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Upper Columbia River Salmon Recovery Region
Overview

Geography
The Upper Columbia River Salmon Recovery Region is a 10,000 square mile area encompassing Chelan,
Douglas, and Okanogan Counties from the base of Chief Joseph Dam to the confluence of the Yakima and
Columbia Rivers.

Water Resource Inventory Areas (WRIA)
Moses Coulee (44), Wenatchee (45), Entiat (46), Methow (48), Okanogan (49), and Foster
Creek (50)

Federally Recognized Tribes
Confederated Tribes of the Colville Reservation and the Confederated Tribes and Bands of the
Yakama Nation

Endangered Species Act Listings
Table 1: Upper Columbia River Salmon Recovery Region Listed Species
Species Listed
Upper Columbia River Spring Chinook
Upper Columbia River Steelhead

Listed As
Endangered
Threatened

Date Listed
March 24, 1999
August 18, 1997

Salmon Recovery Plan
Table 2: Upper Columbia River Salmon Recovery Region Recovery Plan
Recovery Plan
Regional Organization
Plan Timeframe
Actions Identified to Implement Plan
Estimated Cost
Status
Implementation Schedule Status

Web Information
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Upper Columbia Salmon Recovery Board
10-30 Years
296
$734 million over 10 years
The federal government adopted the recovery plan for Upper
ColumbiaRiver spring Chinook and steelhead in October 2007.
An implementation schedule with timeframes of 3 years, 6
years, 10 years, and beyond, and with more detailed
information on recovery plan actions and costs is being used by
the Upper Columbia Salmon Recovery Board and its plan
implementation partners.
Upper Columbia Salmon Recovery Board Website

3

Regional Area Summary

Upper Columbia River Salmon Recovery Region

Region and Lead Entities
The Upper Columbia Salmon Recovery Board (UCSRB) serves as the regional organization and
the Lead Entity.

Regional Area Summary Questions and Responses

Describe the process and criteria used to develop allocations acrosslead
entities or watersheds within the region.
In general, the Lead Entity facilitates a process that allocates funds within the Upper Columbia
based on the regional biological priorities established in the Upper Columbia Spring Chinook
Salmon and Steelhead Recovery Plan (Recovery Plan) (UCSRB 2007) Appendix H: A Biological
Strategy to Protect and Restore Salmonid Habitat in the Upper Columbia Region (Upper
Columbia Regional Technical Team [RTT] 2017). Since previous SRFB grants have matched the
regional priorities in recent grant cycles, the Lead Entity considers these criteria to be an
appropriate guideline for funding allocation. Moreover, the biological priorities in the
Biological Strategy closely match those in the Recovery Plan.
The process the UCSRB Lead Entity used to develop a final regional list in 2022 followed the
shortened schedule adopted in 2020 because of changes to Manual 18 and state guidelines
along with regional changes. In 2022, project sponsors completed their project applications in
June. Project sponsors gave technical presentations and received feedback early in the process
and thus had the opportunity to modify and change proposals prior to June based on technical
feedback within the region. This year marked a return to on-site tours after two consecutive
years of virtual tours due to the COVID-19 pandemic. While on-site tours were feasible at most
SRFB proposal sites, a small number were virtual due parking limitations or accessibility.
The criteria the Regional Technical Team (RTT) used to score habitat restoration projects
incorporated the updated Habitat Action Prioritization Strategy. The Citizens’ Advisory
Committees (CACs) used existing criteria to score projects based on biological, social,
economic, and community considerations to generate a final ranked list.
The UCSRB Lead Entity Process Guide January 2022, 2022 UC SRFB_TI TRIB_Schedule FINAL,,
2022 Regional Application Questions (JotForm), and 2022 UC Regional JotForm Application
Instructions (Attachment A) document the steps in our funding process in detail.
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Explain if the projects list(s) submitted in the region funds the highest
priority projects.
The project list from the Upper Columbia region funds the highest priority projects. The
Regional Technical Team scored proposals based on the updated Prioritization process, as
described in the regional Habitat Action Prioritization Strategy, which includes a well-vetted
process through which HUC12 watersheds, or assessment units, and reaches are ranked
according to their importance for habitat restoration and protection. Further, the prioritization
framework identifies limiting factors and habitat action types that will have the greatest
biological benefit for a given stream reach; these criteria are used to determine the relative
biological priority when scoring projects for funding and implementation. The Citizens’
Advisory Committee considers biological benefit as the single most important criteria in their
ranking process but ranking by the committee also includes considerations such as social and
economic factors. Hence, the final list is largely weighted by biological priority but also
includes economic and social priorities of the region.

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

Do suballocations to lead entities limit the region from getting to the
highest priority projects?
N/A – The Upper Columbia Salmon Recovery Board (UCSRB) is the Lead Entity and Regional
Organization in the Upper Columbia region.

2022 SRFB Funding Report
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Regional Technical Review Process
Explain how the regional technical review was conducted.
The RTT used a formal process and review criteria to rate projects based on the technical merits
of each project and consistency with regional biological priorities. The Upper Columbia RTT was
the first technical team in the state to establish biological priorities at an Evolutionary Significant
Unit (ESU) scale.
The RTT scoring is guided by the Habitat Action Prioritization, which includes the following
considerations for ranking projects in the Upper Columbia: 1) HUC12 watersheds or assessment
units (AUs), are ranked by level of importance for restoration and protection; 2) limiting life
stages at the population and assessment unit scale; 3) limiting factors and threats that cause
certain life stages to be limiting are identified and ranked in order of importance for recovery 4)
stream reaches within AUs are identified and ranked in order of biological benefit for restoration
and protection; and 5) habitat action types to address limiting factors are identified and
prioritized within each stream reach.

What criteria were used for the regional technical review?
RTT Project Scoring
The RTT Scoring Criteria for SRFB Proposals (January 2022) can be found in Attachment B. The
RTT Comments on 2022 SRFB Proposals and results from the RTT’s June 8th scoring meeting are
also included in Attachment B.
Monitoring Project Type
In the region, monitoring projects are to address data gaps identified in the Recovery Plan,
Appendix F of the Biological Strategy, or more recent analyses by the RTT’s Monitoring and Data
Management Committee (MaDMC). The RTT scores monitoring projects out of a total 30 points
versus 100 points used for other project types, to clearly differentiate monitoring projects from
other projects when comparing scores.
RTT scoring criteria for monitoring proposals are articulated in the RTT Scoring Criteria for SRFB
Proposals (January 2022) and the UCSRB SRFB Monitoring Process 2022 and are included in
Attachment B.

2022 SRFB Funding Report
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Who completed the review (name, affiliation, and expertise) and are they
part of the regional organization or independent?
Members of the RTT participated in the final proposal review. The RTT is an independent group
of natural resource professionals with a broad range of expertise relevant to fish biology,
engineering, and habitat restoration. These individuals volunteer their time on behalf of various
agencies or organizations. The RTT’s chair is Tracy Hillman, PhD, CEO of BioAnalysts, Inc, Boise,
ID. Tables 3 and 4 identify the RTT and CAC members who reviewed, scored, and ranked
projects this year.

2022 SRFB Funding Report
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Table 3. 2022 Regional Technical Reviewers (Upper Columbia Regional Technical Team).
Regional Technical Team Project Review
Name
Affiliation
Expertise

Scored
in 2022
X

John Arterburn

Colville
ConfederatedTribes

Steve Fortney

NOAANWFSC

Tracy Hillman,
PhD (Chair)

BioAnalysts,Inc.

Certified ecologist; habitat restoration evaluation and planning;
hatchery and habitat RM&E; fish ecology andpopulation
dynamics; subbasin planning and salmon recovery writing;
modeling and statistical analysis.

X

Tom Kahler

Douglas County
PUD

X

Carlos Polivka,
PhD

USFS PNW
Research
Station

Salmon ecology; habitat restoration evaluation and planning;
hatchery planning and RM&E; juvenile bypass development at
hydro projects; RM&E at hydro projects.
Salmon ecology; habitat restoration evaluation.

Justin Yeager

NOAA
Fisheries

Habitat restoration evaluation and planning; ESA
regulatory review; Forest/riparian ecology.

CatherineWillard

Chelan County
PUD

Hatchery programs, habitat restoration; and fish
population and habitat data.

Jeremy Cram,
PhD

WA Dept. of
Fish & Wildlife

Life cycle modeling; salmon recovery planning and
implementation; habitat restoration evaluation and
planning.

Kate Terrell

US Fish &
Wildlife

Keely Murdoch

Yakama
Nation

Salmon ecology; habitat restoration evaluation and
planning.
Ecology; habitat restoration evaluation.

BrandonRogers
(Vice-Chair)
Joe Lange

Yakama
Nation

Habitat restoration evaluation, planning, and
implementation; project management.

NRCS

Engineering; habitat restoration evaluation, planning,
design, implementation, and monitoring.

Steve Hayes

Chelan County PUD

John Crandall

Methow
Restoration
Council
WA Dept. of
Fish and Wildlife

Habitat restoration evaluation and planning; juvenile bypass
development at hydro projects; salmon ecology;hatchery planning and
RM&E; juvenile bypass
development at hydro projects; RM&E at hydro projects.
Aquatic ecology; water quality monitoring; habitat restoration and
evaluation; fish population monitoring

Amanda Barg
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Habitat and fish population status and trends monitoring,Habitat
RM&E reporting; salmon ecology; habitat restoration evaluation
and planning; project management.
Fluvial geomorphology; salmonid ecology; habitat
restoration evaluation and planning; habitat status andtrend
monitoring.

Habitat restoration evaluation and planning

X

X

X
X

X

X
X
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Table 4. 2022 Citizen’s Advisory Committees
Chelan Citizen Advisory Committee
Members

Representation from
Statute

Geographic
Area

Scored
in 2022

Mike Deason (Chair) (City of Leavenworth)
Keith Truscott (Interested citizen)

City
Other Habitat Interests

Leavenworth
Wenatchee

X
X

Jim Johnson (Orchardist)

Agriculture

Cashmere

X

Bruce Merighi (Interested citizen)
Matt Collins (Interested citizen)
Alan Schmidt (Retired Project Manager)
Leah Hemberry (Interested Citizen)

Landowner
Other Habitat Interests
Landowner
Other Habitat Interests

Leavenworth
Peshastin
Entiat
Leavenworth

X
X
X
X

Okanogan Citizen Advisory Committee
Members

Representation from
Statute

Geographic
Area

Scored
in 2022

Larry Hill (Interested citizen)

Other Habitat Interests

Twisp

X

Bob Monetta (Chair) (Business Realtor)
Craig Nelson (Okanogan CD)

Business Interest
Conservation District (CD)

Methow
Okanogan

X
X

Gertrude Webster (Interested citizen)
Louis Sukovaty (Farmer)
Sam Israel (Interested Citizen)
Will Keller (Okanogan NRCS)

Other Habitat Interest
Business Interest
Environmental Group
Other Habitat Interests

Okanogan
Winthrop
Twisp
Okanogan

X
X
X
X

Were there any projects submitted to the SRFB that the regional
implementation or Salmon Recovery Portal 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.
No

2022 SRFB Funding Report
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How did your regional review consider whether a project met the following
criteria?
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, what stock assessment work
hasbeen done to date to further characterize the status of salmonid species in the
region? Briefly describe.
Restoring the productivity of salmon and steelhead habitat in the Upper Columbia requires a
prioritization of habitat actions to maximize the benefit derived from limited funding. The
Biological Strategy (Recovery Plan Appendix H) identifies actions to consider in implementing
projects with high biological benefit. The RTT rated actions and developed quartiles to compare
actions across the entire ESU. The Biological Strategy provides guidance on habitat actions that
are expected to contribute to the improved status of the VSP parameters. Priority areas and
ecological concerns have been identified for each AU within the region (see the UC SRFB
Project Information Sheet 2022 in Attachment C).
Building on the Biological Strategy, the region uses a river reach-based approach to ensure
priority habitat projects are developed and implemented with a clear understanding of existing
physical processes. This approach relies on incorporating information from tributary-scale and
reach-scale hydro-geomorphic assessments and monitoring, to develop actions that are
appropriate for channel processes and habitat impairments. As reach-level degradations and
processes are defined, alternatives are produced to identify, sequence, and prioritize specific
actions to protect and/or restore channel and floodplain connectivity and complexity.

Addresses cost-effectiveness. Provide a description of how costeffectiveness was considered.
Cost effectiveness of proposals was determined using the methods described in the RTT’s
Biological Strategy and was calculated using the “total project request” and the RTT biological benefit
score. This cost effectiveness score is 5% of a project’s total score (see RTT Scoring Criteria for SRFB
Proposals January 2022 in Attachment B).
The CACs include a detailed cost-effectiveness review through three separate criteria: project
longevity, project scope, and economics (see CAC Project Proposal Ranking Criteria 2022 in
Attachment D).
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Preserves high quality habitat. Identify the projects on your list that will
preserve high quality habitat.
See Attachment C: UC SRFB Project Information Sheet 2022.

Sponsored by an organization that has a successful record of project
implementation. For example, identify the number of previous SRFB
projects funded and completed?
Table 5. UC Sponsors and their Total SRFB Funded and Completed Projects
Cascade Fisheries (formerly Cascade Columbia Fisheries
Enhancement Group)
Chelan County Natural Resource Department

35

Methow Salmon Recovery Foundation
Yakama Nation
Okanogan County
Trout Unlimited
Cascadia Conservation District

22
23
2
12
10

82

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.
See Attachment C: UC SRFB Project Information Sheet 2022.

Implements a high priority project or action in a region- or watershedbased salmon recovery plan. Identify where and how the project is
identified as a high priority in the referenced plan.
See Attachment C: UC SRFB Project Information Sheet 2022.

Provides for match above the minimum requirement percentage. Identify
the project’s match percentage and the regional match total.
See Attachment E: Final 2022 UC SRFB Ranked Project List for match provided.

Involves members of the veteran’s conservation corps established in
Revised Code of Washington 43.60A.150.
None

2022 SRFB Funding
Report
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Local review processes. (Lead Entity provide response.)
Provide project evaluation criteria and documentation (local technical
reviewer and citizen committee score sheet or comment forms) of your
local citizen’s advisory group and technical advisory group ratings for each
project, including explanations for differences between the two groups’
ratings.
RTT project scores are distributed to the local CACs to assist them in the development of their
rankings (see Attachment B for the RTT Comments on 2022 SRFB Proposals). Okanogan and
Chelan CACs each held separate ranking meetings and then met jointly to finalize the regional
list. See table 5 and associated attachments for the 2022 project scoring and ranking
documentation.

2022 SRFB Funding
Report
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Table 6. 2022 Project Proposal Reviewer’s Documentation.
Technical Scoring
RTT Scoring Criteria for SRFB Proposals (January 2022)

Attachment B

RTT Comments on 2022 SRFB Proposals

Attachment B

UCSRB SRFB Monitoring Process 2022
CAC Ranking

Attachment B

CAC Project Proposal Ranking Criteria 2022
Chelan CAC Ranking Meeting Final Summary 2022
Okanogan CAC Ranking Meeting Final Summary 2022
UC Joint CAC Meeting Final Summary 2022

Attachment D
Attachment D
Attachment D
Attachment D

Final List
Final 2022 UC SRFB Ranked Project List

Attachment E

Identify your local technical review team (include expertise, names, and
affiliations of members).
See Table 3 above.

Explain how and when the SRFB Review Panel participated in your local
process, if applicable.
Two members of the SRFB Review Panel, Steven Toth and Paul Schlenger, participated in the
Upper Columbia process for the 2022 round as follows:
Review Draft Proposals
SRFB Review Panel members had the opportunity to review draft proposals prior to the virtual
site tours.
Project Tours
Members of the Lead Entity, CACs, RTT, Habitat Conservation Plan Tributary Committees, and
SRFB Review Panel participated in site tours on May 9, 10, and 11, 2022. The purpose of each
tour was to evaluate the projects, achieved by an on-site visit or virtually using drone and
other video footage, Google Earth, photographs, site diagrams, and other relevant visual aids
to provide additional understanding for reviewers. On-site tours were largely divided by
subbasin while several project tours were virtual due to access limitations. On-site tour
locations included:
1. Upper Wenatchee sub-basin on May 9
2. Lower Wenatchee and Entiat sub-basins on May 10
3. Methow sub-basin on May 11

2022 SRFB Funding
Report
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These tours also allowed reviewers to ask questions and provide comments to the sponsors on
ways to improve the technical merit of each project and provided productive discussions among
all participants on local priorities for project development. After two years of limited interactions
among regional professional, the opportunity for on-site tours generated a large turn out and
valuable human connections.
SRFB Review Panel Comment Process
SRFB Review Panel comments and feedback were distributed to individual sponsors via PRISM.
After project sponsors received their comments, a 1½-hour call was scheduled for the Lead
Entity and project sponsors to ask clarifying questions about the SRFB Review Panel
comments. Project sponsors then addressed comments or provided additional information
within their PRISM application either by providing supplemental attachments, or by
responding directly to the SRFB Review Panel in the applicant comment fields.

2022 SRFB Funding
Report
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Local evaluation process and project lists. (Lead Entity provide
response.)
Explain how multi-year implementation plans or Salmon Recovery Portal
were used to develop project lists.
The principal guiding document for identifying appropriate projects for implementation in the
region is the Recovery Plan, a federally approved recovery plan for Upper Columbia spring
Chinook salmon evolutionary significant units (ESU) and steelhead distinct population segment
(DPS) in Washington State. Appendix H: Biological Strategy outlines priorities so sponsors can
use this document to identify priority projects. The UCSRB staff works with project sponsors to
populate the Salmon Recovery Portal (SRP), which serves as the on-line database for the UCSRB
Implementation Schedule.

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?
RTT Reviews & Scoring
On March 9 and 10, 2022, project sponsors presented their project ideas to the RTT and CACs
for early feedback on relative competitiveness and for suggestions on project improvements.
The RTT also reviewed draft proposals and provided input to project sponsors during the virtual
site visits on May 10 and 11. Lastly, the RTT reviewed and scored final proposals at its June 8
meeting. An RTT representative then provided an overview of the biological scores and
answered questions at the June 13 and 14 CAC meetings.
Citizen’s Reviews & Ranking
The CAC Committee Ranking Criteria can be found in Attachment D. The Okanogan CAC met on
June 14 to hear presentations from project sponsors and the Chelan CAC heard presentations
on June 13. Each CAC then met again on June 23 to formally rank the projects. See the
Okanogan CAC Ranking Meeting Final Summary 2022 and Chelan CAC Ranking Meeting Final
Summary 2022 in Attachment D.

2022 SRFB Funding
Report
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Joint Committee Approval of the Final Project List
The UCSRB staff facilitated the Joint CAC on June 23 to combine the Chelan and Okanogan
project lists into one joint list for the Upper Columbia Region. During the Joint CAC meeting,
committee members adopted a working list that combined the individual Chelan and Okanogan
lists by using the 1-1 approach (the top-ranked project from each County was placed at the top
of the list). This approach honors the sequence of the individual committee lists and ensures
equal representation of projects from both counties. The primary determinant in breaking any
tie between projects from both counties was the RTT biological benefit score when, for each
equal CAC ranking, the project with the higher RTT score was ranked above a lower RTT scored
project. Once the working list was adopted, members had the opportunity to move projects up
or down the list by utilizing the following ground rules before approving a final list.
Joint Committee ground rules for decision-making:
1. A Citizen Advisory Committee member may, at any time, make a motion to move a
particular project up or down on the list.
2. The Citizen Advisory Committee member making such a request must include
rationale based on the citizens’ review criteria for 2020.
3. The Joint Citizen Advisory Committee will then engage in discussion regarding the
motion to move a project on the list.
4. After discussion, the Joint Citizen Advisory Committee will vote – approve, oppose,
abstain – on the motion to move the project on the list.
5. The motion will carry upon unanimous approval by all Joint Citizen Advisory
Committee Members (excluding “abstain” votes).
For details on how the decisions were carried out during the meetings, see the details in
the Joint CAC Meeting Final Summary 202 in Attachment D and the Final 2022 UC SRFB
Ranked List in Attachment E.

