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Meeting Day In-person: Room 172, First Floor, Natural Resources Building, 1111 
Washington Street, SE, Olympia, WA.  

These public meeting locations allow the public to provide comments and listen to the 
meeting as required by the Open Public Meeting Act. This requirement can be waived 
via House Bill 1329 if there is a declaration of emergency or if an agency determines that 
a public meeting cannot safely be held. If an emergency occurs, remote technology will 
be the primary meeting source. 

Location Virtually: 

https://us06web.zoom.us/webinar/register/WN_7j9t62kbScai4m6vT_eQwg 

Phone Option: (669) 900-6833 - Webinar ID: 824 3509 6474 

Order of Presentation: In general, each agenda item will include a short staff presentation, 
followed by board discussion. The board only makes decisions following the public 
comment portion of the agenda decision item. 

Public Comment: General public comments are encouraged to be submitted in advance of 
the meeting in written form. Public comment on agenda items is also permitted. If you wish 
to comment, you may e-mail your request or written comments to 
Julia.McNamara@rco.wa.gov, board liaison.  

Wellness Precautions: Masks and hand sanitizer will be made available. If you are feeling ill, 
the zoom format is reliable resource for home viewing and participation. 

Special Accommodations: People with disabilities needing an accommodation to 
participate in Recreation and Conservation Office public meetings are invited to contact 
Megan Montgomery via email at megan.montgomery@rco.wa.gov. 
 
  

https://us06web.zoom.us/webinar/register/WN_7j9t62kbScai4m6vT_eQwg
mailto:julia.mcnamara@rco.wa.gov
mailto:megan.montgomery@rco.wa.gov
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TUESDAY January 27, 2026  

OPENING AND MANAGEMENT REPORTS 

9:00 a.m. Call to Order  
• Roll Call and Determination of Quorum 
• Approval of Agenda (Decision) 
• Chair remarks 

Chair Shiosaki  

9:05 a.m. 1. Consent Agenda (Decision) 
A. Board Meeting Minutes  

• October 28, 2025 
B. Time Extensions  

• Department of Fish and Wildlife, Point 
Whitney Access Redevelopment, 16-2308 

• Manson Parks and Recreation District, Manson 
Bay Old Swim Hole Waterfront Park, 20-1483 

• State Parks, Olallie Trail System Expansion, 18-
2450 

C. Administrative Cost Increase 
• Department of Fish and Wildlife, North 

Okanogan County Inholdings, 22-1238 
D. Grant Reinstatement 

• City of Othello, Kiwanis Park Playground and 
Parking Renovation, 24-1422 

• City of Vancouver, Raymond E. Shaffer 
Community Park Phase 2, 24-1786 

E. Advisor Recognition (46) 

Resolution 2026-01 

Chair Shiosaki  
 

9:10 a.m. 2. Director’s Report  
A. Director’s Report 
B. Legislative and Policy Update 
C. Grant Management Report  
D. Grant Services Report  
E. Performance Report (written only) 
F. Fiscal Report (written only) 

 
Megan Duffy 

Brock Milliern  
Marguerite Austin 

Kyle Guzlas 
Bart Lynch 

Mark Jarasitis 

BOARD BUSINESS: BRIEFING 
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9:40 a.m. General Public Comment (limit 3 minutes please) for 
issues not identified on the agenda.  

 

BOARD BUSINESS: BRIEFING 

9:45 a.m. 3. Statewide Comprehensive Outdoor Recreation 
Plan Update  

Ben Donatelle 

10:15 a.m Break  

10:30 a.m. 4. Economic Impacts of Recreation Leah Dobey 

11:00 a.m. 5. Annual Compliance Report Kyle Guzlas 
Ashly Arambul 

Chris Popek 

12:00 p.m. Lunch  

BOARD BUSINESS: DECISION 

1:00 p.m. 6. Critical Habitat and Natural Areas Policy 
Changes 

 
Resolution 2026-02 

 

Public comment will occur prior to adopting the resolution. 
Please limit comments to three minutes 

Nick Norton 
Leah Dobey 

1:35 p.m. 7. Evergreen Community Preference Integration 
 
Resolution 2026-03 

 

Public comment will occur prior to adopting the resolution. 
Please limit comments to three minutes 

Julia McNamara 
Ben Donatelle 

BOARD BUSINESS: REQUEST FOR DIRECTION 

2:00 p.m. 8. Nonhighway and Off-road Vehicle Activities 
Policy Changes 

Adam Cole 

3:00 p.m. 9. Boating Facilities Program Policy Changes Nick Norton 

3:45 p.m. Break  

BOARD BUSINESS: BRIEFING 
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4:00 p.m. 10. Featured Projects  Dan Haws 
Andrea Hood 

4:25 p.m. 11. State Agency Partner Reports  
• Department of Natural Resources 
• State Parks and Recreation Commission 
• Department of Fish and Wildlife 
• Governor’s Office 

 
Kristen Ohlson-Kiehn 

Heather Saunders 
Amy Windrope 
Joe Impecoven 

4:45 p.m. Adjourn  

 

Next Meeting: Regular Meeting- April 28-29, 2026, Room 172, Natural Resources Building, 
1111 Washington Street, Olympia, Washington, 98501 
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RECREATION AND CONSERVATION FUNDING BOARD SUMMARY MINUTES 
Date: October 28, 2025 
Place: Hybrid – Room 172, Natural Resources Building, 1111 Washington Street SE, 
Olympia, WA and online via Zoom 
Recreation and Conservation Funding Board Members: 
    Michael Shiosaki, 
Chair 

Seattle Bob Bugert Leavenworth 

Shiloh Burgess Wenatchee 
Kristen Ohlson-
Kiehn 

Designee, Department of Natural 
Resources 

Trang Lam Camas Amy Windrope 
Designee, Washington Department 
of Fish and Wildlife 

Kitty Craig Seattle Heather 
Saunders 

Designee, Washington State Parks 
and Recreation Commission 

     
 

   This summary is to be used with the materials provided in advance of the meeting. 
The Recreation and Conservation Office retains a recording as the formal record of 
the meeting. 

Call to Order:  

Chair Michael Shiosaki called the Recreation and Conservation Funding Board meeting 
to order at 9:00 a.m. Julia McNamara, Recreation and Conservation Office (RCO) board 
liaison, performed roll call and determined quorum. Member Amy Windrope was absent 
during roll call. 

Chair Shiosaki welcomed the new board member and delegate from the Washington 
State Parks and Recreation Commission, Heather Saunders. Member Saunders is the 
director of Park Development for Washington State Parks. 

Motion:  Move to Approve October 28, 2025, Agenda 
Moved By:  Member Kristen Ohlson-Kiehn 
Seconded by:  Member Bob Bugert 
Decision:  Approved 

Item 1: Consent Agenda 

Chair Shiosaki noted the consent agenda includes the June 24-25, 2025, meeting 
minutes, three time extensions, one cost increase request, and an advisor recognition. 

Motion:  Move to Approve Resolution 2025-22 
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Moved By:  Member Kitty Craig 
Seconded by:  Member Kristen Ohlson-Kiehn  
Decision:  Approved 

Item 2: Director’s Report 

Director Megan Duffy provided an overview of federal activity and action. The nearly 
month-long federal government shutdown has not yet directly impacted RCO. The 
federal Land and Water Conservation Fund was awarded $9 million, although there are 
broader concerns for federal acquisitions dollars being shifted to deferred maintenance 
backlogs and the impact to federal public lands during the shutdown. 

The United States Army Corps of Engineers invoked the thirty-day termination clause in 
the memorandum of understanding for the Snake River Dam Recreation Impact Study. 
RCO completed a survey, public outreach, and identified places where new facilities may 
be needed and older facilities may be obsolete. The Army Corps was responsible for 
examining the economic impact and the fisheries components of the study. There are 
conversations on how and if the study can move forward. 

RCO is anticipating a challenging supplemental session. The September budget forecast 
identified a little over $900 million in additional deficit. RCO requested $20 million in 
Climate Commitment Act funding in the event federal 2026 Pacific Coastal Salmon 
Recovery Fund funding is not released. 

Governor Bob Ferguson’s first Centennial Accord occurred last week where he signed 
Executive Order 25-10 with provisions to strengthen relationships between state and 
Tribal governments. The impacts of recreation on the land and to Tribal, cultural, and 
treaty rights continue to be discussed. 

RCO is finishing an Economic Study, which the board can expect to be briefed on in 
January. 

On the salmon team, Amee Bahr was promoted to senior grant manager, and Alice 
Rubin was promoted to assistant section manager. Katie Knight Pruit, from the 
Governor’s Salmon Recovery Office, took a job at the Office of Financial Management. 

Legislative and Policy Update 

Brock Milliern, Legislative and Policy director, noted agency budgets were submitted in 
mid-September and the Governor’s budget is expected mid-December. The next 
revenue forecast is anticipated on November 20, which assists the Governor’s budget 
finalization. 

https://governor.wa.gov/sites/default/files/exe_order/25-10%20-%20Tribal%20Relations%20%28tmp%29_1.pdf
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As Director Duffy mentioned, RCO submitted one capital budget request for salmon 
funds in the event the 2026 Pacific Coastal Salmon Recovery Funds are not awarded. If 
Pacific Coastal Salmon Recovery Funds are released, any funds allocated to the board 
from legislature will be used for targeted investment recovery projects. 

During session, Mr. Milliern will send bi-weekly updates to the board. 

Jan Fore joins RCO as the Washington Invasive Species Council executive coordinator on 
Thursday, October 30. 

Grant Management Update 

Marguerite Austin, Recreation and Conservation section manager, highlighted the 175 
closed projects in the last quarter and three hiring changes, including Hayley Dalgetty’s 
promotion to senior outdoor grants manager and the hiring of Aaron Johnson and 
Hannah Pauly as outdoor grants managers. 

In June, the board approved $148.7 million in funds for 243 applications. Based on staff 
recommendations, Director Duffy approved additional funds for partially funded 
projects and alternates on the board-approved ranked list. The director awarded an 
additional $70.3 million for seventy-nine unfunded alternate projects and twenty-seven 
partially funded projects. In total, $219 million was allocated over 300 projects this 
biennium. 

Staff worked with applicants to get projects underway and under agreement within 180 
days of funding. Ms. Austin noted the reason PRISM reflects that no agreements were 
mailed on time and no projects are under agreement is because the report was 
generated before the 180-day deadline. Staff will provide a more accurate report in 
January. 

Karen Edwards, Recreation and Conservation assistant section manager, shared that 
staff are maintaining communication with the United States Forest Service (Forest 
Service) to keep trails open, despite the federal shutdown. The Forest Service met 
requirements for $7.5 million in new grants, with $1.5 million under new agreements 
and $6 million to extend existing education and maintenance agreements for two years. 
The Forest Service remains committed to the projects and is conversing with other state 
agencies and nonprofit organizations to facilitate executing the work. RCO will continue 
supporting these efforts. 

Karl Jacobs, Recreation and Conservation assistant section manager, shared that 
previous challenges have led staff to modify the timeline for offering grants to the 
National Parks Service’s Land and Water Conservation Fund. The solution is to skip the 
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2026 application cycle and start again in 2028. This pause allows RCO to secure funds in 
advance of the grant round, decreasing the burden to applicants who currently spend 
time applying without knowing what funds are available. This change affects only the 
stateside program, not the nationally competitive Outdoor Recreation Legacy 
Partnership. 

Some applicants expressed concern about missing the opportunity to apply, using the 
fund as a source of match for other programs, or impacts to waiver of retroactivity. Mr. 
Jacobs noted the National Park Service no longer issues waivers of retroactivity, and the 
impact is limited to a one-year delay for potential top-ranked projects and is balanced 
by funding certainty. 

Member Bob Bugert asked about the waiver of retroactivity. Mr. Jacobs explained the 
National Park Service used to offer a waiver of retroactivity for land acquisitions but lost 
pre-approval authority. 

During his presentation, Mr. Jacobs noted Heather Ramsay, a former NPS program 
officer and public commenter on the changes to the Land and Water Conservation 
Fund, pointed out that the modified timeline aligns with the timeline used in the past. 
Chair Shiosaki asked why the timeline changed. Marguerite Austin explained the 
federal appropriations kept coming later and later, the board approved moving to a 
biennial grant cycle, and staff wanted to review applications for this program, the 
Washington Wildlife and Recreation Program, and Youth Athletic Facilities 
simultaneously since these programs are often used as match. 

Grant Services Update 

Kyle Guzlas, Grant Services section manager, shared the Grant Services team hired Anne 
Parfitt as the new archaeologist on the Cultural Resources team. 

Mr. Guzlas provided updates on the agency’s advisory committee recruitment, noting 
there are vacancies on almost all the committees. Interested applicants can apply to 
more than one at a time and should visit RCO’s Get Involved webpage to learn more. 
Stipends are available for qualifying individuals. Mr. Guzlas highlighted recruitment to 
fill vacancies on the Local Parks, Backcountry Trails, and Off-Road Activities advisory 
committees. 

Member Bob Bugert recommended staff reach out to forest collaboratives as there is a 
broad assortment of members that participate in them. 

Mr. Guzlas gave an overview of Youth Outdoor Programs, noting the unfortunate and 
substantial reduction in the state’s operating budget. Youth Programs are the next step 

https://rco.wa.gov/get-involved/
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towards providing access for the next generation of users. In the 2025-2027 biennium, 
No Child Left Inside requested over $20 million; however, the Legislature allocated only 
$1.126 million. Comparatively, the request in the 2023-2025 biennium was $12.4 million 
and the Legislature allocated $7 million, which funded 109 programs, served 57,730 
youth, and provided over two-million program hours. Due to the dramatic decrease in 
available funds, the 2025-2027 biennium allocation will fund fifteen programs, serve 
2,741 youth, and provide 158,328 program hours. 

Mr. Guzlas reported that the grant sponsors who are doing this work are energized to 
lift it back up. They care about kids, natural areas, and the future and recognize the need 
for a unified approach to identify common goals and develop strategies for a path 
forward and what future state asks will be. Staff will continue to support the effort. 

Member Kitty Craig confirmed that funding for youth programs comes from the 
operating budget and asked if there was a strategy for more certainty and consistency 
in future funding. Director Duffy answered that a coalition of organizations and 
outdoor educators are working on a strategy that includes potential revenue sources. 
Mr. Guzlas added the state cannot do it alone, and groups are looking at pathways for 
diversifying funding. 

Member Bugert asked if RCO has looked at how other states fund these types of 
programs. Mr. Guzlas has spoken with recreational staff in Oregon and Colorado, who 
both have significant outdoor youth programs supported by their state’s lottery funds.  

General Public Comment 

None.  

BREAK: 10:00 A.M. – 10:15 A.M. 

Member Amy Windrope joined the meeting during the break. 

Item 3: Habitat Programs 
Request for Direction 

Nick Norton, Policy and Planning specialist, provided brief background information of 
the current review of the Critical Habitat and Natural Areas categories of the 
Washington Wildlife and Recreation Program (WWRP) – Habitat Conservation Account 
and outlined the process that led to proposed changes. High-level proposed changes to 
the evaluation criteria and draft intent language for the categories are included in the 
meeting materials. 

https://rco.wa.gov/grant/no-child-left-inside/
https://rco.wa.gov/grant/washington-wildlife-and-recreation-program-habitat/
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A first draft of proposed changes was shared with key stakeholders and received 
generally positive feedback and support. Input from that process was incorporated into 
the draft presented to the board.  

For both categories, changes are proposed to the intent language based on the 
statutory definitions of “Critical Habitat” and “Natural Areas”. These changes better 
highlight differences between the categories and can help guide applicants in 
determining which category is the best fit for a project and include project examples. 

Critical Habitat 

Staff described key aspects of the Critical Habitat definition including that projects are 
for a wide diversity of wildlife species. This diversity includes, but is not specific to, 
species with special status. Within the Critical Habitat criteria, staff propose asking 
applicants to clarify targeted species in the project introduction to help orient 
evaluators. Additional changes work to provide a clearer line between the habitat impact 
to target species and the overall significance of the species on the property, including, 
but not limited to, special status. 

Natural Areas 

Staff described key aspects of the Natural Areas, including that there are rare or 
vanishing features located on the property, and that they are of scientific or educational 
value. Currently, the Natural Areas evaluation criteria include a focus on rare species; 
however, other features of a site are equally valued in the Natural Areas definition, such 
as landscape features and scientific and educational opportunities. During outreach, 
staff provided two options for addressing this, and feedback showed preference for a 
“fit for program” question that includes special status alongside other features. 

Members agreed with the approach and supported intent examples to steer applicants 
to the appropriate program. 

Member Amy Windrope asked how science and education fit into the natural areas 
purpose. Mr. Norton explained that in the current version, science and education are 
under the umbrella of public benefit and community support. The proposed change, 
based on statute, brings science and education to the top of the application as part of 
what makes the project a program priority. This change would not apply to Critical 
Habitat as science and education is not explicitly stated as a core aspect in statute. 
Member Windrope suggested considering climate change in potential changes. 

Member Shiloh Burgess asked about what scale rare and vanishing species apply to 
and expressed an interest in ensuring that local priorities were taken into consideration 
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regarding species prioritization. Mr. Norton acknowledged the ambiguity of scale in 
statute and noted staff are hoping to create specific language that addresses species 
vulnerability at the population level. 

Member Heather Saunders noted that in the proposed changes to Critical Habitat, the 
language around rare and vanishing species had been softened. Mr. Norton noted that 
staff are de-emphasizing special status and moving it from its own criteria to an aspect 
of the criteria. 

Item 4: Boating Facilities Policy Changes  
Request for Direction 

Nick Norton gave an overview of the Boating Facilities Program and shared potential 
policy changes staff are considering. The program has not been meaningfully reviewed 
in decades.  

There have been fewer applications over the past five biennium, and the program tends 
to fund about 80 percent of the proposed projects. Additionally, the program has 
experienced decreased funding while the costs of projects have increased. Mr. Norton 
noted a potential funding increase in 2031 when artificial caps on the state gas tax 
account expires. 

Mr. Norton explained the potential policy changes including funding limits for local 
acquisition, development, or combination projects; local planning; and multisite projects 
that are outlined in the meeting materials. Mr. Norton noted the 20 percent match is set 
by policy, not statute, and will be evaluated. 

Most members were supportive of the changes staff are considering. Member Shiloh 
Burgess wanted to hear from the public before further considering any changes. 
Member Trang Lam noted project and material costs are increasing while funding 
sources are decreasing and supported discussions about how to allow projects to be 
phased in ways that meet current realities. Karen Edwards noted planning, mitigation 
requirements, and permitting have also become lengthy and expensive processes. 

At the next board meeting, Mr. Norton will discuss topics such as planning project types, 
general alignments and clarifications, as well as evaluation criteria. 

https://rco.wa.gov/grant/boating-facilities-program/
https://rco.wa.gov/wp-content/uploads/2025/09/RCFB_Agenda_October2025.pdf


 

RCFB October 2025 8 Meeting Minutes 

Item 5: Evergreen Communities Recognition – Impacts to Recreation and 
Conservation Office Grant Programs 
Request for Direction 

Julia McNamara, board liaison, provided an overview of the Department of Natural 
Resources’ Evergreen Communities Recognition Program. The program was established 
in 2024 in accordance with the Evergreen Communities Act and is explained in further 
detail in the meeting materials. The program rewards communities for their dedication 
to urban and community forests and requires RCO to give funding preference to 
Evergreen Communities in the Washington Wildlife and Recreation Program’s Critical 
Habitat Account and the Aquatic Lands Enhancement Account. 

Cities and towns, counties, and Tribes are eligible entities in the Evergreen Communities 
Recognition Program; however, the Washington Wildlife and Recreation Program’s 
Habitat Account also allows state agencies, special districts and nonprofits, while the 
Aquatic Lands Enhancement Account also allows state agencies and special districts. To 
ensure an equitable approach for applicants to RCO’s programs that are not eligible in 
the Evergreen Communities Recognition Program, staff recommended using enrollment 
in the Evergreen Communities Recognition Program as a tiebreaker, which is used in 
other RCO programs. 

The tiebreaker would only apply to entities tied in ranking if both entities are eligible to 
be enrolled in the Evergreen Communities Recognition Program where funding 
preference would go to the entity that is eligible and enrolled in the program. Staff 
looked at the past three grant rounds and found no instances where a tiebreaker would 
be needed. 

Member Amy Windrope left the meeting at 11:42 a.m. 

Staff notified the public of this potential change and intend to seek public comment 
following board feedback. 

Members agreed this is a practical solution. Member Kitty Craig would like to hear 
from the Department of Natural Resources in the future on their program development 
and what proactive enrollment looks like. She noted the program may put some 
communities at a disadvantage. 

https://dnr.wa.gov/forest-resilience-division/urban-and-community-forestry/evergreen-washington
https://rco.wa.gov/wp-content/uploads/2025/09/RCFB_Agenda_October2025.pdf
https://rco.wa.gov/grant/washington-wildlife-and-recreation-program-habitat/
https://rco.wa.gov/grant/washington-wildlife-and-recreation-program-habitat/
https://rco.wa.gov/grant/aquatic-lands-enhancement-account/
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LUNCH 11:48 A.M. – 12:50 P.M. 

Item 6: Farm and Forest Account Policy Changes 
Decision 

This item was presented after Item 10: Featured Projects. 

Member Amy Windrope returned to the meeting at 1:03 p.m. 

Non-State, Non-Federal Match 

Nick Norton provided an overview of the current local match policy, which was 
temporarily waived in the 2022 and 2024 grant rounds. The policy has been under 
review since Spring 2024 in anticipation of the 2026 grant round. The review and 
recommendation process is detailed in the meeting materials. 

Staff recommend permanently removing the non-state, non-federal match requirement 
based on funding availability, applicant types, the competitive environment, and the 
nature of the resource concern. 

Cost Increases 

Nick Norton provided an overview of the temporary cost increase policy and potential 
changes to it in the Farm and Forest account outlined in the meeting materials. 

Staff recommend the permanent retention of a dedicated cost increase policy in the 
Farm and Forest Account based on easement value and funding availability. 

Public Comment 

None. 

Motion:  Move to Approve Resolution 2025-23 
Moved By:  Member Trang Lam 
Seconded by:  Member Shiloh Burgess 
Decision:  Approved 

Item 7: Farmland Policy Changes 
Decision 

Nick Norton gave an overview of the proposed changes to evaluation criteria, scope 
changes, and impervious surfaces in the Farmland Preservation Program in response to 
public comments. The proposed changes are detailed in the meeting materials. 

Public comments overwhelmingly supported the proposed changes. 

https://rco.wa.gov/wp-content/uploads/2025/09/RCFB_Agenda_October2025.pdf
https://rco.wa.gov/wp-content/uploads/2025/09/RCFB_Agenda_October2025.pdf
https://rco.wa.gov/wp-content/uploads/2025/09/RCFB_Agenda_October2025.pdf
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Staff will continue exploring changes to other policies, considering updates to the 
easement template, and discussing how this program can support affordability and land 
access. 

Public Comment 

None. 

Motion:  Move to Approve Resolution 2025-24 
Moved By:  Member Shiloh Burgess 
Seconded by:  Member Bob Bugert 
Decision:  Approved 

Item 8: Emphasizing Accessibility in Recreation Grants 
Request for Direction 

Leah Dobey provided an overview of the challenges and opportunities concerning 
accessibility requirements in recreation grants at RCO. In June, the board discussed 
several policy options for creating inclusive outdoor spaces and providing recreation 
opportunities for all, including a new grant program, reducing match, increasing grant 
limits, adding evaluation questions or points specific to accessibility, or allowing 
accessibility-related projects to be bundled into one project. 

Ms. Dobey highlighted three high ranking projects: American Lake Park Waterfront 
Access (RCO #20-1349), East Lake Sammamish Trail (RCO #20-1465), and Gig Harbor 
Sports Complex Pickle-Bo Spot (RCO #20-1746). These projects have many elements 
that when bundled together, improve overall accessibility. 

Ms. Dobey explained the previously considered policy options and challenges that each 
pose to improving accessibility in RCO programs. Details are outlined in the meeting 
materials. Because of these challenges, staff focused on exploring a new capital grant 
program to address accessibility needs by funding accessibility renovations at existing 
facilities and allowing the positive parts from the other options to be incorporated. 
Additionally, a new program could incorporate themes from community feedback, 
including preference or prioritization, representation, and information and education. 

There are many ways to help communities achieve their accessibility goals. In these 
challenging budget times, having a ranked list helps demonstrate needs. Staff are 
considering other ways to demonstrate need to the Legislature. Ms. Dobey noted that a 
stand-alone grant is a demonstration and statement of our state’s values. 

https://secure.rco.wa.gov/prism/search/projectsnapshot.aspx?ProjectNumber=20-1349
https://secure.rco.wa.gov/prism/search/projectsnapshot.aspx?ProjectNumber=20-1465
https://secure.rco.wa.gov/prism/search/projectsnapshot.aspx?ProjectNumber=20-1746
https://rco.wa.gov/wp-content/uploads/2025/09/RCFB_Agenda_October2025.pdf
https://rco.wa.gov/wp-content/uploads/2025/09/RCFB_Agenda_October2025.pdf
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Members supported a program dedicated to accessibility. Member Bob Bugert asked if 
this would be a director-approved program. Director Duffy answered yes. Members 
were interested in learning more about the need across the state and within 
communities and what the specific need trends are; whether there are similar models in 
other states; and if incremental steps can be taken to other grant programs while this 
one is being developed. 

Member Amy Windrope offered to connect Ms. Dobey with the Fish and Wildlife 
Commission’s Americans with Disabilities Act committee. 

Member Windrope left the meeting at 2:10 p.m. 

BREAK: 2:10 P.M. – 2:20 P.M. 

Item 9: Nonhighway Offroad Vehicle Activities Policy Changes 
Briefing 

Adam Cole, Policy specialist, briefed the board on potential policy changes to the 
Nonhighway Off-Road Vehicle Activities (NOVA) program and shared ideas on how to 
improve the program ahead of the 2026 grant round. 

Mr. Cole briefly explained that NOVA funding comes from 1 percent of the state motor 
vehicle fuel tax revenues. Currently, the overall fuel tax revenue is limited to 34.9 cents 
per gallon by subsection one of the Revised Code of Washington 46.09.520. This 
subsection will expire on June 30, 2031, when the full fuel tax rate will become available, 
increasing the amount of funding to the NOVA program. Background information and 
details on how funding is broken down across categories in the program are included in 
the meeting materials. 

In 2024, the board approved increasing grant limits and improved the evaluation 
process to make the NOVA program more efficient. Nearly all applicants in the 2024 
grant round requested more money and around half requested the new maximum grant 
amount. Mr. Cole highlighted that most projects in the 2024 grant round were for 
maintenance projects, and from one biennium to the next, applications tend to be for 
the same maintenance projects. User feedback was positive, and staff plan to make 
further improvements to strengthen the impact on the program and reduce 
administrative burden. 

Mr. Cole outlined further changes staff are considering to the funding allocation and 
criteria. The allocation concepts are detailed in the meeting materials and include no 
change, raising the grant limits again, allowing longer-term grant awards, and creating 
“combination” grant proposals. 

https://rco.wa.gov/grant/nonhighway-and-off-road-vehicle-activities-program-trails/
https://app.leg.wa.gov/rcw/default.aspx?cite=46.09.520
https://rco.wa.gov/wp-content/uploads/2025/09/RCFB_Agenda_October2025.pdf
https://rco.wa.gov/wp-content/uploads/2025/09/RCFB_Agenda_October2025.pdf
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Member Kristen Ohlson-Kiehn emphasized the importance of NOVA funding to the 
Department of Natural Resources and the challenges faced in securing grants, 
particularly in rural areas. The department supports block grants as a way of distributing 
grant funding more equitably. Mr. Cole explained that in early discussions, staff and the 
advisory committee discussed block grants, which was how funds were allocated early in 
the NOVA program; however, the Washington Administrative Code requires board 
programs, such as NOVA, to be competitive. 

Members raised concerns about the complexities of finalizing agreements in longer-
term grant awards, measures of accountability for multi-biennia grants, and how to 
budget and plan for longer-term grants. Mr. Cole suggested longer-term grants could 
have a limit on number of “legacy” projects in each category. He added that grant 
agreements can be customized with terms and conditions as checkpoints for project 
success. If there are performance concerns in one biennium, an administrative check 
would be performed before the sponsor receives additional funding. 

Mr. Cole explained that staff will be looking at making changes to the following criteria: 
need, need fulfillment, predominantly natural, project support, matching shares, county 
population density, and proximity to people, which is statutorily required. Staff will seek 
stakeholder feedback on the potential allocation and criteria changes to better 
understand stakeholder needs, challenges, and program priorities. 

