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Region Overview 

Geography 
The Washington Coast Salmon Recovery Region includes all Washington river basins flowing 
directly into the Pacific Ocean between Cape Flattery in the north and Cape Disappointment in 
the south. The region is comprised of all or portions of Clallam, Grays Harbor, Jefferson, Lewis, 
Mason, Thurston, and Pacific counties. 

Water Resource Inventory Areas (WRIA) 
Sol Duc-Hoh (20), Queets-Quinault (21), Lower Chehalis (22), Upper Chehalis (23), and  
Willapa (24) 

Federally Recognized Tribes 
Makah Tribe, Hoh Tribe, Quileute Tribe, Quinault Indian Nation, Confederated Tribes of the 
Chehalis Reservation, and Shoalwater Bay Tribe 

Endangered Species Act Listings 

Table 1. Washington Coast Salmon Recovery Region Listed Species 

Species Listed Listed As Date Listed 
Lake Ozette Sockeye Threatened 1999 
Bull Trout Threatened 1999 

Salmon Recovery Plan 

Table 2. Washington Coast Salmon Recovery Region Sustainable Salmon Plan 

Recovery Plan  
Regional Organization Coast Salmon Partnership 
Plan Timeframe 30 years 
Actions Identified to  
Implement Plan 

More than 200 

Estimated Cost $548.2 million (Canty 2011) 
Status The Coast Salmon Partnership completed the Washington Coast 

Sustainable Salmon Plan to recover salmonid population numbers 
to be more resemblant of historical run sizes resulting in the long-
term opportunity for sustainable harvest. The Plan was adopted by 
the Partnership in June 2013 and endorsed by the Governor’s 
Salmon Recovery Office in January 2014. 
 
The federal government adopted the Lake Ozette Sockeye Recovery 
Plan on May 29, 2009. 
 
The federal government adopted the Coastal Recovery Unit 
Implementation Plan for Bull Trout on September 29, 2015. 

Implementation Schedule Status Implementation of the region’s salmon plan continues to progress 
through implementation of each lead entity habitat strategy, 
implementation of a regional communications and outreach 
strategy, and development of pilot watershed-scale restoration 
plans. 
 
Implementation of the Coastal Recovery Unit Plan for Bull Trout is 
under the guidance of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. 

Web Information Coast Salmon Partnership 
Salmon Recovery Portal 

 

https://www.coastsalmonpartnership.org/
https://srp.rco.wa.gov/
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Table 3. Lake Ozette Sockeye Recovery Plan 

Recovery Plan  
Regional Organization Coast Salmon Partnership 
Plan Timeframe 10 years 
Actions Identified to Implement 
Plan 

93 

Estimated Cost $72.7 million (Canty 2011) 
Status The federal government adopted the Lake Ozette Sockeye Recovery 

Plan May 29, 2009. 
Implementation Schedule Status A near-term project list for the Lake Ozette Sockeye Recovery Plan 

was developed and updated annually by the Lake Ozette Sockeye 
Steering Committee. The Lake Ozette Sockeye Steering Committee 
was dissolved in June 2019. Future implementation of the near-term 
project list is advancing through the North Pacific Coast Lead Entity 
with guidance from the Coast Salmon Partnership and under the 
direction of NOAA Fisheries. 
 

Web Information NOAA Fisheries, West Coast Region, Lake Ozette Sockeye Salmon 
Recovery Plan 

Region and Lead Entities 
The Coast Salmon Partnership is the recovery organization for the Washington Coast Salmon 
Recovery Region. There are four lead entities within the region: North Pacific Coast Lead Entity, 
Quinault Indian Nation Lead Entity, Chehalis Basin Lead Entity, and the Willapa Bay Lead Entity. 

Regional Area Summary Questions and Responses 

Describe the process and criteria used to develop allocations across lead entities or 
watersheds within the region. 

The Coast Salmon Partnership currently uses the allocation formula developed in 2011 to 
distribute project funds to lead entities. The existing formula recognizes the importance of each 
WRIA‘s diversity of salmonid stocks and the amount of available freshwater and estuarine 
habitat. The three metrics used in the formula are as follows: 

• The salmonid species diversity list for WRIAs 20-24 

• The amount of freshwater salmonid habitat (modeled at two bank full depths) 

• The amount of estuarine salmonid habitat 

When these metrics were selected in 2011, the Regional Technical Committee emphasized that 
these measurements were approximations using the best possible data that also satisfy the 
condition of being comparable across the coast region. 

The Coast Salmon Partnership Board of Directors accepted the recommended metrics and 
included the additional metric of Endangered Species Act listed species. The board chose to 
weight habitat and species diversity equally. Freshwater and estuarine habitat are weighted at 25 
percent each, salmonid species diversity at 45 percent, and Endangered Species Act listed stocks 
at 5 percent. 

In many years, the board chooses to reallocate funds across the region from one lead entity to 
another to account for unspent funds in some watersheds and shortfalls in others. In 2020, a 
total of $57,926 was reallocated from the Willapa Bay Lead Entity to the North Pacific Coast Lead 
Entity ($3,654) and the Quinault Indian Nation Lead Entity ($54,272). 

  

https://www.fisheries.noaa.gov/west-coast/endangered-species-conservation/lake-ozette-sockeye-salmon#:%7E:text=The%20Lake%20Ozette%20Recovery%20Plan,habitat%20restoration%20and%20scientific%20research.
https://www.fisheries.noaa.gov/west-coast/endangered-species-conservation/lake-ozette-sockeye-salmon#:%7E:text=The%20Lake%20Ozette%20Recovery%20Plan,habitat%20restoration%20and%20scientific%20research.
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Explain if the projects list(s) submitted in your region funds the highest priority projects. 

In the Washington Coast Region, priority watersheds and project types are identified in each 
lead entity strategy. The lead entities use these strategies to discuss the development of new 
conceptual projects and to evaluate the merits of proposed projects. The lead entity groups in 
the Washington Coast Region continue to fund high priority projects in their areas. 

If the highest priority projects were not funded, explain the barriers to implementing the 
highest priority projects in your region. 

The greatest barrier to implementing high priority projects in the Washington Coast Region is 
lack of information. There is limited assessment data needed to identify deficiencies in habitat 
condition and to adequately develop, prioritize, and sequence a project list that addresses these 
deficiencies. There is also limited monitoring data to provide feedback on projects that have 
been completed. Lack of information is due to the challenge of funding and developing capacity 
for assessment and monitoring activities in the Washington Coast region where there are few to 
no ESA listed species.  

Despite this challenge, the Washington Coast Region has secured and continues to secure funds 
to support much needed assessments and prioritization of culvert fish barriers in all four lead 
entities. To date, these funds come from a variety of grant sources including SRFB, USFWS 
National Fish Passage Program, and the Chehalis Aquatic Species Restoration. These public 
funds have been leveraged with private funding sources. In the upcoming years, this work 
should improve our ability to confidently answer the question whether the highest priority 
culvert fish barriers are being corrected.  

Do sub-allocations to lead entities limit your region from getting to the highest priority 
projects? 

No. Please see comment above. 

Regional Technical Review Process 
How was the regional technical review conducted? 

The Regional Technical Committee is not convened for annual project scoring and ranking. The 
Coast Salmon Partnership Board of Directors relies upon the Technical Review Committees for 
each lead entity. In addition, the Program Director for the Coast Salmon Partnership sits on the 
Technical Review Committee for each of the four lead entity groups. 

What criteria were used for the regional technical review? 