2022 SRFB Funding
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
The following Process Guide is intended to document the steps through which a potential
habitat restoration project proponent, technical reviewer, or citizen will participate when
pursuing funds through the Washington State Salmon Recovery Funding Board (SRFB) in the
Upper Columbia recovery region (UC). This guide represents the consensus decision of
participants in the UC on the process to develop and submit projects for funding to the SRFB.
The Rock Island, Rocky Reach, and Wells Dam Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP) Tributary
Committees (TRIB) have agreed to use this process and timeline for funding consideration.
The guiding document for identifying appropriate projects for implementation in the region is
the Upper Columbia Spring Chinook Salmon and Steelhead Recovery Plan (UCSRB 2007), a
federally approved recovery plan for this Evolutionary Significant Unit (ESU) in Washington
State.
The Upper Columbia Salmon Recovery Board
(UCSRB) is the Lead Entity (LE) for the UC.
“Lead Entity” is a term used by the state to
define a county, city, conservation district,
special district, tribal government, regional
recovery organization, or other entity that is
responsible for submitting a project list to the
SRFB for funding consideration.1
The UCSRB is also the state-designated
regional recovery organization2 and the LE is
responsible for facilitating the process of
compiling one project list and submitting that
list to Recreation and Conservation Office
(RCO) for funding consideration to the SRFB.
The UC regional approach to pursuing both
mitigation and recovery funds from all
available sources is the result of years of
collaborative work on the part of all
interested parties to establish an effective
and efficient process. Regional project and funding coordination are an ongoing and iterative
process. The details are identified from the Recovery Plan’s Implementation Schedule and
developed within each of the Watershed Action Teams (WATs) in the region. The UCSRB
currently facilitates two approaches to funding projects in the region: (1) habitat programmatic
funds (administered by the Bonneville Power Administration, BPA); and (2) traditional grant
RCW 77.85.050 – Note: On January 1, 2013 the two active Lead Entities in the Upper Columbia consolidated into
one Lead Entity under the Upper Columbia Salmon Recovery Board.
2
RCW 77.85.010
1
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Upper Columbia Salmon Recovery Board Lead Entity, 2022
applications (a.k.a. “Open 6-Step Funding Process”). While the following guidance document
focuses on the Open 6-Step Funding Process, the Regional Project Pre-application is also the
first step in pursuing BPA programmatic funds. See “Funding Opportunities” at:
https://www.ucsrb.org/what-we-do/funding/.

OPEN 6-STEP FUNDING PROCESS
The LE Coordinator will help facilitate the movement of proposals through the review process.
This includes assuring that the Regional Technical Team (RTT), BPA, TRIB, and Citizens’ Advisory
Committees (CAC) receive review copies at appropriate times. Project sponsors should begin
working with the LE early in the process to engage available services that will assist in
developing competitive proposals for SRFB, TRIB and /or Targeted Investments. See contact
below:
Lead Entity Coordinator
Dave Hecker
208-869-9446
dave.hecker@ucsrb.org
Funding Schedule
The funding schedule for the regional process is included on the UCSRB website and updated as
necessary. The funding cycle generally runs from February through August each year.
Eligible Applicants
The following entities are eligible for SRFB funding:
• Cities
• Counties
• Conservation Districts
• Native American tribes
• Non-profit organizations
• Private landowners
o Private landowners are eligible applicants for restoration projects when the
project takes place on their own land.
o Private individuals may not acquire land using these funds.
• Regional Fisheries Enhancement Groups
• Special Purpose Districts
• State agencies (state agencies must have a local partner that is independently eligible to
be a grant applicant)
• Federal agencies may not apply directly but may partner with eligible applicants.
o Projects may occur on federal lands.
Applicants should consider federal restrictions on using federal money for a qualifying
match when applying for a grant. Anyone may apply for Tributary Committee funds.
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Roles
• Lead Entity-coordinates and facilitates the Upper Columbia SRFB grant process.
• RCO Grant Manager- help applicants navigate the RCO-SRFB grant application process,
and if successful, then steer sponsors through the agreement and billing process.
• Regional Technical Team (RTT)- the regional technical body that reviews, evaluates,
scores, and ranks projects based on their biological benefit as outlined in the Biological
Strategy.
• Citizens Advisory Committee- a locally led group representing diverse interests who
“provide a citizen-based evaluation of the projects proposed to promote salmon
habitat” and is charged with developing and submitting for funding consideration a
habitat project list.3
• SRFB Review Panel- the SRFB’s technical review body that evaluates proposals to ensure
they have high benefit to salmon, have a high likelihood of success, and costs do not
outweigh benefits.4
• Monitoring Review Panel- SRFB panel that “coordinates and prioritizes the ongoing
assessment of habitat restoration efforts.”5
• Salmon Recovery Funding Board- a ten-person board with five governor-appointed
members and five agency members that makes grants, develops procedures and
guidance, approves funding, and tracks recovery progress.6
• Tributary Committees (TRIB)- review, evaluate and make funding determination for
projects seeking their funding.

Step One:

REGIONAL PROJECT PRE-APPLICATION

The first step in the process to seek funding from the SRFB, TRIB, BPA Programmatic or
Targeted Investments grants is to submit the first series of questions through the online
Regional Project Pre-application (accessed online via ‘JotForm’). The Lead Entity will use this
information to ensure project eligibility and to plan for site tours and other milestones. The RTT
will evaluate the pre-application based on a subset of their scoring criteria (RTT Scoring Criteria
for SRFB Pre-proposals). It is important for project sponsors to understand the scoring criteria
and ask either the LE or RTT for clarification if needed.
Completion of the pre-application is required from each project proponent wishing to pursue
funds from the SRFB, TRIB, BPA Programmatic or Targeted Investments. The pre-application
includes questions that are not included in the complete PRISM application yet address the RTT
scoring criteria (RTT Scoring Criteria for SRFB Proposals) and the CAC ranking criteria (Citizen’s
Advisory Committee (CAC) Ranking Criteria). Therefore, it is important to answer all the preapplication questions completely and thoroughly.

3

See RCW 77.85.050 for further explanation.
https://rco.wa.gov/boards/salmon-recovery-funding-board/salmon-recovery-funding-board-review-panel/
5
https://rco.wa.gov/boards/salmon-recovery-funding-board/monitoring-panel/
6
See RCW 77.85.110- RCW 77.85.140
4
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The LE is here to help project sponsors through the process. If project sponsors need help
developing the necessary forms throughout the application process and/or accessing data that
may be available for use in the project proposal, they should reach out as early as possible.
The pre-application requirement helps project sponsors in several ways. First, it is an
opportunity for the project sponsors to think through the details of a potential project early in
the funding process. It is also an opportunity for the sponsors to identify areas where technical
assistance may be needed to ultimately develop the strongest possible proposal. The preapplication provides an indication of how close the region is to meeting the targeted allocation
of funds from the SRFB and other funding sources. It is also an early opportunity to identify
additional cost-share programs that most effectively leverage the resources needed to
implement projects. It is important that project sponsors think through enough of the details of
a project to submit a sound pre-application. The RTT and TRIB have the option to recommend
to the LE that a proposal not continue in the review process due to lack of sufficient
information.

Step Two:

PRESENTATIONS TO REGIONAL TECHNICAL TEAM

After the pre-applications are submitted the LE will transmit those to the RTT Chair for
distribution ahead of the technical presentations to the RTT. Project sponsors will provide
project overviews to the RTT and other reviewers to discuss location, limiting factors, biological
benefits, and other technical aspects of the project proposal with the RTT. This will allow
reviewers and project sponsors to discuss strengths and weaknesses of their proposal with the
goal of improving the overall application and project. The RTT may elect to develop a
preliminary ranking of pre-applications based on their relative competitiveness.

Step Three: COMPLETE APPLICATIONS DUE (PRISM)
Following the initial RTT review of pre-applications, projects that move forward in the
application process will be initiated in PRISM by the LE. All proposals must be submitted
electronically using the State’s PRISM database. PRISM is RCO’s web-based platform used by
project sponsors to apply for and manage grants, to get grant contracts, and to produce project
reports. Sponsors will work with the LE to get their PRISM project ID number and initiate the
application process in PRISM. Reference the Upper Columbia PRISM-SRP Metric Tracking
Protocol for more details (Appendix B).
Project sponsors will submit a complete application through the online PRISM portal, including
an attachment of the completed pre-application (JotForm). Attach a coversheet (Appendix A) to
the completed pre-application, PDF format, and upload it to PRISM. Project sponsors need to
reference Manual 18 and other guiding documents from RCO to ensure their applications meet
the requirements of the state process (refer to Manual 18 Appendix C: Application Checklist for
requirements).
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Although not required by PRISM, a standardized naming convention for your proposal is
important for project reviewers. Proposal names may include the following elements:
•
Sponsor name/acronym
•
Indication of project type (Assessment, Design, Project, etc.)
•
Project phase (phase I, II, III)
•
Geographic link (e.g., Upper Entiat)
•
Avoid using landowner names in proposals to protect landowner privacy.
In the PRISM application, it is important to include planning metrics that allow the region and
state to track project implementation in a consistent manner. Sponsors must enter the planned
metric outcomes consistent with their proposed project type. The LE will work with project
sponsors to ensure that appropriate project metrics are entered in the application (see
Appendix B: UC PRISM-SRP Metric Tracking Protocol for more details).
Contact your LE if you need assistance with the PRISM database. Additionally, the SRFB annually
adopts Manual 18 that describes the process for pursuing funds from the State. Manual 18 and
other associated documents can be found on the UCSRB website and RCO’s website:
https://rco.wa.gov/grant/salmon-recovery/.

Step Four:

PROJECT TOURS

Project site tours in the Methow, Okanogan, Entiat and Wenatchee sub-basins will be
scheduled by the LE. Given the uncertainty of the ongoing pandemic, the status of in-person or
remote site tours will be determined in the spring, well in advance of project tour dates. Project
sponsors are strongly encouraged to attend their respective site tour to present information
regarding the proposed project, answer questions, and receive additional technical feedback.
The LE will work with project sponsors to prepare handout materials for tour participants. Time
will be limited and allocated based on the number of proposals and necessary time between
project locations or presentations. This is a key opportunity for project sponsors to discuss their
project and receive feedback from reviewers about project elements.
Representatives from the RTT, TRIB Committees, CAC members, and SRFB Review Panel
members may all attend the tours. Some project proposals may not require a site visit (e.g., an
assessment project or others due to logistical issues); however, the LE will identify a location
and time to discuss the project proposal with reviewers. Once the portfolio of potential projects
is finalized, the UCSRB will develop the agenda and itinerary with input from the various
reviewers. Project sponsors are encouraged to work with the LE to develop refined information
and materials during the site tours. Please check the website for the current tour schedule.

Step Five:

PROPOSAL REFINEMENT AND SUBMITTAL

After the reviewers’ comment and provide feedback, project sponsors can refine and finalize
details ahead of the final proposal deadline for regional scoring and ranking. Any missing data
on project metrics or funding entities as identified by the LE should be addressed prior to final
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submittal. Final proposals should be uploaded to PRISM so the LE can distribute them to
reviewers for regional technical scoring and final ranking.
After final proposals are submitted, there are no additional opportunities for interaction with
the RTT to further refine the technical details of a project. Project sponsors should always
communicate with the LE to answer questions as they arise throughout the process. Significant
changes in project scope or total project cost after the final proposal submittal are not allowed.
These changes make it difficult for the CACs to evaluate projects after the RTT scores have
already been assigned. Therefore, sponsors are strongly discouraged from making changes to
scope or total project cost following final proposal submittal. Changes in funding allocation
requests, while discouraged after final submittal, are accepted based on outside funding
decisions or conditions made by the CAC or SRFB Review Panel. These changes in budget
allocations must be communicated to the LE in writing one week prior to the CAC
presentations.

Step Six:

TECHNICAL SCORING AND CITIZEN RANKING

After final project proposals have been submitted, the RTT will convene for technical scoring of
the proposals. The RTT uses the Upper Columbia Biological Strategy and associated updates as
its primary framework for evaluating projects. The RTT has a robust and transparent scoring
criteria based on the aforementioned framework and should be used when developing
proposals for funding consideration.
The RTT has requested that the project scoring meeting be closed to non-RTT members, with
exceptions for technical representatives from funding entities, other reviewers, and LE
representatives. The RTT members can only score proposals as they were submitted.
Information provided after the deadline will not be considered during the project review. It is
important that project sponsors are as succinct and inclusive in the application as possible.
There are limits to the number of attachments that regional and state technical reviewers can
consume. The LE may provide one hard copy of a document per review group and/or the
electronic version if the document is large. The final technical scores and comments from the
RTT will be distributed to the sponsors and select partners in the Upper Columbia shortly
before the CAC presentations.
During RTT scoring of Design proposals, the RTT may request additional review during the
design process if the group has concerns about the project proposal. The RTT will determine
design review conditions and review intervals aligned with qualitative benchmarks established
by the RCO (see Manual 18 Appendix D: Design and Restoration Project Deliverables). This will
allow sponsors the ability to request additional funds to address the design review condition(s).
The RTT will forward conditional comments to the CAC, which will make a final
recommendation that the LE will submit to the RCO as part of the final regional list. Sponsors
are encouraged to seek input from the RTT early in the development of Design proposals.
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Sponsor presentations to the CAC will be at an evening meeting in either Chelan or Okanogan
County. If a sponsor has proposals in each county, expect to present for both committees. The
individual CACs will meet following the presentations to score the social and economic
considerations of a proposed project and develop a ranked list. After individual CACs develop
their ranked list, both committees will convene with a joint meeting to develop one regional list
for funding consideration. The individual CACs and the Joint Citizens Advisory Committee (JCAC)
use the same review criteria.
The individual lists from each of the CACs will be combined into one list for the JCAC meeting,
which will be comprised of members from each CAC. The initial process for merging the
individual lists for discussion at the JCAC is as follows:
• The region will combine the individual lists using the project’s order of rank in the
relative list (i.e., rank 1 from Okanogan County is matched with rank 1 from Chelan, and
so on).
• To decide which project from within the matched ranking gets placed first, the
secondary consideration is the relative RTT score. For each paired ranking (e.g., 1-1, 2-2,
etc.), the project with a higher RTT score will rank above the project with a lower RTT
score.
The following ground rules for decision making guide the JCAC in its deliberations to develop
the final ranked list for the Upper Columbia.
1. A CAC member may, at any time, make a motion to move a particular project up or
down on the list.
2. The CAC member making such a request must include rationale based on the citizens’
review criteria.
3. The JCAC will then engage in discussion regarding the motion to move a project on the
list.
4. After discussion, the JCAC will vote – approve, oppose, abstain – on the motion to move
the project on the list.
5. The motion will carry upon unanimous approval by all JCAC members (excluding
“abstain” votes).
The result of this meeting is the final recommended list of projects submitted to the SRFB for
consideration for funding. Additionally, CACs will use the same process to determine the Upper
Columbia’s best Targeted Investments proposal for further consideration by the SRFB Review
Panel.

SRFB/TRIB FUND REVIEW AND FUNDING
The SRFB Review Panel will meet during the month of May and June to review all the project
applications. The SRFB Review Panel evaluates projects based on benefits to salmon, likelihood
of success, and a cost-benefit analysis (see Manual 18 Appendix F). The SRFB Review Panel will
label projects as either Clear, Conditioned, Needs More Information, or Project of Concern.
Projects that receive a clear label are eligible without restriction to receive SRFB funds.
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Sponsors whose projects receive a Needs More Information or Conditioned label will have the
opportunity to address the SRFB Review Panel comments by submitting additional information
to the SRFB Review Panel and/or accepting the condition(s). The SRFB Review Panel will
consider the additional information and make a final determination by July 21. Based on
regional policy, proposals flagged as Projects of Concern by the SRFB Review Panel in its final
report will not be forwarded on the final ranked list and are ineligible for SRFB funding.
The SRFB will meet in September to make its final funding decisions for that year. The TRIB
Committees will also make internal decisions for funding, after release of the draft SRFB Review
Panel report. Once the SRFB has made its final decisions for funding, the TRIB commonly meet
to finalize their decisions for funding projects.

POST SRFB AWARD AMENDMENTS
Amendments require consultation with the LE and subsequent recommendations from
technical and citizen’s committees. Manual 18 outlines the process for SRFB approval of
contract amendments. To access the Amendment Request form and “Upper Columbia Salmon
Recovery Board Funding Request Authority Matrix”, please contact your LE for assistance.
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APPENDIX A:

REGIONAL APPLICATION COVERSHEET

Project Title/Name
Sponsor
Contact Name
Contact Information/Address
Prism #
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Anticipated SRFB Request:
Anticipated Trib Comm Request:

$
$

Other Match:

$

Anticipated TOTAL Project Budget:

$

Upper Columbia Salmon Recovery Board Lead Entity, 2022

APPENDIX B:

UC PRISM-SRP METRIC TRACKING PROTOCOL

See Manual 19 Appendix C: PRISM/Salmon Recovery Portal Data Communication Process (p. 48)
for more information.
Accurate project reporting is an essential component of salmon recovery. Tracking project
metrics (e.g., riparian miles treated or number of fish passage corrections) helps organizations
gage recovery efforts, plan future restoration projects, and report accomplishments. The metric
data shapes the story of salmon recovery in Washington and helps justify ongoing support for
salmon recovery to funding entities and the public. Project and outcome tracking across the
state is conducted in the Salmon Recovery Portal, a mapping and project tracking tool that
allows lead entities and others to share habitat protection and restoration projects with
funders and the public. The portal helps lead entities relate planned, proposed, current, and
past project achievements to salmon recovery goals.

TRACKING PROJECTS OVERVIEW
Projects that move through the lead entity process begin in the Salmon Recovery Portal (SRP).
Once the project is initiated, the project sponsor then completes the application process in
PRISM. Data entered into the PRISM database are transferred directly back into the SRP
database. Therefore, UCSRB and sponsors need to ensure that data are entered into PRISM in a
way that is consistent with data management in the SRP.
Projects under application: During the SRFB grant round process, UCSRB staff create a new
project in SRP based on pre-application materials (the JotForm application). UCSRB staff
send the project number to sponsors to complete PRISM applications. During the PRISM
application process, sponsors follow the protocol described below to ensure consistent
reporting of funding sources and recovery metrics. (Note: regional monitoring project
applications cannot be started in the SRP; coordinate directly with the LE and GSRO science
recovery coordinator.) See Manual 18, 2022, p. 47.
Ongoing and completed projects: Sponsors accurately report metrics when submitting
progress reports and final reports in PRISM. Sponsors respond to any questions or
clarifications from USCRB staff before submitting the final report in PRISM. UCSRB may
follow up with individual sponsors for additional clarification. Any changes to work types,
project funders (for matching funds), or metric outcomes must be made in PRISM.

REPORTING PROJECT FUNDING
When entering match funding during the application process, add individual funders separately
using the “+ Add match” button. Include a separate dollar amount for each distinct funder.
Search for the name of the funder in the dropdown list to see if the funder already exists in the
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system before manually entering a funder’s name. Upon completion of the project, again enter
each matching funders separately, with the appropriate associated dollar amount.