Member Trang Lam noted the criteria may not reflect asset management principles as 
much as project related principles. 

BREAK: 2:26 P.M. – 2:47 P.M. 

Item 10: Featured Projects 
Briefing 

This item was presented after lunch and ahead of Item 6: Farm and Forest Account 
Policy Changes. 

Aaron Johnson, outdoor grants manager, highlighted the Zillah Splash Park (RCO #20-
1305), sponsored by the City of Zillah. The city received $306,204 from the Land and 
Water Conservation Fund to develop a splash park with paths, site furnishings, signs, 
landscaping, and utilities. In April 2023, the board approved a scope and location 
change from Loges Park to Stewart Park. 

Hannah Pauly, outdoor grants manager, highlighted the Cirque Park Renovation (RCO 
#20-1618), sponsored by the City of University Place. The city received $436,354 from 
the Land and Water Conservation Fund to expand the playground, renovate the skate 

https://secure.rco.wa.gov/prism/search/projectsnapshot.aspx?ProjectNumber=20-1305
https://secure.rco.wa.gov/prism/search/projectsnapshot.aspx?ProjectNumber=20-1305
https://rco.wa.gov/grant/land-and-water-conservation-fund/
https://rco.wa.gov/grant/land-and-water-conservation-fund/
https://secure.rco.wa.gov/prism/search/projectsnapshot.aspx?ProjectNumber=20-1618
https://secure.rco.wa.gov/prism/search/projectsnapshot.aspx?ProjectNumber=20-1618
https://rco.wa.gov/grant/land-and-water-conservation-fund/
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park, pave the walking path, and add nine fitness stations. The playground is a 
designated PlayCore National Demonstration Site. 

Item 11: State Agency Partner Reports 

Department of Natural Resources 

Member Kristen Ohlson-Kiehn shared that the Department of Natural Resources is 
requesting $4.3 million to reinstate the Conservation Corps Program and increase 
capacity; $3 million in capital funds for the Natural Areas Facilities, Preservation, and 
Access program to support maintenance; $1.2 million to restore law enforcement 
capacity; and $16.7 million for the Trust Land Transfers program. 

State Parks and Recreation Commission 

Member Heather Saunders noted that the State Parks and Recreation Commission will 
now have representation on the NOVA advisory committee. Member Saunders 
highlighted that since 1964, State Parks has received over $264 million in funding from 
RCO for projects like the Willapa Hills Trail, which will have nearly fifty-six miles of trail 
open this fall. 

On October 1, the Discover Pass fees increased from thirty to forty-five dollars. State 
Parks continues to have around 71 percent revenue funded mostly by camping and the 
Discover Pass with visitation at around 40 million visitors per year. Revenue was about 3 
percent higher at the end of the biennium. 

State Parks is requesting $7 million in supplemental operating dollars and $33 million in 
capital funds to focus on Americans with Disabilities Act improvements and deferred 
maintenance for code compliance, utility upgrades, and marine facilities. 

The inaugural Scenic Bikeways program launched in October and is open for public 
nominations through November 30. 

Member Saunders explained that State Parks entered an Americans with Disabilities Act 
settlement agreement with the United States Department of Justice because of a visitor 
tripping and falling in a state park. The settlement includes policy updates, training 
updates, and a remediation plan. The remediation plan was completed this summer and 
found 8,000 barriers at over 1,800 facilities, many of which are historic, at a cost of $110 
million. State Parks has six years to meet the requirements of the settlement, and the 
Department of Justice is not open to providing an extension. State Parks is focusing on 
non-ground disturbing activities to begin with and hopes to receive funding from State 
Legislature to complete. 

https://www.playcore.com/nds
https://parks.wa.gov/about/agency/washington-state-scenic-bikeways
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Governor’s Office  

Joe Impecoven requested Brock Milliern to share updates on his behalf. Mr. Milliern 
explained this will likely be a difficult legislative session. A previous proviso directed RCO 
to facilitate a conversation with the three land management agencies to look at how 
recreation is funded; however, the proviso was vetoed. Despite the veto, Mr. Impecoven 
has gathered the legislative directors at Department of Fish and Wildlife, Department of 
Natural Resources, and Washington State Parks and Recreation Commission to look at 
how the agencies are investing recreation funding. RCO is participating as a helping 
agency to provide data and context. The group recently met for the second time and are 
now gathering data for future conversations. 

Department of Fish and Wildlife 

Member Amy Windrope was absent and did not provide an update. 

ADJOURN: 3:29 P.M. 

The next meeting is scheduled for January 27-28, 2026. Natural Resources Building, 
Room 172, 1111 Washington Street, Olympia, Washington, 98501. 

 

Approved by: ________________________________________ 

   Chair Michael Shiosaki 
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Item 1B: Time Extensions 

 

Action Requested: Decision 

Summary 

This is a request for the Recreation and Conservation Funding Board to consider the 
proposed project time extensions listed in Attachment A. 

Background 

Each grant program policy manual outlines the Recreation and Conservation Funding 
Board’s adopted policy for progress on active funded projects. The key policy elements 
are the sponsor’s responsibility to complete a funded project promptly and meet the 
milestones outlined in the grant agreement. The Recreation and Conservation Office 
(RCO) director may give an applicant up to four years from the award date to complete 
a project. Extensions beyond four years require board action. 

RCO received requests for time extensions for the projects listed in Attachment A. This 
document summarizes the circumstances regarding the requested extensions and the 
expected date of project completion. 

General considerations for approving time extension requests include: 

• Receipt of a written request for the time extension, 

• Reimbursements requested and approved, 

• Date the board granted funding approval,  

• Conditions surrounding the delay, 

• Sponsor’s reasons or justification for requesting the extension,  

• Likelihood of sponsor completing the project within the extended period, 

• Original dates for project completion, 

https://rco.wa.gov/recreation-and-conservation-office-grants/grant-manuals/
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• Status of activities within the grant, and 

• Sponsor’s progress on this and other funded projects. 

Strategic Plan Link 

Consideration of these requests supports the board’s goal of helping its partners 
protect, restore, and develop habitat, working lands, and recreation opportunities that 
benefit people, fish and wildlife, and ecosystems. 

Staff Recommendation 

Staff recommends approval of the time extension requests for the projects listed in 
Attachment A.  

Attachment 

A. Time Extension Requests for Board Approval 
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Attachment A: Time Extension Requests for Board Approval 

Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife 
Point Whitney Access Redevelopment (16-2308 Development) 

• Grant Program: Boating Facilities Program: State  

• Grant Remaining: $515,664 (58 percent) 

• Current End Date: 01/31/2026  

• Proposed End Date: 04/30/2026 

 
Reasons for Delay and Justification Request 

The Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife (WDFW) received a Boating Facilities 
Program grant to redevelop the Point Whitney boating access site on Hood Canal in 
Jefferson County. WDFW requested funds to complete the preconstruction work, install 
a new boat ramp, relocate some fencing, level and expand the parking area, and update 
the restrooms and information kiosk.  

WDFW completed the plans and specifications, relocated fencing, renovated the 
restrooms and parking, updated the information kiosk, and prefabricated planks for the 
boat ramp. Permits to install the prefabricated planks were delayed due to the time 
needed to obtain mitigation credit approval from the Hood Canal Coordinating 
Council’s In-Lieu Fee program. In addition, the shoreline permit review did not allow 
concurrent review for the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers permit. This caused WDFW to 
miss their planned construction schedule. Although obtaining permits to install the 
prefabricated planks has taken a considerable time, WDFW has now secured all permits. 
Placement of the planks is scheduled for January 2026, with an anticipated five-week 
construction schedule.  

The three-month time extension requested will give WDFW the time needed to 
complete construction of the boat launch and accommodate any unforeseen weather 
challenges.  

https://secure.rco.wa.gov/PRISM/Search/ProjectSnapshot.aspx?ProjectNumber=16-2308


RCFB January 2026 4 Item 1B 

Manson Parks and Recreation District (MPRD)  
Manson Bay Old Swim Hole Waterfront Park (20-1483 Development)  

• Grant Program: Aquatic Lands Enhancement Account   

• Grant Remaining: $428,242 (86 percent)  

• Current End Date: 06/30/2026   

• Proposed End Date: 06/30/2027  

Reasons for Delay and Justification Request 

The Manson Parks and Recreation District (MPRD) received an Aquatic Lands 
Enhancement Account grant to construct a new boardwalk and dock at the Old Swim 
Hole on Lake Chelan in Chelan County. MPRD requested funds to complete the 
preconstruction work, install a new boardwalk, ramp, dock, and viewpoint, providing 
water access for swimming and non-motorized boating.   

MPRD completed the plans and specifications and went out to bid for the project in 
November 2025. The bids came in significantly higher than the engineer’s estimate, 
preventing a bid from being awarded, due to insufficient funds. This caused MPRD to 
miss their planned construction schedule beginning in February 2026. MPRD is in the 
process of securing the additional funds required and expects to secure them in April 
2026. MPRD plans on going out to bid in May 2026, upon confirmation 
of additional funds. The next opportunity for construction begins in October 2026, as 
the in-water work must align with Chelan Public Utility District lowering Lake 
Chelan water levels in anticipation of projected snowpack.   

The twelve-month extension requested will give MPRD time to secure 
the additional funds needed and complete construction of the boardwalk and dock, 
while accommodating for any unforeseen weather challenges.  
 
Washington State Parks and Recreation Commission 
Olallie State Park Trail System Expansion (18-2450 Planning) 

• Grant Program: Nonhighway and Off-road Vehicle Activities: Nonmotorized
 Grant Remaining: $116,925 (91 percent) 

• Current End Date: 01/31/2026  

• Proposed End Date: 1/31/2027 

https://secure.rco.wa.gov/prism/search/projectsnapshot.aspx?ProjectNumber=20-1483
https://secure.rco.wa.gov/prism/search/projectsnapshot.aspx?ProjectNumber=18-2450
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Reasons for Delay and Justification Request 

Washington State Parks and Recreation received this grant to construct mountain bike 
trail segments in Olallie State Park. Following a series of challenges and emerging 
opportunities, the project type was recently changed from development to planning. 
State Parks is requesting additional time to complete the amended scope. 

The original trail expansion proposal was for easy, intermediate, and difficult trails. 
Following the first round of public comments through the State Environmental Policy 
Act review, an environmental study identified critical areas such as wetlands, which 
required a revised design with the difficult trails removed from the scope of work. State 
Parks then updated the trail plans to be shovel-ready, and put them out for a second 
round of public comments. 

The second round of comments included significant concerns from Native American 
Tribes about impacts to natural resources, especially elk. State Parks worked with the 
Tulalip Tribes to develop the “Olallie State Park Trail Recreation Impacts Assessment and 
Feasibility” study to determine: 1) how the park’s existing trails and uses are impacting 
the park’s natural resources, 2) how the proposed trails in the currently scoped trail 
system expansion project would further impact elk and other natural resources, and 3) 
whether there are ways to sustain future trail development with negligible impacts. 

The amended scope will align and conform to the draft process developed by the State-
Tribal Recreation Impacts Initiative, and State Parks will include the Initiative’s Technical 
Working Group as stakeholders and recreational users. The desired outcome will be a 
clear pathway forward for Olallie State Park that has buy-in from recreation groups, 
Tribes, other stakeholders, and the Washington State Parks and Recreation Commission.  

With the causes for delays settled, State Parks feels confident that the path forward to a 
successful completion will be smooth, and that the twelve-month extension will provide 
the necessary time for project completion and closeout.  
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Item 1C: Administrative Costs 
Increase – Department of Fish and 
Wildlife, North Okanogan County 
Inholdings, 22-1238 

Action Requested: Decision  

Summary 

The Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife is asking the Recreation and 
Conservation Funding Board to approve an administrative costs increase for the North 
Okanogan County Inholdings (22-1238) project. Approval will provide sufficient 
administrative budget for the Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife staff to 
complete the property acquisitions approved through the current grant award.  

This administrative costs increase request exceeds 10 percent of the project’s property 
and incidental costs; therefore, policy requires board consideration of this request. This 
is an administrative cost increase only and will not increase the grant amount. 

Background 

The Recreation and Conservation Funding Board awarded a Washington Wildlife and 
Recreation Program – Riparian Protection grant to the Washington Department of Fish 
and Wildlife (WDFW) in June 2023, to acquire property at the Scotch Creek and 
Sinlahekin Wildlife Areas. The project aims to protect riparian habitat important to state-
listed upper Columbia River steelhead, Pacific lamprey, kokanee, freshwater mussels, 
and a diverse array of migratory neotropical birds and cavity nesting species.  

Project Status 

In February 2025, the Recreation and Conservation Office (RCO) approved WDFW’s 
request to use up to 10 percent ($26,818) of the combined total land and incidental 
costs on administrative costs, an increase to the 5 percent maximum at the time of 
application. In March 2025, WDFW acquired two properties totaling 51.45 acres, with 
one nine-acre property yet to be acquired. To date, WDFW’s administrative costs 

https://secure.rco.wa.gov/prism/search/projectsnapshot.aspx?ProjectNumber=22-1238
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amount to $24,534. The remaining $2,284 is not enough to pay WDFW’s staff time to 
complete acquisition of the remaining property. 

Discussion and Analysis 

Administrative Costs Policies 

Administrative costs can be found on page twenty of Manual 3: Acquisition Projects. The 
manual states: 

Administrative costs are limited to no more than 5 percent of the total costs of the 
property and incidental costs combined. RCO may approve a request to pay up to 
10 percent administrative costs on a case-by-case basis. Increases above 10 percent 
require Recreation and Conservation Funding Board or Salmon Recovery Funding 
Board approval. To request an increase above 5 percent, the sponsor must provide 
a letter to RCO addressing the following: 

• What amount of administrative cost is requested? 

• Why is the additional administration costs needed? 

• What has been accomplished to date? Provide specific information about the 

status of property negotiations. 

• How will the additional administrative expenses impact the project scope? 

Will the original scope of work still be completed? 

• What is the updated project completion timeline 

WDFW requests board approval to pay up to $38,478, or 15 percent of property and 
incidental costs combined, from this grant award. The $38,478 amount represents an 
$11,660 increase from the current $26,818 administrative costs maximum.  

Alternatives Considered 

WDFW considered the following alternatives to manage the insufficient administrative 
costs budget: 

• Not acquire the third property. There’s sufficient funding in the grant to 
acquire the property and although an option, the current landowner is willing and 
eager to sell to WDFW. 

https://rco.wa.gov/wp-content/uploads/2019/07/Manual3.pdf
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• Find alternative funding to cover administrative costs. WDFW does not have 
alternative funding to cover acquisition administrative costs. 

Conditions Contributing to Request 

The project’s remote location near the U.S.-Canada border requires some extra 
administrative work to identify and contract appraisers and contributes to higher travel 
costs. The low grant award amount presents a situation where the acquisition project 
maximum of 5 percent, and even 10 percent, is not enough to cover WDFW 
administrative costs to complete acquisition of multiple properties. 

Project Cost Estimates 

The allowable administrative cost is currently $26,818, being 10 percent of the total 
costs of the properties and incidental costs combined. An increase of $11,660 is being 
requested that will bring the total to $38,478. This represents 15 percent of the total 
costs of the properties and incidental costs combined. 

This total grant award is $295,000, the smallest of WDFW’s active land acquisition 
projects. Many of the administrative costs for land acquisitions are uniform, regardless 
of property size or value. For example, title review, landowner negotiations, contractor 
coordination for appraisals and cultural resources, and grant reporting require similar 
staff time regardless of the grant award total, property size or value. 

If the administrative costs increase is not approved through this grant award, WDFW will 
not acquire the remaining property, will use some of the remaining funds to close out 
the project, return about $155,000 of unspent grant funds. 

Funds Available 

This is an administrative cost increase that will not increase the total project cost or 
grant amount. Enough funds remain in the grant to support this increase. 

Strategic Plan Link 

Consideration of this request supports the board’s goal of helping its partners protect, 
restore, and develop habitat, working lands, and recreation opportunities that benefit 
people, fish and wildlife, and ecosystems. 

Staff Recommendation 

Staff recommends approval of the cost increase as requested.  
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Next Steps 

If the board approves the request, RCO staff will process the necessary amendment to 
the grant agreement.  
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Item 1D: Reinstate Local Parks 
Category Grant Projects 

Action Requested: Decision 

Summary 

This is a request for the Recreation and Conservation Funding Board to consider 
reinstating two projects on the 2025-27 Washington Wildlife and Recreation Program: 
Local Parks ranked list. The applicants withdrew their Local Parks projects when they 
learned they would not be receiving matching federal Land and Water Conservation 
Funds. Recent developments now indicate that these projects are in line for federal 
grants. Reinstating the Local Parks projects makes them eligible to receive state funds 
that could be used as match for pending federal grants. 

Background 

During the 2024 grant cycle the cities of Vancouver and Othello submitted applications 
requesting federal Land and Water Conservation Funds (LWCF) for their park projects. 
Both cities also requested $500,000 from the Washington Wildlife and Recreation 
Program (WWRP) to be used as match. The WWRP Local Parks Category projects for 
consideration are: 
 

• Rank 16, City of Vancouver, Raymond E. Shaffer Community Park Phase 2 
(24-1786) (LWCF 24-1787) 

• Rank 20, City of Othello, Kiwanis Park Playground and Parking Renovation 
(24-1422) (LWCF 24-1765) 

Vancouver requested $2 million from the LWCF, and Othello requested $625,000. When 
the cities learned in spring 2025 that their projects would not receive the LWCF grants, 
neither city could afford to complete the full scope of work without both grants, and 
each decided to withdraw their Local Parks application. The Local Parks projects were 
moved to a Not Funded status as shown on the 2025-27 ranked list that the board 
adopted in June 2025 (Resolution 2025-20). These projects remain alternates on the 
LWCF list following the board’s approval of the final ranked list at their October 2024 

https://secure.rco.wa.gov/prism/search/projectsnapshot.aspx?ProjectNumber=24-1786
https://secure.rco.wa.gov/prism/search/projectsnapshot.aspx?ProjectNumber=24-1787
https://secure.rco.wa.gov/prism/search/projectsnapshot.aspx?ProjectNumber=24-1422
https://secure.rco.wa.gov/prism/search/projectsnapshot.aspx?ProjectNumber=24-1765
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meeting and the director’s approval of the initial grant awards via delegated authority 
(Resolution 2024-29). 

Board Policy 

Each grant program policy manual outlines the Recreation and Conservation Funding 
Board’s adopted policy for match. 

Match Availability and Certification  

To help ensure the project is ready for implementation when approved, the 
applicant must have matching funds available for expenditure before the 
Recreation and Conservation Funding Board approves funding. The applicant 
must sign and submit a Certification of Match Form to ensure the project is 
included in the funding recommendations. The applicant is advised to plan for 
projects with match dependent on citizen votes or ballot measures. This 
certification is due at least one calendar month before Recreation and 
Conservation Funding Board action. The form and deadlines for certifying match 
are on the [Recreation and Conservation Office] website.  

[Recreation and Conservation Office] may declare a project ineligible if there is no 
guarantee that matching funds are available. That project may be passed over in 
favor of a project with the match in place. Such decisions are based on the 
Recreation and Conservation Funding Board's confidence in the applicant’s ability 
to have the match in place when required.  

When another Recreation and Conservation Funding Board grant is used as 
match, the certification of match will be conditioned on receipt of the other grant 
or on the sponsor providing the match from other resources. To prevent a 
backlog of unspent grants, the sponsor must finish the project by the earliest 
completion date of the two grants. 

Washington Administrative Code 286-13-040(3) 

To meet this application requirement, Vancouver and Othello submitted the required 
match certification forms for their LWCF applications in 2024. Both certifications cited 
the WWRP Local Parks grant as match. A few months later, these applicants received the 
disappointing news from RCO staff that there would not be enough LWCF money to 
fund their projects. In the spring of 2025, these applicants realized they could not 
submit the required certifications for the WWRP grants since there were no LWCF funds 
for their projects.  

https://rco.wa.gov/recreation-and-conservation-office-grants/grant-manuals/
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Analysis 

The Recreation and Conservation Office decided in October 2025 not to hold a grant 
round in 2026 for LWCF. The process had been to accept applications for LWCF prior to 
federal funding, but that has increasingly required applicants to complete costly pre-
construction activities without assurance of an award. In some instances, applicants have 
had to wait two to three years before receiving the award. RCO now plans to wait for 
Congressional approval of federal fiscal year 2027 funding and then solicit applications 
so Washington State has assurances that the top-ranked projects can be funded. This 
will allow for funding those projects soon after they are proposed so the cost estimates 
remain viable.  

RCO plans to use the LWCF funding from federal fiscal years 2027 and 2028 for 
applications submitted in the 2028 grant round. As a result, staff will use any federal 
fiscal year 2026 funds for alternates on the 2024 LWCF project list, making it possible 
that both Vancouver and Othello will have the match necessary for the subject WWRP 
projects.  

As noted, both cities certified match and had they known they would be receiving the 
LWCF grants, neither would have withdrawn their WWRP Local Parks projects. And due 
to their high ranking on the 2025-27 WWRP list, both projects would have received a 
WWRP grant. 

Reinstating these projects will make them eligible for WWRP Local Parks funds, which 
will be used to match the LWCF anticipated in this federal fiscal year. 

Strategic Plan Link 

Consideration of this request supports the board’s goal of helping its partners protect, 
restore, and develop habitat, working lands, and recreation opportunities that benefit 
people, fish and wildlife, and ecosystems. 

Staff Recommendation 

Staff recommend approval of reinstating the Vancouver and Othello WWRP Local Parks 
category projects and moving them to Alternate status.  
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Item 1E: Recognition of Advisor 
Service 

Action Requested: Decision 

Summary 

This memo summarizes the years of service by advisors on advisory committees the 
Recreation and Conservation Office uses to assist in its grant programs.  

Background 

The Recreation and Conservation Office (RCO) relies on advisors to help administer its 
grant programs. Advisors provide a strategic balance and perspective on program 
issues. Their activities, experience, and knowledge help shape program policies that 
guide RCO in reviewing and evaluating projects and administering grants. The following 
individuals have completed their service after providing valuable analysis and excellent 
program advice. Outdoor recreationists in Washington will enjoy the results of the 
advisors’ hard work and vision for years to come. Staff applaud their exceptional service 
and recommend approval of the attached resolution via Resolution 2026-01 (consent). 

ALEA: 

Boating Programs: 

 

Name Position Years 
Dave Hays Community Member and 

State Agency  
10 

Mike Perfetti Local Agency 6 
Gabriel Cruden Community Member 4 

Name Position Years 
Karl Harris Community Member 8 
Paul Sorensen Community Member 4 
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Working Forests: 

 

Firearms and Archery Range Recreation: 

 

Land and Water Conservation Fund: 

 

Nonhighway and Off-Road Vehicle Activities: 

  

Name Position Years 
Cathy Baker Nonprofit 6 
Jason Callahan Industry 6 
Matt Comisky Industry 6 
Jeff DeBell Industry 6 
Ray Entz Tribal Government 6 
Loren Hiner Local Agency 6 
Sue Wright Community Member 6 

Name Position Years 
Jay Cochran Local Agency 4 

Name Position Years 
Jennifer Burbidge Local Agency 8 
Jason Lederer Local Agency 4 
Al Vorderbrueggen Local Agency 6 

Name Position Years 
Lance Hansen All-Terrain Vehicle  6 
John Spring Nonhighway Road 6 
Larissa Zens Hiking 2 
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Recreation Trails Program: 

 

Washington Wildlife and Recreation Program Farmland Preservation: 

 

Washington Wildlife and Recreation Program Habitat Acquisition: 

 

Washington Wildlife and Recreation Program Habitat Restoration: 

  

Name Position Years 
Norris Boyd Snowmobile 6 
Ethan Lockwood Hiking 6 
Rusty Milholland Citizen-at-Large 6 

Name Position Years 
Addie Candib Nonprofit 8 

Name Position Years 
John Gamon Community Member and 

State Agency 
10 

Matt Tweedy Community Member 6 
Lincoln Bormann Local Agency 6 

Name Position Years 
Glen Mendel Community Member 6 
Deborah Rose Community Member 6 
Cynthia Wilson Community Member and 

Local Agency 
14 
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Washington Wildlife and Recreation Program Local Parks: 

 

Washington Wildlife and Recreation Program State Lands Development: 

 

Washington Wildlife and Recreation Program State Parks: 

 

Washington Wildlife and Recreation Program Trails: 

  

Name Position Years 
Chaz Bates Local Agency 6 
Doug Coutts Local Agency 8 
Jill Meis Local Agency 6 
Sylvana Niehuser Local Agency 6 
Roxanne Miles Local Agency 6 

Name Position Years 
Mary Kay Voytilla Community Member 4 
Kurt Danison Community Member 8 
Erin Komo Community Member 6 
Michael Aronowitz Local Agency 6 

Name Position Years 
Janice Sears Community Member 6 

Name Position Years 
Anthony Marquez Community Member 4 
Andy Stevenson Community Member 6 
Mike Town Community Member 6 
Jillian Marshall Local Agency 8 
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Washington Wildlife and Recreation Program Water Access: 

  

Name Position Years 
James Horan Community Member and 

State Agency 
28 

Eric Jensen Community Member 6 
Anjali Myer Local Agency 6 
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A Resolution to Recognize the Service of 

Dave Hays 
To the Residents of Washington State and the Recreation and Conservation 

Funding Board 

WHEREAS from 2016 to 2025, Dave Hays served the citizens of the state of Washington 
and the Recreation and Conservation Office by participating on the Aquatic Lands 
Enhancement Account and Washington Wildlife and Recreation Program Habitat 
Restoration Advisory Committees; and 

WHEREAS the result of this service was the provision of valuable analysis and excellent 
advice that assisted in the development of exemplary program policies, program 
planning, and the evaluation of conservation projects for funding; and 

WHEREAS members of the Recreation and Conservation Funding Board wish to 
recognize this support and service; 

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that in recognition of Mr. Hays’ dedication and 
excellence in performing these services, the board and its staff extend their sincere 
appreciation and compliments on a job well done, and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that a copy of this resolution be sent along with a letter of 
appreciation to Mr. Hays. 

Approved by the Recreation and 
Conservation Funding Board in 

Olympia, Washington 
on January 27, 2026 

_____________________________________________  

 Chair Michael Shiosaki 
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A Resolution to Recognize the Service of 

Mike Perfetti 
To the Residents of Washington State and the Recreation and Conservation 

Funding Board 

WHEREAS from 2020 to 2025, Mike Perfetti served the citizens of the state of 
Washington and the Recreation and Conservation Office by participating on the Aquatic 
Lands Enhancement Account Advisory Committee; and 

WHEREAS the result of this service was the provision of valuable analysis and excellent 
advice that assisted in the development of exemplary program policies, program 
planning, and the evaluation of conservation projects for funding; and 

WHEREAS members of the Recreation and Conservation Funding Board wish to 
recognize this support and service; 

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that in recognition of Mr. Perfetti’s dedication and 
excellence in performing these services, the board and its staff extend their sincere 
appreciation and compliments on a job well done, and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that a copy of this resolution be sent along with a letter of 
appreciation to Mr. Perfetti. 

Approved by the Recreation and 
Conservation Funding Board in 

Olympia, Washington 
on January 27, 2026 

_______________________________________________  

 Chair Michael Shiosaki 
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A Resolution to Recognize the Service of 

Gabriel Cruden 
To the Residents of Washington State and the Recreation and Conservation 

Funding Board 

WHEREAS from 2022 to 2025, Gabriel Cruden served the citizens of the state of 
Washington and the Recreation and Conservation Office by participating on the Aquatic 
Lands Enhancement Account Advisory Committee; and 

WHEREAS the result of this service was the provision of valuable analysis and excellent 
advice that assisted in the development of exemplary program policies, program 
planning, and the evaluation of conservation projects for funding; and 

WHEREAS members of the Recreation and Conservation Funding Board wish to 
recognize this support and service; 

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that in recognition of Mr. Cruden’s dedication and 
excellence in performing these services, the board and its staff extend their sincere 
appreciation and compliments on a job well done, and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that a copy of this resolution be sent along with a letter of 
appreciation to Mr. Cruden. 

Approved by the Recreation and 
Conservation Funding Board in 

Olympia, Washington 
on January 27, 2026 

_____________________________________________  

 Chair Michael Shiosaki 



RCFB January 2026 9 Item 1E 

A Resolution to Recognize the Service of 

Karl Harris 
To the Residents of Washington State and the Recreation and Conservation 

Funding Board 

WHEREAS from 2018 to 2025, Karl Harris served the citizens of the state of Washington 
and the Recreation and Conservation Office by participating on the Boating Programs 
Advisory Committee; and 

WHEREAS the result of this service was the provision of valuable analysis and excellent 
advice that assisted in the development of exemplary program policies, program 
planning, and the evaluation of recreation projects for funding; and 

WHEREAS members of the Recreation and Conservation Funding Board wish to 
recognize this support and service; 

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that in recognition of Mr. Harris’ dedication and 
excellence in performing these services, the board and its staff extend their sincere 
appreciation and compliments on a job well done, and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that a copy of this resolution be sent along with a letter of 
appreciation to Mr. Harris. 