Coast Salmon Partnership Program Director participates in the project site visits, scoring, and 
ranking processes for each lead entity. The criteria for scoring are developed by the lead entities 
and are described below. 

Who completed the review (name, affiliation, and expertise) and are they part of the 
regional organization or independent? 

Regional staff participating in the lead entity reviews were Ned Pittman, Program Director of the 
Coast Salmon Partnership. Mr. Pittman has expertise in habitat restoration, fisheries biology, 
salmon and habitat monitoring, project management, and regional planning. 
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Were there any projects submitted to the SRFB that the regional implementation or 
Habitat Work Schedule did not specifically identify? 

No. 

Criteria the SRFB Considers in Funding Regional Project Lists 
How did your regional review consider whether a project provides benefit to high priority 
stocks for the purpose of salmon recovery or sustainability? In addition to limiting factors 
analysis, SaSI, and SSHIAP,1 what stock assessment work has been done to date to further 
characterize the status of salmonid species in the region? 

Criteria for scoring projects, developed by each lead entity, include questions regarding the 
number of species and/or life history stages affected by each proposed project. 

The Washington Coast Sustainable Salmon Plan summarized information on status of the 118 
salmon populations in the Washington Coast region. When the plan was completed in 2013, 
information was available from the 1992 and 2002 SaSI status reviews conducted by co-
managers and the 2011 expert stock status ranking on salmon strongholds conducted by the 
Wild Salmon Center.  

Stock status review of Lake Ozette Sockeye (federally listed as threatened) is conducted on five-
year cycles by NOAA Fisheries. Stock status reviews for non-listed salmon and steelhead have 
not been conducted by co-managers since 2002 in the Washington Coast region. At that time, 
stocks assigned as “healthy” ranged from 53% to 57% of all populations; however, an additional 
35% - 37% of populations were of “unknown” status due to the lack of information. Updated 
status reviews of non-listed salmon and steelhead are a significant need for the Washington 
Coast region. 

How did your regional review consider whether a project addresses cost-effectiveness? 

Cost effectiveness is considered at the lead entity level. 

• North Pacific Coast Lead Entity: Cost-effectiveness is considered under the “budget” 
criteria, which evaluates whether projected costs are realistic and adequate. 

• Quinault Indian Nation Lead Entity: Cost-effectiveness is addressed as a specific criterion 
for project ranking. 

• Chehalis Basin Lead Entity: Cost-effectiveness is addressed as a specific criterion for 
project ranking. 

• Willapa Bay Lead Entity: Cost-effectiveness is addressed as a specific criterion in the 
evaluation process. 

How did your regional review consider whether a project benefits listed and non-listed 
species? 

Due to the limited number of listed populations in the Washington Coast Region, most projects 
provide benefits primarily to non-listed fish species. Species benefits per project are available 
online in PRISM and Salmon Recovery Portal. 

  

 
1Salmonid Stock Inventory, Salmon and Steelhead Habitat Inventory and Assessment Program 
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How did your regional review consider whether a project preserves high quality habitat? 
Identify the projects on your list that will preserve high quality habitat. 

All proposed projects in the Washington Coast region provide benefits to quality habitat. For 
example, each of the lead entity strategies recognize the importance of culvert fish barrier 
corrections because this type of project provides access to upstream habitats in relatively good 
condition throughout the Washington Coast Region. Acquisitions also help to preserve high 
quality habitat. In 2020, an acquisition project on the West Hoquiam River and a conservation 
easement on the West Fork Satsop River targets the preservation of tidal surge plain and 
riparian habitats in areas that are at risk of development.  

How did your regional review consider whether a project implements a high priority 
project or action in a regional or watershed-based salmon recovery plan? 

Each project’s priority level (if applicable) is identified in the lead entity strategies and noted, 
with the page number, in the project application found online in PRISM and Habitat Work 
Schedule. 

How did your regional review consider whether a project provides for match above the 
minimum requirement percentage? 

Project sponsor match is identified for each project in the table below as well as in project 
applications available online in PRISM and Habitat Work Schedule. 

How did your regional review consider whether a project was sponsored by an 
organization with a successful record of project implementation? 

A record of sponsor project completion rate, identifying the number of previous projects funded 
and completed by the sponsor in SRFB grant rounds can be found online in PRISM. 

How did your regional review consider whether a project involves members of the 
veterans conservation corps established in Revised Code of Washington 43.60A.150? 

No projects proposed in the 2020 grant round incorporate members of the veterans 
conservation corps into their work plans. 

Project List Summary Table 

Table 4. Coast Salmon Partnership Project List for 2020 SRFB Grant Round. 

Rank Project # Project Name Project Sponsor 
SRFB 
Request 

Sponsor 
Match 

SRFB 
Proposed 

North Pacific Coast Lead Entity 

1 20-1034 PCSC SSHEAR Legacy 
Fishway Resolution 

Pacific Coast 
Salmon Coalition $134,640 $ 25,750 $134,640 

2 20-1068 PCSC Morganroth 
Springs Fish Passage 20-1068 $23,546 $0  $23,546 

3 20-1195 Clallam CD Sitkum FS 
Road 29 Cross Phase 2 20-1195 $82,115 $0 $82,115 

4 20-1021 Owl Creek Preliminary 
Design  20-1021 $111,920 $0 $111,920 

Quinault Indian Nation Lead Entity 

1 20-1001 Lower Quinault Invasive 
Plant Control (Phase 8) 

Quinault Indian 
Nation $150,000  $52,946  $150,000  
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Rank Project # Project Name Project Sponsor 
SRFB 
Request 

Sponsor 
Match 

SRFB 
Proposed 

2 20-1002 FSR 2100 Mile Post 6.9 
Culvert Project 

Trout 
Unlimited/USFS $250,528  $200,000  $244,601  

Chehalis Basin Lead Entity 

1 20-1022 2020 West Hoquiam 
Acquisitions 

Chehalis Basin 
Land Trust $177,665 $31,744 $177,665 

2 20-1130 Middle Fork Hoquiam 
Tidal Restoration 

Grays Harbor 
CD $250,000 $2,000,000 $250,000 

3 20-1159 Tree Fever Conservation 
Easement 

Capitol Land 
Trust $57,060 $323,340 $57,060 

4 20-1103 Berwick Cr 
at Labree Fish Passage Lewis County $119,622 $0 $119,622 

5(PART) 20-1160 Berwick Cr at Borovec 
Fish Passage  Port of Chehalis $195,832 $783,326 $69,518 

6(ALT) 20-1072 Berwick Creek at Bishop 
Fish Passage  Port of Chehalis $239,322 $1,133,954 $0 

Pacific County Lead Entity 

1 20-1520 Middle Nemah 
Restoration Phase 2 Pacific CD $101,913 $1,000 $101,913 

2 20-1188 Talbot Dam Removal WDFW $51,000 $9,000 $60,000 

Total (Full and Partial)  --- $3,418,106 $1,722,600 

Total (Full and Alternate Projects) $2,244,163 $4,552,060 --- 
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Local Review Process: North Pacific Coast Lead Entity 
Provide project evaluation criteria and documentation (local technical reviewer and citizen 
committee score sheet or comment forms) of the local citizens advisory group and 
technical advisory group ratings for each project, including explanations for differences 
between the two groups’ ratings.  
The general evaluation criteria used by the NPCLE Technical Committee and Citizen Committee 
in reviewing projects proposed for the Round 21 SRFB Grants is the same process that has been 
in place since 2010; as described in the NPCLE Strategy document that is updated into a new 
edition each year (NPCLE 2020). This project prioritization process is described in detail on pages 
4 to 11 and in Table 1 of each edition. These broadly include: project strategy, project method, 
habitat quality, community support, and applicant qualifications. All projects are entered into 
Salmon Recovery Portal initially as Conceptual Projects and then tracked through their ontogeny 
in SRP from there. 