REPORTING PROJECT OUTCOMES (METRICS)
During the PRISM application, the sponsor enters the project work type, which automatically
creates the relevant project metrics. The sponsor then quantifies the values as proposed
project accomplishments. The following metrics are required for the Upper Columbia regional
reporting process, depending on the activity type. For example, for a passage project, the
sponsor will check the box next to a Fish Passage Improvement Project and then enter values
for the following three metrics: (1) Miles of Stream Made Accessible, (2) Number of
blockages/impediments/barriers impeding passage, (3) Road-crossing removal. Additional
project metrics may be entered in PRISM, as desired, but those listed below are required. For
each project submission, sponsors should ensure that the metrics listed below are entered
during the application and final reporting. If a metric is not applicable to the project, enter a
zero to identify that this metric was considered but the metric was not applicable to the
project.
Design, Monitoring, or Assessment projects: No metric reporting codes required
Acquisition, easement, lease projects: The following acquisition metric reporting codes are
required.
1. Miles of Streambank and/or Shoreline Protected by Land or Easement Acquisition
2. Acres by Acreage Type (easement) and/or Acres by Acreage Type (fee simple)
3. Floodplain Areas Protected** this reporting metric does not appear in PRISM. Work
with the LE to add this metric upon completion of the project.
Restoration projects: The following metric reporting codes are required for the project types
listed.
Fish Passage Improvement
1. Miles Of Stream Made Accessible (SRFB) (C.2.b.1)
2. Number of blockages / impediments / barriers impeding passage (C.2.b.4)
3. Number of road-crossings (C.2.i.2)
Fish Screening Project
1. Fish screens installed (C.1.c.1)
2. Fish screens replaced or modified (C.1.d.1)
Instream Flow Project
1. Miles Of Stream 'Protected' For Adequate Flow (C.3.b)
2. Change In Water Flow (C.3.c)
3. Cfs (Cubic Feet Per Second) of water conserved per year (C.3.g.2)
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Instream Habitat Project (note: also includes Floodplain and Off-Channel Reconnection
Projects)
1. Total Miles of Instream Habitat Treated (C.4.b)
2. Number Of Beavers (C.4.h.2)
3. Miles of Off-Channel Stream Created or Connected (C.4.c.4)
4. Acres Of Channel/Off-Channel Connected or Added (C.4.c.5)
5. Number of structures placed in channel (C.4.d.7)
6. Pools Created through channel structure placement (C.4.d.5)
7. Miles of Streambank Stabilized (C.4.e.3)
Riparian Habitat Project
1. Total Riparian Miles Streambank Treated (C.5.b.1)
2. Total Riparian Acres Treated (C.5.b.2)
3. Miles of Fence Along Stream (C.5.d.2)
4. Riparian Acres Treated for forestry practices/stand management (C.5.i.2)
Upland Habitat and Sediment Project
1. Acres of Upland Habitat Area Treated (C.6.b.1)
2. Number of Erosion/Sediment Control Installations (C.6.e.3)
3. Miles of Road Abandoned (C.6.d.2)
4. Miles of Road Treated for drainage improvements and reconstruction (C.6.c.2)
5. Acres Treated for Slope Stabilization (C.6.g.2)
6. Upland livestock management (C.6.j.1)
Water Quality Project
1. Total acre feet of Water Treated for water quality (C.7.b.2)
2. Miles Of Stream Treated with Nutrients (C.7.g.5)
3. Water Quality Limitation Treated (C.7.c)
Wetland Project
1. Acres of wetland Improved/Restored (C.8.e.2)
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UPPER COLUMBIA SRFB/TARGETED INVESTMENTS/ TRIB
2022 FUNDING SCHEDULE
DATE

ACTIVITY/MILESTONE

PARTICIPANTS

LOCATION

FACILITATOR/
COORDINATOR

FEBRUARY/MARCH
February 9

Meeting: SRFB/TRIB KickOff Meeting

LE, RTT, TRIB,
Sponsors, RCO

Virtual – GoTo
Meeting

LE/RCO

February 28

Deadline: Regional
Project Pre-application
(JotForm) submitted to
Lead Entity

Sponsors

Online/Email

LE

March 9-10

RTT Presentations (SRFB
and TI)

Sponsors, LE,
RTT, TRIB, SRFB
Review Panel,
CAC

TBD

LE/RTT/CAC

PRISM

LE

APRIL
April 20

Deadline: Complete
applications due

Sponsors, LE,
RCO
MAY

Tours: SRFB/TRIB Project
Tours
Wenatchee
May 9, 10, 11 &
12

Entiat
Methow

Sponsors, LE,
RTT, TRIB, SRFB
SRP, CAC

TBD

LE

Okanogan

May 12

Action: TRIB reviews draft
proposals

TRIB

TRIB

TRIB Chair

May 17

Action: TRIB provide
comments

TRIB

Emails

TRIB Chair

May 18

Lead entity feedback
(optional)

LE

PRISM

LE

January 2022
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UPPER COLUMBIA SRFB/TARGETED INVESTMENTS/ TRIB
2022 FUNDING SCHEDULE
ACTIVITY/MILESTONE

PARTICIPANTS

LOCATION

FACILITATOR/
COORDINATOR

May 19, Noon

DEADLINE: Final proposals
due for regional scoring
and ranking

Sponsors, LE,
RCO, SRFB
Review Panel,
RTT, CAC, TRIB

PRISM

LE

May 25

First Comment Form:
Sponsors receive project
status (clear, conditioned,
NMI or POC)

SRFB Review
Panel, LE,
Sponsors

Email/Prism

LE

DATE

JUNE
Action: (optional) Discuss
projects identified as
conditioned, NMI or POC

Sponsors, RCO,
SRFB Review
Panel, LE

Conference Call

LE/RCO

June 8

Action: RTT
review/scoring

RTT, CAC, LE

RTT Meeting

RTT

June 9

Action: TRIB reviews final
proposals

TRIB

TRIB Meeting

TRIB Chair

June 13 & 14

Presentations to Citizens:
Okanogan/Chelan CAC’s

Sponsors, CAC’s,
RTT, LE

TBD

LE

Action: TRIB Decisions

TRIB

Email

TRIB Chair

CAC’s, LE

TBD

LE

Sponsors, LE

PRISM/ Email

LE

June 7

June 15

June 23

June 27, Noon

CAC SRFB project rankings
& selection of single
Targeted Investment:
Chelan/Okanogan CAC’s
DEADLINE: Final revised
applications due in PRISM.
LE submits letter of
support to RCO for
selected Targeted
Investment project

JULY

January 2022

2
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UPPER COLUMBIA SRFB/TARGETED INVESTMENTS/ TRIB
2022 FUNDING SCHEDULE
DATE

July 13-14

July 21

ACTIVITY/MILESTONE
Action: SRFB Review Panel
completes comments.
Score Targeted
Investment projects
Final Comment Form:
Sponsors receive final
SRFB Review Panel
comments

PARTICIPANTS

LOCATION

FACILITATOR/
COORDINATOR

SRFB Review
Panel, RCO

N/A

RCO

Email/Prism

SRFB Review Panel

Sponsors

Email/Prism

LE/RCO

LE

PRISM

LE/RCO

LE

Email

LE

SRFB Review
Panel, LE,
Sponsors
AUGUST

August 8

August 12
August 19

Deadline: Sponsors must
accept SRFB Review Panel
conditions
Deadline: Regional
Ranked List submitted to
RCO
Deadline: Regional
Submittal

SEPTEMBER
Sept 7
Sept 21 & 22

Final grant report
available for public review

RCO

Email

RCO

Action: SRFB Decisions

SRFB

Olympia, WA

RCO

Acronyms
CAC- Citizen’s Advisory Committee
LE- Lead Entity Coordinator/Program
RCO - Recreation and Conservation Office
RTT- Upper Columbia Regional Technical Team
SRFB - Salmon Recovery Funding Board
SRFB Review Panel - State Review Panel
TRIB- Tributary Committees
TI- Targeted Investment
UC- Upper Columbia Region
UCSRB - Upper Columbia Salmon Recovery Board

Timeline Legend
Meetings
Blue
Deadlines
Red
Actions
Black

January 2022
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Monday, August 15, 2022

Clone of 2022 Regional Project Preapplication

2022 Upper Columbia Regional
Project Pre-Application
* Pre-applications due February 28, 2022 at 12pm
*Complete applications due April 20, 2022
*Final applications due May 19, 2022 at 12pm

*Project Title

Contact Information
*Sponsor

.

*Primary Contact
*E-Mail Address

Budget Request
*Anticipated Request - SRFB
(standard round)
*Anticipated Request - Tributary
Committee
*Anticipated Request - Targeted
Investments (Southern Resident orca
recovery)
*Anticipated Request - BPA
Programmatic
*Anticipated Other Funding
*Anticipated TOTAL Budget
*Other Funding Source(s)
1

Project Location
*Briefly describe the location of the
project
*Latitude (decimal degrees)
*Longitude (decimal degrees)
*Project subbasin
*Wenatchee Assessment Unit(s)
*Entiat Assessment Unit(s)
*Methow Assessment Unit(s)
*Okanogan Assessment Unit(s)
Please explain why there are multiple subbasins
*Reach(es) Name
*Identify the reach(es) priority/ reach
ranking. Note: If the project involves
work in multiple reaches, select
"Multiple" and include details in the
text box that will appear below.
*Please detail the reach-ranking of the reaches below

Project Information
1. *In one or two sentences, what do you propose to do? Please include SMART objectives in
your statement (Specific, Measurable, Achievable, Realistic, and Time-bound). Example format:
The project seeks to address [specify limiting factor(s)] for [limiting life stage(s)] by [specific
actions proposed] to create an estimated [include specific target metrics, as described below]
upon implementation in [estimated year].
2. *What species will the project
benefit?
3. *Select the project's objectives and
the associated tracking metrics
Acquisition, Easements, Leases:
Reporting Code
Fish Passage: Reporting Code
Fish Screen: Reporting Code
Instream Flow: Reporting Code

2

Instream Habitat: Reporting Code
Riparian Habitat: Reporting Code
Upland Habitat: Reporting Code
Water Quality: Reporting Code
Wetlands: Reporting Code
4. *Does this project already exist in
Salmon Recovery Portal or PRISM?
*If this project is part of or a phase of an existing project that exists in SRP or PRISM (e.g.,
design), write the related project(s) name here:
5. *Has this project been submitted
previously for funding through the
SRFB and/or other process(es)?
*Please explain which process(es) and how this proposal differs from the previous submission
(e.g., different phase, modified scope, etc.)
6. *What category is the project?

Design and Restoration Proposals
7. *What project phase(s) are
proposed for completion?
8. *Is your project within a completed
(or soon-to-be completed) Reach
Assessment or other type of
assessment (e.g., Rapid Site
Assessment, other)?
9. *Which limiting factors does the
project propose to address?
10. *Which life stages will the
proposed project address?
11. *Freshwater Benefits - To what extent will your project improve survival, capacity and/or
distribution for target species at the reach scale?
Additional Space for #11 *Freshwater Benefits
12. *Temporal Effect - Briefly describe how and to what extent the project would promote
natural stream/watershed process consistent with the geomorphology of the stream?
13. *Temporal Effect - How long will it
take for the project to achieve its
intended response?

3

14. *Temporal Effect - How long will
the restoration action and its benefits
persist?
15. *Temporal Effect - What level and/or interval of maintenance is anticipated? What is the
plan for any anticipated maintenance?
16. *Methods - Briefly describe the potential (for design) or proposed restoration methods and
how they will achieve project objectives.

Assessment Proposals
7. *What type of assessment are you
proposing?
8.* Is the assessment identified on
the MaDMC monitoring and data gaps
list?
*If yes, and that project already exists in SRP or PRISM, what is the name of the existing
project?
9. *Describe how the assessment fills a regional priority and where that priority is identified.
10. *Methods - What methods will you use in your assessment and how will they achieve your
stated objective(s)?
11. *Will a design result from the
project?
12. *If yes, what level of design (e.g.
conceptual, preliminary, final)? What
proportion of your budget will support
design?
13. Briefly describe why SRFB funds are necessary, rather than other sources of funding.

Protection Proposals
7. *What type of protection are you
proposing?
8. *Is this protection project
associated with a current or future
restoration project?
*If yes, and that project already exists in SRP or PRISM, what is the name of the existing
project?
9. *Placement - Does the project protect important high quality habitat and/or watershed
processes and to what degree?
4

10. *Freshwater Benefit - What would be the anticipated loss in survival, capacity or distribution
for target species at the reach scale if the proposed area is not protected?
11. *Threat - How imminent is the threat of habitat degradation to the proposed land if the
project is not implemented?
12. *Conditions - Briefly describe if there are any conditions regarding the protection of the
property that could limit the protection benefits
13. *Will there be public access?

Monitoring Proposals
7. *Information Need - Does this
project address a Tier 1 data gap in
the MaDMC Regional Data Gaps List?
8. *Information Need - To what extent does your project address a regional data gap?
9. *Information Need - What is the
scale of inference?
10. *Purpose - How will the monitoring complement, enhance, or leverage ongoing monitoring
efforts?
11. *Methods - Briefly describe the methods and how they are appropriate to the monitoring
question
12. *Information Need - Describe how the data (raw and processed), results, and other
information will be disseminated and accessed once the project is complete
13. Explain why SRFB project funds are being requested rather than funds from other sources

Project Risk and Economic Benefits
1. *What is the landownership?
2. *Have you secured landowner
participation in or acceptance for this
project?
*Please explain
3. *Describe any land owner requirements (e.g., design elements, right-of-ways, access
agreements, liability waivers, etc.) and if/how they could affect the project
4. *Will the project raise potential concerns for interest groups (e.g., recreational users) or the
community at large (including upstream/ downstream/ adjacent landowners)?
5. *Who will have the responsibility to manage and maintain the project? What is the
responsibility of current or future landowners?
5

6. *Are other projects being proposed
immediately upstream or downstream
of worksite?
*If yes, describe your efforts to coordinate with the other project sponsor(s) and/or manager(s)
7. *Please describe the risk of failure associated with this project.
8. *Is there any public outreach planned during and/or after implementation? Does the project
build community support for salmon recovery efforts?
9. *Does the project represent an opportunity for economic benefit? How much benefit does the
project create for the dollars invested?
10. *Describe any partnerships, their experience, and types of contributions supporting the
project.

Targeted Investment (Southern Resident orca recovery)
*Are you pursuing Targeted
Investment funding?
1. Problem Statement: What are the problems your project seeks to address? Include the source
and scale of each problem. Describe the site, reach, and watershed conditions. Describe how
those conditions impact salmon populations. Include current and historical factors important to
understand the problems.
2. Describe the limiting factors, and/or ecological concerns, and limiting life stages (by fish
species) that your project expects to address.
3. What are the project goals? The goal of the project should be to solve identified problems by
addressing the root causes. Then clearly state the desired and future condition. Include which
species and life stages will benefit from the outcome, and the time of year the benefits will be
realized.
4. What are the project objectives? Objectives support and refine biological goals, breaking
them down into smaller steps. Objectives are specific, quantifiable actions the project will
complete to achieve the stated goal. Each objective should be SMART (Specific, Measurable,
Achievable, Relevant, and Time-bound).
5. Scope of work and deliverables. Provide a detailed description of each project task/element.
With each task/element, identify who will be responsible for each, what the deliverables will be,
and the schedule for completion.
6. What are the assumptions and physical constraints that could impact whether you achieve
your objectives? Assumptions and constraints are external conditions that are not under the
direct control of the project, but directly impact the outcome of the project. These may include
ecological and geomorphic factors, land use constraints, public acceptance of the project,
delays, or other factors. How will you address these issues if they arise?
7. How have lessons learned from completed projects or monitoring studies informed this
projects?
6

8. Describe the alternatives considered and why the preferred was chosen.
9. How were stakeholders consulted in the development of this project? Identify the
stakeholders, their concerns or feedback, and how the concerns were addressed.
10. Does your project address or accommodate the anticipated effects of climate change?
11. Describe the sponsor's experience managing this type of project. Describe other projects
where the sponsors has successfully used a similar approach.
12. Will veterans (including the veterans conservation corps) be involved in the project? If yes,
please describe.
Supporting Documents

Upper Columbia Process Guide 2022
SRFB Manual 18 (2022)
RCO Application Resources (2022)

7

2022 UCSRB Regional (JotForm) Proposal Instructions
In recent years UCSRB created the online JotForm as way to create greater efficiency to the
Regional Application process.
The fields on the Regional Pre-Proposal (JotForm) marked with a small red asterisk provide the
necessary information and fulfill the requirements for the Pre-Proposal.
When you have entered information in the fields, scroll to the bottom of the page and click the
grey “Save” on the bottom left. Once you complete this step, an email will be sent to the
entered email address with a copy of the entered information along with a link that will allow
the user to continue working on the form. It is the “Edit Submission” link on the top of the
email.
Each time you edit the document you will receive an email confirmation with your JotForm (and
any updated changes or edits) and a link that will return you to the document (the link from the
initial email will work and will continually be updated).
When you are ready to submit each subsequent section of the regional application you will
receive an email confirmation (similar to saving the form).
Important Notes:
•
•

Documents can be uploaded to the JotForm on the bottom portion of the form.
There are many important links on the JotForm including: SRFB Manual 18, RCO
Application links; Application Checklist, Appendices and other important forms (these
links will be updated as RCO updates them).

Questions:
Can multiple email addresses be included?
No, which is why it is imperative that the primary project sponsor share the link with others
from their organization that will want/need to edit the application.

How do I save my work in the JotForm?
All changes are saved when you click the “submit” and/or “save and continue later” buttons at
the bottom of the page. Note: the “create a pdf” tab does not save your document, only
creates a pdf document.

Can multiple people work on/edit the document?
Yes, multiple uses will need to share the link and can edit the document from their respective
work stations. Only one person can actively edit or work on the JotForm at a given time.
Is there a button on the JotForm to indicate if a project has previously been funded or
submitted?
Yes.
How do sponsors handle the track changes component of the application?
UCSRB doesn’t need to see any tracked changes, that is a state requirement. When sponsors
complete their RCO Applications, they will still address comments and questions using track
changes in their RCO Application and upload that tracked changed Word document through
JotForm.
If you have questions or issues while using the JotForm, please contact Dave Hecker at
dave.hecker@ucsrb.org or Tracy Bowerman at tracy.bowerman.org.

Regional Area Summary

Upper Columbia River Salmon Recovery Region

Attachment B: Regional Technical
Team Documents
RTT Scoring Criteria for SRFB Proposals (January 2022)
RTT Comments on 2022 SRFB Proposals
UCSRB SRFB Monitoring Process 2022

2022 SRFB Funding Report
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Introduction
In this document the RTT identifies and describes the scoring criteria used to evaluate restoration,
protection, assessment, design, and monitoring full proposals. These criteria are designed and intended
for the review and scoring of proposals. The goal of the RTT is to use the most objective evaluation
approach possible to ensure a fair and effective review and ranking of proposals across multiple project
types. Because the proposal is the primary instrument by which the RTT evaluates potential projects, the
clarity and completeness of the proposal is critical to the RTT’s ability to assess and score the potential
benefits of the project. If a proposal does not clearly identify objectives and methods, and include all
supporting materials (figures, maps, references, etc.) necessary for the RTT to understand adequately
the proposed project, it will likely score low.

Scoring Criteria
The RTT identified scoring criteria that are specific to each project type (restoration, protection,
assessment, design, and monitoring). Importantly, the proposed projects must be placed in high-priority
areas, address important limiting factors, and identify benefits to focal species productivity and
distribution. Various criteria form the basis for evaluating each of the five project types.
Criteria are assigned weights depending on their importance in the overall evaluation. That is, some
criteria are considered more important than others. Thus, those criteria with high weights are
considered more important in the evaluation of each project type. The assignment of weights also
increases contrast in scores among project proposals. Projects scoring less than 40 points out of 100
total points are specifically called out as having “low biological benefit” so that funders and other
reviewers can determine whether the project is worth further evaluation or funding.
The RTT believes it is important to assess the cost effectiveness of each proposed project. The RTT has
included the evaluation of cost-benefit in various ways in the past, ranging from a qualitative evaluation
that was not part of official scoring, to a quantitative assessment that applied a standardized score to
each project for each reviewer. Under the current approach, RTT members evaluate the cost
effectiveness of each proposal independently. Each member decides the points for cost effectiveness by
evaluating the biological benefit and cost of each project. Scores will range from 0 to 7, with the highest
points associated with high-benefit/low-cost projects and the lowest points associated with lowbenefit/high-cost projects.
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Restoration Projects
1. Address Primary Limiting Factors
a) Does the proposed restoration project reduce the effects of primary limiting factors (as
identified in the Prioritization Strategy; Prioritization Portal) at the reach1 scale? (20% of
total score)
•

Rationale: Proposed restoration actions must address primary factors limiting the
freshwater survival and/or distribution of fish species. Projects that address more
than one limiting factor, or fully rectify a single limiting factor, achieve the highest
scores.
Sequencing of projects also affects scoring. That is, projects that address limiting
factors that are unlikely to affect freshwater survival or distribution without first
correcting other factors would achieve relatively low scores, unless the proposed
sequencing is justified by extenuating circumstances.
Limiting factor ranks are based on outputs in the Prioritization Portal.

