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Proposed Action: Briefing 

Summary 
At its September meeting, the Recreation and Conservation Funding Board (Board) will 
be asked to adopt the ranked lists of projects for the Washington Wildlife and 
Recreation Program (WWRP). Per RCW 79A.15, the Board must submit these lists to 
the Governor by November 1, 2008.  This memo summarizes the WWRP grants 
process and outlines the decisions that the Board must make. 

Background 
Washington Wildlife and Recreation Program grants are made to state and local 
government bodies, tribes, and in the riparian category, lead entities. The project 
sponsors use the funds to purchase, develop, renovate, and/or restore parks, open 
space, farmland, and habitat areas.   
 
The state legislature appropriates funds for the WWRP in the capital budget. The Board 
uses the formula set in statute to divide the funds between the Outdoor Recreation 
Account (ORA), Habitat Conservation Account (HCA), Riparian Protection Account 
(RPA), and the Farmland Preservation Account (FPA).  The law also sets the formulae 
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for dividing the funds between categories within the accounts. More information is in 
Attachment A, Allocation of WWRP Funds.  
 
Application and Evaluation Process  
  
Announcement of WWRP Grant Cycle   
In October 2007, RCO staff began notifying potential applicants about the grants that 
would be offered in 2008.  In January 2008, staff distributed announcements about the 
grants offered and announced the dates for the grant information workshops.  Staff 
posted the announcement on the RCO web site and sent it to more than 6,000 
individuals, agencies, and organizations. 
   
Application Workshops 
In February 2008, staff conducted five identical grant workshops in various locations 
around the state.  At the workshops, staff described the application, review, and 
evaluation processes, answered questions, and distributed computer disks that 
contained grant program policy manuals, application materials, program schedules, and 
instructions for using PRISM to submit project proposals.  More than 460 individuals 
attended these workshops. 
 
Grant Manager Site Visits 
In the spring, outdoor grant managers met with applicants to review potential projects 
and discuss grant program requirements. 
 
Application Deadline 
The RCO received 370 WWRP applications requesting more than $272 million by the 
May 1, 2008 deadline. 
 
Review by Grant Managers  
Following the application deadline, RCO staff reviewed each application. They sent a list 
to each project sponsor to show which application items were incomplete, along with a 
schedule of key deadlines.  Staff also attempted to visit sites they had not seen before.  
During these visits, staff met with applicants to discuss project eligibility, the technical 
merits of a proposal, and other issues.   
 
Project Review Meetings 
RCO staff and a team of experienced and/or expert volunteers held 18 WWRP project 
review meetings in June and July.  These meetings gave applicants an opportunity to 
present their projects and receive feedback on the merits of the proposal and 
suggestions about ways to refine the project scope, design, cost estimates, and 
graphics.  Staff recommended that applicants use this opportunity, but participation in a 
project review meeting was optional.  
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Most applicants revised their grant proposals based on comments and 
recommendations made during the project review meeting.  All changes were 
completed by the technical completion deadline, which varied by category.   
Between the application deadline and the project evaluation meetings, 99 projects were 
withdrawn by applicants or terminated by RCO staff because the projects were ineligible 
or missed established deadlines. 
 
Project Evaluation Meetings 
In June, July, and August, volunteer teams evaluated 271 WWRP projects. The 
evaluation teams included federal, state, and local agency representatives, citizens, 
scientific experts, and representatives of organizations interested in parks, recreation, 
and habitat conservation. A separate team evaluated each WWRP category. The 
Farmland Preservation Advisory Committee reviewed and ranked farmland preservation 
projects.  
 
Applicants had between 20-30 minutes, depending on the category, to present their 
project, respond to the evaluation criteria, and answer evaluators’ questions.  Every 
evaluator scored the project for each criterion.  After all presentations, staff tabulated 
the overall scores for each project and prepared ranked lists of projects for each 
category. 
 
Post Evaluation Conferences 
Staff reconvened the teams a few days after the project evaluation meetings to share 
the tabulated results and review the evaluation process. Attachment B, Post Evaluation 
Summaries, provides additional information on evaluators’ assessment of the process, 
the criteria, and the results. 

Next Steps 
The Board is required to approve ranked lists of WWRP projects for each of the eleven 
funding categories and submit the lists to the Governor no later than November 1. This 
notebook includes a preliminary ranked list of projects for each WWRP category and a 
brief summary of each proposal.  At the meeting, staff will present the top two ranked 
project proposals in each category.  
  
RCW 79A.15.110 requires state and local agencies to review proposed acquisitions with 
the county or city legislative authority that has jurisdiction over the project area1. The 
local legislative body may submit a letter to the Board stating its position about the 
project.  The RCO received seven such letters, and has provided them as Attachment 

 
1 A state or local agency shall review the proposed project application with the county or city with 
jurisdiction over the project area prior to applying for funds for the acquisition of property under this 
chapter. The appropriate county or city legislative authority may, at its discretion, submit a letter to the 
board identifying the authority's position with regard to the acquisition project. The board shall make the 
letters received under this section available to the governor and the legislature when the prioritized 
project list is submitted under RCW 79A.15.120, 79A.15.060, and 79A.15.070. 