The current round of projects all scored relatively closely and the score ranking was considered 
appropriate without controversy from either the Technical Committee or the Citizen’s 
Committee (see attached score matrix). 

 

SCORE

CODE
PROJECT STRATEGY

(score only as many as appropriate) Category Description
Score

 Range (Reviewer)

P/P Preservation/Protection.
Obtains permanent protection from direct human impacts to habitat 
conditions through conservation easements or land purchase. 0 to 10

ASST
Assessment to define projects 
and/or to fill data gaps.

Conducts archival and empirical studies to document or ground truth 
current conditions prior to identifying specific restoration actions.

0 to 10

RPlong

Restoration of Processes - Long 
term

Undertakes actions that support natural processes to permanently 
recover habitat conditions. 0 to 10

RPHshort

Restoration of Physical Habitat - 
short term

Undertakes engineered restoration of degraded habitat to immediately 
improve habitat conditions on a temporary time scale. 0 to 5

RFP
Reconnect Fragmented
 / Isolated Habitats

Undertakes actions that repair physical corridors and restores functions 
of previously connected habitat areas. 0 to 10

Category Description
Score

 Range
SCORE

(Reviewer)

ACQ Acquisition/Easement

Purchase and/or a contractual agreement to maintain or improve salmon 
habitat conditions.

0 to 4

FPsg Fish Passage

Remove stream-crossing structures or restore, upgrade and replace 
stream-crossing structures to allow migration of all fish life history stages 
and the natural movement of streambed material and large woody 
material. 0 to 4

RD Road Decommissioning

Elimination of existing road(s) and reestablishment of natural channel 
configuration and natural habitat functions.

0 to 4

DRN Drainage / Stabilization

Increase water crossing structure sizes to better accommodate peak 
flows. Increase number of cross drains to avoid excess flow into any 
drainage, and/or remove side cast at segments in risk of failure. 0 to 4

FP&W Flood Plain & Wetland

Remove, relocate and re-design road segments, dikes, bank armoring, 
revetments and approach fills that are specifically impacting floodplain or 
wetland function. 0 to 4

LWM Large Woody Material Placement

Design and place engineered wood material accumlations and logjam 
structures to enhance channel stability, diversity, and spawning substrate, 
accumulate natureal wood, and/or to protect significan habitat featues for 
the maintenance of product fish habitat. 0 to 4

RIPR Riparian Restoration

Inventory and remove invasive species along banks and river bars within 
basins using appropriate methods for removal and control. Promote 
appropriate age and species composition of vegetation through 
landscape engineering and replanting. Fence riparian areas from 
livestock, relocate parallel roads and other infrastructure from riparian 
areas. 0 to 4

 STRCTRemv
Instream structure removal / 
abandonment

Permanent removal of culverts, failed bridges, cedar spalts, and other 
anthropogenic instream blockages so that the channel returns to natural 
conditions. 0 to 4

STRCTImp
Instream Structure 
Improvement/replacement

Improvement of existing culverts, bridges, or other failed instream 
structures so that the channel returns to adequate function for the support 
of salmon habitat. 0 to 4

OTH Other
Special assessments, experimental techniques, quantitative and spatial 
modeling or the application of new technology. 0 to 4

CATEGORIES

PROJECT METHOD TYPE
(score only as many as appropriate)
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NPCLE Round 21 Project Scoring Results 
 
Project Rank/Score Request Allocation Remaining 
   $348,567 
20-1034 SSHEAR Projects                                            1st / 94.60                            $134,640                                $213,927 
20-1086 Morganroth 2nd / 82.10 $23,546 $190,381 
20-1195 Sitkum Phase II 3rd / 78.67 $82,115 $108,266 
20-1021 Owl Creek 4th / 77.44 $111,920 $(3,654)* 

 
*As of 8/12 /2020 the Cosat Salmon Partnership board of directors approved reallocation of 
funds from Willapa Bay LE and covered the $3,654 so that all NPCLE projects can be funded. 

Identify the local technical review team (include expertise, names, and affiliations of 
members). 

Technical Committee Members 
Meghan Adamire         Clallam Conservation District 
Jamie Bass                    The Nature Conservancy 
Eric Carlsen                   WDNR Retired 
Kim Clark                      UW/ ONRC 
Chris Clark                    Cramer Fish Sciences 
Phil DeCillis                  USFS- Retired 
John Hagan                   NW Indian Fish Commission 
Mike Hagen                  Consultant Forester / Restoration Ecologist 

Category Description Score Range SCORE
(Reviewer)

HABQLTY Salmonid Habitat Quality 

Water quality, pool frequency, channel composition, LWD frequency 
positively affected by the project .

0 to 4

HABQNTY Salmonid Habitat Quantity 

Increase in stream length, estuary area, or off-channel area after project 
completion.

0 to 4

SLH Salmonid Life Histories 
Range of salmon life history stages addressed and positively affected by 
the project (e.g. spawning, rearing, migration). 0 to 4

SDC
Salmonid Species Diversity 
(current)

Number of salmonid species positively affected.

0 to 4

RIPH
Riparian forest and native 
vegetation

Are riparian areas healthy with native vegetation or will invasive species 
and/or restoration be addressed?

0 to 4

SED Sediment Control
Anthropogenic or geomorphic- sediment issues and/or their restoration 
positively affected by the project. 0 to 4

CA Climate Adaptation
Climate adaptation is formally incorporated into project benefits and 
addressed in the proposal description. 0 to 4

CNCTY Salmonid habitat connectivity

Improvement or maintenance of connectivity to functional or high quality 
habitat.

0 to 4

(score applicant based on track record and documented resources) Score Range SCORE
(Reviewer)

Spnsr
Applicant is or has an appropriate 
project sponsor. How complete and balanced is the project team?

0 to 4

LOFGrant

Likelihood of satisfying the 
granting agency.

How does this project address the funding requirements of the granting 
agency?

0 to 4

BUDGT
Accuracy and completeness of 
budget. 

Are projected expenses realistic relative to documented costs and are 
they adequate?

0 to 4

URG
Urgency for immediate 
implementation.

Are there timing issues for this projects success that make it more 
important to move forward now?

0 to 4

QUAL Qualifications
Qualifications / track record of sponsor/partners

0 to 4

COMM Local Community Support
Is there endorsement (e.g support letters) of affected landowners, support 
by economic sectors, community awareness and adequate buy in?

0 to 4

TOTAL:

LIKELIHOOD OF SUCCESS
(Score low to high for each)

HABITAT AND BIOLOGY ADDRESSED
(Score low to high for how it is improved or maintained in excellent condition)
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Jess Helsley                   Wild Salmon Center 
Alex Huelsdonk             Pacific Coast Salmon Coalition ( RFEG) 
Jessie Huggins               USFS 
Luke Kelly                      Trout Unlimited 
David Kloempken          WA Dept. of Natural Resources 
Julie Ann Koehlinger      Hoh Tribe 
Betsy Krier                      Wild Salmon Center 
Katie   Krueger               QNR-retired 
Deb. Kucipeck                Clallam County 
Wendy Largent              Hoh Tribe 
Stephanie Martin           Makah Tribe 
Rich Osborne                 UW/ONRC/ Coast Salmon Partnership 
Dwayne Pecosky            Quileute Tribe 
Tami Pokorny                 Jefferson County 
Theresa Powell               WDFW 
Nicole Rasmussen          Quileute Tribe 
Kirk Sehlmeyer               Natural Resources Conservation Service 
Ann Shaffer                    Coastal Watershed Institute 
Jill Silver                         10,000 Years Institute 

Explain how and when the SRFB Review Panel participated in the local process, if 
applicable. 

