PROPOSED

Salmon Recovery Funding Board Meeting Agenda

October 7, 2010

South Puget Sound Community College * Hawks Prairie Center « Room 118
1401 Marvin Rd. NE, Suite 201 Lacey, WA 98516

Time: Opening sessions will begin as shown; all other times are approximate.

Order of Presentation:

In general, each agenda item will include a presentation, followed by board discussion and then public comment. The

board makes decisions following the public comment portion of the agenda item.

Public Comment:

If you wish to comment at a meeting, please fill out a comment card and provide it to staff. Please be sure to note on
the card if you are speaking about a particular agenda topic. The chair will call you to the front at the appropriate time.

You also may submit written comments to the Board by mailing them to the RCO, attn: Rebecca Connolly, Board

Liaison at the address above or at rebecca.connolly@rco.wa.gov.

Special Accommodations:

If you need special accommodations to participate in this meeting, please notify us by September 23, 2010 at

360/902-3086 or TDD 360/902-1996.

FRIDAY, OCTOBER 7

OPENING AND WELCOME

9:00 a.m. Call to Order
e Determination of Quorum
e Review and Approval of Agenda (Decision)
e Approval of August 2010 Meeting Minutes (Decision)

MANAGEMENT AND PARTNER REPORTS (Briefings)

9:05 a.m. 1. Management Status Report
a. Director's Report
Financial Report and Budget Update
Summary of the new PCSRF report to Congress
Policy Report
Work Plan and Performance Update

®caonoT

General Public Comment: Please limit comments to 3 minutes

9:30 a.m. 2. Salmon Recovery Management Reports
a. Governor’s Salmon Recovery Office
b. Monitoring Forum
¢. Grant Management and Update on 2010 Grant Round/review Process
d. Staff Presentation of Projects

10:45 a.m. BREAK

Chair

Kaleen Cottingham

Brian Abbott
Steve Mclellan
Rebecca Connolly

Steve Leider
Ken Dzinbal
Brian Abbott
Grant Managers
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11:00 a.m. 3. Reports from Partners
a. Council of Regions Report
b. Lead Entity Advisory Group Report

Steve Martin

Richard Brocksmith

c. Board Roundtable: Other Agency Updates SRFB Agency Representatives

11:45a.m. 4. Regional Area Presentation: Snake River Region

12:15 p.m. LUNCH (Break for one hour)

1:15 p.m. Video Presentation: Salmon Recovery in Chelan County

1:30 p.m. 5. Biennial Workplan for Implementing Strategic Plan: Update on Progress
a. Funding of Complex Projects

OTHER BOARD BUSINESS (Decisions)

2:00 p.m. 6. 2011 Meeting Dates and Locations

2:15 p.m. 7. Monitoring Program
a. Effectiveness Monitoring
e Update on the lessons learned from effectiveness monitoring with
regard to project design
b. Intensively Monitored Watersheds (IMW)
e Update from IMW workshop
c. Status and Trends Monitoring

e Approve contract and funding for Washington State Department of Fish

and Wildlife (WDFW) Fish in/Fish out program (Decision)
3:15 p.m. BREAK
3:30 p.m. 8. Grant Awards

a. Approve Puget Sound Acquisition and Restoration (PSAR) funding
b. Approve SRFB grant funding for projects that will use both sources

OTHER BOARD BUSINESS (Briefings)

4:00 p.m. 9. Policy Updates
a. Potential Changes to Manual 18 for 2011 Grant Cycle
b. Acquisition Policy (Manual 3) Update

4:30 p.m. ADJOURN
Next Meeting: December 9-10, Olympia

Steve Martin
Via conference call

Brian Abbott

Megan Duffy

Rebecca Connolly

Ken Dzinbal

Brian Abbott

Brian Abbott

Leslie Ryan-Connelly



SALMON RECOVERY FUNDING BOARD SUMMARIZED MEETING AGENDA
AND ACTIONS, AuGgusT 11,2010

Agenda Items with Formal Action

Item

Formal Action

Board Request for Follow-up
(Due Date in Italics)

Minutes

APPROVED
Approved the May minutes as presented.

Potential Changes
in Lead Entity
Support from
General Fund

Funding Level for
2010 Grant Round

- APPROVED

e Approved a final funding target of $20.1
million for the 2010 grant cycle

e Approved an additional $250,000 for the
Community Salmon Fund program,
managed by the National Fish and Wildlife
Foundation (NFWF), for fiscal year 2010

: Talk with NFWF about Member

Troutt's concerns with Puget Sound
subregion approach
(August/September)

Reserve $750,000 for cost increases,
$150,000 for potential lead entity
reductions, and funds as presented
for the state review panel, PRISM,
and capacity funding in the 11-13
biennium.

2011-13 Biennial
Budget Decisions

APPROVED

e Approved a capital budget request of $19.8
million for salmon habitat and restoration
grants

e Supported the Partnership’s capital budget
request of $55 million for salmon habitat
and restoration grants in the Puget Sound
Acquisition Restoration program

e Approved RCO'’s capital budget request of
$7 million for the Estuary and Salmon
Restoration Program (ESRP)

e Supported the Department of Natural
Resource’s capital budget request of $10.0
million for the Family and Forest Fish
Protection Program (FFFPP)

August 2010

Meeting Minutes



SALMON RECOVERY FUNDING BOARD SUMMARY MINUTES

Date: August 11, 2010 Place: Room P198, Natural Resources Building, Olympia, WA
Board members via conference call

It is intended that this summary be used with the notebook provided in advance of the meeting. Due to
technical difficulties, there is no audio recording of this meeting. The meeting was moved to P198 because
there was no phone service in the originally scheduled room.

Salmon Recovery Funding Board Members Present:

Steve Tharinger, Chair Clallam County Jon Peterson Department of Transportation
David Troutt DuPont Craig Partridge Department of Natural Resources
Bob Nichols Olympia Sara LaBorde Department of Fish and Wildlife
Harry Barber Washougal

Bud Hover Okanogan County

Opening and Welcome

Chair Steve Tharinger called the meeting to order at 9:07 a.m. and a quorum was determined.

e The Salmon Recovery Funding Board (board) approved the revised agenda.

e The board approved the May 2010 meeting minutes as presented.

Bob Nichols moved to adopt the May minutes.
Seconded by: David Trout
Motion: APPROVED

Board Decisions

Item #1A: Potential Changes in Lead Entity Support from General Fund

RCO Director Kaleen Cottingham noted that this topic is a preview of anticipated general
fund budget cuts. Policy Director Steve McLellan reviewed the state’'s budget picture, stating
that revenue is continuing to decline and the pace of recovery is slowing. Budget analysts
still expect 1-2% budget cuts for the General Fund during the biennium. He advised the
board to be cautious and hold funding for potential budget reductions in this biennium. He
noted that Item #1B includes this safety net recommendation.
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Item #1B: Funding Level for 2010 Grant Round
Section Manager Brian Abbott explained that staff is recommending a $20.1 million grant

round for 2010 based on higher returned funds and the Pacific Coastal Salmon Recovery
Fund (PCSRF) award. He stated that staff recommended reserving $750,000 for cost
increases and $150,000 for potential lead entity reductions. Brian also noted that staff
wanted to award additional funds to the National Fish and Wildlife Foundation small grant
program and reserve funds for the state review panel, PRISM, and capacity funding in the
11-13 biennium.

Chair Tharinger clarified that the distribution is subject to board discretion and asked if the
money held in reserve could be swept for other purposes. Director Cottingham responded
that it is primarily federal funding, and that the state has not been inclined to sweep this
kind of money.

Member Troutt asked if staff could work with NFWF to ensure that the additional funds
would go to areas that did not get money under the Puget Sound subregion approach. Brian
explained why the funds were distributed at the regional rather than lead entity level.
Director Cottingham stated that she did not expect the regional approach to change based
on the additional money, but committed to passing Member Troutt's concern to NFWF.

Bud Hover moved to approve a final funding target of $20.1 million in grant awards for
salmon habitat and restoration projects during the 2010 grant cycle.

Seconded by: Bob Nichols
Motion: APPROVED

Bud Hover moved to approve an additional $250,000 for the Community Salmon Fund
program, managed by the National Fish and Wildlife Foundation (NFWF), for fiscal year
2010.

Seconded by: Bob Nichols
Motion: APPROVED

Item #2: 2011-13 Biennial Budget Decisions
Policy Director Steve McLellan explained that the board needed to make four budget

request decisions:
e the level of capital funds to request for SRFB grants;
e whether to support the Puget Sound Partnership’s request for Puget Sound
Acquisition Restoration (PSAR) program funding;
e the level of capital funds to request for Estuary and Salmon Restoration Program
(ESRP); and
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e whether to support the Department of Natural Resources request for Family and
Forest Fish Passage Program (FFFPP).

Steve then gave a budget overview, stating that staff expects a $3 billion shortfall in
operating budget. He explained the Governor’'s new budget process, including public
testimony/hearings, advisory committee, and an analysis of agency operating budget
activities. He noted that in the analysis, the RCO listed salmon recovery as an essential
activity based on ESA requirements and tribal treaty rights. He explained that the amount
available in the capital budget is dependent on the operating budget, so the situation is
highly uncertain. There will be pressure to move expenses to the capital budget, and analysts
expect the K-12 system to put great pressure on the budget. The staff recommendation
reflects these pressures and budget constraints.

Steve noted that the SRFB grants are match for the federal PCSRF award, and stated that
staff suggests asking for $19.8 to match the anticipated awards. PSAR funds have
contributed match in the past, but staff believes it is a bad practice because the money may
be needed to match other federal programs.

Bud Hover moved to approve a capital budget request of $19.8 million for salmon habitat
and restoration grants.

Seconded by: Bob Nichols
Motion: APPROVED

Steve then explained that the Partnership consulted with the RCO regarding the amount for
the PSAR request. They are asking the board to support a request for $55 million. RCO
would continue to manage the grants. Chair Tharinger asked if there was a demonstrated
need for $55 million. Steve McLellan replied that there is a strong list of projects to support
the request, and the capacity exists to implement them.

Bud Hover moved to support the Partnership’s capital budget request of $55 million for
salmon habitat and restoration grants in the Puget Sound Acquisition Restoration
program.

Seconded by: David Troutt
Motion: APPROVED

Steve McLellan then explained that for ESRP, the request amount is based on the number of
viable projects and the capacity to implement them. The request was revised to $7 million
after the memo was distributed. Director Cottingham noted that a group of agencies
requests the funding, but that the funds go into the RCO budget and the RCO manages the
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grants. The projects typically match SRFB projects and serve in a complementary role; they
are not competing with each other for funds.

Bob Nichols moved to approve RCO’s capital budget request of $7 million for the Estuary
and Salmon Restoration Program (ESRP).

Seconded by: Bud Hover
Motion: APPROVED

Steve McLellan then explained that the FFFPP funds are in DNR’s budget, and that they are
asking the board to support for their request. This amount is based on the number of
participants and predicted levels of enrollment. Eighty projects are on a waiting list for this
program. In response to a question from the chair, Brian Abbott noted that the amount of
match required is based on the landowner and harvest level.

Bob Nichols moved to support the Department of Natural Resource’s capital budget
request of $10.0 for the Family and Forest Fish Protection Program (FFFPP).

Seconded by: David Troutt
Motion: APPROVED

Conclusion

The board discussed the October meeting, and asked to meet in person in Olympia.
Meeting Adjourned at 9:46 a.m.

Approved by:

Steve Tharinger, Chair Date
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Salmon Recovery Funding Board
Briefing Memo
Item 1A

Meeting Date: August 2010
Title: Director and Agency Management Report

Prepared By: Kaleen Cottingham, Director

Proposed Action:  Briefing

Customers Generally Satisfied with RCO

The Recreation and Conservation Office (RCO) finished a customer satisfaction survey of our
grant applicants in August and received 130 responses from our mailing list of 641 — a fabulous
20 percent response rate. The survey addressed our grant management, reimbursement process,
policy development and manuals, technology, communication, and Web site. Most sponsors
reported that they were generally satisfied and offered specific suggestions for improvement.
Staff, especially grant managers, received very high praise from respondents for their
communication, program knowledge, availability, and customer service. The performance
update (Item #1e) has more information.