•

Scoring:
o

0 = project does not address ranked limiting factor(s) at the reach scale.

o

1-6 = project provides some level of improvement to ranked limiting
factor(s) (rated unacceptable or at-risk at the reach scale).

o

7 = project fully rectifies a Rank 1 limiting factor(s) at the reach scale.

2. Location and Scale of the Restoration Project
a) Is the proposed restoration project sited within an important “assessment unit” for
restoration? (10% of total score)
•

Rationale: Streams vary in intrinsic potential and habitat quantity and quality
because of differences in geology, geomorphology, valley width, elevation, stream
size, gradient, and other factors. The RTT incorporated intrinsic potential and other
information in identifying high-priority assessment units for restoration within each
sub-basin (see Step 1 in the Habitat Action Prioritization Within the Upper Columbia
River Basin document; Prioritization Strategy). Projects that improve habitat
quantity and quality within high-priority assessments units, or provide access to

1

A reach is one of the nested hierarchical subdivisions of a drainage network. It is smaller than a valley segment
and larger than a channel unit. A reach is classified by the geomorphic attributes of valley confinement, bed
material, channel geometry, slope, and assemblages of geomorphic units (e.g., pool, riffle, etc.). Reaches in the
Upper Columbia are set to be 1-4 km long and are identified in the Prioritization Strategy.
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such habitat, will achieve the highest scores. Scores are based on outputs in the
Prioritization Portal.
•

Scoring:
o

0 = Not a priority.

o

1 = Tier 3 Lower Priority.

o

4 = Tier 2 Moderate Priority.

o

7 = Tier 1 High Priority.

o

If a proposed project targets a combination of spring Chinook salmon,
steelhead, and bull trout, the RTT will use the higher of the AU
prioritization scores.

b) Is the proposed restoration project sited within an important “reach” within a priority
assessment unit? (5% of total score)
•

Rationale: Because reaches vary in habitat quality, habitat quantity, connectivity,
and geomorphology, they do not have equal restoration potential. Therefore,
restoration actions should occur first in reaches with the highest potential for
restoration. The RTT has incorporated several factors in identifying high-priority
reaches for restoration within assessment units (see Step 2 in the Habitat Action
Prioritization Within the Upper Columbia River Basin document; Prioritization
Strategy). Projects that improve habitat quantity and quality within high-priority
reaches, or provide access to such habitat, will achieve the highest scores. Scores
are based on outputs in the Prioritization Portal.

•

Scoring:
o

0 = Unranked Reach.

o

1 = Rank 3 Reach.

o

4 = Rank 2 Reach.

o

7 = Rank 1 Reach.

o

If a proposed project targets a combination of spring Chinook salmon,
steelhead, and bull trout, the RTT will use the higher of the Reach
prioritization scores.

c) Is the restoration project appropriately scaled and scoped? (5% of total score)
•

Rationale: Projects must be placed so they function within the geomorphic context
of the stream reach. Projects sited without consideration of stream flows, sediment
dynamics, and geomorphology will likely fail or provide limited long-term physical
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and biological benefit, and thus will receive the lowest scores. Similarly, a project
may be too small in scope to achieve the purported benefits.
•

Scoring:
o

0 = scale and scope of project does not match project objectives.

o

1-6 = intermediate (scale and scope is appropriate to meet some of the
project objectives).

o

7 = scale and scope are appropriate to meet clearly articulated project
objectives.

3. Temporal Effect of Proposed Restoration Action
a) Does the proposed project promote natural stream/watershed processes that are consistent
with the geomorphology of the stream? (5% of total score)
•

Rationale: The RTT defines natural stream/watershed processes as dynamic
processes affecting habitat form and function at multiple spatial and temporal
scales. Floodplain connectivity, complex instream structure, absence of barriers, and
large intact riparian zones are all features of natural stream/watershed processes.
As discussed within the Biological Strategy, “process-based restoration” refers to
projects that will result in long-term changes to natural watershed and fluvial
processes. Projects such as riparian plantings, increasing flows, barrier removal, and
floodplain and wetland reconnections are all examples of projects that restore
natural processes.

•

Scoring:
o

0 = project does not promote watershed processes.

o

1-6 = project improves intermediate levels of watershed processes (some
level of restoration of process occurs (or the probability is high) at the reach
scale).

o

7 = project fully restores watershed processes at the reach scale.

b) How long will it take for the project to achieve its intended response? (5% of total score)
•

Rationale: The type of restoration action will determine how long it will take before
the intended response of the action is realized. For example, an engineered log jam
may have an immediate effect on cover for fish, while riparian plantings can take
over 25 years before the intended effect is realized (Attachment 1). It is important
to not reduce the scores of projects that restore processes and take longer to
achieve the intended response; thus, no project will receive a score of 0.

•

Scoring:
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o

1 = >50 years

o

2-6 = 1-50 years

o

7 = ≤1 year

c) How long will the proposed restoration action and its benefits persist? (5% of total score)
•

Rationale: Restoration projects that promote long-term habitat improvements,
and/or require little to no on-going maintenance are likely to have the greatest
biological benefit and will receive higher scores (Attachment 1). Projects that treat
only symptoms of degraded watershed processes, or require continued on-going
maintenance are unlikely to persist for long periods. These projects will receive
lower scores.

•

Scoring:
o

0 – 3 = restoration project will persist for fewer than 10 years (or require ongoing maintenance).

o

4-6 = 10-50 years (or longer with some maintenance required).

o

7 = 50+ years with little to no maintenance.

d) Will the proposed project ameliorate the effects of climate change? (5% of total score)
•

Rationale: Certain project actions are more likely to reduce or ameliorate the
effects of climate change. In general, actions that restore natural stream/watershed
processes are likely to have the most potential to reduce the effects of long-term
climate change (Attachment 1). Projects that have a high likelihood to reduce the
effects of climate change will score higher than projects that do not.

•

Scoring:
o

0 = will not ameliorate the effects of climate change.

o

1-6 = likely to ameliorate the effects of climate change.

o

7 = will ameliorate the effects of climate change within a high-risk reach for
climate change.

4. Methods
1. Are the methods2 outlined within the proposal adequate to achieve the stated objectives?
(5% of total score)

2

Methods for this purpose include the protocols used to implement projects (such as hand placement of structure
instead of machinery) or the types of materials used (e.g., a bottomless culvert instead of a bridge).
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•

Rationale: The proposal must clearly describe the methods that will be used to
implement the project. The proposal should demonstrate that it is using an
accepted approach to achieve the objectives. If the methods are innovative, the
proposal should describe how the methods will achieve the stated objectives and
demonstrate the benefits of the methods relative to a standard method. In addition,
projects that “over-engineer” its components to meet the objectives will likely score
lower than projects that allow natural processes to achieve objectives.

•

Scoring:
o

0 = the methods do not appear adequate (employs questionable
treatments, methods, or practices or those not proven to be effective) to
achieve the stated objectives.

o

1-6 = intermediate (methods need substantial changes (uses methods
where results are incomplete) to achieve stated objectives (1 point), or a
few changes (employs experimental treatments or methods with welldeveloped rationale and experimental design; 6 points)).

o

7 = the methods appear adequate (employs accepted or tested standards,
methods, or practices) to achieve the stated objectives.

5. Benefits to Freshwater Survival or Capacity
a) Will the project increase freshwater survival and/or capacity for focal species and life stages
at the reach scale? (30% of total score)
• Rationale: Habitat restoration projects are implemented to increase freshwater
survival, increase capacity, and/or expand the distribution of focal fish species.
Therefore, it is important to assess the effects of restoration actions on pre-spawn
survival, egg-smolt survival, and spawner distribution. These factors are evaluated at
the reach scale. Species and life stage priorities are based on outputs in the
Prioritization Portal.
• Scoring:
o

0 = no benefit to freshwater survival, capacity, and/or distribution of focal
species and life stages at the reach scale.

o

1-6 = intermediate increase in survival, capacity, and/or distribution of focal
species and priority life stages at the reach scale.

o

7 = highest possible benefit to survival, capacity, and/or distribution of focal
species and high priority life stages at the reach scale.
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6. Cost Effectiveness of Restoration Project
a) How cost effective is the proposed restoration project? (5% of total score)
• Rationale: There are limited funds available for salmon recovery. Therefore, it is
important to ensure that the cost of a proposed project is commensurate with the
potential biological benefit.
• Scoring:
o

0 = no benefit to freshwater survival, capacity, and/or distribution of focal
species at the reach scale. Cost is irrelevant if there is no biological benefit.

o

1-6 = intermediate biological benefit per cost. Greater points are given to
restoration projects with high benefit-low costs, while lower points are
assigned to projects with low benefit-high costs.

o

7 = highest possible biological benefit at a relatively low cost.
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Restoration Project Scoring Sheet
Project Name:
Reviewer:

Date:
Potential
Score

Weighting
factor

Total
Maximum
Potential
Score

Does the proposed restoration project reduce
the effects of primary limiting factors (as
identified in the Prioritization Strategy) at the
reach scale?

7

2.86

20

Is the proposed restoration project sited within
an important “assessment unit” for
restoration?

7

1.43

10

Is the proposed restoration project sited within
an important “reach” within a priority
assessment unit?

7

0.71

5

Is the restoration project appropriately scaled
and scoped?

7

0.71

5

Does the project promote natural
stream/watershed processes that are
consistent with the geomorphology of the
stream?

7

0.71

5

How long will it take for the project to achieve
its intended response?

7

0.71

5

How long will the proposed restoration action
and its benefits persist?

7

0.71

5

Will the proposed project ameliorate the
effects of climate change?

7

0.71

5

Methods

Are the methods outlined within the proposal
adequate to achieve the stated objectives?

7

0.71

5

Benefits to
Freshwater
Survival or
capacity

Will the project increase freshwater survival
and/or capacity for focal species and life stages
at the reach scale?

7

4.29

30

Cost Effectiveness
of Restoration
Project

How cost effective is the proposed restoration
project?

7

0.71

5

Criteria

Address Primary
Limiting Factors

Location and
Scale of the
Restoration
Project

Temporal Effect
of Proposed
Restoration
Action

Question

Grand Total

77

RTT
Score
(1-7)

100

10 | P a g e

Protection Projects
1. Placement of Protection Project
a) Is the proposed protection project sited within an important “assessment unit” for
protection? (10% of total score)
•

Rationale: Streams vary in intrinsic potential and habitat quantity and quality
because of differences in geology, geomorphology, valley width, elevation, stream
size, gradient, and other factors. The RTT incorporated intrinsic potential and other
information in identifying high-priority assessment units for protection within each
sub-basin (see Step 1 in the Habitat Action Prioritization Within the Upper Columbia
River Basin document; Prioritization Strategy). Projects that protect high-quality
habitat within priority assessments units will achieve the highest scores. Scores are
based on outputs in the Prioritization Portal.

•

Scoring:
o

0 = Not a priority.

o

1 = Tier 3 Lower Priority.

o

4 = Tier 2 Moderate Priority.

o

7 = Tier 1 High Priority.

o

If a proposed project targets a combination of spring Chinook salmon,
steelhead, and bull trout, the RTT will use the higher of the AU
prioritization scores.

b) Is the proposed protection project sited within an important “reach” within a priority
assessment unit? (5% of total score)
•

Rationale: Because reaches vary in habitat quality, habitat quantity, connectivity,
and geomorphology, they do not have equal protection value. Therefore, protection
actions should occur first in reaches with the highest protection value. The RTT has
incorporated several factors in identifying high-priority reaches for protection within
assessment units (see Step 2 in the Habitat Action Prioritization Within the Upper
Columbia River Basin document; Prioritization Strategy). Projects that protect
habitat quantity and quality within high-priority reaches will achieve the highest
scores. Scores are based on outputs in the Prioritization Portal.

•

Scoring:
o

0 = Unranked Reach.

o

1 = Rank 3 Reach.
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o

4 = Rank 2 Reach.

o

7 = Rank 1 Reach.

o

If a proposed project targets a combination of spring Chinook salmon,
steelhead, and bull trout, the RTT will use the higher of the Reach
prioritization scores.

c) To what extent does the proposed project protect high-quality habitat or habitat that can be
restored to high quality with appropriate restoration actions? (15% of total score)
•

Rationale: Maintaining high-quality habitat within priority spawning and rearing
areas is critical to the viability of focal fish populations. Thus, protecting these areas,
or areas with high restoration potential, is important to the conservation of the
focal species.

•

Scoring:
o

0 = Will not protect important (intact) habitat; site too small to achieve
protection goal.

o

1-6 = 40-60% of total project area is intact habitat with plans for restoration.

o

7 = More than 60% of total project area is intact habitat; size is sufficient
quantity to accommodate goal.

d) Will the proposed project protect watershed processes or important high-quality habitat?
(20% of total score)
•

Rationale: Large parcels of high-quality riparian/floodplain habitat may facilitate the
full expression of watershed processes. In reaches with predominantly dysfunctional
habitat, disconnected parcels of high-quality riparian/floodplain habitat can serve as
important strongholds for biological and physical processes. Therefore, the
importance of protecting a given parcel depends on the context of the reach or
watershed condition. Examples of areas that are important to protect are tributary
junctions, parcels that contain multiple channels and side channels, areas that offer
cold-water refugia, mature riparian areas for large wood recruitment, major
spawning areas, and connected floodplains.

•

Scoring:
o

0 = project does not protect important processes or is not an important
stronghold.

o

1-6 = project protects parcels that facilitate watershed processes to some
degree or parcels where processes can be restored or are habitat
strongholds.
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o

7 = project protects an important parcel that contains important watershed
process(es) or is an important habitat stronghold.

2. Threats
a) How imminent is the threat of habitat degradation to the proposed land if the project is not
implemented? (15% of total score)
•

Rationale: Because salmon recovery funds are limited, the most pressing concerns
need to be addressed first. When evaluating proposals, it is necessary to predict the
extent to which a project will change habitat conditions and assess the significance
of that change to fish populations. Therefore, to evaluate a habitat protection
project, one must have a reasonable basis for comparing what would happen with
and without the project. The ability to predict the fate of a proposed parcel of land
for protection or easement is difficult but improved when informed by knowledge of
the intentions of the present landowner, market conditions, and local critical areas
and zoning laws, among others. Scoring protection projects by default as if all extant
habitat values will be lost but for the project would substantially and artificially
inflate the value of these projects as compared to restoration projects.

•

Scoring:
o

0 = No clear threat of habitat degradation exists at this time (e.g., what
might or could happen is the only threat).

o

1-6 = The threat to high-quality habitat is not imminent, but the project
proponent makes a compelling argument that this protection opportunity
will not exist in the future and/or is required for restoration to occur.

o

7 = There is a demonstrated imminent threat to the property that could lead
to loss of high-quality habitat.

3. Benefits to Freshwater Survival or Capacity
a) What would be the anticipated loss in freshwater survival and capacity at the reach scale
and/or distribution of focal species and priority life stages if the proposed area was
developed (i.e., what habitat values would be lost and to what degree would that loss
reduce freshwater survival and/or distribution of focal species at the reach scale)? (25% of
total score)
•

Rationale: Freshwater survival is related to the quality of stream habitat. The loss of
high-quality habitat or capacity will result in reduced freshwater survival,
abundance, or distribution of focal fish species and priority life stages.

•

Scoring:
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o

0 = there would be no reduction in freshwater survival, capacity, or
distribution if the proposed area is not protected.

o

1-6 = intermediate reduction in survival or capacity.

o

7 = there would be a large reduction in freshwater survival, capacity, or
distribution if the proposed area is not protected.

4. Cost Effectiveness of Proposed Protection Project
a) How cost effective is the proposed protection project? (5% of total score)
• Rationale: As with restoration projects, the benefits associated with protecting a
parcel of riparian/floodplain habitat should justify the cost of the acquisition or
conservation easement.
• Scoring:
o

0 = no benefit to freshwater survival, capacity, and/or distribution of focal
species at the reach scale. Cost is irrelevant if there is no biological benefit.

o

1-6 = intermediate biological benefit per cost. Greater points are given to
protection projects with high benefit-low costs, while lower points are
assigned to projects with low benefit-high costs.

o

7 = highest possible biological benefit at a relatively low cost.

5. Conditions Affecting the Proposed Project
a) Are there any conditions regarding the protection of the property that could limit the
existing high-quality habitat? (5% of total score)
•

Rationale: Purchase of a property with explicit provisions for activities or
anthropogenic features that may affect the quality of habitat may reduce the overall
value of the purchase or conservation easement in terms of salmon recovery.
Scores will be assigned based on whether there are activities or conditions regarding
the purchase (or conservation easement) that are detrimental to riparian,
floodplain, and stream conditions.

•

Scoring:
o

0-3 = conditions on the purchase (or conservation easement) of the
property exist that will have some effect on the protection of existing highquality habitat; or the ability to do future restoration work.

o

4-6 = conditions exist on the purchase (or CE) but will likely have minimal
impact to high quality habitat; and do not hinder future restoration actions.
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o

7 = no conditions exist that could impact the protection of high-quality
habitat in perpetuity nor future restoration actions.
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Protection Project Scoring Sheet
Project Name:
Reviewer:

Date:

Question

Potential
Score

Weight

Total
Maximum
Potential
Score

Is the proposed protection project sited
within an important “assessment unit”
for protection?

7

1.43

10

Is the proposed protection project sited
within an important “reach” within a
priority assessment unit?

7

0.71

5

To what extent does the proposed
project protect high-quality habitat or
habitat that can be restored to high
quality with appropriate restoration
actions?

7

2.14

15

Will the proposed project protect
watershed processes or important highquality habitat?

7

2.86

20

Threat

How imminent is the threat of habitat
degradation to the proposed land if the
project is not implemented?

7

2.14

15

Benefits to
Freshwater
Survival or
Capacity

What would be the anticipated loss in
freshwater survival and capacity at the
reach scale and/or distribution of focal
species and priority life stages if the
proposed area was developed (i.e.,
what habitat values would be lost and
to what degree would that loss reduce
freshwater survival and/or distribution
of focal species and life stages at the
reach scale)?

7

3.57

25

Cost
Effectiveness of
Protection
Project

How cost effective is the proposed
protection project?

7

0.71

5

Conditions
Affecting the
Project

Are there any conditions regarding the
protection of the property that could
limit the existing high-quality habitat?

7

0.71

5

Criteria

Placement of
Protection
Project

Grand Total

56

RTT Score
(1-7)

100
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Assessment Projects
1. Addresses High Priority Data Gaps
a) Will the proposed assessment address important data gaps (Data Gaps) that inform
prioritization and/or the development of projects? (20% of total score)
•

Rationale: All proposed assessments should fill important data gaps and/or link
directly to restoration or protection actions addressing primary factors that limit
freshwater production and/or distribution of fish species. Assessment projects that
fill critical data gaps in prioritization and/or inform actions that address more than
one limiting factor, or fully rectify a single limiting factor at the reach scale, will
achieve the highest scores. Sequencing will also affect scores.

•

Scoring:
o

0 = assessment will not fill a critical data gap in prioritization, nor will it
result in projects that lead to improvement in limiting factor(s) at the reach
scale.

o

1-6 = assessment will only partially fill a critical data gap in prioritization,
and/or will result in intermediate change in limiting factor(s) (limiting
factor(s) will be partially addressed at the reach scale).

o

7 = assessment will completely fill data gaps in Prioritization in Tier 1 AUs
and/or will result in projects that fully rectify limiting factor(s) at the reach
scale.

2. Area Covered by Assessment
a) Is the proposed assessment project sited within an important “assessment unit” for
restoration? (25% of total score)
•

Rationale: Streams vary in intrinsic potential and habitat quantity and quality
because of differences in geology, geomorphology, valley width, elevation, stream
size, gradient, and other factors. The RTT incorporated intrinsic potential and other
information in identifying high-priority assessment units for restoration within each
sub-basin (see Step 1 in the Habitat Action Prioritization Within the Upper Columbia
River Basin document; Prioritization Strategy). Projects that improve habitat
quantity and quality within high-priority assessments units, or provide access to
such habitat, will achieve the highest scores. Scores are based on outputs in the
Prioritization Portal.