Due to COVID 19 issues, in lieu of an actual site visit this year we had a virtual Zoom 
presentations on all projects; with an interactive review by the SRFB Review Panel on March 20, 
2020  Their technical comments were made available to the sponsors and the entire LEG for 
review/input and for further Q/A in our process.  

Local Evaluation Process and Project Lists: North Pacific Coast Lead 
Entity 
Explain how multi-year implementation plans or Habitat Work Schedules helped to 
develop project lists.   

Habitat Work Schedule (now Salmon Recovery Portal) has been reviewed and all proposed 
potential projects are highly recommended to be added in the conceptual process.  Our strategy 
and project list take into consideration the HWS entered data as well as the local posting of a 
project to our list by any participant of the LEG and voted on by the LEG as an applicable 
project. All projects are required to use the conceptual format and be entered into HWS in 
coordination with our regional data stewards.  All identified projects are reviewed yearly on their 
status of low, medium, or high on our project list.   

Also this year as part of the Future Planned Project List (FPPL) process, our Data Steward, 
Rebecca Brooks , ONRC/UW  staff Kim Clark and Aquatic Program’s Director, Dr. Rich Osborne 
reviewed all conceptual projects with recommendations forwarded to our NPCLE Group for 
review, vetting, and approval.  The LEG also considered WCRRI application projects for the FPPL 
because these projects were shovel ready and a priority and the WCRRI requests were greater 
than the funds available.  There were presentations and LEG support for all WCRRI proposed 
projects.  

Explain how finalized project lists address the comments of technical, citizen, and policy 
reviews. Were there any issues about projects on the list and how were those resolved?  

The  strategy review groups, both the Technical Committee and the Citizen Committee 
continued to review the score sheet and make  recommended changes to reflect our process 
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concerns, i.e., climate change, language clarifications,  as well as full basin reviews within the 
WRIA 20 area.  The project list is reviewed every year with each individual potential project 
discussed and vetted by the LEG. If needed, there is an ongoing yearly review and modifications 
made to a proposed project from the stakeholders. 
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Local Review Process: Quinault Indian Nation Lead Entity 
Provide project evaluation criteria and documentation (local technical reviewer and citizen 
committee score sheet or comment forms) of the local citizens advisory group and 
technical advisory group ratings for each project, including explanations for differences 
between the two groups’ ratings. 
 
Quinault Indian Nation Lead Entity–Technical Review Group Project Scoring Form 
 

 

1. How many priority salmonid stocks are present? 
Use ‘Standardized WRIA Score Values’ from the Strategy (See Table 5; Figure 2). 
Enter the sum of Standardized WRIA Score Values here: _____ (this value will be the same for all 
reviewers) 
2. How many salmonid life history stages would this project help? (egg, juvenile, adult) 

Three life histories 3 
Two life histories  2 
One life history  1 
No life histories  0 

3. How many priority salmonid life history stages would this project help to improve 
productivity of the stock? 

Multiple priorities would be addressed  4 
One priority would be addressed  2 
No priority would be addressed   0 

4. Compared to the other projects proposed this grant round, how much habitat will 
benefit from the project? 

A relatively high number of miles or acres of habitat   6 
A relatively moderate number of miles or acres of habitat  4 
A relatively low number of miles or acres of habitat   2 

5.  How was the need for this project determined? 
There is data for the project area that documents the need for the proposed 6 
restoration actions  
General scientific theory supports the need for the proposed restoration actions 4 
It has been speculated that this type of restoration should be performed 2 
There is no evidence that there is a problem 0 

6. Has the habitat been recently surveyed or assessed? 
Yes 5 Go to 6a. 
No 0 If the proposed project is for an assessment go to 6b, otherwise go to 7. 

6a. What is the current quality of habitat?  
There is a threat to habitat that needs to be addressed immediately 4 
The habitat is in poor condition and will get worse 3 
The habitat is in poor condition and will not improve on its own 2 
The habitat is need of improvement but unlikely to get worse 1 
The habitat is not in need of improvement 0 

6b. Would the proposed survey or assessment provide the information for 6 and 6a 
above? 

Yes 5 
No 0 
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7. How much time will be needed before this project is effective? (See Table 8 in Strategy) 
Immediately 6  
1 - 3 years 4 
3 - 10 years 2 
> 10 years 0 

8. How long is the project’s effectiveness expected to last? 
> 80 years 8 
25 - 80 years 6 
10 - 25 years 4 
1 - 10 years 2 
< 1 year  0 

9. How relatively effective would this project be towards achieving salmon recovery in 
WRIA 21? (See Table 8 then Table 9 in Strategy) 

Highly effective  6 
Intermediately effective 4 
Modestly effective 2 
Not effective 0 

10. Does this project restore or protect natural habitat forming processes?  
This project will restore multiple processes  6 
This project will directly restore a process  4 
This project will indirectly restore a process  2 
This project will not restore a process   0 

11. To what level does this project improve habitat and salmonid stock resiliency to 
potential climate change impacts? 

High  5 
Moderate  3 
Low  1 

12. Does the project create or support development of salmonid habitat diversity? 
The project will substantially affect habitat diversity within the watershed  6 
The project will moderately affect diversity within the watershed   4 
The project will minimally affect habitat diversity within the watershed  2 
The project will not affect habitat diversity within the watershed   0 

13. Does the proposed project design fit with existing hydraulic conditions or other 
physical constraints? 

Yes 5 
No 0 

14. How would this project address threats for salmonids based on habitat related issues? 
(See Table 7 in Strategy) 

The project addresses a high threat to salmonids and habitat   3 
The project addresses a moderate threat to salmonids and habitat  2 
The project addresses a low threat to salmonids and habitat   1 
The project addresses no threat to salmonids and habitat   0 

15. What is the likelihood for successful project implementation as proposed? 
The proposed project is ready for implementation with no constraints to address 6 
The proposed project is ready for implementation but has a few potential constraints  
to address 4 
The proposed project is not ready for implementation and there are significant 0 
Constraints remaining to address 
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 16. How well was the budget constructed? 
The budget is detailed and comprehensive 4 
The budget is adequate 2 
The budget is not complete or is not realistic 0 

16. How well are the project goals and objectives supported by the proposed methods 
and the Strategy? 

The goals and objectives are well defined and supported   6 
The goals and objectives are moderately defined and supported  4 
The goals and objectives are poorly defined and supported   2 
The goals and objectives are unclear and not supported   0 

18. Does the project implement previously completed design plans?  

 Final Design  5 

 Preliminary Design 3 

 Conceptual Design 1 

 No Design  0 

19. Is the project phased and to be completed within a reasonably defined number of 
years? 

 Yes 3 

 No 0 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
TOTAL SCORE: _____ 

 

Reviewer 

19-1315 
Lower Quinault Invasive Plant 

Control (Phase 8) 

19-1522 
FSR 2100 MP 6.9 Culvert 

Project 
Portia Leigh 81 86 
Betsy Krier 71 75 
Janet Coles 79 81 
Tammy Hoem-Neher 86 - 
John Hagan 89 80 
Allen Lebovitz 87 71 
Kyle Martens 60 82 
Pad Smith 61 65 
Kyle Smith 92 77 
Luke Kelly - - 

TOTAL 706 617 
Average 78.4 77.1 

RANK 1 2 
 
Identify the local technical review team (include expertise, names, and affiliations of 
members). 

