy and provide the framework for a fish barrier grant program (RCW
77.95). Salmon populations continue to decline, with 2016 among the worst years on record for
population abundance and commercial, tribal, and recreational opportunity. While fish passage has
been aggressively addressed by private forest landowners in the headwaters, most streams remain
blocked due to fish passage barriers downstream. This request funds the fish barrier removal projects
identified and prioritized by the Board.

WHY IMPORTANT
Over the past 15 years, a multitude of organizations, private citizens and governments have spent
millions of dollars restoring habitat and improving fish and wildlife management across our state to
bring back endangered salmon and steelhead to our rivers and streams. While thousands of fish passage
barriers have been corrected on private forest lands in Washington under the Forests and Fish
agreement (Family Forest Fish Passage Program), most of these barrier corrections still have other
barriers up or downstream from them. An estimated 40,000 fish passage barriers still exist in
Washington State, which in most cases stand in the way of salmon accessing prime habitat. The Fish
Barrier Removal Board has developed a statewide strategy to repair barriers in a whole watershed and
coordinated pathway. This request is to initiate barrier corrections throughout the state using the
project lists developed under this strategy.
This request will fund the design, engineering and construction of 79 fish passage barriers throughout
the state. Of the 79 projects, 59 would be design and construction, while 20 would be design only.

FUND SOURCE
State Building Construction Account

LEAD AGENCIES
Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife and Governor’s Salmon Recovery Office

PROGRAM CONTACTS
Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife
Tom Jameson, (360) 902-2612

Washington Recreation and Conservation Office
Wendy Brown, (360) 902-3021

FOR MORE INFORMATION ON THE PROGRAM: FISH BARRIER REMOVAL BOARD
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RECREATION AND CONSERVATION OFFICE
LEAD ENTITY SUPPORT
SALMON RECOVERY FUNDING BOARD LOCALLY BASED WATERSHED GROUPS
SUPPORT 25 LEAD ENTITIES
FY17-19 Carrier Forward Request $0.907 (general fund)
FY 17-19 Budget Request

$2.472 (Part of State Salmon Capital Request)

FY15-17 Appropriation amount

$0.907

BRIEF DESCRIPTION
With the first federal Endangered Species Act listings of salmon in the late 1990s, Washington created
an unprecedented approach to recovery: We decided to write and implement our own science-based,
federally-approved recovery plans. Seven regional organizations are carrying out these plans. Within the
seven regions, 25 watershed-based groups known as “lead entities” perform the essential work of
recruiting, reviewing, and prioritizing habitat projects that implement the plans. They are responsible for
making sure that these projects engage local communities and receive their support.
Established in law (Revised Code of Washington 77.85), lead entities consist of:





A lead entity coordinator (staff person)
A committee of local, technical experts (technical committee)
A committee of local citizens representing a variety of interests (citizen committee)
A lead entity grant administrator (the fiscal agent)

WHY IMPORTANT
This funding package enables lead entities to continue their important and statutorily-required work and
ensures that Washington State can compete successfully for federal salmon recovery funds.
Lead entities are supported by a combination of state General Fund and the federal Pacific Coastal
Salmon Recovery Fund (PCSRF). When the Legislature created the lead entities in statute in 1999, the
mix of funds supporting the work of the lead entities was about 50 percent state and 50 percent federal.
Beginning in 2009, state funds were reduced, and more of the lead entity funding has been shifted to
the federal funds. This shift has led to Washington State being less competitive for federal PCSRF funds.
With this package, Washington can regain its competitive edge for federal salmon recovery dollars and
maintain our innovative, statutorily-required, and locally-driven work in salmon recovery.

FUND SOURCE
Operating budget

PROGRAM CONTACTS
Washington Recreation and Conservation Office
Wendy Brown, policy director, (360) 902-3021
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Part 1 – Introduction

Part 1 – Introduction

Introduction
Since 1999, the Salmon Recovery Funding Board (SRFB) has been distributing state and federal
money to protect and restore salmon habitat. Honoring the “Washington Way” of ground-up
salmon recovery decision-making, the SRFB works closely with local watershed groups known as
lead entities 1 to identify projects for funding, and regional organizations to prioritize funding.
This partnership has resulted in the SRFB distributing nearly $836 million for nearly
3,000 projects and activities statewide, all aimed at bringing salmon back from the brink of
extinction.
This report presents information on the process used to review the 2016 applications and
develop funding recommendations for the SRFB to consider at its December 8, 2016 meeting in
Olympia.

Overview of Funding
Funding for salmon grants comes from two main sources:

•

$14.6 million from state capital bond funds and the Pacific Coastal Salmon Recovery
Fund (PCSRF), a federal award to the Washington State Recreation and Conservation
Office (RCO) administered by the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration
(NOAA). $13.1 million is available for the grant round and $1.53 million is available for
Intensively Monitored Watershed treatment projects.

•

Puget Sound Acquisition and Restoration (PSAR) fund, a state capital bond-funded
program focused on Puget Sound and Hood Canal, jointly administered by the
Recreation and Conservation Office and the Puget Sound Partnership. In 2013-2015 this
account was funded at $37 million. The amount available for the next biennium will be
set by the Legislature in 2017.

In addition to the $13.1 million, RCO sets aside up to $500,000 for unanticipated cost increases
in 2017.

Lead entity groups, authorized under Revised Code of Washington Chapter 77.85, are established in a
local area by agreement between the county, cities, and tribes. The groups choose a coordinating
organization as the lead entity, which creates a citizen committee to prioritize projects. Lead entities also
have a technical advisory group to evaluate the scientific and technical merits of projects. Consistent with
state law and SRFB policies, all projects seeking funding must be reviewed and prioritized by a lead entity
to be considered by the SRFB.

1
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Allocation Formula. The SRFB has adopted the following allocation formula for awarding grants.
Table 1. SRFB Regional Funding Allocation Formula
Regional Salmon Recovery Organization
Hood Canal Coordinating Council*

Regional Allocation
Percent of Total
2.35%

2016 Allocation Based
on $13.1 Million
$869,350

Lower Columbia Fish Recovery Board**

15%

$1,963,950

Northeast Washington

2%

$261,860

Puget Sound Partnership

42.04%

$4,942,633

Snake River Salmon Recovery Board

8.88%

$1,162,658

Upper Columbia Salmon Recovery Board

10.85%

$1,420,591

Washington Coast Sustainable Salmon Partnership

9%

$1,178,370

Yakima Basin Fish and Wildlife Recovery Board**

9.87%

$1,292,279

*Hood Canal is in the Puget Sound Salmon Recovery Region for Chinook and steelhead, but is a
separate salmon recovery region for summer chum. The Hood Canal Coordinating Council receives 10
percent of the Puget Sound Partnership's regional SRFB allocation for Chinook and steelhead.
**There are four projects submitted by the Klickitat County Lead Entity. Klickitat is receiving $98,197
from Lower Columbia Fish Recovery Board’s regional allocation and $382,000 from the Yakima Basin
Fish and Wildlife Recovery Board’s regional allocation.
**Puget Sound (North Olympic Peninsula Lead Entity) is giving Hood Canal $520,743 in SRFB funds this
round that it used on its 2015 ranked list. The allocations on the ranked lists in Attachment 9 reflect
this.

The basic elements of the regional funding allocation approach that carry over from the
previous funding cycles include:

•

Reliance on regional salmon recovery plans and lead entity strategies.

•

Review of individual projects by the SRFB Review Panel to identify “Projects of Concern.”

•

Provision of flexibility, recognizing different circumstances across the state.

•

Efficiencies by shortening the grant schedule and reducing evaluation steps.

•

Streamlined process while transitioning toward more use of regional recovery plans,
where such plans are in place or being developed.

The SRFB also committed to continuing the following key principles:

•

Salmon recovery funds will be allocated regionally.

•

The SRFB Review Panel will not evaluate the quality of lead entity strategies that are part
of recovery plans already submitted to the Governor’s Salmon Recovery Office and
NOAA’s National Marine Fisheries Service. Regional organizations ensure the submitted
lists of projects are consistent with the regional recovery plans.
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•

The evaluation process will be collaborative. The SRFB Review Panel will work with lead
entities and project applicants early to address the project design issues and reduce the
likelihood that projects submitted are viewed as “Projects of Concern” by the review
panel or the SRFB.

•

Each region has different complexities, ranging from varying numbers of watersheds to
areas with vastly differing sizes of human populations. These complexities require
different approaches to salmon recovery.

•

Lead entities will continue to be a crucial and fundamental part of the recovery effort.

•

Support continues for areas without regional recovery plans (coast and northeast).

•

A statewide strategic approach to salmon recovery will continue.

•

Funds must be used efficiently to address both listed and non-listed species.

PSAR Funds
This year will see a different approach to the way PSAR grants are awarded, which will streamline
the process. Traditionally, PSAR grants were awarded by the SRFB with salmon grants in
December after the account was funded by the Legislature. This grant round, the PSAR regular
and large capital lists are being submitted in advance of the legislative session.
Lead entities are including PSAR projects on their ranked project lists and asking the SRFB to
approve those projects at the December SRFB meeting. This will enable approved PSAR projects
to go immediately under contract once the PSAR account is funded by the Legislature in 2017,
getting the money on the ground quickly, potentially up to 6 months earlier than previous years.
The streamlined process also improves efficiency because all of the PSAR funds can be approved
in one meeting.
If the PSAR account is funded in the 2017-19 Biennium, the first $30 million of PSAR funds are to
be allocated to lead entities and watershed planning areas, using the distribution formula
recommended by the Puget Sound Salmon Recovery Council and approved by the Puget Sound
Partnership’s Leadership Council. The guiding principles for the distribution formula are as
follows:

•

Distribute funds in a manner that keeps everyone at the table (no watershed left behind).

•

Distribute funds in a manner that leads to salmon recovery and de-listing as quickly as
possible.

•

Think regionally when discussing funding allocations.

2016 SRFB Funding Report
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Table 2. Projected Allocation of $30 Million in PSAR Funding
WRIA
1
2
3 and 4
5
6
7
8
9
10 and 12
11
13
14
15
15, 16, and 17
17, 18, and 19
Hood Canal summer chum 7

Recovery Units
Nooksack
San Juan Islands
Skagit
Stillaguamish
Island
Snohomish
Lake Washington/Cedar/Sammamish
Green 3
Puyallup/White and Chambers/Clover
Nisqually
Thurston
Mason
East Kitsap 4
Hood Canal 5
Elwha-Dungeness-Strait 6

Estimated Amount 2
$2,392,809
$1,033,535
$4,221,709
$1,856,954
$809,953
$1,902,818
$1,475,542
$1,101,070
$1,890,205
$1,401,875
$655,163
$783,581
$991,112
$2,596,901
$2,407,714
$1,410,202

Any remaining PSAR funds over $30 million are allocated to a ranked large capital project list.
This list contains projects that are high priority and significantly large in scope (i.e. scale,
complexity, and cost). Each watershed proposes these projects to the region, the SRFB Review
Panel reviews them, and the Puget Sound Partnership ranks and prioritizes them before they
come to the SRFB for approval. This year, 18 applications were received, requesting $74 million
(Attachment 6).
The Puget Sound Partnership’s criteria for prioritizing include the following:

•

Results in an improvement in abundance, productivity, diversity, and/or spatial
distribution for one or more populations of listed Evolutionary Significant Units.

•

Benefits multiple listed salmon and steelhead populations.

•

Level of design work completed for project (for restoration projects).

•

Stage of project development (for acquisition projects).

•

Match funding provided by project sponsor.

The total project funding amounts are less administrative costs.
WRIA 9 includes 52 shoreline miles from Vashon Island from WRIA 15 (Vashon Island).
4
WRIA 15 excludes shoreline miles from Vashon Island (52) and areas in Hood Canal south of Foulweather
Bluff (100).
5
Shoreline miles in Hood Canal are east and south of the Clallam County line and Foulweather bluff.
6
Shoreline miles in the Strait of Juan de Fuca are west of the Clallam County line to Cape Flattery.
7
Hood Canal Summer Chum Evolutionary Significant Unit receives 5 percent of the total Puget Sound
Acquisition and Restoration capital funds.
2
3
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•

Makes progress toward a Puget Sound Action Agenda target for protection or
restoration of habitat (e.g. shoreline armoring, eelgrass, estuaries, etc.).

SRFB Decisions for December
Salmon Projects: The board will be asked to approve up to $13.1 million for projects using
salmon state and federal funding (Attachment 9) and the ranked PSAR lists for Legislative
funding (Attachment 6).
PSAR Projects: The board will be asked to approve project lists for PSAR funding. RCO will enter
into contracts for the approved projects when the PSAR account is funded in July 2017, applying
the approved Puget Sound Partnership allocation formula shown in Table 2. These projects are
displayed in Attachment 9 under the Puget Sound Region.
PSAR Large Capital Projects: The board will be asked to approve a PSAR large capital project
list. RCO will enter into contracts for the approved projects when the PSAR account is funded in
July 2017 above the $30 million level. These projects are displayed in Attachment 6.
Regional Monitoring Projects: In February 2015, the SRFB approved a regional salmon
recovery organization, at its discretion, to use up to 10 percent of its annual SRFB project
allocation for monitoring activities subject to the certain conditions. An addendum to Manual 18
provides guidance and an approval process. Submitted 2016 project lists contain six monitoring
projects. See Attachment 5 for a table of regional monitoring projects. These projects also are
submitted and included on lead entity and region project lists for board approval in Attachment
9 and included in the $13.1 million allocation of salmon state and federal funding
Intensively Monitored Watershed Projects: In March 2014, the SRFB approved up to
$2 million a year, for three grant rounds, for restoration treatment projects in Intensively
Monitored Watershed complexes. In 2015, $1.83 million was available for these projects. This
year, the third and final year, $1.87 million was available. Some of the $2 million was used to
fund the actual monitoring. Three projects were submitted requesting $1.53 million, shown in
Attachment 4. The SRFB Review Panel evaluated all projects submitted by the lead entity.
Because there is enough funding for all projects, the Intensively Monitored Watershed technical
oversight committee will not need to prioritize the projects. Lead entities rank the projects on
their lists only if they want to use their own allocation for the projects.
All projects described in the above components have used Manual 18, Salmon Recovery Grants
as guidance and been through the technical review process with the SRFB Review Panel. It is of
note that all projects went through the same review process and timeline identified in
Manual 18, so there were some efficiencies to the grant round. For example, all project types
listed above were reviewed during one scheduled site visit for each lead entity, taking place over
a day or two.

Elements of the 2016 Grant Round
In spring 2016, sponsors submitted 224 applications in PRISM, RCO’s project database, for the
2016 grant cycle. Between April and June 2016, the lead entities coordinated project site visits
with the SRFB Review Panel and RCO staff. The site visits were an opportunity to see the project
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sites, learn about the project specifics, and provide feedback to the sponsor in a project
comment form in order to improve the projects. The deadline for salmon grant applications was
August 14, 2016. In total, 181 projects were submitted by the deadline and reviewed by RCO
staff and the review panel.
Each regional area and corresponding lead entities prepared their respective ranked lists of
salmon projects in consideration of the available funding.
Several lead entities also identified “alternate” projects on their lists. These projects must go
through the entire lead entity, region, and board review process. Project alternates within a lead
entity list may receive funds within 1 year from the original board funding decision, and only if
another project on the funded portion of the list cannot be completed or is funded by another
entity other than RCO.

Guidance Manual
In February 2016, the SRFB adopted Manual 18, Salmon Recovery Grants with several changes
that were a result of feedback from the SRFB, regions, lead entities, sponsors, review panel, and
RCO staff to improve the grant process. Manual 18 is updated annually to reflect a new grant
timeline, process improvements, and administrative updates, and remains the guidance
document for entities applying for funding through the SRFB.

PRISM Innovations
RCO’s moving outside users from PRISM 2007 to PRISM Online (a Web-based interface)
continues and we are finalizing the move of two final pieces – Progress and Final Reports. Once
those two features are implemented in January 2017, all of the required functions that are
needed by sponsors will be available in PRISM Online. Sponsors will be able to enter and submit
new applications, search for other projects, submit electronic billings, and complete required
progress and final reporting requirements. RCO has received positive feedback on our efforts to
improve PRISM for sponsors. Since electronic billings were implemented in March 2015,
sponsors have submitted more than 4,700 bills and RCO has paid every bill in less than 30 days.
Another new feature that we recently developed is Salmon Project Ranked Lists. This feature was
designed and built to support lead entities and regions submitting and ranking projects for
SRFB approval. This new tool automated a complex workflow using Excel spreadsheets that were
prone to errors.
During the next 6 months, RCO has plans to enhance the PRISM tool for completing interim,
final, and compliance inspections (Compliance Workbench) of the properties and sites acquired
and restored. RCO staff have been using the compliance workbench for several years and have
ideas for enhancing the tool to make it more useful to staff in the field.
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Part 2 – SRFB Review Panel Comments
The SRFB Review Panel is comprised of eight members who have a broad range of knowledge
and experience in salmon habitat restoration and protection approaches, watershed processes,
ecosystem approaches to habitat restoration and protection, project development and project
management. Members’ expertise covers the gamut of issues faced by lead entities and
sponsors of SRFB projects. Review panel biographies are in Attachment 2.
The SRFB Review Panel helps the board meet the requirements of the PCSRF program’s
technical review process. The panel reviews all grant applications to help ensure that each
project is: 1) technically sound, meaning that a proposed project provides a benefit to salmon;
2) likely to be successful; and 3) does not have costs that outweigh the anticipated benefits.
Applications labeled “Projects of Concern” do not meeting these criteria and will be forwarded
to the SRFB for funding consideration unless the lead entity withdraws the application. The
review panel does not otherwise rate, score, or rank projects. Members of the panel also are
available to review project designs to satisfy project conditions or at staff request.

Project Review Process
The review panel worked throughout the year reviewing projects both before and after the
application deadline. This review helps lead entities and sponsors improve each project’s
benefits to fish and certainty of successful implementation. The benefit and certainty criteria
used by the review panel in its evaluation of projects can be found in Manual 18, Salmon
Recovery Grants, Appendix K, and is Attachment 3 in this report. The panel based its evaluations
and comments on the following:

•

Early project site visits and consultations.

•

Attendance at some local technical and citizens committee project evaluation and
ranking processes used by lead entities and regional organizations.

•

Application materials submitted by lead entities and regional organizations.

•

Discussions with lead entities, project sponsors, and regional organizations during the
regional area project meetings October 24-25, 2016.

As with past rounds, the 2016 project review process involved an effort to provide early
feedback to project sponsors, lead entities, and regional organizations. Starting in early spring,
and completed by June 30, 2016, the panel participated in field and office reviews of potential
projects around the state, and provided an early comment form for each project. The review
panel met in mid-July to review and discuss any projects that the panel had identified concerns
with from the early review site visits and draft applications.
After the early project reviews, 181 final applications were submitted by August 12, 2016 for
funding consideration. The review panel reviewed all final applications and responses to early
comments. The panel then met from September 19-21 to discuss final project proposals and
responses to applications. Review panel updated project comment forms with post-application
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comments by September 30. Projects at that time received a status of either: Clear, Conditioned,
Need More Information, or Project of Concern.
Projects with complete applications that met all review criteria and were forwarded as
recommended for funding received a status of “Clear.” Some applications still lacked sufficient
information to complete the technical review and received a status of “Need More Information.”
In most cases, providing additional information addressed the concerns. If the review panel saw
potential issues with projects not meeting evaluation criteria, the projects were noted as
“Projects of Concern” and the panel specifically identified the concerns, and if and how sponsors
could address them.
Sponsor responses to post-application comments were due October 13, 2016. The panel
reviewed additional information, responses to comments, and cleared projects if possible by
October 19, 2016. Projects with a remaining “Project of Concern” status were invited to the
regional area project meetings to discuss the project issues in detail with the panel. The purpose
of the regional area project meetings is to have regions present an overview of their recovery
programs’ goals and objectives, how the project lists achieve these goals, and their processes for
project selection. It is also the opportunity for the lead entities and project sponsors to discuss
any project issues identified with the review panel.
After the regional area project meetings, the review panel evaluated all projects by the review
criteria to determine if any had low benefit to salmon, low certainty of being successful, or were
not cost-effective. Projects that did not clearly meet one or more of these SRFB criteria were
identified as “Projects of Concern.” Lead entities and regional organizations received the panel
determinations by November 4, 2016. The table of all projects grouped by lead entity is found in
Attachment 9.