State opens “One Front Door to Washington’s Outdoors” Online

Gov. Chris Gregoire and Commissioner of Public Lands Peter Goldmark announced a new online
service that makes it easier for people to find what they need from Washington's natural
resources agencies. “One Front Door to Washington's Outdoors” makes a wide range of
information and services — including maps, reports, and permit applications, environmental
services, outdoor recreation, forestry, farming, and more — a click or two away for
Washingtonians. The new web portal is at http://access.wa.gov/environment/index.aspx. The
RCO played a large role in the effort by compiling a section on all available natural resources
grants and loans.

"One Front Door to Washington's Outdoors” is a direct result of Gov. Gregoire's government
reform initiative. In December 2009, she signed an executive order that, among other things,
established the Natural Resources Cabinet making state government more accountable to
citizens.
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Staff Changes

In September, RCO welcomed Lynn Kennedy as the new executive assistant. Lynn comes to us
from the Health Care Authority, where she was the executive assistant to the director. Before
that, she served as the executive assistant to the director of the Department of Information
Services. Lynn has years of experience in state government and will be a helpful addition to our
office.

RCO also hired Greg Tudor as the joint information technology manager for RCO and the Puget
Sound Partnership. Greg comes to us from the Department of Natural Resources. Greg will
supervise the information technology staff in both agencies, as well as our PRISM database
administrator.

RCO is recruiting for a temporary salmon grants manager who will fill the position held by Jason
Lundgren through June 30, 2011. Jason was hired by one of the Regional Fisheries Enhancement
Groups in north central Washington. Interviews are expected in September.

Meeting with U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

In August, I met with Hannibal Bolton, the assistant director of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service,
Wildlife Sport Fish Restoration Program. The federal agency is building a new database system
to capture the agency’s performance goals for various reporting purposes, and is interested in
what states are doing. The goal is to see if the new system can be designed to communicate
with state systems and allow for easy transfer of data. The Service is taking a look at the Habitat
Work Schedule, which is currently used for salmon recovery projects.

Seahurst Park Named One of Best Restored Beaches in U.S.

The American Shore and Beach Preservation Association has given Burien's Seahurst Park, a
SRFB grant recipient, the 2010 award for the best restored beach. The association gives four
awards each year — recognizing two beaches on each coast. Burien and the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers teamed up to restore the beach in 2004 at a cost of $1.5 million. Work involved
removing a 1,400-foot seawall, restoring the beach to its natural state, and restoring habitat for
threatened species such as Puget Sound Chinook salmon. In 2008, the city completed another
$1 million in habitat and recreation improvements, including adding trails and picnic areas,
replacing the restroom, and replanting the shoreline. Restoration of the gravel beach provides
space for forage fish — a primary food source for salmon — to spawn.

Community Celebrates Kiket Island Acquisition

About 300 people joined Governor Chris Gregoire, the Swinomish Indian Tribal Community, and
the Washington State Parks and Recreation Commission in celebrating the acquisition of Kiket
Island in Skagit County. The island was purchased for $14 million; of that, $5.5 million came from
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grants through the SRFB and the Recreation and Conservation Funding Board. The island will be
co-owned and co-managed by the tribe and State Parks. They are currently working on a joint
management plan that will include conservation and recreation opportunities.

Kiket Island has more than 2 miles of intact shoreline, forested uplands with old growth trees,
and diverse habitat. This habitat includes bluffs as well as kelp and eelgrass that support
steelhead, bull trout, and Chinook, chum, and coho salmon.

In the 1970s, Kiket Island was the proposed site for a nuclear power plant. Since then, the
island’s uplands have been owned by a family that, for the most part, chose not to develop the
property. As a result, the natural ecology and beauty of Kiket Island are largely undisturbed.

Tribal Centennial Accord Annual Meeting

In June, RCO attended the 21st annual Centennial Accord meeting between state agencies, the
Governor, and the tribes. The annual meeting helps ensure the achievement of mutual state and
tribal goals by improving the relationship between these sovereign governments. Agenda items
included a leadership roundtable and committee reports. One committee, on which RCO
participated, reported on progress to create a natural resource forum to coordinate the many
crosscutting issues we face, such as salmon recovery, water quality improvements, and the
removal of estuary dikes and dams.

Strategic Planning Updated

We have finished updating RCO's strategic plan, and key elements of the revision are:

¢ No changes to the agency's mission, vision, goals, or values.

e Removal of the Biodiversity Council to reflect its “sunset” date in the current biennium.

e Addition of the Governor's Salmon Recovery Office to the agency description and core
work.

e Updated analysis of the internal and external factors that affect the way the agency
operates.

e Addition of a performance analysis section.

e Additional details about the strategic goals of the RCO-supported boards.

e Revised objectives and strategies to achieve agency goals in the next biennium.

Linking PRISM and the Salmon Habitat Work Schedule

RCO has begun scoping a way to better link the PRISM database with the newly transferred
Habitat Work Schedule, which tracks salmon recovery projects. The goal of this interface is to
make it easier to enter data and share salmon recovery information and to improve the quality
of the information. After gathering detailed requirements from users and developing our
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business model, we will work with our contractors to develop the interface. We expect to make a
decision this fall and work towards development through the winter.

Boards and Commissions Report Completed

In July, we submitted a comprehensive report on our boards and commissions as required by
the Legislature. This report required basic information such as purpose, membership, method of
creation, class designation, and meeting frequency. In addition, we reported actual expense
information (by account) for each board and commission for fiscal years 2008 and 2009. This
included staff and board member salaries, benefits, per diem and travel as well as meeting costs
such as food and facilities. RCO reported the information for 16 boards, councils, and
committees.

Board Updates

Recreation and Conservation Funding Board (RCFB) — RCFB met twice this summer, tackling
several major policy issues. In June, the board met with the State Parks and Recreation
Commission to discuss ways to encourage sustainability in projects and create long-term,
environmentally sound opportunities for recreation. The board also discussed acquisition
policies, strategic planning, and agency performance, including a discussion on the auditor’s
findings. I explained the circumstances of the projects in question, and assured them that we are
taking the findings seriously, improving our processes where needed, and not paying for items
that the state has not received. In August, the board approved a request for $100 million in the
Washington Wildlife and Recreation Program (WWRP) for the 2011-13 biennium, approved
other grant program and operating funding requests based on anticipated revenue, and
discussed the agency’s acquisition policy. The next meeting will be October 28-29.

Washington Biodiversity Council— with the council no longer in existence, the RCO staff is
working to finish and transition four projects.

¢ Informational materials on the Biodiversity Scorecard are nearly ready for release and
staff is working with others on structuring a partnership agreement for future work that
will enable publication of a first edition of the scorecard. The Biodiversity Scorecard lays
the groundwork for a comprehensive, science-based assessment of Washington's
biodiversity and the human and biophysical resources that affect it.

e The Conservation Toolbox for Land Use Planners is close to being ready for release and
staff is discussing with partners where to house this web tool. The Toolbox will help local
land use planners find and use case studies, guidance documents, policy language,
training opportunities, and other resources related to biodiversity conservation in
communities.
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e Staff is discussing whether to transfer the content of the Biodiversity Web site to the
LandScope Washington site, which is co-sponsored by the DNR'’s Natural Heritage
Program and the non-profit NatureServe.

Washington Invasive Species Council - The council is preparing two draft bills for legislative
consideration — one to extend the council’s sunset date from December 2011 to June 2017 and
the other to create an invasive species emergency response fund. The fund would enable state
and local agencies to take the first steps towards immediate eradication of new, highly-invasive
infestations. The council also is coordinating legislative proposals on invasive species with the
Department of Ecology and Department of Fish and Wildlife. We have submitted proposals to
the Office of Financial Management for approval to submit to the legislature.

The 2010 annual report to the Legislature is nearly complete. As part of that report, the council
is reviewing its key recommendations on how the state should address priority invasive species.
The council has made additional outreach efforts including presentations preventing the spread
of invasive species to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service regional office in Wenatchee and the
2010 Fly Fishing Academy. In other business, the council contracted to survey water bodies
surrounding Capitol Lake in Olympia to see if New Zealand mud snail infestation extends
beyond the lake. Results of the survey work will be available in early September.

Habitat and Recreation Lands Coordinating Group — The lands group is developing draft
recommendations to the Legislature on how to improve coordination and visibility of state
agency land acquisition planning and policies. Recommendations will include increasing
interagency land acquisition coordination at a “landscape” planning level, prioritizing
acquisitions, standardizing acquisition data and centralizing data-keeping, monitoring
acquisitions, and coordinating land disposals.

This summer, the lands group published the 2010 Biennial State Land Acquisition Forecast

Report and map, which provide information about proposed state land acquisitions for the next
biennium. See www.rco.wa.gov/documents/hrlcg/2010BiennialStateLandAquisitionForecastReport.pdf.
Many of these acquisitions are seeking funding from RCO’s grant programs.

Finally, the lands group developed a method for tracking proposed state land acquisition projects
through the funding cycle. The tracker and updated statewide map of proposed projects will be
posted on the lands group Web site in September.

Washington Forum on Monitoring Salmon Recovery and Watershed Health — The forum
addressed three main topics this summer. More information is the Forum update (Item #2b).

e Asrequired by state law, the forum reviewed six agency budget requests (from the
Department of Natural Resources, Department of Ecology, the Conservation
Commission, and RCO). All of the requests meet the forum'’s criteria and propose
monitoring programs that are well integrated and that meet priority needs. However,
finding funding will be a challenge.
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The forum formally adopted high-level indicators at its December 2009 meeting, and at
its August 25 meeting, the forum formally adopted the list of protocols and methods for
measuring those indicators. This will greatly help standardize agency approaches to
monitoring; improve our ability to compile and assess data from multiple, independent
agencies and organizations; and help leverage monitoring conducted (and paid for) by
other entities.

The forum twice has discussed its current sunset date, and twice unanimously has agreed
to move forward with proposed request legislation to extend its sunset date. RCO staff
has prepared a decision package extending the sunset date of the forum from June 30,
2011 to June 30, 2015. This has been submitted to the Office of Financial Management
for approval to introduce when the legislature reconvenes.
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Salmon Recovery Funding Board
Briefing Memo

Item 1B
Meeting Date: October 2010
Title: Management Status Report: Financial Report
Prepared By: Mark Jarasitis, Chief Financial Officer

Approved by the Director:

Proposed Action:  Briefing

The attached financial report reflects Salmon Recovery Funding Board (board) activities as of
September 15, 2010. The available balance (funds to be committed) is $15,176,000.The board's
balances are as follows:

Fund Balance

Funds Awarded by the Board

Current state balance $3,221,000
Current federal balance $1,733,000

Puget Sound Acquisition and Restoration (PSAR)

This includes an amount to be obligated to the lead entities $7,260,000

Other Funds
Family Forest Fish Passage Program (FFFPP) — Awarded by DNR $2,962,000

Estuary and Salmon Restoration — Awarded by a multi agency

) None
committee

The fiscal year 2010 Pacific Coastal Salmon Recovery Fund award will add $16 million for habitat
projects. We expect that award very soon.

2010 Budget Update

As expected, the September state revenue forecast showed a significant decline, leading to a
state deficit for the current fiscal year of slightly over $500 million. As a result, the Governor
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ordered across-the-board budget cuts of slightly under 6.3%, effective October 1. The Governor
is limited to across-the-board cuts, and she may only order cuts sufficient to eliminate a deficit.

Agencies must submit proposed supplemental budgets that formalize the cuts by October 13.
Lawmakers are expected to pass the supplemental budget in the first two weeks of the 2011
session. It is likely that the supplemental budget will require additional, even deeper cuts to
create a reserve against future revenue weakness. It is also possible that caseload increases or
further revenue decreases could add to the cuts needed in this biennium. As directed by the
board at its May meeting, RCO will backfill the loss of state lead entity funds with federal funds.

2011-13 Budget Preparation

Looking into the next biennium, the projected General Fund budget deficit has now grown from
$3.1 billion to slightly under $4.5 billion. Agencies have been directed to submit options for
10% budget cuts for the 2011-13 biennium on September 30. Those options — along with the
results of the Governor’s "Transforming Washington’s Budget” process and the Priorities of
Government process — will be used to develop her budget proposal, which is due by December
20.

