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Region Overview 

Geography 
The Lower Columbia River Salmon Recovery Region encompasses Clark, Skamania, Cowlitz and 
Wahkiakum counties, and portions of Pacific, Lewis and Klickitat counties. The region includes 17 
major subbasins that span from the Chinook River near the mouth of the Columbia River, 
upstream to the White Salmon River watershed, as well as the Columbia River mainstem and 
estuary. These watersheds include over 2,280 anadromous stream miles that support 74 
Endangered Species Act (ESA) listed populations of salmon, steelhead and bull trout. The region 
also provides essential migration and rearing habitat for all ESA listed species within the broader 
Columbia River basin. 

Water Resource Inventory Areas (WRIA) 
Grays-Elochoman (25), Cowlitz (26), Lewis (27), Salmon-Washougal (28), Wind (29A), and White 
Salmon (29B). 

Federally Recognized Tribes 
Cowlitz Indian Tribe, Yakama Indian Nation, The Confederated Tribes of the Grande Ronde, 
Confederated Tribes of Warm Springs, and Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Indian 
Reservation. 

Endangered Species Act Listings 

Table 1. Lower Columbia River Salmon Recovery Region Listed Species. 

Species Listed Listed As Date Listed 
Lower Columbia River Chinook Threatened March 24, 1999 
Lower Columbia River Coho Threatened June 28, 2005 
Columbia River Chum Threatened March 25, 1999 
Lower Columbia River Steelhead Threatened March 19, 1998 
Bull Trout Threatened June 10, 1998 

Salmon Recovery Plan 

Table 2. Lower Columbia River Salmon Recovery Region Recovery Plan 

Lower Columbia River Salmon Recovery Region Recovery Plan 
Regional Organization Lower Columbia Fish Recovery Board 



Appendix M Regional Area Summary 
Lower Columbia River Salmon Recovery Region 

2022 LCFRB Regional Summary Report 3 

Lower Columbia River Salmon Recovery Region Recovery Plan 
Plan Timeframe 25 years 
Actions Identified to Implement Plan 364 
Estimated Cost $1,257,000,0001 
Status In June 2013, NOAA adopted the lower Columbia domain 

recovery plan2 incorporating the Oregon, Washington, and 
White Salmon management plans, and the estuary module. 

Implementation Schedule The suite of actions, strategies and measures identified in the 
recovery plan provide a trajectory leading to recovery of ESA-
listed species to healthy and harvestable levels within 25 years. 

Web Information Lower Columbia Fish Recovery Board Web sites: 
SalmonPORTand www.lcfrb.gen.wa.us  
Klickitat County Lead Entity Web page  

Region and Lead Entities 
The Lower Columbia Fish Recovery Board (Board) was established by State legislation (RCW 
77.85.200) in 1998 to oversee and coordinate salmon and steelhead recovery efforts in the 
Lower Columbia salmon recovery region. The law also designated the Board as the Lead Entity 
for the entire region, except for the White Salmon River subbasin. The Board includes local 
elected officials, private citizens and representatives from the state legislature, hydro-electric 
utilities, the Cowlitz Indian Tribe, and environmental organizations. The Board serves as the 
citizen’s committee and final approval authority for the region’s Salmon Recovery Funding 
Board (SRFB) habitat project list. 

The Klickitat County Lead Entity was established under RCW 77.85.050 in 1999 to serve a 
geographic area consisting of WRIAs 29b, 30 and 31. WRIA 29b supports ESA-listed populations 
from both the Lower Columbia and Middle Columbia Evolutionarily Significant Units (ESUs). 
Therefore, a portion of the SRFB project funding allocated to the Lower Columbia and Middle 
Columbia salmon recovery regions is allocated by those organizations to the Klickitat County 
Lead Entity, for projects benefitting Lower Columbia and Middle Columbia salmon and 
steelhead populations.  

 

 
1 Funding For Salmon Recovery In Washington State, D. Canty, March 2011 
2ESA Recovery Plan for Lower Columbia River Coho Salmon, Lower Columbia River Chinook Salmon, 
Columbia River Chum Salmon, and Lower Columbia River Steelhead, NOAA, June 2013 

http://www.lowercolumbiasalmonrecovery.org/
http://www.lcfrb.gen.wa.us/
http://www.klickitatcounty.org/243/Salmon-Habitat-Recovery
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Regional Area Summary Questions and Responses 

1. Internal funding allocations 

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

The SRFB allocated four funding sources for projects in the 2022 grant round.  

1. The SRFB made up to $8,590,000 available statewide for the 2022 Targeted Investment grant 
program, to support southern resident orca with projects targeting Chinook salmon 
populations. Each region could submit one project to the SRFB for all, or a portion of, this 
funding. The Lower Columbia received two applications for the grant, and per SRFB policy 
submitted only one with a total request of $8,700,000.  However, both LCFRB Targeted 
Investment proposals were also included in the standard SRFB grant round and eligible for 
the funding available through that process. 
 

2. The standard statewide grant round was set at $20 million. The Lower Columbia regional 
allocation for this year’s projects was up to $4 million (20% of statewide). Of this $4 million, 
the LCFRB allocated 2.7% ($108,000) to the Klickitat LE for projects in the White Salmon 
subbasin that support Lower Columbia populations, per prior LCFR Board guidance.  
 

3. The SRFB received one-time funding from the state legislature of $25 million for small capital 
projects. This funding could only be used for projects that cost under $5 million. The Lower 
Columbia’s allocation from this source was up to $4,575,935 (20% of statewide). Of this, the 
LCFRB allocated 2.7% ($126,979) to the Klickitat LE for projects in the White Salmon subbasin 
that support Lower Columbia populations.  
 

4. The SRFB also received one-time funding from the state legislature of $50 million for large 
capital projects. This funding could only be used for projects that cost $5 million and over. 
The Lower Columbia regional allocation of the $50 million for this year’s projects was up to 
$9,588,000 (20% of statewide).  

 

Table 3. LCFRB and Klickitat LE Funding for the 2022 SRFB Grant.   