Projects of Concern
After the regional area meetings, the review panel labeled 7 projects as “Projects of Concern.”
Only two projects of concern were submitted on ranked lists. Three were withdrawn, one was
Conditioned, and one was re-scoped to a design project. The board will review and decide on
the two remaining “Projects of Concern“. Comment forms for “Projects of Concern” can be
found in Attachment 8.
Table 3. Project Status

Lead Entity
Chehalis Basin
County Lead Entity
Green, Duwamish,
and Central Puget
Sound Watershed
(WRIA 9) Lead
Entity

Projects
Reviewed
Early Site
Visits

Projects
Submitted
by Due
Date

Projects
Withdrawn
After
Review

“Projects of
Concern”
September

“Need More
Information”
September

Final
“Projects of
Concern”

7

7

4

0

0

0

7

7

1

1

0

0
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Lead Entity
Hood Canal
Coordinating
Council Lead Entity
Island County Lead
Entity
Kalispel Tribe-Pend
Oreille Lead Entity
Klickitat County
Lead Entity
Lake
Washington/Cedar/
Sammamish
Watershed (WRIA
8) Lead Entity
Lower Columbia
Fish Recovery
Board Lead Entity
Nisqually River
Salmon Recovery
Lead Entity
North Olympic
Peninsula Lead
Entity for Salmon
North Pacific Coast
Lead Entity
Pacific County Lead
Entity
Pierce County Lead
Entity
Quinault Indian
Nation Lead Entity
San Juan County
Community
Development Lead
Entity
Skagit Watershed
Council Lead Entity
Snake River Salmon
Recovery Board
Lead Entity
Snohomish Basin
Lead Entity
Stillaguamish River
Salmon Recovery
Co-Lead Entity

Projects
Reviewed
Early Site
Visits

Projects
Submitted
by Due
Date

Projects
Withdrawn
After
Review

“Projects of
Concern”
September

“Need More
Information”
September

Final
“Projects of
Concern”

26

26

3

3

6

0

5

5

0

1

0

0

3

3

1

0

1

0

3

3

0

1

0

0

4

4

1

0

2

0

23

23

3

3

2

0

12

12

2

1

0

0

9

9

0

2

1

0

3

3

1

0

0

0

2

2

0

0

0

0

9

9

1

0

4

0

2

2

0

0

0

0

6

6

1

2

0

1

9

9

1

0

2

0

12

12

1

1

1

0

10

10

0

1

3

1

9

9

2

0

3

0
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Lead Entity
Upper Columbia
Salmon Recovery
Board Lead Entity
West Sound
Watersheds Council
Lead Entity
WRIA 1 Salmon
Recovery Board
Lead Entity
WRIA 13 Salmon
Habitat Recovery
Committee
WRIA 14 Salmon
Habitat Recovery
Committee
Yakima Basin Fish
and Wildlife
Recovery Board
Lead Entity

Projects
Reviewed
Early Site
Visits

Projects
Submitted
by Due
Date

Projects
Withdrawn
After
Review

“Projects of
Concern”
September

“Need More
Information”
September

Final
“Projects of
Concern”

15

15

1

1

2

0

20

20

9

0

2

0

16

16

1

1

3

0

8

8

1

1

2

0

10

10

2

0

0

0

15

15

5

4

0

0

224

181

41

16

31

2

Total

The number of projects submitted in 2016 was within the range submitted during the past
several years. The percentage of “Projects of Concern” is similar to that of the past several grant
rounds. The interaction with the review panel and the feedback to sponsors intends to improve
projects and ensure a clear benefit to salmonids in each watershed. It is the goal of this
thorough review process to have top priority, technically sound projects submitted to the SRFB
for funding.
Table 4. “Projects of Concern” 2004-2016
“Projects of Concern”

Grant
Round
2004
2005
2006
2007
2008
2009
2010

Eligible Projects
Submitted
180
167
115
219
131
179
159

2016 SRFB Funding Report

Draft, Flagged
“Need More
Information” or
“Projects of
Concern”
NA
49
29%
27
23%
40
18%
NA
59
18

October
24
9
18
16
16
10

14%
8%
8%
12%
8%
6%

Final Report
Nov. 18, 2016
19
11%
16
10%
1
1%
4
2%
6
5%
6
3%
1
0.63%
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“Projects of Concern”

Grant
Round
2011
2012
2013
2014
2015
2016

Eligible Projects
Submitted
177
175
192
185
181
181

Draft, Flagged
“Need More
Information” or
“Projects of
Concern”
21
17
32
33
17
16

October
27
15%
35
20%
15
8%
10
5%
16
8%
16
8%

Final Report
Nov. 18, 2016
1
0.6%
1
0.68%
0
0
2
1%
1
.55%
2
1%

The 2016 SRFB policies governing a “Project of Concern” are the same as in previous grant
rounds. Lead entities and regional organizations must notify RCO of their final lists by November
8, 2016. A regional organization or lead entity had to decide by that date whether to leave a
“Project of Concern” on its list and have the SRFB consider it for funding in December. However,
if a “Project of Concern” is left on the list and a convincing case is not made to the SRFB that the
project merits funding, that dollar amount will not remain in the target allocation. If lead entities
withdraw a “Project of Concern” before the funding meeting, alternates may be considered for
funding.
The intent of this policy is both to signal that the SRFB is unlikely to fund a “Project of Concern”
and to ensure that lead entities and regional organizations are convinced of the merits of such
projects before submitting them to the SRFB for funding.

“Conditioned” Projects
The review panel labeled 20 projects as “Conditioned” because it felt the projects needed to
meet specific conditions to satisfy the SRFB’s benefit, certainty, and cost-effectiveness criteria.
Attachment 7 contains a summary of the “Conditioned” projects and their review panel
condition.
The review panel continues to use “conditioning” of projects as a tool for strengthening project
design and ensuring that proposals that may contain elements of uncertainty but that otherwise
meet the SRFB evaluation criteria can proceed to an RCO project agreement. A typical project
condition consists of assigning an intermediate review step between the selection of a preferred
project alternative and the preliminary design phases. Another common condition might be to
direct the elimination of a particular component of a project design because it is inconsistent
with the SRFB’s theme of restoration of natural processes or provides no added benefit to
salmon.
Last year, the review panel worked with RCO grants managers to develop and launch a
condition tracking application in SharePoint. This tracking application helps review panel
members keep track of the status of project conditions over the life of a particular project,
particularly when individual members were not directly involved in review the sponsor’s
responses to the condition. The new application makes it easy to track the status of each
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condition and provides RCO with documentation that each year’s batch of projects meet the
conditions.

Adjustments to Project Lists
From the time of the SRFB’s pre-allocation decisions through the August application deadline,
lead entities and regional organizations worked collaboratively to meet their funding targets for
salmon funding and to submit a portfolio of PSAR projects. Sometimes, when projects were
withdrawn because of a “Project of Concern” designation or because they received funding from
other resources, regions and lead entities had to work with grant applicants to adjust project
funding amounts and scopes to fit the funding targets or update their ranked lists. Applicants
working through the lead entity and region could make adjustments in project costs (if
warranted) up through November 8. Those adjustments are defined as:

•

Any “Conditioned” project that needed a change in the application.

•

Any “Project of Concern” where a scope or budget change would address the review
panel recommendation and remove the designation.

•

Any project where the review panel removes the designation of “Project of Concern”
after considering new information submitted by lead entities and regional organizations.

•

Any project that has been modified, without a significant change in scope, to meet the
intra-regional funding allocation determined by the regional organization and its
partners.

•

Any project that has been withdrawn by the sponsor or lead entity.

Observations from the SRFB Review Panel
As in past years, the review panel supported RCO grants managers and the SRFB by reviewing all
proposals for SRFB funding to ensure that they met the board’s minimum criteria for benefit to
salmon recovery, certainty of successful implantation, and cost effectiveness. During 2016, the
panel reviewed 224 proposals at the “pre-application” stage, traveling to each region or lead
entity area in teams of two to visit project sites, read applicant’s draft application materials, and
discuss the proposals. Typically these project tours included not only the particular project
sponsor and review panel team, but also the RCO grants manager, members of the regional or
lead entity technical and citizens advisory committees and other sponsors who are working in
that lead entity.
The office presentations and field visits generated lively and engaged discussions in which
strengths and weaknesses of each proposal were identified and discussed and improvements
suggested. Usually, lead entity staff and sponsors found the review panel input to be valuable
both from the perspective of offering experience from other projects and approaches that have
been tried in other lead entities and regions, as well as being at greater liberty to voice candid
criticism than local stakeholders may have felt comfortable doing. We find that local Technical
Advisory Committees and lead entity staff frequently use our reviews not only to improve their
project portfolios, but to help weed out weaker proposals from the application process.
2016 SRFB Funding Report
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Scheduling all the pre-application field visits during the 10-week period of April through mid June can be hectic, but for review panel members, it is a productive part of the application
process, because the on-site dialogue allows for key exchanges of ideas that substantially
improve many projects.
Throughout the application cycle, panel members noted several themes and issues that
continually arise. Most of these have been described in funding reports from previous years;
some get resolved more or less over time, and some seem inherent within the context of the
SRFB funding process. The following discussion raises a few of these issues that took higher
profile during the 2016 funding cycle.

PSAR Biennial Funding Portfolio
This year lead entities in the Puget Sound region were directed to prepare project proposals for
assembling into a regional project portfolio for consideration for legislative funding during the
2017-19 Biennium. One inevitable result of this effort to proactively look 3 years ahead was that
the review panel found itself reviewing a larger than usual number of proposals that lacked
adequate technical foundation. Manual 18 rules allow proposals for PSAR large capital funding
to be submitted before completing final designs, and several proposals took advantage of this
rule to be included in the regional portfolio. The review panel spent disproportionate time
working with sponsors to clarify project objectives and (when available) their preliminary
designs, and ended up “conditioning” several of these projects for future design review, which
will entail additional time and expense for the review panel in the coming 2 years. Several Hood
Canal Coordinating Council projects that were identified in the U.S. Army Corps of Engineer’s
Skokomish General Investigation process were the highest profile examples of this trend, but
similar situations played out with other Puget Sound lead entities as well.

Floodplains by Design Cost Match Proposals
This year several proposals requested SRFB funding to provide match for proposed Floodplains
by Design projects. The review panel worked with sponsors to try to steer the proposed project
objectives to comply with Manual 18 eligibility criteria, namely that the primary focus of the
work must benefit salmon recovery objectives, rather than a secondary benefit, such as flood risk
management. The combined Floodplains by Design/SRFB proposals showed a wide range of
proposed benefit to salmon recovery, from projects with clearly defined habitat restoration
objectives in high priority river reaches, to ones with a primary focus on flood risk management
and only weak or even implausible salmon recovery benefit. In particular, some proposals had
difficulty reconciling SRFB’s theme of restoring natural habitat-forming fluvial processes with the
common flood risk management priority of controlling river flows. The review panel anticipates
a continuing trend of sponsors seeking SRFB funding as cost match for Floodplains by Design
projects, and we hope that the sponsors and lead entities will do so only when their proposed
projects will make a significant contribution to accomplishing their local and regional salmon
recovery plans.

Invasive Weed Eradication Projects
In 2016 as in previous years, the review panel continued to see proposals for eradicating
knotweed and other non-native invasive plants in riparian areas. Despite recent amendments in

2016 SRFB Funding Report

13

Part 2 – SRFB Review Panel Process

Manual 18 to better define the eligibility of these projects and provide guidance on meeting the
SRFB’s minimum evaluation criteria, the panel finds that many of these proposals continue to
straddle the limit of eligibility.
We felt that some of this year’s proposals more accurately represented on-going, open-ended
invasive weed control programs that better fit the duties of county weed control boards than
SRFB funding. The panel recognizes that some lead entities, particularly in the Pacific Coast and
Puget Sound regions, consider invasive weed eradication as a strategic priority, so we worked
with the sponsors to help define SMART (Specific, Measurable, Achievable, Relevant and Time
bound) objectives that we hope will help guide these projects to clear benefits to salmon. For
example, the panel worked with a Nisqually lead entity sponsor to “clear” the first yellow flag iris
eradication project that will be funded by SRFB, making sure that it provided clear and
substantial benefits to achieving salmon recovery objectives. Treating yellow flag iris is typically
a project type that we would expect a local weed control entity to address. However, in this case,
the project sponsor was able to demonstrate site-specific circumstances that justified SRFB
funding. Specifically, the SRFB already had made significant salmon habitat investment in this
high priority tributary of the Nisqually watershed, which would be compromised by the severe
infestation if left unchecked. The sponsor has strategically selected Ohop Creek drainage for its
high priority value to recovering Nisqually Chinook salmon and has demonstrated a systematic,
top-down approach for treating the entirety of the drainage. The sponsor will be able to get to
maintenance control within the 4-year grant period and has provided assurances that any future
maintenance needed can be accomplished without additional SRFB funds.

In-Stream Flow Augmentation Projects
Likewise as in previous years, 2016 had several proposals for augmenting in-stream flows
through projects involving such actions as promoting water conservation by piping irrigations
ditches or purchasing senior water rights and placing them in trust for in-stream flows. Instream flow augmentation was a particular priority this year for the mid-Columbia region, where
some excellent projects were proposed for innovative actions at strategic locations. The North
Olympic Peninsula Lead Entity proposed a large off-line reservoir project, which potentially will
result in a significant improvement in late summer flows in the Dungeness River.
However, not all water conservation projects necessarily will result in significant benefit to
achieving salmon recovery objectives. The panel continues to emphasize that in-stream flow
augmentation actually must make a measurable improvement in correcting limiting factors at
high priority river reaches that are identified in the local recovery plans, at the time of the year
relevant to the targeted salmon life histories. The panel determined that two of this year’s instream flow augmentation projects were “Projects of Concern” because they would not result in
these standards of benefit.

Monitoring and Adaptive Management
The SRFB Monitoring Panel reviewed the SRFB’s monitoring portfolio and made specific
recommendations for each component of the monitoring program (i.e. Intensively Monitored
Watersheds, Project Effectiveness Monitoring, and Status and Trends Fish Monitoring). The
panel’s recommendations were presented to the SRFB in September; a copy of the panel’s
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report can be found at: http://www.rco.wa.gov/documents/monitoring/SRFBMonitoringPanelRecommendations2016.pdf
In addition to the monitoring panel review of the Intensively Monitored Watersheds program
overall, individual Intensively Monitored Watersheds’ restoration treatment projects were
reviewed by the SRFB Review Panel to bring a fuller suite of restoration expertise to bear in
review of these projects (hydrogeomorphology, engineering, and fish and watershed ecology).
In 2016 and in past years, the lead entity or region has provided certification about a restoration
project’s fit to the Intensively Monitored Watersheds study in all watersheds with an Intensively
Monitored Watersheds. In 2017, this certification will come from the lead scientists overseeing
these studies, the western Washington Intensively Monitored Watersheds Technical Oversight
Committee and the principal investigator for the Asotin Intensively Monitored Watersheds. If the
SRFB approves dedicated funds for Intensively Monitored Watersheds restoration treatments in
2017, the technical oversight committee will prepare a ranked list of projects for the SRFB’s
consideration.
Regional monitoring projects were an eligible project type again in 2016 and were reviewed by
the monitoring panel (rather than the technical review panel) on the same schedule as
restoration, acquisition, and planning projects. Regional monitoring projects have a more
streamlined review process than do the other SRFB-funded projects: a field visit is not
conducted and projects are assigned a status without the dialogue between panelists and
project sponsors that is typical of other SRFB-funded projects. This requires a more detailed
proposal and a well-designed study plan to evaluate the merit of the proposal. Five projects
were submitted as regional monitoring projects across four regions.
The monitoring panel continues to work with the SRFB Monitoring Subcommittee to advance
the SRFB’s adaptive management framework. Adaptive management will be a focal point for the
SRFB’s winter retreat and a subset of monitoring panel members are providing materials to
support the board’s discussion at the retreat.

Watershed Funding Allocations and Strategic Benefit
Finally, the review panel continues to struggle with reconciling its charge of ensuring that each
project will result in high benefit to recovering salmon – whether Endangered Species Act-listed
stocks or non-listed priority populations, depending on each individual region’s recovery plans –
with being mindful of the social objectives of the Washington Salmon Recovery Act. In
particular, we find that the annual funding allocations among the various Puget Sound region
lead entities tend to result in incentives for individual lead entities to propose less-strategic,
lower benefit projects for meeting the local salmon recovery priorities within their own
watersheds, as compared with the broader goal of recovering Endangered Species Act-listed
Puget Sound Chinook salmon within the region as a whole.
By comparison, the lower Columbia, mid-Columbia, upper Columbia and Snake regions maintain
more flexibility to evaluate and rank each year’s projects within the context of the entire region’s
recovery objectives. These regions have developed processes for scoring and ranking the suite
of proposals from each of their several watersheds without the rigid framework of annual
watershed funding allocations. Their processes are both technically robust and socially
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acceptable from the standpoint of the Salmon Recovery Act’s community buy-in objectives.
During some years a particular watershed may not propose high benefit projects and would not
receive funding. Another year that watershed might propose several high benefit projects and
receive a large share of the region’s funding. In the review panel’s experience, in the long run
this kind of flexibility tends to result in more strategic projects while still achieving the Act’s
important community buy-in objectives.
The review panel feels that the Puget Sound region’s PSAR large capital project funding process
is analogous to the processes that are used by other regions across the state. Regional technical
reviewers evaluate and rank each proposed project’s benefit in the context of the entire Puget
Sound region and then PSP’s Salmon Recovery Council completes final ranking and approval of
the project list. On the other hand, regular PSAR and SRFB-funded projects continue to be
evaluated and ranked at the watershed level, compared only with other projects within the same
watershed. The review panel feels that it would be worthwhile for the SRFB to consider working
with policy-makers at the state level to explore changing the current watershed allocation-based
approach to project funding within the Puget Sound region to an approach more similar to
PSAR large capital projects – or to the several other models used in the other salmon recovery
regions – that could produce more strategic and consistently higher-benefit projects, while
continuing to support the Act’s social goals.

Noteworthy Projects
As in previous years, a small percentage of 2016’s proposals have the potential to result in largescale actions that will make significant contributions to implementing the local or regional
salmon recovery plans. This year’s “noteworthy” proposals include:
Table 5. Noteworthy Projects
Sponsor
Lead Entity
Region

Goal

Phase/Funding

16-1496
U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers Skokomish
Ecosystem
Restoration Support 1

Mason
Conservation
District

Acquisition and design support for
implementation of the corps
Skokomish General Investigation
projects. One of a series of
interrelated projects in the large,
complex program.

Part of the local
35% cost share
for the Corps
project.

16-1901
Klickitat Canyon
Conservation

Columbia Land
Trust

Acquire and protect a large, high
priority reach of the lower Klickitat
River

16-1567
Gosnell Creek Large
Woody Materials and
Riparian
Enhancement

Mason
Conservation
District

Restore 1 mile of a high priority reach:
via livestock fencing, large wood
installation, and riparian planting over
7 acres.

Project Number and
Name
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Project Number and
Name

Sponsor
Lead Entity
Region

Goal

Phase/Funding

16-2094
Tucannon River PA 28
Phase 2 Habitat
Restoration Project

Columbia
Conservation
District

Second phase of a large-scale levee
setback and in-stream habitat
enhancement project on private land.
Builds on years of cooperation and
trust with local farm owners.

Second of three
construction
phases

16-1559
Mid-Spencer Island
Estuary Restoration

Snohomish County
Public Works
Department

Cost-effective expansion of a previous
marsh channel restoration project in
the strategic Snohomish Delta.

16-1760
Upper Yakima
Tributary Flow
Restoration

Trout Unlimited,
Inc.

16-1318
Leque Island Estuary
Restoration Project

Washington
Department of
Fish and Wildlife

Design and construct innovative
irrigation canal modifications to
bypass water to flow-limited salmon
creeks on a real-time, as-needed basis
Construction of a long-planned dike
breaching project to restore estuary
processes on 250 acres of
department-owned land in the
Stillaguamish delta.

Construction,
supplementing
previous project
work.
Construction,
expands on
previous funded
project work.
Construction,
after years of
studies and
community
engagement

2016 Recommendations
Summary of Recommendations for Improving Project Implementation
The following is a summary of key recommendations to the SRFB based on the general
observations for the 2016 grant round.

•

Work with the state policy-makers to explore changing the current watershed allocationbased approach to project funding in the Puget Sound region to an approach more
similar to PSAR large capital projects – or the several other models used in the other
salmon recovery regions – that could produce more strategic and consistently higherbenefit projects, while continuing to support the Act’s social goals.

•

RCO and the SRFB Monitoring Panel should continue to look for opportunities for
project sponsors to easily use existing monitoring data for project development and
adaptive management.

Manual 18 Updates
The review panel does not have any recommendations for Manual 18 policy revisions this year.
As a “housekeeping” measure, the panel will work with RCO staff to clarify the “Project Eligibility”
text (Section 2) with regard to the requirement for completing a preliminary design before a
restoration project will be eligible for funding. We are finding that the current trigger of a
$250,000 project budget can lead to arbitrary decisions, and believe that a more nuanced set of
criteria that address the underlying interests of liability and risk management may be more
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appropriate. The panel also will work with RCO staff to clarify the process for reviewing and
prioritizing restoration projects in Intensively Monitored Watersheds.

In Memoria
The review panel expresses our gratitude and esteem for Rich Geiger, who passed away this
summer. Rich was a champion for salmon recovery efforts in the Puget Sound and Hood Canal
regions, providing conservation districts, tribes, and regional fisheries enhancement groups with
engineering and project management leadership since the early 2000s. He was instrumental in
accomplishing dozens of high profile projects from the Jimmy Come Lately Creek restoration to
the Nalley Farm/Skokomish Estuary Restoration to guiding the sprawling U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers Skokomish General Investigation from inception to the threshold of project
implementation. Rich also mentored younger colleagues, who are now taking leading roles in
salmon recovery, and was an admired and loved colleague to the entire Puget Sound salmon
recovery community. We miss Rich and will try to follow his example as we carry on.
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Part 3 – Region Summaries

Introduction
In 2014, the SRFB continued its approach of allocating funding regionally rather than to
individual lead entities. To inform the SRFB of the processes used at the regional and local levels
to develop SRFB project lists, RCO posed a series of questions in Manual 18, Salmon Recovery
Grants. Each region responded to these questions, providing significant supporting
documentation. The following section of the report provides links on the RCO Web site to a
region-by-region summary of the responses received. The responses are direct submittals from
the regions. The structure of these summaries focuses around the key questions asked of each
region and their local entities.
Regional organizations were required to respond to questions regarding their:

•

Internal allocation process across lead entities and watersheds.