For the Recreation and Conservation Office (RCO), a 10 percent General Fund cut translates to
slightly over $241,000 in reductions for the 2011-13 biennium. The largest portion of the RCO's
General Fund appropriation is associated with the lead entity program and the Governor's
Salmon Recovery Office. The remainder of the General Fund supports the RCO Director and
legislative liaison, with some funding for a few months of the Invasive Species Council. The SRFB
will likely be faced with either reducing the lead entity program or backfilling the funding with
federal funds. In a related effort, RCO is seeking a continuation of the Monitoring Forum. It is
highly unlikely that General Funds will be available to support the Forum. The SRFB will likely be
asked to provide approximately $100,000 to maintain a portion of the staff associated with
managing the SRFB’s monitoring contracts and related monitoring efforts. These efforts have
previously been funded with General Funds.

A. Salmon Recovery Funding Board Budget Summary
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Salmon Recove

Funding Board Budget Summa

Item 1B, Attachment A

For the Period of July 1, 2009 - June 30, 2011, actuals through 09/2010 (fm15p) 9/14/2010
Percentage of biennium reported: 62.5%

BUDGET COMMITTED TO BE COMMITTED EXPENDITURES
new & reapp. % of % of % of
2009-11 Dollars Suclg Dollars S Dollars comm
GRANT PROGRAMS
State Funded 01-03 $135,410 $135410 | 100% $0 0% $0 0%
State Funded 03-05 $1,903,862 $1,871,995 98% $31,867 2% $751,002 40%
State Funded 05-07 $4,739,719 $4,409,302 93% $330417 7% $1,793,545 41%
State Funded 07-09 $10,309,239 $9,894,208 96% $415,032 4% $5,431,359 55%
State Funded 09-11 $9,350,000 $6,906,075 74% $2,443,925 | 26% $2,546,998 37%
State Funded Total 26,438,230 23,216,990 88% $3,221,241 | 12.2% 10,522,903 45%
Federal Funded 2005 $6,670,818 $6,670,818 | 100% $0 0% $6,670,186 | 100%
Federal Funded 2006 $8,850,150 $8,677,625 98% $172,525 2% $2,702,279 31%
Federal Funded 2007 $14,305,923 $13,588,993 95% $716,930 5% $4,669,537 34%
Federal Funded 2008 $20,312,568 $19,468,661 96% $843,907 4% $4,828,148 25%
Federal Funded 2009 $23,864,900 $23,864,772 | 100% $128 | 0.01% $0 0%
Federal Funded Total 74,004,359 72,270,869 98% $1,733,490 2% 18,870,150 26%
Lead Entities 6,847,683 6,844,547 | 100% 3,135 | 0.01% 2,037,426 30%
Forest & Fish 1,638,485 1,638,485 | 100% - 0% 1,220,719 75%
Puget Sound 55,361,358 48,100,828 87% 7,260,530 | 13% 16,709,654 35%
Estuary and Salmon
Restoration 6,790,000 6,790,000 | 100% - 0% 1,477,062 41%
Family Forest Fish
Passage Program 7,390,106 4,427,712 60% 2,962,394 | 40% 2,636,534 60%
Subtotal Grant Programs 178,470,220 163,289,431 91% 15,180,790 9% 53,474,448 33%
ADMINISTRATION
SRFB Admin/Staff 5,084,072 5,084,072 | 100% - 0% 2,435,523 48%
Technical Panel 413,891 413,891 | 100% - 0% 217,548 53%
Subtotal Administration 5,497,963 5,497,963 | 100% - 0% 2,653,071 48%
GRANT AND
ADMINISTRATION
TOTAL $183,968,184 | $165,580,547 90% | $18,387,636 | 10% | $56,127,519 34%
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Salmon Recovery Funding Board
Briefing Memo
Item 1C

Summary of the 2010 PCSRF Report to Congress

At the October meeting of the Salmon Recovery Funding Board, staff will provide copies of the

2010 Report to Congress: Pacific Coastal Salmon Recovery Fund, which is published by NOAA
Fisheries Service.

The report is available for download at http://www.nwr.noaa.gov/Salmon-Recovery-
Planning/PCSRF/Index.cfm.
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Salmon Recovery Funding Board
Briefing Memo

Item 1D
Meeting Date: October 2010
Title: Policy Report
Prepared By: Steve McLellan, Policy Director

Approved by the Director:

Proposed Action:  Briefing and Decision

The Policy Section is working on a number of issues at the request of the Salmon Recovery
Funding Board (board), the Recreation and Conservation Funding Board, the legislature, and the
Recreation and Conservation Office (RCO) staff and director. This memo highlights the status of
some key efforts.

Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) Grants for Puget Sound
Ecosystem Restoration and Protection

The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) recently awarded $6 million to the Puget Sound
Partnership to implement the Action Agenda. In addition, on September 1, 2010, the EPA issued
a request for proposals to implement work consistent with the 2020 Puget Sound Action
Agenda. The initial annual awards will average $3 million; additional funds will be provided
incrementally over 6 years, and could total up to $48 million.

The grant money will be awarded to implement work in the following categories:

e Marine and nearshore protection and restoration

e Watershed protection and restoration

e Toxics and nutrients prevention, reduction, and control

e Pathogens prevention, reduction, and control
State agencies, local governments, tribes, non-government organizations, local integrating
organizations, watershed groups, and others may submit proposals. The EPA will award funds to
only one organization in each of the four categories. The lead organizations are expected to
develop 6-year implementation and funding strategies, coordinate with other entities including

the Puget Sound Partnership, and provide performance accountability and adaptive
management.

The Recreation and Conservation Office (RCO) is coordinating with other state agencies and
interested parties to develop collaborative proposals. RCO is not expected to be the lead
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organization for any category, but will likely administer and manage competitive grants for the
lead organization(s).

The request for proposals stresses the importance of using existing processes, putting as much
money into projects as possible, providing transparency, and avoiding using the EPA money to
fill holes in state agency budgets. It also emphasizes cross-coordination between the four
categories. Participating organizations are considering whether a single governing body and a
single grant administrator would help provide coordinated decision-making and simplified
access to grant opportunities for all four categories.

The proposals are due to the EPA on November 1, 2010. The first awards will be made in
February 2011.

Possible Request Legislation

RCO has submitted proposals for agency request legislation on behalf of the Forum on
Monitoring Salmon Recovery and Watershed Health and the Washington Invasive Species
Council.

The Monitoring Forum proposal would extend its sunset date until June 30, 2015 and assign it
additional tasks, including:

e Adopting additional high-level indicators and monitoring protocols for nearshore and
estuarine habitat and for large rivers,

e Additional work on increasing the use of existing protocols, and

e A possible role in implementing the Natural Resources Reform executive order on
monitoring coordination.

The Invasive Species Council’s proposals would extend the sunset date of the Council to June
30, 2017 and establish an invasive species emergency fund. Work is ongoing to combine the
Council's requests with invasive species legislation from the Departments of Fish and Wildlife
and Ecology. Decisions by the Governor’s office on the proposals are expected in mid-
December.

Water Rights associated with grant funded projects

The RCO does not have a policy to help ensure that water rights acquired with grant funds from
the Recreation and Conservation Funding Board (RCFB) and the Salmon Recovery Funding
Board (SRFB) are protected to the maximum extent possible.

To address this issue, staff is analyzing several potential approaches to protect water rights that
are: (1) purchased outright with grant funds, (2) acquired through fee simple acquisitions or
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conservation easements, or (3) achieved through water conservation or efficiencies projects.
Staff wants to ensure that we use the water rights and savings to advance the grant objectives
and address water resource needs around the state.

Staff's initial proposal is that water rights and claims that sponsors acquire with RCFB or SRFB
funds be placed into the state’s trust water rights program at the Department of Ecology. Staff
plans to test this concept in the RCO grant programs where water rights issues are the most
prevalent — that is, the Washington Wildlife and Recreation Program (Riparian Protection, Critical
Habitat, and Natural Areas Accounts), and the Salmon Recovery Funding Board grants. RCO staff
is in the process of identifying possible pilot projects. We will provide periodic updates to this
board as efforts progress.

Deed of Right

The RCO has used its current Deed of Right since at least 1968 to legally encumber real property
that is acquired with RCFB/SRFB grants and to protect the state’s investment in perpetuity. The
encumbrance dedicates the property to the public purposes for which it was acquired (e.g.,
recreation, habitat, or salmon recovery). The Deed of Right is intended to be the legal document
that prohibits any changes or conversions, unless the grant recipient obtains permissions from
RCO/funding boards and further agrees to replace the converted property.

A project sponsor must legally record the Deed of Right with the county auditor after it takes
title to the property, helping to ensure that the encumbrance stays with the land. It is intended
to be enforceable against any successors and to put third parties on notice. A sponsor must
provide a copy of the recorded Deed of Right to obtain RCO reimbursement.

The Deed of Right document has not been updated since its inception, so staff is working with
our Assistant Attorney General to modernize the document. Staff will provide periodic updates
to this board as appropriate.

Compatible Land Uses Policy

Policy staff is developing policies for this board and the Recreation and Conservation Funding
Board that describe when certain commonly requested land uses are consistent or inconsistent
with grant funding. Such commonly requested land uses include cattle grazing, communications
towers, recreational uses on habitat land, historic structures, temporary non-conforming uses,
and public visitor facilities, structures, or infrastructure elements.

The compatible land uses policies are part of a greater effort by policy staff to clarify that a land
use® can avoid being out of compliance if it is consistent with both the grant program and the

1 . Coele .
A land use can include human and non-human activities, structures, infrastructure elements, and
management activities.
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project agreement. We also will describe some land uses that are clearly not allowed on grant
funded lands because they are inconsistent with the funding purposes. For each type of
commonly requested use, the policies will require the sponsor to prove that the use will not
diminish the values intended for protection by the grant program.

Staff expects to bring proposals to this board and the Recreation and Conservation Funding
Board early next year.

Habitat and Recreation Lands Coordinating Group

The Habitat and Recreation Lands Coordinating Group (lands group) was created by statute in
2007 primarily because the Legislature wanted a statewide strategy for coordination of land
acquisitions by state agencies. The lands group includes representatives from the Department of
Natural Resources, the Department of Fish and Wildlife, the State Parks and Recreation
Commission, the Department of Transportation, the Department of Ecology, the State
Conservation Commission, and non-profit organizations, local governments, legislators, private
interests, and others.

This year, the lands group hosted the second State Land Acquisition Coordinating Forum to help
state agencies coordinate acquisition grant requests and present information about proposed
2011-2013 acquisition and disposal projects. The lands group also published the first Biennial
State Land Acquisition Forecast Report on its web site to provide helpful and complete regional
information about acquisition and disposal projects proposed by state agencies for the 2011-
2013 biennium. The lands group will track proposed acquisition projects through the funding
cycles on its web site.

The lands group is working to complete its statutory tasks by its sunset date of July 2012. Next
year it will publish a state land acquisitions monitoring report to compare the success of
completed projects with the initial plans. It is also developing draft recommendations to the
Legislature on topics that include improving GIS coordination between state agencies,
improving coordination of federally funded state land acquisition projects, and standardizing
and centralizing acquisition data and recordkeeping.
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Salmon Recovery Funding Board
Briefing Memo
Item 1E

Meeting Date: October 2010
Title: RCO Work Plan and Performance Measures Update: Salmon

Prepared By: Rebecca Connolly, Board Liaison and Accountability Manager

Approved by the Director:

Proposed Action:  Briefing

The Recreation and Conservation Office (RCO) uses performance measures to help the agency
reduce reappropriation and improve the way we do business. Staff combines the measures and
the agency work plan updates in the monthly GMAP' report. This memo provides highlights of
agency performance related to the projects and activities funded by the Salmon Recovery
Funding Board (board).

The following measures are among those that help us to check our processes at several points in
the grant management cycle. All data are for salmon grants only. The chart includes the final
data for fiscal year 2010 along with the current fiscal year 2011 data. Additional detail is shown
in the charts in Attachment A.