•

Scoring:
17 | P a g e

o

0 = Not a priority.

o

1 = Tier 3 Lower Priority.

o

4 = Tier 2 Moderate Priority.

o

7 = Tier 1 High Priority.

o

If a proposed project targets a combination of spring Chinook salmon,
steelhead, and bull trout, the RTT will use the higher of the AU
prioritization scores.

b) Is the proposed assessment appropriately scaled and scoped? (25% of total score)
•

Rationale: Assessment projects must be sufficiently comprehensive to anticipate
the physical and ecological issues that potentially influence the effectiveness of the
restoration projects they inform.

•

Scoring:
o

0 = scale and scope of project cannot provide projected benefits.

o

1-6 = intermediate (scale and scope should be expanded to achieve full
benefit).

o

7 = the assessment is robust with respect to all factors potentially
influencing the success of subsequent projects.

3. Methods
a) Are the methods outlined within the proposed assessment adequate to achieve the stated
objectives? (20% of total score)
•

Rationale: The assessment must clearly describe the methods that will be used to
gather and analyze information. The proposal should demonstrate that it is using an
accepted approach (i.e., the RTT Reach Assessment Guidance document). If it is
innovative, the proposal should discuss how the methods will achieve the stated
objectives of the assessment and demonstrate the benefits of the methods relative
to the RTT Reach Assessment Guidance.

•

Scoring:
o

0 = the methods are not adequate (employs questionable methods or
practices or those not proven to be effective) to achieve the stated
objectives.

o

1-6 = intermediate (methods need substantial changes (uses methods
where results are incomplete) to achieve stated objectives (1 point), or a
18 | P a g e

few changes (employs experimental methods with well-developed rationale
and experimental design; 6 points)).
o

7 = the methods are adequate (employs methods described in the RTT
Reach Assessment Guidance document) to achieve the stated objectives.

4. Dissemination of Data and Results
a) How will results and data from the assessment be disseminated to interested parties upon
completion of the project? (5% of total score)
•

Rationale: It is important that the proposal clearly identify how assessment
information will be used and how data and information will be disseminated and
accessed (e.g., on the web) once the project is complete. Assessment projects that
produce useful information and disseminate data in an analyzed and formally
reported format (e.g., with metadata and access to QA/QC raw data) will score
higher than data disseminated in more raw forms.
• Scoring:
o

0 = no description of information dissemination or accessibility, and data or
information generated will be of limited use or use is unknown.

o

1-6 = some plan for information dissemination and accessibility, and/or
some level of uncertainty regarding the usefulness of data and information
generated.

o

7 = full description of information dissemination and accessibility, and clear
and compelling description of the usefulness of data and information
generated.

5. Cost Effectiveness of Assessment Project
b) How cost effective is the proposed assessment project? (5% of total score)
•

Rationale: It is important that the cost of an assessment project reflects the use of
appropriate methods and sufficient effort to obtain the information. It is also
important that the assessment provides information that can be used to guide
future restoration or protection actions.
• Scoring:
o

0 = the proposed assessment uses inappropriate methods and will provide
no useful information. Cost is irrelevant if the assessment does not provide
useful information.

19 | P a g e

o

1-6 = intermediate level of useful information per cost of the assessment.
Greater points are given to assessment projects that will produce high
quality information at low cost, while lower points are assigned to
assessments that will produce low quality information at high costs.

o

7 = highest possible information per cost of the assessment.
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Assessment Project Scoring Sheet
Project Name:
Reviewer:

Date:
Potential
Score

Weight

Total
Potential
Score

Will the proposed assessment
address important data gaps that
inform prioritization and/or the
development of projects?

7

2.86

20

Is the proposed assessment project
sited within an important “assessment
unit” for restoration?

7

3.57

25

Is the proposed assessment
appropriately scaled and scoped?

7

3.57

25

Methods

Are the methods outlined within the
proposed assessment adequate to
achieve the stated objectives?

7

2.86

20

Dissemination of
Results and Data

How will results and data from the
assessment be disseminated to
interested parties upon completion of
the project?

7

0.71

5

Cost
Effectiveness of
Assessment
Project

How cost effective is the proposed
assessment project?

7

0.71

5

Criteria

Addresses High
Priority Data
Gaps

Area Covered by
Assessment

Question

Grand Total

42

RTT
Score
(1-7)

100
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Design Projects
1. Address Primary Limiting Factors
a) Will the proposed design lead to development of projects that will reduce the effects of
primary limiting factors at the reach scale (as identified in the Prioritization Strategy;
Prioritization Portal)? (20% of total score)
•

Rationale: All designs proposed should link directly to restoration or protection
actions addressing primary limiting factors that limit freshwater survival and/or
distribution of fish species at the reach scale. Design projects with a direct linkage to
development of actions addressing more than one important limiting factor, or fully
rectifying a single limiting factor, achieve the highest scores. Sequencing also affects
scores.
Limiting factor ranks are based on outputs in the Prioritization Portal.

•

Scoring:
o

0 = design will not address ranked limiting factor(s) at the reach scale.

o

1-6 = design will provide some level of improvement to ranked limiting
factor(s) (rated unacceptable or at-risk at the reach scale).

o

7 = design will fully rectify Rank 1 limiting factor(s) at the reach scale.

2. Area Covered by Design
a) Is the proposed project (created from the design) sited within an important “assessment
unit” for restoration? (10% of total score)
•

Rationale: Streams vary in intrinsic potential and habitat quantity and quality
because of differences in geology, geomorphology, valley width, elevation, stream
size, gradient, and other factors. The RTT incorporated intrinsic potential and other
information in identifying high-priority assessment units for restoration within each
sub-basin (see Step 1 in the Habitat Action Prioritization Within the Upper Columbia
River Basin document; Prioritization Strategy). Design projects that improve habitat
quantity and quality within high-priority assessments units, or provide access to
such habitat, will achieve the highest scores. Scores are based on outputs in the
Prioritization Portal.

•

Scoring:
o

0 = Not a priority.

o

1 = Tier 3 Lower Priority.
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o

4 = Tier 2 Moderate Priority.

o

7 = Tier 1 High Priority.

o

If a proposed project targets a combination of spring Chinook salmon,
steelhead, and bull trout, the RTT will use the higher of the AU
prioritization scores.

b) Is the proposed project (created from the design) sited within an important “reach” within a
priority assessment unit? (5% of total score)
•

Rationale: Because reaches vary in habitat quality, habitat quantity, connectivity,
and geomorphology, they do not have equal restoration potential. Therefore,
restoration actions should occur first in reaches with the highest potential for
restoration. The RTT has incorporated several factors in identifying high-priority
reaches for restoration within assessment units (see Step 2 in the Habitat Action
Prioritization Within the Upper Columbia River Basin document; Prioritization
Strategy). Design projects that improve habitat quantity and quality within highpriority reaches, or provide access to such habitat, will achieve the highest scores.
Scores are based on outputs in the Prioritization Portal.

•

Scoring:
o

0 = Unranked Reach.

o

1 = Rank 3 Reach.

o

4 = Rank 2 Reach.

o

7 = Rank 1 Reach.

o

If a proposed project targets a combination of spring Chinook salmon,
steelhead, and bull trout, the RTT will use the higher of the Reach
prioritization scores.

c) Is the proposed design appropriately scaled and scoped? (10% of total score)
•

Rationale: Projects must be designed so they will function within the geomorphic
context of the stream reach. Projects that are sited without consideration of stream
flows, sediment dynamics, and geomorphology will likely fail or provide limited longterm physical and biological benefits and will receive the lowest scores. Similarly, a
project may be too small in scope to achieve the purported benefits.

•

Scoring:
o

0 = scale and scope of project is not matched to project objectives.
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o

1-6 = intermediate (scale and scope is appropriate to meet some of the
project objectives).

o

7 = scale and scope are appropriate to meet articulated project objectives.

3. Temporal Effect of Proposed Restoration Action
a) Will the proposed project (created from the design) promote natural stream/watershed
processes that are consistent with the geomorphology of the stream? (5% of total score)
•

Rationale: The RTT defines natural stream/watershed processes as dynamic
processes affecting habitat form and function at multiple spatial and temporal
scales. Floodplain connectivity, complex instream structure, absence of barriers, and
large intact riparian zones are all features of natural stream/watershed processes.
As discussed within the Biological Strategy, “process-based restoration” refers to
projects that will result in long-term changes to natural watershed and fluvial
processes. Projects such as riparian plantings, increasing flows, barrier removal, and
floodplain and wetland reconnections are all examples of projects that restore
natural processes.

•

Scoring:
o

0 = project does not promote watershed processes (it has very localized
effects).

o

1-6 = project improves intermediate levels of watershed processes (some
level of restoration of process occurs (or the probability is high) at the reach
scale).

o

7 = project fully restores watershed processes at the reach scale.

b) How long will it be before the project (created from the design) achieves its intended
response? (5% of total score)
•

Rationale: The type of restoration action will determine how long it will take before
the intended response of the action is realized. For example, an engineered log jam
may have an immediate effect on cover for fish, while riparian plantings may take
over 25 years before the intended effect is realized (Attachment 1). It is important
to not reduce the scores of projects that restore processes and take longer to
achieve the intended response; thus, no project will receive a score of 0.

•

Scoring:
o

1 = >50 years

o

2-6 = 1-50 years
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o

7 = ≤1 year

c) How long will the proposed restoration action and its benefits (created from the design)
persist? (5% of total score)
•

Rationale: Restoration projects that promote long-term habitat improvements
and/or require little to no on-going maintenance are likely to have the greatest
biological benefit and will receive higher scores (Attachment 1). Projects that treat
only symptoms of degraded watershed processes, or require continued on-going
maintenance are unlikely to persist for long periods. These projects will receive
lower scores.

•

Scoring:
o

0 – 3 = restoration project will persist for less than 10 years (or require ongoing maintenance).

o

1-6 = 20-50 years (or some maintenance will be required).

o

7 = 50+ years (and little to no maintenance).

d) Will the proposed project (created from the design) ameliorate the effects of climate
change? (5% of total score)
•

Rationale: Certain project actions are more likely to reduce or ameliorate the
effects of climate change. In general, actions that restore natural stream/watershed
processes are likely to have the most potential to reduce the effects of long-term
climate change (Attachment 1). Projects that have a high likelihood to reduce the
effects of climate change will score higher than projects that do not.

•

Scoring:
o

0 = will not ameliorate the effects of climate change.

o

1-6 = likely to ameliorate the effects of climate change.

o

7 = will ameliorate the effects of climate change.

4. Benefits to Freshwater Survival or Capacity
a) Will the proposed project (created from the design) improve freshwater survival or
increases capacity for focal species and priority life stages at the reach scale? (20% of total
score)
•

Rationale: Habitat restoration projects are implemented to increase freshwater
survival, increase capacity, and/or distribution of focal fish species and priority life
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stages. Therefore, it is important to assess the effects of restoration actions on prespawn survival, egg-smolt survival, and spawner distribution. These factors are
evaluated at the reach scale. Species and life stage priorities are based on outputs in
the Prioritization Portal.
•

Scoring:
o

0 = no benefit to freshwater survival, capacity, and/or distribution of focal
species and life stages at the reach scale.

o

1-6 = intermediate increase in survival, capacity, and/or distribution of focal
species and priority life stages at the reach scale.

o

7 = highest possible benefit to survival, capacity, and/or distribution of focal
species and high priority life stages at the reach scale.

5. Methods
a) Are the methods outlined within the proposed design adequate to achieve the stated
objectives? (10% of total score)
•

Rationale: The proposal must clearly show the methods that will lead to an action
(project). The proponent should demonstrate that the methods proposed are an
accepted approach. If the methods are innovative, then the proposal should
describe how the methods will achieve the stated objectives of the design and
demonstrate the benefits of the innovative method relative to a standard method.

•

Scoring:
o

0 = the methods are not adequate (employs questionable methods or
practices or those not proven to be effective) to achieve the stated
objectives.

o

1-6 = intermediate (methods need substantial changes (uses methods
where results are incomplete) to achieve stated objectives (1 point), or a
few changes (employs experimental methods with well-developed rationale
and experimental design; 6 points)).

o

7 = the methods are adequate (employs accepted or tested standards,
methods, or practices) to achieve the stated objectives.

6. Cost Effectiveness of Design Project
a) How cost effective is the proposed design project? (5% of total score)
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•

Rationale: It is important that the proposed design leads to a project with high
biological benefit at a reasonable design cost.
• Scoring:
o

0 = the design will lead to no benefit to freshwater survival, capacity, and/or
distribution of focal species at the reach scale. Design cost is irrelevant if the
design leads to a project with no biological benefit.

o

1-6 = the design will lead to intermediate biological benefit per design cost.
Greater points are given to designs that will lead to high benefit at low
design cost, while lower points are assigned to designs that will lead to low
benefit at high design cost.

o

7 = the design will lead to the highest possible biological benefit at relatively
low design cost.
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Design Project Scoring Sheet
Project Name:
Reviewer:

Date:

Criteria

Question

Potential
Score

Weight

Total
Potential
Score

Address Primary
Limiting Factors

Will the proposed design lead to
development of projects that will reduce the
effects of primary limiting factors at the
reach scale (as identified in the Prioritization
Strategy)?

7

2.86

20

Is the proposed project (created from the
design) sited within an important
“assessment unit” for restoration?

7

1.43

10

Is the proposed project (created from the
design) sited within an important “reach”
within a priority assessment unit?

7

0.71

5

Is the proposed design appropriately scaled
and scoped?

7

1.43

10

Will the proposed project (created from the
design) promote natural stream/watershed
processes that are consistent with the
geomorphology of the stream?

7

0.71

5

How long will it be before the project
(created from the design) achieves its
intended response?

7

0.71

5

How long will the proposed restoration
action and its benefits (created from the
design) persist?

7

0.71

5

Will the proposed project (created from the
design) ameliorate the effects of climate
change?

7

0.71

5

Benefits to
Freshwater
Survival or
Capacity

Will the proposed project (created from the
design) improve freshwater survival or
increases capacity for focal species and
priority life stages at the reach scale?

7

2.86

20

Methods

Are the methods outlined within the
proposed design adequate to achieve the
stated objectives?

7

1.43

10

Cost
Effectiveness

How cost effective is the proposed design
project?

7

0.71

5

Area Covered by
Design

Temporal Effect
of Proposed
Restoration
Action

Grand Total

77

RTT Score
(1-7)

100
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Monitoring Projects
The RTT agreed to score monitoring projects independent of other project types. That is, scores from
monitoring proposals will not be combined with scores from other project types and ranked. To avoid
confusion and prevent combining monitoring proposal scores with other proposals, the RTT changed the
total possible points for monitoring projects from 100 to 30. This scaling will clearly separate monitoring
projects from other project types.
As noted in Manual 18, “Regional monitoring projects must address high priority information needs or
data gaps identified within a recovery plan; associated regional research, monitoring, and evaluation
plan; or lead entity strategy. Regional monitoring projects should complement, enhance, or leverage
ongoing monitoring efforts.” High-priority monitoring projects fill data gaps associated with population
status and trends, limiting factors, project implementation, and effectiveness monitoring. This
information is needed to evaluate the status of listed populations, identify limiting life stages, and track
changes in habitat conditions over time.

1. Information Needs
a) Will the proposed monitoring project fill a Tier 1 data gap identified in the Upper Columbia
Monitoring and Data Management Committee (MaDMC) data gaps list (Upper Columbia
Data Gaps List)? (20% of total score)
•

Rationale: A monitoring project must be designed to address Tier 1 data gaps, as
identified by the MaDMC, or new information needs identified by a project sponsor
that the RTT agrees are important information needs. Monitoring projects that focus
on addressing specific information gaps previously identified by the RTT will score
highest.

•

Scoring:
o

0 = monitoring project will not address an important data gap.

o

1-6 = monitoring project will address a less important data gap or should be
expanded to more fully address the Tier 1 data gap.

o

7 = monitoring project will adequately address a Tier 1 data gap.

b) What is the scale of inference of the proposed monitoring study? (20% of total score)
•

Rationale: A monitoring project that provides information at the population or
across populations (ESU/DPS) scales will score higher than a monitoring project that
provides information at the reach or project scale.

•

Scoring:
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o

1 = monitoring project provides information at the site scale (i.e., 10s of
meters).

o

2 = monitoring project provides information at the reach scale (i.e., 100s of
meters).

o

3 = monitoring project provides information at the stream scale (i.e.,
kilometers).

o

4 = monitoring project provides information at a watershed scale smaller
than AU (e.g., HUC 14).

o

5 = monitoring project provides information at the AU scale (i.e., HUC 12).

o

6 = monitoring project provides information at the population scale.

o

7 = monitoring project provide information across populations (i.e.,
ESU/DPS scale).

c) How will monitoring data (raw and processed) and results be disseminated to interested
parties upon completion of the project? (15% of total score)
•

Rationale: It is important that the proposal clearly identify how this information will
be used and how data and information will be disseminated and accessed (e.g., on
the web) once the project is complete. Monitoring projects that produce useful
information and disseminate data in an analyzed and formally reported format (e.g.,
with metadata and access to QA/QC raw data) will score higher than data
disseminated in more raw forms.

•

Scoring:
o

0 = no description of information dissemination or accessibility, and data or
information generated will be of limited use or use is unknown.

o

1-6 = some plan for information dissemination and accessibility, and/or
some level of uncertainty regarding the usefulness of data and information
generated.

o

7 = full description of information dissemination and accessibility, and clear
and compelling description of the usefulness of data and information
generated.

2. Purpose of Monitoring Project
a) Do the objectives of the monitoring proposal complement, enhance, or leverage ongoing
monitoring efforts? (15% of total score)
•

Rationale: Millions of dollars have been spent on monitoring programs in the Upper
Columbia River basin. Future monitoring efforts should be proposed in context with
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previous and existing monitoring programs. In addition, the proposal should clearly
state how it will use information from existing monitoring programs.
•

Scoring:
o

0-2 = proposed monitoring project will not complement, enhance, or
leverage ongoing monitoring efforts.

o

3-6 = intermediate; information will complement, enhance, or leverage
ongoing monitoring efforts to some degree.

o

7 = proposed monitoring project will completely complement, enhance, or
leverage ongoing monitoring efforts.

3. Methods
a) Are the methods outlined within the monitoring proposal appropriate for addressing the
information need? (15% of total score)
•

Rationale: The monitoring proposal must clearly describe the methods (including
study design, sampling methodology, and analytical approaches) that will be used to
gather and analyze the information. The proposal should demonstrate that it is
using accepted methods. If the methods are innovative, the proposal should discuss
how the methods will achieve the stated objectives of the monitoring project and
demonstrate the benefits of the methods relative to standard methods.

•

Scoring:
o

0 = the methods are not adequate (employs questionable methods or
practices or those not proven to be effective) to achieve the stated
objectives.

o

1-6 = intermediate (methods need substantial changes to achieve stated
objectives [1 point] or few changes [6 points]).

o

7 = the methods are adequate to achieve the stated objectives.

b) Is the proposed monitoring project appropriately scaled and scoped? (10% of total score)
•

Rationale: The spatial and temporal scales of a monitoring project must be
sufficient to ensure the information gap can be addressed sufficiently.

•

Scoring:
o

0 = the spatial and temporal scale and/or scope of proposal cannot meet
the objectives.

o

1-6 = intermediate (scale and/or scope should be expanded to meet the
objectives).
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o

7 = the spatial and temporal scales of the monitoring project are robust with
respect to all factors potentially influencing whether the project addresses
the information gap(s).

4. Cost Effectiveness of Monitoring Project
a) How cost effective is the proposed monitoring project? (5% of total score)
•

Rationale: It is important that the cost of monitoring reflects the quality and
usefulness of the information generated from the project. It is also important that
the monitoring project uses appropriate methods and sufficient effort to obtain the
information.
• Scoring:
o

0 = the monitoring project uses inappropriate methods and will not fill a
data gap. Cost is irrelevant if monitoring does not provide useful
information.

o

1-6 = intermediate level of useful information per cost of the monitoring
project. Greater points are given to monitoring projects that will produce
high-quality, useful information at low cost; lower points are assigned to
monitoring projects that will produce low-quality, less useful information at
high costs.

o

7 = completely fills a data gap at a relatively low cost.
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Monitoring Project Scoring Sheet
Project Name:
Reviewer:

Date:

Question

Potential
Score

Weighting
Factor

Total
Maximum
Potential
Score

Will the proposed monitoring project
fill a Tier 1 data gap identified in the
Upper Columbia Monitoring and Data
Management Committee’s data gaps
list?