  

http://apps.leg.wa.gov/RCW/default.aspx?cite=79A.15.120
http://apps.leg.wa.gov/RCW/default.aspx?cite=79A.15.060
http://apps.leg.wa.gov/RCW/default.aspx?cite=79A.15.070
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C. The Board is required to make the letters received available to the Governor and 
Legislature.   
 
After receiving public testimony, the Board will consider approval of the eleven ranked 
lists for submission to the Governor. 
 
WWRP Alternates 
Current policy states that the Board will submit alternate projects for each account. The 
alternates must total 50 percent of the dollar amount requested for each account, with 
no fewer than six alternates in each category.  To help ensure an adequate list of 
alternates, staff recommends that the Board submit the complete ranked list of 
approved projects. 
 
Board Recommendation 
At the June 2008 meeting, Board members directed RCO staff to request $100 million 
for WWRP for the next biennium. Staff has already submitted a capital budget request 
for $100 million and will forward the final project lists, including alternates, to the 
Governor by November 1. The ranked lists will be accompanied by a description of each 
project and any required matching funds, as well as letters of support or opposition 
received from local legislative bodies.   
 
Legislative Approval 
The Governor submits the list of WWRP projects to the legislature as part of the 
proposed capital budget.  The Governor may remove projects from the list but cannot 
add or re-order the list.  The 2009 Legislature will set the WWRP appropriation and 
approve the list of projects in the capital budget.  The legislature may remove projects 
from the list recommended by the Governor, but cannot add or re-order the list.   
 
Final Approval 
The Board will make final approval and funding decisions at its July 2009 meeting. Until 
the WWRP appropriation is known, it is difficult to predict exactly which projects will 
receive funding approval. For example, statute requires that some categories allocate a 
specific percentage of the funds in that category for acquisition projects, which may 
result in skipping higher-ranked development projects to meet the acquisition 
requirement. All parties are cautioned to not consider the September lists to be final. 

Attachments 
A. Allocation of WWRP Funds 
B. Post Evaluation Conferences 
C. City/County Legislative Review Letters 
D. General Letters of Support 
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Attachment A: Allocation of WWRP Funds Attachment A: Allocation of WWRP Funds 

  
  

  
  

Under $40 
million 

Under $40 
million 

$40 - $50 
million 

$40 - $50 
million 

Over $50 
million 

Over $50 
million 

50% 
$20M + 10% 

of amount 
over $40M 

$21M + 30% 
of amount 
over $50M 

50% 
$20M + 10% 

of amount 
over $40M 

$21M + 30% 
of amount 
over $50M 

0% 
40% of 

amount over 
$40M 

$4M + 30% of 
amount over 

$50M 

0% 
40% of 

amount over 
$40M 

$4M + 10% of 
amount over 

$50M 

40% Critical Habitat 

30% Natural Areas 

10% State Land:  Habitat Restoration & 
Enhancement

20% Urban Wildlife Habitat 

20% Trails  

15% Water Access 

 5% State Land:  Recreation Development & 
Renovation

30% Local Parks   

WWRP 
Appropriation 

$$$ 

Habitat 
Conservation 

Account 

30% State Parks    Outdoor 
Recreation 

Account 

Riparian 
Protection 
Account 

 Farmlands 
Preservation 

Account 

WWRP 
Appropriation 

$$$ 

Habitat 
Conservation 

Account 

Outdoor 
Recreation 

Account 

Riparian 
Protection 
Account 

 Farmlands 
Preservation 

Account 
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Attachment B: Post Evaluation Conferences 
  
Recreation and Conservation Office staff conducts two post-evaluation conferences—
meetings with staff and evaluators.  The first is held immediately after the evaluation 
meeting, and the second is held a few days later when tabulated rankings are available 
for review. These conferences allow staff and evaluators to discuss the evaluation 
process, criteria, and results.  Evaluators give feedback at the meetings and through 
written comments that they submit at their convenience. 
   
This year, about half of the evaluators scored WWRP projects for the first time. The 
evaluators made many positive comments about the openness of the process, the 
quality of the projects and presentations, and their desire to see as many of the projects 
funded as is possible.  Team members also expressed their thanks for having had the 
opportunity to be part of the Board’s project selection process, and most volunteered to 
serve as reviewers and evaluators in the future. 
 
Process 
The evaluation teams for the WWRP habitat projects were composed of knowledgeable 
professionals who have a good blend of experience and expertise in natural resources 
protection.  The individuals who evaluated WWRP outdoor recreation projects were 
selected for their expertise related to local land use issues, park and recreation 
resource management, and resource protection, as well as their specific experience 
associated with the various funding categories.  The Farmland Preservation Advisory 
Committee, which evaluated the farmland projects, was composed primarily of farmers 
and people working in the agricultural sector from around the state. 
 