FY 2010 YTD FY 2011  FY 2011

Measure Target Performance  Performance Indicator
Percent of salmon projects closed on time 75% 63% 100% i)
. . o
Percent of salmon projects closed on time and 50% 60% 50% 4

without a time extension

% salmon grant projects issued a project agreement No FY 2011 data,

O, 0,
within 120 days after the board funding date 5% 82% pending grant awards
% of salmon grant projects under agreement 959 92% No FY 2011 data,
within 180 days after the board funding date ° ? pending grant awards
Cumulative expenditures, salmon target 19.0% Biennial Measure 22.3% 1
Bills paid within 30 days: salmon projects and activities ~ 100% 86% 63% &
Percent of anticipated stream miles made accessible to 90% 99% No FY 2011 data.
salmon Quarterly measure.
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Sponsor Satisfaction Surve

In July, the RCO conducted a comprehensive sponsor satisfaction survey. A 25-question survey
was sent to 641 individuals, each of whom was the primary program contact for a project that
was active at some point between July 1, 2008 and July 1, 2010. We were pleased to achieve a
20% response rate. Most respondents represented cities, towns, counties, state agencies, or
nonprofits. The survey did not identify individual respondents or their organization.

The survey asked respondents to list the grant programs in which they have received grants.
Over half reported having received a grant from the Salmon Recovery Funding Board (SRFB). In
general, those who listed grants funded by the SRFB did not respond differently than those who
listed other grants.
In response to questions regarding general satisfaction, sponsors gave the RCO high marks.

e 82% are either satisfied or very satisfied with our grant management

e 71% are either satisfied or very satisfied with our reimbursement process

e 57% are either satisfied or very satisfied with our policy development process

o 82% find the manuals to be “easy to understand”

e 56% are either satisfied or very satisfied with PRISM (our project database)
Staff, especially grant managers, received very high praise from respondents for their
communication, program knowledge, availability, and customer service. Sponsors strongly
encouraged the RCO to continue supporting as much personal interaction, site visits, and direct
“grant manager to grantee” contact as possible.
Other recommendations followed key themes:

e Simplify documents as much as possible, using bullet points and checklists

e Use technology to reduce paper, but not at the expense of less technologically-advanced
sponsors

e Continue to ensure timely responses to questions, and ensure that the responses are right
the first time

e Simplify processes, and make changes only as needed-
e Ensure that processes and systems (e.g., application process and PRISM) consider customer
needs

In questions specific to those with SRFB grants, we found the following:

e Just over half of the respondents reported that the Review Panel's comments were useful
in developing the application or project. Another 40% reported that the comments were
“mixed,” with some being useful and others not useful.
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About 60% of respondents with salmon grants have heard of Habitat Work Schedule_
(HWS), but only 33% were using the system. However, of those who responded that

HWS is “applicable to their work,” 75% reported using the system.

RCO management will further assess the results before determining what actions are necessary
and possible. More detail is in the staff memo, included as Attachment B.

A. Performance Measure Charts

B. Staff Memo to the Director Regarding Initial Survey Results

' GMAP stands for Government Management Accountability and Performance, and is the cornerstone of the

Governor's accountability initiative.
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Item #1E, Attachment A

Performance Measure Charts

4 N\

Percent of Salmon Projects Closed on Time
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% Bills Paid Within 30 Days: Salmon Projects and Activities
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Natural Resources Building (360) 902-3000
1111 Washington St SE TTY: (360) 902-1996
Olympia WA 98501 Fax: (360) 902-3026

PO Box 40917
Olympia WA 98504-0917

1
i

E-mail: Info@rco.wa.gov
Web site: www.rco.wa.gov

STATE OF WASHINGTON
RECREATION AND CONSERVATION OFFICE

August 17, 2010

To: Kaleen Cottingham, Director

From: Rebecca Connolly, Accountability Manager

RE: Responses to 2010 Sponsor Satisfaction Survey

This memo provides the highlights of my initial review of the response data from the recently completed
sponsor satisfaction survey, which we conducted online through SurveyMonkey.com. I will continue to
review the data, and will complete a more complex analysis by September 21. 1 believe, however, that this
summary will be sufficient for your upcoming evaluation.

Survey Structure

The survey had 25 questions. Of these, 21 offered either multiple-choice or a rating scale; most of these
also offered an opportunity for open-ended comments. The remaining four questions gave respondents

an opportunity to provide unstructured feedback, suggestions, or recommendations.

The questions were sorted into seven categories: respondent information, grant management, reimbursement
process, policy development/manuals, technology, communication/web, and open-ended comments. This

memo is organized accordingly.

Response Rate and Respondent Information

On July 26, I sent an email link to the survey to 641. Each of these individuals was the primary program
contact for a project that was active at some point between July 1, 2008 and July 1, 2010. As shown in the
following table, 129 people responded, for a 20% response rate. The survey was not distributed in a way
that would provide statistically valid samples.

Sponsor Type Potential Respondents Actual Responses Rate
City or Town 122 24 20%
Conservation District 41 7 17%
County 112 24 21%
Federal agency 50 8 16%
Lead entity 3 1 33%
Nonprofit 137 22 16%
Other (please specify) 8 4 50%
Park district 8 1 13%
Port 17 2 12%
RFEG 17 4 24%
School district 5 0 0%
State agency 77 24 31%
Tribe 44 8 18%

641 129 20%



Although this is a good overall response rate, the small number of responses for each sponsor type or
program limits our ability to apply the results across specific groups. This memo analyzes the results by
sponsor type, but the small sample size should be taken into consideration.

Sponsor Type
The majority of respondents represented cities, towns, counties, state agencies, or nonprofits. The survey
did not identify individual respondents or their organization.

RCO Grant Experience

We asked respondents to estimate the number of grants their organization had received in the last ten
years. Just over half of the respondents reported that they had received between 1 and 10 grants from the
RCO. Another 22% reported having received over 30 grants; most of these responses came from state
agencies.

The number of grants received does not seem to be correlated to other survey responses (i.e., responses
to other questions did not vary based on number of grants received).

RCO Grants Received

We asked respondents to tell us the programs from which they had received grants; multiple selections
were allowed. The most commonly selected choices were: Aquatic Lands Enhancement Account (ALEA),
Land and Water Conservation Fund (LWCF), Recreational Trails Program (RTP), Salmon Recovery Funding
Board Grants (SRFB), and Washington Wildlife and Recreation Program (WWRP).

Perception of Application Success
We asked respondents to rate their organization's success at securing grants from the RCO. Sixty-five
percent responded that their success was good; 33% responded it was average; 2% said poor.

These ratings correlated most significantly with the questions about PRISM; those who rated their success
as "good” or "average” rated PRISM's usability nearly twice as high as those who rated their success as
“poor.”

Grant Management

Overall, 82% of sponsors reported that they were either
“very satisfied” or “satisfied” with RCO’s grant management.

e Every respondent from tribes, ports, park districts, lead
entities, and RFEGs reported that they were either "very
satisfied” or “satisfied.”

e Respondents from federal agencies, cities, counties, and
non-profits also seem to be satisfied, with 83% - 86%
reporting that they were either “very satisfied” or
“satisfied.”

e However, only 67% of conservation district respondents
and 64% of state agency respondents reported that
they were either “very satisfied” or “satisfied.”
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e Nonprofits, conservation districts, and state agencies reported the lowest satisfaction, with 14% to
23% in each group reporting being “unsatisfied” or “very unsatisfied.” Their comments reflected
frustration with PRISM, process complexity, and project review.

Specific Satisfaction Questions

Sponsors responded to the following statements on a rating scale of strongly disagree, disagree, neutral,
agree, or strongly agree. To analyze the results, responses were linked to point values that ranged from 1
to 5 (see diagram). “Don’t know” was an unscored option.

Strongly Disagree (1) Disagree (2) Strongly Agree (5)
>

z s § S S

S 5 % = 2 o S

- S S T = »

o) © 2> - | g = o © [

8 o |9 Yt 2 o 5o S

o = ] > % g 2 t 'g ol w Q

Answer Options 2 &8 8§ 686z £ & 8 & E =®

My grant manager(s) contacts me at !east twice per 43 40 41 46 43| 44 49 50 40 43 48 0%

year by phone, in person, or by e-mail.

M t is helpful, knowledgeabl

y grant manager(s) is helpful, knowledgeable, 5 ' 331 43 /45 40 44 48 40 40 48 45 0%

and gives good guidance.

When I contact the RCO, my question or issue is
addressed in a timely fashion.

I know how to meet the contract requirements for
an active project.

RCO staff provides clear and helpful information
about how to meet contract requirements.

The RCO provides clear information about how to
ask for changes to the contract, such as scope 40 36 |41|45]/40 39 45 50/ 40|41 40 0%
changes and time extensions.

I know how to meet the long-term contract
requirements for a completed project.

[ am able to get information I need from the
manuals.

I am able to get information I need from the RCO
web site.

42 36|42 44|43 |41 |48 25|40 |49 |43 | 4%

41 38|41 |43 |45 40 43 40 404438 1%

41 37|41 44|38 40|45 45|40 |46 45| 0%

39 40 41|41 43|39 39|40 00|43 35| 0%

37 36 36|39 40|35 36|50 40 45 28| 1%

34 38 36393631 35 30 40 45|30 4%

Summary of Comments

e Staff, especially grant managers, received very high praise from respondents for their communication,
program knowledge, availability, and customer service.

e Respondents noted that staff turnover and workload are problems because new managers may not
understand projects and may interpret policies differently. Many respondents wanted more verbal
communication and face-to-face interaction, including site visits.
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Respondents found the changes in processes — especially application and reimbursement -- to be

confusing and frustrating. It appears that some of the frustration stems from not knowing why the

change is taking place (i.e., they seem to be arbitrary).

Summary of Recommendations from Respondents

Reduce the frequency of grant manager reassignments

Maintain or increase the direct manager to grantee contact.

Provide more assistance to those not familiar with the application process.

Reduce the paperwork and make better use of technology; however, do so without putting sponsors

with fewer technological resources at a disadvantage.

Continue to ensure timely responses to questions.

Reimbursement Process

Overall, 71% of sponsors reported that they were either “very
satisfied” or “satisfied” with RCO's reimbursement process.

Lead entities, counties, cities/towns, tribes, and federal
agencies each reported that between 73% and 100%
were either “very satisfied” or “satisfied.”

Seven survey respondents reported being unsatisfied or
very unsatisfied. No single sponsor type had more
unsatisfied respondents than others. These individuals
commented that their response was based on either (1) a
situation from two or three years ago, or (2) changes in
the billing process.

Specific Satisfaction Questions
Sponsors responded to the following statements on a rating scale of strongly disagree, disagree, neutral,
agree, or strongly agree. To analyze the results, responses were linked to point values that ranged from 1
to 5 (see diagram). “Don’t know” was an unscored option.

Strongly Disagree (1) Disagree (2)

How would you rate your level
of overall satisfaction with
RCO's reimbursement process?

Unsatisfied
,5.2%

Neutral,
22.6%

Very
Unsatisfied
,0.9%

Very
Satisfie
d,
16.5%

Strongly Agree (5)

The average point values indicate that the sponsors’ responses to the statements fall between neutral and
agreement. Regional fisheries enhancement groups (RFEGs) had the lowest levels of agreement with the
statements; absent those four responses, the average scores rise to between 3.5 and 4.1.
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When 1 coqtact Fhe RCO, my question or issue is 39 37 45 41 45 38 45 35 4 44 3 8%
addressed in a timely fashion.
Forms for getting reimbursed are readily available. 3.7 | 3.8 |44 41 40 |41 41 45| 4 | 43 25| 12%
I un(.jerstand what I need to submit so that I can 37 38 42 41 42 39 40 40 4 39 3 | 10%
receive payment from the RCO.
When my billing request is missing information,
the RCO's follow-up helps me correct the error 3632 44 43| 42 39 41|35 4 |448 4 | 10%
and avoid it in the future.
Fiscal sta_ff is helpful, knowledgeable, and gives 35 41 42 39 43 37 40 40 4 41 25 16%
good guidance.
The reimbursement forms are clear. 32 34 40 35 37 34|39 |35 4 36| 3| 13%
The training about reimbursement and billing o
offered by the RCO is helpful and accessible. 313613937 38 13437140 41373 5%
I a.m able to find the information I need in the 30 35 37 39 35 |34 37 35 4 | 39 15| 16%
reimbursement manual.
Iam able tg find the information I need on the 30 37 35 37 36 32 31 25 4 38 15 14%
RCO web site.
Summary of Comments

One sponsor mentioned the agency’s new policy regarding additional documentation (i.e., the
approach to address audit findings), noting that it caused their response to drop from “very satisfied”
to “very unsatisfied.” For them, the new rules increase overhead costs.