7

0.86

6.0

What is the scale of inference of the
proposed monitoring study?

7

0.86

6.0

How will monitoring data (raw and
processed) and results be
disseminated to interested parties
upon completion of the project?

7

0.64

4.5

Purpose of
Monitoring
Project

Do the objectives of the monitoring
proposal complement, enhance, or
leverage ongoing monitoring efforts?

7

0.64

4.5

7

0.64

4.5

Methods

Are the methods outlined within the
monitoring proposal appropriate for
addressing the information need?
Is the proposed monitoring project
appropriately scaled and scoped?

7

0.43

3.0

How cost effective is the proposed
monitoring project?

7

0.21

1.5

Criteria

Information
Needs

Cost
Effectiveness of
Monitoring
Project

Grand Total

49

RTT
Score
(1-7)

30
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Attachment 1
Effects of Different Restoration Techniques on Criteria of Success
Typical response times and duration of various types of enhancement actions and whether those actions address
natural watershed processes and ameliorating effects of climate change (from Roni et al. 2002; 2013 with
modifications).
Restores
Processes

Years Until
Response

Duration of
Restoration

Ameliorate
Effects of
Climate Δ

Reconnection (floodplain side channel; good
groundwater interactions or spring-fed)

Yes

<1

50+

Yes

Reconnection (upstream to perennial colder
water)

Yes

<1

50+

Yes

Instream flow (cooler)

Yes

<1

varies

Yes

Planting of trees

Yes

25 to 50

100+

Yes

Fencing

Yes

<1-5

10+

Yes

Roads

Yes

10-50

100+

Unlikely

LWD

No

<1-5

20 – 30

Unlikely

Nutrients

No

<1

1?

No

Category of Techniques
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RTT COMMENTS ON SRFB PROPOSALS , 2022
The Upper Columbia Regional Technical Team (RTT) held a meeting/conference call on 8 June 2022 to
score Salmon Recovery Funding Board (SRFB) proposals. What follows are the average benefit scores
from 10 reviewers and key issues identified by the RTT during the scoring meeting. Members with
conflicts of interest on specific proposals recused themselves from participating in scoring and
discussions.
Table 1. RTT scores, ranks, and cost requests for restoration, protection, assessment, and design projects, 2022.
SD = standard deviation. Total possible points = 100.

Project

Type

RTT
Score

SD

Rank

SRFB Cost
Request

Level 2 Surveys of Reaches in Priority UC AUs

Assessment

91

5.1

1

$125,625

Lower Chewuch Reach Re-Assessment

Assessment

83

10.8

2

$149,878

Scaffold Camp Floodplain Enhancement
Project

Restoration

81

5.8

3

$402,376

Design

74

8.0

4

$60,000

Design

73

11.1

5

$136,107

Restoration

70

7.2

6

$198,230

Restore Lower Peshastin Creek*

Restoration

70

7.4

7

$750,000

Upper Wenatchee Acquisition

Protection

69

7.4

8

$67,500

Goose Creek Watershed Restoration

Restoration

67

8.9

9

$255,500

Upper Wenatchee RM 40.5-41.5 Concept
Design*

Design

61

8.6

10

$63,750

Entiat 4.6 (1D Reach) Preliminary Design*

Design

61

10.6

11

$128,536

Restoration

59

10.2

12

$661,757

Design

58

11.3

13

$99,021

Design

56

9.5

14

$135,000

Goodwin Side Channel Design
Lower Chiwawa AU, Area D - Preliminary
Design
Entiat Tributary Baseflow and Habitat
Restoration*

Peshastin RM 4.3 Side Channel Implementation
Upper Peshastin Stream and Road
Restoration
Peshastin RM 3.2-3.8 Design

* These projects are listed according to their standard deviations (SD). The lower the SD, the less variation among reviewers
and the higher the ranking.

1|P a g e

Restoration Projects
Peshastin RM 4.3 Side Channel – Implementation Project
Average Score: 59
Standard Deviation: 10.19
RTT Rank: 12
This project attempts to address important ecological concerns in Peshastin Creek by seasonally
reconnecting about 9 acres of floodplain habitat. Because there are few opportunities to reconnect
floodplains in Peshastin Creek and floodplain reconnection is a high-priority action within Peshastin
Creek, the RTT encourages floodplain reconnection projects in Peshastin Creek. Unfortunately, the
proposed action may create an ecological trap for important fish species, although this is not the view of
all RTT members. The constructed side channels will not intercept ground water and therefore there is
the potential to strand important fish species and negatively affect water temperatures in the short
term (i.e., before riparian vegetation shades the channels). Elevated water temperatures were also a
concern expressed by the Department of Ecology. It appears there is a probability that adult steelhead
will spawn in the constructed channels. Given the timing of dewatering, progeny from those spawnings
may end up stranded, reducing the productivity of steelhead. Although the RTT believes that not all side
channels need to be perennial, especially where fry habitat is limiting, they do believe that seasonal
channels need to be constructed so all fish have an egress as flows decline. This will reduce or prevent
stranding of important fish species. It may be possible to reconfigure the design to provide important fry
habitat during high flows and reduce parr stranding during lower flows (this would require tapping into
groundwater). There is also a concern about placing the spoils on the floodplain.

Restore Lower Peshastin Creek Project
Average Score: 70
Standard Deviation: 7.36
RTT Rank: 7
This project has undergone numerous iterations in an attempt to implement the best project possible
given the constraints. The RTT appreciates the perseverance of the sponsor and believes they are
designing a project that fits within the constraints at the site. The RTT has stated previously that the
project may be out of sequence. That is, stream flows are currently low in lower Peshastin Creek and
flows should be addressed before other habitat actions are implemented within lower Peshastin Creek.
However, the sponsor has designed a project that should provide benefits under current low flow
conditions and under higher flows. Importantly, the project should not spread-out low flows (increase
surface area), which would lead to warmer temperatures and less rearing and spawning habitat. As
such, it is unlikely the project is out of sequence. The RTT also understands the risks of implementing
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restoration actions at the confluence of streams, mainly because these are dynamic areas and subject to
frequent change. In this case, it appears the project has been designed with this in mind. Given the
current temperature regime in Peshastin Creek and the lack of suitable rearing habitat in Peshastin
Creek, this project will provide biological benefit for important fish species in Peshastin Creek and the
Wenatchee River. Importantly, Peshastin Creek is an important steelhead stream and it provides coldwater refugia. The RTT also believes it is important to remove the contaminants at the site.

Goose Creek Watershed Restoration Project
Average Score: 67
Standard Deviation: 8.86
RTT Rank: 9
This project intends to restore longitudinal connectivity and enhance instream complexity within a small
tributary to the lower Chiwawa River. The RTT believes this is an important project because Goose Creek
is a cold-water stream that can be used as thermal refugia and juvenile rearing by important fish
species. The project will mostly benefit steelhead (or O. mykiss) and perhaps Bull Trout. Juvenile
Chinook Salmon use the lower portion of the stream and based on observations in Alder Creek (a small
tributary to the lower Chiwawa River in which a barrier was removed several years ago), it is unlikely
juvenile Chinook Salmon will greatly expand their distribution in Goose Creek following barrier removal.
That said, juvenile Chinook may use the stream (and Alder Creek) more extensively if water
temperatures increase in the Chiwawa River over time. In addition, improving connectivity will benefit
sediment, wood, and nutrient processing and delivery, all of which are important to restore because
they improve habitat conditions within Goose Creek and the Chiwawa River. The RTT recommends the
sponsor reconsider the orientation of the upper culvert relative to the road and consider road
realignment to make the crossing perpendicular to the road to decrease the length of the culvert.

Entiat Tributary Baseflow and Habitat Restoration Project
Average Score: 70
Standard Deviation: 7.19
RTT Rank: 6
The RTT sees value in implementing inexpensive actions that improve water quality and quantity,
floodplain connectivity, and habitat diversity. This project is well thought out and fits nicely under the
“go big or go home” restoration philosophy. Unfortunately, two of the streams (Mud and Potato) are
intermittent and the modeling work presented by the sponsor indicates that less than 37 acre-feet (or
~0.05 cfs) of surface flow will be achieved by the action. This is not enough water to prevent the two
streams from dewatering for some period of time during the year. Thus, there is some concern about
fish stranding as the streams become dewatered; however, with adequate floodplain reconnection and
increased groundwater storage (and elevated water tables) resulting from the proposed action, pools
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may stay watered and fish could survive on terrestrial and aquatic subsidies within the pools. The RTT
also recognizes the importance of these treated streams on habitat within the Entiat River. The
proposed projects will improve nutrient, sediment, and wood processing and delivery to the Entiat
River, which will have benefits to important fish species in the Entiat River. Fine sediment delivery
should decrease as fines will be stored and used to aggrade channels and build floodplains, nutrients
should increase in the Entiat River as enhanced nutrient standing crop and cycling occurs within the
treatment streams, and wood recruitment should increase over time as floodplain and riparian habitat
improves within the treatment streams. Finally, water quality and quantity should improve in the Entiat
River as a result of this project. Due to its relative size, Stormy Creek will have a relatively larger
influence on the Entiat River than will Mud and Potato creeks.

Scaffold Camp Floodplain Enhancement Project
Average Score: 81
Standard Deviation: 5.76
RTT Rank: 3
This is an important project within a high priority reach for restoration. The proposed action addresses
several of the factors currently limiting fish production within the Twisp River. This project will restore
about 2,400 feet of side channels that will be connected with groundwater. Because of the extent of this
project, and the fact the project targets primary limiting factors, this project should have a relatively
large biological benefit. The RTT strongly supports this project.

Protection Projects
Upper Wenatchee Acquisition Project
Average Score: 69
Standard Deviation: 7.44
RTT Rank: 8
Protecting high-quality floodplain/riparian habitat is an important goal of the RTT. This project will
protect about 4.8 acres of floodplain habitat and 400 feet of bank habitat. Although relatively small, the
two parcels are adjacent to a larger protected parcel of high-quality floodplain habitat. On its own,
protecting the two parcels will have little effect on important fish species in the reach if the parcels are
developed (and given the shape of the two parcels, the RTT does not believe there is a high probability
the sites will be developed); however, combined with the larger adjacent protected parcel, this project
will add to the amount of protected high-quality floodplain habitat in this reach and will increase the
total area of floodplain habitat that can be enhanced, which is the intent of the sponsor. The RTT
recommends that the sponsor work diligently to secure the adjacent downstream parcel of high-quality
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habitat. Acquiring this additional parcel will protect a larger area of floodplain habitat and increase
enhancement opportunities in this Reach.

Design Projects
Peshastin RM 3.2-3.8 Design Project
Average Score: 56
Standard Deviation: 9.52
RTT Rank: 14
This project was very difficult to evaluate because there is considerable uncertainty associated with
what can be accomplished at this site. Floodplain reconnection is an important goal in Peshastin Creek;
however, there are several constraints that will or may limit the success of this project. In addition, it is
unknown whether side channels will be seasonal or perennial, whether the side channels will intercept
groundwater, and how much of the flow will be diverted into side channels and across the floodplain
and how that may affect water quality (e.g., temperature). Thus, important elements such as biological
benefit, longevity of the actions, and climate change effects cannot be evaluated adequately at this
time. The RTT believes the sponsor needs to collect information on constraints, potential for restoration,
feasibility, and groundwater data as part of the design application. Without this basic information, the
RTT cannot easily evaluate this project for biological benefits. If funded, the RTT would like to review
various designs for this project.

Upper Wenatchee RM 40.5-41.5 Concept Design Project
Average Score: 61
Standard Deviation: 8.63
RTT Rank: 10
This project is located within an important assessment unit, but like the Peshastin RM 3.2-3.8 Design
Project, this project is difficult to evaluate because it is unclear what can or will be done. This project
would benefit from a better understanding of constraints, whether natural processes can be restored in
this reach, and reasons for the water temperature anomalies associated with the existing side channel
(i.e., why are water temperatures in the side channel warmer than the mainstem?). The RTT believes the
sponsor needs to collect information on constraints (including access to the site), potential for
restoration, feasibility, and groundwater data as part of the design application. This information is
needed to determine to what degree natural processes can be restored or enhanced at this site.
Without this basic information, it is very difficult to evaluate biological benefits. If funded, the RTT would
like to review various designs for this project.
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Lower Chiwawa AU, Area D – Preliminary Design Project
Average Score: 73
Standard Deviation: 11.13
RTT Rank: 5
This project intends to address important limiting factors within a high-priority assessment unit.
Importantly, the sponsor has conducted baseline work to determine restoration opportunities,
constraints, and feasibility, all of which are needed to develop preliminary designs. The RTT supports
this work and believes it will have benefits to important fish species. The RTT is pleased to see that the
sponsor intends to improve habitat quality at the confluences of two cold-water tributaries. These are
important actions as climate change is projected to affect water temperatures within the mainstem
Chiwawa River. The RTT does question why the wetland near RM 6.5 was not included as part of the
restoration project. If funded, the RTT would like to review various designs for this project.

Upper Peshastin Stream and Road Restoration Design Project
Average Score: 58
Standard Deviation: 11.26
RTT Rank: 13
The RTT appreciates the fact that this project looks at the entire upper Peshastin Creek watershed. This
is an appropriate approach because disturbances in the upper watershed can have profound effects on
aquatic habitat in downstream reaches. Removing or minimizing threats in the upper watershed is an
important step in restoring natural processes. Unfortunately, the highest densities of roads in the upper
Peshastin Creek watershed occur on private lands and the likelihood of addressing enough of those
roads to affect downstream reaches is probably small. Without knowing the degree to which road
density will be reduced makes it difficult to evaluate biological benefits. In addition, without knowing
the extent of channel treatments also makes it difficult to evaluate biological benefits. Because of a lack
of information, the sponsor is unable at this time to describe in detail what treatments will be used. As a
result, the RTT had to make a number of assumptions when scoring this project. The sponsor needs to
do more work to determine what actions are possible, feasible, and cost effective. The RTT believes this
project should be submitted as an assessment project. If funded, the RTT would like to review various
designs for this project.

Entiat 4.6 (1D Reach) Preliminary Design Project
Average Score: 61
Standard Deviation: 10.63
RTT Rank: 11
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This project is located within an important assessment unit in the Entiat subbasin. The project intends to
address some of the important limiting factors within this assessment unit and reach. This project, if
designed correctly, can benefit important fish species by reconnecting side channels and creating
habitat structure within the mainstem Entiat River. These types of actions have been shown to benefit
Chinook Salmon and steelhead in the Entiat River. As with some of the other design projects, it is not
entirely clear what level of enhancement will occur at this site, making it difficult to assess biological
benefits. More information, such as landowner approval, on what can be accomplished at this site
would be helpful. The sponsor should consider working with the landowner on a conservation
easement. If funded, the RTT would like to review various designs for this project.

Goodwin Side Channel Design Project
Average Score: 74
Standard Deviation: 8.00
RTT Rank: 4
This project is designed to address important limiting factors within this reach of the Wenatchee River.
The RTT is pleased that the sponsor collected data to assess groundwater-surface water interactions.
This information is needed to design a project that will benefit important fish species. The RTT believes
this project, depending on the final design, should provide a relatively large benefit to overwintering
juvenile spring Chinook Salmon. Juvenile steelhead will also benefit from the project, but likely less so
than Chinook Salmon. Although not a target species, juvenile Coho Salmon will use the side channel and
may reduce the capacity of the side channel to support juvenile Chinook Salmon and steelhead. Summer
Chinook fry will use the side channel extensively during high flows. Because of the groundwater
influence and colder water temperatures in the side channel during warm months, the RTT does not
believe the project will create an ecological trap that attracts Redside Shiners (which displace juvenile
Chinook Salmon at warmer water temperatures) and Northern Pikeminnow (which consumer juvenile
salmonids). If funded, the RTT would like to review various designs for this project.

Assessment Projects
Lower Chewuch Reach Re-Assessment Project
Average Score: 83
Standard Deviation: 10.79
RTT Rank: 2
Reach assessments are vitally important because they inform restoration actions. Data collected from
the assessments are also used to populate the prioritization tool, which was developed by the RTT and
Board staff to guide restoration and protection actions within the Upper Columbia. Several reach
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assessments are dated (more than 10 years old) and habitat conditions within those reaches have likely
changed because of natural events (fires, floods, and other natural disturbances), implementation of
restoration actions, and land-use activities. The RTT believes elements of reach assessments that are
sensitive to short-term changes should be reevaluated periodically to document changes over time (a
form of trend monitoring). These data are also needed to update the prioritization tool. The RTT
appreciates the use of newer technologies included in this proposal for conducting reach assessments.
The RTT encourages the sponsor to also evaluate the mechanisms that affect geomorphic organization
within the reach (see RTT Reach Assessment Guidelines). The RTT also recommends the sponsor
evaluate changes in habitat conditions over time. The RTT strongly supports this project.

Level 2 Surveys of Reaches in Priority UC AUs Project
Average Score: 91
Standard Deviation: 5.07
RTT Rank: 1
This project intends to fill important data gaps identified by the RTT and MaDMC. The Prioritization
Strategy developed by the RTT and Board staff relies primarily on empirical data. The prioritization tool
cannot adequately prioritize restoration and protection actions within some locations (streams and
reaches) because those areas are missing important habitat information. Level II reach assessments are
designed to collect the information needed to help populate the prioritization tool, which will allow the
RTT to better prioritize restoration and protection projects. The RTT strongly supports this project.
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Monitoring Project Certification Process and Proposed Timeline 2022
Month
Mar

Action
Call for sponsor monitoring project abstracts
• Project eligibility screening
• Staff coordinates with sponsors regarding
SRFB Manual 18 requirements

Lead
Staff

April

UCSRB submits Letter of Intent for regional
monitoring projects to GSRO/RCO

Staff

June

RTT scores projects based on criteria linked to
certification

RTT

June

UCSRB certifies monitoring projects receiving a
medium or high score on RTT criteria # 1-3

Staff

July

CAC ranks projects

CACs

August

SRFB Monitoring Panel reviews projects and submits
final recommendation to the SRFB for funding

SRFB Monitoring Panel

Regional Monitoring Priority Guidance
Manual 18 requires that regional monitoring projects must address high priority information needs or
data gaps that are identified within a recovery plan, or in associated regional research, monitoring, and
evaluation plans. In our Region, the monitoring projects need to address data gaps identified in the
Recovery Plan, Appendix F of the Biological Strategy, or the more recent analyses by the MaDMC (i.e.
the data gaps analysis table that will appear in the biological strategy). The UCSRB hopes to work with
the RTT and MaDMC over the next year to update the monitoring priorities in the Region, which can
guide future monitoring efforts.
Annual UCSRB Review of Monitoring Certification Process
Every year the Staff will review the project monitoring funding option and make decisions about the
process for the annual grant round, as follows:
1) Does our regional organization choose to use from 0- 10% of our annual SRFB project allocation
on regional monitoring projects?
2) If yes, does the board want to modify the certification process? (e.g. solicit RFPs for a regional
priority monitoring project, modify eligibility criteria etc.)
Regional Technical Team Review and UCSRB Certification

If the Board decides to allocate 0-10% towards monitoring projects in any year, UCSRB staff will
coordinate with sponsors early to help ensure that proposed projects meet SRFB Manual 18
requirements. The RTT developed scoring criteria for monitoring projects in April 2016. The 2016
criteria are aligned with RCO’s manual 18 requirements and are the primary basis for UCSRB
certification. To receive UCSRB certification, any monitoring project must receive a medium or high
score on RTT scoring criteria # 1-3. The UCSRB will be unable to certify any project that receives a score
in the “does not meet objectives” range for one or more of the criteria #1-3.
Citizen’s Advisory Committee Review
The Citizen’s Advisory Committee will review and rank certified monitoring projects alongside other
project types and include them in their final list. Any monitoring projects on the final ranked list can be
funded according to their order and funding availability up to a maximum of 10% of our annual SRFB
regional allocation.
USCRB staff will provide sponsors a Regional Salmon Recovery Organization Certification Form (RCO’s
Manual 18, Appendix H) to submit with their final project application to RCO.