Technical Review Group Members–2020 SRFB grant round 

1. Portia Leigh, Fish Biologist/HPA Permitting and Regulatory Compliance, Washington 
Department of Fish and Wildlife 

2. Betsy Krier, Fish Habitat Specialist, Wild Salmon Center 

3. Janet Coles, Olympic National Park 

4. Tammy Hoem-Neher, US Forest Service 
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5. John Hagan, Fisheries Ecologist, Northwest Indian Fisheries Commission – Coastal Office 

6. Allen Lebovitz, Aquatic Habitat Restoration Specialist, Washington Department of 
Natural Resources 

7. Kyle Marten, Fish Biologist/Scientist, Washington Department of Natural Resources – 
Olympic Experimental Forest 

8. Pad Smith, Professional Engineer/Hydrologist, Washington Department of Fish and 
Wildlife 

9. Kyle Smith, Forest Ecologist, The Nature Conservancy 

10. Luke Kelly, Fish Biologist/Project Manager, Trout Unlimited 

Explain how and when the SRFB Review Panel participated in the local process, if 
applicable. 

The SRFB review panel members participated in site visits for proposed projects and provided 
comments/recommendations to each project sponsor per SRFB grant procedures. Technical 
Review Group members considered SRFB review panel member comments/recommendations 
during their individual reviews of each proposed project. 

Local Evaluation Process and Project Lists: Quinault Indian Nation Lead 
Entity 
Explain how multi-year implementation plans or Habitat Work Schedules helped to 
develop project lists. 

The Quinault Indian Nation Lead Entity solicits a ‘request for proposals’ at the beginning of the 
grant round to generate a project list for use of the lead entity SRFB funding allocation each 
grant round. Most proposed projects are of ‘design-only’ type or “phases” of larger, ongoing 
restoration projects. Habitat Work Schedule is used to document and track proposed and 
conceptual projects submitted to the QINLE for SRFB grant funding consideration and through 
to completion. 

Explain how finalized project lists address the comments of technical, citizen, and policy 
reviews. Were there any issues about projects on the list and how were those resolved?  

The final project list is based on recommendations of the Technical Review Group (TRG) to the 
Citizens Committee following a technical evaluation and scoring process. The TRG scoring 
results and recommendations are presented to the Citizens Committee by the Lead Entity 
Coordinator. This grant round the FSR 2100 MP 6.9 Culvert Project was conditioned by the SRFB 
Review Panel (technical) and QINLE Citizen Committee/NRCD (financial) due to uncertainty with 
fish use of habitat downstream of the project site and uncertainty associated with the project 
sponsor securing sufficient funding to complete the project in its entirety within the proposed 
timeline. Additionally, there was insufficient QINLE allocation to fund both projects as proposed 
so QINLE requested and received left over allocation from the Willapa Bay Lead Entity in the 
amount of $54,272 for use with the MP 6.9 project. In the event the project sponsor is unable to 
secure the balance funds for the project, the balance of QINLE allocation will be used to fund 
year-2 of the Lower Quinault Invasive Plant Control (Phase 8) project. The Willapa Bay Lead 
Entity funds would be returned to the Coast Region for use by another coast lead entity project. 
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Local Review Process: Chehalis Basin Lead Entity 
Provide project evaluation criteria and documentation (local technical reviewer and citizen 
committee score sheet or comment forms) of the local citizens advisory group and 
technical advisory group ratings for each project, including explanations for differences 
between the two groups’ ratings. 

The Chehalis Basin Lead Entity has a combined local and technical review team that forms as an 
ad-hoc committee to review projects each year. Scoring occurs through a discussion about the 
projects as a group on ranking day, and each projects score reflects the consensus of that group. 
The Habitat Work Group is the “citizen’s committee” for the Lead Entity, who does not score 
projects, but who ultimately approves the ranked list.  The project scores and a narrative of how 
those scores were assigned by the local/technical team, is provided below. 

Category Criteria Guidance - All Project Types 
Total 

Possible 
Points 

Overall 
Benefit 

1) Critical 
Need 

Does the proposal address a threat to salmonid habitat and 
clearly articulate how the threat will be addressed?  6 

  

1a) Does the proposal identify an imminent/existing threat to 
important salmonid habitat that will be addressed?  2 

    
1b) Does the proposal clearly articulate how the action will 
address the threat?  2 

    

1c) Is the proposed action cited in or supported by adopted 
conservation and recovery plans, habitat assessments or other 
relevant documentation?  2 

  2) Species 
Will the project protect or restore habitat for multiple salmonid 
species and/or unique populations? 6 

    
2a) Does the project protect or restore habitat for multiple 
salmon species or unique populations? 4 

    2b) Has fish use been documented? 2 

  

3) Life History 
Benefits Will the project benefit multiple life history stages and/or 

limiting life stages?  
6 

  

4) Watershed 
Processes and 
Habitat 
Features 

Does the project protect or restore high-priority habitat features 
and/or watershed processes that significantly protect or limit the 
salmonid productivity in the area?  

6 

  

  4a) The proposal clearly describes the habitat types, habitat 
conditions and processes associated with the areas proposed for 
protection and how habitat benefit salmon 3 

  

  4b) The proposal explains how the project boundaries were 
determined and why protection of the entire project area is 
necessary 2 

  

  4c) The proposal clearly identifies the boundaries and scope of 
the area proposed for protection 1 

  

5) High 
Priority Areas 
and Actions 

Does the proposal address a high priority action in a high-
priority geographic area? 6 

  

  

5a) Is the project a high priority action? (max 4 pts) 4 

    5b) Is the project in a high priority area? (max 2 pts) 2 
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6) Quantity of 
Benefit 

Does the proposal quantify project benefits for target species? 
Will the project result in a major improvement or preservation of 
habitat function or species abundance/ diversity? 

6 

  

7) Synergy 
with Other 
Actions 

Is the proposed project integrated with or complementing other 
restoration or protection actions in the subwatershed and is  it 
expected to result in a clear, large net benefit (greater than the 
proposed project alone) because of this relationship? 

6 

  Subscore   42 
Certainty 
of Benefit 8) Approach/ 

Science-Based 
Is the proposed action consistent with proven scientific 
methods?  

3 

  

9) Clear Goals 
and Objectives 

Does the proposal include quantifiable actions, goals and 
SMART* objectives? 
"SMART" = specific, measurable, achievable, relevant and time-
bound 

3 

  
10) Scope 

Is the project scope appropriate to meet its goals and 
objectives?  

3 

  Subscore   9 

  

11) Budget & 
Cost 
Effectiveness 

Is the project budget realistic and does it contain sufficient 
detail? Is the project cost effective? 

  

    

19a) Does the proposal’s budget provide sufficient detail to 
determine whether or not projected expenses are realistic to 
achieve the project’s stated goals? 

1 

    

19b) Does the project have a low cost a low cost relative to the 
predicted benefits for the project type in that location?  2 

    

19c) Has the sponsor clearly leveraged available resources to 
reduce costs and maximize benefits (e.g., use of matching funds, 
volunteer labor, combining individual projects/tasks to reduce 
administrative costs, or other efficiencies)? Match above and 
beyond the requirements. Needs to provide more than 15% 
required match to get high points here. 

3 

  Subscore   6 

Ability to 
Implement 

12) Team 
Experience 

Does the project sponsor have a demonstrated ability to 
complete projects as proposed, on time and according to 
budget?  