Even among satisfied sponsors, respondents noted that the rules for documentation seem to change
frequently and that the process is too complicated and time intensive.

28% of sponsors noted areas of the process that were especially difficult or confusing. Of those, many
responded that the following areas were especially difficult or confusing: match requirements;
reimbursement forms; eligibility of administrative and/or “A&E" costs; and requirements for
documentation of expenses.

Summary of Recommendations from Respondents

Improve the usability of the reimbursement form with reformatting and electronic submission.
Simplify the reimbursement manual with bullet points and checklists.

Continue to provide training; provide more information at the time of application about what is and is
not eligible for reimbursement.

Clarify the match requirements (e.g., what they are, how to meet them, how to present it on
reimbursement forms, how to request a waiver, etc.).

Pay invoices more quickly and/or provide regular status updates.
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e Align the grant management procedures with federal requirements to reduce sponsor’s administrative
time. As part of that, consider reviewing the policy regarding indirect cost reimbursement.

Policy Development and Manuals

Overall, 57% of sponsors reported that they were either How would you rate your level of
“very satisfied” or “satisfied” with RCO'’s policy overall satisfaction with RCO's policy
development process. development process?
e Lead entities and conservation districts reported that
100% and 83%, respectively, were either “very el Unsatisfied
37.9% 3.4%

satisfied” or “satisfied.” v
ery

Unsatisfied
1.7%

e Federal agencies, RFEGs, counties, and cities/towns
each reported that between 67% and 75% were either
"very satisfied” or "satisfied.”

e State agencies and ports each reported about 50%

were either “very satisfied” or “satisfied.”

e Nonprofits and tribes reported the lowest satisfaction, with only 25% in each group reporting being
“very satisfied” or “satisfied.” Further, 15% of nonprofit respondents reported being “unsatisfied” or
“very unsatisfied.”

In a separate question, 82% of sponsors found the manuals “easy to understand.” In the comments
accompanying the question, sponsors clarified that the information itself is easy to understand, but
finding the applicable policy(ies) often is difficult.

Specific Satisfaction Questions

Sponsors responded to the following statements on a rating scale of strongly disagree, disagree, neutral,
agree, or strongly agree. To analyze the results, responses were linked to point values that ranged from 1
to 5 (see diagram). “Don’t know" was an unscored option.

Strongly Disagree (1) Disagree (2) Strongly Agree (5)
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The RCO provides clear information abouthowto 361 37| 35/ 39 38 34 39 40 40 41 33 2%
understand and apply its policies.
I know where to f|nq mforrnahon about policy 3.4 31 36 38 36 28 34 30 40 41 28 8%
changes under consideration.
The RCO provides sufficient time for comment on 3.8 34 38 42 40 35 39 40 40 43 33 13%
proposed policies.
The RCO and its boards consider input before 3.8 35 37 43 38 36 33 40 40 40 33 23%
adopting new policies.
The RCO clearly communicates policy changes when 3.9 35 41 42 40 35 38 40 40 44 33 6%
they take effect.
I believe that the RCO applles its policies consistently 3.7 31 39 42 35 36 36 45 40 43 38 16%
across sponsors and projects.
When [ contact the RCO about policies, my question 39 35 431 47 40 38 41 30 40 40 38 9%
or issue is addressed in a timely fashion.
I | fi he inf ionI he R
am able to find the information I need on the RCO 3.6 34 38 38 36 33 34 30 40 39 28 6%

web site.

Summary of Comments

e Some respondents noted that the process is improving. Recent updates improved the manuals, but

more can be done.

e Overall, respondents believed that the policies and manuals are too long and complicated, and that

they can conflict. The information is good, but the organization is poor.

e Respondents repeatedly noted that it was “easier to call a grant manager,” in part because staff could

interpret policies or “connect the dots.”

Summary of Recommendations from Respondents

e Add more checklists and bullet points

e Streamline the manuals to reduce their size and number; clarify the connections between them.

e Make manuals more customer-focused; some sponsors found them to be internally focused.

e Ensure that policy interpretations are consistent, and provide the right answer the first time.

e Simplify and streamline the documentation required.

Summary of Responses to Online Manuals

e Current system works, but could benefit from better/expanded searches, links within and among
documents, and forms that could be completed electronically.

e Many sponsors print the online versions or save them to their hard drive.
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Technology

Overall, 56% of sponsors reported that they were either
“very satisfied” or “satisfied” with PRISM.

By sponsor, the percent reporting that they were either
“very satisfied” or “satisfied” is follows:

e State and federal agencies reported 75% and 63%,
respectively;

e Counties, cities/towns, nonprofits, tribes, and ports
each reported between 50% and 57% ;

e Conservation districts and RFEGs reported 40% and
25%, respectively;

How would you rate your level of
overall satisfaction with PRISM?

Unsatisfied
13.3%

Very
Unsatisfied
4.4%

Very
Satisfied
10.6%

e Lead entities reported only “neutral” responses to this question.

Sponsors with RCFB-funded grants reported higher satisfaction (61%) than sponsors with SRFB-funded

grants (40%).

Specific Satisfaction Questions

Sponsors responded to the following statements on a rating scale of strongly disagree, disagree, neutral,
agree, or strongly agree. To analyze the results, responses were linked to point values that ranged from 1
to 5 (see diagram). “Don’t know" was an unscored option.

Strongly Disagree (1) Disagree (2) N EINE)) Agree (4) Strongly Agree (5)
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PRISM was easy for me to learn. 33 38 35 33 33 28 30 35 30 38 30 4%
PRISM is easy for me to use. 34 37 34 34 33/ 3.0 30| 45 20 39| 30§ 4%
Navllgatlng between the PRISM screens is 33 36 33 33 33 28 33 30 30 40 28 4%
straightforward.
I can find the reports and information I need in 35 36 38 34 35 30 34 40 20 37 30 4%
PRISM.
Iunderstand how to use the PRISM progress report. 3.3 34 34 33 27 34 31 40 20 37 30 8%
In general, I can use PRISM without asking for help 34 37 36 32 33 32 31 40 30 40 28 4%
from RCO staff.

Summary of Comments

e Several sponsors noted that PRISM took a long time to learn, but that once learned, it was easy to use
and navigate. When they have specific questions or problems, staff is able to assist.
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e Sponsors also commented that the system is sluggish, and seems to get worse with each application
cycle. One sponsor noted that having to use an application system that required a continuous high-
speed internet connect is challenging for sponsors in rural or remote areas. Many noted that they

have difficulty in getting screens to respond.

e Many sponsors commented that PRISM has too many screens and features, and that navigation is
difficult. Frequent updates contributed to the confusion. Some stated that that the system was not

structured with the sponsors in mind.

Summary of Recommendations from Respondents

e Simplify the screens and navigation for sponsors; offer fewer choices for features.

e Consider a web-based interface rather than the program download.

e  Offer more training.
e Add more space for the project description.

e Eliminate duplicate fields in the application.

Habitat Work Schedule

In a series of separate questions, sponsors with salmon projects were asked about Habitat Work Schedule.

The majority (59%) had heard of HWS, but only 33% were using the system However, of those who

responded that HWS is "applicable to their work,” 75% reported using the system.

Two respondents commented that the RCO should use either PRISM or HWS, but not both.

Communication

The survey asked respondents to rate the amount of communication from the RCO. 87% reported that it
was “just right,” while 12% stated that it was “not enough.” Nearly all (96%) found RCQO'’s emails and letters
easy to understand. There were few specific comments, except to note that reminder emails are useful,

and that “Grant News You Can Use" is a good tool, but hard to find.

Web Site

With regard to the web site, only 3% had never been to the site. About 60% visit once or twice per month,
while 20% visit only once or twice per year. As shown below, the most common uses for the site are to

research policies and get contact information.

Answer Options

Response Percent

Read or download policy manuals

Get contact information

Research available grants

Find out how to apply for a grant

Read or download "Grant News You Can Use'
Find information about board meetings

83.6%
60.0%
52.7%
45.5%
23.6%
13.6%
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Best Practices

The survey also asked whether there are other best practices that the RCO should consider adopting. The
most specific responses are as follows:

¢ Department of Commerce grant process

e Federal programs that allow charging indirect rates on salaries for staff workers who implement on
ground projects

e Department of Ecology grant manuals and allowable costs. Also, Ecology's Water Quality Financial
Assistance annual grant workshops are excellent.

e King County Conservation Futures Program schedules a field trip of all project applications for its
evaluators, allows more time to present a project, and is less structured.

e Other agencies allow sponsors to download the application from their web site and email it to them.

e The Conservation Commission allows 25% overhead to help pay for administrations costs and
program development. They process reimbursement in a 5-day turn around.

More analysis is needed to determine which, if any, of these suggestions are applicable to the RCO and
merit further research.

General Comments

The final survey question provided an opportunity for additional comments. In response, we received 122
comments. An initial analysis shows that most are repetitive of the comments made earlier in the survey.
However, I will complete a more thorough analysis of the comments.

Next Steps

I will be meeting with other agency staff to determine other ways to analyze and interpret the data. I
expect to have a more complete analysis done by September 21. Please let me know if you have any
questions or suggestions.
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Salmon Recovery Funding Board
Briefing Memo
Item 2A

Meeting Date: October 2010
Title: Management Report, Governor's Salmon Recovery Office
Prepared By: Phil Miller, Executive Coordinator

Approved by the Director:

Proposed Action:  Briefing

Highlights of Recent Activities

State of Salmon in Watersheds, 2010 Report

The State of Salmon in Watersheds report is on track for completion in December. The report will
include:

e Information on trends in adult and juvenile fish abundance, watershed health, and
implementation indicators;

e Fewer statewide “dials” than in past reports;

e Animproved structure for the statewide and regional-scale information, based on the
integrated monitoring framework and high-level indicators adopted by the Forum on
Monitoring;

e High-level summaries on the status of watershed planning; and
e Recommendations of the Forum on Monitoring, as required by statute.
We are now focusing on design and draft report development. In addition, we are verifying the

data with the Department of Ecology and the Department of Fish and Wildlife, which provided
most of the fish and environmental information indicators contained in the report.

We plan to deliver the report to the Office of Financial Management (OFM) in November for
review. Following OFM's approval, we will print and distribute the report in December. We will
brief the Salmon Recovery Funding Board (board) on the report at its December meeting.

Salmon Recovery Tracking and Reporting - Functional Requirements

The Governor's Salmon Recovery Office (GSRO) is conducting an analysis to better identify and
categorize salmon recovery tracking and reporting needs. As a first step, GSRO is preparing a
matrix that will clearly identify how tracking and reporting needs are related to recovery plan
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and lead entity strategy implementation. We will share this draft matrix with regional
organizations, lead entities, and others for review and refinement. Following this step, GSRO will
prepare a summary of tracking and reporting needs.

The matrix and summary will inform future discussions and decisions on improvements to and

investments in tracking, data management and reporting tools. Such tools include the recovery
plan implementation schedules developed by the regional organizations and the Habitat Work
Schedule system currently being used by lead entities to track habitat projects.

Regional Operating Funds, 2010 Report

The regional salmon recovery organizations are reporting information on the operating funds
available to them from all sources in fiscal year 2010 and the funds available for the operations
of the lead entities and watershed planning units within their regional areas. This information is
due to GSRO on September 30. GSRO will compile the information into a statewide report and
brief the board at the December meeting.

The report will inform the board’s discussion of funding needed to support the capacity of the
salmon recovery organizational infrastructure in the 2011-2013 biennium.