•

Technical review process, including evaluation criteria and technical advisory group
membership.

•

Consideration of SRFB criteria in developing their project lists.

Lead entities were asked to:

•

Describe their local review processes – including criteria, local technical review team
membership, and SRFB Review Panel participation.

•

Describe how multi-year implementation plans or habitat work schedules were used to
develop project lists.

The summaries encompass the key processes and concepts provided by the regions and are
intended as a reference for staff and the board.

How is the Regional Review Process Implemented?
SRFB staff concluded that processes in regional areas generally were consistent with the
processes laid out in Manual 18, Salmon Recovery Grants, which, is informed by the Salmon
Recovery Act. 1 This is based on the information from the regional responses (provided at the
links below), application materials, and presentations to the review panel at the regional area
meetings in October in Olympia. Staff notes that the pre-proposal meetings and site visits,
coupled with the early and continual feedback from the review panel, helped improve projects.
For the most part, regional organizations and areas used the same or similar review approaches
as in previous years (fit of the projects and lists to their regional recovery plans or strategies).
The type and extent of regional technical review continues to vary between regions.

Revised Code of Washington 77.85

1
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Region Overview
•

Hood Canal
www.rco.wa.gov/documents/salmon/Regional_Summary_Hood%20Canal.pdf

•

Lower Columbia River
www.rco.wa.gov/documents/salmon/Regional_Summary_Lower_Columbia.pdf

•

Middle Columbia River
www.rco.wa.gov/documents/salmon/Regional_Summary_Middle_Columbia.pdf

•

Northeast Washington
www.rco.wa.gov/documents/salmon/Regional_Summary_Northeast.pdf

•

Puget Sound
www.rco.wa.gov/documents/salmon/Regional_Summary_Puget%20Sound.pdf

•

Snake River
www.rco.wa.gov/documents/salmon/Regional_Summary_Snake%20River.pdf

•

Upper Columbia River
www.rco.wa.gov/documents/salmon/Regional_Summary_Upper_Columbia.pdf

•

Washington Coast:
www.rco.wa.gov/documents/salmon/Regional_Summary_Coast.pdf
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Date

Action

Description

February 12

Due Date: Requests
for review panel site
visits
Project draft
application materials
due at least 3 weeks
before site visit
(required)

Lead entities submit their requests for site visits to
RCO staff by this date.

February-June 9

February-June 30

Pre-application
reviews and site
visits (required)

February-May

Application
workshops
(on request)
SRFB Review Panel
completes initial
project comment
forms

February-July 15

August 12

Due Date:
Applications due

August 15

Lead entity
submittals due
RCO grants
managers review
Review panel postapplication review
Due Date: Regional
submittal

August 15-26
August 26
September 7

September 19-21

SRFB Review Panel
meeting

September 30

Project comment
forms available for
sponsors

2016 SRFB Funding Report

At least 3 weeks before the site visit, applicants
enter application materials through PRISM Online
(See Draft Application Checklist). The lead entity will
provide applicants with a project number from the
Habitat Work Schedule before work can begin in
PRISM Online.
RCO grants managers and review panel members
review draft application materials, go on lead entityorganized site visits, and provide technical feedback
based on materials and visits. Complete site visits
before June 30, 2016.
RCO staff holds an online application workshop. RCO
can provide additional in-person trainings to lead
entities upon request.
About 2 weeks after the site visits, RCO grants
managers provide review panel comment forms to
lead entities and applicants. Applicants must address
review panel comments through revisions to their
Appendix C project proposals (using Microsoft Word
track changes).
Applicants submit final application materials,
including attachments, via PRISM Online. See Final
Application checklist.
Lead entities submit draft ranked lists via PRISM
Online.
RCO screens all applications for completeness and
eligibility.
RCO grants managers forward project application
materials to review panel members for evaluation.
Regional organizations submit their
recommendations for funding, including alternate
projects (only those they want the SRFB to consider
funding), and their Regional Area Summary and
Project Matrix.
The review panel meets to discuss projects, prepare
comment forms, and determine the status of each
project.
RCO grants managers provide the review panel
comment forms to lead entities and applicants.
Projects will be identified with a status of Clear,
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Date

Action

October 13

Due Date: Response
to project comment
forms

October 19

Review panel list of
projects for regional
area meeting

October 24-26

Regional area
project meetings

November 2

Review panel
finalizes project
comment forms

November 8

Due Date: Lead
entities submit final
ranked lists

November 17

Final 2016 grant
report available for
public review
Board funding
meeting

December 7-8

2016 SRFB Funding Report

Description
Conditioned, Need More Information (NMI), or Project
of Concern (POC).
Applicants with projects labeled Conditioned, NMI, or
POC provide responses to review panel comments
through revisions to project proposals in PRISM. If
the applicant does not respond to comments by this
date, RCO will assume the project was withdrawn
from funding consideration.
The review panel reviews the responses to
comments and identifies which projects to clear.
They recommend a list of POCs to present at the
regional area project meeting.
Regional organizations, lead entities, and applicants
present regional updates and discuss POCs with the
review panel.
The review panel finalizes comment forms by
considering application materials, site visits,
applicants’ responses to comments, and
presentations during the regional area project
meeting.
Lead entities submit ranked project lists in PRISM.
RCO will not accept changes to the lists after this
date. Updates submitted after this date will not
appear in the grant funding report.
The final funding recommendation report is available
online for SRFB and public review.
Board awards grants. Public comment period
available.
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Michelle Cramer, Department of Fish and Wildlife, Olympia
Ms. Cramer is a senior environmental engineer. She provides statewide technical assistance and
recommendations to habitat managers on planning and design of fresh and marine bank
protection, habitat restoration, flood hazard management, and fish passage projects. She is the
managing editor of the Stream Habitat Restoration Guidelines and a principal author of the
Integrated Streambank Protection Guidelines. Ms. Cramer earned a Bachelor of Science degree in
environmental engineering from Humboldt State University and is a licensed professional
engineer in Washington State.
Kelley Jorgensen, consultant, Ridgefield
Ms. Jorgensen is a senior watershed ecologist who brings over 25 years of private and public
sector experience in applied watershed science and regulatory compliance to her current
position managing the Plas Newydd Farm (PN Farm) Conservation Program. Kelley’s current
focus is the restoration of over 1,000 acres of Columbia River floodplain habitats including the
development of the proposed Wapato Valley Wetland Mitigation and Habitat Conservation
Bank. The Columbia River basin has been her focus for more than two decades, where she has
worked on numerous restoration and development project teams, managing projects large and
small involving field biology, watershed ecology, aquatic and terrestrial habitat restoration
project development and site selection, restoration design, mitigation services, and
environmental permitting and regulatory compliance. She has been on the SRFB Review Panel
since 2007, and a member of the Lower Columbia FRB Technical Advisory Committee from
2000-2002, and 2007-present. She was an officer and Board of Director for River Restoration
Northwest from 2007-2015.
Jennifer O’Neal, consultant, Mount Vernon
Ms. O’Neal is a senior fisheries biologist and project manager at Natural Systems Design with 18
years of experience in stream restoration monitoring, salmon habitat restoration design, and
riparian ecology. Her field and research experience includes writing sampling protocols for
monitoring salmonid populations, measuring the effectiveness of habitat restoration projects,
determining data quality levels in monitoring efforts across the Pacific Northwest, and
assessment of trophic interactions between macroinvertebrates and fish. Her current focus is
using remote sensing techniques and topographic survey to assess changes in floodplain habitat
and fish use due to restoration actions. Ms. O’Neal received her Bachelor of Arts degree in
environmental science from the University of California, Berkeley, and her Master of Science
degree in fisheries and aquatic science from University of Washington.
Patrick Powers, consultant, Olympia
Mr. Powers is the principal and owner of Waterfall Engineering, LLC, a limited liability
engineering consulting firm that specializes in fish passage and stream restoration. He brings
28 years of experience designing projects with particular specialties in fishways, fish screening,
hydraulics, hydrology, river engineering, and marine and near-shore restoration. He served as
the chief engineer for the Washington State Fish and Wildlife Habitat Program and was involved
in the development of guidance documents on stream restoration and fish passage. He received
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his Master of Science degree in civil and environmental engineering from Washington State
University with an emphasis on the fisheries engineering program. He is a nationally recognized
expert for his master’s thesis on analyzing fish barriers at natural obstructions.
Paul Schlenger, consultant, Seattle
Mr. Schlenger is a principal and owner at Confluence Environmental Company. The American
Fisheries Society certifies him as a fisheries professional. He has worked extensively throughout
Puget Sound estuarine and nearshore environments on restoration and projection planning and
design projects. He has 19 years of experience working on salmon recovery, habitat restoration,
and salmon ecology projects. He holds a Bachelor of Arts degree in environmental sciences from
the University of Virginia and a Master of Science degree in fisheries from the University of
Washington.
Tom Slocum, PE, Mount Vernon
Mr. Slocum directs the engineering services program for San Juan, Skagit, Whatcom, and
Whidbey Island conservation districts, based in Mount Vernon. He has expertise in engineering,
permitting, grant writing, and project management related to salmon habitat restoration, water
quality protection, and storm water management. He received his law degree from Seattle
University Law School, his Master of Science degree in civil engineering from Northeastern
University, and his Bachelor of Arts degree from Dartmouth College.
Steve Toth, consulting geomorphologist, Seattle
Mr. Toth is a licensed engineering geologist with more than 25 years of experience working in
forestlands of the Pacific Northwest. He has been the principal and owner of his own company
doing business as a consulting geomorphologist since 1997. He has expertise in fluvial
geomorphology and channel migration zones, assessing slope stability and geologic hazards,
evaluating surface water and groundwater hydrology, and conducting large-scale watershed
analyses and habitat conservation plans to address bull trout and salmon recovery. He was a
Fulbright Scholar in Hungary working on watershed management issues and gained a College of
Forest Resources Graduate School Fellowship at the University of Washington. He earned his
Bachelor of Arts degree in biology from Carleton College and received his Master of Science
degree in forest hydrology from the University of Washington.
Marnie Tyler, consultant, Olympia
Dr. Tyler is the principal and owner of Ecolution, an environmental consulting firm specializing in
salmon recovery and habitat restoration. She brings 25 years of experience as an ecologist with
particular field expertise in riparian and wetland ecology. In addition to technical skills, Dr. Tyler
brings experience in salmon recovery planning and policy through government service,
including the Recreation and Conservation Office, Office of Washington Governor Chris
Gregoire, Northwest Power and Conservation Council, Department of Fish and Wildlife, and the
Puget Sound Action Team. She also chairs the SRFB monitoring panel. She earned a doctor of
philosophy in ecosystems assessment from the University of Washington, Master of Science in
environmental science and master of public affairs from Indiana University, and a bachelor of
science in forestry from the University of Missouri.
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Attachment 3 – 2016 SRFB Review Panel Evaluation Criteria
The following criteria is from Appendix H in Manual 18.
To help ensure that every project funded by the SRFB is technically sound, the SRFB Review
Panel will note for the SRFB any projects it believes have:

•

Low benefit to salmon

•

A low likelihood of being successful

•

Costs that outweigh the anticipated benefits of the project

Projects that have a low benefit to salmon, a low likelihood of success, or that have costs that
outweigh the anticipated benefits will be designated as “Projects of Concern.” The review panel
will not otherwise rate, score, or rank projects. It is expected that projects will follow best
management practices and will meet local, state, and federal permitting requirements.
The SRFB Review Panel uses the SRFB Individual Comment Form to capture its comments on
individual projects. To download a template of the comment form, visit the RCO Web Site at
www.rco.wa.gov/doc_pages/app_materials.shtml#salmon.
When a project of concern is identified, the sponsor will receive a comment form identifying the
evaluation criteria on which the status was determined. Prior to the regional area meetings, the
regional recovery organization that represents the area in which the project is located 1can
contact the review panel chair if there are further questions. At the regional area meetings there,
is opportunity for the review panel to discuss project issues and work with the regional recovery
organization and representative from regional technical team advisors to determine if the issues
can be resolved before the list of “Projects of Concern” is presented to the SRFB.

Criteria
For acquisition and restoration projects, the panel will determine that a project is not technically
sound and cannot be significantly improved if:
1. It is unclear there is a problem to salmonids the project is addressing. For acquisition
projects, this criterion relates to the lack of a clear threat if the property is not acquired.
2. Information provided or current understanding of the system, is not sufficient to
determine the need for, or the benefit of, the project.
A. Incomplete application or proposal.
B. Project goal or objectives not clearly stated; or do not address salmon habitat
protection or restoration.

1For

Puget Sound, this will be the Puget Sound Regional Implementation Technical Team chair.
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C. Project sponsor has not responded to review panel comments.
D. Acquisition parcel prioritization (for multi-site proposals) is not provided or the
prioritization does not meet the projects goal or objectives.
3. The project is dependent on other key conditions or processes being addressed first.
4. The project has a high cost relative to the anticipated benefits and the project sponsor
has failed to justify the costs to the satisfaction of the review panel.
5. The project does not account for the conditions or processes in the watershed.
6. The project may be in the wrong sequence with other habitat protection, assessments, or
restoration actions in the watershed.
7. The project does not work towards restoring natural watershed processes, or prohibits
natural processes.
8. It is unclear how the project will achieve its stated goals or objectives.
9. It is unlikely that the project will achieve its stated goals or objectives.
10. There is low potential for threat to habitat conditions if the project is not completed.
11. The project design is not adequate or the project is sited improperly.
12. The stewardship description is insufficient or there is inadequate commitment to
stewardship and maintenance and this likely would jeopardize the project’s success.
13. The main focus is on supplying a secondary need, such as education, stream bank
stabilization to protect property, or water supply.

Additional Criteria for Planning Projects
For planning projects (e.g., assessment, design, inventories, and studies), the review panel will
consider the criteria for acquisition and restoration projects (1-13) and the following additional
criteria. The review panel will determine that a project is not technically sound and cannot be
improved significantly if:
14. The project does not address an information need important to understanding the
watershed, is not directly relevant to project development or sequencing, and will not
clearly lead to beneficial projects.
15. The methodology does not appear to be appropriate to meet the goals and objectives of
the project.
16. There are significant constraints to the implementation of projects following completion
of the planning project.
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17. The project does not clearly lead to project design or does not meet the criteria for filling
a data gap.
18. The project does not appear to be coordinated with other efforts in the watershed; or
does not use appropriate methods and protocols.

2016 SRFB Funding Report

27

Attachment 4 – Intensively Monitored Watershed (IMW) Project List

Attachment 4 –Intensively Monitored Watershed Treatment Project List Submitted
August 2016
Total Available $1,830,000

Total Request $1,529,210

Hood Canal Coordinating Council Lead Entity
SRFB
Rank

Number

Name

Sponsor

Request

Funding

16-1477

Big Beef Creek Restoration
Phase 3 Construction

Hood Canal SEG

$229,840

$229,840

Total Funded:

$229,840

North Olympic Peninsula Lead Entity
SRFB
Rank

Number

Name

Sponsor

Request

Funding

16-1427

Strait of Juan de
Fuca Restoration
Project

Lower Elwha Klallam
Tribe

$600,546

$600,546

Total Funded:

$600,546

Lower Columbia Fish Recovery Board Lead Entity
SRFB
Rank

Number

Name

Sponsor

Request

Funding

16-1533

Sarah Creek
Habitat & Passage
Enhancement

Cowlitz Indian Tribe

$698,824

$698,824

Total Funded:
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Attachment 5 – Regional Monitoring Project List Submitted August 2016
Klickitat County Lead Entity
Rank

Number
16-2111

Name
Assess Salmonid Recolonization
2017 WS River

Sponsor
Mid-Columbia RFEG

SRFB
Request
Funding
$86,000
$86,000

Total Funded:

$86,000

Pierce County Lead Entity
Rank

Number
16-1507

Name
Puyallup River Juvenile Salmon
Assessment Project

Sponsor
Puyallup Tribe of
Indians

SRFB
Request
Funding
$58,825
$58,825

Total Funded:

$58,825

San Juan County Community Development
Rank

Number
16-1672

Name
Evaluating Causes of Decline of
Pacific Herring

Sponsor
Puget Sound
Institute

SRFB
Request
Funding
$165,448
$165,448

Total Funded:

$165,448

Snake River Salmon Recovery Lead Entity
Rank

Number
16-2101

Name
Asotin Intensively Monitored
Watershed Monitoring YR10

Sponsor
Eco Logical Research
Inc.

SRFB
Request
Funding
$86,000
$86,000

Total Funded:

$86,000

Upper Columbia Lead Entity
Rank

Number
16-1783
16-1797

Total Funded:
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Name
Spring Chinook Survival in
Lake Wenatchee
Methow Bull Trout Population
Status Evaluation

Sponsor
Chelan County
Natural Resources
Methow Salmon
Recovery
Foundation

SRFB
Request
Funding
$140,000 $140,000
$75,472

$75,472

$215,472
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PUGET SOUND PARTNERSHIP
2016 December (Ranked List is in "Draft" status)

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

* *12

** 13

Project Sponsor,
Project Name

16-1372

Clallam Co Community Dev

Rst

Lower Dungeness Floodplain Restoration

16-1899

King County

Rst

Lower Russell Levee Setback & Habitat Restoration

16-1318

Dept of Fish & Wildlife

Rst

Leque Island Estuary Restoration Construction

16-2163

City of Kent

Rst

Downey Farmstead Side Channel Restoration

16-1497

Mason Conservation Dist

Rst

USACE Skokomish Ecosystem Restoration Support 2

16-1431

Whidbey Camano Land Trust

Acq

Pearson Shoreline

16-2053

Nooksack Indian Tribe

Rst

NF Nooksack (Xwqélém) Farmhouse Ph 4 Restoration

16-1579

Squaxin Island Tribe

Rst

West Oakland Bay Restoration

16-1365

Pierce County Surface Water

Acq

Clear Creek Targeted Acquisition

16-1479

North Olympic Salmon Coalition

Rst

Kilisut Harbor Restoration 2016

16-2062

City of Bellingham

Rst

Middle Fork Nooksack Fish Passage

16-1429

Whidbey Camano Land Trust

Acq

Barnum Point Acquisition

16-1651

Skagit County Public Works

Rst

Hansen Creek Reach 5 Restoration

16-2114

Suquamish Tribe

D

14

Project Number,
Project Type

15

16

17

18

Grant
Request

Sponsor
Match

PSAR Large Cap
Request

Total Funding

$3,000,000.00

$500,000.00

$3,000,000.00

$3,500,000.00

$10,255,524.00

$5,217,506.00

$10,255,524.00

$15,473,030.00

$6,630,991.00

$375,000.00

$6,630,991.00

$7,005,991.00

$4,835,743.00

$853,366.00

$4,835,743.00

$5,689,109.00

$6,441,322.00

$1,208,916.00

$6,441,322.00

$7,650,238.00

$1,250,000.00

$1,016,875.00

$1,250,000.00

$2,266,875.00

$3,304,422.00

$33,500.00

$3,304,422.00

$3,337,922.00

$3,225,750.00

$569,250.00

$3,225,750.00

$3,795,000.00

$6,400,000.00

$1,600,000.00

$6,400,000.00

$8,000,000.00

$4,093,665.00

$750,000.00

$4,093,665.00

$4,843,665.00

$10,904,369.00

$1,924,300.00

$10,904,369.00

$12,828,669.00

$2,186,728.00

$4,446,360.00

$1,949,856.00

$6,633,088.00

$3,681,245.00

$649,631.00

$1,377,109.00

$4,330,876.00

$3,441,400.00

$400,000.00

$3,441,400.00

$3,841,400.00

$1,250,000.00

$225,000.00

$1,250,000.00

$1,475,000.00

$1,872,911.00

$330,514.00

$1,872,911.00

$2,203,425.00

$1,107,550.00

$195,450.00

$1,107,550.00

$1,303,000.00

$2,469,844.00

$575,000.00

$2,469,844.00

$3,044,844.00

$76,351,464.00

$20,870,668.00

$73,810,456.00

$97,222,132.00

AF
T

Rank

R

Alternate
or
Partial

Number of Projects: 18

Rst

Chico Bridge - Keta restore

16-1370

Clallam Conservation Dist

Pln

Dungeness Off-Channel Reservoir: Final Design

16-2045

Whatcom Land Trust

Acq

Upper SF and Tributaries Corridor Acquisition

16-1377

North Olympic Land Trust

Acq

Morse Creek Riparian Conservation

16-1619

Kitsap County

Rst

Harper Estuary Bridge Construction
Totals:

** Note: Ranked projects #11 and #13 are requesting PSAR and Salmon funding.
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“Conditioned” Projects = 20
Grays Harbor County Lead Entity
•

16-1756 Middle Fork Hoquiam Tidal Habitat Restoration Design
Condition: The review panel conditions this project for panel review of the technical
memo or design report that identifies the alternatives considered, including alternatives
analysis and selection criteria and rationale, all supporting technical documents and
proposed or selected alternative, prior to advancing preliminary design on any given
alternative. The review panel will turn around comments to the sponsor in 30 days or
less. Please account for this review timing in your project delivery schedule.