 Regular 
Allocation  

$25M Small Cap  $50M Large Cap   Total for all Projects 

LCFRB LE $ 3,892,000 $ 4,575,935 $ 9,588,000 $ 18,055,935 
Klickitat LE 2.7% $ 108,000 $ 126,979 $ 0 $ 234,979 
Totals $ 4,000,000 $ 4,702,914 $ 9,588,000 $ 18,290,914 
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As a consolidated Recovery Organization and Lead Entity, the LCFRB also manages non-SRFB 
grant programs that support “all-H” recovery. In 2022, the LCFRB integrated the Cowlitz 
Restoration and Recovery (CRR) grant program with this year’s SRFB grant round. LCFRB staff 
time for CRR is provided through an agreement with Tacoma Public Utilities to administer and 
manage the CRR program, including administration of contracts with sponsors to implement 
projects. This program funds habitat projects that support Chinook salmon, coho salmon, and 
steelhead that are being reintroduced in the Tilton, Upper Cowlitz, and Cispus River watersheds. 
More information on the program can be found on our grant page.  

B. Explain if the project list(s) submitted in your region funds the highest priority projects. 

The project ranking and allocation of funding within and across the subbasins in the LCFRB Lead 
Entity area is accomplished through a habitat strategy and project evaluation and ranking 
process based on the goals, measures, actions, and priorities of the Lower Columbia Salmon 
Recovery and Fish & Wildlife Subbasin Plan (Recovery Plan). The Lower Columbia habitat 
strategy identifies protection and restoration needs and priorities using the same analytical 
methods and criteria across all of the region’s 17 subbasins and estuary. The LCFRB’s project 
evaluation and ranking process uses the habitat strategy as the basis for assessing a project’s 
potential benefits to fish. The evaluation and ranking process also applies uniform evaluation 
questions in assessing each project’s certainty of success and cost. As a result, the scores for 
projects are comparable, allowing projects to be objectively ranked, and funding allocated, both 
within and across all subbasins. As described further below, the technical foundation for the 
habitat strategy, including the project evaluation criteria and evaluation questions, are integrally 
connected to the Recovery Plan’s broader technical foundation and recovery priorities. This 
ensures that projects address the highest priority species for recovery (e.g., Primary and 
Contributing populations) at the watershed, strata and Evolutionarily Significant Unit 
(ESU)/Distinct Population Segment (DPS) scales, and focus on the highest priority reaches and 
limiting factors for those species, from a fish population performance perspective. Given these 
strong linkages between the habitat strategy and Recovery Plan, the annual SRFB project lists 
submitted by the LCFRB strategically and consistently address the highest priority habitat needs 
in the region. 

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

The LCFRB’s habitat strategy ensures that projects focus on the highest priority fish populations, 
and restoration needs for those populations. However, Lead Entity capacity funding continues to 
be a barrier to updating our habitat strategy in a manner that reflects recovery progress and 
changes in landscape conditions since final adoption of the Recovery Plan in 2010, and “All-H” 

https://www.lcfrb.gen.wa.us/crr-grants-program
https://www.lcfrb.gen.wa.us/librarysalmonrecovery
https://www.lcfrb.gen.wa.us/librarysalmonrecovery
https://www.lowercolumbiasalmonrecovery.org/mappage#b
https://www.lowercolumbiasalmonrecovery.org/mappage#b
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recovery considerations. Given the broad geographic scope of our Lead Entity area, and the fact 
that fewer than half of all Lower Columbia watersheds typically receive project funding each 
year, establishment of long term and functional watershed-scale project lists for the entire 
region has not been possible or practicable.  

The number and size of watersheds, anadromous river miles, and number of ESA-listed 
populations, all have a direct bearing on the cost and complexity of completing basic Lead Entity 
functions. The scope of work and tasks involved in developing and implementing a grant round 
for 17 watersheds cannot be effectively accomplished solely within our existing Lead Entity 
capacity allocation. Supplementation of Lead Entity tasks with Regional Organization funds is 
therefore required, which has consistently detracted from other important recovery work (e.g., 
outreach, coordination on land use impacts, etc.). This supplementation still only allows us to 
accomplish the most fundamental Lead Entity work of developing and managing the grant 
round, maintaining a somewhat static region-wide habitat strategy, and delivering an annual 
project list. In the absence of a much-needed and holistic statewide review of Lead Entity 
capacity, the LCFRB has initiated an effort to develop a focused habitat investment strategy to 
augment the existing region-wide habitat strategy, using Regional Organization funding. In 
future years, this effort is expected to lead to more focused investment of restoration and 
protection dollars based on emerging “all-H” recovery needs and progress.  

D. Do suballocations to lead entities limit your region from getting to the highest priority 
projects? 

Our suballocations as described in Section A above are not limiting implementation of the 
highest priority projects in the region. Current challenges are from both Lead Entity and sponsor 
capacity limitations.      

2. Regional technical review process 

a. Explain how the regional technical review was conducted. 

The LCFRB initiated the 2022 SRFB grant round in December 2021, with a call for projects and 
publication of the 2022 Grant Round Materials. In January 2022, LCFRB staff and the Technical 
Advisory Committee (TAC) Chair hosted voluntary pre-proposal meetings for one-on-one 
discussions with potential applicants to discuss submissions. Site visits were held virtually in 
April. TAC members, RCO grant managers, the state Review Panel members, and applicants all 
participated in the virtual tours over a two week period. Feedback from the TAC, RCO grants 
manager, and Review Panel members was collected during virtual tour discussions to inform 
Lead Entity Feedback. Lead Entity Feedback was then submitted in PRISM for applicants to 

https://www.lcfrb.gen.wa.us/srfb-grants-program
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respond to in their final PRISM application materials. Applicants submitted nineteen SRFB 
project proposals, totaling over $25 million in grant requests. All proposals were carried forward 
to the final application stage by the June 27 PRISM submittal deadline.  

The 2022 Targeted Investment (TI) process was similar to the SRFB grant round, with a few 
exceptions. A request for proposals was initially published in October 2021 via email and a new 
webpage, but was updated in December 2021 following statewide revisions to the TI process. An 
applicant workshop was held in October 2021 and conceptual TI proposals were due in late 
January. Conceptual applications were reviewed by staff and informed LCFRB-developed 
Regional Recovery Summaries, which included details for applicants and reviewers to consider 
on how proposals relate to and address broader, species-scale Chinook salmon recovery 
priorities. Summaries are attached in PRISM to both applications. Along with the regular SRFB 
grant round applications, preliminary applications were due in March, and virtual tours were 
conducted in mid-April. The TI review committee met in May to review and recommend one TI 
application for the statewide TI program. Although only one TI proposal was submitted to the 
statewide TI program in June, both proposals were also submitted through the regular SRFB 
grant round process to provide additional opportunity for funding. The total TI request for both 
proposals was over $12.4 million.  