Before the evaluations, staff distributed evaluation packets to each team member and 
conducted a criteria review session for each evaluation team. The session included an 
overview of the application and evaluation process, information on the responsibilities of 
the applicant and the evaluators, and instructions for scoring project proposals.  
 
Criteria 
At each post evaluation conference, staff asked evaluators for feedback on the 
evaluation criteria used for each category.   

• Criteria for WWRP habitat and riparian categories focus on the quality of the 
habitat, the species protected, the long-term manageability or viability of the 
habitat area, threats to the habitat and species, on-going stewardship, public 
benefits, project support, and public use.   

• Criteria for outdoor recreation projects focus on the need for additional 
recreational facilities, state and local priorities, design, site suitability, threats to 
the availability of recreational sites, diversity of recreational opportunities, trail 
connectivity, water access, project support, cost efficiencies, and more.   
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Evaluators suggested that the Board clarify some of the criteria to make it easier for 
applicants to present the information needed for scoring. Staff will conduct criteria 
review sessions with constituents to address some of the recommended revisions.  Any 
substantive changes will be submitted to the Board for approval before the next grant 
round.   Examples of the post evaluation comments, concerns, or suggestions on 
criteria include the following.   
 
Habitat Conservation Account  
Applicants provide a list of threatened, endangered, and sensitive species for each 
project.  The list shows the state, federal, or local status and tells how the site is used.  
Evaluators would like to ensure that knowledgeable professionals review the list for 
accuracy.  They also want better data about whether the species of concern are found 
on the properties proposed for acquisition or if they are just in the project area. This 
information would help evaluators score the “species and communities with special 
status” criterion. 
 
State Lands Development  

a. Evaluators recommended that the Board delete the performance measure 
criteria or merge it with the measurable benefits question to make it more 
meaningful.   

b. Evaluators recommended breaking the “need” criterion into multiple questions 
that would make it easier for evaluators to score each project. 

 
Trails 

a. Evaluators stated that the “water access and scenic values” criterion does not 
appear to meet the legislative intent. This was originally two separate 
questions. Evaluators thought that the new combined wording made it appear 
that views of the water are the only scenic value to consider. This criterion 
and its explanation need modification.   

b. Evaluators noted that the “wildlife habitat connectivity” question is a challenge 
for applicants and evaluators.  The team would like to see if there is a better 
question to address this statutory requirement.  

 
State Parks 
State Parks staff made several post-evaluation revisions to the ranked list, suggesting 
that the newly adopted evaluation instrument does not adequately address key 
priorities. State Parks may need to ask the Board to modify the instrument so that the 
criteria address key priorities such as urgency and matching resources. 
 
Local Parks 
Evaluators struggled with scoring the “immediacy of threat” criterion, particularly when 
an applicant already had purchased the property under a waiver of retroactivity.  The 
concern is the difficulty in scoring these projects puts them at a disadvantage compared 
to development projects, which are scored on design, rather than immediacy of threat 
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and site suitability. Evaluators in other categories, such as trails and water access, also 
have raised this issue in the past.   
 
Various Concerns or Comments 
 
1. Applicants and evaluators gave positive responses about the new process that gave 

applicants an uninterrupted block of time to present their project, followed by time for 
questions from evaluators.  It was easier for applicants to present the complete 
proposal and cover the criteria within the allotted time and reduced redundancy and 
minimized the number of follow-up questions. 

 
2. Evaluators were concerned about a project whenever it appeared that it is being 

constructed or built primarily for a special group or organization (e.g., sailing club, 
soccer association, boys or girls club, etc.). 

 
3. Evaluators are concerned about local ordinances that do not appear to adequately 

protect shorelines, wetlands, and other critical areas. 
 
4. The “farmland preservation” category does not have enough projects to use 

anticipated funds. 
 
5. Applicants sometimes submit projects that are eligible in more than one WWRP 

category. Choosing the right category to give a project a competitive edge can be 
challenging.  Applicants and staff are looking for ways to better categorize projects 
and enhance each project’s opportunity for funding success. 

 
6. There are concerns about whether applicants are meeting the intent of the law to 

provide city-county legislative authority review of proposed acquisitions.  Staff will 
look at developing better procedures to ensure this is adequately addressed.   

 
7. Concerns and challenges with matching one RCFB grant against another.  

a. Meeting the ten percent non-state, non-federal match is proving to be a 
mathematical challenge.  Clarifying the policy could reduce some of the 
anxiety and frustration of applicants.  

b. Evaluators expressed concern about whether this policy helps to leverage 
investments in natural resources, or simply provides match for another state 
or federal source. 

c. There was also a concern about grant requests intended to supplant a 
previously certified match from a previously received RCO grant. 

  
Results 
Evaluation results for the various WWRP categories were generally consistent with how 
evaluators anticipated the projects would rank.  Individual evaluators were occasionally 
surprised about where a project ranked, but the reasons behind the scores often 
became clear during the post-evaluation conference. 
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