Hood Canal Coordinating Council Lead Entity
•

16-1487 Skokomish Valley Road Relocation Final Design
Condition: The review panel conditions this project for panel review of the preferred
alternative, including all supporting documentation, prior to releasing funds to advance
the preliminary design. The review panel will turn around comments to the sponsor in 30
days or less. Please account for this review timing in your project delivery schedule.

•

16-1481 Lower Big Quilcene Restoration Final Design
Condition: The review panel conditions this project for panel review of the preliminary
design, including all required deliverables per Manual 18 for a preliminary design, prior
to releasing funds to advance the final design. The review panel will turn around
comments to the sponsor in 30 days or less. Please account for this review timing in your
project delivery schedule.

Lower Columbia Fish Recovery Board Lead Entity
•

16-1517 Baldwin Site Restoration Phase 2
Condition: The sponsor provided sufficient design documentation to support the review
panels technical evaluation of the benefit and certainty of the upstream LWD treatments.
Before RCO releases construction funding, the sponsor will provide equivalent design
documentation for the downstream LWD treatments. The documentation will meet the
minimum technical requirements in Manual 18, Appendix D-2. The review panel will
review and approve the documentation prior to release of construction funding.
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•

16-1557 Grays 3B Reconnect Design
Condition: This project is conditioned for review by the SRFB technical review panel to
review and approve the preliminary project design prior to proceeding to the final
design.

•

16-1515

Elkinton Property Stream Restoration

Condition: The project will follow the revised scope of work that was submitted to RCO
on November 3, 2016. The design work will include but not be limited to surveying of the
existing channel thalweg profile over the entire project reach and representative channel
cross sections at locations where design elements will be located. The survey will include
accurate documentation of typical low water, ordinary high water, and channel bank full
water surface elevations (WSE). The design of LWD placement and other channel
treatments will take these water surface elevations into account and they will be shown
in the design drawings.
The sponsor will provide a draft of the design deliverables for the review panel to review
at least one month before the final application date for a subsequent project
construction grant. The final project deliverables will address the review panel’s technical
comments.

Pacific County Lead Entity
•

16-1683 Lower Green Creek Restoration
Condition: The review panel conditions this project to remove from the project scope
and budget the cost for replanting the same area planted using funds from SRFB project
#10-1916. The original plantings were subsequently mowed by the previous landowner,
is a compliance issue, and as such, is not eligible for SRFB funds.

•

16-2039 C-400 Church Road North River Barrier Correction
Condition: The review panel conditions this project for panel review and approval of the
final design and all supporting technical documents per Manual 18, prior to releasing
funds for construction. The Review Panel will turn around comments to the sponsor in 30
days or less. Please account for this review timing in your project delivery schedule.

Pierce County Lead Entity
•

16-1457 South Prairie Creek Acquisition and Restoration-Decker
Condition: The review panel conditions this project for panel review of the conceptual
design (30% design), technical memo or design report that identifies the alternatives
considered, including alternatives analysis and selection criteria and rationale, all
supporting technical documents and proposed or selected alternative, prior to advancing
preliminary design on any given alternative. The review panel will turn around comments
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to the sponsor in 30 days or less. Please account for this review timing in your project
delivery schedule.

•

16-1545 Carbon Bridge Street Setback Preliminary Feasibility Report
Condition: The review panel conditions this project for review of the draft deliverables
(technical memo or draft design report) that identifies the alternatives considered,
including alternatives analysis and selection criteria and rationale, all supporting
technical documents and proposed or selected alternative, prior to advancing
preliminary design on any given alternative. In addition, the design of bank protection
structures in front of the levee will be removed from the scope of work and not funded
by the SRFB. The review panel will turn around comments to the sponsor in 30 days or
less. Please account for this review timing in your project delivery schedule.

Snake River Salmon Recovery Board Lead Entity
•

16-2092 Asotin Creek Riparian Protection Project
Condition: The sponsor will submit the preliminary design for the bridge and approach
ramps to the review panel for review and approval to ensure that they minimize
interference with natural floodplain processes, as described in the preapplication
comments.

•

16-2098 Bridge to Bridge Restoration Phase 2
Condition: The Bridge-to-Bridge Restoration Project Phase 2 scope of work shall be
expanded to include additional large wood with or without root wads to be placed in the
main stem river between Stations 34+00 and 64+00. The wood can be placed in
currently proposed apex and flow deflection jams to augment their size and stability.
Alternatively, the larger meander jam or other existing designs could be adapted for
different locations to create additional jams outside of the meander bend. The review
panel recognizes that additional funds will be needed to procure more wood and to
modify engineering designs. However, we feel that a combination of larger and more
stable jams, as well as a higher number of jams in the main stem Walla Walla River will
better address the fish habitat deficiencies within this reach of the river and mitigate for
the channel filling and bank protection along the meander bend.

Snohomish County Lead Entity
•

16-1632 South Fork Skykomish Acquisitions
Condition: The project is cleared for acquisition of the “Baring North” property. If the
acquisition cannot be completed, the review panel will need to review the alternative
property(ies) for consistency with the SRFB’s evaluation criteria.
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Stillaguamish River Salmon Recovery Lead Entity
•

16-1318 Leque Island Estuary Restoration Project
Condition: The sponsor included $2 million in their budget for replacement lands to
satisfy a conversion with USFWS. RCO determined that this cost is not eligible; however
the sponsor requested a policy change for that decision. If final eligibility determination
is not made prior to awarding funding for this project, the project agreement will not
include the $2 million and not allow the replacement property in the scope of the
agreement.

West Sound Watershed Council
•

16-1596 Finn Creek Restoration Project
Condition: The review panel conditions this project for panel review of the technical
memo or design report that identifies the alternatives considered, including alternatives
analysis and selection criteria and rationale, all supporting technical documents and
proposed or selected alternative, prior to advancing preliminary design on any given
alternative. The review panel will turn around comments to the sponsor in 30 days or
less. Please account for this review timing in your project delivery schedule.

•

16-1462 Huge Creek Fish Passage Design at 160th Street Northwest
Condition: The review panel conditions this project for panel review of the preliminary
design and all supporting technical documents, prior to advancing to final design. The
review panel will turn around comments to the sponsor in 30 days or less. Please account
for this review timing in your project delivery schedule.

•

16-1631 Fleming Fish Passage and Restoration
Condition: The review panel conditions this project for panel review of the technical
memo or design report that identifies the alternatives considered, including alternatives
analysis, selection criteria and rationale, all supporting technical documents, and
proposed or selected alternative, prior to advancing preliminary design on any given
alternative. The review panel will turn around comments to the sponsor in 30 days or
less. Please account for this review timing in your project delivery schedule.

WRIA 8
•

16-1213 Lower Taylor Creek Restoration Project Design
Condition: The project is conditioned for review panel review and acceptance of the
preliminary design deliverable, as specified in Manual 18 Appendix D-2, before funds will
be disbursed for subsequent design tasks.
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WRIA 13
•

16-1408 Spurgeon Creek Remeander
Condition: The project is conditioned for review panel review and acceptance of the
preliminary design deliverables, as specified in Manual 18 Appendix D-2, before funds
will be disbursed for subsequent tasks.

Yakima Basin Fish and Wildlife Recovery Board Lead Entity
•

16-1742 Upper Kachess River Assessment
Conditioned: The project sponsor will revise the scope of work to focus the assessment
on the eastern portion of the floodplain because of the potential to increase or improve
habitat conditions in tributary streams or by excavating historical flow paths of the
Kachess River. The conceptual design budget element should be reduced by $40,000
since the budget for the combined geomorphic/hydrologic/habitat assessment should
be sufficient to develop conceptual designs.
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Attachment 8 – Project of Concern Summary

Project of Concern: 2
San Juan County Community Development Lead Entity
•

16-1293 Zylstra Lower Lake Acquisition
The project does not work towards restoring natural watershed processes or
prohibits natural processes
As commented previously, the proposal to acquire and maintain the lower lake
impoundment is contradictory to salmon recovery efforts in the watershed as the
impoundment reduces the length of potentially functional stream habitat, increases
summer water temperatures, and is a barrier to fish. The 2016 water rights management
report indicated that the storage volume of Lower Zylstra Lake was not necessary to
provide the targeted base flows because the flows could be provided by the upper lake.
The review panel has additional concerns about the proposal. We are concerned about
the quality of water from the lakes serving as the summer water supply to creek areas
downstream. Given the surface release of water and the relatively shallow depths in the
lake, it is foreseeable that summer water temperatures may be elevated. In such a
situation, the water released to the creek during the summer could be much higher than
optimal and therefore limit the suitability of the creek for salmon. The review panel is
also concerned that the proposed flows included in the analysis will not be effective in
providing functioning resident or anadromous salmonid habitat in the lower creek as 0.1
cfs may go subsurface in areas and create challenges for keeping invasive vegetation out
of the channel.

Snohomish County Lead Entity
•

16-1741 South Fork Snoqualmie River Levee Setback
It is unclear how the project will achieve its stated objectives.
It is unlikely that the project will achieve its stated objectives.
The sponsor’s presentation at the regional presentation meeting did not provide any
additional analysis to convincingly demonstrate that the proposed levee setback would
result in measurable improvements in hydrology and sediment transport processes, LWD
recruitment or water quality, which would directly benefit ESA-listed salmonid habitat
downstream of Snoqualmie Falls.
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REGION: HOOD CANAL/PUGET SOUND
Regional Allocation/Allotment:

$1,390,093.00

$0.00

Remaining:

$0.00

($8,694,094.00)

HOOD CANAL COORDINATING COUNCIL LEAD ENTITY
2016 December (Ranked List is in "Accepted" status)
Alternate
or
Partial

Rank
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

17

18

Partial

19

20

Alternate

Number of Projects: 22

Project Number, Project Sponsor,
Project Type
Project Name
16-1496

Mason Conservation Dist

Plan,Acq

USACE Skokomish Ecosystem Restoration Support 1

16-1482

Wild Fish Conservancy

Rst

Dosewallips Floodplain & Estuary Restoration 2016

16-1480

Jefferson County Public Health

Plan,Acq

Lower Big Quilcene Floodplain Acquisitions

16-1487

Mason Conservation Dist

Pln

Skokomish Valley Road Relocation Final Design

16-1494

Hood Canal SEG

Plan,Acq

Big Quilcene Moon Valley Acquisition and Planning

16-1492

Hood Canal SEG

Acq

Duckabush Estuary Restoration Support Acquisition

16-1472

Hood Canal SEG

Pln

Duckabush Oxbow Side Channel Restoration Design

16-1474

Hood Canal SEG

Pln

Hood Canal Nearshore Forage Fish Assessment

16-1489

Mason Conservation Dist

Rst

Southern Hood Canal Riparian Enhancement Phase 3

16-1473

North Olympic Salmon Coalition

Plan,Rest

East Jefferson Summer Chum Riparian Phase 3

16-1476

Hood Canal SEG

Rst

Hood Canal Summer Chum Riparian Enhancement

16-1481

Hood Canal SEG

Pln

Lower Big Quilcene Restoration Final Design

16-1488

Mason Conservation Dist

Rst

South Fork Skokomish LWD Enhancement Phase 5

16-1491

Mason Conservation Dist

Pln

Vance Creek Watershed Restoration Assessment

16-1483

Mason Conservation Dist

Rst

Lower Mainstem Skokomish LWD - RM 5

16-1484

Mason Conservation Dist

Plan,Rest

Old Bourgault Farm Comprehensive Restoration Plan

16-1486

Mason Conservation Dist

Pln

Skokomish River Local GI Project Development

16-1495

Jefferson Land Trust

Acq

Chimacum Creek Lower Mainstem Protection

16-1490

Hood Canal SEG

Pln

Tahuya River Watershed Assessment

16-1477

Hood Canal SEG

Rst

IMW Big Beef Creek Restoration Ph 3 Construction

16-1479

North Olympic Salmon Coalition

Rst

Kilisut Harbor Restoration 2016

16-1497

Mason Conservation Dist

Rst

USACE Skokomish Ecosystem Restoration Support 2
Totals:

PSAR Request

Salmon Allocation
$1,390,093.00

PSAR Allocation
$0.00

Proposed Salmon
Funding

Proposed PSAR
Funding

Total Funding

Grant
Request

Sponsor
Match

$2,403,627.00

$450,000.00

$0.00

$2,403,627.00

$2,853,627.00

$389,251.00

$373,185.00

$389,251.00

$0.00

$762,436.00

$202,926.00

$35,811.00

$202,926.00

$0.00

$238,737.00

$804,350.00

$141,950.00

$0.00

$804,350.00

$946,300.00

$725,473.00

$640,425.00

$725,473.00

$0.00

$1,365,898.00

$164,670.00

$247,005.00

$29,436.00

$135,234.00

$411,675.00

$25,398.00

$0.00

$25,398.00

$0.00

$25,398.00

$17,609.00

$42,170.00

$17,609.00

$0.00

$59,779.00

$349,189.00

$61,700.00

$0.00

$349,189.00

$410,889.00

$216,767.00

$54,300.00

$0.00

$216,767.00

$271,067.00

$189,141.00

$33,380.00

$0.00

$189,141.00

$222,521.00

$784,500.00

$378,257.00

$0.00

$784,500.00

$1,162,757.00

$2,167,054.00

$382,422.00

$0.00

$2,167,054.00

$2,549,476.00

$417,350.00

$73,650.00

$0.00

$417,350.00

$491,000.00

$798,818.00

$140,969.00

$0.00

$798,818.00

$939,787.00

$60,992.00

$11,000.00

$0.00

$60,992.00

$71,992.00

$198,184.00

$0.00

$0.00

$198,184.00

$198,184.00

$107,000.00

$26,080.00

$0.00

$18,149.00

$44,229.00

$150,739.00

$26,709.00

$0.00

$150,739.00

$177,448.00

$209,729.00

$37,011.00

$0.00

$0.00

$37,011.00

$4,093,665.00

$750,000.00

$0.00

$0.00

$4,843,665.00

$6,441,322.00

$1,208,916.00

$0.00

$0.00

$7,650,238.00

$20,917,754.00

$5,114,940.00

$1,390,093.00

$8,694,094.00

$25,734,114.00

$0.00

($8,694,094.00)

Remaining Allocation:

*** North Olympic Peninsula is giving Hood Canal $520,743 in SRFB funds this round that they used on their ranked list in the
2015 grant round. The allocations on the Ranked Lists on Attachment 9 reflect this.
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REGION: NORTHEAST WASHINGTON
Regional Allocation/Allotment:

$261,860.00

Remaining:

$0.00

KALISPEL TRIBE-PEND OREILLE LEAD ENTITY
2016 December (Ranked List is in "Accepted" status)
Alternate
or
Partial

Rank
1

2

Salmon Allocation
$261,860.00

Number of Projects: 2

Project Number, Project Sponsor,
Project Type
Project Name
16-2013

Kalispel Tribe-Pend Oreille LE

Rst

West Branch LeClerc Crib Dam Cultural Inventory

16-2104

Kalispel Tribe

Rst

Ruby Creek Fish Passage Restoration
Totals:

Grant
Request

Sponsor
Match

Proposed Salmon
Funding

$47,013.00

$8,297.00

$47,013.00

$55,310.00

$214,847.00

$38,625.00

$214,847.00

$253,472.00

$261,860.00

$46,922.00

$261,860.00

$308,782.00

Total Funding

$0.00

Remaining Allocation:

REGION: LOWER COLUMBIA
$1,963,950

Regional Allocation/Allotment:

$0

Remaining:

KLICKITAT COUNTY LEAD ENTITY
2016 December (Ranked List is in "Accepted" status)
Alternate
or
Partial

Rank
1

3

Salmon Allocaton
$480,197.00

Number of Projects: 2

Project Number, Project Sponsor,
Project Type
Project Name
16-2111

Mid-Columbia RFEG

Mon

Assess Salmonid Recolonization 2017 WS River

16-1998

Klickitat County

Pln

Lower Spring Creek Floodplain Reconnection Plan
Totals:
Remaining Allocation:

Grant
Request

Sponsor
Match

Proposed Salmon
Funding

$48,020.00

$16,812.00

$48,020.00

$64,832.00

$88,377.00

$59,500.00

$88,377.00

$147,877.00

$136,397.00

$76,312.00

$136,397.00

$212,709.00

Total Funding

$343,800.00

Note: Lower Columbia gave $98,197 to Klickitat
Middle Columbia gave $380,000 to Klickitat
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LOWER COLUMBIA FISH RECOVERY BOARD LEAD ENTITY
2016 December (Ranked List is in "Accepted" status)
Alternate
or
Partial

Rank
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

Alternate

10

11

Alternate

Alternate

Alternate

Alternate

Alternate

Alternate

Alternate

Alternate

Alternate

Alternate

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

Project Number, Project Sponsor,
Project Type
Project Name
16-1515

Wahkiakum Conservation Dist

Pln

Elkinton Restoration Preliminary Design

16-1668

Lower Columbia River FEG

Pln

Coweeman Headwaters Design

16-1517

Wahkiakum Conservation Dist

Rst

Baldwin Site Restoration Phase 2

16-1534

Cowlitz Indian Tribe

Rst

Lower South Fork Grays River Restoration

16-1532

Lower Columbia River FEG

Rst

Kalama 1A Tidal Restoration

16-1522

Cowlitz Conservation Dist

Rst

Kalama Stream Restoration Project Gaddis

16-1524

CREST

Pln

Columbia- Pacific Passage, Hungry Harbor Design

16-1520

Wahkiakum Conservation Dist

Rst

Skamokawa Stream Restoration Project McClellan

16-1694

Lower Columbia River FEG

Rst

Toutle Confluence Riparian

16-1366

Lower Columbia Fish Recov Bd

Pln

Ridgefield Pits Restoration Assessment

16-1519

Wahkiakum Conservation Dist

Rst

Elochoman Stream Restoration Cothren

16-1516

Wahkiakum Conservation Dist

Rst

Goldinov Site Restoration

16-1601

Lower Columbia River FEG

Rst

Toutle River Confluence Restoration- Phase II

16-1521

Cowlitz Conservation Dist

Rst

Germany Creek Stream Restoration Godinho

16-1381

Lower Columbia Fish Recov Bd

Pln

Lower Elochoman Habitat Strategy Development

16-1557

Cowlitz Indian Tribe

Pln

Grays 3B Pond Reconnection Design

16-1533

Cowlitz Indian Tribe

Rst

IMW Sarah Cr. Habitat & Passage Enhancement

16-1805

Lower Columbia River FEG

Pln

NF Toutle 3 Habitat Restoration Design

16-1523

Cowlitz Conservation Dist

Rst

Coweeman Stream Restoration Kuhn

16-1696

Clark County

Acq

Mason Creek Acquisition

16-1556

Cowlitz Indian Tribe

Pln

Colvin Dam Removal Design
Totals:
Remaining Allocation:
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Salmon Allocation
$1,865,753.00

Number of Projects: 21
Grant
Request

Sponsor
Match

Proposed Salmon
Funding

$67,000.00

$0.00

$67,000.00

$67,000.00

$97,316.00

$0.00

$97,316.00

$97,316.00

$82,800.00

$14,700.00

$82,800.00

$97,500.00

$599,638.00

$500,000.00

$599,638.00

$1,099,638.00

$357,400.00

$88,125.00

$357,400.00

$445,525.00

$16,085.00

$7,900.00

$16,085.00

$23,985.00

$185,952.00

$0.00

$185,952.00

$185,952.00

$161,200.00

$32,000.00

$161,200.00

$193,200.00

$247,576.00

$43,690.00

$247,576.00

$291,266.00

$215,600.00

$41,680.00

$0.00

$41,680.00

$50,786.00

$169,514.00

$50,786.00

$220,300.00

$308,900.00

$59,500.00

$0.00

$59,500.00

$255,400.00

$57,000.00

$0.00

$57,000.00

$148,500.00

$26,500.00

$0.00

$26,500.00

$131,500.00

$23,500.00

$0.00

$23,500.00

$85,400.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$698,824.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$168,983.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$184,500.00

$33,400.00

$0.00

$33,400.00

$366,996.00

$64,764.00

$0.00

$64,764.00

$93,335.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$4,523,691.00

$1,162,273.00

$1,865,753.00

$3,028,026.00

Total Funding

$0.00

39

REGION: PUGET SOUND
*** North Olympic Peninsula is giving Hood Canal
$520,743 in SRFB funds this round that they used on their
ranked list in the 2015 grant round. The allocations on the
Ranked Lists on Attachment 9 reflect this.