Regional Area Summary

Upper Columbia River Salmon Recovery Region

Attachment C: Project Summary
UC SRFB Project Information Sheet 2022

2022 SRFB Funding Report
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2022 SRFB Proposals - Project Information Table
Project Title

Project
Category

Subbasin

Primary
Species

Secondary
Species

Assessment Unit
(AU)
Affected

AU Priority
Tier
(Primary Species)

Reach(es)
Affected

Reach:
Highest
Rank

Project Description

Peshastin Creek Rank 2
Lower 03

This project will evaluate the mainstem channel and adjacent floodplain wetland
complexes on river left and right (~RM 3.2-3.8) to identify and develop restoration
actions that will improve in-stream conditions and reconnect the floodplain. This
effort will include a focus on engaging with the private landowner and WSDOT to
determine project opportunities. We propose to complete all work necessary to
evaluate the site, develop and analyze alternative restoration strategies and prepare
alternatives, conceptual designs and preliminary designs for the preferred
alternative, and anticipate hiring a contractor to complete tasks including onsite
data collection, compilation of existing data, hydraulic modeling, opportunities and
constraints analysis, and development of preliminary designs.

Wenatchee River- Restoration = 1
Beaver
Protection = 2
Creek

Wenatchee
River
Beaver 03 and
04

Rank 2

This project will evaluate the mainstem channel and adjacent floodplain wetland
complexes on river left (~RM 40.5-41.5) to identify and develop restoration actions
that will improve in-stream conditions, reduce erosion and reconnect the floodplain.
This effort will include a focus on engaging with WDNR landowner and one adjacent
landowner as part of the concept development process to determine project
opportunities. We propose to complete all work necessary to evaluate the site,
develop and analyze alternative restoration strategies and prepare conceptual
designs for the preferred alternative, and anticipate hiring a contractor to complete
tasks including onsite data collection, compilation of existing data, hydraulic
modeling, opportunities and constraints analysis, and development of conceptual
designs.

Lower Peshastin
Creek

Peashastin
Rank 2
Creek Lower 04

This project seeks to address identified habitat limiting factors for high- and mediumpriority spring Chinook and steelhead life stages (i.e., summer and winter rearing,
spawning and incubation, and fry colonization) in Reach 4 of Peshastin Creek
including Off-channel Side Channel, Floodplain Connectivity, and Structural
Complexity (cover wood). The project will prepare permit applications and
construction-ready designs and implement actions to enhance and better connect
an ~9 acre floodplain surface by constructing ~2500 lf of side channel habitats,
adding ~135 pieces of LWD and ~130 large boulders, and planting ~3,000 native
shrubs/trees upon implementation.

Peshastin RM
3.2-3.8 Design

Design

Wenatchee Steelhead

Spring
Lower Peshastin
Chinook, Bull Creek
Trout

Upper Wenatchee RM
40.5-41.5 Concept Design

Design

Wenatchee Spring
Chinook

Steelhead,
Bull Trout

Peshastin RM 4.3 Side
Channel - Implementation

Restoration Wenatchee Steelhead

Spring
Chinook,
Bull Trout

Restoration = 2
Protection = 1

Restoration = 2
Protection = 1

Lower Chiwawa AU, Area
D - Preliminary Design

Design

Wenatchee Spring Chinook Steelhead,
Bull Trout

Upper Peshastin Stream
and Road Restoration

Design

Wenatchee Steelhead

Rank 2

This project seeks to address identified habitat limiting factors for high- and mediumpriority spring Chinook, steelhead and bull trout life stages (e.g.,
holding/maturation, summer rearing, winter rearing, and fry colonization) in Reach 4
of the Lower Chiwawa River AU including In-stream Cover (wood), Floodplain
Connectivity, Off-channel Side-channels, Temperature (rearing), and Riparian
Canopy Cover. By fall 2024, the project will prepare conceptual and preliminary
designs, conduct studies to support permit applications (cultural resources survey
and wetland delineation), and complete environmental compliance tasks (including
consultation with regulatory agencies and preparation of permit applications) to
improve conditions along ~1.25 miles of mainstem channel through placement of
engineered log jams; create up to 0.25 miles of off-channel habitat; enhance cold
water refuge at two tributary confluences; and consolidate/reduce dispersed
camping, decommission approximately 1,000 lf of forest roads and enhance
vegetation within ~15 acres of riparian habitat.

Lower Chiwawa
River

Restoration = 1
Protection = 1

Chiwawa River
Lower 04

Spring
Upper Peshastin
Chinook, Bull Creek
Trout

Restoration = 2
Protection = 2

Peshastin Creek Unranked We propose a process-based restoration project across a comprehensive geographic
area in the upper Peshastin watershed, including conceptual designs for stream and
Upper 07,
road restoration treatments. Peshastin Creek is important steelhead habitat and
Peshastin Creek
often has the greatest wild steelhead escapement of any tributary in the Wenatchee
Upper 08,
watershed. As many as 50% of these wild steelhead spawn in the upper watershed.
Peshastin Creek
This project will comprehensively evaluate all roads and stream habitat, across all
land ownership, in the upper Peshastin Creek watershed (excluding Tronsen Creek).
Upper 09, North
This design effort would address the severe degradation to steelhead, Chinook
Shaser Creek 01,
salmon, and bull trout spawning and rearing habitat caused by logging, roads, and
Middle Shaser
suction dredge mining (which was recently prohibited). Designs would promote
Creek 01
streambed aggradation, substrate heterogeneity, geomorphic complexity, floodplain
connectivity, increased cover, and wood retention along up to 25 miles of stream.
Designs will include conducting a review of existing road and stream habitat data,
field surveys, modeling, analysis, alternatives analysis, and development of
conceptual designs. Recognizing inherent complexity, this project will prioritize
outreach and engagement with all stakeholders. To be feasible, this project will
preferentially consider stream treatments in reaches without active mining claims.
Similarly, this project will incorporate public and private road uses and needs in
proposed road treatments.

Entiat River-Mills Restoration = 2
Creek
Protection = 3

Entiat River
Mills 05

Rank 2

This is a preliminary design phase project. The project will aim to address raising
temperatures and increased sediment inputs into the Mills 05 Reach of the Entiat
River. Water temperature issues will be addressed through enhancing existing
riparian habitat along vegetated banks and restoring riparian corridors along cleared
sections of bank. Increased sedimentation will be addressed by the addition of
Engineered Log Jams (ELJ). The design phase of this project will identify the location
and type of ELJ structures that would provide the greatest benefit for redirected
stream flow and bank protection, for bank sections that are currently experiencing
increased erosion rates. Results of the project would provide a benefit to Steelhead
and Spring Chinook populations. Bureau of Reclamation Lower Entiat Reach
Assessment identified the Mills 05 Reach to support all life stages of Steelhead.
Steelhead spawning, fry and smolt received "medium" rankings and Summer and
Winter Rearing was identified as "High". Spring Chinook Winter Rearing was
classified as High. Lower instream temperatures will result from increased quality
and quantity of riparian vegetation along the banks and placement of ELJ structures
will aid in lower total suspended solids and sediments through reduction of bank
erosion.

Steelhead

Lower Peshastin
Creek

Peshastin Creek Rank 1
Lower 01

The lower Peshastin restoration project seeks to address the most important limiting
factors (coarse substrate, cover -wood, floodplain connectivity, off channel and side
channels, pool quantity and quality, riparian canopy cover) by: increasing mainstem
channel length by 200', increasing channel sinuosity by 15%, lowering gradient,
increasing side channel length by 1,200', increasing channel width (Q2) by
approximately 100', increasing floodplain wetted area (Q2) by 3.4 acres, increasing
deep pools from 0 to >3, lessening mean substrate size, and increasing key pieces of
wood from 0 to >100. These actions will benefit multiple life stages for spring
Chinook and steelhead including adult migration and holding, spawning, fry
colonization, and summer and winter rearing.

Wenatchee Spring
Chinook

Steelhead,
Summer
Chinook,
Coho, Bull
Trout

Wenatchee River- Restoration = 3
Ollala
Protection = 3
Canyon

Wenatchee
River Ollala 01

The project will complete a design process, progressing designs from conceptual
alternatives to permit ready designs (60%) within two years of funding, for habitat
restoration actions at RM 11.2 - 11.5 on the Wenatchee River. The project will seek
to address the highest ranking limiting factors for the reach, which are side-channel
habitat and floodplain connectivity, by improving access to and the quality of an
existing 1200' side channel. Implementation of restoration actions will benefit ESAlisted spring chinook (Oncorhynchus tshawytscha), steelhead (Oncorhynchus
mykiss), and bull trout (Salvelinus confluentus), as well as summer chinook
(Oncorhynchus tshawytscha) and reintroduced coho (Oncorhynchus kisutch).

Restoration Wenatchee Spring
Chinook

Steelhead

Lower Chiwawa
River

Goose Creek 01 Unranked The project will address fish passage in Goose Creek by replacing two complete fish

Entiat 4.6 (1D Reach)
Preliminary Design

Design

Entiat

Spring Chinook Steelhead,
bull
trout,
cutthroat,
lamprey

Restore Lower
Peshastin Creek

Restoration Wenatchee Spring
Chinook
Steelhead

Goodwin Side
Channel Design

Design

Goose Creek
Watershed Restoration

Restoration = 2
Protection = 2

Restoration = 1
Protection = 1

Rank 3

passage barriers with Stream Simulation culverts that will be 100% passable to all
species and life stages improving access to 0.73 miles of upstream fish habitat. The
project will treat all 0.38 miles of the Goose Creek 01 reach with large woody
material to address the pools and large woody debris habitat metrics currently rated
as poor. Finally, the project will treat to improve drainage for 0.075 miles of road
currently delivering fine sediment to Goose Creek and relocate one dispersed
campsite that is currently immediately adjacent to Goose Creek, improving riparian
conditions for 0.1 acres.

Entiat Tributary Baseflow
and Habitat Restoration

Restoration Entiat

Spring
Chinook

Steelhead,
Bull Trout

Entiat RiverPotato Creek

Upper Wenatchee
Acquisition

Protection

Restoration = 1
Protection = 1

Wenatchee Spring
Chinook

Steelhead,
Summer
Chinook,
Lamprey

Wenatchee River- Restoration = 1
Beaver
Protection = 2
Creek

Stormy Creek
02, 03; Potato
Creek 02, 04,
05; Mud Creek
02

Unranked The Entiat Tributary Baseflow & Habitat Restoration project is part of a larger
solution to address low summer base flows and rising stream temperature with the
ongoing impacts of climate change. The most important outcome is to provide
significant biological benefits for salmonids through implementing 190 beaver dam
analogs (BDAs) and post-assisted log structures (PALS) along seven kilometers of
priority reaches of the Potato, Mud, and Stormy Creek tributaries to the Entiat River.
The Coordinated Resource Management (CRM) team comprised of Cascadia
Conservation District, Cascade Fisheries, and Trout Unlimited, will implement BDAs
to reconnect floodplains, retain and slow water from peak flows, increase shade
through increasing riparian vegetation and cool water habitat, increase pools, and
others to significantly increase biological benefits for steelhead, spring chinook, and
other salmonids. This proposal builds upon the previous 33 BDAs installed on Potato
Creek in 2020 by adding 190 BDAs/PALs in this same section of tributaries within the
middle Entiat River. Upon completion the Potato Creek site that is publicly owned
(USFS) will provide ample opportunities for the public to see how BDAs and PALS
benefit the salmon recovery process, accelerate the growth of native plants,
enhance birdwatching, and even create a "green fuel break" barrier to limit the
uncontrolled spread of wildfires such as the Cougar Creek fire in 2018.

Wenatchee
Unranked The Yakama Nation is proposing the acquisition of 2 parcels of property for
protection and restoration of ESA listed spring Chinook and steelhead. These
River Beaver 11
properties are important for protection because they are situated at the outlet of
and 12
the largest oxbow in the upper Wenatchee.
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Lower Chewuch
Reach Re-Assessment

Assessment

Methow

Spring Chinook Steelhead, Bull Chewuch RiverTrout,
Pearrygin
Lamprey
Creek

Restoration = 1
Protection = 1

Chewuch River
Pearrygin 01-11,
Chewuch River
Doe 01-07

Rank 1

Methow Salmon Recovery Foundation will complete a Reach Assessment update for the
lower 20 miles of the Chewuch River. The Lower Chewuch contributes significantly to
production of ESA species in the Methow Subbasin, is a major spawning area for Upper
Columbia spring Chinook and steelhead, and provides migration and rearing habitat for
bull trout. The project goal is to update the 2010 Chewuch River Reach Assessment with
current habitat data, bathymetric LiDAR, biological and physical modeling, fish use
information, and associated analyses to incorporate significant changes in stream and
riparian habitat conditions following wildfires, flood flows, and restoration projects
completed since 2010. Data will be collected and summarized in a format consistent
with the needs of the EDT model and Prioritization framework, and follow the recently
developed guidance for reach assessments in the Upper Columbia. This "re-assessment"
will update the reach-based ecosystem indicators (REI) matrix and restoration strategy
that will support development of a prioritized list of potential restoration and
protection opportunities focused on support of ESA-listed fish recovery. Identified
projects, which will include high level project concepts and an implementation timeline,
will benefit by having access to current habitat and limiting factors information
provided by this project.

Level 2 surveys of
reaches in priority UC AUs

Assessment

Multiple
Subbasins

Spring Chinook Steelhead, Bull Mulitiple AUs
Trout

Restoration = 1
Protection = 1

Big Meadow Creek Rank 1
(01-04), Chiwaukum
Creek (01-05),
Chiwawa River
Middle (01-05),
Chiwawa River
Upper (01-05),
Chumstick Creek
(01-09), Poorman
Creek (01), Potato
Creek (01-05), Tyee
Creek (01)

This assessment will fill a Tier 1 data gap identified by the Monitoring and Data
Management Committee and provide data critical to the effective use of UCSRB's
prioritization model. Habitat data will be collected in reaches lacking data in priority
Assessment Units in the Methow, Entiat, and Wenatchee Basins. USFS Level II
methodology will be used, enabling the development of Reach-based Ecosystem
Indicators (REI's) for these reaches, which may then be used by sponsors in the region
to identify habitat limiting factors and develop appropriate restoration concepts. These
reaches include spawning and rearing habitat for all three ESA-listed species (spring
Chinook, steelhead, and bull trout), and habitat restoration and protection projects
developed based on assessment data will benefit all three species. Depending on the
timing of funding, habitat data will be used by CF, Trout Unlimited, and Cascadia
Conservation District to inform the development and/or implementation of restoration
actions in specific tributaries in all three basins within the next 1-3 years.

Scaffold Camp Floodplain
Enhancement Project

Restoration

Methow

Spring Chinook Steelhead, Bull Middle Twisp River Restoration = 1
Trout
Protection = 1

Twisp River
Middle 02

Rank 2

The Scaffold Camp project is located entirely on Yakama Nation owned lands on the
Twisp River (RM 15.3-15.8). This project is a 2,400 ft long restoration action seeking to
address the top priority ecological concerns in the Middle Twisp River Assessment unit
in the Methow Subbasin by reconnecting side channels, increasing floodplain
connectivity, and by restoring habitat forming processes that will benefit Upper
Columbia spring Chinook and Upper Columbia steelhead in the long term. The primary
project component will include select excavation in a 1,000 ft long relic side channel,
outletting into an existing 1,400 ft long groundwater fed oxbow channel to encourage
the creation of a 2,400 ft long perennial side channel. Large wood structures will be
placed within the upper 1,000 ft of this side channel (following excavation) to create
cover, promote pool formation, and provide additional groundwater refuge on a
floodplain that has substantial areas of groundwater present in relic oxbows. Providing
juvenile salmonids access to these complex off-channel floodplains and wetlands will
provide high quality year-round rearing habitat with groundwater buffered thermal
refuge during seasonally extreme temperatures. In addition, this project will further
enhance the river-floodplain linkages promoting improved riparian growth. Grant funds
will be used to pay for contractor mobilization/demobilization, side channel excavation,
and purchase/installation of the proposed log structures.
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Project Proposal Ranking Criteria
Total maximum score is 150 points
Criterion 1: Benefits to Fish and Certainty of Success – 40% (60 points as a weighted percentage based
upon RTT score)
• How did the RTT rate this project?
• Does the project address documented habitat ecological concerns as outlined in the Draft Upper
Columbia Salmon Recovery Plan, Biological Strategy, or local Watershed Plan?
• Is the project consistent with the Recovery Plan Implementation Strategy?
• Is the project/assessment based on proven scientific methods that will meet objectives?
• Are there any obstacles that could delay the implementation of this project or study (permitting
and or design)?
Criterion 2: Project Longevity – 20% (30 points)
• Who has the responsibility to manage and maintain the project? What is the responsibility of
current or future landowners?
• Has the sponsor successfully implemented projects in the past?
• Are the benefits associated with the project in perpetuity?
• Will the project last only a few years?
• Is there a high risk of failure associated with this project?
Criterion 3: Project Scope – 10% (15 points)
• How much habitat is being protected or gained?
• Are threats imminent?
• Is the scale of the proposed action appropriate?
Criterion 4: Community Support – 16.7% (25 points)
• Has there been public outreach about this project to assess the level of community support?
• Is there any community outreach planned during and/or after implementation?
• Will the project create benefits or raise concerns for particular groups or the community at
large?
• Does the project build community support for salmon recovery efforts?
• Has the project sponsor secured landowner participation or acceptance?
• New: Will there be public access? What is the breadth and strength of the partnership
supporting the project (technical support, financial and in-kind contributions, labor)?
Criterion 5: Economics – 13.3% (20 points)
• Does the project represent an opportunity for economic benefit?
• Will this project help the region move closer to delisting or reduce regulatory intervention?
• Is the project budget clearly defined and reasonable?
• How much benefit does the project create for the dollars invested?
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CHELAN PROJECT RANKING MEETING NOTES
CHELAN COUNTY CITIZEN A DVISORY C OMMITTEE
THURSDAY, JUNE 23, 2022 5:00-6:20 PM
CAMPBELL’S RESORT, CHELAN WA
➢ CAC Participants: Alan Schmidt (Acting Chair), Leah Hemberry, Matt Collins, Bruce
Merighi (remote), Jim Johnson (remote)
➢ UCSRB Staff: Melody Kreimes, Tracy Bowerman, Dave Hecker
Alan Schmidt, acting Chelan CAC Chair, convened the meeting at 5:10 pm.
Chair Schmidt welcomed everyone, and introductions were made. The CAC ranking process was
reviewed.
The total amount of funding available for this grant round was reviewed. Melody and Tracy
noted for the group that any unspent part of the annual $2,062,000 would not rollover to next
year’s grant, however any amount of the new funding of $2,424,352 could be allocated to
projects this year and any remaining from the $2,424,352 would rollover to the 2023 grant
round. Prior to the ranking meeting the RCO confirmed that the CAC may label projects as
“does not qualify for a funding recommendation” if it chooses to do so. CAC by-laws were
reviewed, in particular, the conflict-of-interest policy. Chair Schmidt asked CAC members to
declare if they had a conflict of interest with any project, none were declared.
Prior to the meeting, individual CAC members had scored and ranked the projects and
submitted those to Dave. Tracy then reviewed the spreadsheet showing each CAC members
average scores and ranks for each project, as well as the standard deviation among scores. The
RTT scores were also displayed. One CAC member misunderstood the scoring process and did
not score three of the projects—the two in the Entiat and the Upper Wenatchee acquisition.
This was discussed and it was agreed those cells would remain blank (not listing a zero) so as
not to skew the averages. This committee member requested to re-rank his projects, and those
ranks were entered directly into the ranked list.
The group reviewed their project rankings as shown on the screen. The group also compared
their ranks with the RTT scores and noted that there was good agreement--the six top-ranked
projects all received RTT scores in the high 60s and 70s, and the five lower ranked projects
received RTT scores <62.
Based on combined Citizen ranks, the initial project order was:

Goodwin Side Channel Design
Restore Lower Peshastin Creek
Entiat Tributary Baseflow and Habitat Restoration
Lower Chiwawa AU, Area D - Preliminary Design
Goose Creek Watershed Restoration
Upper Wenatchee Acquisition
Peshastin RM 4.3 Side Channel - Implementation
Entiat 4.6 (1D Reach) Preliminary Design
Upper Peshastin Stream and Road Restoration
Upper Wenatchee RM 40.5-41.5 Concept Design
Peshastin RM 3.2-3.8 Design

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11

The list was then sorted by ranked average, per request of the CAC, which yielded an almost
identical outcome to ranking by score (with the exception of two projects which would change
positions if ranked by average score, rather than average rank). There was clear support among
all CAC members for the top five projects (these projects were ranked in the top 6 by all
members).
CAC members then began discussing the ranked project list, as follows:
A CAC member wanted to ensure the “Peshastin RM 4.3 Side Channel – Implementation”
remained above the funding line, because there is so little opportunity to do habitat in the
lower Peshastin given the highway location. Another CAC member noted there is one vacation
rental along this reach and wondered how easy it would be to get landowner support for
construction. Given the varying opinions and concerns expressed by RTT and CAC about
stranding, the CAC member that initiated discussion about “Peshastin RM 4.3 Side Channel –
Implementation” wanted to ensure the CAC did fund this project. The RTT comments on this
project were reviewed and discussed by CAC members. A CAC member echoed the concerns
voiced by some RTT members that this project could result in stranding but given the limited
habitat available in Peshastin Creek, also understood that the hope of the project was that
there would be a greater benefit provided by adding rearing habitat than the detriment of
stranding. The project would benefit if the sponsor could demonstrate that the benefit of
additional habitat outweighed the risk of stranding.
A CAC member separately posed the question of how challenging it would be to get the
multiple landowners on board with the “Entiat 4.6 project (1-D) Preliminary Design”.
A CAC member raised concerns about “Peshastin RM 3.2 – 3.8 Design” project as this is a high
recreation area which could reduce the effectiveness. Sponsors might be limited in what they
could accomplish in this reach.
A CAC member had some concerns about the “Upper Peshastin Stream and Road Restoration”
project as there are many remote property owners and mining lessees that might not support
the project or road decommissioning.