3 

13) Schedule/ 
Sequence  

Does the proposal include a logical sequence of actions and is 
the milestone schedule realistic?  3 

14) Permits 
Are permits required for the project to proceed? If yes, what is 
the status of permit approval and is the permitting 
plan/schedule reasonable? 

3 

  

15) 
Landowners 

Do the participating and affected landowners support the 
project? 3 

  

16) Support 
Local Values 

Does the proposal demonstrate a high level of support from 
local stakeholders (i.e. social, economic, and cultural groups, 
and/or identified in adopted plans and policies)?  

3 

  

17) Education 
and Outreach 

Will the project incorporate a long-term education/outreach 
program? Will the project foster a community conservation ethic 
through citizen involvement? 

4 
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18) 
Partnerships 

Will the project benefit from a diverse, multi-stakeholder 
partnership? Does the proposal significantly leverage limited 
salmon recovery funding? 

4 

 

Berwick Creek Fish Passage Construction 
At Bishop  
Much of the factors for Berwick Creek projects at Bishop, LaBree, and Borovec were considered 
together, and will be named here. Variations will be clarified for the other projects below. All 
three projects seek to replace partially passable culverts in Berwick creek. Bishop scored as 
follows: 5 of 6 points were given for critical need: This passage is 67% passable and is a tier 2 
passage. Species considerations received 5 of 6 points, as only three species occur here, though 
these are well-documented. The project ranked 4 of 6 points for life history benefits: There is 
only one life history stage addressed for the species present. 4 of 6 points were given for 
watershed processes/habitat features: this barrier is presently 67% passable - if the issue is more 
severe, that needs to be clearly laid out. The project scored 5 of 6 for high priority area, which is 
full points for projects without the pilot watershed within the Newaukum. For quantity of benefit, 
3 of 6 points were given: this project alone would only open 0.3 miles of habitat. Project has 
strong synergy and scored full points here. Certainty of benefit ranked 8 of 9 for this project. The 
description of the relationship between the task, project elements, and project objectives should 
be stronger and more descriptive. A rank of 4 out of 6 was given for budget/cost effectiveness. 
This project seems to be much higher than similar projects: high cost of cultural resources are 
understandable, but project administration, as well, is higher than expected. Ability to implement 
for this project, received 18 of 23, in consideration of a lack of substantial community outreach 
and partnerships - outreach, in particular, could be stronger. 

This project scored 62 of 80 available points. 

At Borovec 
See Bishop above for fuller detail. Significant differences are as follows: 
Borovec opens up passage to a neighbor barrier, the passage at Bishop. As such, it scored 6 of 6 
points for critical need. 5 of 6 points were scored for water processes/habitat features, as it is a 
tier 1-ranked barrier. Borovec does not have the advantage of the Bishop Rd. project’s 
landowner funding match, and thus scored 3 of 6 available points for budget and cost 
effectiveness.  

This project scored 63 of 80 available points. 

At Labree 
See Bishop above for fuller detail. Significant differences are as follows: 

Labree is 33% passable but is only a low-flow barrier. The blackberries and livestock access are a 
concern, as well. As such, 5 of 6 points were given for critical need. For watershed process/habitat 
features, this project ranked at 6 of 6 points: it is in the top 10 of the culvert prioritization list. 
When considering quantity of benefit, it is noted that this barrier opens up more habitat, but 
there is higher concern here about water quality issues, given significant agricultural activity. As 
such, Labree also scored 3 of 6 points here. 9 of 9 points were given for certainty of benefit: 
goals and objectives were more strongly stated for this project. Budget/cost effectiveness scored 
5 of 6 points: the cost feels more reasonable, and the budget is very detailed. Ability to 
implement was ranked at 17 of 23 available points: this proposal mentioned but did not very 
strongly state or document the project’s benefit and support of local needs and values. 

This project scored 65 of 80 available points. 
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Berwick Creek at Hogue Fish Passage Construction 

This project was not formally ranked, as the previous year’s anticipated return funds were 
expected to support it. 

Scammon Creek Hamilton Fish Passage Construction 
This proposal would fund the construction of a bridge over Scammon Creek at a private 
crossing. Critical need was given a full score: supporting data lists it as a high priority, and it is a 
33% passable crossing that is degrading actively. The project scored 4 of 6 for species: only three 
species are known to occur at the site, and these statistics were not strongly supported. Life 
history benefits were ranked at 4 of 6, as there are not a wide variety of life stages affected, and 
the number of fish using it appears to be relatively low. 4 of 6 points were given for Watershed 
Processes and Habitat Features: the good quality habitat above this crossing is mentioned, but 
not well supported. In addition, there are many existing habitat issues that this project will not 
address (e.g. cattle access, thick invasive spp. in riparian zone). For High Priority/Actions, 5 of 6 
points were given, as only projects within the pilot watershed within the Newaukum receive full 
points here. 3 of 6 points for Quantity of Benefit: fairly low mileage is opened up, and there are a 
number of surrounding barriers. For synergy with other actions, 5 of 6 points were given: there is 
coordination with county work, for which this is the lowest barrier. More info on upstream 
barriers would’ve been helpful. 8 of 9 points were given for certainty of benefit: the clarity of 
objectives and goals wasn’t stated very strongly. Full points were given for budget 
cost/effectiveness. 17 of 23 points were given for ability to implement: local benefit/support is 
mostly limited to the immediate landowner; community outreach efforts are fair, but could be 
stronger; and this project leverages no partnerships. 

This project scored 62 of 80 available points. 

2020 West Hoquiam Acquisitions 
This proposal seeks to fund the Chehalis River Basin Land Trust to acquire two properties along 
the West Fork Hoquiam, for a total area of 39 acres that includes tidal surge wetland and 
riparian habitat, as well as some opportunities for significant restoration. Ranking for this project 
is as follows: 

This project received full points for critical need, species, life history benefits, and watershed 
processes/habitat features. It scored 5 of 6 available points for high priority areas and actions, as 
it is not within the Newaukum pilot watershed area. 4 of 6 points were given for quantity of 
benefit, as the parcels are small, relatively speaking. They scored fairly, however, as they are a 
part of a well-developed, larger system of conserved properties. Full points were given for 
synergy, as well, for similar reasons. Full points were given for certainty of benefit due to clearly 
stated plans, objectives, and scope. For budget/cost effectiveness, 5 of 6 points were given, as the 
match falls precisely on the 15% line, and does not rise above the minimum requirement. In 
ability to implement, 21 of 23 points were given, as Ducks Ultd. is the only listed partner. 

This project scored 74 of 80 available points. 

Middle Fork Hoquiam Tidal Restoration 

This application seeks to finalize funding to reconnect tidal floodplain in the Middle Fork 
Hoquiam by breaching an old railroad grade in a number of strategic places. The project ranked 
as follows: 

Critical need was ranked at full points. Species ranked out at 4 of 6: documentation of fish 
present isn’t clearly laid out, and the mentioned use by steelhead would be only in passing 
through. Full points were given for life history benefits and watershed processes/habitat features. 
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5 of 6 points were received for high priority area/action, as it is outside of the basin’s pilot 
watershed. Quantity of benefit scored 5 of 6 points, as there is some uncertainty regarding 
whether the current design will maintain its benefits through future climate effects. For synergy, 
the project was given 5 of 6 points: while there is a lot of synergy with the CRBLT and their long-
term acquisition work, this synergy is nearly all internal. Budget/cost effectiveness scored 3 of 6 
available points, as there is some concern about cost overruns, given an initial underestimation 
of project cost, as well as the possibly unnecessary expense of removing pilings that may or may 
not be creosote. 19 of 23 ability to implement points were given: education/outreach is 
challenging here, but good effort was made to consider possible options (3 of 4); partnerships 
don’t extend beyond the CRBLT (1 of 4). 