Regional Allocation/Allotment:

$4,421,891.00

$0.00

Remaining:

$0.00

($33,389,725.00)

GREEN, DUWAMISH, AND CENTRAL PUGET SOUND WATERSHED (WRIA 9) LEAD ENTITYSalmon Allocation
2016 December (Ranked List is in "Accepted" status)
Alternate
or
Partial

Rank
1

2

3

4

Number of Projects: 4

Project Number, Project Sponsor,
Project Type
Project Name
16-1852

King Co Water & Land Res

Rst

Porter Levee Setback - Construction

16-1892

City of Tukwila

Rst

Riverton Creek Flapgate Removal

16-1893

King Co Water & Land Res

Pln

Lones - Turley Restoration - Final Design

16-2120

King Co Water & Land Res

Acq

Maury Island Aquatic Reserve Protection II
Totals:

Rank
1

2

3

4

16-1429

Whidbey Camano Land Trust

Acq

Barnum Point Acquisition

16-1428

NW Straits Marine Cons Found

Rst

Cornet Bay Riparian Planting Stewardship

16-1306

NW Straits Marine Cons Found

Rst

Seahorse Siesta Barge Removal

16-1307

NW Straits Marine Cons Found

Rst

Maylor Pt Armoring Removal

16-1431

Whidbey Camano Land Trust

Acq

Pearson Shoreline
Totals:

$42,945.00

$238,113.00

$0.00

$281,058.00

$551,070.00

$97,248.00

$0.00

$551,070.00

$648,318.00

$250,000.00

$45,000.00

$0.00

$250,000.00

$295,000.00

$955,625.00

$172,375.00

$0.00

$955,625.00

$1,128,000.00

$1,994,808.00

$357,568.00

$238,113.00

$1,756,695.00

$2,352,376.00

$0.00

($1,756,695.00)

Rank
1

2

Partial

4

16-1213

Seattle Public Utilities

Pln

Lower Taylor Creek Restoration Project - Design

16-1210

City of Bothell

Acq

Wayne Sammamish Riverfront Project- Acq Phase II

16-1215

Adopt A Stream Foundation

Rst

Bear Creek Reach 6 - Phase II Construction
Totals:
Remaining Allocation:
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Proposed Salmon
Funding

Proposed PSAR
Funding

$2,186,728.00

$4,446,360.00

$175,144.00

$61,728.00

$6,633,088.00

$26,932.00

$5,600.00

$0.00

$26,932.00

$32,532.00

$419,228.00

$73,982.00

$0.00

$419,228.00

$493,210.00

$302,065.00

$53,306.00

$0.00

$302,065.00

$355,371.00

$1,250,000.00

$1,016,875.00

$0.00

$0.00

$2,266,875.00

$4,184,953.00

$5,596,123.00

$175,144.00

$809,953.00

$9,781,076.00

$0.00

($809,953.00)

Number of Projects: 3

Project Number, Project Sponsor,
Project Type
Project Name

PSAR Allocation
$0.00

Sponsor
Match

LAKE WASHINGTON/CEDAR/SAMMAMISH WATERSHED (WRIA 8) LEAD ENTITY
Alternate
or
Partial
Partial

Salmon Allocation
$175,144.00

Total Funding

Grant
Request

Remaining Allocation:

2016 December (Ranked List is in "Accepted" status)

Proposed PSAR
Funding

$238,113.00

Number of Projects: 5

Project Number, Project Sponsor,
Project Type
Project Name

Proposed Salmon
Funding

Sponsor
Match

ISLAND COUNTY LEAD ENTITY
Alternate
or
Partial

PSAR Allocation
$0.00

Grant
Request

Remaining Allocation:

2016 December (Ranked List is in "Accepted" status)

$238,113.00

PSAR Request

Salmon Allocation
$315,218.00

PSAR Allocation
$0.00

Proposed Salmon
Funding

Proposed PSAR
Funding

Total Funding

Grant
Request

Sponsor
Match

$350,000.00

$87,500.00

$315,218.00

$0.00

$402,718.00

$1,000,000.00

$200,000.00

$0.00

$1,000,000.00

$1,200,000.00

$170,000.00

$30,000.00

$0.00

$125,248.00

$155,248.00

$1,520,000.00

$317,500.00

$315,218.00

$1,125,248.00

$1,757,966.00

$0.00

($1,125,248.00)

Total Funding

40

NISQUALLY RIVER SALMON RECOVERY LEAD ENTITY
2016 December (Ranked List is in "Accepted" status)
Alternate
or
Partial

Rank
1

2

Partial

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

Number of Projects: 10

Project Number, Project Sponsor,
Project Type
Project Name
16-1450

Nisqually Land Trust

Acq

Wilcox Reach - North Shoreline Protection

16-1453

Nisqually Land Trust

Acq,Rest

Middle Ohop Protection Phase III

15-1231

South Puget Sound SEG

Rst

Mashel Eatonville Restoration Phase III

16-1451

Nisqually Land Trust

Acq

Wilcox Reach - Small Lots Acquisition

16-1454

Nisqually Land Trust

Pln

Lower Ohop "Acquisition for Restoration" Planning

16-1449

South Puget Sound SEG

Pln

Nisqually River Tributaries Habitat Assessment

16-2192

Nisqually Land Trust

Acq,Rest

Middle Ohop Protection Ph II

16-1444

Pierce Co Conservation Dist

Rst

Ohop Creek Early Action Riparian Restoration

16-2191

Nisqually Land Trust

Plan,Acq

McKenna Area Small Lot Acquisition

16-1445

Nisqually Land Trust

Acq

Busy Wild Protection Phase II
Totals:

Rank
1

3

4

5

6

16-1373

Lower Elwha Klallam Tribe

Rst

Little River Large Woody Debris

16-1529

North Olympic Land Trust

Acq

Upper Elwha River Protection

16-1369

North Olympic Salmon Coalition

Pln

Lower Hoko River Restoration Planning

16-1375

North Olympic Land Trust

Acq

Lower Elwha River Protection

16-1427

Lower Elwha Klallam Tribe

Rst

Strait of Juan de Fuca IMW Restoration Project
Totals:
Remaining Allocation:
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Proposed PSAR
Funding

Total Funding

$1,040,900.00

$390,000.00

$0.00

$1,040,900.00

$1,430,900.00

$386,469.00

$70,308.00

$123,178.00

$263,291.00

$456,777.00

$1,190,000.00

$210,060.00

$180,000.00

$0.00

$390,060.00

$272,394.00

$50,000.00

$0.00

$272,394.00

$322,394.00

$22,972.00

$4,055.00

$0.00

$22,972.00

$27,027.00

$113,000.00

$21,000.00

$0.00

$113,000.00

$134,000.00

$195,500.00

$34,500.00

$0.00

$195,500.00

$230,000.00

$105,450.00

$24,748.00

$0.00

$105,450.00

$130,198.00

$600,000.00

$110,000.00

$0.00

$600,000.00

$710,000.00

$1,105,000.00

$195,000.00

$0.00

$1,105,000.00

$1,300,000.00

$5,031,685.00

$1,109,671.00

$303,178.00

$3,718,507.00

$5,131,356.00

$0.00

($3,718,507.00)

Number of Projects: 5

Project Number, Project Sponsor,
Project Type
Project Name

Proposed Salmon
Funding

Sponsor
Match

NORTH OLYMPIC PENINSULA LEAD ENTITY FOR SALMON
Alternate
or
Partial

PSAR Allocation
$0.00

Grant
Request

Remaining Allocation:

2016 December (Ranked List is in "Accepted" status)

Salmon Allocation
$303,178.00

Salmon Allocation
$0.00

PSAR Allocation
$0.00

Proposed Salmon
Funding

Proposed PSAR
Funding

Total Funding

Grant
Request

Sponsor
Match

$1,325,210.00

$237,000.00

$0.00

$1,325,210.00

$1,562,210.00

$284,822.00

$50,263.00

$0.00

$284,822.00

$335,085.00

$188,561.00

$0.00

$0.00

$188,561.00

$188,561.00

$632,612.00

$111,638.00

$0.00

$632,612.00

$744,250.00

$625,546.00

$0.00

$0.00

$625,546.00

$625,546.00

$3,056,751.00

$398,901.00

$0.00

$3,056,751.00

$3,455,652.00

$0.00

($3,056,751.00)
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PIERCE COUNTY LEAD ENTITY
2016 December (Ranked List is in "Accepted" status)
Alternate
or
Partial

Rank
1

2

3

4

5

7

8

Number of Projects: 7

Project Number, Project Sponsor,
Project Type
Project Name
16-1577

South Puget Sound SEG

Rst

South Prairie Creek (RM 4.0-4.6) Phase 2

16-1507

Puyallup Tribe of Indians

Mon

Puyallup River Juvenile Salmon Assessment Project

16-1457

Forterra

Plan,Acq

South Prairie Creek Acq & Restoration - Decker

16-1552

King Co Water & Land Res

Rst

Middle Boise Creek Restoration - Van Wieringen

16-1549

Pierce Co Conservation Dist

Acq

SPC Stubbs Acquisition

16-1545

Pierce County Surface Water

Pln

Carbon Bridge ST Setback Feasibility Report

16-1389

Pierce County Surface Water

Acq

Alward Road Acquisition Phase 3
Totals:

Rank
2

3

4

5

16-1701

Friends of the San Juans

Plan,Rest

San Juan Islands Marine Riparian Restoration

16-1670

San Juan Island Cons.Dist

Acq

False Bay Creek Riparian Acquisition

16-1293

San Juan Preservation Trust

Acq

Zylstra Lower Lake Acquisition

16-1672

University of Washington

Mon

Evaluating Causes of Decline of Pacific Herring
Totals:

$349,979.00

$1,303,434.00

$1,945,192.00

$58,825.00

$10,400.00

$58,825.00

$0.00

$69,225.00

$152,384.00

$42,500.00

$0.00

$152,384.00

$194,884.00

$450,000.00

$100,000.00

$0.00

$450,000.00

$550,000.00

$95,495.00

$16,855.00

$0.00

$95,495.00

$112,350.00

$215,050.00

$37,950.00

$0.00

$215,050.00

$253,000.00

$1,465,000.00

$260,000.00

$0.00

$1,465,000.00

$1,725,000.00

$4,090,167.00

$759,484.00

$408,804.00

$3,681,363.00

$4,849,651.00

$0.00

($3,681,363.00)

Rank
1

2

3

4

5

6

16-1647

Seattle City Light

Plan,Acq

Skagit Watershed Habitat Acquisition

16-1652

Skagit County Public Works

Pln

South Fork Delta Channel Final Design

16-1653

Skagit River Sys Cooperative

Plan,Rest

Nookachamps Forks Restoration

16-1648

Dept of Fish & Wildlife

Pln

Lower Cascade Floodplain Restoration Feasibility

16-1644

Swinomish Tribe

Rst

Kukutali Preserve Tombolo Restoration

16-1651

Skagit County Public Works

Rst

Hansen Creek Reach 5 Restoration

16-1642

Skagit River Sys Cooperative

Pln

Steelhead Fish Passage Prioritization

16-1650

Skagit Fish Enhancement Group

Rst

2016 Collaborative Riparian Stewardship
Totals:
Remaining Allocation:

2016 SRFB Funding Report

PSAR Allocation
$0.00

Proposed Salmon
Funding

Proposed PSAR
Funding

Sponsor
Match

$113,838.00

$20,090.00

$18,192.00

$0.00

$38,282.00

$128,100.00

$22,700.00

$39,865.00

$88,235.00

$150,800.00

$450,000.00

$80,000.00

$0.00

$450,000.00

$530,000.00

$165,448.00

$31,213.00

$165,448.00

$0.00

$196,661.00

$857,386.00

$154,003.00

$223,505.00

$538,235.00

$915,743.00

$0.00

($538,235.00)

Number of Projects: 8

Project Number, Project Sponsor,
Project Type
Project Name

Salmon Allocation
$223,505.00
Grant
Request

SKAGIT WATERSHED COUNCIL LEAD ENTITY
Alternate
or
Partial

Total Funding

$291,779.00

Remaining Allocation:

2016 December (Ranked List is in "Accepted" status)

Proposed PSAR
Funding

$1,653,413.00

Number of Projects: 4

Project Number, Project Sponsor,
Project Type
Project Name

Proposed Salmon
Funding

Sponsor
Match

SAN JUAN COUNTY COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT LEAD ENTITY
Alternate
or
Partial
Partial

PSAR Allocation
$0.00

Grant
Request

Remaining Allocation:

2016 December (Ranked List is in "Accepted" status)

Salmon Allocation
$408,804.00

Total Funding

Salmon Allocation
$901,833.00

PSAR Allocation
$0.00

Proposed Salmon
Funding

Proposed PSAR
Funding

Total Funding

Grant
Request

Sponsor
Match

$1,466,250.00

$258,750.00

$400,000.00

$1,066,250.00

$1,725,000.00

$200,000.00

$0.00

$0.00

$200,000.00

$200,000.00

$270,653.00

$47,763.00

$50,000.00

$220,653.00

$318,416.00

$199,970.00

$0.00

$199,970.00

$0.00

$199,970.00

$230,641.00

$40,702.00

$0.00

$230,641.00

$271,343.00

$3,681,245.00

$649,631.00

$50,000.00

$2,254,136.00

$4,330,876.00

$199,796.00

$35,259.00

$121,863.00

$77,933.00

$235,055.00

$199,940.00

$35,716.00

$80,000.00

$119,940.00

$235,656.00

$6,448,495.00

$1,067,821.00

$901,833.00

$4,169,553.00

$7,516,316.00

$0.00

($4,169,553.00)
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SNOHOMISH BASIN LEAD ENTITY
2016 December (Ranked List is in "Accepted" status)
Alternate
or
Partial

Rank
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

Number of Projects: 10

Project Number, Project Sponsor,
Project Type
Project Name
16-1559

Snohomish County Public Works

Rst

Mid-Spencer Estuary Restoration

16-1548

King Co Water & Land Res

Pln

Tolt River - Lower Frew Floodplain Reconnection

16-1716

Sound Salmon Solutions

Rst

Cherry Creek Phase II & III Construction

16-1719

Wild Fish Conservancy

Pln

Beckler Confluence LWD Design

16-1632

Forterra

Acq

South Fork Skykomish Acquisitions

16-1639

Adopt A Stream Foundation

Pln

Woods Creek RR Bridge Removal & Restoration

16-1608

Snohomish County

Rst

Woods Creek Culvert Replacements Cooperative

16-1574

Tulalip Tribe

Rst

South Fork Skykomish Restoration Using Beaver

16-1717

City of Mukilteo

Pln

Japanese Gulch Creek Estuary - Design

16-1741

City of North Bend

Pln

SF Snoqualmie Levee Setback Design in North Bend
Totals:

Rank
1

2

3

4

5

16-1553

Stillaguamish Tribe of Indians

Rst

N and S Fork Stillaguamish ELJ Placement

16-1539

Stillaguamish Tribe of Indians

Rst

Stillaguamish Riparian Crew 4

16-1638

Stillaguamish Tribe of Indians

Acq,Rest

Stillaguamish Floodplain Acquisitions (PSAR 17-19)

16-1671

Wild Fish Conservancy

Pln

Stillaguamish e-DNA Pilot Project

16-1558

Snohomish County

Rst

Secret Creek Culvert Replacements Project
Totals:
Remaining Allocation:

2016 SRFB Funding Report

Proposed PSAR
Funding

$350,000.00

$700,000.00

$350,000.00

$0.00

$1,050,000.00

$400,000.00

$100,000.00

$0.00

$400,000.00

$500,000.00

$764,565.00

$135,435.00

$0.00

$764,565.00

$900,000.00

$61,533.00

$57,453.00

$61,533.00

$0.00

$118,986.00

$477,294.00

$111,000.00

$0.00

$477,294.00

$588,294.00

$78,395.00

$0.00

$0.00

$78,395.00

$78,395.00

$363,000.00

$527,500.00

$0.00

$363,000.00

$890,500.00

$192,089.00

$34,627.00

$0.00

$192,089.00

$226,716.00

$212,500.00

$37,500.00

$0.00

$212,500.00

$250,000.00

$300,000.00

$100,000.00

$0.00

$300,000.00

$400,000.00

$3,199,376.00

$1,803,515.00

$411,533.00

$2,787,843.00

$5,002,891.00

$0.00

($2,787,843.00)

Number of Projects: 5

Project Number, Project Sponsor,
Project Type
Project Name

Proposed Salmon
Funding

Sponsor
Match

STILLAGUAMISH RIVER SALMON RECOVERY CO-LEAD ENTITY
Alternate
or
Partial

PSAR Allocation
$0.00

Grant
Request

Remaining Allocation:

2016 December (Ranked List is in "Accepted" status)

Salmon Allocation
$411,533.00

Salmon Allocation
$401,613.00

PSAR Allocation
$0.00

Proposed Salmon
Funding

Proposed PSAR
Funding

Total Funding

Grant
Request

Sponsor
Match

$850,000.00

$150,000.00

$0.00

$850,000.00

$1,000,000.00

$500,000.00

$250,000.00

$0.00

$500,000.00

$750,000.00

$1,120,500.00

$200,000.00

$401,613.00

$718,887.00

$1,320,500.00

$55,160.00

$9,735.00

$0.00

$55,160.00

$64,895.00

$1,528,725.00

$269,775.00

$0.00

$1,528,725.00

$1,798,500.00

$4,054,385.00

$879,510.00

$401,613.00

$3,652,772.00

$4,933,895.00

$0.00

($3,652,772.00)

Total Funding

43

WEST SOUND WATERSHEDS COUNCIL LEAD ENTITY
2016 December (Ranked List is in "Accepted" status)
Alternate
or
Partial

Rank
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

Number of Projects: 11

Project Number, Project Sponsor,
Project Type
Project Name
16-1591

Great Peninsula Conservancy

Acq

Curley Creek Acquisition

16-1596

Wild Fish Conservancy

Pln

Finn Creek Restoration Design

16-1460

Pierce Co Public Works

Pln

Purdy Creek Fish Passage Feasibilty at 160th St NW

16-1462

Pierce County Surface Water

Rst

Huge Creek Fish Passage Construction @ 160th St

16-1589

Great Peninsula Conservancy

Acq

East Fork Rocky Creek Acquisition

16-1599

Wild Fish Conservancy

Pln

Gig Harbor Peninsula Watertype Assessment

16-1448

Bremerton Public Works

Pln

Kitsap Creek @ Northlake Way Prelim Design

16-1607

Kitsap County

Pln

Kitsap Nearshore Restoration and Armor Removal

16-1631

Kitsap Conservation District

Pln

Fleming Fish Passage and Restoration Design

16-1619

Kitsap County

Rst

Harper Estuary Bridge Construction

16-2114

Suquamish Tribe

Rst

Chico Bridge - Keta restore
Totals:
Remaining Allocation:

2016 SRFB Funding Report

Salmon Allocation
$214,329.00

PSAR Allocation
$0.00

Proposed Salmon
Funding

Proposed PSAR
Funding

Grant
Request

Sponsor
Match

$236,225.00

$41,725.00

$0.00

$236,225.00

$277,950.00

$84,000.00

$0.00

$49,329.00

$34,671.00

$84,000.00

$76,000.00

$13,500.00

$0.00

$76,000.00

$89,500.00

$600,000.00

$135,000.00

$0.00

$600,000.00

$735,000.00

$455,000.00

$81,000.00

$0.00

$455,000.00

$536,000.00

$165,000.00

$30,000.00

$165,000.00

$0.00

$195,000.00

$152,200.00

$0.00

$0.00

$152,200.00

$152,200.00

$231,440.00

$41,115.00

$0.00

$231,440.00

$272,555.00

$88,450.00

$2,000.00

$0.00

$88,450.00

$90,450.00

$2,469,844.00

$575,000.00

$0.00

$0.00

$3,044,844.00

$3,441,400.00

$400,000.00

$0.00

$0.00

$3,841,400.00

$7,999,559.00

$1,319,340.00

$214,329.00

$1,873,986.00

$9,318,899.00

$0.00

($1,873,986.00)

Total Funding

44

WRIA 1 SALMON RECOVERY BOARD LEAD ENTITY
2016 December (Ranked List is in "Accepted" status)
Alternate
or
Partial

Rank
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

Number of Projects: 15

Project Number, Project Sponsor,
Project Type
Project Name
16-2054

Nooksack Indian Tribe

Rst

NF Nooksack (Xwqélém) Farmhouse Ph 3 Restoration

16-2049

Nooksack Indian Tribe

Rst

SF Nooksack (Nuxw7íyem) Nesset Ph 2 Restoration

16-2042

Whatcom Land Trust

Acq

Lower Middle Fork Reach Acquisition

16-2050

Nooksack Indian Tribe

Rst

SF Nooksack (Nuxw7íyem) Nesset Ph 3 Restoration

16-2055

Nooksack Indian Tribe

Pln

NF Nooksack (Xwqélém) Boyd Reach Design

16-2052

Nooksack Indian Tribe

Pln

SF Nooksack Fish Camp (Ts’éq) Reach Design

16-2048

Whatcom County Public Works

Pln

Lower Mainstem Nooksack Habitat Assessment

16-2057

Lummi Nation

Rst

SF Skookum Edfro Ph 2 Instream Restoration

16-2051

Nooksack Indian Tribe

Pln

NF Nooksack (Xwqélém) Maple Reach Design

16-2116

Lummi Nation

Rst

MF Porter Creek Reach In-Stream Restoration Ph 4

16-2043

Whatcom Land Trust

Acq

North Fork Reach Acquisition-Phase III

16-2058

Lummi Nation

Pln

SF Nooksack River Elk Flats Preliminary Design

16-2045

Whatcom Land Trust

Acq

Upper SF and Tributaries Corridor Acquisition

16-2053

Nooksack Indian Tribe

Rst

NF Nooksack (Xwqélém) Farmhouse Ph 4 Restoration

16-2062

City of Bellingham

Rst

Middle Fork Nooksack Fish Passage
Totals:

Rank
1

2

3

4

6

7

8

16-1404

Capitol Land Trust

Acq

Lower Henderson Inlet Habitat Acquisition

16-1409

Capitol Land Trust

Rst

Harmony Farms Riparian Restoration, Phase II

16-1406

Thurston Conservation District

Rst

East Fork McLane Fish Passage Project

16-1405

South Puget Sound SEG

Rst

Little Fishtrap Estuary Restoration

16-1408

South Puget Sound SEG

Rst

Spurgeon Creek Remeander

16-1399

South Puget Sound SEG

Plan,Rest

Butler Cove Estuary Connectivity Project

16-1407

Capitol Land Trust

Pln

WRIA 13 Habitat Acquisition Project Development
Totals:
Remaining Allocation:

2016 SRFB Funding Report

Proposed PSAR
Funding

$864,465.00

$152,587.00

$0.00

$864,465.00

$1,017,052.00

$517,519.00

$91,330.00

$517,519.00

$0.00

$608,849.00

$85,680.00

$15,120.00

$0.00

$85,680.00

$100,800.00

$1,101,418.00

$194,412.00

$0.00

$1,101,418.00

$1,295,830.00

$211,973.00

$37,419.00

$0.00

$211,973.00

$249,392.00

$199,825.00

$0.00

$0.00

$199,825.00

$199,825.00

$237,000.00

$100,000.00

$0.00

$237,000.00

$337,000.00

$478,584.00

$114,000.00

$0.00

$478,584.00

$592,584.00

$126,156.00

$0.00

$0.00

$126,156.00

$126,156.00

$443,466.00

$78,518.00

$0.00

$443,466.00

$521,984.00

$273,105.00

$48,195.00

$0.00

$273,105.00

$321,300.00

$115,509.00

$0.00

$0.00

$115,509.00

$115,509.00

$1,872,911.00

$330,514.00

$0.00

$0.00

$2,203,425.00

$3,304,422.00

$33,500.00

$0.00

$0.00

$3,337,922.00

$10,904,369.00

$1,924,300.00

$0.00

$0.00

$12,828,669.00

$20,736,402.00

$3,119,895.00

$517,519.00

$4,137,181.00

$23,856,297.00

$0.00

($4,137,181.00)

Number of Projects: 7

Project Number, Project Sponsor,
Project Type
Project Name

Proposed Salmon
Funding

Sponsor
Match

WRIA 13 SALMON HABITAT RECOVERY COMMITTEE LEAD ENTITY
Alternate
or
Partial
Partial

PSAR Allocation
$0.00

Grant
Request

Remaining Allocation:

2016 December (Ranked List is in "Returned" status)

Salmon Allocation
$517,519.00

Salmon Allocation
$141,663.00

PSAR Allocation
$0.00

Proposed Salmon
Funding

Proposed PSAR
Funding

Total Funding

Grant
Request

Sponsor
Match

$300,000.00

$800,000.00

$23,782.00

$0.00

$823,782.00

$127,500.00

$22,500.00

$117,881.00

$9,619.00

$150,000.00

$110,500.00

$19,500.00

$0.00

$110,500.00

$130,000.00

$148,000.00

$34,500.00

$0.00

$148,000.00

$182,500.00

$255,000.00

$45,000.00

$0.00

$255,000.00

$300,000.00

$192,000.00

$35,000.00

$0.00

$192,000.00

$227,000.00

$22,665.00

$4,000.00

$0.00

$22,665.00

$26,665.00

$1,155,665.00

$960,500.00

$141,663.00

$737,784.00

$1,839,947.00

$0.00

($737,784.00)

Total Funding

45

WRIA 14 SALMON HABITAT RECOVERY COMMITTEE LEAD ENTITY
2016 December (Ranked List is in "Accepted" status)
Alternate
or
Partial

Rank
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Number of Projects: 7

Project Number, Project Sponsor,
Project Type
Project Name
16-1567

Mason Conservation Dist

Rst

Gosnell Creek LWD and Riparian Enhancement

16-1568

Thurston County

Pln

Hunter Point Road Fish Barrier Improvement

16-1565

Capitol Land Trust

Acq

Frye Cove Creek Habitat Acquisition

16-1675

South Puget Sound SEG

Rst

Coffee Creek Fish Passage Funding Package

16-1111

Forterra

Acq

Little Skookum Inlet Shoreline

16-1560

Capitol Land Trust

Pln

WRIA 14 Habitat Acquisition Project Development

16-1570

South Puget Sound SEG

Rst

Madrona Beach Bulkhead Removal
Totals:

Salmon Allocation
$169,439.00

PSAR Allocation
$0.00

Proposed Salmon
Funding

Proposed PSAR
Funding

Grant
Request

Sponsor
Match

$302,697.00

$53,420.00

$78,194.00

$224,503.00

$356,117.00

$65,000.00

$0.00

$65,000.00

$0.00

$65,000.00

$250,000.00

$250,000.00

$26,245.00

$223,755.00

$500,000.00

$404,343.00

$71,355.00

$0.00

$404,343.00

$475,698.00

$306,588.00

$1,665,000.00

$0.00

$306,588.00

$1,971,588.00

$22,665.00

$4,000.00

$0.00

$22,665.00

$26,665.00

$162,000.00

$29,000.00

$0.00

$162,000.00

$191,000.00

$1,513,293.00

$2,072,775.00

$169,439.00

$1,343,854.00

$3,586,068.00

$0.00

($1,343,854.00)

Remaining Allocation:

Total Funding

REGION: SNAKE RIVER
Regional Allocation/Allotment:

$1,162,658.00

Remaining:

$0.00

SNAKE RIVER SALMON RECOVERY BOARD LEAD ENTITY
2016 December (Ranked List is in "Accepted" status)
Alternate
or
Partial
Alternate

Rank
1

2

3

4

5

6

Partial

Alternate

Alternate

Alternate

Alternate

7

8

9

10

11

Project Number, Project Sponsor,
Project Type
Project Name
16-2097

Tri-State Steelheaders Inc

Rst

Mill Creek Passage Implementation - Upper Flume

16-2091

Umatilla Confederated Tribes

Rst

Tucannon Complexity & Connectivity (PA-18)

16-2092

Asotin Co Conservation Dist

Rst

Asotin Creek Riparian Protection Project

16-2094

Columbia Conservation Dist

Rst

Tucannon River PA 28 Phase II Habitat Restoration

16-2099

Walla Walla Co Cons Dist

Rst

McCaw Reach Habitat Rest. Phase B Construction

16-2101

Asotin Co Conservation Dist

Mon

Asotin IMW Monitoring YR10

16-2095

Dept of Fish & Wildlife

Pln

Tucannon Mobile PIT Tag Detection

16-2098

Tri-State Steelheaders Inc

Rst

Bridge to Bridge Restoration Phase 2

16-2096

Tri-State Steelheaders Inc

Pln

Mill Creek Passage Update

16-2100

Walla Walla Co Cons Dist

Rst

Walla Walla Co. Fish Screen Projects 2017-18

16-2093

Columbia Conservation Dist

Pln

Touchet River Conceptual Restoration Plan
Totals:
Remaining Allocation:
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Salmon Allocation
$1,162,658.00

Number of Projects: 11
Grant
Request

Sponsor
Match

Proposed Salmon
Funding

$4,501,779.00

$794,660.00

$0.00

$794,660.00

$406,864.00

$90,000.00

$406,864.00

$496,864.00

$90,000.00

$24,000.00

$90,000.00

$114,000.00

$304,775.00

$63,896.00

$304,775.00

$368,671.00

$227,073.00

$45,670.00

$227,073.00

$272,743.00

$86,000.00

$25,000.00

$86,000.00

$111,000.00

$50,238.00

$8,866.00

$47,946.00

$56,812.00

$273,904.00

$50,200.00

$0.00

$50,200.00

$48,600.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$55,578.00

$31,378.00

$0.00

$31,378.00

$200,600.00

$37,472.00

$0.00

$37,472.00

$6,245,411.00

$1,171,142.00

$1,162,658.00

$2,333,800.00

Total Funding

$0.00

46

REGION: UPPER COLUMBIA
Regional Allocation/Allotment:

$1,420,591.00

Remaining:

$591.00

UPPER COLUMBIA SALMON RECOVERY BOARD LEAD ENTITY
2016 December (Ranked List is in "Returned" status)
Alternate
or
Partial

Rank
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Alternate

Alternate

Alternate

Alternate

Alternate

Alternate

8

9

10

11

12

14

Salmon Allocation
$1,420,591.00

Number of Projects: 13

Project Number,
Project Type

Project Sponsor,
Project Name

16-1780

Chelan Co Natural Resource

Pln

Nason RM 2.3 Side Channel Reconnection Design

16-1795

Methow Salmon Recovery Found

Acq

Silver Side Channel Acquisition

16-1787

Chelan Co Natural Resource

Pln

Peshastin Irrigation District Pump Exchange

16-1796

Methow Salmon Recovery Found

Acq

Twisp River Floodplain Lower Acquisition Phase II

16-1783

Chelan Co Natural Resource

Mon

Spring Chinook Survival in Lake Wenatchee

16-1792

Cascade Col Reg Fish Enhance

Pln

Burns-Garrity Restoration Design

16-1790

Chelan-Douglas Land Trust

Acq

Wenatchee Sleepy Hollow Floodplain Acquisition

16-1784

Chelan Co Natural Resource

Pln

ID of Thermal Refugia in the Wenatchee Basin

16-1799

Okanogan Conservation Dist

Pln

Upper Okanogan Habitat Feasibility Assessment

16-1789

Chelan-Douglas Land Trust

Acq

Nason Lower White Pine Floodplain Protection

16-1800

Trout Unlimited Inc.

Rst

Beaver Fever: Restoring Ecosystem Function

16-1782

Chelan Co Natural Resource

Pln

Upper Peshastin Wood Replenishment Prelim Design

16-1797

Methow Salmon Recovery Found

Mon

Methow Bull Trout Population Status Evaluation
Totals:

Grant
Request

Sponsor
Match

Proposed Salmon
Funding

$149,778.00

$0.00

$149,778.00

$149,778.00

$494,297.00

$236,406.00

$494,297.00

$730,703.00

$169,484.00

$29,909.00

$169,484.00

$199,393.00

$219,406.00

$523,429.00

$219,406.00

$742,835.00

$140,000.00

$570,125.00

$140,000.00

$710,125.00

$81,785.00

$95,550.00

$81,785.00

$177,335.00

$165,250.00

$495,750.00

$165,250.00

$661,000.00

$41,485.00

$7,322.00

$0.00

$7,322.00

$115,313.00

$26,000.00

$0.00

$26,000.00

$127,500.00

$23,400.00

$0.00

$23,400.00

$143,429.00

$135,850.00

$0.00

$135,850.00

$60,000.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$75,472.00

$16,766.00

$0.00

$16,766.00

$1,983,199.00

$2,160,507.00

$1,420,000.00

$3,580,507.00

Total Funding

$591.00

Remaining Allocation:

REGION: COASTAL
Regional Allocation/Allotment:

$1,178,370.00

Remaining:

$704.00

CHEHALIS BASIN LEAD ENTITY
2016 December (Ranked List is in "Accepted" status)
Alternate
or
Partial

Rank
1

2

3

Salmon Allocation
$257,540.00

Number of Projects: 3

Project Number,
Project Type

Project Sponsor,
Project Name

16-1776

Chehalis Basin FTF

Pln

Taylor Cr. South Bank Rd. Correction Design

16-1803

Lewis County Public Works

Pln

Van Ornum Creek Barrier Removal

16-1756

Chehalis R Basin Land Trust

Pln

M. Fork Hoquiam Tidal Habitat Restoration Design
Totals:
Remaining Allocation:
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Grant
Request

Sponsor
Match

Proposed Salmon
Funding

$26,500.00

$0.00

$26,500.00

$26,500.00

$31,040.00

$7,760.00

$31,040.00

$38,800.00

$200,000.00

$0.00

$200,000.00

$200,000.00

$257,540.00

$7,760.00

$257,540.00

$265,300.00

Total Funding

$0.00
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NORTH PACIFIC COAST LEAD ENTITY
2016 December (Ranked List is in "Accepted" status)
Alternate
or
Partial

Rank
1

2

Salmon Allocation
$398,249.00

Number of Projects: 2

Project Number,
Project Type

Project Sponsor,
Project Name

16-1231

Quileute Tribe of the Quileute

Rst

Thunder Road Fish Passage Project

16-1378

10,000 Years Institute

Rst

Perfecting Riparian Restoration on the Hoh River
Totals:

Grant
Request

Sponsor
Match

Proposed Salmon
Funding

$235,249.00

$133,879.00

$235,249.00

$369,128.00

$163,000.00

$30,000.00

$163,000.00

$193,000.00

$398,249.00

$163,879.00

$398,249.00

$562,128.00

$0.00

Remaining Allocation:

PACIFIC COUNTY LEAD ENTITY
2016 December (Ranked List is in "Accepted" status)
Alternate
or
Partial

Rank
1

2

Salmon Allocation
$323,232.00

Number of Projects: 2

Project Number,
Project Type

Project Sponsor,
Project Name

16-1683

Pacific County Anglers

Rst

Lower Green Creek Restoration

16-2039

Grays Harbor Conservation Dist

Rst

C-400 Church Rd North River Barrier Correction
Totals:

Grant
Request

Sponsor
Match

Proposed Salmon
Funding

$238,884.00

$42,157.00

$238,884.00

$281,041.00

$84,348.00

$84,348.00

$84,348.00

$168,696.00

$323,232.00

$126,505.00

$323,232.00

$449,737.00

QUINAULT INDIAN NATION LEAD ENTITY
Alternate
or
Partial

Rank
1

2

Salmon Allocation
$198,645.00

Number of Projects: 2

Project Number,
Project Type

Project Sponsor,
Project Name

16-1509

Quinault Indian Nation

Rst

Lower Quinault Invasive Plant Control (Phase 5)

16-1322

Quinault Indian Nation

Pln

Halbert Creek Fish Passage and Instream Design

Total Funding

$0.00

Remaining Allocation:

2016 December (Ranked List is in "Accepted" status)

Total Funding

Totals:

Grant
Request

Sponsor
Match

Proposed Salmon
Funding

$150,000.00

$26,471.00

$150,000.00

$176,471.00

$48,645.00

$0.00

$48,645.00

$48,645.00

$198,645.00

$26,471.00

$198,645.00

$225,116.00

Total Funding

$0.00

Remaining Allocation:

REGION: MID COLUMBIA
$1,292,279.00

Regional Allocation/Allotment:

$0

Remaining:

KLICKITAT COUNTY LEAD ENTITY
2016 December (Ranked List is in "Accepted" status)
Alternate
or
Partial

Rank
2

Salmon Allocation
$480,197.00

Number of Projects: 1

Project Number,
Project Type

Project Sponsor,
Project Name

16-1901

Columbia Land Trust

Acq

Klickitat Canyon Conservation
Totals:
Remaining Allocation:

Grant
Request

Sponsor
Match

Proposed Salmon
Funding

$343,800.00

$112,671.00

$343,800.00

$456,471.00

$343,800.00

$112,671.00

$343,800.00

$456,471.00

Total Funding

$136,397.00

Note: Lower Columbia gave $98,197 to Klickitat
Middle Columbia gave $380,000 to Klickitat
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YAKIMA BASIN FISH AND WILDLIFE RECOVERY BOARD LEAD ENTITY
2016 December (Ranked List is in "Accepted" status)
Alternate
or
Partial

Rank
1

2

3

Partial

Alternate

Alternate

Alternate

Alternate

Alternate

4

5

6

7

8

9

Project Number,
Project Type

Project Sponsor,
Project Name

16-1606

Washington Water Trust

Rst

Swauk Creek - Permanent Flow Restoration

16-1749

Mid-Columbia RFEG

Rst

NF Manastash Creek Floodplain Restoration

16-1760

Trout Unlimited Inc.

Rst

Upper Yakima Tributary Flow Restoration

16-1753

North Yakima Conserv Dist

Rst

Restoring Fish Passage on Cowiche Creek

16-1742

Kittitas Conservation Trust

Pln

Upper Kachess River Assessment

16-1745

Washington Water Trust

Rst

Big Creek - Ensign Ranch Flow Restoration

16-1748

Mid-Columbia RFEG

Rst

Swauk Creek Floodplain Reconnection

16-1751

Kittitas County Public Works

Pln

Ringer Loop Road Restoration Design

16-1743

Kittitas Conservation Trust

Rst

Upper Yakima River Aquatic Habitat Restoration
Totals:
Remaining Allocation:

2016 SRFB Funding Report

Salmon Allocation
$910,279.00

Number of Projects: 9
Grant
Request

Sponsor
Match

Proposed Salmon
Funding

$247,850.00

$71,463.00

$247,850.00

$319,313.00

$204,495.00

$62,005.00

$204,495.00

$266,500.00

$245,593.00

$43,340.00

$245,593.00

$288,933.00

$318,746.00

$57,070.00

$212,341.00

$269,411.00

$173,400.00

$30,600.00

$0.00

$30,600.00

$125,550.00

$81,250.00

$0.00

$81,250.00

$154,700.00

$27,400.00

$0.00

$27,400.00

$110,080.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$350,638.00

$62,818.00

$0.00

$62,818.00

$1,931,052.00

$435,946.00

$910,279.00

$1,346,225.00

Total Funding

$0.00
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SALMON RECOVERY FUNDING BOARD SUMMARIZED MEETING AGENDA AND ACTIONS
December 8, 2016

Item
1. September 15-16, 2015 Meeting Minutes

2. Director’s Report
 Director’s Report






Formal Action
Follow-up Action
Decision
No follow-up action requested.
Motion: Approved
No follow-up action requested.
Briefing

o 2017 Meeting Calendar

Decision
Motion: Approved

Legislative, Budget, and Policy Updates
o State Agency Salmon-Related Budget
Requests
Performance Update (written only)
Financial Report (written only)

Briefings

3. Salmon Recovery Management Report
 Governor’s Salmon Recovery Office
 Salmon Section Report

Briefings

No follow-up action requested.

4. Reports from Partners
 Council of Regions report
 Washington Salmon Coalition Report
 Regional Fisheries Enhancement Group
Coalition
- Pioneer Park Restoration Preliminary
Designs (RCO Project 14-1405)
 Board Roundtable: Other agency updates

Briefings

No follow-up action requested.

Briefings
5. 2016 Grant Round
A. Overview
 Salmon Recovery Funding Board
Projects
 Puget Sound Acquisition and
Restoration Projects
 Intensively Monitored Watersheds
Projects
 Regional Monitoring Projects
B. Slideshow of featured projects proposed for
funding
C. Review Panel Comments
 General Observations
 Noteworthy Projects
D. Projects of Concern

No follow-up action requested.
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5. 2016 Grant Round, continued
E. Regional Area Presentations (Optional,
maximum 10 minutes per region)
 Yakima Basin Fish and Wildlife
Recovery Board
 Coast Salmon Partnership
 Upper Columbia Salmon Recovery
Board
 Snake River Salmon Recovery Board
 Puget Sound Partnership
 Northeast Washington Salmon
Recovery Region
 Lower Columbia Fish Recovery Board
 Hood Canal Coordinating Council

Briefings

No follow-up action requested.

5. 2016 Grant Round, continued
F. Board Funding Decisions
 Middle Columbia River Salmon
Recovery Region
 Washington Coast Salmon Recovery
Region
 Upper Columbia River Salmon
Recovery Region
 Snake River Salmon Recovery Region
 Puget Sound Salmon Recovery Region
 Northeast Washington Salmon
Recovery Region
 Lower Columbia Salmon Recovery
Region
 Hood Canal Salmon Recovery Region
 Intensively Monitored Watershed
Restoration Treatment Projects
 Future Cost Increase Funding

Decisions

No follow-up action requested.

6. Manual 18
 General Overview of Changes

Briefing & Decision No follow-up action requested.
Motion: Approved

Motion: Approved
Motion: Approved
Motion: Approved
Motion: Approved
Motion: Approved
Motion: Approved
Motion: Approved
Motion: Approved
Motion: Approved
Motion: Approved

7. Governor’s Salmon Recovery Office Updates Briefing
 2017 State of Salmon Report
 Allocation Committee
 Communications
 2017 Board Retreat
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No follow-up action requested.