The May review and scoring meeting for the two TI proposals was conducted by a TAC sub-
committee, and WDFW Fish Program biologists. The TI sub-committee, RCO grants manager 
Amee Bahr, the state Review Panel members, applicants, and LCFRB staff all participated in the 
virtual tours. Feedback was provided via Lead Entity Feedback in PRISM. Scores and rationales 
from the sub-committee were incorporated into the final SRFB ranked project list because the 
state TI awards did not appear likely based on preliminary SRFB Review Panel prioritization. The 
participants on the TI sub-committee are: 

Rudy Salakory, Chair, Cowlitz Indian Tribe 
Lisa Brown, WA Department of Fish and Wildlife  
Alex Uber, WA Department of Fish and Wildlife 
Todd Hillson, WA Department of Fish and Wildlife 

 
The SRFB Review Panel members involved in the virtual tours cleared both of the LCFRB TI 
proposals. Per policy, the LCFRB approved a Lead Entity letter of support at their June meeting 
for one TI application to be submitted to the SRFB Review Panel from the LCFRB as the Regional 
Recovery Organization.  

The Klickitat Lead Entity Region Salmon Recovery Strategy is used by the Klickitat County Lead 
Entity as the basis for project prioritization and work schedule development. This strategy includes 

https://www.lcfrb.gen.wa.us/targeted-investments
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a priority matrix that identifies priority sub-basins and reaches for salmon recovery work with 
associated salmonid species, life history significance, limiting habitat features, action priority 
ranking, specific habitat actions and rationale, habitat forming processes, and possible community 
interests and concerns. This strategy and matrix are updated annually, or as needed if not 
annually, to reflect project completion and new information and data. All projects submitted for 
the 2022 Salmon Recovery Funding Board grant round address priority reaches and habitat issues 
identified in the Klickitat Lead Entity Region Salmon Recovery Strategy. Project evaluation criteria 
for each grant round include a specific question about whether or not the proposal addresses a 
high priority geographic area and action for salmon recovery and award a higher score to projects 
that meet the criteria. 

In determining how much funding to allocate to projects up to the maximum 2.7% described 
above, the LCFRB regional organization conducted a high level review of the projects proposed, 
to ensure it would benefit Lower Columbia populations. This was not an in-depth technical or 
biological review, as those elements are addressed through the Klickitat County’s Lead Entity 
process. The LCFRB determined that the White Salmon project submitted by the Klickitat Lead 
Entity would benefit Lower Columbia salmon populations.   

b. What criteria were used for the regional technical review? 

The LCFRB Lead Entity relies on the Lower Columbia habitat strategy to determine whether 
projects are consistent with the goals, measures, actions, and priorities of the Recovery Plan. The 
LCFRB habitat strategy is incorporated in the online database SalmonPORT. This database 
includes an interactive map that identifies: species presence, with associated population 
recovery priorities and designations (based on the regional recovery scenario); stream reach 
designations identifying importance to fish population performance; prioritized habitat limiting 
factors by life history stage (variety of formats); and, high priority restoration and protection 
approaches that target the most limiting life history needs. Reach-level restoration and 
protection needs are identified on both a multi-species and individual population basis. 
SalmonPORT also links specific assessments, watershed-based habitat strategies, and design 
documents to each subbasin, which can also be found here.  

In conducting the regional technical review, the LCFRB TAC evaluates and scores projects based 
on benefits to fish, certainty of success, and cost. With regard to benefits to fish, the project 
evaluation questions are designed to consider the above-described data and information that is 
housed in SalmonPORT. The following is a more detailed description of key criteria and 
considerations: 

https://www.lowercolumbiasalmonrecovery.org/mappage#b
https://www.lcfrb.gen.wa.us/habitat-studies
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Stream reaches are ranked using a four-tier approach, with Tier 1 reaches being the 
highest priority for protection and/or restoration, and Tier 4 reaches being the lowest. A 
reach’s tier designation is based on the following two factors: 

• The regional recovery priority of the populations (Primary, Contributing or 
Stabilizing); and 

• The relative importance of the target reaches to the performance of each 
population based on Ecosystem Diagnosis and Treatment (EDT) modeling of fish 
responses to habitat degradation and restoration. 

In addition to ranking reaches, the habitat strategy uses the EDT model to identify and 
rank: 

• The relative importance of restoring versus preserving habitat conditions within a 
specific reach to population performance (Species Reach Potential); and 

• Reach-specific habitat restoration needs based on the salmon and steelhead 
recovery priorities, life history stages and their associated limiting factors. 
Restoration needs or habitat attribute priorities within a reach are rated as High, 
Medium, or Low. 

The extent to which a project addresses key habitat attributes and their effectiveness is based on 
the review of the project and related data by Board staff and the TAC. Additionally, the size of 
the area being treated, the number of targeted high priority populations (multi-species 
benefits), and the project objectives and technical approach are also considered. To further 
support and inform the benefits to fish evaluation and scoring, staff provides TAC members with 
Benefits To Fish technical summaries for each project that include information and data on the 
following: population recovery (e.g., Primary, Contributing, Stabilizing) and special status (e.g., 
historic legacy or core) designations; population progress toward delisting targets; All-H threat 
reduction targets and impact reduction progress at population and species scales; habitat 
trajectories at watershed-scales; EDT stream reach tier ratings; species reach potential ratings; 
multi-species restoration and protection priorities; climate change impacts and benefits; 
watershed function impairment ratings; and, presence of cold water refuge and tidally 
influenced habitats. Staff provided the TAC with technical training on how to weigh these 
considerations and criteria in light of project evaluation questions, at the start of and during the 
grant round. 

A project’s certainty of success is based on TAC review of the project using the following general 
criteria: 

• The project’s objectives and scope; 

https://www.lcfrb.gen.wa.us/_files/ugd/810197_9bd0754600594e13b7db8c5168c70d1c.pdf
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• Proposed technical approach and methodologies; 

• Coordination and sequencing with other recovery work; 

• Technical, physical, legal, or funding uncertainties; 

• Sponsor capabilities, experience and track record; and, 

• Community and landowner support. 
 
The TAC also evaluates each project to determine if the cost is reasonable relative to the work 
performed and the likely benefits. This evaluation is based on professional judgment taking into 
consideration labor, material, and administrative costs in comparison to past and similar 
projects. The following considerations guide TAC cost evaluation: 

• Amount and total project cost relative to the likely salmon recovery benefits;  

• Total project cost relative to the amount and type of work proposed; 

• Whether costs are well described and justified; and, 

• Whether more appropriate fund sources are available for the proposed work.   