Approved by the Recreation and 
Conservation Funding Board in 

Olympia, Washington 
on January 27, 2026 

______________________________________________  

 Chair Michael Shiosaki 



RCFB January 2026 10 Item 1E 

A Resolution to Recognize the Service of 

Paul Sorensen 
To the Residents of Washington State and the Recreation and Conservation 

Funding Board 

WHEREAS from 2022 to 2025, Paul Sorensen served the citizens of the state of 
Washington and the Recreation and Conservation Office by participating on the Boating 
Programs Advisory Committee; and 

WHEREAS the result of this service was the provision of valuable analysis and excellent 
advice that assisted in the development of exemplary program policies, program 
planning, and the evaluation of recreation projects for funding; and 

WHEREAS members of the Recreation and Conservation Funding Board wish to 
recognize this support and service; 

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that in recognition of Mr. Sorensen’s dedication 
and excellence in performing these services, the board and its staff extend their sincere 
appreciation and compliments on a job well done, and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that a copy of this resolution be sent along with a letter of 
appreciation to Mr. Sorensen. 

Approved by the Recreation and 
Conservation Funding Board in 

Olympia, Washington 
on January 27, 2026 

______________________________________________ 

 Chair Michael Shiosaki 



RCFB January 2026 11 Item 1E 

A Resolution to Recognize the Service of 

Cathy Baker 
To the Residents of Washington State and the Recreation and Conservation 

Funding Board 

WHEREAS from 2020 to 2025, Cathy Baker served the citizens of the state of 
Washington and the Recreation and Conservation Office by participating on the 
Working Forests Program Advisory Committee; and 

WHEREAS the result of this service was the provision of valuable analysis and excellent 
advice that assisted in the development of exemplary program policies, program 
planning, and the evaluation of conservation projects for funding; and 

WHEREAS members of the Recreation and Conservation Funding Board wish to 
recognize this support and service; 

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that in recognition of Ms. Baker’s dedication and 
excellence in performing these services, the board and its staff extend their sincere 
appreciation and compliments on a job well done, and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that a copy of this resolution be sent along with a letter of 
appreciation to Ms. Baker. 

Approved by the Recreation and 
Conservation Funding Board in 

Olympia, Washington 
on January 27, 2026 

_______________________________________________  

 Chair Michael Shiosaki 



RCFB January 2026 12 Item 1E 

A Resolution to Recognize the Service of 

Jason Callahan 
To the Residents of Washington State and the Recreation and Conservation 

Funding Board 

WHEREAS from 2020 to 2025, Jason Callahan served the citizens of the state of 
Washington and the Recreation and Conservation Office by participating on the 
Working Forests Program Advisory Committee; and 

WHEREAS the result of this service was the provision of valuable analysis and excellent 
advice that assisted in the development of exemplary program policies, program 
planning, and the evaluation of conservation projects for funding; and 

WHEREAS members of the Recreation and Conservation Funding Board wish to 
recognize this support and service; 

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that in recognition of Mr. Callahan’s dedication 
and excellence in performing these services, the board and its staff extend their sincere 
appreciation and compliments on a job well done, and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that a copy of this resolution be sent along with a letter of 
appreciation to Mr. Callahan. 

Approved by the Recreation and 
Conservation Funding Board in 

Olympia, Washington 
on January 27, 2026 

_______________________________________________  

 Chair Michael Shiosaki 



RCFB January 2026 13 Item 1E 

A Resolution to Recognize the Service of 

Matt Comisky 
To the Residents of Washington State and the Recreation and Conservation 

Funding Board 

WHEREAS from 2020 to 2025, Matt Comisky served the citizens of the state of 
Washington and the Recreation and Conservation Office by participating on the 
Working Forests Program Advisory Committee; and 

WHEREAS the result of this service was the provision of valuable analysis and excellent 
advice that assisted in the development of exemplary program policies, program 
planning, and the evaluation of conservation projects for funding; and 

WHEREAS members of the Recreation and Conservation Funding Board wish to 
recognize this support and service; 

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that in recognition of Mr. Comisky’s dedication 
and excellence in performing these services, the board and its staff extend their sincere 
appreciation and compliments on a job well done, and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that a copy of this resolution be sent along with a letter of 
appreciation to Mr. Comisky. 

Approved by the Recreation and 
Conservation Funding Board in 

Olympia, Washington 
on January 27, 2026 

_______________________________________________  

 Chair Michael Shiosaki 



RCFB January 2026 14 Item 1E 

A Resolution to Recognize the Service of 

Jeff DeBell 
To the Residents of Washington State and the Recreation and Conservation 

Funding Board 

WHEREAS from 2020 to 2025, Jeff DeBell served the citizens of the state of Washington 
and the Recreation and Conservation Office by participating on the Working Forests 
Program Advisory Committee; and 

WHEREAS the result of this service was the provision of valuable analysis and excellent 
advice that assisted in the development of exemplary program policies, program 
planning, and the evaluation of conservation projects for funding; and 

WHEREAS members of the Recreation and Conservation Funding Board wish to 
recognize this support and service; 

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that in recognition of Mr. DeBell’s dedication and 
excellence in performing these services, the board and its staff extend their sincere 
appreciation and compliments on a job well done, and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that a copy of this resolution be sent along with a letter of 
appreciation to Mr. DeBell. 

Approved by the Recreation and 
Conservation Funding Board in 

Olympia, Washington 
on January 27, 2026 

_______________________________________________  

 Chair Michael Shiosaki 



RCFB January 2026 15 Item 1E 

A Resolution to Recognize the Service of 

Ray Entz 
To the Residents of Washington State and the Recreation and Conservation 

Funding Board 

WHEREAS from 2020 to 2025, Ray Entz served the citizens of the state of Washington 
and the Recreation and Conservation Office by participating on the Working Forests 
Program Advisory Committee; and 

WHEREAS the result of this service was the provision of valuable analysis and excellent 
advice that assisted in the development of exemplary program policies, program 
planning, and the evaluation of conservation projects for funding; and 

WHEREAS members of the Recreation and Conservation Funding Board wish to 
recognize this support and service; 

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that in recognition of Mr. Entz’s dedication and 
excellence in performing these services, the board and its staff extend their sincere 
appreciation and compliments on a job well done, and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that a copy of this resolution be sent along with a letter of 
appreciation to Mr. Entz. 

Approved by the Recreation and 
Conservation Funding Board in 

Olympia, Washington 
on January 27, 2026 

_______________________________________________  

 Chair Michael Shiosaki 



RCFB January 2026 16 Item 1E 

A Resolution to Recognize the Service of 

Loren Hiner 
To the Residents of Washington State and the Recreation and Conservation 

Funding Board 

WHEREAS from 2020 to 2025, Loren Hiner served the citizens of the state of 
Washington and the Recreation and Conservation Office by participating on the 
Working Forests Program Advisory Committee; and 

WHEREAS the result of this service was the provision of valuable analysis and excellent 
advice that assisted in the development of exemplary program policies, program 
planning, and the evaluation of conservation projects for funding; and 

WHEREAS members of the Recreation and Conservation Funding Board wish to 
recognize this support and service; 

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that in recognition of Mr. Hiner’s dedication and 
excellence in performing these services, the board and its staff extend their sincere 
appreciation and compliments on a job well done, and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that a copy of this resolution be sent along with a letter of 
appreciation to Mr. Hiner. 

Approved by the Recreation and 
Conservation Funding Board in 

Olympia, Washington 
on January 27, 2026 

_______________________________________________  

 Chair Michael Shiosaki 



RCFB January 2026 17 Item 1E 

A Resolution to Recognize the Service of 

Sue Wright 
To the Residents of Washington State and the Recreation and Conservation 

Funding Board 

WHEREAS from 2020 to 2025, Sue Wright served the citizens of the state of Washington 
and the Recreation and Conservation Office by participating on the Working Forests 
Program Advisory Committee; and 

WHEREAS the result of this service was the provision of valuable analysis and excellent 
advice that assisted in the development of exemplary program policies, program 
planning, and the evaluation of conservation projects for funding; and 

WHEREAS members of the Recreation and Conservation Funding Board wish to 
recognize this support and service; 

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that in recognition of Ms. Wright’s dedication and 
excellence in performing these services, the board and its staff extend their sincere 
appreciation and compliments on a job well done, and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that a copy of this resolution be sent along with a letter of 
appreciation to Ms. Wright. 

Approved by the Recreation and 
Conservation Funding Board in 

Olympia, Washington 
on January 27, 2026 

_______________________________________________  

 Chair Michael Shiosaki 



RCFB January 2026 18 Item 1E 

A Resolution to Recognize the Service of 

Jay Cochran 
To the Residents of Washington State and the Recreation and Conservation 

Funding Board 

WHEREAS from 2022 to 2025, Jay Cochran served the citizens of the state of 
Washington and the Recreation and Conservation Office by participating on the 
Firearms and Archery Range Recreation Advisory Committee; and 

WHEREAS the result of this service was the provision of valuable analysis and excellent 
advice that assisted in the development of exemplary program policies, program 
planning, and the evaluation of recreation projects for funding; and 

WHEREAS members of the Recreation and Conservation Funding Board wish to 
recognize this support and service; 

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that in recognition of Mr. Cochran’s dedication 
and excellence in performing these services, the board and its staff extend their sincere 
appreciation and compliments on a job well done, and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that a copy of this resolution be sent along with a letter of 
appreciation to Mr. Cochran. 

Approved by the Recreation and 
Conservation Funding Board in 

Olympia, Washington 
on January 27, 2026 

_______________________________________________  

 Chair Michael Shiosaki 



RCFB January 2026 19 Item 1E 

A Resolution to Recognize the Service of 

Jennifer Burbidge 
To the Residents of Washington State and the Recreation and Conservation 

Funding Board 

WHEREAS from 2018 to 2025, Jennifer Burbidge served the citizens of the state of 
Washington and the Recreation and Conservation Office by participating on the Land 
and Water Conservation Fund Advisory Committee; and 

WHEREAS the result of this service was the provision of valuable analysis and excellent 
advice that assisted in the development of exemplary program policies, program 
planning, and the evaluation of recreation projects for funding; and 

WHEREAS members of the Recreation and Conservation Funding Board wish to 
recognize this support and service; 

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that in recognition of Ms. Burbidge’s dedication 
and excellence in performing these services, the board and its staff extend their sincere 
appreciation and compliments on a job well done, and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that a copy of this resolution be sent along with a letter of 
appreciation to Ms. Burbidge. 

Approved by the Recreation and 
Conservation Funding Board in 

Olympia, Washington 
on January 27, 2026 

_______________________________________________ 

 Chair Michael Shiosaki 



RCFB January 2026 20 Item 1E 

A Resolution to Recognize the Service of 

Jason Lederer 
To the Residents of Washington State and the Recreation and Conservation 

Funding Board 

WHEREAS from 2022 to 2025, Jason Lederer served the citizens of the state of 
Washington and the Recreation and Conservation Office by participating on the Land 
and Water Conservation Fund Advisory Committee; and 

WHEREAS the result of this service was the provision of valuable analysis and excellent 
advice that assisted in the development of exemplary program policies, program 
planning, and the evaluation of recreation projects for funding; and 

WHEREAS members of the Recreation and Conservation Funding Board wish to 
recognize this support and service; 

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that in recognition of Mr. Lederer’s dedication and 
excellence in performing these services, the board and its staff extend their sincere 
appreciation and compliments on a job well done, and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that a copy of this resolution be sent along with a letter of 
appreciation to Mr. Lederer. 

Approved by the Recreation and 
Conservation Funding Board in 

Olympia, Washington 
on January 27, 2026 

_______________________________________________  

 Chair Michael Shiosaki 



RCFB January 2026 21 Item 1E 

A Resolution to Recognize the Service of 

Al Vorderbrueggen 
To the Residents of Washington State and the Recreation and Conservation 

Funding Board 

WHEREAS, from 2020 to 2025, Al Vorderbrueggen served the citizens of the state of 
Washington and the Recreation and Conservation Office by participating on the Land 
and Water Conservation Fund Advisory Committee; and 

WHEREAS the result of this service was the provision of valuable analysis and excellent 
advice that assisted in the development of exemplary program policies, program 
planning, and the evaluation of recreation projects for funding; and 

WHEREAS members of the Recreation and Conservation Funding Board wish to 
recognize this support and service; 

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that in recognition of Mr. Vorderbrueggen’s 
dedication and excellence in performing these services, the board and its staff extend 
their sincere appreciation and compliments on a job well done, and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that a copy of this resolution be sent along with a letter of 
appreciation to Mr. Vorderbrueggen. 

Approved by the Recreation and 
Conservation Funding Board in 

Olympia, Washington 
on January 27, 2026 

________________________________________________ 

 Chair Michael Shiosaki 



RCFB January 2026 22 Item 1E 

A Resolution to Recognize the Service of 

Lance Hansen 
To the Residents of Washington State and the Recreation and Conservation 

Funding Board 

WHEREAS from 2020 to 2025, Lance Hansen served the citizens of the state of 
Washington and the Recreation and Conservation Office by participating on the 
Nonhighway and Off-Road Vehicle Activities Advisory Committee; and 

WHEREAS the result of this service was the provision of valuable analysis and excellent 
advice that assisted in the development of exemplary program policies, program 
planning, and the evaluation of recreation projects for funding; and 

WHEREAS members of the Recreation and Conservation Funding Board wish to 
recognize this support and service; 

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that in recognition of Mr. Hansen’s dedication and 
excellence in performing these services, the board and its staff extend their sincere 
appreciation and compliments on a job well done, and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that a copy of this resolution be sent along with a letter of 
appreciation to Mr. Hansen. 

Approved by the Recreation and 
Conservation Funding Board in 

Olympia, Washington 
on January 27, 2026 

_______________________________________________  

 Chair Michael Shiosaki 



RCFB January 2026 23 Item 1E 

A Resolution to Recognize the Service of 

John Spring 
To the Residents of Washington State and the Recreation and Conservation 

Funding Board 

WHEREAS from 2020 to 2025, John Spring served the citizens of the state of 
Washington and the Recreation and Conservation Office by participating on the 
Nonhighway and Off-Road Vehicle Activities Advisory Committee; and 

WHEREAS the result of this service was the provision of valuable analysis and excellent 
advice that assisted in the development of exemplary program policies, program 
planning, and the evaluation of recreation projects for funding; and 

WHEREAS members of the Recreation and Conservation Funding Board wish to 
recognize this support and service; 

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that in recognition of Mr. Spring’s dedication and 
excellence in performing these services, the board and its staff extend their sincere 
appreciation and compliments on a job well done, and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that a copy of this resolution be sent along with a letter of 
appreciation to Mr. Spring. 

Approved by the Recreation and 
Conservation Funding Board in 

Olympia, Washington 
on January 27, 2026 

_____________________________________________  

 Chair Michael Shiosaki 



RCFB January 2026 24 Item 1E 

A Resolution to Recognize the Service of 

Larissa Zens 
To the Residents of Washington State and the Recreation and Conservation 

Funding Board 

WHEREAS from 2024 to 2025, Larissa Zens served the citizens of the state of 
Washington and the Recreation and Conservation Office by participating on the 
Nonhighway and Off-Road Vehicle Activities Advisory Committee; and 

WHEREAS the result of this service was the provision of valuable analysis and excellent 
advice that assisted in the development of exemplary program policies, program 
planning, and the evaluation of recreation projects for funding; and 

WHEREAS members of the Recreation and Conservation Funding Board wish to 
recognize this support and service; 

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that in recognition of Ms. Zens’ dedication and 
excellence in performing these services, the board and its staff extend their sincere 
appreciation and compliments on a job well done, and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that a copy of this resolution be sent along with a letter of 
appreciation to Ms. Zens. 

Approved by the Recreation and 
Conservation Funding Board in 

Olympia, Washington 
on January 27, 2026 

_______________________________________________  

 Chair Michael Shiosaki 



RCFB January 2026 25 Item 1E 

A Resolution to Recognize the Service of 

Norris Boyd 
To the Residents of Washington State and the Recreation and Conservation 

Funding Board 

WHEREAS from 2020 to 2025, Norris Boyd served the citizens of the state of 
Washington and the Recreation and Conservation Office by participating on the 
Recreational Trails Program Advisory Committee; and 

WHEREAS the result of this service was the provision of valuable analysis and excellent 
advice that assisted in the development of exemplary program policies, program 
planning, and the evaluation of recreation projects for funding; and 

WHEREAS members of the Recreation and Conservation Funding Board wish to 
recognize this support and service; 

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that in recognition of Mr. Boyd’s dedication and 
excellence in performing these services, the board and its staff extend their sincere 
appreciation and compliments on a job well done, and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that a copy of this resolution be sent along with a letter of 
appreciation to Mr. Boyd. 

Approved by the Recreation and 
Conservation Funding Board in 

Olympia, Washington 
on January 27, 2026 

______________________________________________  

 Chair Michael Shiosaki 



RCFB January 2026 26 Item 1E 

A Resolution to Recognize the Service of 

Ethan Lockwood 
To the Residents of Washington State and the Recreation and Conservation 

Funding Board 

WHEREAS from 2020 to 2025, Ethan Lockwood served the citizens of the state of 
Washington and the Recreation and Conservation Office by participating on the 
Recreational Trails Program Advisory Committee; and 

WHEREAS the result of this service was the provision of valuable analysis and excellent 
advice that assisted in the development of exemplary program policies, program 
planning, and the evaluation of recreation projects for funding; and 

WHEREAS members of the Recreation and Conservation Funding Board wish to 
recognize this support and service; 

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that in recognition of Mr. Lockwood’s dedication 
and excellence in performing these services, the board and its staff extend their sincere 
appreciation and compliments on a job well done, and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that a copy of this resolution be sent along with a letter of 
appreciation to Mr. Lockwood. 

Approved by the Recreation and 
Conservation Funding Board in 

Olympia, Washington 
on January 27, 2026 

_______________________________________________  

 Chair Michael Shiosaki 



RCFB January 2026 27 Item 1E 

A Resolution to Recognize the Service of 

Rusty Milholland 
To the Residents of Washington State and the Recreation and Conservation 

Funding Board 

WHEREAS from 2020 to 2025, Rusty Milholland served the citizens of the state of 
Washington and the Recreation and Conservation Office by participating on the 
Recreational Trails Program Advisory Committee; and 

WHEREAS the result of this service was the provision of valuable analysis and excellent 
advice that assisted in the development of exemplary program policies, program 
planning, and the evaluation of recreation projects for funding; and 

WHEREAS members of the Recreation and Conservation Funding Board wish to 
recognize this support and service; 

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that in recognition of Mr. Milholland’s dedication 
and excellence in performing these services, the board and its staff extend their sincere 
appreciation and compliments on a job well done, and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that a copy of this resolution be sent along with a letter of 
appreciation to Mr. Milholland. 

Approved by the Recreation and 
Conservation Funding Board in 

Olympia, Washington 
on January 27, 2026 

_______________________________________________  

 Chair Michael Shiosaki 



RCFB January 2026 28 Item 1E 

A Resolution to Recognize the Service of 

Addie Candib 
To the Residents of Washington State and the Recreation and Conservation 

Funding Board 

WHEREAS from 2018 to 2025, Addie Candib served the citizens of the state of 
Washington and the Recreation and Conservation Office by participating on the 
Farmland Preservation-Washington Wildlife and Recreation Program Advisory 
Committee; and 

WHEREAS the result of this service was the provision of valuable analysis and excellent 
advice that assisted in the development of exemplary program policies, program 
planning, and the evaluation of conservation projects for funding; and 

WHEREAS members of the Recreation and Conservation Funding Board wish to 
recognize this support and service; 

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that in recognition of Ms. Candib’s dedication 
and excellence in performing these services, the board and its staff extend their sincere 
appreciation and compliments on a job well done, and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that a copy of this resolution be sent along with a letter of 
appreciation to Ms. Candib. 

Approved by the Recreation and 
Conservation Funding Board in 

Olympia, Washington 
on January 27, 2026 

_____________________________________________  

 Chair Michael Shiosaki 



RCFB January 2026 29 Item 1E 

A Resolution to Recognize the Service of 

John Gamon 
To the Residents of Washington State and the Recreation and Conservation 

Funding Board 

WHEREAS from 2016 to 2025, John Gamon served the citizens of the state of 
Washington and the Recreation and Conservation Office by participating on the 
Washington Wildlife and Recreation Program Habitat Acquisition Advisory Committee; 
and 

WHEREAS the result of this service was the provision of valuable analysis and excellent 
advice that assisted in the development of exemplary program policies, program 
planning, and the evaluation of conservation projects for funding; and 

WHEREAS members of the Recreation and Conservation Funding Board wish to 
recognize this support and service; 

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that in recognition of Mr. Gamon’s dedication and 
excellence in performing these services, the board and its staff extend their sincere 
appreciation and compliments on a job well done, and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that a copy of this resolution be sent along with a letter of 
appreciation to Mr. Gamon. 

Approved by the Recreation and 
Conservation Funding Board in 

Olympia, Washington 
on January 27, 2026 

___________________________________________

 Chair Michael Shiosaki 



RCFB January 2026 30 Item 1E 

A Resolution to Recognize the Service of 

Matt Tweedy 
To the Residents of Washington State and the Recreation and Conservation 

Funding Board 

WHEREAS from 2020 to 2025, Matt Tweedy served the citizens of the state of 
Washington and the Recreation and Conservation Office by participating on the 
Washington Wildlife and Recreation Program Habitat Acquisition Advisory Committee; 
and 

WHEREAS the result of this service was the provision of valuable analysis and excellent 
advice that assisted in the development of exemplary program policies, program 
planning, and the evaluation of conservation projects for funding; and 

WHEREAS members of the Recreation and Conservation Funding Board wish to 
recognize this support and service; 

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that in recognition of Mr. Tweedy’s dedication and 
excellence in performing these services, the board and its staff extend their sincere 
appreciation and compliments on a job well done, and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that a copy of this resolution be sent along with a letter of 
appreciation to Mr. Tweedy. 

Approved by the Recreation and 
Conservation Funding Board in 

Olympia, Washington 
on January 27, 2026 

___________________________________________

 Chair Michael Shiosaki 



RCFB January 2026 31 Item 1E 

A Resolution to Recognize the Service of 

Lincoln Bormann 
To the Residents of Washington State and the Recreation and Conservation 

Funding Board 

WHEREAS from 2020 to 2025, Lincoln Bormann served the citizens of the state of 
Washington and the Recreation and Conservation Office by participating on the 
Washington Wildlife and Recreation Program Habitat Acquisition Advisory Committee; 
and 

WHEREAS the result of this service was the provision of valuable analysis and excellent 
advice that assisted in the development of exemplary program policies, program 
planning, and the evaluation of conservation projects for funding; and 

WHEREAS members of the Recreation and Conservation Funding Board wish to 
recognize this support and service; 

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that in recognition of Mr. Bormann’s dedication 
and excellence in performing these services, the board and its staff extend their sincere 
appreciation and compliments on a job well done, and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that a copy of this resolution be sent along with a letter of 
appreciation to Mr. Bormann. 

Approved by the Recreation and 
Conservation Funding Board in 

Olympia, Washington 
on January 27, 2026 

__________________________________________  

 Chair Michael Shiosaki 



RCFB January 2026 32 Item 1E 

A Resolution to Recognize the Service of 

Glen Mendel 
To the Residents of Washington State and the Recreation and Conservation 

Funding Board 

WHEREAS from 2020 to 2025, Glen Mendel served the citizens of the state of 
Washington and the Recreation and Conservation Office by participating on the 
Washington Wildlife and Recreation Program Habitat Restoration Advisory Committee; 
and 

WHEREAS the result of this service was the provision of valuable analysis and excellent 
advice that assisted in the development of exemplary program policies, program 
planning, and the evaluation of conservation projects for funding; and 

WHEREAS members of the Recreation and Conservation Funding Board wish to 
recognize this support and service; 

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that in recognition of Mr. Mendel’s dedication and 
excellence in performing these services, the board and its staff extend their sincere 
appreciation and compliments on a job well done, and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that a copy of this resolution be sent along with a letter of 
appreciation to Mr. Mendel. 

Approved by the Recreation and 
Conservation Funding Board in 

Olympia, Washington 
on January 27, 2026 

___________________________________________

 Chair Michael Shiosaki 



RCFB January 2026 33 Item 1E 

A Resolution to Recognize the Service of 

Deborah Rose 
To the Residents of Washington State and the Recreation and Conservation 

Funding Board 

WHEREAS from 2020 to 2025, Deborah Rose served the citizens of the state of 
Washington and the Recreation and Conservation Office by participating on the 
Washington Wildlife and Recreation Program Habitat Restoration Advisory Committee; 
and 

WHEREAS the result of this service was the provision of valuable analysis and excellent 
advice that assisted in the development of exemplary program policies, program 
planning, and the evaluation of conservation projects for funding; and 

WHEREAS members of the Recreation and Conservation Funding Board wish to 
recognize this support and service; 

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that in recognition of Ms. Rose’s dedication and 
excellence in performing these services, the board and its staff extend their sincere 
appreciation and compliments on a job well done, and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that a copy of this resolution be sent along with a letter of 
appreciation to Ms. Rose. 

Approved by the Recreation and 
Conservation Funding Board in 

Olympia, Washington 
on January 27, 2026 

____________________________________________

 Chair Michael Shiosaki 



RCFB January 2026 34 Item 1E 

A Resolution to Recognize the Service of 

Cynthia Wilson 
To the Residents of Washington State and the Recreation and Conservation 

Funding Board 

WHEREAS from 2012 to 2025, Cynthia Wilson served the citizens of the state of 
Washington and the Recreation and Conservation Office by participating on the 
Washington Wildlife and Recreation Program Habitat Restoration Advisory Committee; 
and 

WHEREAS the result of this service was the provision of valuable analysis and excellent 
advice that assisted in the development of exemplary program policies, program 
planning, and the evaluation of conservation projects for funding; and 

WHEREAS members of the Recreation and Conservation Funding Board wish to 
recognize this support and service; 

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that in recognition of Ms. Wilson’s dedication and 
excellence in performing these services, the board and its staff extend their sincere 
appreciation and compliments on a job well done, and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that a copy of this resolution be sent along with a letter of 
appreciation to Ms. Wilson. 

Approved by the Recreation and 
Conservation Funding Board in 

Olympia, Washington 
on January 27, 2026 

____________________________________________

 Chair Michael Shiosaki 



RCFB January 2026 35 Item 1E 

A Resolution to Recognize the Service of 

Chaz Bates 
To the Residents of Washington State and the Recreation and Conservation 

Funding Board 

WHEREAS from 2020 to 2025, Chaz Bates served the citizens of the state of Washington 
and the Recreation and Conservation Office by participating on the Local Parks Advisory 
Committee; and 

WHEREAS the result of this service was the provision of valuable analysis and excellent 
advice that assisted in the development of exemplary program policies, program 
planning, and the evaluation of recreation projects for funding; and 

WHEREAS members of the Recreation and Conservation Funding Board wish to 
recognize this support and service; 

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that in recognition of Mr. Bates’ dedication and 
excellence in performing these services, the board and its staff extend their sincere 
appreciation and compliments on a job well done, and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that a copy of this resolution be sent along with a letter of 
appreciation to Mr. Bates. 

Approved by the Recreation and 
Conservation Funding Board in 

Olympia, Washington 
on January 27, 2026 

_____________________________________________  

 Chair Michael Shiosaki 
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A Resolution to Recognize the Service of 

Doug Coutts 
To the Residents of Washington State and the Recreation and Conservation 

Funding Board 

WHEREAS from 2018 to 2025, Doug Coutts served the citizens of the state of 
Washington and the Recreation and Conservation Office by participating on the Local 
Parks Advisory Committee; and 

WHEREAS the result of this service was the provision of valuable analysis and excellent 
advice that assisted in the development of exemplary program policies, program 
planning, and the evaluation of recreation projects for funding; and 

WHEREAS members of the Recreation and Conservation Funding Board wish to 
recognize this support and service; 

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that in recognition of Mr. Coutts’ dedication and 
excellence in performing these services, the board and its staff extend their sincere 
appreciation and compliments on a job well done, and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that a copy of this resolution be sent along with a letter of 
appreciation to Mr. Coutts. 