State and Regional Salmon Recovery Funding Strategy

Work by GSRO, the regional organizations, and our consultant (Evergreen Funding consultants)
on the salmon recovery funding strategy is making progress.

e We have compiled cost estimates for implementing salmon recovery plans over the next
10 years.

e We have identified recent and current funding levels and fund sources; we are comparing
them with regional cost estimates to develop regional and statewide characterizations of
current funding gaps for major cost categories (e.g. capital and non-capital costs).

e We are discussing and refining the draft characterizations of funding gaps with regional
organization directors and other regional leaders in salmon recovery. These regional
discussions and subsequent discussions at the state level are intended to identify any
regional variations in funding priorities and potential options for addressing priority
funding gaps.

GSRO expects to have a draft funding strategy and project report available for review by
December. The final project report is scheduled for completion in late January or February 2011.
GSRO will brief the board on the report and project results at the board'’s first meeting in 2011.



Salmon Recovery Funding Board
Briefing Memo
Item 2B

Meeting Date: October 2010
Title: Monitoring Forum Briefing

Prepared By: Ken Dzinbal, Monitoring Forum Coordinator

Approved by the Director:

Proposed Action:  Briefing

The Washington Forum on Monitoring (Forum) met on August 25, 2010. Staff will provide a
brief summary of the meeting and Forum recommendations at the October Salmon Recovery
Funding Board (board) meeting.

State Agency Budget Review

The forum is required to annually review agency budget requests related to monitoring. This
review is intended to help focus agency monitoring requests on the highest priority needs (as
identified in the Comprehensive Monitoring Strategy and Forum Framework). It also helps
identify cases where different agency proposals could be combined to avoid duplication. This
year, the forum reviewed six budget requests from the Department of Natural Resources,
Department of Ecology, the Conservation Commission, and RCO. All six met the forum'’s criteria
and address priority needs. The forum drafted a letter to OFM and the appropriate legislative
committees summarizing its review and recommendations.

Standardizing monitoring protocols

The forum formally adopted protocols and methods for measuring the forum'’s high-level
indicators. Adopting specific indicators and protocols is an important step toward bringing
consistency across a variety of monitoring programs. Next steps include communicating with all
agencies and stakeholders and providing a set of tools and resources to help agencies find,
understand, and incorporate the forum protocols into their individual monitoring programs.
The forum made two recommendations for Salmon Recovery Funding Board action:

e Incorporate the forum protocols into its monitoring programs as appropriate, and

e Work with partner agencies to mutually plan and support a cross-training exercise on

field methods/protocol implementation in preparation for the 2011 field season.

Staff will prepare more information about these points for future board consideration.
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Forum Decision Package

Forum members unanimously agreed to forward request legislation to extend the Forum’s
sunset date. To that end, Recreation and Conservation Office (RCO) staff prepared a decision
package to continue the existing functions of the Forum, extend its sunset date to June 30, 2015,
add several new requirements and tasks to guide Forum work over the next four years, and
continue funding for one full-time staff support position. RCO has received several letters of
support from Forum agencies and stakeholders.
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Briefing Memo
Item 2C

Meeting Date: October 2010
Title: Management Report: Salmon Recovery Grant Management

Prepared By: Brian Abbott, Section Manager

Approved by the Director:

Proposed Action:  Briefing

2010 Grant Round Update

On August 25, sponsors submitted 155 salmon recovery projects to the Recreation and
Conservation Office (RCO) for the 2010 grant round. RCO staff reviewed the applications for
completeness, eligibility, and missing information. We gave the complete application
information to the Review Panel on September 10 for their review of the final applications. A
summary of projects by lead entity is attached to this memo (Attachment A). This work builds on
their earlier summer review of projects.

During the week of September 27, the Review Panel will hold the regional area project meetings.
This is an opportunity for sponsors, lead entities , and the Review Panel to address any
outstanding concerns on projects before the Review Panel finalizes their project comments on
October 8.

Concurrently, the Review Panel has been completing their review of the remaining 33 Puget
Sound Restoration and Acquisition (PSAR) projects. The Review Panel met by conference call on
September 9 to finalize their project comments. They are asking four project sponsors to come
to the Regional Area Project Meeting to discuss their project proposals. RCO staff will provide an
update at the October SRFB meeting if any outstanding issues remain.

NOAA Metrics and Reporting

NOAA held a meeting on September 1, 2010 with the states of Washington, Oregon, and
California to discuss the new NOAA metrics and expectations for populating closed projects with
data. All projects in the Pacific Coast Salmon Recovery Fund database must have metrics
populated by October 2011. RCO staff is in the process of planning how to meet this directive.
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Update on Additional Grant Responsibilities

The National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) Northwest Regional Office has
asked the RCO to manage eight contracts for work that is required to implement the Pacific
Salmon Treaty for Puget Sound Chinook Critical Stock augmentation. RCO will receive $3.9 million
for grants and administration. Attachment B is a summary of the proposals. RCO submitted the
application to NOAA the end of May and is waiting for award approval.

In addition, the Washington State Department of Fish and Wildlife (WDFW) asked the RCO to
administer a $2.8 million Carpenter Creek estuary restoration project in Kitsap County. This
project was made possible through a budget line item in the state capital budget. The project
involves removing a blocking culvert and restoring tidal function. Kitsap County is currently
reviewing and signing the project agreement.

Project Conference

RCO staff is fully engaged in planning for the April 2011 project conference. RCO has entered
into an interagency agreement with the WSU Conference Planning Center. Staff is also starting
to work with a sub-group of lead entity coordinators and others to assist with the conference
planning agenda. Staff will provide the latest information and brief update at the October SRFB
meeting.

Temporary Grant Manager Position

RCO grant manager Jason Lundgren took advantage of a new career opportunity in August with
the Upper Columbia Fisheries Enhancement Group. Despite the budget situation and hiring
freeze, RCO was able to secure approval to fill the vacant grant manager position temporarily.
RCO is currently in the process of interviewing candidates and hopes to make a hiring
announcement before the October board meeting.

Grant Administration

The following table shows the progress in funding and completing salmon recovery projects
since 1999.
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) . Pending Total Pending
A GFE Vour |Projectsanproncdou] projects. | Funded | APEETenS
not yet active) RESIEEE funded)

fgggernor’s Salmon Recovery Office Federal | 1999 0 0 94 94

Icr;tcelgz)agsigfg/ 1R9e9v€|9ew Team (Early Action grant| 1999 0 0 163 163

SRFB - Early (State) 2000 2000 0 0 77 77

SRFB - Second Round 2000 2001 0 0 139 139

SRFB - Third Round 2001 2002 2 0 122 124

SRFB - Fourth Round 2002 2003 5 0 73 78

SRFB - Fifth Round 2004 2004 8 0 90 98

SRFB - Sixth Round 2005 2006 19 0 74 93

SRFB - Seventh Round 2006 2007 31 0 59 90

SRFB — 2007 Grant Round (includes PSAR) 2008 141 0 49 190

SRFB - 2008 Grant Round 2009 89 0 10 99

SRFB — 2009 Grant Round (includes PSAR) 2010 167 1 5 173 33 PSAR
* SRFB — 2010 Grant Round 2011 0 0 0 0 139
**Family Forest Fish Passage Program To Date 43 317 139 182

*** Estuary Salmon Restoration Program To Date 4 2 6

Totals 509 3 1094 1606

Percent 31.7% .20 % 68.1%

Table Notes:
* 17 of the 33 projects requesting PSAR funds also are requesting other state and/or federal funds in

the SRFB 2010 grant round, so the chart shows some overlap. There are 155 projects under
consideration: 16 requesting only PSAR funds, 17 requesting PSAR and SRFB funds, and 122

requesting only SRFB funds. Data are as of September 16, 2010.

o FFFPP projects landowners that have applied to the program and are waiting to become a high
priority for funding. These projects are not included in totals.

*kk

projects are under contract with the Department of Fish and Wildlife.

Attachments

A. Ranked List of Projects by Lead Entity for Review Panel Evaluation

Shows ESRP projects either under contract with the RCO or approved for RCO contracts. Older

B. NOAA Puget Sound Critical Stock Program Projects to be Administered through RCO
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Item 2C, Attachment B

Puget Sound Critical Stock Program Projects to be Administered throug

Project: South Fork Channel Restoration
Sponsor: Skagit River System Cooperative
Amount: $368,600

Funding will be used to restore about 6.2 acres of intertidal salt marsh adjacent to the
Swinomish Channel on the Swinomish Indian Tribal Community reservation. This work is part of
a larger project aimed at restoring 15 acres at seven sites along the Swinomish Channel. Three
sites were constructed in 2008. This portion of the project will be completed during construction
seasons 2010 and 2011. Primary objectives of the project are to:
1. Remove dredge spoils to recover 6.2 acres of the original marsh surface elevation and
restore tidal flooding to allow unrestricted movement of water, sediments, nutrients,
detritus and organisms across the marsh surface.

2. Restore blind tidal channel habitat for juvenile salmonids (975 feet).

3. Restore native marsh vegetation to the site to support detrital food chains for juvenile
salmonids and shorebirds.

Project: South Fork Off-Channel Restoration
Sponsor: Skagit River System Cooperative
Amount: $169,750

Funding will be used to implement dike breaching and channel excavation at Milltown Island,
located in the south fork of the Skagit River near Conway, WA. This site was historically diked for
farming, which largely isolated a network of estuarine distributary channels on the interior of the
island. These dikes were breached by flooding in the late 1970s and never repaired. The
proposed project will extend dike breaching and channel excavation efforts completed in 1999,
2004 and 2007-2008. Previous work partially restored tidal inundation and fish access to more
than 3,500 linear feet of distributary and blind channels.

Puget Sound Critical Stock Program funds will be used to remove about 790 linear feet of dike,
construct 1,088 linear feet of distributary channel, eradicate non-native vegetation through
controlled burns, and plant riparian species along the eastern margin of the island. These efforts
will help to restore a section of the island that remains somewhat disconnected from tidal
inundation and fish access, and that is dominated by non-native vegetation. Because
conventional construction techniques (e.g., using heavy equipment) are neither viable nor cost
effective for work on the island, dike demolition and excavation of new tidal channels will be
accomplished with the use of explosives. Fish use at the site is anticipated immediately following
construction. The Skagit River Chinook Recovery Plan estimates that implementation of full
restoration at the site will produce rearing opportunities for 57,179 smolts.
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Item 2C, Attachment B

Project: South Fork Stillaguamish Captive Brood and

Supplementation
Sponsor: Stillaguamish Tribe
Amount: $1,139,750

To meet the short-term goal of keeping South Fork (fall timed) Stillaguamish Chinook from
going extinct, the Stillaguamish Tribe proposes to develop and implement a conservation
hatchery program that will include a captive brood program. They will rebuild a 1940's era trout
hatchery water distribution system and construct a new hatchery building at the site to hold up
to 300 wild juvenile Chinook fry per year in a controlled and secure location. The tribe also will
continue to attempt to broodstock adult fish to provide a supplemental source of gametes in
the event that adults held in captivity do not ripen at the same time or they are lack an adequate
number of one sex to maximize genetic diversity.

Wild juvenile Chinook fry will be seined out of pools on the South Fork Stillaguamish and its
tributaries, and then transported to the new hatchery where they will grow to spawning adults.
Up to an additional 500 juveniles will be captured, transferred, and grown at the NOAA
Manchester conservation hatchery. Based on the Manchester hatchery staff's experience with
other captive brood programs, they can expect a final fry to adult survival rate of about 60%.
The short-term goal is to capture and raise enough Chinook to produce up to 500,000 age zero
smolts for release each year, with the program target of having enough returning program and
wild spawners to keep the composite escapement for fall timed Chinook above 500 adults. Once
enough natural spawners become available, the captive broodstock program will be terminated
after three generations and transitioned to a natural stock supplementation program to further
protect and recover the population as habitat is restored and natural productivity increases.