Concerns were brought up by a member about “Upper Wenatchee RM 40.5 – 41.5 Conceptual
Design” project such that if it was more than only a design project, they (individually) would not
support funding it. The member noted access is a significant issue for this project and there was
lack of clarity about whether the project could address the temperature issues in the reach and
the lack of good off-channel habitat.
The same member also had concerns about the “Goose Creek Watershed Restoration” project.
The cost seemed disproportionate for benefit in such a small stream and replacing the upper
culvert just for one landowner seemed superfluous. But these concerns were not so great that
he would object to funding the projects they (individually) voiced concern about.
A CAC member commented that there weren’t any projects on the list that they (individually)
would want to label as “does not qualify for a funding recommendation.” A separate member
agreed, while another member was less certain and thought it was worth discussing in more
detail.
The member that desired to further discuss the “does not qualify for funding recommendation”
status commented that “Peshastin RM 4.3 Side Channel – Implementation” was one project this
member may want to label as “does not qualify…” due to the uncertainty about the potential to
strand ESA listed fish. A member who was unable to attend, did relay concerns to UCSRB staff in
advance of the ranking meeting about this project and their perspective that they may support
using the “does not qualify for funding recommendation” status (UCSRB staff directed this
member to relay their concerns and thoughts to Chair Schmidt, which they did).
Chair Schmidt asked the group if anyone wanted to label a project as “does not qualify for
funding recommendation.” No CAC member wished to label any project accordingly.
UCSRB staff reviewed the process for CAC members to make a motion to move any project up
or down on the list. Chair Schmidt then asked the group if anyone had any motions to move
projects up or down.
Since “Peshastin RM 4.3 Side Channel – Implementation” was such a high ask (total cost), and
the total amount of funding exceeded this year’s total project ask, one member did not want to
move this project up or down and was confident it would receive funding, especially given that
BPA declined to fund this project.
No motions were made to move any projects up or down and the ranked list was left as is,
based on the CAC ranks submitted to UCSRB.
Final Chelan CAC Ranked List:
Goodwin Side Channel Design
Restore Lower Peshastin Creek
Entiat Tributary Baseflow and Habitat Restoration
Lower Chiwawa AU, Area D - Preliminary Design

1
2
3
4

Goose Creek Watershed Restoration
Upper Wenatchee Acquisition
Peshastin RM 4.3 Side Channel - Implementation
Entiat 4.6 (1D Reach) Preliminary Design
Upper Peshastin Stream and Road Restoration
Upper Wenatchee RM 40.5-41.5 Concept Design
Peshastin RM 3.2-3.8 Design

5
6
7
8
9
10
11

There was no further discussion, and all agreed to approve the final project list.
The Chelan CAC adjourned at 6:25 pm.

OKANOGAN PROJECT RANKING MEETING NOTES
OKANOGAN COUNTY CITIZEN ADVISORY C OMMITTEE
THURSDAY, JUNE 23, 2022 5:00-6:20 PM
CAMPBELL’S RESORT, CHELAN WA
➢ Committee Members: Bob Monetta (Chair), Louis Sukovaty, Will Keller (remote), Larry
Hill (remote), Gert Webster (remote), Sam Israel (remote)
➢ UCSRB Staff: Amanda Ward, Ryan Niemeyer, Dave Hecker
Bob Monetta, Okanogan CAC Chair, convened the meeting at 5:06 pm.
Dave Hecker provided an overview of the CAC ranking process and reviewed the funding
available for the current grant round. Dave explained that the original allocation of $2,062,000
must be allocated to projects in 2022 as typical of prior years. However, any amount of the
supplemental allocation of $2,424,352 that is unused in 2022 could be carried over to the 2023
SRFB grant round. Given the surplus of funding the group discussed the “does not qualify for
funding recommendations” status. Since Okanogan had so few proposals in comparison to
Chelan County, the committee members agreed this was only relevant to the Chelan CAC.
Chair Monetta confirmed no changes to the by-laws and asked for members to identify
potential conflicts of interest, no conflicts were identified.
Based on combined Citizen average ranks, the initial project order was:
Lower Chewuch Reach Re-Assessment
Level 2 Surveys of Reaches in Priority UC AUs
Scaffold Camp Floodplain Enhancement Project

1
2 (tie)
2 (tie)

Ryan Niemeyer displayed the CAC scores, ranks and standard deviations for committee review.
As two projects were tied when sorting projects based on average rank, a CAC member
proposed to use the average scores as the ranking order to break the tie. Members voted to
rank projects based on the average scores, and all committee members unanimously agreed.
Dave mentioned the increased funding cap from $200,000 to $300,000 RCO made available for
Assessment proposals in 2022 and the option available to the CAC to allocate more than the
requested SRFB funding for assessments (yet less than the total project cost) up to the cap of
$300,000.

Note: The emphasis of increasing the SRFB request to a value less than the total project
cost (given the sponsor had requested additional money from another funding source in
the example of the “Level 2 Surveys of Reaches in Priority UC AUs” proposal) was not
fully understood by all committee members which spurred justified questions as noted
below. This was revisited and clarified during the joint CAC ranking meeting.
A committee member voiced concern that they would be awarding funding without supporting
information and said they would need to see some documentation to support the additional
funding. The committee member asked if the additional funding could be awarded at a later
date, based on need and confirmed capacity by the sponsor. Dave shared that the final ranking
will be due in Aug 2022, so justification and/or confirmed capacity could be provided between
now and the submission of the final ranked list.
A committee member suggested they recommend the additional funding for the “Level 2
Surveys of Reaches in Priority UC AUs” proposal to indicate support for the project and allow
the established process to unfold.
Discussion on how to fund above the initial ask ensued – a member stated that they thought
the additional funding was a good thing. Another member said there were some projects on
streams that dry up, therefore the projects don’t necessarily benefit salmon, suggesting it might
be better to set the money aside and wait for better projects. A committee member clarified
they were discussing the “Level 2 Surveys of Reaches in the Priority UC AUs” project only for the
additional funding and that the sponsor would like to do more assessment work, but their ask
was limited by the original funding cap.
A committee member made a motion to suggest the group vote to recommend an increase for
the “Level 2 Surveys of Reaches in Priority UC AUs” project. A member said, as they personally
understood it, the committee could word it to recommend additional funding be provided up to
capacity, or the $300k cap. This member made a motion for this amended wording. Another
committee member advised the group that the total additional funding they could award is up
to $24,497 (this reaching the $300,000 assessment cap). The group engaged in dialog to best
phrase the amended wording. The motion to amend the committee’s wording received a
second and is as follows: “The group recommends an additional $24,497 be available to the
Level 2 assessments, subject to them resubmitting an amended proposal that confirms
capacity.”
Note: See associated discussion in the Joint CAC ranking meeting notes regarding
confirmation of the sponsors display of capacity due to an additional request by another
funding source at a value greater than $24,497.
A committee member raised the question of if the CAC took this step in approving additional
SRFB funding, where would it stop? Another committee member asked the member who posed
the question, how they (individually) ranked the projects and asked if their decisions were
based on costs. The member who initially posed the question said no, they (individually) based
their decisions on other aspects of the proposal.
The group voted on the amendment above. All voted in favor. Amendment passed.

No motions were made to further adjust the ranked list that Okanogan CAC had voted to rank
based on score as opposed to average CAC ranking.
Final Okanogan CAC Ranked List:
Level 2 Surveys of Reaches in Priority UC AUs
Lower Chewuch Reach Re-Assessment
Scaffold Camp Floodplain Enhancement Project

1
2
3

There was no further discussion, and all agreed to approve the revised final project list.
The Okanogan CAC adjourned at 6:16 pm.

UPPER COLUMBIA LEAD ENTITY
JOINT CITIZEN’S ADVISORY COMMITTEE MEETING SUMMARY
Campbell’s Resort, Chelan WA
Thursday, June 23, 2022 ~ 6:30 to 8:00 PM
➢ Chelan CAC: Alan Schmidt (Acting Chair), Leah Hemberry, Matt Collins, Bruce Merighi
(remote), Jim Johnson (remote)
➢ Okanogan CAC: Bob Monetta (Chair), Louis Sukovaty, Will Keller (remote), Larry Hill
(remote), Gert Webster (remote), Sam Israel (remote)
➢ UCSRB Staff: Dave Hecker, Amanda Ward, Melody Kreimes, Tracy Bowerman, and Ryan
Niemeyer
Agenda Review and Background
The meeting was held directly after the individual CAC ranking meetings, which occurred in
separate rooms. All committee members in attendance had participated in the ranking within
their respective county. Dave convened the meeting at 6:48 pm. The group decided to make
Alan Schmidt the chair of the joint session since Chelan County had more projects and had to
complete more deliberation.
UCSRB staff took roll to ensure all remote participants had rejoined the meeting. Dave provided
an overview of the agenda for the meeting and explained the ‘zipper’ approach to combining
the ranked projects from both lists that integrates the Okanogan and Chelan County projects.
Chair Schmidt reviewed the bylaws and verified that there are no conflicts of interest among
committee members.
Bob Monetta, Okanogan Chair, shared the decision by the Okanogan CAC to recommend an
additional $24,497 to the “Level 2 Surveys of Reaches in Priority UC AUs” project. Discussion
ensued. Melody stated the proposal couldn’t be resubmitted for further evaluation and that the
decision would have to be made at this meeting. UCSRB staff clarified that the total cost for the
“Level 2 Surveys…” project was $179,465 however only $125,625 was requested through SRFB,
based on the original funding amount. RCO has since made additional funds available (raised cap
for assessments from $200,000 to $300,000) so, conceivably, the group could decide to award
the additional money.
Prior to further deliberations, the group reviewed the decision-making ground rules used to
finalize the project list:
1. A Citizen Advisory Committee member may, at any time, make a motion to move
a particular project up or down on the list.

2. The Citizen Advisory Committee member making such a request must include
rationale based on the citizens’ review criteria.
3. The Joint Citizen Advisory Committee will then engage in discussion regarding
the motion to move a project on the list.
4. After discussion, the Joint Citizen Advisory Committee will vote – approve,
oppose, abstain – on the motion to move the project on the list.
5. The motion will carry upon unanimous approval by all Joint Citizen Advisory
Committee Members (excluding “abstain” votes).

Chair Schmidt opened the meeting for discussion of all projects.
An Okanogan committee member requested a description and reasoning for the groups desire
to fund the “Peshastin RM 3.2 – 3.8 Design” proposal given it was the lowest scoring project. A
Chelan County member provided an overview of the project and identified that the RTT had
some concerns about the project including the majority of the floodplain being on the other
side of the highway, so the additions of side-channels are limited. The member providing an
explanation said they (individually) were on the fence about the project and sees the benefit of
adding side-channels since the channel is a “fire hose” but noted there is a limited amount of
potential work in this reach. Another Chelan member said most of the committee agreed that it
is a tough spot to put the project, but it is one of the few places available in Peshastin for a
project. The same committee member said the feasibility is low of being able to do another
project nearby.
A member asked if the CAC could award additional funds to proposals for the use of monitoring
and reporting back to the CACs on completed work. Tracy highlighted that each funded project
requires reporting as part of their deliverables and that these results could be shared with
CACs. Melody reminded the group the supplemental funds made available by the RCO cannot
be used for monitoring.
A committee member asked if the initial CAC ranking matched the RTT ranking. Tracy confirmed
that it did align with the RTT ranking.
The group re-visited the “Level 2 Surveys of Reaches in Priority UC AUs” proposal. Bob Monetta
made a motion to the group to approve the additional funding for the “Level 2…” Assessment
as that project received the highest RTT score and was a project that would be undertaken in
both counties. The motion included an increase to a total of $150,122; $24,497 above the
current SRFB request, yet below the total project cost.
Chair Schmidt seconded. A Chelan County member requested rationale for the increase in
awarded funding. Two Okanogan members summarized related discussions and supporting
rationale. Rationale included that it is to allow full use of the unique increase in available
assessment funds, the RTT score is at the very top of all proposals and the proposed assessment
spans both counties which will inform future projects in both Chelan and Okanogan County.
Melody reminded the group that typically RCO only allows the CAC to fund $200,000 total for
assessments. This year, the RCO raised that cap to $300,000.
Chair Schmidt opened the conversation for further discussion about the Level 2 funding increase.
No further discussion was desired. Chair Schmidt called the committee to a vote. All committee

members voted in favor of increasing the level 2 project funding by $24,497 (the $300,000
assessment cap).
A committee member asked to clarify that the additional funds would go to next year, and Dave
confirmed this to be accurate.
Chair Schmidt made a motion to approve the list as displayed. Louise seconded the motion. Alan
asked for any discussion on the motion, none. All approved the motion.
The final approved list combined from both counties was as follows (blue shading indicating
projects located in Okanogan County, those without shading are in Chelan County):
Final
Rank

Category

1

Assessment

UC Regional Projects

CAC
Rank

RTT
Score

SRFB
Request

Running
(SRFB)
Total

Level 2 Surveys of Reaches in
Priority UC AUs

1

91

$150,122

$150,122

2

Design

Goodwin Side Channel Design

1

74

$60,000

$210,122

3

Assessment

Lower Chewuch Reach ReAssessment

2

83

$149,878

$360,000

4

Restoration

Restore Lower Peshastin Creek

2

70

$750,000

$1,110,000

5

Restoration

Scaffold Camp Floodplain
Enhancement Project

3

81

$402,376

$1,512,376

Entiat Tributary Baseflow and
Habitat Restoration

3

70

$198,230

$1,710,606

Lower Chiwawa AU, Area D Preliminary Design

4

73

$136,107

$1,846,713

Goose Creek Watershed
Restoration

5

67

$255,500

$2,102,213

6

7

8

Restoration

Design

Restoration

9

Protection

Upper Wenatchee Acquisition

6

69

$67,500

$2,169,713

10

Restoration

Peshastin RM 4.3 Side Channel
- Implementation

7

59

$661,757

$2,831,470

Entiat 4.6 (1D Reach)
Preliminary Design

8

61

$128,536

$2,960,006

Upper Peshastin Stream and
Road Restoration

9

58

$99,021

$3,059,027

11

12

Design

Restoration

13

14

Design

Design

Upper Wenatchee RM 40.541.5 Concept Design

10

61

$63,750

$3,122,777

Peshastin RM 3.2-3.8 Design

11

56

$135,000

$3,257,777

Potential Allocation: $4,486,352
2023 Carry Over: $1,228,575

The discussion was adjourned at 7:50 pm
A debrief discussion followed that invited feedback for areas for improvement to the ranking
meeting and greater SRFB Process. Additionally, the group discussed the Fall 2022 grant round
details and potential dates for CACs to rank proposed projects this fall.
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2022 Upper Columbia Ranked Project List
PRISM
Numbers

Project Title

Sponsor

22-1509

Level 2 Surveys of Reaches in
Priority UC AUs

Cascade Fisheries

22-1510

Goodwin Side Channel Design

Cascade Fisheries

22-1506

Lower Chewuch Reach ReAssessment

Methow Salmon
Restoration Foundation

22-1508
22-1514
22-1512
22-1499
22-1511
22-1513
22-1497

22-1502
22-1501
22-1495
22-1492

Project
Subbasin

Project
Category

SRFB
Request

Match Anticipated
%
Total Budget

Match

Running Total
(SRFB)

RTT
County Joint CAC
Score CAC Rank Rank

Methow,
Entiat &
Wenatchee
Wenatchee

Design

$

150,122

$53,840

26%

$203,962 $

150,122.00

91

1

1

Design

$

60,000

$90,000

60%

$150,000 $

150,122.00

74

1

N/A

Methow

Restoration

$

149,878

$165,000

52%

$314,878 $

300,000.00

83

2

2

Restore Lower Peshastin Creek Cascade Fisheries

Wenatchee

Restoration

$

750,000

$350,000

32%

$1,100,000 $

1,050,000.00

70

2

3

Scaffold Camp Floodplain
Enhancement Project
Entiat Tributary Baseflow and
Habitat Restoration
Lower Chiwawa AU, Area D Preliminary Design
Goose Creek Watershed
Restoration
Upper Wenatchee Acquisition

Yakama Nation

Methow

Design

$

402,376

$315,784

44%

$718,160 $

1,452,376.00

81

3

4

Cascade Fisheries

Entiat

Assessment

$

198,230

$212,535

52%

$410,765 $

1,650,606.00

70

3

5

Chelan County Natural
Resource Department
Cascade Fisheries

Wenatchee

Assessment

$

136,107

$24,725

15%

$160,832 $

1,786,713.00

73

4

6

Wenatchee

Restoration

$

255,500

$251,000

50%

$506,500 $

1,786,713.00

67

5

N/A

Yakama Nation

Wenatchee

Protection

$

67,500

$13,000

16%

$80,500 $

1,854,213.00

69

6

7

Peshastin RM 4.3 Side Channel - Chelan County Natural
Implementation
Resource Department

Wenatchee

Restoration

$

661,757

$146,000

18%

$807,757 $

2,515,970.00

59

7

8

Entiat 4.6 (1D Reach)
Preliminary Design
Upper Peshastin Stream and
Road Restoration
Upper Wenatchee RM 40.5-41.5
Concept Design
Peshastin RM 3.2-3.8 Design

Entiat

Design

$

128,536

Wenatchee

Restoration

$

Wenatchee

Restoration

Wenatchee

Design

REGIONAL TOTALS:

Chelan County Natural
Resource Department
Chelan County Natural
Resource Department
Chelan County Natural
Resource Department
Chelan County Natural
Resource Department

Notes

Sponsor withdrew SRFB Funding Request
(funding acquired elsewhere)

Sponsor withdrew SRFB Funding Request
(funding acquired elsewhere)

UC funding allocation line: $2,062,000
Begin use of Supplemental Allocation

$0 #DIV/0!
$22,744
15%

$151,280 $

2,644,506.00

61

8

9

99,021

$17,475

15%

$116,496 $

2,743,527.00

58

9

10

$

63,750

$11,250

15%

$75,000 $

2,807,277.00

61

10

11

$

135,000

0%

$135,000 $

2,942,277.00

56

11

12

$ 4,274,630 $

2,942,277.00

$0

$ 2,942,277 $ 1,332,353