Approved by the Recreation and 
Conservation Funding Board in 

Olympia, Washington 
on January 27, 2026 

______________________________________________  

 Chair Michael Shiosaki 
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A Resolution to Recognize the Service of 

Jill Meis 
To the Residents of Washington State and the Recreation and Conservation 

Funding Board 

WHEREAS from 2020 to 2025, Jill Meis served the citizens of the state of Washington 
and the Recreation and Conservation Office by participating on the Local Parks Advisory 
Committee; and 

WHEREAS the result of this service was the provision of valuable analysis and excellent 
advice that assisted in the development of exemplary program policies, program 
planning, and the evaluation of recreation projects for funding; and 

WHEREAS members of the Recreation and Conservation Funding Board wish to 
recognize this support and service; 

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that in recognition of Ms. Meis’s dedication and 
excellence in performing these services, the board and its staff extend their sincere 
appreciation and compliments on a job well done, and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that a copy of this resolution be sent along with a letter of 
appreciation to Ms. Meis. 

Approved by the Recreation and 
Conservation Funding Board in 

Olympia, Washington 
on January 27, 2026 

_____________________________________________  

 Chair Michael Shiosaki 
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A Resolution to Recognize the Service of 

Sylvana Niehuser 
To the Residents of Washington State and the Recreation and Conservation 

Funding Board 

WHEREAS from 2020 to 2025, Sylvana Niehuser served the citizens of the state of 
Washington and the Recreation and Conservation Office by participating on the Local 
Parks Advisory Committee; and 

WHEREAS the result of this service was the provision of valuable analysis and excellent 
advice that assisted in the development of exemplary program policies, program 
planning, and the evaluation of recreation projects for funding; and 

WHEREAS members of the Recreation and Conservation Funding Board wish to 
recognize this support and service; 

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that in recognition of Ms. Niehuser’s dedication 
and excellence in performing these services, the board and its staff extend their sincere 
appreciation and compliments on a job well done, and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that a copy of this resolution be sent along with a letter of 
appreciation to Ms. Niehuser. 

Approved by the Recreation and 
Conservation Funding Board in 

Olympia, Washington 
on January 27, 2026 

_____________________________________________  

 Chair Michael Shiosaki 
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A Resolution to Recognize the Service of 

Roxanne Miles 
To the Residents of Washington State and the Recreation and Conservation 

Funding Board 

WHEREAS from 2020 to 2025, Roxanne Miles served the citizens of the state of 
Washington and the Recreation and Conservation Office by participating on the Local 
Parks Advisory Committee; and 

WHEREAS the result of this service was the provision of valuable analysis and excellent 
advice that assisted in the development of exemplary program policies, program 
planning, and the evaluation of recreation projects for funding; and 

WHEREAS members of the Recreation and Conservation Funding Board wish to 
recognize this support and service; 

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that in recognition of Ms. Miles’ dedication and 
excellence in performing these services, the board and its staff extend their sincere 
appreciation and compliments on a job well done, and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that a copy of this resolution be sent along with a letter of 
appreciation to Ms. Miles. 

Approved by the Recreation and 
Conservation Funding Board in 

Olympia, Washington 
on January 27, 2026 

______________________________________________  

 Chair Michael Shiosaki 
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A Resolution to Recognize the Service of 

Mary Kay Voytilla 
To the Residents of Washington State and the Recreation and Conservation 

Funding Board 

WHEREAS from 2022 to 2025, Mary Kay Voytilla served the citizens of the state of 
Washington and the Recreation and Conservation Office by participating on the 
Washington Wildlife and Recreation Program State Lands Development Advisory 
Committee; and 

WHEREAS the result of this service was the provision of valuable analysis and excellent 
advice that assisted in the development of exemplary program policies, program 
planning, and the evaluation of recreation projects for funding; and 

WHEREAS members of the Recreation and Conservation Funding Board wish to 
recognize this support and service; 

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that in recognition of Ms. Voytilla’s dedication and 
excellence in performing these services, the board and its staff extend their sincere 
appreciation and compliments on a job well done, and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that a copy of this resolution be sent along with a letter of 
appreciation to Ms. Voytilla. 

Approved by the Recreation and 
Conservation Funding Board in 

Olympia, Washington 
on January 27, 2026 

_______________________________________________  

 Chair Michael Shiosaki 
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A Resolution to Recognize the Service of 

Kurt Danison 
To the Residents of Washington State and the Recreation and Conservation 

Funding Board 

WHEREAS from 2018 to 2025, Kurt Danison served the citizens of the state of 
Washington and the Recreation and Conservation Office by participating on the 
Washington Wildlife and Recreation Program State Lands Development Advisory 
Committee; and 

WHEREAS the result of this service was the provision of valuable analysis and excellent 
advice that assisted in the development of exemplary program policies, program 
planning, and the evaluation of recreation projects for funding; and 

WHEREAS members of the Recreation and Conservation Funding Board wish to 
recognize this support and service; 

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that in recognition of Mr. Danison’s dedication 
and excellence in performing these services, the board and its staff extend their sincere 
appreciation and compliments on a job well done, and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that a copy of this resolution be sent along with a letter of 
appreciation to Mr. Danison. 

Approved by the Recreation and 
Conservation Funding Board in 

Olympia, Washington 
on January 27, 2026 

_____________________________________________  

 Chair Michael Shiosaki 
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A Resolution to Recognize the Service of 

Erin Komo 
To the Residents of Washington State and the Recreation and Conservation 

Funding Board 

WHEREAS from 2020 to 2025, Erin Komo served the citizens of the state of Washington 
and the Recreation and Conservation Office by participating on the Washington Wildlife 
and Recreation Program State Lands Development Advisory Committee; and 

WHEREAS the result of this service was the provision of valuable analysis and excellent 
advice that assisted in the development of exemplary program policies, program 
planning, and the evaluation of recreation projects for funding; and 

WHEREAS members of the Recreation and Conservation Funding Board wish to 
recognize this support and service; 

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that in recognition of Ms. Komo’s dedication and 
excellence in performing these services, the board and its staff extend their sincere 
appreciation and compliments on a job well done, and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that a copy of this resolution be sent along with a letter of 
appreciation to Ms. Komo. 

Approved by the Recreation and 
Conservation Funding Board in 

Olympia, Washington 
on January 27, 2026 

_____________________________________________  

 Chair Michael Shiosaki 
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A Resolution to Recognize the Service of 

Michael Aronowitz 
To the Residents of Washington State and the Recreation and Conservation 

Funding Board 

WHEREAS from 2020 to 2025, Michael Aronowitz served the citizens of the state of 
Washington and the Recreation and Conservation Office by participating on the 
Washington Wildlife and Recreation Program State Lands Development Advisory 
Committee; and 

WHEREAS the result of this service was the provision of valuable analysis and excellent 
advice that assisted in the development of exemplary program policies, program 
planning, and the evaluation of recreation projects for funding; and 

WHEREAS members of the Recreation and Conservation Funding Board wish to 
recognize this support and service; 

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that in recognition of Mr. Aronowitz’s dedication 
and excellence in performing these services, the board and its staff extend their sincere 
appreciation and compliments on a job well done, and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that a copy of this resolution be sent along with a letter of 
appreciation to Mr. Aronowitz. 

Approved by the Recreation and 
Conservation Funding Board in 

Olympia, Washington 
on January 27, 2026 

_____________________________________________  

 Chair Michael Shiosaki 
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A Resolution to Recognize the Service of 

Janice Sears 
To the Residents of Washington State and the Recreation and Conservation 

Funding Board 

WHEREAS, from 2020 to 2025 Janice Sears served the citizens of the state of 
Washington and the Recreation and Conservation Office by participating on the 
Washington Wildlife and Recreation Program State Parks Advisory Committee; and 

WHEREAS the result of this service was the provision of valuable analysis and excellent 
advice that assisted in the development of exemplary program policies, program 
planning, and the evaluation of recreation projects for funding; and 

WHEREAS members of the Recreation and Conservation Funding Board wish to 
recognize this support and service; 

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that in recognition of Ms. Sears’ dedication and 
excellence in performing these services, the board and its staff extend their sincere 
appreciation and compliments on a job well done, and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that a copy of this resolution be sent along with a letter of 
appreciation to Ms. Sears. 

Approved by the Recreation and 
Conservation Funding Board in 

Olympia, Washington 
on January 27, 2026 

______________________________________________  

 Chair Michael Shiosaki 
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A Resolution to Recognize the Service of 

Anthony Marquez 
To the Residents of Washington State and the Recreation and Conservation 

Funding Board 

WHEREAS from 2022 to 2025, Anthony Marquez served the citizens of the state of 
Washington and the Recreation and Conservation Office by participating on the 
Washington Wildlife and Recreation Program Trails Advisory Committee; and 

WHEREAS the result of this service was the provision of valuable analysis and excellent 
advice that assisted in the development of exemplary program policies, program 
planning, and the evaluation of recreation projects for funding; and 

WHEREAS members of the Recreation and Conservation Funding Board wish to 
recognize this support and service; 

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that in recognition of Mr. Marquez’s dedication 
and excellence in performing these services, the board and its staff extend their sincere 
appreciation and compliments on a job well done, and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that a copy of this resolution be sent along with a letter of 
appreciation to Mr. Marquez. 

Approved by the Recreation and 
Conservation Funding Board in 

Olympia, Washington 
on January 27, 2026 

___________________________________________

 Chair Michael Shiosaki 
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A Resolution to Recognize the Service of 

Andy Stevenson 
To the Residents of Washington State and the Recreation and Conservation 

Funding Board 

WHEREAS from 2020 to 2025, Andy Stevenson served the citizens of the state of 
Washington and the Recreation and Conservation Office by participating on the 
Washington Wildlife and Recreation Program Trails Advisory Committee; and 

WHEREAS the result of this service was the provision of valuable analysis and excellent 
advice that assisted in the development of exemplary program policies, program 
planning, and the evaluation of recreation projects for funding; and 

WHEREAS members of the Recreation and Conservation Funding Board wish to 
recognize this support and service; 

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that in recognition of Mr. Stevenson’s dedication 
and excellence in performing these services, the board and its staff extend their sincere 
appreciation and compliments on a job well done, and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that a copy of this resolution be sent along with a letter of 
appreciation to Mr. Stevenson. 

Approved by the Recreation and 
Conservation Funding Board in 

Olympia, Washington 
on January 27, 2026 

____________________________________________

 Chair Michael Shiosaki 
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A Resolution to Recognize the Service of 

Mike Town 
To the Residents of Washington State and the Recreation and Conservation 

Funding Board 

WHEREAS from 2020 to 2025, Mike Town served the citizens of the state of Washington 
and the Recreation and Conservation Office by participating on the Washington Wildlife 
and Recreation Program Trails Advisory Committee; and 

WHEREAS the result of this service was the provision of valuable analysis and excellent 
advice that assisted in the development of exemplary program policies, program 
planning, and the evaluation of recreation projects for funding; and 

WHEREAS members of the Recreation and Conservation Funding Board wish to 
recognize this support and service; 

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that in recognition of Mr. Town’s dedication and 
excellence in performing these services, the board and its staff extend their sincere 
appreciation and compliments on a job well done, and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that a copy of this resolution be sent along with a letter of 
appreciation to Mr. Town. 

Approved by the Recreation and 
Conservation Funding Board in 

Olympia, Washington 
on January 27, 2026 

_____________________________________________  

 Chair Michael Shiosaki 
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A Resolution to Recognize the Service of 

Jillian Marshall 
To the Residents of Washington State and the Recreation and Conservation 

Funding Board 

WHEREAS from 2018 to 2025, Jillian Marshall served the citizens of the state of 
Washington and the Recreation and Conservation Office by participating on the 
Washington Wildlife and Recreation Program Trails Advisory Committee; and 

WHEREAS the result of this service was the provision of valuable analysis and excellent 
advice that assisted in the development of exemplary program policies, program 
planning, and the evaluation of recreation projects for funding; and 

WHEREAS members of the Recreation and Conservation Funding Board wish to 
recognize this support and service; 

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that in recognition of Ms. Marshall’s dedication 
and excellence in performing these services, the board and its staff extend their sincere 
appreciation and compliments on a job well done, and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that a copy of this resolution be sent along with a letter of 
appreciation to Ms. Marshall. 

Approved by the Recreation and 
Conservation Funding Board in 

Olympia, Washington 
on January 27, 2026 

____________________________________________

 Chair Michael Shiosaki 
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A Resolution to Recognize the Service of 

James Horan 
To the Residents of Washington State and the Recreation and Conservation 

Funding Board 

WHEREAS from 1998 to 2025, James Horan served the citizens of the state of 
Washington and the Recreation and Conservation Office by participating on the 
Washington Wildlife and Recreation Program Water Access Advisory Committee; and 

WHEREAS the result of this service was the provision of valuable analysis and excellent 
advice that assisted in the development of exemplary program policies, program 
planning, and the evaluation of recreation projects for funding; and 

WHEREAS members of the Recreation and Conservation Funding Board wish to 
recognize this support and service; 

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that in recognition of Mr. Horan’s dedication and 
excellence in performing these services, the board and its staff extend their sincere 
appreciation and compliments on a job well done, and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that a copy of this resolution be sent along with a letter of 
appreciation to Mr. Horan. 

Approved by the Recreation and 
Conservation Funding Board in 

Olympia, Washington 
on January 27, 2026 

_____________________________________________  

 Chair Michael Shiosaki 
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A Resolution to Recognize the Service of 

Eric Jensen 
To the Residents of Washington State and the Recreation and Conservation 

Funding Board 

WHEREAS from 2020 to 2025, Eric Jensen served the citizens of the state of Washington 
and the Recreation and Conservation Office by participating on the Washington Wildlife 
and Recreation Program Water Access Advisory Committee; and 

WHEREAS the result of this service was the provision of valuable analysis and excellent 
advice that assisted in the development of exemplary program policies, program 
planning, and the evaluation of recreation projects for funding; and 

WHEREAS members of the Recreation and Conservation Funding Board wish to 
recognize this support and service; 

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that in recognition of Mr. Jensen’s dedication and 
excellence in performing these services, the board and its staff extend their sincere 
appreciation and compliments on a job well done, and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that a copy of this resolution be sent along with a letter of 
appreciation to Mr. Jensen. 

Approved by the Recreation and 
Conservation Funding Board in 

Olympia, Washington 
on January 27, 2026 

_____________________________________________  

 Chair Michael Shiosaki 
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A Resolution to Recognize the Service of 

Anjali Myer 
To the Residents of Washington State and the Recreation and Conservation 

Funding Board 

WHEREAS from 2020 to 2025, Anjali Myer served the citizens of the state of 
Washington and the Recreation and Conservation Office by participating on the 
Washington Wildlife and Recreation Program Water Access Advisory Committee; and 

WHEREAS the result of this service was the provision of valuable analysis and excellent 
advice that assisted in the development of exemplary program policies, program 
planning, and the evaluation of recreation projects for funding; and 

WHEREAS members of the Recreation and Conservation Funding Board wish to 
recognize this support and service; 

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that in recognition of Ms. Myer’s dedication and 
excellence in performing these services, the board and its staff extend their sincere 
appreciation and compliments on a job well done, and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that a copy of this resolution be sent along with a letter of 
appreciation to Ms. Myer. 

Approved by the Recreation and 
Conservation Funding Board in 

Olympia, Washington 
on January 27, 2026 

_____________________________________________  

 Chair Michael Shiosaki 
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Resolution 2026-01 

Recreation and Conservation Funding Board 

Resolution 2026-01 

January 27, 2026 - Consent Agenda 

BE IT RESOLVED that the following October 28, 2025, Consent Agenda items are approved:  

A. Board Meeting Minutes
 October 28, 2025 

B. Time Extensions
 Department of Fish and Wildlife, Point Whitney Access Redevelopment, 16-

2308 
 Manson Park and Recreation District, Manson Bay Old Swim Hole Waterfront 

Park, 20-1483 
 State Parks, Olallie Trail System Expansion, 18-2450 

C. Administrative Cost Increase
 Department of Fish and Wildlife, North Okanogan County Inholdings, 22-1238 

D. Grant Reinstatement
 City of Othello, Kiwanis Park Playground and Parking Renovation, 24-1422
 City of Vancouver, Raymond E. Shaffer Community Park Phase 2, 24-1786

E. Advisor Recognition (46)

Resolution moved by: Member Bob Bugert

Resolution seconded by: Member Kristen Ohlson Kiehn

Adopted/Defeated/Deferred (underline one) 

Date: January 27, 2026
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Item 2: Director’s Report 
 

Action Requested: Briefing 

Summary 

This memo provides an overview of key agency activities. 

Agency Updates 

Updated Report Details the Economic Benefits of Outdoor Recreation 

From snow-capped mountains to forested trails 
and whitewater rivers, Washington’s outdoors are 
an economic driver in the state’s economy, 
according to RCO’s newly updated Economic 
Benefits of Outdoor Recreation in Washington 
report. The report estimates that more than  
$25.2 billion is spent in Washington on recreation 
trips and equipment annually. Spending on 
lodging, equipment, and permits drives even 

more spending because local businesses also buy supplies and services and their 
employees spend their wages locally. Combined, this spending adds 2.4 percent to the 
state’s economic production (gross domestic product). In addition, outdoor recreation 
supports 237,000 jobs annually, or 5.4 percent of the state’s employment. The report 
also notes that of all the places to visit, state and federal public lands are the most 
visited, hosting 36 percent of all recreation days, while local parks host 30 percent and 
private lands host 34 percent 
  

https://rco.wa.gov/wp-content/uploads/2025/11/EconomicReportOutdoorRecreation2025.pdf
https://rco.wa.gov/wp-content/uploads/2025/11/EconomicReportOutdoorRecreation2025.pdf
https://rco.wa.gov/wp-content/uploads/2025/11/EconomicReportOutdoorRecreation2025.pdf
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State Offers Grants to Open Pathways to Salmon and Steelhead Trout 
Migration 

The Brian Abbott Fish Barrier Removal Board 
opened its grant round October 1. This 
program provides funding to identify and 
remove impediments to salmon and 
steelhead migration and is jointly 
administered by the Recreation and 
Conservation Office and the Washington 
Department of Fish and Wildlife. The 
program typically funds projects that either 
remove a culvert or bridge, or plan for 
removal of a fish barrier. A good example of 

this is the fish barrier removal completed on Ostrander Creek, in Cowlitz County. The 
Cowlitz Indian Tribe removed a barrier that completely blocked fish passage to 9.8 miles 
of spawning and rearing habitat for winter steelhead and coho, Chinook, and chum 
salmon. Construction involved removing a decommissioned rail line and its fill and 
culvert, allowing full river channel restoration at the site. Culverts are pipes or other 
structures that carry streams under roads and can block fish passage when they are too 
small or too high. 

Salmon Section Helps Process Returning Chinook and Pink Salmon 

Alissa Ferrell, Josh Lambert, Kat Moore, and Kendall 
Kohler of RCO’s Salmon Section had the honor of 
helping the Puyallup Tribe of Indians process Chinook 
and pink salmon as they returned to Clark’s Creek and 
into the Puyallup Tribe Hatchery. Hatcheries are an 
important tool to supplement wild populations where 
they are struggling and to produce salmon to 
reintroduce into areas where they have gone extinct. 

Additionally, they provide salmon for commercial and recreational fishing, orcas, and 
other wildlife. The incubation building at the hatchery can hold about 2.5 million 
Chinook salmon eggs. The Tribe raises, acclimates, and releases fall Chinook to help get 
Chinook salmon to healthy levels and eventually have the fish removed from the 
Endangered Species Act list. 

.  

https://secure.rco.wa.gov/prism/search/ProjectSnapshot.aspx?ProjectNumber=18-1391
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Employee News 

Salmon recovery coordinator, Katie Knight Pruit, left RCO on October 15 to 
work as a natural resources budget advisor in the Office of Financial 
Management. 

Jan Fore joined RCO October 30 as the executive coordinator of the 
Washington Invasive Species Council. Previously, she was a public 
affairs specialist for the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. 

Kendall Kohler, an outdoor grants manager for the Salmon Section, left 
RCO December 15 for a position as a habitat biologist at the Washington 
Department of Fish and Wildlife. 

Maria Marlin, an outreach and education specialist with the Invasive 
Species Council left RCO December 31 for a position at Washington 
Department of Ecology as a grant manager in its Public Participation 
Grant program. 

Heather Green joined the Salmon Section December 1. She came 
from the Pierce Conservation District, where she spent the past four 
years as the Habitat Improvement Program director. In that role, she 
led a team focused on restoring riparian and marine shorelines 
across Pierce County. Before that, she worked for the state of 
California on large-scale tidal wetland restoration projects.  
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News from the Boards 

The Invasive Species Council met December 4 and was introduced to the new 
executive coordinator, Jan Fore. The council heard reports on eradication efforts for the 
sunflower broomrape and northern pike and learned about prevention measures for 
spongy moth and invasive freshwater mussels. The council also heard an update on 
Oregon’s top aquatic invasive species of concern, planned future meeting topics, and 
presented invasive species recognition awards. 

The Salmon Recovery Funding Board met December 9 and discussed its targeted 
investments grant program and policy changes for 2026.  

Policy and Legislative Updates 

Staff will provide updates on the legislative and budget process, including .an overview 
of budget timelines, revenue projections, and other information related to the 
upcoming legislative session. 

Grant Management Section Updates 

Grant Application Webinars 

RCO will host a series of webinars on February 11, to kick off the 2026 grant cycle for 
recreation, conservation, farmland, and forestland projects. The webinars will include 
general information about the grants offered, eligibility requirements, deadlines, 
important policies or procedural changes, and how to apply for a grant. These webinars 
are for the following programs that have an April 30, 2026, application due date: 

• Aquatic Lands Enhancement Account (ALEA)  
• Boating Infrastructure Grant (BIG)  
• Community Forests Program (CFP)  
• Washington Wildlife and Recreation Program (Farms, Forests, Habitat, 

Recreation)  
• Youth Athletic Facilities (YAF)  

Webinars for the Boating Facilities Program, Firearms and Archery Range Recreation, 
Nonhighway and Off-road Vehicles Activities, and Recreational Trails Program are 
scheduled for August 4, with applications due November 3, 2026. 

https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Frco.wa.gov%2Fgrant%2Faquatic-lands-enhancement-account%2F&data=05%7C02%7Cmarguerite.austin%40rco.wa.gov%7Cfdd66b3d08d843e1d02b08de3c3d7c5e%7C11d0e217264e400a8ba057dcc127d72d%7C0%7C0%7C639014431956456114%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJFbXB0eU1hcGkiOnRydWUsIlYiOiIwLjAuMDAwMCIsIlAiOiJXaW4zMiIsIkFOIjoiTWFpbCIsIldUIjoyfQ%3D%3D%7C60000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=TDtIO7ziMs9GWOgWZ0HklD7NHV0yEbvKp9bZqIGOawA%3D&reserved=0
https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Frco.wa.gov%2Fgrant%2Fboating-infrastructure-grant-program%2F&data=05%7C02%7Cmarguerite.austin%40rco.wa.gov%7Cfdd66b3d08d843e1d02b08de3c3d7c5e%7C11d0e217264e400a8ba057dcc127d72d%7C0%7C0%7C639014431956474780%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJFbXB0eU1hcGkiOnRydWUsIlYiOiIwLjAuMDAwMCIsIlAiOiJXaW4zMiIsIkFOIjoiTWFpbCIsIldUIjoyfQ%3D%3D%7C60000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=zUwtW2W0kkG6DxG%2FuahBv3E2ao3HLIQNkif6BDNSWWM%3D&reserved=0
https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Frco.wa.gov%2Fgrant%2Fcommunity-forests-program%2F&data=05%7C02%7Cmarguerite.austin%40rco.wa.gov%7Cfdd66b3d08d843e1d02b08de3c3d7c5e%7C11d0e217264e400a8ba057dcc127d72d%7C0%7C0%7C639014431956492000%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJFbXB0eU1hcGkiOnRydWUsIlYiOiIwLjAuMDAwMCIsIlAiOiJXaW4zMiIsIkFOIjoiTWFpbCIsIldUIjoyfQ%3D%3D%7C60000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=nReQk%2FpEd5tt9uOEIeWIylTZaZt95BkmiVhGKEzA2ag%3D&reserved=0
https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Frco.wa.gov%2Fgrant%2Fwashington-wildlife-and-recreation-program-farmland-preservation%2F&data=05%7C02%7Cmarguerite.austin%40rco.wa.gov%7Cfdd66b3d08d843e1d02b08de3c3d7c5e%7C11d0e217264e400a8ba057dcc127d72d%7C0%7C0%7C639014431956508889%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJFbXB0eU1hcGkiOnRydWUsIlYiOiIwLjAuMDAwMCIsIlAiOiJXaW4zMiIsIkFOIjoiTWFpbCIsIldUIjoyfQ%3D%3D%7C60000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=5%2BOzhZv%2FYtqABlQ76LUM2nsJdFYB247PwC6wSh%2FoaL0%3D&reserved=0
https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Frco.wa.gov%2Fgrant%2Fwashington-wildlife-and-recreation-program-forestland-preservation%2F&data=05%7C02%7Cmarguerite.austin%40rco.wa.gov%7Cfdd66b3d08d843e1d02b08de3c3d7c5e%7C11d0e217264e400a8ba057dcc127d72d%7C0%7C0%7C639014431956525409%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJFbXB0eU1hcGkiOnRydWUsIlYiOiIwLjAuMDAwMCIsIlAiOiJXaW4zMiIsIkFOIjoiTWFpbCIsIldUIjoyfQ%3D%3D%7C60000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=xqDxBVNFiDHSED7QcA5rh3WJDZeSb%2BZLIVSw0OcKMCc%3D&reserved=0
https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Frco.wa.gov%2Fgrant%2Fwashington-wildlife-and-recreation-program-habitat%2F&data=05%7C02%7Cmarguerite.austin%40rco.wa.gov%7Cfdd66b3d08d843e1d02b08de3c3d7c5e%7C11d0e217264e400a8ba057dcc127d72d%7C0%7C0%7C639014431956541664%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJFbXB0eU1hcGkiOnRydWUsIlYiOiIwLjAuMDAwMCIsIlAiOiJXaW4zMiIsIkFOIjoiTWFpbCIsIldUIjoyfQ%3D%3D%7C60000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=A0HDpA3vUgDzVAZp4jOgK8bZuQFqQdl%2FpOImf9stwWo%3D&reserved=0
https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Frco.wa.gov%2Fgrant%2Fwashington-wildlife-and-recreation-program-recreation%2F&data=05%7C02%7Cmarguerite.austin%40rco.wa.gov%7Cfdd66b3d08d843e1d02b08de3c3d7c5e%7C11d0e217264e400a8ba057dcc127d72d%7C0%7C0%7C639014431956557601%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJFbXB0eU1hcGkiOnRydWUsIlYiOiIwLjAuMDAwMCIsIlAiOiJXaW4zMiIsIkFOIjoiTWFpbCIsIldUIjoyfQ%3D%3D%7C60000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=sn3Qx5nWlWnpPXsunIfcsHjjmcIkUr41e2z7MdUozY0%3D&reserved=0
https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Frco.wa.gov%2Fgrant%2Fyouth-athletic-facilities%2F&data=05%7C02%7Cmarguerite.austin%40rco.wa.gov%7Cfdd66b3d08d843e1d02b08de3c3d7c5e%7C11d0e217264e400a8ba057dcc127d72d%7C0%7C0%7C639014431956574877%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJFbXB0eU1hcGkiOnRydWUsIlYiOiIwLjAuMDAwMCIsIlAiOiJXaW4zMiIsIkFOIjoiTWFpbCIsIldUIjoyfQ%3D%3D%7C60000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=M5%2BXYyIDma4655HYP8zGeJfYB2evMueAKQLInqrhCYo%3D&reserved=0
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Individuals may register online for the application webinars. PRISM Online will open on 
February 11 for applications due in April and August 1 for applications due in 
November.  

Project Administration 

Staff administer outdoor recreation, habitat conservation, working lands, and education 
projects as summarized in the table below. Active projects are under agreement and in 
the implementation phase. Recreation and Conservation Funding Board-approved and 
director-approved projects include grant awards made by the board or RCO director 
after receiving board-delegated authority to award grants. Staff are working with 
sponsors to secure the materials needed to place approved projects under agreement. 