Project: Snohomish Qwuloolt Estuary Restoration
Sponsor: Tulalip Tribes
Amount: $291,000

This project will contribute to restoration of historic tidal processes and functioning estuary
intertidal marsh system to 350 acres of isolated floodplain within the lower Snohomish River
estuary. The completed project also will restore natural hydrologic connection and functions to
two stream systems and provide unrestricted fish access to 16 miles of upstream spawning and
rearing habitat. Restoration work will involve removing levee, installing setback levee, filling
ditches, constructing berms, excavating stream and tidal channels and native riparian planting.
The total project cost is $7.8 million; additional funding includes federal, state, tribal and local
funds that are already secured.
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Item 2C, Attachment B

Project: Snohomish Side Channel Restoration

Sponsor: Snohomish County
Amount: $436,000

The Steamboat Slough Tidal Marsh Enhancement project is the result of a strong partnership
between the Tulalip Tribes and Snohomish County. This project is an outcome of the
hydrodynamic modeling completed by Battelle Pacific Northwest National Laboratory (PNNL)
and will result in significant enhancement of existing dike breaches around North Ebey Island
and Mid-Spencer Island. This approach also draws upon the experience of completed estuary
restoration projects in the Skagit River Watershed, which demonstrated that creating and
enhancing connectivity between estuary projects logarithmically increases fish benefits.

Primary objectives of the project are to:

e Restore natural processes, including: tidal channel formation, large woody debris
recruitment, sediment delivery and native revegetation.

e Enhance quality of habit for juvenile salmonids.
e Improve/provide fish access in and out of marshes.

e Increase biological, hydrologic and geomorphic connectivity between sloughs, intact tidal
marsh areas and recently restored and proposed restoration sites (Marysville, Qwuloolt, Blue
Heron Slough and Smith Island).

e Increase habitat along margins of slough channels.

e Set up a monitoring program to evaluate individual techniques for achieving these goals.

Project: Hood Canal Stream Restoration

Sponsor: Wild Fish Conservancy
Amount: $97,000

The objective of this project is to increase the function of fluvial habitats for Chinook salmon in
the middle and upper reaches of the Dosewallips River, through the creation of engineered log
jams (ELJs). Large woody debris historically played a dominant role in controlling channel
morphology, the storing and routing of sediment, and the formation of fish habitat. Large
woody debris creates habitat heterogeneity by forming pools, back eddies, and side channels
and by increasing channel sinuosity and hydraulic complexity. Much of this function has been
lost in the alluvial reaches of Puget Sound Rivers through the logging of mature riparian
vegetation and the removal of instream woody debris.

Wild Fish Conservancy proposes to construct 8 to 10 ELJs in the middle and upper reaches of
the Dosewallips River within the Olympic National Forest. A 2008 SRFB grant funded a feasibility
assessment and design project. These designs will be available for permit application in the
summer of 2010. WFC will apply to the SRFB for construction funding in the summer of 2010.
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Item 2C, Attachment B

Puget Sound Critical Stock Program funds are intended to complement the 2010 SRFB funds.
The ELJs will be constructed in 2011 and 2012.

Project: Skokomish Estuary Restoration
Sponsor: Skokomish Tribe
Amount: $291,000

The Skokomish Estuary was once the largest contiguous salt marsh complex in Hood Canal and
the eastern Strait of Juan de Fuca. The landscape alterations to this site are well documented
and include rapid changes to tidal inundation patterns resulting from levees built to convert
former salt marsh habitat to agricultural production. The Skokomish Indian Tribe and Mason
Conservation District are improving and restoring 214 acres of habitat at the mouth of the
Skokomish River to provide rearing habitat for federally listed Chinook and summer chum.
Critical Stock Program funding will contribute to this broader project.

Project: Nooksack Barrier Removal and Restoration - Lower Canyon

Creek
Sponsor: Lummi Tribe
Amount: $994,250

Assessments of the geomorphology and alluvial fan risk on lower Canyon Creek led to
recommendations for acquisition of properties in high-risk areas, standards for new
construction, and partial removal and setback of an existing levee. These measures are intended,
in part, to reverse ongoing impacts to salmon habitat. With a combination of state and federal
flood hazard reduction (FEMA) and Salmon Recovery Funding Board funding, Whatcom County
partnered with the Whatcom Land Trust to purchase repetitive flood loss and undeveloped
properties in the high risk zone of the Canyon Creek alluvial fan. The acquisitions presented the
opportunity to engage in the restoration design process. This project will build on progress to
date by: 1) addressing floodplain constriction through levee shortening, setback and/or removal;
and 2) providing instream structure (engineered log jams) to improve habitat complexity and
diversity.
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Item 2C, Attachment A

Lead Entity Chelan County

-] ] .
Project# £ § Project Name Project Sponsor SRES FSAR Project
Ll Reauest Redauest Total
10-1843 R 1 Dillwater LWD Enhancement Chelan Co Natural Resource $167,000 $386,501
10-1900 R 2  Boat launch off-channel reconnection project Chelan Co Natural Resource $74,750 $149,500

Lower Wenatchee Instream Flow

10-1901 R 3 Trout Unlimited Inc. $205,000 $3,357,666
Enhancement

10-1804 A 4 WhiteRiverVan Dusen Conservation Chelan-Douglas Land Trust $360,000 $440,000
Fasement

10-1657 A 5 Dally Wilson - White River Conservation Chelan-Douglas Land Trust $59,000 $194,000

10-1790 A 6  Entiat Troy Acqusition 2010 Chelan-Douglas Land Trust $205,000 $385,000

10-1788 P 7 E’l‘a' Dissigrn e Penmliidng, fow Nasem CEEls  ap o e el Resauiee $130,000 $222,279

10-1851 R 8 Wenatchee Nutrient Enhancement - Salmon Upper Col Reg Fish Enhance $34,172 $40,272
Toss

10-1846 P 9 \S’VEZatChee'Ch'wawa ID Water Conservation .12 Co Natural Resource $144,500 $170,000

tudv
10-1845 P 10 Blackbird Channel Inlet Feasibility Study Chelan Co Natural Resource $37,042 $49,042
10-1780 P 11 Lower Icicle Creek Reach Assessment Wild Fish Conservancy $62,814 $75,814

Lead Entity Grays Harbor County

o A
Project# & Project Name Project Sponsor SRES FSAR Project

~ Reauest Reaquest Total
10-1412 P 1 Grays Harbor Juvenile Fish Use Assessment Wild Fish Conservancy $140,000 $195,720
10-1345 R 2  Davis Creek Fish Barrier Correction Chehalis Basin FTF $248,601 $388,601
10-1354 A 3 Mills Property Acquisition 2010 Heernett Environmental Found $240,000 $285,000
10-1234 R 4  Mill Creek Fish Passage Project Lewis County Conservation Dist $56,000 $76,000

Lead Entity Hood Canal Coordinating Council
[} ]

SRFB PSAR Project

Project# £ § Project Name Project Sponsor

Ll Reauest Reauest Total
10-1545 A 1 Dosewallips Riparian Corridor Acquisition State Parks $390,000 $741,225
10-1525 P 2  Big Quilcene Estuary Acquisition Hood Canal SEG $35,000 $35,000
10-1611 P 3 Snow Creek Delta Cone & Estuary Design North Olympic Salmon Coalition $199,295 $224,220
10-1574 R 4  Salmon & Snow Creek Riparian Project North Olympic Salmon Coalition $70,042 $84,042
10-1606 R 5 Dosewallips Engineered Log Jams SRFB Wild Fish Conservancy $370,379 $467,379
10-1567 P 6 Ef"ps General Investigation of Skokomish 1.y conservation Dist $175,000 $350,000

wver

10-1526 R 7 gnotweed Control Riparian Enhancement Year |, . cr - $126,745 $237,625
10-1566 R 8 Little Quilcene Brush Plant Road Reach Hood Canal SEG $174,487 $205,272
10-1522 R 9 Lower Tahuya LWD Placement Hood Canal SEG $103,014 $203,014
10-1616 C 10 Tarboo Bay Acquisition and Restoration Northwest Watershed Institute $286,000 $586,000

Lead Entity Island County

'] = .
Project# £ § Project Name Project Sponsor SRES FSAR Project
L - Reauest Redquest Total
gy p q  ComEbEmpsiherine A, 6 anel 7 NW Straits Marine Cons Found ~ $268,875 $344,104
Restoration
Lead Entity Kalispel Tribe/Pend Oreille
g £ SRFB PSAR Project

Project# £ § Project Name Project Sponsor
= G Request Request Total
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10-1504 R 1 Middle Branch LeClerc Creek Restoration Kalispel Tribe $286,577 $350,577
10-1761 R 2  Kapelke Diversion Screening Fish & Wildlife Dept of $23,683 $27,863
10-1571 R 3  Granite Subbasin Large Wood Replinishment Fish & Wildlife Dept of $91,740 $107,929
10-1035 P 4  East Fork Smalle Fish Passage Design Pend Oreille County of $46,356 $46,356
10-1036 P 5 Smalle Creek Fish Passage Design Pend Oreille County of $36,071 $36,071

Lead Entity Klickitat County

'] = .
Project# £ § Project Name Project Sponsor SRFS FSAR Project
-« Request Redguest Total
1
10-1734 R (Lo Indian Creek Fish Passage Correction Underwood Conservation Dist $173,514 $318,730
1
10-1741 P (M Klickitat Trail - Inventory and Assessment Yakama Nation $46,750 $55,000
N\
3
10-1742 R M Upper Klickitat R. Enhancement, Phase IV Yakama Nation $365,500 $430,500
(@)
4 . . .
Assess Potential Actions, Columbia River . .
10-1746 P (M Mid-Columbia RFEG $73,950 $87,000

Mainstem

Lead Entity Lower Columbia Fish Recovery Board

Project # § f% Project Name Project Sponsor SREB FSAR Project

- Request Redquest Total
10-1740 A 1  Grays Bay Saltmarsh Acquisition Fish & Wildlife Dept of $255,000 $340,000
e R o U Lo R e Off-Cheme ki Lower Columbia River FEG $531,520 $653,580

Enhancement
10-1054 R 3 EaglelIsland Site A Cowlitz Indian Tribe $354,966 $417,966
10-1028 R 4 Lower Hamilton Restoration Phase II Lower Columbia River FEG $674,200 $794,200
10-1022 R 5  Upper Washougal Restoration III Lower Columbia River FEG $557,840 $806,780
10-1542 R 6  East Fork Lewis River Helicopter Log Jams Mount St. Helens Institute $92,487 $155,457
10-1733 P 7  Clear Creek Fish Passage Design Project Wahkiakum Co. Public Works $123,500 $130,000
10-1027 P 8 Duncan Crk Dam Design Lower Columbia River FEG $44,003 $44,003
10-1671 A 9 ‘:p'?ertE'OChma” River Salmon Conservation o, hia Land Trust $200,000 $400,000
rolec

10-1023 P 10 Grays River Reach II Design Lower Columbia River FEG $200,000 $205,000
10-1499 R 11 Lower Kalama Habitat Enhancement Lower Columbia River FEG $537,592 $654,142
10-1437 R 12 South Fork Toutle Restoration II Lower Columbia River FEG $643,715 $761,197
10-1413 R 13 Gorley Springs Phase II Instream Project CREST $250,627 $294,855
10-1718 P 14 Arkansas Creek Rehabilitation Planning Castle Rock City of $185,375 $185,375

Lead Entity Nisqually River Salmon Recovery

Project # § E Project Name Project Sponsor SRES FSAR Project

-« Request Redquest Total
10-1868 A 1 Middle Mashel Protection Project Nisqually R Land Trust $250,000 $295,000
10-1867 A 2  Ceja Nisqually Shoreline Acquisition Nisqually R Land Trust $166,803 $196,303
10-1872 A 4  Tanwax Nisqually Confluence Acquisition Nisqually R Land Trust $166,803 $166,803  $196,303
10-1881 R 5  Wilcox Reach Riparian Restoration 2010 Nisqually R Land Trust $109,000 $151,960
10-1885 P 6 Lower Nisqually side-channel design Nisqually Indian Tribe $125,000 $147,500

Lead Entity North Olympic Peninsula
SRFB PSAR

Project Name Project Sponsor

10-1521 1 Elwha River ELJ Phase 1 Elwha Klallam Tribe $620,464 $730,464
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10-1496 A 2  Dungeness Habitat Protection Jamestown S'Klallam Tribe $182,000 $242,000
10-1456 R 3  McDonald Creek Large Wood Recovery Jamestown S'Klallam Tribe $50,000 $63,277
10-1509 A 4  Pysht Floodplain Acquisition Phase Two North Olympic Land Trust $213,798 $203,661  $491,130
10-1887 R 6 Elwha River ELJ Phase 2 Elwha Klallam Tribe $837,347 $985,347
10-1890 A 7  Pysht Floodplain Acquisition Phase Three North Olympic Land Trust $221,262 $221,262  $260,308