 
Projects are given High, Medium, or Low ratings for benefits to fish, certainty of success, and 
cost, based on numerical scores. If a project receives an average low rating in any category, it is 
generally not recommended for funding unless there are other factors that outweigh the low 
rating. The two TI proposals were evaluated using this process, with one exception. Benefits to 
Fish scoring questions were focused on Chinook salmon benefits for high priority populations 
identified in the TI request for proposals, which were identified by LCFRB staff and WDFW 
biologists to ensure priority Chinook populations would benefit from habitat restoration and 
conservation actions and support regional recovery needs.  

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

Lower Columbia Fish Recovery Board Lead Entity 
Projects are reviewed by the TAC and submitted to the Board, who reviews the recommended 
ranking and approves the final list for submittal to the SRFB. The Board may amend the TAC’s 
recommended list based on policy considerations such as community support, economic 
impacts and social and cultural issues.  
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Technical Advisory Committee 
The LCFRB TAC was established pursuant to RCW 77.85.200. The principle role of the TAC is to 
advise the Board on technical matters relating to habitat protection and restoration. By statute, 
the Washington Departments of Fish and Wildlife, Ecology, Transportation, and Natural 
Resources are required members. The Board added additional members from federal and state 
agencies, local government, Tribes and private business to augment the breadth and depth of 
technical expertise in 2021. Table 4 below lists the current TAC membership. 

Conflict of Interest 
The Board recognizes that, given TAC experience and expertise in fish-related issues, some 
members may have knowledge of, or some connection to, a proposal. It is the policy of the 
Board that TAC members conduct an unbiased review of the proposals. If for any reason a 
member believes that he or she cannot be unbiased, the member is expected to recuse himself 
or herself from the process. If a TAC member stands to gain personally if a proposal is funded, 
this is a legal conflict of interest and the TAC member must recuse himself or herself. In 2019, 
the Board updated its conflict of interest policies to include a blanket (rather than case by case) 
limitation on TAC members scoring projects from their own organizations, and also adopted 
improvements relating to scoring statistic tracking and distribution. Five TAC members did not 
score proposals from their organizations in 2022. 

Table 4. Lower Columbia Fish Recovery Board Technical Advisory Committee Membership 

Member Affiliation Expertise 
Rudy Salakory, 
Chair Cowlitz Indian Tribe M.S., Earth Systems Science; B.S., 

Biology 

David Lindley, Vice 
Chair Yakama Nation Fisheries  

M.P.A., Public and Non-Profit 
Administration; M.S., Natural Resources; 
B.S., Forest Resources Ecosystem 
Management; Professional Certification 
in River Restoration 

Lisa Brown Washington Department of Fish and 
Wildlife B.S., Zoology 

Jim Fisher Private Consultant B.S., Zoology and Chemistry 

Angela Haffie Washington Department of 
Transportation 

M.S., Environmental Sciences; B.S., 
Biology 

Chris Mongeon Washington Department of Natural 
Resources Fish and Wildlife Biologist 

Sarah Kidd Lower Columbia Estuary Partnership 
Ph.D. Environmental Science and 
Management; M.S. Environmental 
Science; B.S. Environmental Science 

Jared McKee U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Engineer and hydrologist; M.S., Civil and 
Environmental Engineering 
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Member Affiliation Expertise 

Joshua (JD) Jones U.S. Forest Service 
B.S. Fisheries Biology; Fisheries Program 
Manager for Gifford Pinchot National 
Forest 

Kelley Jorgensen Private Consultant B.S. Ecology  

Alex Uber Washington Department of Fish and 
Wildlife 

Professional Engineer; B.S. Biology; B.S. 
Civil Engineering 

Citizen Committee 
The Board serves as the citizen committee and has final approval authority for the Lead Entity’s 
project list. The Board is responsible for the resolution of any dispute arising from the TAC 
decisions. In developing the final project list, the Board may amend the list based on policy 
considerations as noted above, provided the rationale is documented in writing. Table 5 below 
provides a list of current Lower Columbia Fish Recovery Board members.  

Conflict of Interest 
As with the TAC, the Board recognizes that given members’ experience and expertise in fish-
related issues, some members may have knowledge of, or some connection to, a proposal. 
However, this does not necessarily prevent a Board member from participating in approving the 
ranked list. If for any reason a Board member believes that he or she cannot be unbiased, the 
member is expected to recuse himself or herself from the process. If a member stands to gain 
personally if a proposal is funded, the member must recuse himself or herself. Although no 
conflict of interest was noted, Board member Rudy Salakory recused himself from voting 
because he is an employee of the Cowlitz Indian Tribe and on the Board of the Columbia Land 
Trust, which are both sponsor organizations. The Board is currently working on a thorough 
review and update to our conflict of interest policies, as part of a broader and 
comprehensive review of all Board policies and bylaws.   

Table 5. Lower Columbia Fish Recovery Board Membership 

Member Affiliation 
Todd Olson, LCFRB Chair Hydro-electric Operators Representative, PacifiCorp 
The Honorable Lee Grose, Vice Chair Lewis County Commissioner 
The Honorable Dennis Weber, Sec.-Treas. Cowlitz County Commissioner 
The Honorable Dan Cothren Wahkiakum County Commissioner 
Marylynne Kostick Lewis County Citizen Designee 
The Honorable Richard Mahar Skamania County Commissioner 
Hal Mahnke Cowlitz County Citizen & Private Property Designee  
The Honorable Gary Medvigy Clark County Councilor 
Troy McCoy City of Battle Ground, SW Cities Representative 
The Honorable Ann Rivers Washington State Senate, 20th Legislative District 
Rudy Salakory Cowlitz Indian Tribe 
Don Swanson Southwest Washington Environmental Representative 
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Member Affiliation 
Olaf Thomason, Sr. Wahkiakum County Citizen Designee 
Jade Unger Clark County Citizen Designee 
Del Wilson Skamania County Citizen Designee  

 
d. Were there any projects submitted to the SRFB that the regional 

implementation or Habitat Work Schedule did not specifically identify? If so, 
please provide justification for including these projects in the list of projects 
recommended to the SRFB for funding. If the projects were identified in the 
regional implementation plan or strategy but considered a low priority or in a 
low priority area please provide justification.  