Recreation and Conservation Projects 

Program 
Active 
Projects 

Board and 
Director 
Approved 
Projects 

Total 
Funded 
Projects 

Aquatic Lands Enhancement Account (ALEA) 19 1 20 
Boating Facilities Program (BFP) 48 1 49 
Boating Infrastructure Grant (BIG) 3 0 3 
Community Forests Program (CFP) 11 1 12 
Community Outdoor Athletic Facilities (COAF) 20 0 20 
Firearms and Archery Range Recreation (FARR) 8 1 9 
Land and Water Conservation Fund (LWCF) 36 1 37 
No Child Left Inside (NCLI) 20 2 22 
Nonhighway and Off-road Vehicle Activities (NOVA) 107 14 121 
Outdoor Learning Grant (OLG) 2 0 2 
Planning for Recreation Access (PRA) 6 0 6 
Recreation and Conservation Office Recreation Grants  3 0 3 
Recreational Trails Program (RTP) 52 8 60 
Washington Wildlife and Recreation Program (WWRP) 262 21 283 
Youth Athletic Facilities (YAF) 33 3 36 

Total 630 53 683 
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Viewing Closed Projects 

Attachment A lists projects that closed between October 1 and December 31, 2025. This 
quarter the team closed thirty-three projects. Click on the project number to view the 
project description, grant funds awarded, photos, maps, reports, etc. 

Grant Services Section Updates 

Advisory Committee Appointments 

Yearly, RCO works with over 200 advisors across seventeen committees. Advisory 
committees are made up of community members, and nonprofit, and government 
representatives. Advisors play an essential role in RCO’s grant process, sharing their 
time, expertise, perspective, and passion to provide applicants with feedback about 
projects, score applications, and inform policy decisions. Their work helps ensure that 
funding makes it to needed projects around the state and keeps the process fair and 
transparent.  

In December, RCO’s director appointed fifty-nine new advisors in preparation for the 
upcoming grant round. These appointments will fill vacancies on every committee. 
Outreach to fill the vacancies included a social media campaign, newsletter contacts, 
and collaboration with partner organizations, such as Washington Recreation and Parks 
Association and Washington Wildlife and Recreation Coalition. The social media 
campaign was especially effective and helped engage people who may not have 
otherwise known about RCO’s advisory committees. It included ads and posts that 
reached 98,246 people, resulted in 1,950 engagements, and generated more than half of 
the 76 applications.  
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Fiscal Updates 

Spending
20.8 Percent of Biennium Reported

$100,000,000

$200,000,000

$300,000,000

$400,000,000

$500,000,000

$600,000,000

Budget
$497,921,643

Committed
$469,379,192

To Be 
Committed
$28,542,451

Spent
$26,171,327

$0
Grant and Administration 

 
*Committed + To Be Committed = Budget. Spent is paid out of the amount committed. 

Performance Measures for Fiscal Year 2025 

The following performance data are for recreation and conservation projects in fiscal 
year 2026 (July 1, 2025 – June 30, 2026). Data current as of December 22, 2025. 

Recreation and Conservation Funding Board Performance Measures 

Measure Target Fiscal  
Year-to-Date Status Notes 

Grant agreements 
mailed within 120 days 
of funding 

90% 82% 
 

194 of 237 agreements 
have been mailed on time 
this fiscal year. 

Grants under 
agreement within 180 
days of funding 

95% 85% 
 

166 of 195 projects were 
under agreement within 
180 days. 
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Measure Target Fiscal  
Year-to-Date Status Notes 

Progress reports were 
responded to within 
fifteen days 

90% 89% 
 

Board staff received 353 
progress reports and 
responded to them in an 
average of six days. 

Projects closed within 
150 days of funding 
end date 

85% 79% 
 

Forty-eight of sixty-one 
projects have closed on 
time. 

Projects in Backlog 5 32 
 

There are thirty-two 
board projects in the 
backlog needing to be 
closed out. 

Attachments 

A. Closed projects
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Attachment A 

Projects Completed and Closed from October 1, 2025, to December 31, 2025 

Project 
Number Sponsor Project Name Program Closed On 

18-1358 

Washington Department of 
Fish and Wildlife 

Oregon Spotted Frog 
Conservation 

Washington Wildlife and 
Recreation Program–Critical 
Habitat Category 

10/09/2025 

18-2259 

Washington Department of 
Fish and Wildlife Sekiu Boating Access Boating Facilities Program-State 10/13/2025 

20-1252 Spokane County Liberty Lake Regional Park 
Phase 1 

Washington Wildlife and 
Recreation Program–Water 
Access Category 

10/30/2025 

20-1349 Lakewood 
American Lake Park 
Waterfront Access 
Upgrades 

Washington Wildlife and 
Recreation Program–Local 
Parks Category 

10/27/2025 

20-1363 Othello Lions Park Iron Horse 
Playground 

Land and Water Conservation 
Fund 11/24/2025 

20-1417 

Washington Department of 
Fish and Wildlife 

Elk River Unit Habitat 
Enhancements 

Washington Wildlife and 
Recreation Program–State 
Lands Restoration Category 

10/13/2025 

20-1586 

Washington State Parks and 
Recreation Commission 

Sand Verbena Moth Habitat 
Restoration  

Washington Wildlife and 
Recreation Program–State 
Lands Restoration Category 

10/14/2025 

20-1587 

Washington State Parks and 
Recreation Commission 

Prairie Restoration on San 
Juan Islands 

Washington Wildlife and 
Recreation Program–State 
Lands Restoration Category 

10/14/2025 

https://secure.rco.wa.gov/prism/search/projectsnapshot.aspx?ProjectNumber=18-1358
https://secure.rco.wa.gov/prism/search/projectsnapshot.aspx?ProjectNumber=18-2259
https://secure.rco.wa.gov/prism/search/projectsnapshot.aspx?ProjectNumber=20-1252
https://secure.rco.wa.gov/prism/search/projectsnapshot.aspx?ProjectNumber=20-1349
https://secure.rco.wa.gov/prism/search/projectsnapshot.aspx?ProjectNumber=20-1363
https://secure.rco.wa.gov/prism/search/projectsnapshot.aspx?ProjectNumber=20-1417
https://secure.rco.wa.gov/prism/search/projectsnapshot.aspx?ProjectNumber=20-1586
https://secure.rco.wa.gov/prism/search/projectsnapshot.aspx?ProjectNumber=20-1587
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Project 
Number Sponsor Project Name Program Closed On 

20-1721 Marysville Ebey Waterfront Trail 
Acquisition 

Recreation and Conservation 
Office Recreation Grants–Trails 
Category 

10/02/2025 

20-1731 Renton Gene Coulon Beach Park 
Trestle Bridge 

Land and Water Conservation 
Fund 11/24/2025 

20-1867 

Peninsula Metropolitan Park 
District 

Cushman Trail 14th Avenue 
to 24th Street Northwest 

Washington Wildlife and 
Recreation Program–Trails 
Category 

10/08/2025 

20-2039 

Washington Department of 
Natural Resources 

Jones Creek Off-Road 
Vehicle Trailhead Expansion 

Nonhighway and Off-road 
Vehicle Activities Program–Off-
Road Vehicle 

10/03/2025 

20-2062 

Washington State Parks and 
Recreation Commission 

Riverside State Park-
Knothead Loop Trailhead 

Recreational Trails Program–
General 12/04/2025 

20-2096 

Washington Department of 
Fish and Wildlife 

Patterson Lake Access Area 
Redevelopment 

Boating Facilities Program–
State 10/14/2025 

22-1349 Fife Colburn Park Expansion and 
Splash Pad 

Washington Wildlife and 
Recreation Program–Local 
Parks Category 

11/20/2025 

22-1372 Kent Springwood Park 
Renovation 

Washington Wildlife and 
Recreation Program–Local 
Parks Category 

10/21/2025 

22-1385 Mountlake Terrace Evergreen Playfield #5 Light 
Replacement Youth Athletic Facilities–Large 10/30/2025 

22-1469 Camas 
South Lacamas Creek (3rd 
Avenue) Trailhead 
Improvements 

Washington Wildlife and 
Recreation Program–Trails 
Category 

11/24/2025 

https://secure.rco.wa.gov/prism/search/projectsnapshot.aspx?ProjectNumber=20-1721
https://secure.rco.wa.gov/prism/search/projectsnapshot.aspx?ProjectNumber=20-1731
https://secure.rco.wa.gov/prism/search/projectsnapshot.aspx?ProjectNumber=20-1867
https://secure.rco.wa.gov/prism/search/projectsnapshot.aspx?ProjectNumber=20-2039
https://secure.rco.wa.gov/prism/search/projectsnapshot.aspx?ProjectNumber=20-2062
https://secure.rco.wa.gov/prism/search/projectsnapshot.aspx?ProjectNumber=20-2096
https://secure.rco.wa.gov/prism/search/projectsnapshot.aspx?ProjectNumber=22-1349
https://secure.rco.wa.gov/prism/search/projectsnapshot.aspx?ProjectNumber=22-1372
https://secure.rco.wa.gov/prism/search/projectsnapshot.aspx?ProjectNumber=22-1385
https://secure.rco.wa.gov/prism/search/projectsnapshot.aspx?ProjectNumber=22-1469
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Project 
Number Sponsor Project Name Program Closed On 
22-1487 Colfax City Pool Upgrade Youth Athletic Facilities–Large 12/19/2025 

22-1536 Columbia County Touchet Valley Golf Course 
Irrigation Youth Athletic Facilities–Large 12/11/2025 

22-1600 Tulalip Tribes Woods Lake Acquisition  
Washington Wildlife and 
Recreation Program–Riparian 
Protection Category 

10/24/2025 

22-1632 Lakewood Harry Todd Pickleball Courts Youth Athletic Facilities–Large 11/10/2025 
22-1900 Confluence Project Camp Confluence No Child Left Inside Tier 3 10/17/2025 

22-2157 Grant County 
Grant County Off-Road 
Vehicle Maintenance and 
Operation 

Nonhighway and Off-road 
Vehicle Activities Program–Off-
Road Vehicle 

11/26/2025 

22-2164 

Pacific Northwest Trail 
Association 

Pacific Northwest Trail 
Statewide Stewardship 

Recreational Trails Program–
General 11/13/2025 

22-2176 

Mountain Trails Grooming 
Association 

Methow Area Snowmobile 
Trail Maintenance and 
Grooming 

Recreational Trails Program–
General 10/08/2025 

22-2453 Wapato Wapato Parks, Recreation, 
and Open Space Plan Planning for Recreation Access 12/19/2025 

22-2506 Tukwila  Tukwila Playbook for 
Inclusive Parks Planning for Recreation Access 11/14/2025 

22-2510 

Manson Parks and Recreation 
District  

Singleton Park and Willow 
Point Park Plan Planning for Recreation Access 11/25/2025 

22-2524 Eatonville Eatonville Parks, Recreation 
and Trails Plan Planning for Recreation Access 12/19/2025 

22-2527 Alliance for Pioneer Square Pioneer Park Community 
Engagement and Design Planning for Recreation Access 12/04/2025 

https://secure.rco.wa.gov/prism/search/projectsnapshot.aspx?ProjectNumber=22-1487
https://secure.rco.wa.gov/prism/search/projectsnapshot.aspx?ProjectNumber=22-1536
https://secure.rco.wa.gov/prism/search/projectsnapshot.aspx?ProjectNumber=22-1600
https://secure.rco.wa.gov/prism/search/projectsnapshot.aspx?ProjectNumber=22-1632
https://secure.rco.wa.gov/prism/search/projectsnapshot.aspx?ProjectNumber=22-1900
https://secure.rco.wa.gov/prism/search/projectsnapshot.aspx?ProjectNumber=22-2157
https://secure.rco.wa.gov/prism/search/projectsnapshot.aspx?ProjectNumber=22-2164
https://secure.rco.wa.gov/prism/search/projectsnapshot.aspx?ProjectNumber=22-2176
https://secure.rco.wa.gov/prism/search/projectsnapshot.aspx?ProjectNumber=22-2453
https://secure.rco.wa.gov/prism/search/projectsnapshot.aspx?ProjectNumber=22-2506
https://secure.rco.wa.gov/prism/search/projectsnapshot.aspx?ProjectNumber=22-2510
https://secure.rco.wa.gov/prism/search/projectsnapshot.aspx?ProjectNumber=22-2524
https://secure.rco.wa.gov/prism/search/projectsnapshot.aspx?ProjectNumber=22-2527
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Project 
Number Sponsor Project Name Program Closed On 

23-1953 

U.S. Forest Service, 
Okanogan-Wenatchee 
National Forest, Naches 
Ranger District 

Naches Wilderness 
Education Rangers 23-24 
Phase 2 

Recreational Trails Program–
Education 12/17/2025 

24-2217 SeaTac North SeaTac Park 
Maintenance 

Local Parks Maintenance 
Single-Site-Tier 2 10/08/2025 

 

https://secure.rco.wa.gov/prism/search/projectsnapshot.aspx?ProjectNumber=23-1953
https://secure.rco.wa.gov/prism/search/projectsnapshot.aspx?ProjectNumber=24-2217
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Item 3: Statewide Recreation and 
Conservation Plan Update 

Action Requested: Briefing 

Summary 

The 2023 Washington State Recreation and Conservation Plan, serves as Washington’s 
statewide comprehensive outdoor recreation plan, or SCORP, which sets priorities and 
goals for Washington State to strategically invest in outdoor recreation and habitat 
conservation. The plan includes the Recreation and Conservation Funding Board’s 
Unified Strategy, or implementation plan, that identifies actions to support the statewide 
priorities and goals. Together, SCORP and the Unified Strategy help guide the Recreation 
and Conservation Office in administering eleven grant programs. 

Washington’s current recreation and conservation plan was approved by the National 
Park Service to cover the five-year period from 2023-2028. After the plan was approved, 
the National Park Service revised its planning regulations to allow for a SCORP planning 
period from five years to ten. Since the Recreation and Conservation Office developed 
the plan with a five-year planning period, the agency has an opportunity to renew the 
plan for an additional five years.  

This memo identifies the process and steps required for extending the Washington State 
Recreation and Conservation Plan for an additional five years from its current expiration 
in 2028 to 2033.   

Plan Development 

The National Park Service (NPS) requires each state seeking funding from the Land and 
Water Conservation Fund to develop and maintain a statewide comprehensive outdoor 
recreation plan (SCORP). Federal regulations require a SCORP to evaluate recreational 
supply and demand, identify recreation and conservation issues of statewide 
importance, establish priorities for addressing the identified issues, and provide 
opportunity for the public to weigh in on the plan.  

The Recreation and Conservation Office developed the 2023 Washington State SCORP 
after two years of surveys and public feedback, spatial data analysis, and engagement 

https://wa-rco-scorp-2023-wa-rco.hub.arcgis.com/pages/final-plan
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with the Recreation and Conservation Funding Board, the SCORP planning advisory 
committee, and Recreation and Conservation Office staff. The plan contains four broad 
priorities: Provide meaningful access to outdoor recreation for all; Protect natural and 
cultural resources while managing increasing demand; Demonstrate the essential nature 
of parks, natural areas, and outdoor recreation infrastructure; Support healthy, 
adaptable and connected communities.  

Planning Authority  

State law authorizes the Recreation and Conservation Office Director to create a 
statewide plan while directing the Recreation and Conservation Funding Board to 
develop a Unified Strategy for implementing the plan’s priorities.  

Director’s Powers and Duties 79A.25.020 (3) To prepare and update a strategic 
plan for the acquisition, renovation, and development of recreational resources and the 
preservation and conservation of open space. 

Mission of the Board 79A.25.005 (1) …In carrying out this policy, the mission of the 
recreation and conservation funding board and its office is to (a) create and work 
actively for the implementation of a unified statewide strategy for meeting the 
recreational needs of Washington's citizens… 

Updating the plan 

The Recreation and Conservation Office has an opportunity to extend Washington’s 
current plan through 2033. For approval of the five-year extension request, NPS requires 
an interim assessment of the current plan and a formal notice confirming the plan’s 
priorities continue to address the state’s need. The interim assessment must include the 
following:  

1. Verify the current priorities are still valid by addressing: 

o Activity trends, needs, and demand  

o Significant changes in supply 

o Significant changes in the demographic, political, or social context 

o Any other significant factors affecting statewide needs. 

2. A progress assessment of the implementation plan and any necessary updates.  

3. A discussion of any changes to the Open Project Selection Process.  

https://app.leg.wa.gov/RCW/default.aspx?cite=79A.25.020
https://app.leg.wa.gov/RCW/default.aspx?cite=79A.25.005
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4. Opportunities for public engagement. 

5. A letter from the state liaison officer/assistant state liaison officer to certify that 
the priorities, implementation plan, Open Project Selection Process, and public 
input support recertifying the current five-year SCORP for an additional five-
years. 

Budget and timeline 

NPS recently released a federal notice of funding opportunity for planning grants to 
support SCORP development and/or complete an interim assessment with an initial 
draft proposal deadline of May 1, 2026. Funds will likely be awarded between July and 
September 2026. The total anticipated budget is approximately $250,000. NPS requires a 
50 percent match. The Recreation and Conservation Office’s match contribution consists 
mostly of staff’s time spent developing the plan.  

The Recreation and Conservation Office’s interim plan assessment will start the latter 
half of 2026, once the agency receives a planning grant from the NPS. Most of the 
anticipated award budget will be used for updating the recreation participation 
(demand) survey. The survey will take approximately nine months to update, collect 
responses, and analyze the results. Simultaneously, the Recreation and Conservation 
Office will conduct internal analysis to summarize projects funded since the plan was 
adopted in 2023, characterize the state’s demographic and socio-political context, and 
report on the progress of the implementation plan. During that time, the Recreation and 
Conservation Office will work with the Recreation and Conservation Funding Board, key 
stakeholders, and the public to ensure the plan continues to reflect their input and 
address current statewide needs. In total, the plan update process will take 
approximately one year. 

Project Schedule  

 2026 2027 2028 
Task Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Q1 Q2 
NPS Planning Grant           
Demand Assessment           
Context Analysis            
Supply Assessment           
Implementation plan           
Public Engagement           
Submit Update to NPS           
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Next Steps 

The Recreation and Conservation Office will submit a draft proposal for planning 
assistance to NPS by May 1, 2026. If funds are available, the Recreation and 
Conservation Office will begin updating the recreation participation survey, complete 
the project assessment, and work with the board to update the unified strategy. Agency 
staff will routinely provide updates to the board throughout the process.  
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Item 4: Economic Impacts of 
Recreation 

Action Requested: Briefing 

Summary 

The Recreation and Conservation Office recently published an update to the Economic 
Impacts of Outdoor Recreation in Washington State report. This work quantifies the 
economic and non-market impacts of recreation, discussing the importance of the 
outdoors in supporting jobs, businesses, and Washington values. Staff will provide a 
summary of the report. 

Report History 

The Legislature, as part of the 2013-2015 Operating Budget, requested a report to 
quantify the economic contribution of outdoor recreation to the state’s economy. That 
report, titled Economic Impacts of Outdoor Recreation in Washington State, was 
completed in 2015 and updated in 2020. Over the past ten years, these reports have 
served as tools for communicating that the value of recreation goes beyond people-
focused benefits, but extends to our economy, as well. The Legislature requested 
another update to the report in the 2024 Operating Budget.  

2025 Report Overview 

This past November, the Recreation and Conservation Office (RCO) completed the 
update. The report found that Washingtonians and visitors participated in outdoor 
recreation about 437 million days in 2024. Of all the places to visit, state and federal 
public lands are most popular, hosting 36 percent of all recreation days, while local 
parks host 30 percent, and private lands host 34 percent.  

Each year, Washingtonians and visitors spend $25.2 billion on outdoor recreation, 
supporting many different business types, such as sporting goods retailers, gas, 
restaurants, lodging, and grocery stores. This spending supports 237,000 jobs across the 
state, with 191,000 of those being direct jobs. On average, every $1 million for 
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recreation spending sustains nine jobs, showing that outdoor recreation is a major 
employer, representing 5.4 percent of Washington’s total employment. 

Beyond spending-related contributions, outdoor spaces also provide a variety of natural 
and recreational services and benefits. For example, forests support hiking but also 
provide habitat for wildlife, trees that store carbon, flood protection, and aesthetic 
beauty. The value of these benefits was found to be more than $53 billion annually. 

New Discussions 

This year, two new sections were included in the report. The first discusses the costs of 
outdoor recreation, including how factors like overcrowding, off-trail use, and noise can 
have negative impacts on wildlife, ecosystems, Tribal treaty rights, and more. The 
financial costs of recreation are also noted, recognizing the significant investments from 
governments to ensure communities have access to parks, trails, and outdoor spaces.  

The second new section explores several aspects that affect underserved communities’ 
ability and interest to participate in the recreation economy, such as infrastructure, 
seasonality, local capacity, and public awareness.  

New Methods 

New methods were used in the 2025 update that allow a finer picture of recreation 
visitation in Washington. These include the use of mobile device data, updated survey 
methods, and new analysis techniques to minimize overlaps in participation estimates.  

During the board meeting, in addition to summarizing the report, staff will discuss 
benefits of the changes in methods, as well as new challenges in identifying trends over 
time. 
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Item 5: Annual Compliance 
Report 

Action Requested: Briefing 

Summary 

The Recreation and Conservation Office’s compliance unit helps ensure that sponsors 
and funded project areas remain in compliance with their grant agreements and that 
sites are maintained for public outdoor recreation, habitat conservation, and/or salmon 
recovery.  

Long-term obligations safeguard taxpayer investments, ensuring no net loss, by keeping 
funded lands and facilities serving their intended public recreation, habitat conservation, 
or salmon recovery functions and, when change is necessary, requiring equivalent, 
current value replacement through a structured process. The Recreation and 
Conservation Office’s compliance team collaboratively monitors and helps sponsors 
resolve issues through site inspections, sponsor outreach, or public reports, so that 
projects remain aligned with grant agreements and their long-term public benefits 
endure. 

This report provides a summary of the compliance work achievements by staff in 2025 
and goals for 2026. 

Background 

Compliance Portfolio 

There are over 6,400 worksites funded through thirty-eight grant programs and 
categories in the compliance portfolio. The long-term grant obligation or compliance 
period applies to acquisition, development or renovation, and restoration project types. 
The compliance period varies by grant program and project type, and ranges from ten 
years to perpetuity. Projects (and associated worksites) remain in the compliance 
portfolio until the term of the compliance period ends.  

Most of the worksites in the portfolio are funded through the Recreation and 
Conservation Funding Board (RCFB) for outdoor recreation and habitat conservation. 
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Salmon recovery sites funded through the Salmon Recovery Funding Board (SRFB) 
projects represent about a fourth of the portfolio. Office projects represent a very small 
portion of sites with a long-term obligation. 

Table Title: Compliance Portfolio 

Authority Worksites Portfolio % 
RCFB 4,694 73% 
SRFB 1,367 21% 
Office Programs   409 6% 

 TOTAL 6,470  

There are three primary types of projects that require a long-term obligation: 
acquisition, development, and restoration. Acquisition projects have a perpetual 
compliance period. Most development projects have perpetual obligations, though 
some grant programs such as Youth Athletic Facilities or Firearms and Archery Range 
Recreation have lesser terms of twenty and ten years. Restoration projects represent the 
smallest project type and are primarily for improving salmon habitat with a ten-year 
compliance period. 

Table Title: Project Types 

Type Worksites Portfolio % 
Development 2,628 40% 
Acquisition 2,569 40% 
Restoration 1,273 20% 

 TOTAL 6,470  

Compliance Tools 

The Recreation and Conservation Office grant agreement is the primary legal instrument 
used by the agency to define a project’s long-term obligations by specifying the 
compliance period and restrictions on alteration or transfer of project areas.  

Acquisition projects require the sponsor to record a Deed of Right on the properties 
acquired with grant funding or used as match for grant funding. The Deed of Right is a 
secondary legal instrument used by the Recreation and Conservation Office to 
guarantee perpetual protection of the outdoor recreation or conservation resource. It 
ensures perpetual protection by prohibiting inconsistent use of a grant-funded property 
for uses that do not fit public outdoor recreation or conservation purposes.  All future 
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owners of the grant-funded property are bound by the Deed of Right, which is recorded 
on title so that these purpose-driven rules stay with the property forever. 

2025 Compliance Report 

Compliance staff provide ongoing consultation to sponsors and outdoor grants 
managers on a wide variety of issues, conduct compliance inspections, and work with 
sponsors on resolving issues. Staff respond to transportation agencies, public works 
staff, consultants, and the public about a site’s funding, grant obligations, and uses 
(current or planned). Staff respond to transportation agencies, public works staff, 
consultants, and public publicity.  

Through time, the Recreation and Conservation Funding Board has responded to the 
changing needs of the recreation and conservation landscape. The board’s compliance 
policies include allowable use, corrective action, and exception to conversion. These 
policies permit a change in use of the project area and resolve compliance issues 
without requiring replacement. 

Allowable Use Policy 

The allowable use policy continues to be an important compliance tool that provides 
flexibility for changing uses at grant assisted sites. This policy was approved by the 
board in 2012 and since that time, fifty-two allowable uses have been approved. 

Use of a project site must have no overall impairment to the habitat or outdoor 
recreation resource funded by the Recreation and Conservation Office. For the use to be 
approved by the agency, it must meet all the following criteria:  

• The use must be consistent with the essential purposes of the grant (i.e., 
consistent with the grant agreement and grant program).  

• All practical alternatives to the use, including the option of no action, must be 
considered and rejected on a sound basis.  

• The use must achieve its intended purpose with the least possible impact to the 
habitat or outdoor recreation resource. 

In 2025, nine allowable use requests were submitted for consideration, including 
requests from five local government sponsors and four requests from state agencies. 
The requests are reviewed by the internal Compliance Team, which includes grant 
management staff from both the RCFB and SRFB grant teams. The Compliance Team 
makes a recommendation to the Grant Services Section Manager and Director. Eight 
requests were approved by the Recreation and Conservation Office, and one was 
denied.  
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Exceptions to Conversion Policy 

The exceptions to conversion policy was adopted by the board in 2019 and has been 
extremely effective in resolving outstanding compliance issues. While this policy is 
similar in nature to the allowable uses policy, it specifically deals with compliance issues 
requiring a property conveyance action that has a beneficial or limited impact to a 
project area. A sponsor may request the Recreation and Conservation Office review for 
an exception to conversion for specific actions outlined in Manual 7, Long Term 
Obligations.  

In 2025, staff reviewed nine exceptions to conversion submitted by eight local 
governments and one state agency. All nine requests were approved. 

Corrective Action Policy 

The corrective action policy was adopted by the board in 2024. This policy provides a 
pathway for resolution of a compliance issue through correction or removing a non-
compliant use. The sponsor and the agency mutually develop a corrective action plan, 
identifying the required actions the sponsor will take and deadlines for completion. 
Failure to complete the actions results in a conversion. 

In 2025, agency staff approved one corrective plan.  

Conversions 

The most protective measure associated with Recreation and Conservation Office grants 
is the conversion policy. A conversion occurs when: 

• Permanent property interests are conveyed for non-public, outdoor recreation, 
habitat conservation, or salmon recovery uses.  

• Permanent property interests are conveyed to a third party not eligible to receive 
grants in the program from which funding was derived.  

• Non-outdoor recreation, habitat conservation, or salmon recovery uses (public or 
private) are made in a manner that impairs the originally intended purposes of 
the project area. 

• Non-eligible indoor facilities or non-eligible structures are built in the project 
area.  

• Public use of the property or a portion of the property acquired, developed, or 
restored with a Recreation and Conservation Office grant is terminated unless 
public use was not allowed under the original grant.  

https://rco.wa.gov/wp-content/uploads/2019/07/Manual7.pdf
https://rco.wa.gov/wp-content/uploads/2019/07/Manual7.pdf
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• If a habitat project, the property or a portion of the property acquired, restored, 
or enhanced no longer provides the environmental functions for which the 
Recreation and Conservation Office funds were approved originally. 

The process for resolving a conversion are described in Manual 7, Long Term 
Obligations and set through the Revised Code of Washington (RCW) 79A.25.100 and 
Washington Administrative Code (WAC) 286. 

Conversions can take a considerable amount of time to resolve. In 2025, staff completed 
two director-approved conversions.  

Inspections 

A compliance inspection involves reviewing the grant project documentation, aerial 
imagery, property data, conducting an on-site inspection, identifying issues, mapping 
the grant boundary, and sending the inspection report to the sponsor. 

Compliance staff completed 210 worksite inspections and found fifty-nine compliance 
issues, including twelve conversions. Encroachments, ineligible structures and no public 
access or restricted public access were the most common issues noted. Project sites 
ranged in age of grant awards from 1966 through 2018. 

The compliance rate for inspected sites was 81 percent.  

Notice to Sponsors 

The Compliance Workbench is a module in PRISM for inspection reporting, tracking 
issues, documenting compliance work, and sending automated notifications to grant 
sponsors of their long-term obligations.  

A National Park Service grant made it possible for staff to work with PRISM contractors 
to design and develop the compliance notice feature. Notices are sent to about 15 
sponsors per month. The notices include a complete list of projects in the sponsors’ 
portfolio that have a long-term obligation. The list is dynamic and provides links to each 
of the specific projects.  