This project scored 68 of 80 available points. 

Tree Fever Conservation Easement 

This project aims to purchase a conservation easement on a private property along the West 
Fork Satsop. Among other ends, would aim to limit development, protect riparian zones, and 
enforce prudent forestry practices. Its ranking is as follows: 

Critical need ranked 5 out of 6 available points: the project isn’t clearly connected to existing 
strategies/plans. Full points were scored for species, life history benefits, watershed 
processes/habitat features, and quantity of benefit. The project ranked 4 of 6 for synergy as while 
there is not significant synergy described, it is a project directly borne of a previous SRFB 
project. As with all projects outside the Newaukum pilot watershed, a full score was given at 5 of 
6 points. For certainty of benefit, 8 of 9 points reflected the need for objectives well presented as 
a timeline. Full points were earned for budget/cost effectiveness. The categories that fell under 
ability to implement totaled to 15 out of 23 available points. Many of the shortcomings were 
reflective of the challenge of engaging the community in efforts involving private landowners: 
education/outreach opportunities were named but were lacking in scope. Lack of a clear 
timeline, documentation local support, and partners involved also contributed to points lost in 
this category. 

This project scored 67 of 80 available points. 

Identify the local technical review team (include expertise, names, and affiliations of 
members). 

Miranda Plumb, USFWS. Expertise on salmon recovery, lamprey, and freshwater mussels.  Runs 
the “Chehalis Restoration” funding program through USFWS and has reviewed many of the 
projects submitted for SRFB funding since they frequently look to her program for federal 
matching funds. She has been on the SRFB review team for the Cheahlis Lead Entity since this 
program began, only having missed one year. 

Caprice Fasano, Quinault Indian Nation. Caprice is a fish habitat biologist and reviews permits 
within the Quinault U&A (which includes WRIA 21, 22, & 23).  Caprice has worked for Quinault 
and been involved in the Chehalis Basin Lead Entity since 2012.  She specializes in forest 
practices, with knowledge of fish passage, salmon recovery, and watershed processes.  

Hope Rieden, Chehalis Tribe. Hope is a biologist with the Chehalis Tribe in the Fisheries 
Department.  She also has knowledge of amphibians and other aquatic species from her time 
working at WDFW and has an active interest in learning more about lamprey in the basin. 
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Colleen Suter, Chehalis Tribe. Colleen manages the environmental programs in the Department 
of Natural Resources. She oversees the water quality lab, air quality monitoring, and the Tribe’s 
riparian restoration projects. This was her first year reviewing SRFB projects. 

Megan Tuttle, WDFW Region 6 Area Habitat Biologist. Megan Tuttle is new to this position 
reviewing permit applications in the lower Chehalis River drainages.  She is a resident of Grays 
Harbor County and is familiar with local values. 

Jennifer Reidmayer, Ecology.  Jennifer works in Ecology’s Water Quality program.  She has 
experience working with landowners on non-point pollution in the Newaukum watershed and 
other parts of the basin. 

Jonathan Bradshaw, Citizen.  Jonathan hails from Lewis County and has an interest in agriculture, 
natural resource protection, and the nexus between those areas.  He currently works at a local 
sheep creamery and an organic vegetable farm, and serves as note-taker for the Chehalis Basin 
Lead Entity. 

Net Pittman, Program Director, Coast Salmon Partnership. Ned was directly involved with 
research and monitoring associated with salmonid recovery efforts for more than 19 years. He 
has family roots in the Chehalis Basin and possess extensive local knowledge of the coastal river 
basins. This is Ned’s first year reviewing CBLE SRFB projects. 

Explain how and when the SRFB Review Panel participated in the local process, if 
applicable. 

The two review panel members attended the project presentation (aka, “virtual field tours”) on 
April 14, 2020. 

Local Evaluation Process and Project Lists: Chehalis Basin Lead Entity 
Explain how multi-year implementation plans or Habitat Work Schedules helped to 
develop project lists. 

We do not have a multi-year implementation plan.  We participated in the exercise to develop a 
Planned Project Forecast List for the 2021 and 2022 grant rounds and entered those projects 
into SRP.  That process is unlikely to change the sponsor’s process of submitting their best 
projects for funding each year. 

Explain how finalized project lists address the comments of technical, citizen, and policy 
reviews. Were there any issues about projects on the list and how were those resolved?  

The Local/Technical Review team received full information about the projects from the written 
applications and a “virtual site tour” on April 14, 2020.  Local reviewers were asked for any 
questions or input about those projects, which the Lead Entity Coordinator compiled and 
uploaded via the new PRISM module.  Sponsors responded to the questions and comments by 
the deadline. There were no issues answering those questions. 

Following the submittal of state Review Panel comments, sponsors were given only a few days 
to look at those comments before the Review Panel conference call.  This issue was due to 
PRISM issues, and scheduling of the call.  This issue was experienced by other Lead Entities and 
was raised by the Washington Salmon Coalition as something to fix next year.  There were very 
few issues with our project list, and the call with the Review Panel was short. 
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Two projects remained in Conditioned status until just before the due date to accept conditions.  
This issue was related to the Cultural Resources review process and was addressed between RCO 
staff and cultural resources specialists. 

The only thing interesting about our process for finalizing the project list this year was that there 
were last minute, unexpected “return funds” from 2019 added to the mix.  This information 
came one day prior to the local project ranking meeting.  That led us to not rank one of the 
projects that was the next alternate for funding from 2019.  During a subsequent citizen’s 
committee meeting (Habitat Work Group) the group cordially discussed the list and options.  A 
collaborative decision was made to not award return funds to another high-ranking alternate on 
the 2019 list because it was high on the list for the 2020 funds. The next decision was to award 
the return funds to projects that can be put on the ground this summer (2020) with return funds, 
which will lead to benefits for salmon faster than waiting for the 2020 grant round allocation.  
Sponsors were later asked about any cost increase needs on existing projects, and came up with 
requests that fit within funds available. It was all a beautiful demonstration of what happens 
when sponsors and other salmon interests collaborate on a basinwide level. 
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Local Review Process: Willapa Bay Lead Entity 
Provide project evaluation criteria and documentation (local technical reviewer and citizen 
committee score sheet or comment forms) of the local citizens advisory group and 
technical advisory group ratings for each project, including explanations for differences 
between the two groups’ ratings. 