 
All projects on the Board’s final project list stem directly from the region-wide habitat strategy 
and/or watershed-based habitat strategies, and target high priority populations, reaches and 
recovery needs (Table 6).  

 
Table 6. Fish and Priority Tiers for Stream Reaches Addressed by each Project.  
Fish priorities are identified by recovery designations: Primary = P, Contributing = C, Stabilizing = S. Out-of-basin 
fish benefits are identified for projects within the extent of the estuary tidal zone.  
 

    Steelhead Chinook Chum Coho Out 
of 
Basin 

Reach 
Tiers 

Rank Project Wtr Sum Fall Spr 1 2 3 4 
1 22-1273 Cispus-

Yellowjacket Phase IV 
Restoration 

P  S P  P  X    

2 22-1218 West Fork Grays 
Restoration - Phase I 

P  C  P P  X X  X 

3 22-1217 Upper East Fork 
Grays Restoration 

P  C  P P   X  X 

4 22-1211 Ridgefield Pits 
Floodplain Restoration 

P P P  P P  X    

5 22-1076 Wind River 
Double Bend Conservation 

 P      X    

6 22-1072 Goble, 
Mulholland, and Upper 
Coweeman Design 

P  P   P  X X  X 

7 22-1229 Clear Creek 
Reconnection 

C  P  P P  X X  X 

8 22-1215 Lower Woodard 
Creek Final Design 

P  C   P  X    

9 22-1207 Beaver Reach 
Side-Channel Restoration 

 P      X    
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    Steelhead Chinook Chum Coho Out 
of 
Basin 

Reach 
Tiers 

Rank Project Wtr Sum Fall Spr 1 2 3 4 
10 22-1136 W. Fork 

Washougal Conservation 
P C    C     X 

11 22-1214 EF Lewis River 
Habitat Improvements 
Final Design 

P P P  P P  X X   

12 22-1212 Lower Columbia 
Barrier Assessment 

P,C,
S 

P,S P,C,
S 

P,C P,C,S P,C,S  X X X X 

13 22-1074 STHD 1 - Reaches 
A, B, and C Restoration 

P  P   P  X X   

14 22-1213 Mason Creek 
Final Design 

P P P  P P P  X   

15 22-1073 Grays, Fossil, and 
Crazy Johnson 
Stewardship 

P  C  P P  X    

16 22-1219 Blaney Creek 
Design 

P  C  P P     X 

17 22-1271 Restoration on 
Stump Creek and Caddis 
Creek 

P  P   P  X X   

18 22-1181 Riparian Buffer 
Stewardship 

P,C  P,C  P,C P,C  X X X X 

19 22-1272 Elochoman Barrier 
Removal and Restoration 

C  P   P  X    

 

 
3. Criteria the SRFB considers in funding regional project lists.  How did the regional 

review consider whether a project:  
 

a. Provides benefit to high priority stocks for the purpose of salmon recovery or 
sustainability. In addition to limiting factors analysis, Salmonid Stock Inventory, 
and Salmon and Steelhead Habitat Inventory and Assessment Program, provide 
stock assessment work completed to date to characterize the status of salmonid 
species in the region. Briefly describe.  

The consistency of a project with the priorities of the Recovery Plan is an integral element in the 
Board’s project evaluation and ranking process and criteria. The consistency of the overall 
project list with the Recovery Plan is determined based on three factors. Specifically, the project 
evaluation assesses whether the projects on the list target: 

• Priority populations for recovery at watershed, strata and regional scales; 
• Priority reaches; 
• Priority limiting factors or habitat attributes; and 
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• Benefits to other Columbia Basin stocks3.  
 
The Recovery Plan sets three population priorities or categories: Primary, Contributing, and 
Stabilizing (Table 7). While highest priority is given to Primary and Contributing populations, it 
should be noted that the NOAA-approved Recovery Plan requires improvement in the 
abundance, productivity, spatial distribution, and diversity for all Primary and Contributing 
populations, and maintenance of baseline conditions for these four parameters for Stabilizing 
populations to achieve recovery. 

Table 7. Population Classifications 

Population 
Classification Viability Goal Description 

Persistence 
Probability* 

P Primary High (H) or 
Very High (VH) 

Low (negligible) risk of extinction (represents 
a “viable” level) 

95-99% 

C Contributing Medium Medium risk of extinction 75-94% 

S Stabilizing Low Stable, but relatively high risk of extinction 40-74% 
*100-year persistence probabilities. 
 
Reach priorities are established in two steps. First, the importance of the reach to each 
population is rated as High, Medium, or Low based on EDT analysis. Then, reaches are grouped 
into ranked tiers using the criteria in Table 8.  

Table 8. Reach Tier Designation Rules. Reach priorities (High, Medium, or Low) are based on Ecosystem  
Diagnosis and Treatment (EDT) results.  
Reaches Rule 
Tier 1 All high priority reaches for one or more Primary populations. 

Tier 2 All reaches not included in Tier 1 and which are medium priority reaches for one or more 
Primary species and/or all high priority reaches for one or more Contributing populations. 

Tier 3 All reaches not included in Tiers 1 and 2 and which are medium priority reaches for 
Contributing populations and/or high priority reaches for Stabilizing populations. 

Tier 4 Reaches not included in Tiers 1, 2, and 3 and which are medium priority reaches for 
Stabilizing populations and/or low priority reaches for all populations. 

 

 
3While out-of-basin populations are not considered in the Recovery Plan, the Lower Columbia Fish 
Recovery Board recognizes the importance of estuarine habitat where upriver stocks use these areas 
during their migration seasons, and has included language and guidance to address them in the LCFRB 
Salmon Recovery Grants Manual. 
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Additional consideration is given for other upstream Columbia Basin (“out of basin”) populations 
using the tidally influenced reaches of tributary streams and the importance of such reaches to 
these populations. 

The TAC also evaluates benefits to high priority populations based on the degree to which 
proposals target key life history stages and associated limiting factors for each population, and 
have the proper scope and technical approach to achieve biological goals and objectives. The 
certainty that a project will deliver benefits to high priority stocks is also evaluated through 
certainty of success criteria that address project coordination, sequencing, constraints and 
uncertainties, sponsor qualifications, community support and stewardship.  

b. Addresses cost-effectiveness. Provide a description of cost-effectiveness 
considered.  

The TAC considers the cost of a project during its evaluation of final applications. The 
consideration of cost is based on professional judgment taking into consideration labor, 
material, and administrative costs in comparison to past projects. The following questions guide 
the TAC’s cost evaluation. 