Staff sent notices to sponsors throughout 2025. 
  

https://app.leg.wa.gov/RCW/default.aspx?cite=79A.25.100
https://app.leg.wa.gov/WAC/default.aspx?cite=286-13
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Compliance 2026 Strategy 

Inspections 

Based on current staffing in the compliance unit, the agency’s goal is to inspect 250 
worksites in 2026, including 125 LWCF worksites. Acquired properties and federally 
funded project areas remain the priority for inspections.  

Resolving Compliance Related Issues 

The agency’s goal is to resolve 10 percent of the compliance issues across all programs. 
This work includes following up on issues identified during inspections by meeting with 
sponsors and identifying actions needed to resolve the issues.  
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Item 6: Critical Habitat and 
Natural Areas Policy Changes 

Action Requested: Decision 

Summary 

This memo describes proposed changes to intent language and evaluation criteria for 
the Critical Habitat and Natural Areas categories of the Washington Wildlife and 
Recreation Program. The proposals outlined in this memo are based on external 
engagement and public comment. Staff is requesting board adoption of these proposed 
changes. 

Background 

In 2025, Recreation and Conservation Office (RCO) staff started a review of the Critical 
Habitat and Natural Areas categories. Both of these grant categories are in the Habitat 
Conservation Account of the Washington Wildlife and Recreation Program. 

Public Engagement 

As part of this policy review process, staff engaged in significant public outreach and 
engagement, including the following: 

• Initial listening sessions with RCO grant managers, state natural resource 
agencies (including Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife and Department 
of Natural Resources), and nonprofit nature conservancies. These conversations 
served to identify issues and opportunities that formed the basis of the policy 
work. 

• Collecting feedback on a first draft of changes to evaluation criteria. This involved 
the collection of written input and small group discussions with state natural 
resource agencies, multiple nonprofit nature conservancies, RCO grant 
management staff, and advisory committee members. RCO received significant, 
generative feedback which helped guide general updates to criteria and select an 
approach to differentiate the two funding categories. 
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• Collecting feedback on a first draft of updated intent language and a second 
draft of evaluation criteria. This involved the collection of written input and small 
group discussions with state natural resources agencies, RCO grant management 
staff, and advisory committee members. This input served to help improve clarity 
and wording of individual criteria and ensure overall support for the proposals 
prior to public comment. 

• Soliciting public comment on proposed changes to intent language and 
evaluation criteria. RCO received three responses to public comment, all from 
individuals who had been previously engaged in the process. A summary of 
public comment can be found in Attachment B. The comments were largely 
related to clarification or refinement of specific pieces, given the substantive 
engagement that had occurred prior to public comment. Staff incorporated this 
input into the final proposed language. 

Board Engagement 

As part of this policy review process, staff has also sought board direction over the 
course of multiple meetings leading up to this decision: 

• Received initial input on the scope and core issues to be addressed during the 
June 2025 meeting (Item 3). 

• Received direction on proposed policy changes to intent language and 
evaluation criteria from the board during the October 2025 meeting (Item 3). 

Proposed Policy Changes 

Intent Language 

Proposed Changes: Proposed intent language for the Critical Habitat and Natural Areas 
categories can be found in Attachment C. Staff propose providing more clarity on 
eligible elements and uses, as well as giving multiple project examples eligible for 
Critical Habitat and Natural Areas categories. The goal of adding these examples is to 
help support strategic decision-making by applicants based on a project’s core 
objectives. 

Evaluation Criteria 

Proposed Changes: A detailed summary of the proposed changes compared to the 
current criteria for both categories can be found in Attachment D. The final, proposed 

https://rco.wa.gov/wp-content/uploads/2025/05/RCFB_Agenda_June2025.pdf#page=86
https://rco.wa.gov/wp-content/uploads/2025/09/RCFB_Agenda_October2025.pdf#page=77
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evaluation criteria for both categories can be found in Attachment E. Generally, 
proposed changes include the following:  

• Reduce the length of individual evaluation elements, while retaining key technical 
details needed to support science-based evaluation. 

• Update criteria related to engagement, community support, and multiple benefits 
to align with best practices and more recent changes in other programs. 

• Reduce overall points from 53 to 50 and shift some points from manageability 
criterion related to public benefit criterion. 

• Develop “category-specific” criteria that connect more directly with statutory and 
intent language to provide clear differentiation between the two categories. 

Critical Habitat 

• Transition from an “Ecological and Biological Characteristics” criterion to a 
“Habitat Impact” criterion to focus more closely on how the site and its habitat 
features will directly benefit target wildlife species. 

• Transition from a “Species and Communities with Special Status” criterion to a 
“Species Significance” criterion to focus more broadly on the diversity of wildlife 
species that will be positively impacted. 

• Allow for consideration of either smaller parcels with important benefits or 
properties with opportunity for restoration to support habitat benefits. 

Natural Areas 

• Remove both “Ecological and Biological Characteristics” and “Species and 
Communities with Species Status” criteria (worth 30 points total) and replace 
them with a “Program Priority” question (worth 25 points total) regarding 
landscape significance, native ecosystems, at-risk plant species or communities, 
or geological/historical landscape features.  

• Move questions about science and education from the “Partnerships and 
Community Support” into a separate “Science and Education” criterion worth 5 
points. 

The goals of these changes are to align criteria with the statutory definitions of Natural 
Areas and Critical Habitat to ensure strategic funding and increase usability for 
applicants and consistent evaluation by advisory committee members. 
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Strategic Plan Link 

Consideration of this request supports the board’s goal to help partners protect, restore, 
and develop habitat and recreation opportunities that benefit people, fish and wildlife, 
and ecosystems. This request also supports Strategy 1.B.1 – Provide partners with 
funding to protect, preserve, restore, and enhance habitats, as well as Strategy 3.A.6 – 
Expand reach of grant programs by broadening applicant pool for grant programs.  

Staff Recommendation 

Staff recommend the board approve the policy changes as proposed. 

Next Steps 

If approved, staff will incorporate these changes into Manual 10b: WWRP Habitat 
Conservation Account in advance of the 2026 grant round. 

Attachments 

A. Resolution 2026-02. Washington Wildlife and Recreation Program: Critical Habitat 
and Natural Areas Policy Changes 

B. Public Comment Summary Table 

C. Proposed Intent Language 

D. Description of Proposed Criteria Changes 

E. Proposed Evaluation Criteria 
  

https://rco.wa.gov/wp-content/uploads/2019/05/WWRP-HCA-Manual10b.pdf
https://rco.wa.gov/wp-content/uploads/2019/05/WWRP-HCA-Manual10b.pdf
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Attachment A: Resolution 2026-02 

Recreation and Conservation Funding Board 
Resolution 2026-02 

Washington Wildlife and Recreation Program: Critical Habitat and 
Natural Areas Policy Changes  

WHEREAS Chapters 79A.15 and 79A.25 Revised Code of Washington (RCW) and 
Washington Administrative Code (WAC) 286-13-045 authorize the Recreation and 
Conservation Funding Board to adopt policies and rules for the grant programs which it 
administers; and  

WHEREAS Recreation and Conservation Office (RCO) staff recently conducted a review 
of policies in the Critical Habitat and Natural Areas funding categories; and  

WHEREAS RCO solicited public comments regarding this proposal through a survey and 
direct contact with stakeholders and advisory committee members; and  

WHEREAS RCO staff recommend the board adopt changes relating to intent language 
and evaluation criteria in the Critical Habitat and Natural Areas funding categories; and  

WHEREAS approval of the proposed changes supports the board’s goal of delivering 
successful projects by using broad public participation and feedback and adaptive 
management;  

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the board hereby adopt changes as described 
in memorandum 6 of the January 2026 meeting for the Critical Habitat and Natural 
Areas funding categories, and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the board authorizes staff to make any administrative 
changes to the final policy language as needed to incorporate the approved changes 
into the relevant grant manuals.  

Resolution moved by: Member Shiloh Burgess

Resolution seconded by: Member Trang Lam

Adopted/Defeated/Deferred (underline one) 

Date:  January 27, 2026 
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Attachment B: Public Comments Summary Table 

 

Respondent Topic 
Area Feedback 

Matthew Trenda 
(Washington 
Department of Fish 
and Wildlife) 

Evaluation 
Criteria 

Support for all evaluation criteria as proposed for 
Critical Habitat and Natural Areas categories 

Matthew Trenda 
(Washington 
Department of Fish 
and Wildlife) 

Intent 
Examples 

WDFW does request one additional example of an 
eligible Critical Habitat project. Proposed language: 
"Locations in the shrubsteppe biome that are 
strategic for species recovery or conservation that 
may require habitat creation, enhancement, or 
restoration." 

Matthew Trenda 
(Washington 
Department of Fish 
and Wildlife) 

Intent 
Language 

Finally, under the Critical habitat projects heading, 
the bullet saying, "May include acquisition for 
species protection or enhancement." and the bullet 
saying, "Does not allow for habitat creation, 
enhancement, or restoration." seem to contradict, 
and some additional clarity would be appreciated. 
Our assumption is that protection and limited 
incidental work is allowable, but full restoration or 
enhancement efforts would not be allowable. 

Heather Swift 
(Cohabitats owner, 
Advisory 
Committee 
Member) 

Intent 
Language 

The introductory paragraph is confusing. It says, "to 
acquire and develop habitat", but later it says that 
no habitat creation, enhancement, or restoration is 
permitted. The language for "develop habitat" is 
unclear since the habitat is not to be modified or 
created. What does develop habitat mean? Also, 
the allowed use does not mention livestock 
grazing, which appears later in the document. If 
this is allowed, I think it should be mentioned in 
the introductory section and have language 
highlighting livestock guidelines and restrictions. 
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Heather Swift 
(Cohabitats owner, 
Advisory 
Committee 
Member) 

Livestock 
Grazing 

Having conducted wildlife and habitat surveys on 
large land parcels that included cattle grazing, I 
have seen degradation of land and aquatic habitats 
during and shortly after cattle grazing. I also 
witnessed habitat recovery and improved water 
quality after cattle were excluded. The size of the 
animals, size of the herd, size of the land parcel(s), 
wildlife species present, and sensitivity of the 
habitat all make a difference to the overall impact.  
 
Habitat Degradation May Include: 
- Increase in turbidity of streams and pond water 
quality  
- Presence of manure in water (ponds, streams, 
lakes, rivers) 
- Erosion and destruction of bank edges/vegetated 
edges of streams and pond riparian habitat 
- Erosion of steep slopes 
- Crushing of crytobiotic crust (if present) in semi-
arid/shrub-steppe habitats 
- Negative impact on native vegetation  
- Spread of weed seeds 
- Soil erosion or compaction  
 
I think project applications should clearly describe 
how any sensitive areas (and we should provide 
examples--perhaps a table) will be protected from 
the impact of livestock grazing. 
  
2) Threats from Barbed-Wire Fencing: 
 
Barbed-wire fencing used for livestock containment 
is dangerous to wildlife. Mammals and birds that 
get caught in fencing include young deer & elk, 
coyotes, bears, sage grouse, and raptors. There are 
wildlife-safe fence alternatives, but removal and 
installation to replace these are expensive. Other 
methods, such as high-visibility flagging on fences, 
can also reduce wildlife deaths and grouse bird 
strikes on barbed-wire fences.  
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I believe that wildlife-friendly fencing and/or 
flagging should be required to prevent harm to 
wildlife (particularly target species). Could your 
team provide technical guidance and resources for 
this? Are there sources of funding for this that RCO 
could direct them to replacement of barbed wire 
fencing with wildlife-friendly fencing? Addressing 
this specific concern would make the management 
viability component more meaningful. I shared 
more information with RCO staff.  
 
3) Conflict from Livestock Predation Losses: 
 
This is an age-old issue. If there are wolves, 
mountain lions, coyotes, bears, and other 
carnivores that share a landscape, predation could 
occur on livestock. This can spark local human-
wildlife conflict and hostility toward wildlife.  
 
Dogs as Protection Animals: The use of dogs may 
deter conflict between wildlife and ranchers, but 
dogs can also be a threat to wildlife and create 
disturbance of wildlife movement on a site. Other 
protection animals include llamas and donkeys.  
 
I think the application should include a thoughtful 
description of how the applicant will prevent 
potential harm or conflict between wildlife and 
domestic animals.  
 
Could the wording include more requirements?  
 
Livestock grazing may not diminish the essential 
purposes of the proposed project. Describe 
livestock grazing uses of the property that would 
occur if the property were acquired. Describe the 
site-specific management plan for livestock grazing 
that protects or enhances the health of the species 
targeted in the grant proposal. This includes 1) 
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Prevention of soil erosion and manure 
contamination in sensitive areas and protection of 
water quality and critical habitat (see table). 2) 
Measures to prevent wildlife deaths and injury from 
barbed-wire fencing. 3) Prevent human-wildlife 
conflicts due to potential predation on livestock. 
Applications should provide a site-specific 
management plan that must address these stated 
concerns, as well as incorporate current laws, rules, 
and guidelines for wildlife species protection and 
include a duration and periodic renewal schedule. 

Joe Rocchio 
(Natural Heritage 
Program, Advisory 
Committee 
Member) 

Evaluation 
Criteria 

Change "Washington’s Natural Heritage Plan" to 
"State of Washington Natural Heritage Plan". Minor 
edit but this ensures no confusion with the official 
title of the Plan if folks try to conduct an online 
search. 
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Attachment C: Description of Proposed Criteria Changes 

Critical Habitat  

Criterion Points Proposed Changes 

Project 
Introduction 0 

• Request information about scope (acquisition 
type, acreage, etc.) 

• Request information about target species and 
environmental benefits 

Ecological and 
Biological 
Characteristics 

20 

• Reframe to focus more clearly on how the habitat 
will support target species 

• Re-title as “Habitat Impact” 

• Reduce length of individual evaluation elements 
and number of prompts for each element 

• Keep same total points, but reduce point range to 
ten with a multiplier of two 

Species and 
Communities with 
Special Status 

10 

• Reframe to focus more broadly on wildlife 
species, rather than special status species and 
communities 

• Re-title “Species Significance” 

• Reduce length of individual evaluation elements 
and number of prompts for each element 

Manageability and 
Viability 15 

• Remove reference to site-specific management 
plan for livestock grazing 

• Add clarity on important information needed 
relative to proposed livestock uses 

• Reduce length of individual evaluation elements 
and number of prompts for each element 
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• Reduce the relative point value from 15 to 10 
points 

Public Benefit and 
Community 
Support 

5 

• Reframe to focus more specifically on partnership 
and support 

• Re-title as “Partnerships and Community Support” 

• Add elements related to tribal government 
support, impact of local input, and significance of 
existing partnerships in the community 

• Move element related to education and scientific 
value into other criteria 

Multiple Benefits 3 

• Re-title “Public Benefits” 

• Add elements relating to educational and 
scientific benefits, geological and historical 
landscape features, as well as ecosystem services 

• Reduce length of individual evaluation elements 
and number of prompts 

• Increase point value from 3 to 5 points 
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Natural Areas 

Criterion Points Proposed Changes 

Project 
Introduction 0 

• Request information about scope (acquisition 
type, acreage, etc.) 

• Request information about target ecosystems, 
species and environmental benefits 

Ecological and 
Biological 
Characteristics 

20 

• Remove this criterion as currently written and 
replace with a “Program Priority” criterion. This 
criterion would ask about what makes the project 
a priority for protection as a natural area 

• Add sub-bullets that specifically align with the 
Natural Areas statutory definition (native 
ecosystems, special status species, and landscape 
features) 

• Reduce length of individual evaluation elements 
and number of prompts for each element 

• Increase number of points from 20 to 25 

Species and 
Communities with 
Special Status 

10 

• Remove this as a separate criterion and 
incorporate as a key component of the new 
“Program Priority” criterion 

Manageability and 
Viability 15 

 

• Reduce length of individual evaluation elements 
and number of prompts for each element  

• Reduce the relative point value from 15 to 10 
points 
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Public Benefit and 
Community 
Support 

5 

• Reframe to focus more specifically on partnership 
and support 

• Re-title as “Partnerships and Community Support” 

• Add elements related to tribal government 
support, impact of local input, and significance of 
existing partnerships in the community 

• Move element related to education and scientific 
value into a new, separate criterion titled 
“Science and Education” worth 5 points 

Multiple Benefits 3 

• Re-title “Public Benefits” 

• Add elements relating to ecosystem services 

• Reduce length of individual evaluation elements 
and number of prompts 

• Increase point value from 3 to 5 points 
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Attachment D: Proposed Intent Language 

Critical Habitat Category 

This category provides grants to acquire lands critical for the long-term benefit of 
wildlife species. This includes a diversity of types of wildlife, such as game and non-
game species; upland, freshwater, and marine species; and endangered, threatened, or 
sensitive species. Examples of eligible critical habitat projects include, but are not limited 
to, the following: 

• Shrubsteppe habitat with priority restoration opportunities as well as breeding 
and nesting grounds for multiple Species of Greatest Conservation Need. 

• Oak woodland habitat that secures a key migratory corridor for state-threatened 
mammals. 

• Wetland complex that provides stop-over habitat and popular public viewing 
opportunities for state-endangered waterfowl. 

• Riparian or near-shore zones that support critical rearing and feeding habitat for 
federally listed anadromous fish. 

• Lowland forest habitat that provides winter range for priority ungulates of 
recreational and/or Tribal importance. 

Critical habitat projects have the following characteristics: 

• Include acquisition costs for species protection. 

• Allow for limited incidental costs for fencing, noxious weeds, and stewardship 
planning. 

• Do not allow costs for habitat creation or restoration, renovation of existing 
facilities, or development of public facilities. 

• Must be accessible for public recreation and outdoor education. See the board’s 
public access policy for allowed limitations to public access. 

• Allow public use for both consumptive and non-consumptive activities. 

• Allow limited future development of public facilities such as roads, trails, parking, 
restrooms, signs and kiosks, and fences. 
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Natural Areas Category  

These grants provide funding to acquire lands specifically for the preservation of rare 
and vanishing natural features. This includes a diversity of natural features such as 
ecologically intact native ecosystems, at-risk plant communities, special status plant and 
animal species, as well as unique geological or historic landscape features. Examples of 
eligible natural areas projects include, but are not limited to, the following: 

• A rare steptoe with large tracts of state-endangered grassland to support 
conservation of biodiversity and proactive management. 

• Montane forest to protect ecologically intact ecosystems of high priority for 
representation according to the State of Washington Natural Heritage Plan. 

• Lava tubes to support public education and appreciation of Washington’s unique 
geological history. 

• Shrubsteppe habitat to protect most of the entire global population of a state-
endangered endemic plant found on the property. 

• Important fossil sites to secure youth educational opportunities and ongoing 
paleontological research. 

Natural Areas projects have the following characteristics: 

• Are encouraged, but not required, to be included in the Washington Registration 
of Natural Areas as part of project implementation. 

• Include acquisition costs for the protection of natural features and species. 

• Allow limited incidental costs for fencing, noxious weeds, and stewardship 
planning. 

• Do not include costs for habitat creation or restoration, renovation of facilities, or 
development of public facilities. 

• Must be accessible for public recreation and outdoor education. See the board’s 
public access policy for allowed limitations to public access. 

• Allow public use for non-consumptive activities 

• Must be managed primarily for resource preservation, protection, and study. 
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• Allow limited future development of public facilities such as trails, roads, parking, 
restrooms, signs and kiosks, and fences. 
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Attachment E: Proposed Evaluation Criteria 

Critical Habitat Category 

“Critical habitat” means lands important for the protection, management, or public 
enjoyment of certain wildlife species or groups of species, including, but not limited to, 
wintering range for deer, elk, and other species; waterfowl and upland bird habitat; fish 
habitat; and habitat for endangered, threatened, or sensitive species.”1 

Critical Habitat Category Evaluation Summary 
Criteria Evaluation Elements Possible 

Points 
Project Introduction • Scope 

• Project goals and objectives 
• Location maps 

Not scored 

Scored by the Advisory Committee  
1. Habitat Impact • Landscape significance 

• Ecological role 
• Adequacy 
• Distribution and range 
• Acquisition importance 

20 points 

2. Species 
Significance 

• Diversity 
• Special status 
• Vulnerability 
• Ecosystem impact 

10 points 

3. Manageability and 
Viability 

• Threat 
• Restoration and management 
• Stewardship 
• Nearby lands 
• Conservation easement 
• Regulatory protections 
• Livestock grazing 

10 points 

4. Partnerships and 
Community 
Support 

• Engagement 
• Partnerships 

5 points 

5. Public Benefits • Recreation 
• Resource uses 
• Research and education 
• Landscape features 

5 points 

 
1Revised Code of Washington 79A.15.010(4) 
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Critical Habitat Category Evaluation Summary 
Criteria Evaluation Elements Possible 

Points 
• Ecosystem services 

Total Points Possible 50 

Detailed Scoring Criteria for Critical Habitat Category 

Project Introduction. Set the stage for the project and orient evaluators to the project 
site. This introduction should include the following: 

• Scope. The type of acquisition, number of acres, any proposed development, and 
connection to past or future phases if applicable. 

• Goals and Objectives. A brief overview of the project’s goals, objectives, target 
wildlife species,2 and environmental benefits. 

• Location Maps. Statewide and vicinity maps, as well as site maps that 
demonstrate how the project is connected to other important landscapes and 
show nearby sites with similar habitat components. 

 Project introduction is not scored. 

1. Habitat Impact3 

To what extent does the site represent critical habitat that directly benefits target wildlife 
species? How is this demonstrated in plans, such as the State Wildlife Action Plan, and 
other analyses or prioritization efforts?4 A complete response should address the 
following: 

• Landscape Significance. The uniqueness and significance of the site in the 
broader landscape, watershed, or statewide picture, and its importance for overall 
ecosystem function and impact on other project phases. 

• Ecological Role. The importance of the site for habitat quality, diversity, or rarity, 
and the specific roles the site plays in supporting the target wildlife species on 

 
2A target wildlife species is the project’s primary objective for protection and stands to gain the greatest benefit from 
the acquisition. Target species may or may not be special status species. There may be multiple target species 
depending on the project and the applicant’s priorities. 
3Revised Code of Washington 79A.15.060 (5)(a)(v, vii, ix, xiii, xv, xvi) 
4Examples include the State Wildlife Action Plan, Priority Habitat and Species, State of Washington Natural Heritage 
Plan, Puget Sound Action Agenda, local land use plan, local comprehensive plan, local shoreline master plan, 
watershed plan, statewide recreation or resource plan, habitat conservation plan, species recovery plan, limiting 
factors or critical pathways analysis, other coordinated regionwide prioritization effort, etc. 
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the site (connectivity, breeding and nesting grounds, food and water access, etc.). 

• Adequacy. The extent to which the size, quality, and other characteristics of the 
habitat are adequate to support the target wildlife species together with adjacent 
protected lands. 

• Distribution and Range. The distribution, range, and abundance of the target 
wildlife species on the site and adjacent lands now and the potential and 
likelihood for future use of the site (naturally or via reintroduction). 

• Acquisition Importance. The importance of acquisition compared to other 
protection or recovery tasks identified for the target wildlife species (i.e., captive 
breeding, regulatory protection), and the role of the acquisition in enabling 
habitat restoration or other recovery efforts for the target wildlife species. 

 Point Range: zero to ten points, which are multiplied later by two 

2. Species Significance5 

What is the collective significance of the target wildlife species and other wildlife species 
that will benefit from the project? A complete response should address the following: 

• Diversity. Overall diversity of wildlife species using the site and adjacent 
protected lands. 

• Special Status. The presence of endangered, threatened, sensitive, or other 
special status wildlife species, as further demonstrated on the required Species 
and Communities Status table (see appendix A). 

• Vulnerability. The population condition, rarity, and/or taxonomic distinctness of 
the target wildlife species. 

• Ecosystem Impact. The importance of the target wildlife species in supporting 
overall ecosystem function. 

 Point Range: zero to ten points 

3. Manageability and Viability6 

To what extent can the site be managed to protect habitat condition and target species 
long term and why is it important to secure the site now? A complete response should 
address the following: 

 
5Revised Code of Washington 79A.15.060 (5)(a)(viii, xi) 
6Revised Code of Washington 79A.15.060 (5)(a)(ii, iv, vi, x, xii) 
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• Threat. How protection will address threats to the site (i.e., inherent, ecological, 
human, conversion, abatable or non-abatable threats). 

• Restoration and Management. Planned near-term restoration or management 
to support desired habitat function and how they will be funded. 

• Stewardship. The proposed stewardship program for the site (annual 
maintenance and operations, noxious weed and invasive species control, site 
monitoring, etc.) and how it will be funded. 

• Nearby Lands. How nearby protected lands (public and private) will help support 
efficient and effective management and stewardship of the site. 

• Conservation Easement. Whether a conservation easement provides an 
appropriate level of protection for this habitat, and if not used, explain why. 

• Regulatory Protections. Current regulatory protections on the site (critical areas 
ordinances, zoning, development regulations, shoreline management rules, forest 
practice rules, habitat conservation plans, etc.). 

• Livestock Grazing. The amount, location, and seasonal duration of livestock 
grazing that would occur if the site were acquired, planned efforts to mitigate 
impacts to wildlife, and an evidence-based rationale for how the proposed 
grazing approach protects or enhances desired habitat function. 

 Point Range: zero to ten points 

4. Partnerships and Community Support7 

To what degree do the community (local citizens, local organizations, local governments 
and elected officials, or others) and Tribal governments support and benefit from the 
project? A complete response should address the following: 

• Engagement. Which people most impacted by the project were engaged, how 
they were engaged, and how local input influenced the project scope and 
approach. 

• Partnerships. Any partnerships that are supporting the project through financial, 
in-kind, project delivery, or other means, and the significance of the partnerships 
in the local community or region. 

 Point Range: zero to five points 

 
7Revised Code of Washington 79A.15.060 (5)(a)(iii) 
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5. Public Benefits8 

What additional public benefits will the site provide when protected as critical 
habitat? A complete response should address the following as applicable: 

• Recreation. How recreational uses will be managed, the quality of the 
recreational experience, and an evidence-based explanation of compatibility with 
the habitat conservation objectives of the project. 

• Resource Uses. Resource uses and/or management practices compatible with 
the habitat conservation objectives of the project and how additional 
conservation benefits will be achieved. 

• Research and Education. Opportunity for scientific research and education. 

• Landscape Features. Preservation of geological or historical landscape features 
of public interest (lava tubes, inland dunes, waterfalls, fossil sites, coulees, etc.). 

• Ecosystem Services. Ecosystem services such as aquifer recharge, flood control, 
or habitat benefits for the feeding, nesting, and reproduction of pollinators. 

 Point Range: zero to five points 

 

  

 
8Revised Code of Washington 79A.15.060 (5)(a)(i, xiv) 



RCFB January 2026 22 Item 6 

Natural Areas Category 

“Natural Areas” means areas that have, to a significant degree, retained their natural 
character and are important in preserving rare or vanishing flora, fauna, geological, 
natural, historical, or similar features of scientific or educational value.9 

Natural Areas Category Evaluation Summary 

Criteria Evaluation Elements Possible 
Points 

Project Introduction • Scope 
• Project goals and objectives 
• Location maps 

Not 
scored 

Scored by the Advisory Committee 
1. Program Priority • Landscape significance 

• Native ecosystems 
• Special status species 
• Landscape features 

25 points 

2. Science and 
Education 

• Science 
• Education 

5 points 

3. Manageability and 
Viability 

• Threat 
• Restoration and management 
• Stewardship 
• Nearby lands 
• Conservation easement 
• Regulatory protections 

10 points 

4. Partnerships and 
Community 
Support 

• Engagement 
• Partnerships 

5 points 

5. Public Benefits • Recreation 
• Resource uses 
• Ecosystem services 

5 points 

Total Points Possible 50 
  

 
9Revised Code of Washington 79A.15.010(9) 
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Detailed Scoring Criteria for Natural Areas Category 

Project Introduction. Set the stage for the project and orient evaluators to the project 
site. This introduction should include the following: 

• Scope. The type of acquisition, number of acres, any proposed development, and 
connection to past or future phases if applicable. 

• Goals and Objectives. A brief overview of the project’s goals, objectives, target 
ecosystems10, species, and/or landscapes, as well as environmental benefits. 

• Location Maps. Statewide and vicinity maps, as well as site maps that 
demonstrate how the project is connected to other important landscapes and 
show nearby sites with similar habitat components.  

 Project introduction is not scored 

1. Program Priority11 

What features make this a priority site for protection as a natural area? How is this need 
demonstrated through current plans, such as the State of Washington Natural Heritage 
Plan, and other analyses or prioritization efforts?12 A complete response should address 
the following as applicable: 

• Landscape Significance. The uniqueness and significance of the site in the 
broader landscape, watershed, or statewide picture, and its importance for overall 
ecosystem function and impact to other project phases. 