Meeting Summary

SALMON RECOVERY FUNDING BOARD SUMMARY MINUTES
Date: December 8, 2016
Place: Natural Resources Building, Room 172, Olympia, WA 98501
Salmon Recovery Funding Board Members Present:
David Troutt, Chair Olympia

Carol Smith

Department of Ecology

Nancy Biery

Quilcene

Susan Cierebiej

Department of Transportation

Bob Bugert

Wenatchee

Erik Neatherlin

Department of Fish and Wildlife

Phil Rockefeller

Bainbridge Island

Megan Duffy

Department of Natural Resources

Jeff Breckel

Longview

Brian Cochrane

Washington State Conservation Commission

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
meeting.
Opening and Welcome
Chair David Troutt called the meeting to order at 9:02 a.m., welcomed the board, staff, and audience. Staff
called roll and a quorum was determined.
Chair Troutt welcomed a new board member, Jeff Breckel. Chair Troutt notified staff that the meeting will
be expedited due to inclement weather, postponing the partner reports until the next scheduled meeting
in March 2017.
Motion:
Moved by:
Seconded by:
Decision:
Item 1:

Agenda adoption, as amended
Member Bob Bugert
Member Nancy Biery
Approved

Approval of September 15-16, 2016 Meeting Minutes

Motion:
Moved by:
Seconded by:
Decision:

September 15-16, 2016 Meeting Minutes
Member Bob Bugert
Member Phil Rockefeller
Approved

Management and Partner Reports
Item 2:

Directors Report

Director’s Report: Director Cottingham briefly updated the board on RCO’s LEAN process to review the
agency’s internal processes and a streamlining effort to improve and align the grant application process.
Director Cottingham shared the updated 2017 board meeting calendar, requesting review and approval of
the meeting dates.
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Motion:
Moved by:
Seconded by:
Decision:

2017 Meeting Calendar
Member Jeff Breckel
Member Nancy Biery
Approved

Item 3: Salmon Recovery Management Report
Governor’s Salmon Recovery Office (GSRO): Brian Abbott, Executive Coordinator, provided an update
on the IMW restoration treatment projects in several regions across the state, noting progress, work
completed, and tasks yet to be accomplished. The board will be asked to make decisions regarding these
projects at a future meeting.
Item 7:

Governor’s Salmon Recovery Office Updates

*Presented out of order
2017 State of the Salmon Report: Brian Abbott, Executive Coordinator, updated the board on the State
of Salmon report, explaining how the new report will be shorter, simplified, and much easier to navigate.
Mr. Abbott shared that the report, which is produced every two years, is scheduled to be published in late
December. He provided a summary of key messages included in the report, communication crafted as
part of the outreach strategy to support the SRFB and other state agency requests for salmon recovery.
He highlighted several new features and explained how the updated website will serve multiple
communication and data needs.
Communications: Mr. Abbott provided an update on the GSRO and board communications plan.
Pyramid Communications, contracted by RCO on behalf of the board, has interviewed more than 30
people in preparation of a feasibility report that will serve as the basis for a draft plan and strategy, while
members of the advisory committee continue to review the communication deliverables. Staff anticipates
that the final draft will be available in late January 2017.
2017 Board Retreat: Mr. Abbott shared details regarding the 2017 board retreat, scheduled for May 24,
2017. He requested feedback on the items of interest that the board would like to include on the agenda,
such as the role of the board in salmon recovery and facilitating an “adaptive management” approach to
recovery. Currently, staff plans to highlight the need for a long-term strategy, including tools to enhance
communication and updates to the work plan.
Director Cottingham requested board volunteers to support Mr. Abbott in the agenda development for
the retreat. Member Biery, Member Breckel, and Member Cierebiej volunteered. Member Bugert offered
to be an alternate for Member Biery.
2017 Salmon Recovery Conference: The conference is scheduled for April 25-27, 2017 in Wenatchee,
co-hosted by the Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife and Long Live the Kings. Mr. Abbott
encouraged state agency board members to consider joint sponsorship of the conference. Full details
regarding the conference are available at
http://www.rco.wa.gov/salmon_recovery/2017-SalmonConference/ConfHome.shtml.
Hatchery Reform Video: Mr. Abbott shared that the Pacific Coastal Salmon Recovery Fund (PCSRF)
application supported funding for a video to support hatchery reform, intended to educate and bring
awareness to the close connection between hatcheries and salmon recovery. Several agency and tribal
partners are collaborating on the effort. Filming was completed in fall 2016 by Wahoo Films. Staff
anticipates finalizing the film in time for the 2017 Salmon Recovery Conference.
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Allocation Sub-Committee: Mr. Abbott updated the board on progress of the Allocation Subcommittee, which had their first meeting in November and are scheduled to have two more meetings in
the coming months. Summary notes from each meeting will be distributed and the committee will present
recommendations to the board at the March 2017 meeting.
Salmon Recovery Network (SRNet): Mr. Abbott shared the early success of SRNet, which reached
agreement in statewide funding priorities, a significant effort. Additionally, SRNet is looking to expand
memberships and will continue to increase their focus on state-level policy issues. Mr. Abbott noted that
the board will be asked for continued funding to support ongoing facilitation of SRNet in order to
maintain progress and momentum.
Member Biery, a member of SRNet, also encouraged the board to consider firming up the funding for
SRNet as the organization is too nascent to thrive without financial support. Director Cottingham shared
that currently funding is not available, but SRNet continues to be a funding priority as the agency looks at
the potential budget for the following year. Member Bugert suggested adding time for discussion at the
March 2017 meeting.
Salmon Grant Management Report: Tara Galuska, Salmon Section Manager, provided a few updates on
the 2016 grant cycle. The 2015 grant cycle support an $18 million grant round, leaving $13.9 million for
the 2016 grant round. The board will be asked to approve all projects for the 2016 grant cycle at the end
of the meeting.
Ms. Galuska shared updates on Estuary and Salmon Restoration Program (ESRP) and Family Fish Forest
Passage Program (FFFPP) projects, including a brief report on the budget, status of projects, awards
received, and progress on current projects. Next, Ms. Galuska provided a list of closed projects and
amendments from May thru December 2016.
Item 4: Reports from Partners
The board postponed the reports from partners until the next meeting in March 2017 due to inclement
weather, with the exception of an update regarding the Pioneer Park project.
Lance Winecka, South Puget Sound Salmon Enhancement Group, summarized the Pioneer Park
Restoration Preliminary Designs (RCO Project #14-1405), brought to the board in 2015 due to concerns
about public safety. Mr. Winecka provide a brief overview of the project goals and the sponsor’s efforts to
monitor the project site in the past two years, particularly focusing on flood effects and other potential
public safety hazards such as the mobility of large woody debris. Mr. Winecka summarized the key
findings of the monitoring efforts which included public use and personal safety practices, interviews with
the City of Tumwater, and hydrology data during times of peak recreational use. He outlined the design
considerations and criteria, explaining that children aged 10 are the focus group for determining safety
standards. Mr. Winecka shared that the sponsor addressed the potential hazards by documenting them
and corresponding mitigation efforts for each risk as part of a safety analysis, including posting safety
signs and bio-engineering designs intended to balance habitat needs and recreational safety.
Mr. Winecka responded to board questions, explaining that the SRFB Review Panel attended all sponsor
meetings during the re-design process to address the “project of concern” conditions. The presentation
will be shared with board members and the public. Chair Troutt commended Mr. Winecka in continuing to
pursue solutions, improving the design, and building partnerships to bring the project to fruition.
General Public Comment
No public comment was received at this time.
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Break 10:45 a.m. – 11:00 a.m.
Board Business: Briefings and Decisions
Item 5A: 2016 Grant Round, Overview
Tara Galuska, Salmon Section Manager, provided an overview of the 2016 grant round, including an
overview of the 2016 Salmon Recovery Grant Management Report. The funding report provides
background on the process used to identify and evaluate the projects under consideration, as well as the
project lists. The project lists are included in Attachments 4, 6, and 9, which will be the basis for the
board’s funding decisions in Item 5F.
Ms. Galuska summarized the 2016 grant round, including the timeline, applications received, projects
evaluated and ranked for funding, and the total project funding requests. She provided an overview and
the geographic distribution of projects across the state for Puget Sound Acquisition and Restoration
(PSAR), PSAR Large Capital, Regional Monitoring, and Intensively Monitored Watershed (IMW)
applications.
Item 5B: 2016 Grant Round, Slideshow of Featured Projects Proposed for Funding
Salmon section outdoor grant managers (OGM) updated the board on featured projects from each region
that are proposed for funding approval at today’s meeting.
Alice Rubin, OGM, presented the Thunder Road Fish Passage Project (RCO #16-1231) of the Washington
Coast Salmon Recovery Region, sponsored by the Quileute Tribe and associated with the North Pacific
Coast Lead Entity. The project will replace four fish passage barriers to improve fish access to refugia, and
improve the surface of one mile of road with runoff to fish-bearing waters. The project would benefit
salmonid runs for coho, steelhead, Chinook, Fall chum, sea-run cutthroat, and resident cutthroat.
Marc Duboiski, OGM, presented the Silver Side Channel Acquisition Project (RCO #16-1795) of the Upper
Columbia River Salmon Recovery Region, sponsored by the Methow Salmon Recovery Foundation and
associated with the Upper Columbia Salmon Recovery Board Lead Entity. The project intends to acquire
the remaining rights on 86.25 acres and an adjacent 9.55 acres parcel, for a total acquisition of 95.80
acres, in order to fully protect the 1.25 mile-long Methow River side channel, benefitting all salmon and
steelhead, especially ESA-listed Chinook and Steelhead.
Kay Caromile, OGM, presented the Swauk Creek Permanent Flow Restoration Project (RCO #16-1606) of
the Middle Columbia River Salmon Recovery Region, sponsored by the Washington Water Trust and
associated with the Yakima Fish and Wildlife Recovery Board Lead Entity. The project intends to add 1.71
cubic feet per second (cfs) and 448.5 acre-feet/year of permanent in-stream flows to the lower 3.9 miles of
First Creek and the lower 7.5 miles of Swauk Creek. The project would benefit listed Mid-Columbia
steelhead and Bull Trout.
Kay Caromile, OGM, presented the Tucannon Complexity & Connectivity Project (RCO #16-2091) of the
Snake River Salmon Recovery Region, sponsored by the Umatilla Confederated Tribes and associated with
the Snake River Salmon Recovery Board Lead Entity. The project would include the placement of large
woody debris and the excavation of short pilot channels to: reconnect existing side channels; increase
channel complexity and perennial channel length; and restore floodplain connectivity to provide places of
low velocity refugia to winter rearing salmonids.
Kat Moore, OGM, presented the Lower Dungeness Floodplain Restoration Project (RCO #16-1372) of the
Puget Sound Salmon Recovery Region, sponsored by Clallam County Community Development and
associated with the North Olympic Peninsula Lead Entity. The project will set back a levee to restore
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approximately 112 acres of Lower Dungeness River floodplain, reconnecting with historic floodplain. The
project would provide benefit to fall Chinook, Coho, Pink, summer Chum salmon; steelhead, bull trout,
and cutthroat trout.
Josh Lambert, OGM, presented the Elkinton Restoration Preliminary Design Project (RCO #16-1515) of
the Lower Columbia River Salmon Recovery Region, sponsored by the Wahkiakum Conservation District
and associated with the Lower Columbia Fish Recovery Board Lead Entity. The project design will consider
treatment alternatives and develop preliminary designs to improve spawning and rearing habitat for Fall
Chinook, Steelhead, Chum and Coho along 1.6 miles of tier 1 main-stem, side channel, and tributary of
the Elochoman River.
Mike Ramsey, OGM, presented a combination of projects including the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
(USACE) Skokomish Ecosystem Restoration Support 1 – Plan & Acquisition Project (RCO #16-1496), the
USACE Skokomish Ecosystem Restoration Support 2 – Restoration Project (RCO #16-1497), and the
Skokomish River Local GI Project Development – Planning Project (RCO #16-1486), all of the Hood Canal
Salmon Recovery Region, all sponsored by the Mason Conservation District and all associated with the
Hood Canal Coordinating Council Lead Entity. The project will improve floodplain functions and
processes, increase habitat quality and quantity, eliminate a low-flow barrier, and increase complexity,
pools, and riparian cover.
Item 5E: 2016 Grant Round, Regional Area Presentations (Partial)
*Presented out of order
Upper Columbia Salmon Recovery Board (UCSRB): Joy Juelson presented information on behalf of the
Upper Columbia River Salmon Recovery Region. She summarized natural events that have occurred in the
region, as well as potential political changes in leadership at both the legislative and lead entity levels. Ms.
Juelson described efforts to collaborate with partners at multiple levels in the acceleration of aquatic and
terrestrial restoration. She highlighted data and trends regarding fish runs and recovery progress, noting
that hatchery returns are significantly higher than wild returns. Ms. Juelson presented information about
the UCSRB project list and funding needs in the context of the organization’s framework and salmon
recovery plan.
Item 5C: 2016 Grant Round, Review Panel Comments
Tom Slocum, Review Panel Chair, along with panel members Jen O’Neal, Marnie Tyler, Paul Schlenger, and
Pat Powers, summarized the SRFB Review Panel observations from the 2016 grant round, providing details
on the Floodplain by Design coordination, invasive weed control, in-stream flow priorities, and the Puget
Sound Lead Entity’s funding allocations. On the latter issue, Mr. Slocum encouraged a discussion
regarding how to incentivize projects in the region that are more strategic, and how to potentially
improve the scoring model for large capital projects.
Mr. Slocum briefly presented the 2016 noteworthy projects, including:
- RCO #16-1496: U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Skokomish Ecosystem Restoration Support 1
- RCO #16-1901 - Klickitat Canyon Conservation
- RCO #16-1567 - Gosnell Creek Large Woody Material and Riparian Enhancement
- RCO #16-1567 - Gosnell Creek Large Woody Material and Riparian Enhancement
- RCO #16-1559 - Mid-Spencer Island Estuary Restoration
- RCO #16-1760 - Upper Yakima Tributary Flow Restoration
- RCO #16-1318 - Leque Island Estuary Restoration Project
Mr. Schlenger spoke to the concerns raised by the review panel in the competitive nature of the grant
application evaluation process.
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Item 5D: 2016 Grant Round, Projects of Concern
Tom Slocum, Review Panel Chair, and Tara Galuska, RCO Salmon Section Manager, described the review
panel process, including how comments are shared with sponsors and how the Review Panel works with
sponsors to improve their process. She shared that the Review Panel criteria is available in Manual 18,
which outlines the project statuses that may be assigned. Ms. Galuska introduced to two 2016 Projects of
Concern, the Zylstra Lower Lake Acquisition Project (RCO #16-1293), and the South Fork Snoqualmie River
Levee Setback Project (RCO #16-1741).
Zylstra Lower Lake Acquisition Project (RCO #16-1293)
Byron Rot, WRIA 2 Salmon Recovery Coordinator and San Juan County Public Works, Kim Sundberg, San
Juan Lead Entity, and Debra Clausen, San Juan Preservation Trust, presented the Zylstra Lower Lake
Acquisition Project (RCO #16-1293), sponsored by the San Juan Preservation Trust. The project is located
in the Puget Sound Region and associated with the San Juan Lead Entity. He shared that a letter of
support from the Department of Ecology is included in the board materials, as well as several other letters
of support for funding. He presented the sponsor’s case for funding the project, stating that the project
will restore natural processes beginning with in-stream flows. The Upper Lake has insufficient water for
flows, and is subject to multiple demands; the Lower Lake would be dedicated to salmon. The watershed
represents only one of several watersheds in the San Juans that potentially can support salmon given flow
management.
Mr. Slocum presented the Review Panel concerns, primarily that keeping the outlet dam to establish yearround base flow will continue artificial hydrology conditions that seem inconsistent with local, natural
salmon ecology. Mr. Schlenger addressed the additional concerns regarding the potential for elevated
water temperature in the reservoir, issues with fish passage barriers at the two dams, and apparent
inconsistency with San Juan Lead Entity’s marine-focused strategy.
Mr. Sundberg responded to the Review Panel comments, explaining that the target species had historic
presence in the area. He stated that the intent to drain the upper lake for fish benefit is due to limited
water flows and seasonal availability, with the ultimate goal of restoring instream flow and pre-existing
ecological processes. Ms. Clausen confirmed these goals, adding local historical context and reaffirming
the need to restore instream flows for salmon rights to protection. The main need for the project and
continued restoration rests on water access and rights.
Member Smith read an excerpt from a letter of support submitted by the Department of Ecology. Mr.
Sundberg responded to Member Rockefeller regarding the sustainability of seasonal actions that would
enhance natural flows and support salmon runs. He also responded to Ms. O’Neil’s comments about
water temperature concerns that it would be too warm if left stagnant in a lake prior to release, noting
that the release would be the coolest available in the area. Mr. Rot added that these issues would be
addressed in their watershed plan, which includes robust restoration and planting efforts.
Mr. Slocum asked about the shift to stream-focused project. Mr. Rot responded that this is a rare
opportunity that was worthy of the restoration efforts, but the lead entity will remain focused primarily on
nearshore efforts as outlined in their recovery plan.
Ms. Clausen responded to Chair Troutt’s question of project timing and need, explaining that there
remains two years on a three-year deed of trust and, should the board not fund the acquisition, they will
need to seek other funding sources.
Ms. Tyler asked about whether there would be sufficient depth in the lake. Mr. Sundberg responded that
their data shows that the temperature is somewhat stratified, and the water draws would come from
groundwater adding to the cooler temperatures necessary for salmon runs.
SRFB December 2016
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Mr. Schlenger asked how the volume of water available relates to the amount needed – it is unclear where
the deficit is that would feed the lower lake from the upper lake. The quantification of available water is
yet unknown; however, Ecology is conducting a flow study with results expected next year.
Member Cochrane brought up concerns of oxygen levels in the water, and about an artificial system that
may not promote natural processes for the species to recover in.
Chair Troutt discussed the option to hold funding for a later grant year, essentially conditioning the
project. Member Breckel summarized the key concerns brought up, specifically noting the potential
challenges of managing water rights and access across several entities.
South Fork Snoqualmie River Levee Setback Project (RCO #16-1741)
Janne Kaje, Snoqualmie Watershed Forum, presented the South Fork Snoqualmie River Levee Setback
Project (RCO #16-1741), sponsored by the City of North Bend. The project is located in the Puget Sound
Region and associated with the Snohomish Basin Lead Entity. Mr. Kaje summarized the project’s design
and feasibility goals in the context of the recovery strategy plans for region. He explained that the
proposed project meets the majority of the strategic plan’s principles and goals for long-term protection
and restoration of hydrologic, sediment and riparian processes. Additionally, the project aligns with two
other recovery and protection plans that call for similar restoration actions. Mr. Kaje explained that asking
for funding at this stage supports further alignment and coordination with partners, particularly important
when addressing a project at the watershed scale.
Mr. Slocum, agreeing that a watershed scale project is important, went on to explain the Review Panel
concerns, specifically that the project lacks evidence that there will be measureable benefit. He shared that
the proposal did not substantiate its premise that floodplain reconnection at this site could make a
measurable improvement for correcting hydrology, sediment, temperature and Large Woody Debris
limiting factors in the anadromous zone downstream of Snoqualmie Falls. He cited a lack of
documentation for identifying why this project site was critical to the watershed plan.
Mr. Kaje explained the other factors that led to identifying the project site, including the need for timely
coordination of partners, the benefit to overall watershed health, and that the project site is where the
flow impairment occurs.
Chair Troutt stated that the policy issue cited by the review panel is one that the board has seen in
previous projects, but remains a challenge; project opportunities arise that clearly address benefit to
salmon but do not fit within the established grant round criteria. He requested time at the May meeting
for the board to consider this policy.
Mr. Kaje responded to Member Duffy’s question, addressing the anticipated benefits to salmon based on
the technical data available, but careful to explain that the effects of one project on the salmon
population in the watershed is difficult to quantify. Ms. O’Neal stated that it would be beneficial to see
this project in the context of the watershed and other potential projects in order to better assess the
measurable or quantifiable benefit received.
Lunch 1:15 p.m. – 1:50 p.m.
Item 5F: 2016 Grant Round, Board Funding Decisions
*Presented out of order
Chair Troutt announced that due to inclement weather, the board will address the projects of concern,
make funding decisions, and then hear regional presentations.
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Chair Troutt opened the discussion regarding the South Fork Snoqualmie River Levee Setback Project
(RCO #16-1741), outlining options to either not fund the project or hold funds for potentially funding the
project at a later time. Members Biery, Breckel, Rockefeller, and Bugert agreed that a decision today is not
desirable; they advocated having opportunity for policy discussion prior to making a decision.
Middle Columbia River Salmon Recovery Region
Motion:

Move to approve $1,292,279 for projects and project alternates in the Middle
Columbia Salmon Recovery Board Region, as listed in Attachment 9 of the 2016
Salmon Recovery Grant Funding Report, dated December 8, 2016. This amount
includes $382,000 of funding for projects in Klickitat County Lead Entity.
Moved by:
Member Bob Bugert
Seconded by: Member Jeff Breckel
Decision:
Approved
Washington Coast Salmon Recovery Region
Motion:

Move to approve $1,177,666 for projects and project alternates in the Coastal Region,
as listed in Attachment 9 of the 2016 Salmon Recovery Grant Funding Report, dated
December 8, 2016.
Moved by:
Member Jeff Breckel
Seconded by: Member Nancy Biery
Decision:
Approved
Upper Columbia River Salmon Recovery Region
Motion:

Move to approve $1,420,000 for projects and project alternates in the Upper
Columbia Region, as listed in Attachment 9 of the 2016 Salmon Recovery Grant
Funding Report, dated December 8, 2016.
Moved by:
Member Nancy Biery
Seconded by: Member Phil Rockefeller
Recusal:
Member Bob Bugert
Decision:
Approved
Snake River Salmon Recovery Region
Motion:

Move to approve $1,162,658 for projects and project alternates in the Snake River
Region, as listed in Attachment 9 of the 2016 Salmon Recovery Grant Funding Report,
dated December 8, 2016.
Moved by:
Member Jeff Breckel
Seconded by: Member Bob Bugert
Decision:
Approved
Puget Sound Salmon Recovery Region
Salmon Recovery Funding Board (SRFB) Funds
Motion:

Move to approve $4,421,891 in SRFB funds for projects and project alternates in the
Puget Sound Region, as listed in Attachment 9 of the 2016 Salmon Recovery Grant
Funding Report, dated December 8, 2016.
Moved by:
Member Phil Rockefeller
Seconded by: Member Nancy Biery
Decision:
Approved
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Puget Sound Acquisition and Restoration (PSAR) Funds
Motion:

Moved by:
Seconded by:
Board Discussion:
Decision:

Move to approve the list of PSAR projects identified in the Puget Sound and
Hood Canal Regions, as listed in Attachment 9 of the 2016 Salmon Recovery
Grant Funding Report, dated December 8, 2016, excluding project #16-1293,
Zylstra Lower Lake Acquisition in the San Juan Lead Entity and project #161741, South Fork Snoqualmie Levee Setback Design in North Bend in the
Snohomish Basin Lead Entity, and authorize the RCO Director to enter into
project agreements once funding is approved by the Legislature.
Member Bob Bugert
Member Jeff Breckel
Chair Troutt shared that both projects raised policy issues that the board will
discuss at their May 2017 retreat.
Approved

Puget Sound Acquisition and Restoration (PSAR) Large Capital Funds
Motion:

Move to approve the 2017-19 Puget Sound Acquisition and Restoration Fund large
capital project list as listed in Attachment 6 of the 2016 Salmon Recovery Grant
Funding Report, and authorize the RCO Director to enter into project agreements
once funding is approved by the Legislature.
Moved by:
Member Phil Rockefeller
Seconded by: Member Nancy Biery
Decision:
Approved
Northeast Washington Salmon Recovery Region
Motion:

Move to approve $261,860 for projects in the Northeast Region, as listed in
Attachment 9 of the 2016 Salmon Recovery Grant Funding Report, dated December
8, 2016.
Moved by:
Member Jeff Breckel
Seconded by: Chair David Troutt
Decision:
Approved
Lower Columbia Salmon Recovery Region
Motion:

Move to approve $1,963,950 for projects and project alternates in the Lower
Columbia Region, as listed in Attachment 9 of the 2016 Salmon Recovery Grant
Funding Report, dated December 8, 2016. This amount includes $98,197 of funding
for projects in Klickitat County Lead Entity.
Moved by:
Member Jeff Breckel
Seconded by: Member Nancy Biery
Decision:
Approved
Hood Canal Salmon Recovery Region
Motion:

Move to approve $1,390,093 in SRFB funds for projects and project alternates in the
Hood Canal Region, as listed in the citizen’s approved projects list in Attachment 9 of
the 2016 Salmon Recovery Grant Funding Report, dated December 8, 2016.
Moved by:
Member Nancy Biery
Seconded by: Member Phil Rockefeller
Decision:
Approved
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Intensively Monitored Watershed Restoration Treatment Projects
Motion:

Move to approve a total funding request of $1,529,210 for three restoration projects
within an Intensively Monitored Watershed (IMW) as shown in Attachment 4 of the
2016 Salmon Recovery Grant Funding Report.
Moved by:
Member Bob Bugert
Seconded by: Member Phil Rockefeller
Decision:
Approved
Future Cost Increase Funding
Motion:

Move to approve the use of up to $500,000 in SRFB funds, as available, for cost
increase amendments in calendar year 2017.
Moved by:
Member Bob Bugert
Seconded by: Member Nancy Biery
Decision:
Approved
Item 5E: 2016 Grant Round, Regional Area Presentations (Partial)
*Item presented out of order; individual briefings presented out of order per the agenda
Lower Columbia Fish Recovery Board: Steve Manlow presented information on behalf of the Lower
Columbia Salmon Recovery Region. He thanked the board for the support of the funding list, their grant
manager and working through issues with a project of concern that became a highlighted project.
Mr. Manlow was asked by the Council of Regions to submit a letter to the board regarding the
opportunity to meet with RCO staff to discuss changes to Manual 18 for the next grant round.
Snake River Salmon Recovery Board: John Foltz presented information on behalf of the Snake River
Salmon Recovery Region. He highlighted the actions completed in 2016, including data on the number of
fish passage barriers removed, fish screens installed, etc. and summarized the lead entity process during
the grant round. Mr. Foltz provided details on the ecological and environmental progress achieved during
the Tucannon River project, highlighted during the RCO grant manager presentations (see Item 5B).
Mr. Foltz spoke to the region’s efforts to leverage other funding sources and utilize existing mechanisms,
noting that the significant non-reported-match portion of their budget supports cost-savings and other
efficiencies. He concluded by discussing elements of feedback from the regional perspective addressed to
the board and the review panel.
Northeast Washington Salmon Recovery Region: Mike Lithgow, Information and Outreach Coordinator
for the Kalispel Tribe, presented information on behalf of the Northeast Washington Salmon Recovery
Region and thanked the board for their support.
Item 6:

Manual 18: General Overview of Changes

*Presented out of order
Kat Moore, Outdoors Grants Manager, provided a summary of the Manual 18 changes proposed for the
2017 grant cycle. These changes are based on comments submitted by lead entities, suggestions from the
Salmon Recovery Funding Board Technical Review Panel, and clarifications from RCO staff.
Motion:
Moved by:
Seconded by:
Decision:
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Excerpts from Essays Written by 6th-graders
In April 2016, a group of 6th-grade students from Friday Harbor Elementary School took a
science field trip to Zylstra Lake. With the guidance of their teacher, Mrs. Debra Taylor, and two
environmental teaching specialists from the San Juan Nature Institute, the students took water
samples, which they tested for quality indicators. They located Zylstra Lake on a topo map and
observed its connection via False Bay Creek to the ocean at False Bay. They traveled to False
Bay and observed the flow of clear, fresh water into the ocean from the San Juan Valley
watershed.
Back in the classroom, they wrote essays describing their experience. Here are some
representative excerpts:
When I went to lake Zylstra I felt like I was part of that whole world [of conservationists]
and I loved it. … It was really cool to see the lake and the wetlands!
–Dexter
Our field trip to Lake Zylstra to study the watershed increased our knowledge. Now we
know, now we care, now we will participate in the preservation of our beautiful island
resources.
–Robin
Lake Zylstra is a beautiful environment with a healthy lake running into False Bay. It’s
our job to keep it that way. –ElseDora
Not long ago my class and I went on a field trip to Lake Zylstra, and it was amazing. We
sampled the water. … Our water sample from Lake Zylstra tested well, and I want to
keep it that way.
–Cameron
We went to Lake Zylstra for a conservation field trip, and we got to see where a water
flow started, and it flowed all the way down to False Bay. The water that we saw came
out clear, we could see the rocks all the way to the bottom of the stream of cool, clear
water. … My trip to Lake Zylstra [has] deepened my awareness of the importance of
taking care of our island’s natural resources. –Ramona
At Lake Zylstra we sampled and ran some tests on the water and the sample was pretty
clear. I am super happy that we have at least one place on the island that has clean
water. –Ella
Recently I went on a field trip to Sundstrom Farm, I saw the beautiful Lake Zylstra and
gorgeous fields of green grass with horses, llamas and cows. That is when I realized,
more than ever, that we need to protect this land, air, and water because this is all we
have. –Lilah

When we went to Lake Zylstra, it really opened my eyes to what conservation is and
why it is important. When we tested the water quality of the lake I noticed how lucky
we are.
–Lucy
We need to conserve our land, because if we cut all the trees down in beautiful places
like Lake Zylstra, our whole ecosystem will degrade.
–Montgomery
We took a field trip to a local lake called Lake Zylstra. It is so beautiful, and the water is
pure and clean.
–Katie

December 7, 2016

Mr. David Troutt
Chair, Salmon Recovery Funding Board
P.O. Box 40917
Olympia, WA 98504‐0917
Dear Mr. Troutt,
On behalf of the Puget Sound regional organization, I am writing to respond to the
Salmon Recovery Funding Board (SRFB) Review Panel’s comments in its 2016 Salmon
Recovery Grant Funding Report about the Puget Sound region’s allocation formula.
On page 15 of the report, the Review Panel states the following:
“In particular, we find that the annual funding allocations among the
various Puget Sound region lead entities tend to result in incentives for
individual lead entities to propose less‐strategic, lower benefit projects
for meeting the local salmon recovery priorities within their own
watersheds, as compared with the broader goal of recovering
Endangered Species Act‐listed Puget Sound Chinook salmon within the
region as a whole…
…The review panel feels that it would be worthwhile for the SRFB to
consider working with policy‐makers at the state level to explore
changing the current watershed allocation‐based approach to project
funding within the Puget Sound region to an approach more similar to
PSAR large capital projects – or to the several other models used in the
other salmon recovery regions – that could produce more strategic and
consistently higher‐benefit projects, while continuing to support the
Act’s social goals.”
I welcome a conversation with the Review Panel about specific concerns about our
projects – either about individual projects, or patterns the Review Panel may see. I expect
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that such a conversation could help identify ways to improve future project submittals,
or ways to assuage the Review Panel’s concerns, or perhaps both. To support this
conversation, I respectfully request that the Review Panel provide the data or studies it
is using to support its assertion that Puget Sound lead entities propose less strategic,
lower benefit projects. Specific information will help focus such a conversation.
The Puget Sound Salmon Recovery Council (PSSRC) is fortunate to have support from
the Salmon Science Advisory Group (SSAG), a group of scientists vetted by the Puget
Sound Science Panel and appointed jointly by the Panel and the Recovery Council. The
SSAG reviewed the Puget Sound allocation formula in September 2016, and found the
following:
1. The formula generally addresses Viable Salmonid Population (VSP) parameters
and the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration’s (NOAA) delisting
criteria for Puget Sound Chinook. “Equitable distribution” (40%) of available
funds addresses spatial structure and diversity, and “delisting of species” (55%)
ensures a focus on the specific populations that must achieve a low risk of
extinction for recovery of the entire Puget Sound Chinook Evolutionarily
Significant Unit (ESU).
2. Without considerably more information on the effectiveness of projects funded
under the current allocation formula, the SSAG was unable to assess whether
the current formula provides the most efficient or effective distribution of
resources, or propose a different allocation formula that would be more
effective or efficient.
If the Review Panel is willing to engage in a conversation about its specific concerns, it is
possible that such a conversation could also help our SSAG compile more information
about the effectiveness of projects funded under the current allocation formula.
Members of the SSAG have requested that we evaluate this question in 2017.
The Review Panel may be unaware that the PSSRC allows lead entities to collaborate
amongst themselves to trade, combine, or loan funding to support strategic projects.
Puget Sound lead entities have worked together in this way in the past and did so again
in 2016, and we expect they will do so in the future.
As you are well aware, the Puget Sound allocation formula is very similar to the one the
SRFB proposed using in 2006 and upon which the current regional allocations are based.
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We are participating actively in the Allocation Formula Task Force to help continue to
improve the SRFB allocation formula.
Lastly, if the SRFB is interested in pursuing a conversation about the Puget Sound
allocation formula, I believe a more productive and fruitful starting point for this
conversation would be with the PSSRC, not “state policy‐makers” as recommended in the
Review Panel’s report. PSSRC sets funding policies for our region, and is the appropriate
group with whom to have such a conversation.
Thank you again for your tireless work in support of salmon recovery in our state. The
rigor of the SRFB process benefits us all, and our salmon. Please do not hesitate to
contact me to discuss this or any other matter at laura.blackmore@psp.wa.gov or
(360) 628‐7707.
Respectfully,

Laura Blackmore
Director of Partner Engagement and Tribal Liaison, Puget Sound Partnership
Interim Salmon Recovery Director, Puget Sound Regional Organization
Cc:

Jay Manning, Leadership Council Chair
Stephanie Solien, Leadership Council Vice‐Chair
Dave Herrera and Scott Powell, Puget Sound Salmon Recovery Council Vice‐Chairs
Members, Puget Sound Salmon Recovery Council
Puget Sound Lead Entity Coordinators
Members, Salmon Science Advisory Group
Kaleen Cottingham, Director, Recreation and Conservation Office
Sheida Sahandy, Executive Director, Puget Sound Partnership
Brian Abbott, Governor’s Salmon Recovery Office

University of Washington
College of the Environment

Friday Harbor Laboratories
620 University Road

David Troutt
Chair, Salmon Recovery Funding Board
Recreation and Conservation Office
PO Box 40917
Olympia, WA 98504-0917

Friday Harbor, WA 98250-9299

Nov. 18, 2016

Re: Zylstra Lower Lake Acquisition, #16-1293
Dear Mr. Troutt:
The University of Washington joins the San Juan County Marine Resources Committee in asking
the SRFB Review Panel to reconsider its denial of SRFB funding for the Zylstra Lake property on San Juan
Island. Acquisition of this property is key to restoring the False Bay watershed, providing the opportunity
to improve and maintain water quality in a sensitive and critical habitat. Ideally it will lead to restoration
of year-round flow in False Bay Creek, which in turn will lead to restoration of salmonid runs from Bay to
Lake. Restoration of this natural process meets the criteria for SRFB funding as described below.
The UW Friday Harbor Laboratories (FHL) has a stake in this issue as it has long acted to protect
the integrity of the False Bay Biological Preserve and the tidally-influenced estuary at the mouth of False
Bay Creek. The University of Washington owns False Bay (~300 acres of tidelands), purchased in 1974.
False Bay has since been managed as a biological reserve. In addition, FHL advocated to have it
designated one of the five Washington State Department of Fish and Wildlife (WDFW) fisheries
preserves, which was accomplished in 1990. This biological preserve has the overarching goal of
maintaining and restoring native biodiversity and ecosystem function, and facilitating education and
research that is consistent with these goals. False Bay is also the site of field research by multiple marine
scientists, and it is one of our most valuable field sites for marine courses and field trips. In sum, this is a
sensitive and critical habitat and one that FHL has strong interest in keeping as pristine as possible.
One of the key actions taken by the University of Washington as part of its stewardship of False
Bay was the purchase of a 22-acre property at the mouth of False Bay Creek along with all the tidelands
in False Bay. The uplands property has roughly 1,400 feet of shoreline on False Bay and 1,200 feet of
riparian shoreline on both sides of the tidally-influenced False Bay Creek. In an effort to support the
overall efforts to restore False Bay Creek, the University of Washington intends to enter into a Notice of
Federal Participation on the uplands property if a Coastal Wetland Grant is awarded to the San Juan
County Land Bank and San Juan Preservation Trust, subject to review and approval of specific
restrictions as may be included in the grant. Our estimate of value for this match is $750,000, which
reflects the restrictions likely imposed under the grant terms. In exchange for UW signing the Notice of
Federal Participation, Friday Harbor Labs expects to be granted access to the Zylstra Lake property for
research purposes, and to be included in any planning and implementation for restoration activities on
False Bay Creek.
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We understand that you have a mandate to approve projects that “have the potential to protect
or restore natural watershed processes for a significant amount of high priority habitat in the most costeffective manner.” We believe that the Zylstra Lake project fits that criterion.
Although the typical approach to restoring natural watershed processes may include removing
unnatural barriers such as dams, in the case of the Zylstra Lake proposal, retention of the dam is
preferable to achieve overall restoration of natural habitat and fisheries. Because of the highly seasonal
rainfall in the San Juan Islands, most creeks are seasonal. The Zylstra proposal includes retention of the
existing lower dam, because removing it would eliminate the possibility of having sufficient year-round
flow in the creek to support salmonids.
Acquisition of the Zylstra Lake property, combined with the water-rights priorities already in
place, would allow the San Juan Preservation Trust to regain control over enough of the hydrology to
guarantee year-round flow in False Bay Creek, as well as to take other management actions to keep this
water cool enough for salmon. This series of planned actions will allow salmon recovery, and just as
important, will restore more natural conditions to the UW ‘end’ of False Bay Creek, i.e., the south end of
the creek and the delta that it forms in False Bay. This restoration will benefit the wide variety of marine
invertebrates in the Bay – whose habitat depends on natural watershed processes -- and will also
benefit the shorebirds and fishes that feed upon them.
Thus the lower Zylstra Lake Acquisition is the linchpin upon which a wide variety of planned (and
in some cases funded) private and community activities depends. It will result in unique collaboration
between a public university with a mission to study and protect the marine environment and non-profit
agencies which seek to protect the natural habitat of the San Juan Islands. The proposal to acquire the
property is exactly the kind of project which should be supported by the Salmon Recovery Funding
Board. We strongly urge you to reconsider the decision, and to support the project with funding. Your
support will result in accomplishment of the SRFB’s objective of protecting and restoring natural
watershed processes.

Sincerely,

Dr. Megan Dethier
Associate Director for Academics and the Environment,
University of Washington Friday Harbor Laboratories

Jeanette L. Henderson
Executive Director
University of Washington Real Estate

December 5, 2016
David Troutt, Chairman
Salmon Recovery Funding Board
P.O. Box 40917
Olympia, WA 98504-0917
Dear Chairman Troutt and Members of the Board:
The Skagit Watershed Council (SWC) is respectfully requesting that the SRFB consider
funding the South Fork Delta Channel Final Design project (#16-1652) in the Intensively
Monitored Watershed funding list this year. This final design project is exactly the type of
project you wanted to expedite when IMW project funding was set aside in 2014. By acting
today, you will significantly increase the chances that the final design can be completed in
time for grant submittal in March 2018 and for construction in 2019.
This proposed project was identified in the very beginning as an important component of the
IMW Program in the original 2007 IMW Study Plan. It is a $200,000 design-only project
proposed by Skagit County Public Works. It follows a SRFB-funded preliminary design in
2016 by developing final construction plans. Local project review was completed
successfully by SWC and again at the state level by your Review Panel. This project is
ranked second of eight projects by SWC, however it would not receive any funding until July
2017, and only then if the Legislature appropriates Puget Sound Acquisition and Restoration
funds.
SWC and project staff dropped the ball by not being aware that we were supposed to inform
RCO staff that this was an IMW project during our spring site visits. Our request for
reconsideration to RCO staff was denied. While all involved understand the importance of
following timelines in Manual 18, we were not told that IMW project procedures had
changed in the 2017 manual. Further, we do not believe that SRFB direction to staff was
meant to make it more complicated for relevant projects to be considered for the IMW
program, and instead all agency staff should be working to seek these projects out early.
Thank you for your consideration of this request. Also, I want to personally apologize for
abusing your time and the frustration shared among all our hard-working staff.
Respectfully submitted,

Richard Brocksmith
Executive Director
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August 15, 2016
David Troutt, Chairman
Salmon Recovery Funding Board
P.O. Box 40917
Olympia WA 98504-0917
Dear Chairman Troutt:
The Lower Columbia Fish Recovery Board is requesting that the SRFB add the
Germany Creek Restoration Project (16-1521) to the Intensively Monitored Watershed
funding list this year. The Germany Creek Restoration project costs $175,000 to
implement, which would place it well within the remaining available funds. This
request was made to RCO staff but was denied. We are therefore asking for
reconsideration by the SRFB.
During the grant review process this year, the LCFRB did not identify this proposal as
an IMW project because we believed that with the expanded pool of five IMW areas,
applications would be highly competitive. As a result, we focused our attention on the
Abernathy Creek watershed even though our treatment plan also prioritizes projects
in Germany Creek. Transitioning restoration efforts from Abernathy Creek to
Germany Creek has recently been identified as a critical next step in updating our
IMW treatment plan, based in part on input from the IMW Oversight Committee.
Furthermore, it wasn’t until September 14 we were notified by a member of the IMW
Oversight Committee that the IMW proposals fell roughly $300,000 below the RCO’s
designated amount of $1.83 million.
The Germany Creek restoration project is included on our regional list as an Alternate.
This project has met all criteria and deadlines including:
 The project is targeted for implementation in the Lower Columbia IMW
Treatment Plan (LCFRB, 2009);
 According to the LCFRB Habitat Strategy, SalmonPORT, the project falls within a
Tier 1 (highest priority) reach and targets 2 Primary and 1 Contributing
population listed in the recovery plan;
 The project was submitted by the LCFRB’s April 11 draft application deadline;
 Along with the LCFFB Technical Advisory Committee (TAC), members of the SRFB
Review Panel attended the site visit on May 3;
 Members of the SRFB Review Panel provided initial comments on May 25 and
the LCFRB TAC provided comments on May 26;

 The sponsor addressed all comments by June 25;
 The project was IMW certified on August 9; and
 The project was submitted by August 12 final application deadline.
Success of the IMW program both in the Lower Columbia and statewide requires implementation of robust
projects, within the context of a technically sound and strategic treatment plans. Given this is the last year
the SRFB has dedicated funds to implement IMW projects coupled with the reduction in PCSRF monies, we
urge the SRFB to fund as many projects as possible that support these important watersheds. The Germany
Creek project falls within the established funding range, targets high priority needs outlined in our IMW
Treatment Plan, and is strongly supported by the LCFRB, TAC. Additionally, the IMW Oversight Committee
has identified the project reach as a high priority for future actions. We therefore respectfully request the
SFRB approve adding the Germany Creek project to the funding list.
We appreciate your ongoing efforts to promote monitoring and recovery needs in the Lower Columbia
Region, and your support of the IMW Program. Thank you for considering this request.
Sincerely,

Steve Manlow
Executive Director

Cc:
Kaleen Cottingham
Brian Abbott
Tara Galuska
Bill Ehinger