• Are the requested amount and total project cost reasonable relative to the likely 
salmon recovery benefits?  

• Is the total project cost (grant request and match) reasonable relative to the 
amount and type of work proposed?  

• Are costs well described and justified? 

• Are there more appropriate funding sources available for the proposed work? 

This evaluation process provides for scoring, as well as the assignment of low, medium and high 
categories for each question. 

 
c. Provides benefit to listed and non-listed fish species. Identify projects on the 

regional list that primarily benefit listed fish. Identify projects on the regional 
list that primarily benefit non-listed species.  

All projects on the 2022 list primarily benefit ESA-listed listed salmon and steelhead species 
(Table 6), in addition to non-listed species such as resident and anadromous cutthroat trout, 
lamprey and other non-salmonid species.   

d. Preserves high quality habitat. Identify the projects on the list that will preserve 
high quality habitat.  
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Project 22-1136, West Fork Washougal Conservation, will result in the acquisition and 
permanent protection of approximately 307 acres of sloped forest land surrounding both sides 
of the West Fork Washougal River and Jackson Creek. It includes 108.8 acres of riparian habitat 
as defined by a 300 foot riparian buffer in this high site class west-side forest. Project 22-1076, 
Wind River Double Bend Conservation, will conserve 1.6 miles of Wind River shoreline and 0.7 
miles of tributary shoreline in a Tier 1 reach of the Wind River. It will also protect 86 acres of 
riparian and upland forest in a steeply sloping reach that is historically prone to erosion.  
Funding allocated to the Klickitat Lead Entity for Project 21-1241 (Upper Rattlesnake Creek 
Conservation) will also contribute to preservation of 1.68 miles of Rattlesnake Creek, and 120 
acres of riparian habitat.     

e. Implements a high priority project or action in a region or watershed salmon 
recovery plan. Identify where and how the project is identified as a high priority 
in the referenced plan.  

See response to question 2C. All projects on the Board’s final project list stem directly from the 
regional Recovery Plan and all projects target high priority populations (Table 6).  

f. Provides for match above the minimum requirement percentage. Identify the 
project’s match percentage and the regional match total.  

All 2022 projects meet or exceed minimum match requirements (Table 9). Matching funds are 
from all sources and may be different than the amount reported in PRISM.   

Table 9. SRFB Grant Requests and Match for the 2021 Project List.  
Rank Project 

# 
Project Name Sponsor SRFB 

Grant 
Request 

SRFB 
Allocation 

Match (all 
sources) 

Match 
% 

1 22-1273 Cispus-Yellowjacket 
Phase IV Restoration 

Cowlitz 
Indian Tribe 

$ 947,250 $ 315,076 $3,469,260 1,102 

2 22-1218 West Fork Grays 
Restoration - Phase I 

Cowlitz 
Indian Tribe 

$ 636,502 $ 636,502 $ 963,389 151 

3 22-1217 Upper East Fork Grays 
Restoration 

Cowlitz 
Indian Tribe 

$ 820,381 $ 820,381 $1,320,000 
 

160.8 

4 22-1211 Ridgefield Pits 
Floodplain Restoration 

LC Estuary 
Partnership 

$ 8,700,000 $ 7,053,969  NA 

5 22-1076 Wind River Double Bend 
Conservation 

Columbia 
Land Trust 

$ 136,269 $ 136,269 $ 68,350 50 

6 22-1072 Goble, Mulholland, and 
Upper Coweeman 
Design 

LCFEG $ 199,826 $ 199,826 0 NA 

7 22-1229 Clear Creek 
Reconnection 

CREST $ 452,397 $ 452,397 $1,505,594 332.8 

8 22-1215 Lower Woodard Creek 
Final Design 

LCEP $ 162,859 $ 162,859 0 NA 
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Rank Project 
# 

Project Name Sponsor SRFB 
Grant 

Request 

SRFB 
Allocation 

Match (all 
sources) 

Match 
% 

9 22-1207 Beaver Reach Side-
Channel Restoration 

Mid-C FEG $ 256,650 $ 256,650 $ 125,700 49 

10 22-1136 W. Fork Washougal 
Conservation 

Columbia 
Land Trust 

$ 1,000,000 $ 1,000,000 $5,097,264 509.7 

11 22-1214 EF Lewis River Habitat 
Improvements Final 
Design 

LCEP $ 182,109 $ 182,109 0 NA 

12 22-1212 Lower Columbia Barrier 
Assessment 

LCEP $ 299,731 $ 299,731 $ 60,030 20 

13 22-1074 STHD 1 - Reaches A, B, 
and C Restoration 

LCFEG $ 9,588,000 $ 5,000,000  NA 

14 22-1213 Mason Creek Final 
Design 

LCEP $ 199,297 $ 199,297 0 NA 

15 22-1073 Grays, Fossil, and Crazy 
Johnson Stewardship 

LCFEG $ 67,313 $ 67,313 $ 12,030 18 

16 22-1219 Blaney Creek Design Cowlitz 
Indian Tribe 

$ 169,444 $ 169,444 0 NA 

17 22-1271 Restoration on Stump 
Creek and Caddis Creek 

Cascade 
Forest 
Conservancy 

$ 249,149 $ 249,149 $ 46,337 18.6 

18 22-1181 Riparian Buffer 
Stewardship 

Wahkiakum 
CD 

$ 256,031 $ 256, 031 $ 45,391 17.7 

19 22-1272 Elochoman Barrier 
Removal and 
Restoration 

WDFW $ 742,136 $ 598,936 $ 617,700 103 

  LCFRB Lead Entity Only – Total 
 

$25,065,341 $18,055,936 $13,331,045 133% 

 

The LCFRB tracks all match sources, including amounts that exceed the 15% minimum 
established by the SRFB. LCFRB policies also require additional match requirements depending 
on the type, location and sponsorship of projects. Tracking all match is critical in providing a 
comprehensive picture of how federal and other funds are leveraged at the regional and 
statewide levels, and in fully capturing the sponsor and community support for salmon recovery 
efforts.   

g. Sponsored by an organization with a successful record of project 
implementation. For example, identify the number of previous SRFB projects 
funded and completed.  

Nine sponsoring organizations have projects on the funding list in 2022. Previously funded and 
completed projects per organization are detailed below (Table 10). Previously funded projects 
include both completed and active projects funded through the SRFB. Other Recreation and 
Conservation Office projects are not included.  