• Native Ecosystems. The presence of ecologically intact, functional native 
ecosystems on the site, and the extent to which these ecosystems are unique and 
prioritized for conservation at local, state, national, and global levels. 

• Special Status Species. How the proposed project supports native biodiversity 
by protecting populations of special status plant and animal species, or by 
integrating with recovery efforts for endangered, threatened, or sensitive species. 

 
10 Ecosystem is defined as a community of organisms that share the same ecological space on the landscape. An 
ecosystem is a result of the interactions between biotic (organisms) relationships and abiotic processes and 
disturbances. The ecosystem concept does not have a fixed scale in its general usage and has been used to 
characterize areas that vary in size from an individual stand of trees to large landscapes. 
11Revised Code of Washington 79A.15.060 (5)(a)(v, vii, viii, ix, xi, xv, xiv, xvi) 
12Examples include the State of Washington Natural Heritage Plan, Priority Habitat and Species, State Wildlife Action 
Plan, Puget Sound Action Agenda, local land-use plan, local comprehensive plan, local shoreline master plan, 
watershed plan, statewide recreation or resource plan, habitat conservation plan, species recovery plan, limiting 
factors or critical pathways analysis, other coordinated regionwide prioritization effort. 
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• Landscape Features. The presence of rare or vanishing geological or historical 
landscape features of public interest (lava tubes, inland dunes, waterfalls, fossil 
sites, coulees, etc.). 

 Point Range: zero to ten points, which are multiplied later by two and a half 

2. Science and Education 

To what extent does the site provide significant scientific and educational opportunities, 
and how likely are these opportunities to come to fruition? A complete response should 
address the following, as applicable: 

• Science. How the proposed project would directly support a documented 
research need in a management plan, thesis, or scientific journal related to the 
ecosystems, landscape features, or species at the site. 

• Education. How the proposed project would directly support youth education 
through an existing or planned partnership or secure a unique and accessible 
opportunity for public appreciation of natural history. 

 Point Range: zero to five points 

3. Manageability and Viability13 

To what extent can the site be managed to protect the target ecosystems, species, 
and/or landscape features long-term and why is it important to secure it now? A 
complete response should address the following: 

• Threat. How protection will address threats to the site (i.e., inherent, ecological, 
human, conversion, abatable or non-abatable threats). 

• Restoration and Management. Planned near-term restoration or management 
to support desired ecosystem and habitat function and how they will be funded. 

• Stewardship. The stewardship program for the site (annual maintenance and 
operations, noxious weed and invasive species control, site monitoring, etc.) and 
how they will be funded. 

• Nearby Lands. How nearby protected lands (public and private) will help support 
efficient and effective management and stewardship of the site. 

• Conservation Easement. Whether a conservation easement provides an 
appropriate level of protection for this habitat, and if not used, explain why. 

 
13 Revised Code of Washington 79A.15.060 (5)(a)(ii, iv, vi, x, xii) 
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• Regulatory Protections. Regulatory protections already afforded the site (critical 
areas ordinances, zoning, development regulations, shoreline management rules, 
forest practice rules, habitat conservation plans, etc.). 

 Point Range: zero to ten points, which are multiplied later by one and a half 

4. Partnerships and Community Support14 

To what degree do the community (local citizens, local organizations, local governments 
and elected officials, or others) and Tribal governments support and benefit from the 
project? A complete response should address the following: 

• Engagement. Which people most impacted by the project were engaged, how 
they were engaged, and how local input influenced the project scope and 
approach. 

• Partnerships. Any partnerships that are supporting the project through financial, 
in-kind, project delivery, or other means, and the significance of the partnerships 
in the local community or region. 

 Point Range: zero to five points 

5. Public Benefits15 

What additional public benefits will the site provide when protected as a natural 
area? A complete response should address the following as applicable: 

• Recreation. How recreational uses will be managed, the quality of the 
recreational experience, and an evidence-based explanation of compatibility with 
the conservation objectives of the project. 

• Resource Uses. Resource uses or management practices compatible with the 
conservation objectives of the project that provide the ability to achieve 
additional conservation benefits. 

• Ecosystem Services. Ecosystem services such as aquifer recharge, flood control, 
or habitat benefits for the feeding, nesting, and reproduction of pollinators. 

 Point Range: zero to five points 

 

 
14Revised Code of Washington 79A.15.060 (5)(a)(iii) 
15Revised Code of Washington 79A.15.060 (5)(a)(i, xiv, xvii) 
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Item 7: Evergreen Community 
Preference Integration 

Action Requested: Decision  

Resolution 2026.03 

Summary 

The Recreation and Conservation Office is implementing the requirements of the 
Evergreen Communities Act, which created the Evergreen Community recognition 
program at the Washington Department of Natural Resources. It requires the Recreation 
and Conservation Office to provide a funding preference to projects from recognized 
Evergreen Communities in the Aquatic Lands Enhancement Account and the 
Washington Wildlife and Recreation Program’s Habitat Conservation Account 
categories. The Recreation and Conservation Office proposes to use Evergreen 
Communities recognition status as a tie-breaker if two applicants who are eligible to 
become Evergreen Communities are tied in the evaluation ranking process. 

This memo will provide a summary of the Evergreen Communities Act, the Recreation 
and Conservation Funding Board’s direction at the October 2025 meeting, the public’s 
response to the proposed tie-breaking method, and Recreation and Conservation 
Office’s staff’s conclusions.  

Overview 

Evergreen Community Recognition Program and Impacts to Board 
Grant Programs 

In 2024, the Washington Department of Natural Resources established the Evergreen 
Community recognition program, which was prompted by the legislature passing the 
Evergreen Communities Act in 2021. As part of that Act, the Recreation and 
Conservation Office must provide preference to enrolled Evergreen Communities, over 
those who are eligible but not enrolled, when funding Aquatic Lands Enhancement 
Account (ALEA) and Washington Wildlife and Recreation Program (WWRP) projects in 
the Habitat Account. Evergreen Communities has a two-tier system. Projects with a tier- 
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two ranking would have greater preference than those with a tier-one ranking. 
Additionally, the Evergreen Community Act requires that ALEA and WWRP applicants 
that are not eligible to become Evergreen Communities should not be impacted by the 
preference.  

Applicants eligible to become Evergreen Communities include counties, cities, towns, 
and Tribes. Evergreen Communities does not include non-profit nature conservancies, 
special purpose districts, or state agencies.  

Proposed Tie-Breaking Implementation Approach 

At the October 2025 Recreation and Conservation Funding Board meeting, staff 
proposed a tie-breaking approach to be used during funding decisions, if necessary. 
Under this approach, after the evaluation committees score projects, the Recreation and 
Conservation Office would determine whether any projects are tied on the ranked lists. 
In the event two or more projects are tied and all applicant organizations are eligible for 
Evergreen Community recognition, funding would be awarded to the organization 
enrolled in the recognition program in the highest tier.  

This method should have no impact on Recreation and Conservation Office applicants 
that are not eligible for Evergreen Community recognition.  

In October, the board expressed concern with the impact of this requirement on 
communities that may not have the resources or capacity to enroll in the Evergreen 
Communities recognition program. However, the board agreed that using a tie-breaking 
method alleviates, to the greatest extent possible, potential negative consequences 
from implementing the act. The board directed staff to seek public comment on the 
proposed approach.  

Public Response  

Staff posted a request for public comment on RCO’s website on November 18, allowing 
approximately three weeks for comment via an online form. Staff also sent an email 
notification to over 1,000 recipients, sourced from PRISM, who recently participated in 
the applicable grant programs, providing an overview of the Evergreen Communities 
Act, its impact on WWRP and ALEA, and the possible implementation approach.  

The questions addressing feedback and support in the form included: 

1. On a scale from 1-5, one meaning not supportive, five meaning extremely 
supportive, how would you rank this proposal? 
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2. Do you have any feedback? 

RCO received seven comments on the proposal. The average rating for question one 
was 2.3. Overall, the public’s greatest concern was the equity of this requirement and 
the negative impact it may have on smaller communities that do not have the capacity 
to carry out the requirements associated with becoming an enrolled Evergreen 
Community. A couple of the respondents also agreed that using a tie-breaker was a 
reasonable method.  

RCO staff reviewed the ranked lists of each affected program from the past three 
biennia. While ties do occasionally happen, in the last three biennia, there has not been 
an instance where the proposed method would have been necessary. .  

Staff Recommendations 

Staff recommend  approving the proposed approach  and including the following policy 
language into Manual 21 and Manual 10b: 

“If two or more projects are ranked equally through the evaluation process and 
each are eligible to be an Evergreen Community, the Recreation and 
Conservation Funding Board will give preference to the applicant enrolled in or 
holding the highest Evergreen Community tier. If one of the tied applicants is 
not eligible for Evergreen Community recognition, then funding would be 
awarded based on the board’s previously adopted prioritization approach.” 

Attachments 

A. Resolution 2026-03 
B. Public Comments and Staff Responses   
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Recreation and Conservation Funding Board 
Resolution 2026-03 

Ranked List Tie Break for Washington Wildlife and Recreation Habitat 
Account and Aquatic Lands Enhancement Account Projects Concerning 

Evergreen Community recognition 

WHEREAS the Evergreen Community Act passed by legislature in 2021 directed the 
Department of Natural Resources to create the Evergreen Community recognition 
program, and that the Recreation and Conservation Office, among other state agencies, 
give preference to entities enrolled in the Evergreen Community recognition program 
when funding projects in Aquatic Lands Enhancement Account and the Washington 
Wildlife and Recreation Program’s Habitat Conservation Account; and 

WHEREAS the legislation also directs that preference should not impact applicants in 
the Washington Wildlife and Recreation Program’s Habitat Account and Aquatic Lands 
Enhancement Account who are ineligible to enroll as an Evergreen Community; and 

WHEREAS Chapter 79A.15 of the Revised Code of Washington established the 
Washington Wildlife and Recreation Program and Chapter 79.105 established the 
Aquatic Lands Enhancement Account, where both chapters authorized the Recreation 
and Conservation Funding Board to adopt policies and rules for the program; and 

WHEREAS Recreation and Conservation Office staff developed a tie-breaking method 
for the board to use when making funding decisions; and 

WHEREAS the method would be used if two or more projects are tied on the ranked list 
and the project sponsors are eligible to enroll as Evergreen Communities. The entity 
enrolled would receive preference. If more than one entity is enrolled, the entity holding 
the higher tier of recognition would receive funding preference; and  

WHEREAS if there is a tie and one entity is not eligible for Evergreen Community 
recognition, then funding would be awarded based on the board’s previously adopted 
prioritization approach; 

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED the Recreation and Conservation Funding Board 
adopts the tie breaking method as described above and written out in the Item 7 memo 
of the January 2026 meeting.  

Resolution moved by: Member Kristen Ohlson-Kiehn
Resolution seconded by: Member Bob Bugert
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Adopted/Defeated/Deferred (underline one) 

Date: January 27, 2026
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Attachment B: Public Comment and Staff Responses 

On a scale of 1-5, 
one meaning not 
supportive, five 
meaning extremely 
supportive, how 
would you rank 
this proposal? 

Feedback Name and 
Organization 

Staff Response 

1 The law and it's implementation 
favors wealthy communities with 
the resources to seek this 
designation.  It contradicts the 
criteria that favors underserved 
communities. We don't believe 
that tier 1 communities should 
be favored over tier 2 
communities.  A City like Port 
Orchard might be able to qualify 
for tier 2, but we would need 
staffing resources if we were 
going to meet the tier 1 criteria.  
This proposal puts underserved 
communities like Port Orchard 
at a disadvantage.  We would 
prefer to see the first tiebreaker 
go to disadvantaged 

Nick Bond, City of Port 
Orchard 

Thank you for your comment. The 
Recreation and Conservation Office is 
required by law to provide a funding 
preference to recognized evergreen 
communities, if they are eligible to 
enroll in the Evergreen Communities 
Recognition Program. Ranked list ties 
between two Evergreen Community 
eligible organizations is exceedingly 
rare in the Aquatic Lands 
Enhancement Account and the 
Washington Wildlife and Recreation 
Program’s Habitat Conservation 
Account programs. The Recreation 
and Conservation Office believes 
using Evergreen Community status as 
a tie-breaker is the best way to 
comply with the law and limit 
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communities before there is any 
recognition of evergreen 
communities.   

potential negative consequences on 
communities with limited resources.  

1 Why can't tier one get one 
bonus point and tier two get 
two bonus points.  It isn't a 
negative impact for those that 
are not enrolled.  This aligns 
with other RCO scoring related 
to poor health outcomes, 
median household income, etc. 

Anonymous  Thank you for your comment. The 
Recreation and Conservation Office 
staff explored this as a potential 
approach. Giving bonus points to 
applicants recognized as evergreen 
communities in the evaluation 
process would negatively impact 
applicants who are not eligible to 
enroll in the Evergreen Communities 
program.  

2 It seems like a lot of work to 
qualify as an "Evergreen 
Community" and if the benefit is 
only to break a tie, that doesn't 
seem worth the effort. There 
needs to be greater value for 
the effort and expense. 

Kevin Teague, Director 
of Parks and 
Recreation for the City 
of Monroe 

Thank you for your comment. 

4 N/A Anonymous N/A 
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1 Great, yet another salvo of 
unnecessary Olympia 
gobbledygook that creates 
another tiered, hierarchical 
system of haves and have-nots; 
plus the administration, 
committees, and overhead 
needed to implement it.  Thanks.  
I guess if RCO is being required 
to implement this nonsense by 
force of law, the strategy 
suggested here seems to be the 
least bad alternative. 

Adam J. Fyall, citizen, 
Richland WA 

Thank you for your comment.  

5 Sounds like a reasonable 
method to resolve a tie breaker 
condition between competing 
proposals. 

Thomas Honles, Island 
County Public Works 

Thank you for your comment.  

2 It appears that this type of 
scoring would harm smaller 
entities that don't have the 
resources to meet all the 
requirements.. 

City of Edmonds, Parks 
& Recreation 
Department 

Thank you for your comment. The 
Recreation and Conservation Office is 
required by law to provide a funding 
preference to recognized evergreen 
communities, if they are eligible to 
enroll in the Evergreen Communities 
Recognition Program. Ranked list ties 
between two Evergreen Community 
eligible organizations is exceedingly 
rare in  the Aquatic Lands 



RCFB January 2026 9 Item 7 

Enhancement and Washington 
Wildlife and Recreation Program’s 
Habitat Conservation Account. The 
Recreation and Conservation Office 
believes using Evergreen Community 
status as a tie-breaker is the best way 
to comply with the law and limit 
potential negative consequences on 
communities with limited resources.  
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Item 8: Nonhighway and Off-
road Vehicle Activities Policy 
Changes 

Action Requested: Direction 

Summary 

This memo presents draft policy changes for the Nonhighway and Off-road Vehicle 
Activities grant program.  

Staff are asking the Recreation and Conservation Funding Board for direction on these 
draft policies. If directed by the board, staff will revise these policy options and solicit 
public comment in anticipation of a decision at the board’s April meeting. Any changes 
to the Nonhighway and Off-road Vehicle Activities program will be implemented in the 
fall 2026 grant round. 

Policy statements included herein address creating long-term grants, raising grant limits, 
and evaluation criteria changes.  

These policies intend to improve the program, by: 

1. Creating more balance in project selection by reducing the weight of criteria that 
benefit resourced applicants over those in low income and rural areas. 

2. Reducing the administrative effort in applying for and managing grants, and 
improving fund impact, while creating funding certainty. 

Background 

The Nonhighway and Off-road Vehicle Activities (NOVA) grant program is popular with 
land managers needing additional resources to maintain and develop back-country 
recreation facilities.1 To be eligible, projects must be off-road vehicle riding areas or 
facilities accessed by a nonhighway road, which generally means a roadway open to the 

 

1 Those accessed by or adjacent to a “non-highway road”, see RCW 46.09.500-520 

https://app.leg.wa.gov/RCW/default.aspx?cite=46.09
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public for recreation travel but not supported by state gas tax revenues. Examples of 
nonhighway roads include United States Forest Service roads and campground access 
roads. The Recreation and Conservation Office (RCO) administers the program in 
consultation with the Recreation and Conservation Funding Board’s NOVA Advisory 
Committee, who evaluates and ranks project proposals2. The program has four funding 
categories: 
 

1. Education and Enforcement: Funds programs that encourage environmentally 
responsible use of the outdoors, visitor management, and resource protection 
education.  

2. Nonhighway Road: Funds day-use facilities and campgrounds. 
3. Nonmotorized: Funds nonmotorized trails and related facilities. 
4. Off-Road Vehicle: Funds trails and related facilities for motorized recreation. 

NOVA is funded by a 0.6 percent (approximate) refund of motor vehicle fuel taxes 
collected annually and off-road vehicle permit fees. The legislature approved just over 
$12 million dollars for the current biennium. The NOVA Trails and Education and 
Enforcement webpages contain program details and lists of funded and alternate 
projects for three biennia. Previous grant round awards are discussed in Item 8D from 
the June 2025 board meeting materials. 

RCO receives about a hundred NOVA grant applications and funds approximately 
seventy projects each biennium. Application and funding processes require substantial 
administrative effort for staff, advisory committee members, and applicants. 

In 2024, the board approved grant limit increases for NOVA grants (Item 9, October 
2025), creating greater project impact through economies of scale that exist at the 
applicant level.  

The new draft policy changes in this memo aim to further the goals of greater efficiency 
and impact in the NOVA program. 
  

 

2 RCW 46.09.340 

https://rco.wa.gov/grant/nonhighway-and-off-road-vehicle-activities-program-trails/
https://rco.wa.gov/grant/nonhighway-and-off-road-vehicle-activities-education/
https://rco.wa.gov/grant/nonhighway-and-off-road-vehicle-activities-education/
https://rco.wa.gov/wp-content/uploads/2025/05/RCFB_Agenda_June2025.pdf
https://rco.wa.gov/wp-content/uploads/2025/09/RCFB_Agenda_October2025.pdf
https://app.leg.wa.gov/RCW/default.aspx?cite=46.09.340
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Draft Policy Changes for 2026 

Staff met with the NOVA Advisory Committee; staff from the Washington Department of 
Natural Resources, Washington State Parks and Recreation Commission, Washington 
Department of Fish and Wildlife; staff from the United States Forest Service; and 
statewide recreation and conservation organizations to identify and scope changes to 
the NOVA program. Also, RCO conducted an applicant survey on these policy ideas.  

At the January board meeting, staff will present advisory committee and stakeholder 
feedback to date, as well as share the relevant applicant survey results with the board. 
Staff will also discuss policy proposal alignment with the board-adopted State 
Comprehensive Outdoor Recreation Plan, and model how these proposed changes 
would have affected funding historically.  

The policy options below emerged as having the largest benefit to applicants and 
recreationists going forward. 

1) Fund Allocation Changes  
a. Creating Long-Term Grants 
b. Raising Grant Limits 

 
2) Evaluation Criteria Changes 

1) Fund Allocation Changes  

Staff are proposing two options to improve efficiency in the grant-making process:  
1) long term grants, and 2) raising grant limits. 

The goal of each is to reduce the number of NOVA grants an organization needs to 
support work within their jurisdiction. While larger grants may allow applicants to 
consolidate multiple grant requests, longer-term grants may reduce the number of 
NOVA grant applications applicants must submit in the following biennium. This 
means funding larger or longer-term grants to further allow applicants to act more 
strategically and create more funding stability. 

Higher grant limits and long-term grants allow applicants to hire larger work crews or 
hire for a longer-duration, issue larger or longer-term contracts, use staff more 
effectively, take advantage of economies of scale, and leverage volunteer 
contributions. 
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a) Creating Long-Term Grants 

Proposed Policy Statement: 

• The top three ranked education and enforcement projects, and maintenance and 
operations projects in each NOVA Category in any single biennium shall be 
designated as long-term grants.  

• Long-term grants will receive priority funding in the following biennium and 
receive the same amount as originally funded, if available from the legislature, 
without reapplying and competing for funding. The remaining NOVA funds in the 
subsequent biennium will be available to projects that apply in that biennium and 
are awarded grants per board policy. 

• In each category, no single organization (U. S. Forest Service, Department of 
Natural Resources, State Parks, Department of Fish and Wildlife, National Park 
Service, a city, a nonprofit organization, Tribe, etc.) will be awarded more than 
two long-term funded projects per funding category in a single biennium.   

Note: It is possible for a single organization to have as many as four long-
term grants in a single category at any one time if they receive long-term 
grants in two consecutive categories.  For example, two long-term grants 
funded noncompetitively in their second biennium, and being awarded 
two new ones in the current biennium. 

• To ensure three long-term grants are identified in each biennium and that no 
more than two long-term grants are received by any one organization, projects 
may be skipped in rank order (highest to lowest) to ensure more than one 
organization receives a long-term grant per grant round. 

• Long-term projects will be limited to those that rank above the funding line in 
any single biennium at the time the board approves the funding for the biennial 
ranked list. 

• The second biennium scope of work and project site will be the same as the 
original grant because maintenance and education and enforcement activities are 
routine from one biennium to another. However, modification to the scope of 
work or work site may differ, subject to RCO director approval, if any proposed 
modification is for the same facility or immediately adjacent. 

• Sponsors must use grant funds in the biennium in which they were awarded.  



RCFB January 2026 5 Item 8 

• The initial biennial scope of work must be completed at the end of initial 
biennium for the sponsor/applicant to receive the second biennium of funding. 
Sponsor must submit a report on the first biennium work accomplished to receive 
the second biennium funding.  

• Sponsors may not submit additional grant requests for the same facility (project 
area) and scope of work in the same NOVA category in the same biennium as a 
current long-term grant (no double-dipping). 

• The second biennium of funding will be approved by the Recreation and 
Conservation Funding Board and conditioned on sponsor performance in the 
initial biennium.  

b) Raising Grant Limits 

Table 1. Current and Proposed Grant Limit Increases 
Grant Category Current Grant Limits Proposed Grant Limits 

Education and Enforcement $250,000 $250,000  
Off-Road Vehicle $250,000 (Maintenance*) 

None (Capital*) 
$300,000-400,000 
(Maintenance*) 
None (Capital*) 

Nonhighway Road $200,000  $250,000  
Nonmotorized $200,000  $250,000  

* Maintenance or Maintenance and Operations is a single project type. Capital is either a 
Planning, Acquisition, or Development project type or a combination thereof. 

 

2) Evaluation Criteria Changes 

Evaluation criteria changes aim to address advisory committee and stakeholder 
feedback that the NOVA criteria may be weighted too high for projects in some 
parts of the state. Feedback suggests the current overall criteria puts a priority on 
large forested recreational landscapes that get relatively high use and are near 
population centers, such as the I-90 corridor in the central Cascade mountains, 
leaving out priorities for funding smaller recreation areas and those in rural parts 
of the state. In response, staff are presenting evaluation criteria to create more 
balanced criteria among geographies.  

The following is a summary of the detailed changes presented in Attachment A, 
limited only to the Nonmotorized, Nonhighway Road, and Off-Road Vehicle 
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categories: 

1) Need and Need Fulfillment (Criteria #1 and #2). De-emphasize service area 
use and focus on the scope of work presented and its need, and benefits for 
the applicant recreationists. 

2) Planning Projects (Criteria #5). This change would create more opportunities 
for planning projects to be recognized in the criteria. This need emerged 
from stakeholder feedback that planning projects generally  do not compete 
well against maintenance and capital projects but may fill an important 
management need and benefit to recreationists.  

3) Predominantly Natural (Criterion #8). Strike this criterion. This criterion puts 
an unnecessary priority of funding pristine or privative lands over other 
areas.  The intent of striking this criterion is to not disadvantage projects on 
or nearby working lands (in eastern Washington for example). 

4) Match and Project Support (Criteria #11 and #9). Reduce the influence of the 
Match criterion and Project Support in the overall criteria. The weight of 
these criteria is seen as a disadvantage to projects in small and rural 
recreation areas that lack a nearby volunteer base and other means of 
support. 

5) Counties in Need (New Criterion #12). Creating a counterweight to projects 
in well-resourced areas (near urban areas that benefit from higher resources 
and volunteerism, for example) by giving points to projects in counties with 
low taxable land base and lower income population. 

6) County Population Density and Population Proximity (Criteria #14 and #15). 
Although these are required by statute, staff propose reducing their weight. 

State Comprehensive Outdoor Recreation Plan (SCORP) Nexus 

The board-approved State Comprehensive Outdoor Recreation Plan (SCORP, 2023) 
contains Priorities and Strategies that support the policy recommendations in this 
memo. These include: 

• Priority 1, Provide meaningful access to outdoor recreation for all.  

https://www.bing.com/ck/a?!&&p=e3ec08e8e4a86b1320ec2c392919635869bdf4356a7c9ba37802847fd5be0b50JmltdHM9MTc2NzU3MTIwMA&ptn=3&ver=2&hsh=4&fclid=10f382f4-f185-6163-0aaf-9427f0cc603e&psq=RCO+Scorp+2023&u=a1aHR0cHM6Ly9yY28ud2EuZ292L3dwLWNvbnRlbnQvdXBsb2Fkcy8yMDIzLzA3L1NDT1JQRXhlY1N1bW1hcnkucGRm
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o Goal 1.3 (Fund) a broad spectrum of parks, trails, public lands, 
and water access opportunities available for a diversity of 
outdoor recreation activities and users.  

o Goals 1.4 Recreation users maintain high levels of satisfaction 
across the spectrum of outdoor rection opportunities.  

• Priority 2, Protect natural and cultural resources while managing 
increasing demand. 

o Goal 2.1 (fund) an expanding mosaic of protected public and 
private lands (which) support outdoor recreation… 

• Priority 4, Support Healthy, adaptable, and connected communities. 
o Goal 4.4 Existing outdoor recreation facilities meeting the 

needs of current and future recreation users. 

o Goal 4.5 Access to outdoor recreation and conservation 
funding is inclusive and funding outcome(s) are equitable. 

• Strategy 1. Update grant evaluation criteria to reflect statewide 
priorities and goals. 

o Action 1.2 Identify, incorporate and weigh measures to help 
address disparate outcomes in outdoor recreation and 
conservation funding. 

• Strategy 2. Review and revise grant program policies to adapt to 
emerging community needs and challenges. 

o Action 2.1 Reduce barriers to grant funding for under-
resourced communities.  

• Strategy 3. Support, collaborate, and coordinate with (applicants) to 
adaptively manage the state’s portfolio of public lands and outdoor 
recreation facilities. 

o Action 3.3 Work with (applicants) to align management 
intensity where significant resources and recreation use 
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intersects to optimize recreation capacity and resource 
protection. 

Strategic Plan Link 

Consideration of these improvements supports the board’s goal to help partners 
protect, restore, and develop recreation opportunities that benefit people. RCO delivers 
successful projects by inviting competition and using broad public participation and 
feedback, monitoring, assessment, and adaptive management.  

Next Steps 

Contingent on feedback and direction by the board, staff will distribute these policy 
statements for public comment and share the results and revised policy statements at 
the board’s April meeting for a decision. 
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Attachment A: Proposed Evaluation Criteria Changes 
 

Summary of Criteria (with proposed policy changes in red) 
 

Criteria Title 
Questions by Category and Project 
Type 

Maximum 
Points 

Scored by Advisory Committee 

1. Need 
All 15 Points 

Maintenance and Operation 25 Points 

2. Need fulfillment 
All 15 Points 

Maintenance and Operation 25 Points 

3. Site suitability 
Acquisition 15 Points 
Combination Acquisition and 
Development 5 Points 

4. Project design 
Development 10 Points 
Combination Acquisition and 
Development 5 Points 

5. Planning Planning 10 Points 

6. Sustainability All projects, except Maintenance 5 Points 

7. Readiness to proceed All projects, except Maintenance 5 Points 

8. Predominantly natural 
Nonmotorized and 
Nonhighway Road 
Categories only 

 
5 Points 

9. Project support All 10 5 Points 
10. Cost-benefit All 5 Points 

Scored by RCO 
11. Matching shares All 5 3 Points 
12. Counties in Need All 1.5 Points 
13. County population density All 1 .5 Points 
14. Proximity to people All 1 .5 Points 

15. Growth Management Act preference All 0 Point 
Total Points Possible 65.5 

KEY: 
All=includes acquisition, development, maintenance and operation, and planning project types. 
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1. Need. What is the need for new, improved, or maintained facilities, 
or planning projects? (Applicants respond only to bulleted items 
clearly relevant to their projects.) 

A) State, Regional, Land Manager, or Community Needs 

• Cite any publicly reviewed and adopted plan that 
supports the need for the project by name, 
location, or type. 

• Describe why NOVA funds are critical to the 
completion goals and needs of this project (current 
physical condition, need for additional or well-
maintained facilities, safety, environmental issues, 
imminent threat of loss of recreation, value of 
planning effort in serving recreationists, etc.) 