Willapa Bay Lead Entity used a set of criteria developed by the Technical Advisory Group (TAG) 
and approved by the Citizen’s Committee. The TAG members score each project for its technical 
merit, answering only the questions that clearly apply to a project. The total possible points are 
added up and then the points received is divided by total possible points to establish a 
percentage score. This is done with all of the TAG member scores combined.  

car

 

COMMENTS (Reviewer)
Possible 
points

PROJECT STRATEGY Category Description Range SCORE (score only as many as appropriate)

Preservation/Protection

Obtains permanent protection from direct human impacts to 
habitat conditions through conservation easements or land 
purchase. 0 to 10  

Assessment to define projects 
and/or to fill data gaps

Conducts archival and empirical studies to document or ground 
truth current conditions prior to identifying specific restoration 
actions. 0 to 10    

Restoration of Processes - 
Long term

Undertakes actions that support natural processes to permanently 
recover habitat conditions. 0 to 10  

Restoration of Physical 
Habitat - short term

Undertakes engineered restoration of degraded habitat to 
immediately improve habitat conditions on a temporary time 
scale. 0 to 5  

Reconnect Fragmented / 
Isolated Habitats

Undertakes actions that repair physical corridors and restores 
functions of previously connected habitat areas. 0 to 10  

Other
Accomplishes other actions that lead to improved survival for 
salmon. 0 to 10  

PROJECT METHOD TYPE Category Description Range SCORE (score only as many as appropriate)

Acquisition/Easement
Purchase and/or a contractual agreement to maintain or improve 
salmon habitat conditions. 0 to 4  

Fish Passage

Remove stream-crossing structures or restore, upgrade and 
replace stream-crossing structures to allow migration of all fish 
life history stages and the natural movement of streambed 
material and large woody material. 0 to 4  

Road Decommissioning
Elimination of existing road(s) and reestablishment of natural 
channel configuration and natural habitat functions. 0 to 4  

Drainage / Stabilization

Increase water crossing structure sizes to better accommodate 
peak flows. Increase number of cross drains to avoid excess flow 
into any drainage, and/or remove side cast at road segments in 
risk of failure. 0 to 4   

Flood Plain & Wetland

Remove, relocate and re-design road segments, dikes, bank 
armoring, revetments and approach fills that are specifically 
impacting floodplain or wetland function and hydrology. 0 to 4   

Large Woody Material 
Placement

Design and place engineered woody material accumulations and 
logjam structures to enhance channel stability, stabilize spawning 
substrate, accumulate natural wood, and/or to protect significant 
habitat features for the maintenance of productive fish habitat. 0 to 4   

Riparian Restoration

Inventory and remove invasive species along banks and river bars 
within basins using appropriate methods for removal and control. 
Promote appropriate age and species composition of vegetation 
through landscape engineering and replanting. Fence riparian 
areas from livestock. Relocate roads and other infrastructure from 
riparian areas. 0 to 4   

Instream structure removal / 
abandonment

Permanent removal of culverts, failed bridges, cedar spalts, and 
other anthropogenic instream blockages so that the channel 
returns to natural conditions. 0 to 4   

Instream Structure 
Improvement/ replacement

Improvement of existing culverts, bridges, or other failed 
instream structures so that the channel returns to adequate flow 
for the support of salmon habitat. 0 to 4   

Intake/ Diversion Screening Design and placement of screening to avoid fish mortality. 0 to 4   

Other
Special assessments, experimental techniques, quantitative and 
spatial modeling or the application of new technology. 0 to 4   

HABITAT AND BIOLOGY 
ADDRESSED Category Description Range SCORE

(Score low to high for how it is improved 
or maintained in excellent condition)

Salmonid Habitat Quality
Water quality, pool frequency, LWM frequency positively affected 
by the project. 0 to 4   

Salmonid Habitat Quantity
Total improved stream length/estuary area etc. after project 
completion. 0 to 4   

Salmonid Life Histories
Range of salmon life history stages addressed and positively 
affected by the project (e.g. spawning, rearing, and migration). 0 to 4   

Species Diversity (current) Number of runs positively affected. 0 to 4   
Riparian forest and native 
vegetation

Are riparian areas healthy with native vegetation or will invasive 
species be addressed? 0 to 4   

Sediment Control Sediment issues positively affected by the project. 0 to 4   

Salmonid habitat connectivity
Improvement or maintenance of connectivity to functional or high 
quality habitat. 0 to 4   

SCORECATEGORIES
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The Citizen’s Committee reviews the TAG scores and any comments provided and uses them as 
the basis for their ranking discussion which may include questions around community 
engagement, community support, appropriateness of project type and timing, and other 
relevant considerations. The Committee has the authority to change the order of the scoring as 
they develop their rankings, provided they write a justification regarding their reasons for doing 
so. In this case the scoring was not changed and the projects were ranked in the same order as 
shown in the following table. 

 
Identify the local technical review team (include expertise, names, and affiliations of 
members). 

Willapa Bay Lead Entity – Technical Advisory Group – 2020 

Lauren Bauernschmidt WDFW - Habitat Biologist 
Sam Giese Columbia Pacific Engineering 
Terri Butler-Bates Willapa National Wildlife Refuge – Partners Biologist 
Lyle Jennings WDFW - Fish Biologist 
Key McMurry Key Environmental 
Ryan Wysocki NRCS 
Richard Ashley Shoalwater Bay Tribe 
Ned Pittman Coast Salmon Partnership 
Tom Kollasch LE Coordinator 
 
Explain how and when the SRFB Review Panel participated in the local process, if 
applicable. 

The Review Panel participated in site visits on June 9th, 2020 via web conference. Project 
sponsors gave presentations to “visit the site” virtually. The proposal were each discussed with 
Citizen’s Committee and TAG members in attendance. 

Local Evaluation Process and Project Lists: Willapa Bay Lead Entity 
Explain how multi-year implementation plans or Habitat Work Schedules helped to 
develop project lists. 

Willapa Bay Lead Entity is in the process of developing prioritized barrier list throughout the 
Willapa Basin and has developed a prioritized list of restoration opportunities for their pilot 
watershed in the Middle Nemah River. One of the projects put forward this year comes from the 

LIKELIHOOD OF SUCCESS Category Description Range SCORE
(Score applicant based on track record and 
documented resources)

Applicant is or has an 
appropriate project sponsor How complete and balanced is the project team? 0 to 4   
Likelihood of satisfying the 
granting agency

How does this project address the funding requirements of the 
granting agency? 0 to 4   

Accuracy and completeness of 
budget

Are projected expenses realistic relative to documented costs and 
are they adequate? 0 to 4   

Urgency for immediate 
implementation

Are there timing issues for this projects success that make it more 
important to move forward now? 0 to 4   

Qualifications Qualifications / track record of sponsor/partners 0 to 4   

Local Community Support

Is there endorsement (e.g support letters) of affected 
landowners, support by economic sectors, community awareness 
and adequate buy in? 0 to 4   

Grand Total Total All Possible Points
Percent of 
Possible 
Points  

2020 Technical Advisory Group SRFB Project Proposal Scoring

Project Possible 
Pts. Score

Possible 
Pts. Score

Possible 
Pts. Score

Possible 
Pts. Score

Possible 
Pts. Score

Possible 
Pts. Score

Possible 
Pts. Score

Total 
Possible 

Points
Total 

Points

Percentage 
of Possible 

Points

Citizens 
Committee 

Rank
SRFB Request 

Amount
Middle Nemah Phase 2 Design 111 92 111 84 111 95 111 93 111 104 103 80 151 93 809 641 79.2% 1 200,000$           
Talbot Dam Removal Design 97 80 93 74 93 83 93 74 93 81 89 69 151 85 709 546 77.0% 2 101,913$           

Total 301,913$           
2020 Allocation 359,839$           

Remaining allocation 57,926$              

Ned PittmanKey McMurry
Terri Butler-

Bates
Lauren  

Bauernschmidt Lyle Jennings Ryan Wysocki Sam Giese
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Middle Nemah efforts. The Conservation District proposed conducting preliminary design on the 
next highest set of restoration priorities identified in the Middle Nemah system. 

Explain how finalized project lists address the comments of technical, citizen, and policy 
reviews. Were there any issues about projects on the list and how were those resolved?  

The comments from the lead entity committees and the review panel helped the project 
proponents sharpen their proposals. The Middle Nemah project clarified the sequencing of 
these projects and the need for alternatives analysis given the previous prioritization process. 
The Talbot Dam Removal Design proposal was able to clarify their approach to stored sediment 
removal and increase their request to address concerns that it was insufficient.  
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