Appendix M Regional Area Summary 
Lower Columbia River Salmon Recovery Region 

2022 LCFRB Regional Summary Report 19 

Table 10. SRFB Project Funding History for all 2022 Funded Project Sponsors (1999 – 2021) based on primary spons  
status in the Salmon Recovery Portal database for the Lower Columbia Lead Entity 

Sponsor Project 
Rankings in 
2022 LCFRB 
List 

Number of 
previously funded 
habitat/monitoring 
projects 

Number of 
Active 
Projects 

Number 
of closed 
completed 
projects 

Cowlitz Indian Tribe 1 – 3, 16 37 9 27 
Lower Columbia Estuary 
Partnership 

4, 8, 11, 12, 14 9 3 6 

Columbia Land Trust 5, 10 22 2 20 
Lower Columbia Fish 
Enhancement Group 

6, 13, 15 66 7 59 

Columbia River Estuary Study 
Taskforce 

7 5 0 5 

Mid-Columbia Fisheries 
Enhancement Group 

9 2 0 2 

Cascade Forest Conservancy 17 0 0 0 
Wahkiakum Conservation 
District 

18 19 5 14 

WA Department of Fish and 
Wildlife 

19 9 1 8 

Local Review Process Questions and Responses 

4. Local Review Processes. 

a. Provide project evaluation criteria and documentation of your local Citizens 
Advisory Group and Technical Advisory Group ratings for each project, 
including explanations for differences between the two groups’ ratings. 

Lower Columbia Fish Recovery Board 
The Board serves as both the regional recovery organization and the Lead Entity for all WRIAs in 
the region, except for the White Salmon subbasin, for which Klickitat County is the Lead Entity. 
The project evaluation criteria for the LCFRB Lead Entity review process are described above in 
the regional section.  

Klickitat Lead Entity 
In the Klickitat County Lead Entity’s portion of the Lower and Middle Columbia Salmon recovery 
regions, the Klickitat County Lead Entity process was followed. In the Klickitat Lead Entity, the 
Klickitat Citizens Review Committee guides decisions for the Klickitat Lead Entity, with support 
from the Klickitat Technical Committee. 



Appendix M Regional Area Summary 
Lower Columbia River Salmon Recovery Region 

2022 LCFRB Regional Summary Report 20 

A regional recovery plan has not been developed under Revised Codes of Washington 77.85.090 
and 77.85.150 for any portion of the Klickitat Lead Entity’s area. Projects were evaluated for fit to 
the Klickitat Lead Entity Salmon Recovery Strategy (April 2021), which is the adaptive 
management strategy developed pursuant to Revised Code of Washington 77.85.060(2)(e). The 
Klickitat Lead Entity Salmon Recovery Strategy references currently known stock assessment 
information and assessment work performed within the region, including the Middle Columbia 
River Steelhead Distinct Population segment ESA Recovery Plan that was developed by NOAA-
Fisheries. This recovery plan specifically addressed WRIA 30 in Appendix B: Recovery Plan for the 
Klickitat River Population of the Middle Columbia River Steelhead Distinct Population Segment, 
and addresses WRIA 31 in Appendix C: Recovery Plan for the Rock Creek Population of the 
Middle Columbia River Steelhead Distinct Population Segment. The Klickitat Lead Entity Salmon 
Recovery Strategy also cites stock assessment information in the salmon and steelhead recovery 
plan developed by NOAA Fisheries for the White Salmon River (WRIA 29b) populations of 
Endangered Species Act-listed steelhead and salmon. These recovery plans include stock 
assessments by NOAA Fisheries’ lower and middle Columbia regional technical teams. 

The Klickitat County Lead Entity’s project review process proceeded as follows. Prospective 
project sponsors initially met with the Klickitat Technical Committee and Klickitat Citizens Review 
Committee. Project sponsors presented their project idea and preliminary budgets and received 
technical and community feedback. Project sponsors updated their project proposal based on 
this local feedback as well as technical feedback from the SRFB Review Panel. 

Project sponsors presented revised project proposals to the Klickitat Technical Committee, which 
evaluated the projects based on technical criteria. A project list with technical ranking 
recommendations was developed and provided to the Klickitat Citizens Review Committee 
along with a description of the considerations affecting the evaluation of each project. 

Project sponsors then presented their projects to the Klickitat Citizens Review Committee for 
final prioritization. Klickitat Citizens Review Committee members evaluated the projects based 
on the same technical criteria utilized by the Klickitat Technical Committee plus two community 
interest criteria. Input received from the Klickitat Technical Committee was considered as part of 
this ranking process. A draft project ranking list was developed based on the evaluation criteria, 
and then the ranking list was discussed until the Citizens Review Committee came to a 
consensus. 

The Klickitat Technical and Citizens Review Committees evaluated projects based on the 
following criteria: 

• Habitat features and process 
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• Areas and actions, as identified in the Klickitat Lead Entity Salmon Recovery Strategy 
• Scientific basis 
• Life history and species 
• Costs 
• Project Scope 
• Sequence  
• Stewardship 
• Landowner willingness 
• Implementation readiness 
• Community Issues and Support (Citizens’ Review Committee only) 

The 2022 rankings were consistent between the two local committees. Each committee ranked 
the projects in the same order. For both committees, project scores were high and quite close in 
scoring, demonstrating that both 2022 projects were technically sound and had strong 
community support. Both committees expressed their gratitude for more funding for the 2022 
grant round. In the absence of this additional funding, the Klickitat Lead Entity would not have 
been able to fully fund both proposals. 

b. Identify your local technical review team 

Lower Columbia Fish Recovery Board Lead Entity 
The Technical Advisory Committee members are identified above in the regional section (Table 
4). 

Klickitat County Lead Entity 

Table 11. Klickitat County Lead Entity Technical Advisory Committee Membership 

Member Affiliation Expertise 
Brady Allen Bonneville Power Administration Fish Biologist 
Nathan Ulrich Columbia Land Trust Conservation Acquisition 
Jill Hardiman USGS Fisheries Biologist 
Diane Hopster US Forest Service Hydrologist 
Amber Johnson WDFW Habitat Biologist 
Gardner 
Johnston 

Inter-Fluve, Inc. Hydrologist 

Adrianne 
Grimm 

Yakama Nation Fisheries Hydrologist and Ecologist 

Loren Meagher Central and Eastern Klickitat 
Conservation Districts 

Engineer 

Margaret 
Neuman 

Mid-Columbia Fisheries Enhancement 
Group 

Salmon Recovery Project Manager 

Joe Zendt Yakama Nation Fisheries Fish and Habitat Biologist 
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Tova Tillinghast Underwood Conservation District Natural Resource Restoration and Conservation 
Sharon Frazey WDNR Ecologist and Fisheries Biologist 

 
c. Explain how and when the SRFB Review Panel participated in your local process, 

if applicable. 