B) Inventory Issues 

• Describe similar opportunities now available in the local 
area. 

• Describe the need for new and/or improved facilities 
in the service area. For example, are there 
overcrowding issues? Is this a unique recreational 
experience? 

• Describe any significant maintenance backlog in the 
project area. 

B) Use 

• Describe how accessible (including to people with 
disabilities) the finished project will be to intended 
users. 

• Describe how the facility identified in the scope of 
work is/will benefit recreationists  

• How will the project reduce future maintenance 
costs. 

• Describe how heavily trails and support facilities in 
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the area are used. 

• Describe any unserved or underserved user groups the 
project will support.. 

 
Point Range: zero to five points, which staff later multiply by three for all 
projects except maintenance and operation projects, which are multiplied by 
five. 

Zero points: No or very weak need established.  

One to two points: Fair to moderate need established. 

Three points: Strong need established. 

Four to five points: Very high to exceptional need. 

 

2. Need fulfillment. How well will this project fulfill the service area’s 
needs identified in Question 1? (Applicants respond only to 
bulleted items clearly relevant to the project.) 

• How does the project meet the applicant’s stated goals and objectives? 

• How does the project meet the needs identified in the service area? 

• How will the project meet the needs of any underserved user groups? 

• How have intended users been included in the planning process and 
how has their feedback been addressed? 

- Point Range: zero to five points, which staff later multiplies by three, 
for all projects except maintenance and operation projects, which are 
multiplied by five. 

Zero points No or weak evidence of need satisfaction. 

One to two points Fair to moderate evidence. Project fills only a small 
portion of the apparent or expressed need. 

Three points Strong evidence. An important need will be 
addressed by the project, although that need 
will not be filled completely by the project as 
proposed. 
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Four to five points Very high to exceptional evidence. The project 
fulfills a critical need. 

 

3. Site suitability (acquisition or combination acquisition and 
development projects). To what extent is the site to be acquired 
well suited for the intended recreational activity?65 (Applicants 
respond only to bulleted items clearly relevant to the project.) 

Describe the suitability of the site’s physical features for the proposed 
uses. Generally, sites most compatible with the proposed uses will score 
higher. Consider such factors as the following: 

• Size 

• Topography 

• Soils 

• Natural amenities 

• Location 

Other considerations include the following: 

• How is the proposed acquisition compatible with the adjacent 
land uses? 

• Does this acquisition provide a buffer to the existing use area? 
Explain. 

• Will the proposed acquisition link to an existing facility?66 
Explain. 

 Point Range: zero to five points, which staff later multiplies by three, 
for acquisition only projects. 

Zero points No evidence presented, or the site is 
inappropriate for the intended recreation uses. 

One to two points Below average to moderate. The site appears 
fair for the intended uses, though there may 
be concern over its appropriateness. 

Three points Good. Site is adequate or reasonable for intended 
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uses. 

Four to five points Very good to excellent. Site is outstanding 

4. Project design (development or combination acquisition and 
development projects). Is the proposal appropriately designed 
for intended uses and users? (Applicants respond only to 
bulleted items clearly relevant to the project.) 

If the facility has a Primary Management Objective,67 describe how the 
project design is compatible with the objective. 

Explain how the project uses proven design criteria including the following: 

• User-friendly and universally accessible elements. 

• Adequate spatial relationships, surfacing, width, and 
grades (are there switchbacks, how is multiple use 
facilitated, how tight are curves for off-road vehicles, 
bicycles, and motorcycles?) 

• Trails: Were “loop” designs considered and if present, do the 
loops lead to a primary destination? 

Explain how the design accomplishes the following: 

• Protects and complements the environment. 

• Makes the best use of the site. 

• Minimizes the need for ongoing maintenance. 

• Satisfies users’ desired level of difficulty (for off-road vehicles 
only) 

• For existing trails: Does not over build (retains the 
difficulty level) and minimizes user displacement. 

Point Range: zero to five points, which staff later multiplies by two for 
development projects. 

Zero points Poor evidence presented or inappropriate 
design. For example: environmental issues not 
addressed, trail difficulty level or user 
experience not addressed or can be expected to 
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change substantially, or high probability of user 
displacement. 

One to two points Below average to moderate. For example: 
design does fair job of addressing 
environmental issues, use difficulty level and 
user experience will change somewhat, there 
appears to be some user displacement. 

Three points Good. For example: design is adequate or 
reasonable to address environmental 
problems, retains similar difficulty level and 
user experience, or may be low levels of user 
displacement. 

Four to five points Very good to excellent. design is outstanding. 
If a trail, it retains difficulty level and user 
experience with minimal or no user 
displacement. 

5. Planning (planning projects). To what extent will the proposed plan 
or study help provide opportunities and address sustainability of 
the natural environment? (Applicants respond only to bulleted 
items clearly relevant to the project.) 

Recreation Benefit and Public Involvement Factors 

• Will this project directly benefit the intended recreation or 
improve applicants’ ability to manage their facilities and 
serve recreationists? Explain. (For example, will it result in 
improved service delivery.)  

• Will additional planning be required? 

• What are the results of any initial public involvement in the 
planning proposal? 

Proposed Plan Scope and Outcomes Factors 

• Are the project’s planning goals and objectives appropriate? 
Explain. 

• Is the proposed plan or study cost-effective? 

• Does the plan or study reflect current planning or design 
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standards or is the approach untested? 

• Are there any conditions on site or in the study area that 
might require extraordinary or unique planning or design 
efforts? 

 

• What is the complexity or feasibility of environmental 
mitigation that could be required? 

• Does the plan or study address management, 
maintenance and stewardship of the planning area? 

• What are the qualifications and experience of the 
personnel, including consultants? 

 Point Range: zero to five points, which staff later multiplies by two. 

Zero points Evidence is vague, or it appears that the project 
will not lead to new opportunities for the 
intended type of recreation. 

One to two points Fair to moderate evidence. Proposal likely will 
lead to weak or below average new 
recreation opportunities. 

Three points Good. Proposal likely will lead to an above 
average or several solid recreation 
opportunities. 

Four to five points Very good to excellent. Proposal likely will 
lead to an outstanding opportunity in the 
intended recreation type. 

6. Sustainability (combination acquisition and development, 
development, or planning projects). Sustainability reflects choices 
made to balance the desired benefits and potential impacts of a 
project on the surrounding landscape and community. Please 
discuss how your project’s location or design supports your 
organization’s sustainability plan or how you considered the 
ecological, economic, and social benefits and impacts in the 
project plan. 

Examples of sustainability factors that could be part of a project or 
maintenance plan are provided below for consideration but are not all-
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inclusive. Applicants and evaluators should treat this list as a guide, not a 
checklist. Applicants are encouraged to be creative in expressing the 
sustainability factors of their projects, and evaluators should score 
projects based on the extent to which applicants have considered and 
addressed the benefits and impacts of their projects whether they discuss 
one of the factors below or many. 

Ecological Factors 

• Minimizes impacts to, or improves ecological function of, 
surrounding lands 

• Includes low-impact design or other green building 
techniques that reduce water, energy, resource 
consumption, or greenhouse gas footprint 

• Provides a buffer to future natural disasters or anticipated 
climate impacts 

• Includes landscaping that supports native species 
and/or pollinator habitat 

Social Factors 

• Addresses an identified disparity in social or environmental 
services 

• Encourages access via multi-modal and active transportation 
choices 

• Promotes opportunities for physical activity, social 
and cultural connections, or community education 

Economic Factors 

• Uses materials that support local producers, are recycled or 
recyclable, increase the project’s anticipated lifespan, or 
reduce future maintenance costs 

• Creates efficiency in the provision of public services 
(i.e., stormwater infiltration, increased tree canopy, 
carbon sequestration, etc.) 

• Maximizes lifespan, or reduces future operational costs 
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• Supports a local economic development initiative 

 Point Range: zero to five points. 

7. Readiness to proceed (maintenance projects do not answer). How 
soon after the grant is approved can the project begin? (Applicants 
respond only to bulleted items clearly relevant to the project.) 

There are often good reasons why managers are unable to initiate a 
project immediately. Even so, if other factors are equal, the NOVA 
program favors projects that move the quickest. 

• Start-Finish: When will work on the project begin? When will 
work be completed and/or the facility be open to use? 

• Preliminary Work: Are all elements ready–permits, 
environmental clearances, engineering, signed agreements, 
equipment, labor force, etc.? Have any appeals been 
resolved? (Explain.) 

• Acquisitions: Has the landowner been contacted? Is the 
owner willing to sell? Does the applicant hold an option on 
the property? (Describe). Are required appraisals and 
reviews completed? (Describe). Will the land acquired be 
immediately available for use by users in the intended 
category? Explain. 

 Point Range: zero to five points. 

Zero points Very large barriers exist that likely will delay the 
project a year or more. 

One to two points Substantial to significant barriers exist that 
likely will be removed in the next twelve 
months. 

Three to four points Minimal to ordinary barriers exist that likely will be 
removed by the time a grant is approved. 

Five points No barriers. The project is ready to move forward 
immediately. 

8. Predominantly natural (off-road vehicle applicants do not answer 
this question). Is the project site in a predominantly natural setting? 
(Applicants respond only to bulleted items clearly relevant to the 
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project.) 

Consider the project’s immediate physical setting, not its distance from 
structures that affect the setting. Apart from the proposal, to what extent 
does the user experience the natural environment versus human 
structures and activities: buildings, radio/cell towers, roads, dams, etc.? 

A setting does not need to be pristine or untouched to rate a high score: 

• A second growth forest often is sufficiently natural. 

• A remote high camp or ridge-top trail can afford distant 
views of cities or towns. 

• A campground or trailhead can be located adjacent to or at 
the end of a paved road. 

• The number of people using the facility will not detract 
necessarily from the setting or desired recreational 
experience. 

When evaluators score this question, they will look at the natural setting of 
the location, not the facility proposed for funding. 

 Point Range: zero to five points. 

Zero points No evidence presented, or site is not natural. 

One to two points Setting is not very natural: too much noise, 
too many roads, clear cuts, etc. 

Three to four points Setting is mostly natural. Though it may be 
adjacent to a clear cut or touch a road, virtually 
all views and sounds are natural. 

Five points Setting is natural. Any trees are predominately 
mature; sights and sounds are all natural. 

9. Project support. To what extent do users and the public 
support the project? (Applicants respond only to bulleted items 
clearly relevant to the project.) 

Support can be demonstrated in both financial and non-financial ways 
and varies depending upon the project type. In scoring this question, 
evaluators consider the type of support that is most relevant to the 
project. Examples of support or endorsement include the following: 
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• Voter-approved initiatives and bond issues. 

• Donations to help complete the project: labor, 
equipment, money, materials, or land. 

• Advisory board approval, completion of a public planning 
process that endorsed this project. 

• Positive letters, oral testimony at public meetings, or support 
from friends or user groups. 

• Positive (or the absence of extensive negative) media coverage. 

 Point Range: zero to five three points, which staff later multiplies by two. 

Zero points No or very weak evidence presented. 
One to two points    Minimal to fair specific evidence of support.  

Three Two points     Moderate support. 

Four to five Three points  Exceptional to overwhelming support. 
 

10. Cost-benefit. Do the project’s benefits outweigh its costs? 
(Applicants respond only to bulleted items clearly relevant to the 
project.) 

Costs may include fiscal outlays, unacceptable harm to adjoining areas or 
the environment, and factors that cause unnecessary ill will from users, 
the public, or others. Benefits may be economic gains for the community, 
added opportunity for facility users, improvements to the environment, 
etc. 

• What is the cost per mile for trails or other unit of 
measure for other projects? Explain. 

• Describe this project’s impact on the net availability of 
opportunities?69 

• What alternatives to the project were considered and 
why were they rejected in favor of the current 
proposal? 

• Describe the recreation and non-recreational benefits this 
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project will provide, including health, community economic 
development, education, and stewardship. 

• Describe the project’s environmental cost-benefit. 

• Explain why reviewers should have confidence in the 
budget for this project. 

 Point Range: zero to five points. 

Zero points No evidence of a net benefit presented. 

One to two points Little to modest evidence of a mild net 

benefit.  

Three to four points Adequate to strong evidence of a solid net 

benefit.  

Five points Substantial evidence of an exceptional net 

benefit. 

11. Matching shares (applicant does not answer). What 
percentage of the total project cost is the applicant 
contributing? 

RCO staff scores this question based on information provided in the 
application. Only elements considered reimbursable are eligible for use 
as an applicant’s match. For evaluation scoring purposes, an RCO grant 
used as match will not count toward the award of matching share points. 
No additional information is required. 

 Point Range: zero to five three points. 

Zero points 0-10 percent of project's value will be 
contributed by the applicant. 

One point 10.01-20 30 percent of project's value will be 
contributed by the applicant. 

Two points 20.01-30 30.01 – 50 percent of project's value 
will be contributed by the applicant. 
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Three points 30.01-40 percent of project's value will be 
contributed by the applicant. 

Four points 40.01-50 percent of project's value will be 
contributed by the applicant. 

Five Three points More than 50 percent of project's value will be 
contributed by the applicant. 

12 Counties in Need 

Project site (scope of work) is located within, or partially within, a 
county with: 
 

A median household income less than 65% of state 
median household income 

1 point 

A “distressed” designation as defined by Washington 
Employment Security Department 

1 point 

60% or more of land is non-taxable* 1 point 
*Includes land where the county receives payments in lieu of taxes from a government entity. 
 
Multiplier of .5 applied 
 
Point Range: zero to 1.5 points.  

13 County population density (applicant does not answer). Is the 
project site in a county with a population density greater than 
250 people per square mile? 

RCO staff will score this question based on maps provided with the 
application. The policy is supported by Revised Code of Washington 
79A.25.250 and NOVA Plan policies in appendix B. 

Point Range: zero to one point. Multiplier of .5 applied 

Zero points No 

One point Yes 

 

14 Proximity to people (applicant does not answer). Is the project 
site within thirty miles of a city with a population of twenty-five 
thousand people or more? 

https://esd.wa.gov/labormarketinfo/distressed-areas
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RCO staff will score this question based on maps provided with the 
application. The policy is supported by Revised Code of Washington 
79A.25.250 and NOVA Plan policies in appendix B. 

Point Range: zero to one point. Multiplier of .5 applied 

Zero points No 

One point Yes 

15 Growth Management Act preference (applicant does not 
answer). Has the applicant70 made progress toward meeting 
the requirements of the Growth Management Act?71 

State law requires that: 

a. Whenever a state agency is considering awarding grants to 
finance public facilities, it shall consider whether the 
applicant has adopted a comprehensive plan and 
development regulations as required by Revised Code of 
Washington 36.70A.040 (“state law”). 

b. When reviewing such requests, the state agency shall 
accord additional preference to applicants that have 
adopted the comprehensive plan and development 
regulations. An applicant is deemed to have satisfied the 
requirements for adopting a comprehensive plan and 
development regulations if it meets the following criteria: 

i. Adopts or has adopted within the time periods 
specified in state law 

ii. Adopts or has adopted by the time it requests a grant or 
loan 

iii. Demonstrates substantial progress toward 
adopting within the time periods specified in state 
law. An agency that is more than six months out of 
compliance with the time periods has not 
demonstrated substantial progress. 

c. A request from an applicant planning under state law shall 
be accorded no additional preference based on subsection 
(B) over a request from an applicant not planning under 
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this state law. 

Scores for this question are based on information from the state 
Department of Commerce, Growth Management Services. If an agency’s 
comprehensive plan, development regulations, or amendments have 
been appealed to a Growth Management Act hearings board, the agency 
cannot be penalized during the period of appeal. Scoring occurs after 
RCO’s technical completion deadline. 

 Point Range: minus one to zero points. 

Minus one point The applicant does not meet the requirements of 
Revised Code of Washington 43.17.250. 

Zero points Applicant meets the requirements of Revised 
Code of Washington 43.17.250. 

Zero points Applicant is a nonprofit organization, state or 
federal agency. 

Supplemental Questions for “Competitive Funds (UNCHANGED) 
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Item 9: Boating Facilities Policy 
Changes 

Action Requested: Direction 

Summary 

Staff received Recreation and Conservation Funding Board direction on potential policy 
changes to the Boating Facilities Program during the October 2025 meeting. This memo 
introduces additional proposals relating to general updates and eligible project types. 
Staff are requesting board direction on these additional proposals prior to public 
comment and further policy development. 

Background 

Washington State citizens, through Initiative 215, established the Boating Facilities 
Program (BFP) in 1964 with passage of the Marine Recreation Land Act. The Act 
authorizes the Recreation and Conservation Funding Board to provide financial 
assistance for acquisition and development of motorized recreational boating access on 
both fresh and salt waters. 

Apart from evaluation criteria changes, many key BFP policies have not been reviewed 
or changed in over 20 years. Staff initiated a review of program policies in advance of 
the planned 2026 grant round. 

Review and Outreach  

To date, staff have completed the following steps as part of this program review: 

• Internal meetings with grant management staff to identify policy issues and 
scope the outreach process. 

• Review of past funding lists to identify patterns or context that would support 
policy decision-making. 

• Analysis of past project scores to identify any patterns that would suggest the 
need for criteria updates. 
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• Review and analysis of past feedback from advisory committee members during 
post-evaluation debriefs. 

• Listening sessions with staff at Washington State Parks and the Washington 
Department of Fish and Wildlife, and written feedback from the Department of 
Natural Resources. 

• Briefings with the Washington Recreation and Parks Association and boating 
stakeholders groups as part of standing quarterly meetings with the Recreation 
and Conservation Office (RCO). 

• Roundtable discussions with members of the Washington Public Ports 
Association as part of their annual conference. 

Board Engagement 

At the October 2025 meeting (Item 4), RCO staff provided overall context for this BFP 
program review and received initial direction from the board on a subset of potential 
policy changes under consideration. The board expressed a willingness to increase local 
agency grant limits for acquisition, development, combination, and planning projects, as 
well as increase the funding cap on multi-site projects. Staff plan to move forward with 
public comment and decision on these items in advance of the fall 2026 grant round. 

Potential Policy Changes 

Updates and Alignments 

Staff have identified several BFP policy changes that would help align it with other 
programs, provide additional clarity for applicants and sponsors, or remove 
requirements that are no longer needed. Staff plan to move forward with these changes 
prior to the 2026 grant round in the absence of any board member concerns. 

Current Policy Issue Statement Proposed Policy 
Change 

Local Planning Grant Limits 

Local planning projects are 
capped at the lesser of 
$200,000 or 20 percent of 
the estimated construction 
costs. 

It is difficult to estimate 
construction costs prior to 
planning, and they can 
change significantly 
depending on minor scope 
changes or market conditions. 

Remove the 20 
percent of estimated 
construction costs as 
a cap on planning 
projects. The $200,000 
cap would remain. 

https://rco.wa.gov/wp-content/uploads/2025/09/RCFB_Agenda_October2025.pdf#page=88
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State Agency Total Request 

The total BFP request by any 
single state agency may not 
exceed twice what is 
estimated by RCO to be 
available for state agencies in 
a grant cycle. 

Agencies are scoping 
applications before RCO 
knows what to expect in 
terms of funding levels. 

This artificially reduces the 
competitive environment and 
does not appear to be 
needed based on recent 
funding awards. 

Remove state agency 
request limits. 

Transient Moorage 

BFP currently caps exclusive 
use or moorage at fourteen 
days. 

The Boating Infrastructure 
Grant program caps exclusive 
use and moorage at fifteen 
days. The caps do not align. 

Increase BFP exclusive 
use or moorage to 
fifteen days. 

Planning Deliverables 

Planning projects are 
required to result in all 
permits “in-hand” necessary 
to proceed with construction. 

This does not align with the 
reality of phased projects, 
where certain temporary local 
permits are not applied for 
until construction funding is 
received.  

Clarify which permits 
must be “in-hand” 
prior to grant closing 
(i.e., state and federal 
permits). 

State-owned Aquatic Lands 

Applicants are required to 
secure use authorization 
within sixty days after board 
funding approval and prior 
to agreement. 

Use authorizations for state-
owned aquatic lands may take 
longer than the sixty-day 
requirement, as agency staff 
must deal with highest 
priority permits first. 

Remove timeline 
requirement relative 
to board funding 
meeting. 

Authorization would 
still be required prior 
to signing agreement. 

Engage agencies and 
staff to develop 
consistent internal 
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expectations 
regarding use 
authorization. 

Eligible Project Types 

Review and outreach have revealed potential interest in expanding planning project 
types eligible for funding. Staff are seeking initial board direction to the proposals under 
consideration to guide additional policy development. The goal would be to make any 
potential decisions about eligible project types and associated evaluation changes prior 
to the 2028 grant round. 
 

Current Policy Issue Statement Proposal Under 
Consideration 

Planning Eligibility   

Planning projects are 
required to result in 
construction-ready bid 
documents and have all 
permits “in-hand” necessary 
to proceed with construction. 

Applicants must incur 
ineligible pre-agreement 
feasibility costs to submit a 
proposal. This creates a 
barrier to project 
development. 

Entities often wait to finalize 
detailed specifications and 
cost estimates until 
construction funding is in 
hand. 

In-water and overwater 
work are taking longer and 
costing more, which would 
benefit from more options 
for phasing projects. 

Allow for feasibility 
studies as a stand-alone 
planning project with a 
lower grant maximum 
($75,000).  

Allow permit-ready (60 
percent) design as 
stand-alone planning 
projects, subject to the 
existing planning 
request limits. 
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Other Policy Considerations 

As part of the outreach process, multiple policy items were identified that apply across 
multiple grant programs. A description of these items is provided below, along with 
potential next steps for RCO staff. 

Proration 

If a project is designed to benefit uses beyond just motorized recreational boating or 
has ineligible elements that cannot be removed from the project scope, RCO will pay for 
only the percentage of the project that is used for motorized recreational boating. The 
sponsor must pro-rate the costs based on that percentage. This began as a policy 
specific to BFP but has been consistently used in other programs. Staff received multiple 
comments about difficulty interpreting whether proration applies, estimating the extent 
of proration, and administering a project involving proration. Staff plans to assess 
current proration policy language, with the goal of ultimately transitioning to a common 
policy in Manual 4: Development Projects. 

Mitigation Costs 

Staff received feedback that newer off-site mitigation banking requirements are 
impacting planned recreational motorboating projects. Specifically, mitigation is now 
required on more project types, and when off-site mitigation banking is the only 
feasible option, the number and costs of those credits has increased significantly. 
Currently, RCO limits eligible mitigation costs to 25 percent of the cost of the project for 
which mitigation is required. Staff plan to provide the board with a briefing at a future 
meeting. 

Next Steps 

RCO staff will solicit public comment related to grant and funding limits and general 
updates shortly after this meeting and seek approval for any proposed policy changes at 
the April 2026 board meeting. 

Depending on board direction related to eligible planning projects, RCO staff will begin 
more deliberate work on this topic area as well as subsequent changes to evaluation 
criteria as appropriate. Any proposed policy changes for these topic areas would likely 
come back for board direction during the summer of 2027 with a potential decision in 
January 2028. 
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Recreation and Conservation and Funding Board 
PO Box 40917  
Olympia, WA 98504-0917 
 
Dear Board Members, 
 
Recently I was notified by Tessa Cencula, RCO Volunteer and Grants Process Coordinator, that 
you intend to adopt a resolution thanking me for 28 years of service on your agency’s various 
advisory committees. I’m honored to think you would consider doing something like that. Tessa 
said she thought that with that many years of service and so many projects considered I would be 
proud of the many projects established on the ground. 
 
Tessa’s comment made me think about my service on the committees and a reality check 
occurred. While I use various outdoor recreational facilities around the state like WDFW access 
ramps, State Parks/DNR and local recreation areas and have seen the RCO attribution signs on 
information bulletin boards, I haven’t given them much thought other than recognizing RCO’s 
financial contribution to the facility. The RCO sign did cause me to think back about the grant 
funding committees I’d been a part of and while I wasn’t on one that funded any facilities I was 
using, at least as far as I could recall. Because of Tessa’s note I did think back about the process 
and how much I appreciated how it worked. 
 
I’m acutely aware of related to my work with RCO (formerly IAC). Receiving value and adding 
value. 
 
After receiving a BS in Outdoor Recreation, emphasis in Botany, I started my professional career 
working with user groups at Mohonk Mtn House resort and adjacent Mohonk Trust lands in 
upstate New York. My first experience of conflict and how communication and collaboration can 
add value to public service. I was a newly hired Park Ranger for a newly created position tasked 
with collecting newly established user fees from rock climbers, hikers, hunters and the like. The 
Trust lands included 40 miles of carriage roads and nearly the same number of hiking trails on 
about 4,500 acres of land. The rock-climbing area was immense and popular with climbers from 
all over the NE US and Canada. However, they objected to having to pay a user fee for climbing 
rocks there were there anyway regardless of the trash that had to be picked up and disposed of, 
sanitary toilets that had to be provided, liability insurance to be paid, etc. Eventually my role 
evolved to become a conduit for information flow from management of the Trust to various rock 
climbers. Eventually the Trust Board invited a rock climber to sit on the Board. The community 
of rock climbers and the Trust Board developed a greater degree of mutual respect and trust 
through communication and collaboration. It was gratifying to be a part of that process, and I 
gained value in understanding the importance of patience, being engaged in the process, and 
recognizing what the end goal should be. 
 
After two years there I was employed by the Iowa Conservation Commission as their statewide 
recreational boating and snowmobile safety program coordinator. Here again the position was 
brand new and regulations requiring operators’ certificates were either newly established or 
anticipated. My first experience at statewide responsibilities and working with various user 
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groups to implement and manage recreational trails and safety programs And find ways to reduce 
or remove conflicts between motorized and nonmotorized recreationists. 
 
In 1979 and 1982 the Legislature required that State Parks create two citizen advisory 
committees to assist and advise the agency in development and management of winter recreation 
facilities and programs. After establishment of the committees, Greg Lovelady of IAC helped 
guide us through a programmatic environmental analysis. He worked with the University of 
Washington to contract with State Parks to conduct a literature review of the known effects of 
winter recreation activities on the environment. Then all projects funded through the State Parks 
Winter Recreation Program followed up to meet the State Environmental Policy Act 
requirements. In succeeding years, I had the good fortune to rely periodically on Greg’s wisdom 
in developing various grant programs. 
 
Rory Calhoun, formerly of your agency, exemplified your RCO’s specialized knowledge in all 
things ADA (Americans with Disabilities Act). In 1994 I was tasked by State Parks Director to 
serve as the agency’s ADA Coordinator. Basically, to be the public face for anybody needing to 
contact the agency with concerns about accessibility for persons with disabilities. For me it was a 
straight up learning curve. I had no knowledge of what ADA stood for nor was I sure of what my 
responsibilities were. Going to IAC once again, and over the next 10 years or so, Rory’s 
expertise, wisdom, and counseling helped me grasp the enormity of ADA. His detailed 
knowledge of the law, its history, how it could be interpreted depending on situations were so 
very practical and helped RCO and its partner agencies comply with ADA.  His patience in 
helping me understand what accessibility means to persons with disabilities and his friendly 
humorous guidance when I just struggled with some aspects of ADA were a guiding light for me 
to help State Parks work toward becoming more accessible for the public 
 
Marguerite Austin is probably the face of RCO for the part of your agency that funds outdoor 
recreation related projects. Her introduction to project review should be the gold standard for any 
agency contemplating a grant review program. She’s always poised, articulate, warm, 
knowledgeable, friendly. She personifies professionalism at its best. She helped me to remember 
with my grants programs that the applicants are doing their best. It matters that those on the RCO 
committees understand and recognize that when we ask applicants questions and offer advice. 
 
Tessa Cencula was my technical go to person. After I retired from state service, I was able to 
continue serving on RCO committees as a private citizen. In time RCO began transitioning from 
in person advisory committee technical review, project evaluation and scoring to remote virtual 
processes. For me another difficult learning curve. My equipment at home was limited and 
seemed archaic. My knowledge of how to access RCO’s programs and use during committee 
activities equally limited. Tessa to the rescue more than once. And, thanks to her we made it 
happen, i.e. I could participate fully.   
 
In conclusion, my career in public service at Washington State Parks was intertwined with 
IAC/RCO. Communication and collaboration with your staff and their predecessors added value 
to the programs and services of the public I served. There was always every reason to ask for 
help and never a reason not to. Your staff was always gracious and responsive and I appreciated 
that. I think the public was better served. 
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My hope has always been that I’ve added value to the important work your staff do. And if so, 
maybe that value trickles down to the projects you’ve funded. 
 
Again, I appreciate the honor of being recognized by the Board and thank you for the 
opportunity to serve the public. 
 
James E. Horan 
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