Lower Columbia Fish Recovery Board Lead Entity 
Three SRFB Review Panel members (Paul Schlenger, Don Ponder, and Steve Toth) attended the 
virtual tour site visits. Formal comments on the draft applications were received from the SRFB 
Review Panel and provided to sponsors so feedback could be incorporated in their final 
applications. Review Panel member feedback at virtual tours also helped shape Lead Entity 
Feedback submitted in PRISM through discussions with TAC members, LCFRB staff, and panel 
members. SRFB Review Panel participation provided early notice of issues of potential concern 
to the review panel, and allowed sponsors an opportunity to address or resolve these issues in 
their final applications. Sponsors were required to submit responses to questions in their final 
applications indicating how and where in the application the comments were addressed. For two 
projects in 2022, this resulted in changes in project scope or approach that improved final 
project submittals. In addition, because of changes in funding availability that occurred after the 
start of our grant round, our three large capital projects were substantively modified. 

Klickitat County Lead Entity 
SRFB Review Panel Members Michelle Cramer and Jen O’Neal attended the Klickitat Lead Entity 
virtual project tour on May 12, 2022. Projects were presented virtually due to difficult site access 
and the scale of the projects, which was more meaningfully communicated with photos and 
aerial footage. Review Panel members were provided with project material two weeks in 
advance of the site tour. During the tour, the Review Panel members asked questions, provided 
feedback, and addressed their concerns with lead entity staff and applicants.  

LE staff summarized key Review Panel comments and takeaways from the site tour and provided 
this feedback to the project sponsors immediately. Formal preliminary comments were provided 
by the SRFB Review Panel on May 24th. The Rattlesnake Creek project did not receive formal 
Review Panel comments because it was a cost increase proposal, but the sponsor did receive 
and incorporate informal feedback provided during the site tour into their final cost amendment 
request. 

Project sponsors reviewed and incorporated SRFB Review Panel feedback into their final 
applications. SRFB Review Panel comments and project sponsor responses were made available 
to the Klickitat Lead Entity Technical Committee and Citizens Review Committee for their 
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consideration in advance of project ranking. Review comments were also discussed at the 
committee ranking meetings. 

5. Local evaluation process and project lists.  

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

Lower Columbia Fish Recovery Board Lead Entity 
Salmon recovery priorities and actions are guided by the NOAA-approved lower Columbia 
domain Recovery Plan for both the Columbia estuary and mainstem, and the subbasin 
tributaries. The Board’s habitat strategy serves as its 6-year implementation work schedule. It is 
reviewed annually as described earlier and is consistent with the priorities outlined in the 
Recovery Plan. When individual subbasin strategies are completed, information on site-specific 
project opportunities are incorporated. This information is captured in SalmonPORT and helps 
sponsors target high priority areas and restoration types to craft their proposals, as described in 
more detail in Sections 1 through 3 above. 

Klickitat County Lead Entity 
The Klickitat Lead Entity Region Salmon Recovery Strategy is used by the Klickitat County Lead 
Entity as the basis for project prioritization and work schedule development. This strategy 
includes a priority matrix that identifies priority sub-basins and reaches for salmon recovery 
work with associated salmonid species, life history significance, limiting habitat features, action 
priority ranking, specific habitat actions and rationale, habitat forming processes, and possible 
community interests and concerns. This strategy and matrix are updated annually, or as needed 
if not annually, to reflect project completion and new information and data. All projects 
submitted for the 2022 Salmon Recovery Funding Board grant round address priority reaches 
and habitat issues identified in the Klickitat Lead Entity Region Salmon Recovery Strategy. Project 
evaluation criteria for each grant round include a specific question about whether or not the 
proposal addresses a high priority geographic area and action for salmon recovery; projects that 
do receive a higher score. 

b. Explain how comments of technical, citizen, and policy reviews were addressed 
in finalizing the project list. Were there any issues about projects on the list and 
how were those resolved? 

Lower Columbia Fish Recovery Board Lead Entity 
Opportunity for public comment is provided at all LCFRB Board and TAC meetings. The 
recommended TAC list was approved by consensus, and the final Board list was approved for 
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submittal to the SRFB by unanimous decision. No outstanding concerns with the final project list 
were identified.  

The SRFB Review Panel members were proactive at identifying project elements that could 
potentially lead to “project of concern” (POC) designations during this grant round. As a result 
of their feedback, sponsors were successful at crafting complete final project proposals that met 
all applicable LCFRB and Manual 18 requirements relating to benefits to fish, certainty of 
success, and cost effectiveness. All final applications were cleared by the Review Panel.   

Klickitat County Lead Entity 
Sponsors are provided with comments from local review committees, the SRFB Review Panel, 
and the RCO grant manager at multiple stages in the application process. This feedback is used 
to strengthen proposals. Sponsors first receive written and verbal feedback from the Klickitat 
Technical and Citizens Review Committees prior to submitting their draft application in PRISM. 
This initial feedback is used as a first filter to make sure that projects align with Klickitat Lead 
Entity priorities and to identify local technical considerations and community perspectives that 
could strengthen the proposal. After submitting their draft applications, sponsors then receive 
another round of feedback from the SRFB Review Panel, the RCO grant manager, and local 
committees. Comments received on the draft application are used to refine the final project 
proposal, ensuring that the project meets both state and local technical criteria and reflects 
community considerations that will help build overall support for salmon recovery. In 2022, 
there were no local issues with our project list – both committees had the same rank order for 
projects. 

The Klickitat Lead Entity receives SRFB funding from both the Lower Columbia and the Middle 
Columbia regional allocations, 2.7% this year and 30% respectively. Funds from the Lower 
Columbia are applied to projects in the White Salmon Basin (WRIA 29b). This year, there was one 
project in the White Salmon using the Lower Columbia allocation funds – a cost increase 
proposal for 21-1241 (Upper Rattlesnake Creek Conservation). This project was only partially 
funded in the 2021 grant round, and returned to the 2022 grant round to secure full funding. 
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