Lead Entity North Pacific Coast

Project # § a.‘% Project Name Project Sponsor SRFS FSAR Project

-« Request Redquest Total
10-1794 R 1 Camp Creek Culvert Replacement Pacific Coast Salmon Coalition $162,500 $250,000
10-1848 P 2  Mill Creek Assessment Pacific Coast Salmon Coalition $70,000 $70,000
10-1853 P 3  Sol Duc River Assessment and Outreach Wild Fish Conservancy $128,232 $150,882

Lead Entity Okanogan County

Q - .
Project# £ § Project Name Project Sponsor SRES FSAR Project
= Reauest Reauest Total
10-1860 R 1 Remove fish passage in Loup Loup Creek Okanogan County Public Works $265,000 $295,500
10-1801 A 2 :‘;fd;'e Methow River Acquisition RM 48.7 RB 1.t ow Salmon Recovery Found  $139,860 $244,760
Ir
10-1813 A 3  Upper Methow Riparian Protection IV Methow Conservancy $308,552 $363,002
10-1861 A 4  Mcloughlin Falls 2010 Fish & Wildlife Dept of $400,000 $1,100,000
10-1802 A 5 MetlhOW River Acquisition 2010 MRAL5 LR \1oth 6w Salmon Recovery Found  $106,356 $238760
(Rislev)
10-1803 A 6 MethowRiver Acquisition 2010 MR 335 LH 44w Salmon Recovery Found  $110,348 $195,048
(Hoffman)
10-1815 A 7 Melthow River Acquisition 2010 MR 56.0 RR Methow Salmon Recovery Found  $162,178 $192,178
(Rilev)
Lead Entity Pacific County
(] - .
Project# £ § Project Name Project Sponsor SEEE =ah Project
= x Reauest Request Total
10-1652 R 1 Bear River Estuary Restoration-Construction ~ Willapa Bay RFEG $402,402 $473,414
10-1658 R 3  Ellsworth Creek Restoration The Nature Conservancy $110,500 $158,783
10-1916 R 2  Green Creek Weir Removal Pacific County Anglers $70,699 $85,699

Lead Entity Pierce County

Project # § f% Project Name Project Sponsor SREB FSAR Project

- & Reauest Request Total
10-1877 C 1 SPC Floodplain Acquisition Pierce Co Conservation Dist $334,475  $395,500
10-1863 R 2 Calistoga Setback Levee - Construction Orting City of $313,880 $907,000 $5,413,855
10-1859 R 3  Middle Boise Creek Restoration King County DNR & Parks $113,705 $161,705
10-1866 P 4 Linden Golf Course Oxbow Setback Levee Puyallup City of $200,000 $200,000
10-1874 p 5  litlow Estuary Restoration-Design South Puget Sound SEG $200,000 $200,000

Develobment

10-1858 R 6 Salmon Creek Culvert Replacements Sumner City of $143,121 $253,121

Lead Entity Quinault Nation

(] = .

Project# £ § Project Name Project Sponsor SREB FSAR Project

- & Reauest Request Total

10-1743 R 1 QIN Open Channels in Cook Creek Basin Quinault Indian Nation $8,174 $9,616

10-1745 P 2 QIN F-17 Road Impounded Pond Quinault Indian Nation $8,800 $8,800
Enhancement Desian

10-1891 p 3 QINSF.SalmonRiver Culvert Replacement o oo\ it 1ndian Nation $16,500 $16,500

Desian
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QIN Trib to N.F. Moclips Open Channels

10-1557 R 4 Quinault Indian Nation $9,402 $11,062
Proiect
10-1744 p 5 QUNF-15RoadImpounded Pond Quinault Indian Nation $8,800 $8,800
Enhancement Desian
10-1767 R 6 Donkey Creek Culvert - 2010 Pacific Coast Salmon Coalition $300,055 $414,042
10-1892 R 7 Quinault 4300 Road-Additional funding Quinault Indian Nation $9,960 $11,730
Lead Entity San Juan County Community Development
] = .
Project# £ § Project Name Project Sponsor SRES FSAR Project

-« Reauest Request Total
Wild Salmon Recovery in San Juan County Friends of the San Juans $0 $159,999  $188,239

Thatcher Bay Nearshore Restoration Skagit Fish Enhancement Group ~ $141,379 $149,522  $364,171
Imbnlement 2010

WRIA2 Derelict Fishing Net Removal NW Straits Marine Cons Found $9,477 $11,550

10-1789 P 1
10-1739 R 2
10-1752 R 3

Lead Entity Skagit Watershed Council

o X q
Project# £ § Project Name Project Sponsor SEEE =ah Project

= Reauest Reauest Total
10-1852 R E°}‘1Nard Miller Steelhead Park Off Channel g, . s Ficy Enhancement Group $185940  $220,720

nhance
10-1769 C 2  Skagit Tier 1 & 2 Floodplain Protection Seattle City Light $505,495 $455,115 $1,130,130
10-1795 P 3  Davis Slough Hydrologic Connectivity Skagit Fish Enhancement Group $191,712 $191,712
10-1840 R 4 Lower Day Creek Restoration Phase 2 Skagit Fish Enhancement Group $167,450 $197,000
1gss € 25 cveEn GEecRenn b Ao & Skagit River Sys Cooperative $552,075 $867,567
Restoration

Lead Entity Snake River Salmon Recovery Board

[ P
Project# £ § Project Name Project Sponsor SRES FSAR Project

= Reauest Reauest Total
10-1633 R 1 Tucannon R Off-Set Dike Constr Cost Increase Columbia Conservation Dist $497,700 $594,260
10-1827 R 2  Mill Creek Japanese Knotweed Removal Walla Walla Co Cons Dist $17,500 $40,000
10-1832 R 3  Tucannon LWD Stream Habitat Restoration Fish & Wildlife Dept of $173,000 $205,000
10-1820 A 4  Chatman Conservation Easement Acqusition Blue Mountain Land Trust $70,980 $83,580
10-1828 R 5 Pataha Creek Fish Passage Rectification Umatilla Confederated Tribes $327,000 $454,000
10-1819 P 6 Bridge to Bridge Levee Final Design Tri-State Steelheaders Inc $58,150 $58,150
10-1834 R 7 Yellowhawk Barrier Removal Inland Empire Action Coalition $99,971 $117,621
10-1822 P 8  Farrens Easement Assessment Inland Empire Action Coalition $38,195 $44,945
10-1831 P 9 ;”C?”“O“ River Geomorphic Assessment and .1, \walla Community College  $220,480 $259,480

esian
10-1824 C 10 Fritze/Tracy Conservation Easement Blue Mountain Land Trust $85,295 $100,395
Acausition

10-1826 R 11 ;‘“‘Chet R SECER R RSN, S ey v 2 @5 Gars B $217,200 $292,800
Lead Entity Snohomish County

(] L .
Project# £ § Project Name Project Sponsor SEEE =ah Project

- Reauest Reauest Total

Stillwater Flooodplain Restoration -

10-1365 R 1 Wild Fish Conservancy $240,752 $240,248 $685,814
Construction

10-1338 R 2  Lower Skykomish River Restoration Project Snohomish County of $231,725 $283,500

10-1186 R 3  Upper Tychman Slough Restoration Stilly-Snohomish FETF $270,000 $375,000

Lead Entity Stillaguamish
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SRFB PSAR Project

'] -4
Project# £ § Project Name Project Sponsor

= Reauest Reauest Total
09-1410 R 1 Port Susan Bay Estuary Restoration The Nature Conservancy $249,210 $750,789 $2,000,000
10-1792 R 2  Canyon Creek Roads Phase II Stillaguamish Tribe of Indians $257,334 $310,334

Lead Entity West Sound Watershed

Q = .
Project# £ § Project Name Project Sponsor SRES FSAR Project
= Reauest Reauest Total
10-1878 P 1  West Sound Water Type Assessment Phase II Wild Fish Conservancy $200,000 $100,000  $237,500
10-1875 P 2  Penrose Point Bulkhead Removal Final Design South Puget Sound SEG $90,000 $90,000
10-1879 P 3  Chico Phase 3 Design Kitsap County of $48,115  $21,557 $69,672
10-1297 A 4 ';‘ :"tsap Heritage Park, Phase Il Acq.(Grover . o county Parks and Rec $100,000 $1,416,500
r.
10-1873 R 5 Maple Hollow Restoration Key Peninsula Metro Park Dist $25,000 $50,000
10-1876 R 6 McCormick Creek Fish Passage Project South Puget Sound SEG $13,500 $55,000
10-1882 P West Bainbridge Shoreline Protection Bainbridge Island Land Trust $35000  $44,000
Feasibilitv
10-1864 P 8  Strawberry Creek Culvert Replacement Design Mid-Puget Sound Fish Enh Grp $77,000 $77,000

Lead Entity WRIA 1 Salmon Recovery Board

Q = .
Project# £ § Project Name Project Sponsor SRFS FSAR Project
-« Reauest Request Total
gy op o O NEEERE IR Reedn REMORIIE ek nlien Tiili $705,737 $830,279
Phase 1
10-1300 R 2 South Fork Saxon Reach Project-Construction Lummi Nation ####### $1,387,388
gy @ g iR CiEE e AeeiEinem Whatcom Land Trust $255,935  $301,100
Restoration
10-1842 R 4 NooksackForks & Tributaries Riparian Nooksack Salmon Enhance Assn ~ $88743 $103707  $230,632
Restoration
10-1808 P 5 South Fork Black Slough Reach ELJ Design Nooksack Indian Tribe $68,540 $68,540
10-1807 P 6 >outhFork DS of Hutchinson Creek ELJ Nooksack Indian Tribe $68,540  $68,540
Desian
10-1806 p 7 SouthFork Nooksack: Cavanaugh Island Lummi Nation $84.204 $84.204
Restoration
10-1910+ R 8 NFNooksack Wildcat Reach Restoration: v cack Indian Tribe $261,439  $307,575

Phase 2

Lead Entity WRIA 13 Thurston Conservation District

SRFB PSAR Project
Reauest Reauest Total

[} =
Project # S &% Project Name Project Sponsor

10-1772 R 1 Priest Point Park Bulkhead Removal South Puget Sound SEG $105,000 $125,000
10-1782 P 2  WRIA 13 Water Type Assessment Phase III Wild Fish Conservancy $20,000 $68,700  $104,400
10-1754 P 3  WRIA 13 Nearshore Acquisition Assessment  Capitol Land Trust $63,325 $74,500
10-1784 P 4  Deschutes River ELJ/LWD Design Project Thurston Conservation District $29,151 $84,710 $113,861
10-1757 R 5  Gull Harbor Estuary Barrier Removal Capitol Land Trust $165,089 $194,222
Welgs  p @ AciEne et P South Puget Sound SEG $72,125  $84,875
Develobment
10-1895 P 7 Boston Harbor Road Culvert Design South Puget Sound SEG $60,000 $64,501
Lead Entity WRIA 14 Mason Conservation District
Q = .
Project# £ § Project Name Project Sponsor SRES FSAR Project
-« Request Redquest Total
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10-1776 R 1 Midway Creek Fish Barrier Removal Project South Puget Sound SEG $100,676 $192,398 $345,066
10-1779 R 2  Case Inlet Shoreline Enhancement Project South Puget Sound SEG $79,442  $40,050 $141,550
10-1781 R 3  Squaxin Island Pier and Bulkhead Removal South Puget Sound SEG $80,000 $62,500  $168,000

Lead Entity WRIA 8 (King County)
0 X
Project# £ E Project Name Project Sponsor

SRFB PSAR Project

- Request Request Total

10-1360 R 1 Southlake Washington DNR Shoreline Natural Resources Dept of $300,000  $993,897
Restoration 2

10-1520 A 2  Royal Arch Reach Acquisitions - Phase II Seattle Public Utilities $12,881 $275496  $588,377

10-1699 A 3 ggfjr River Elliot Bridge Reach Acquire Il 1, \water & Land Res $300,000  $400,000

10-1634 R 4  South Lake Washington Habitat Construction Renton City of $300,475 $353,500

10-1558 P 5 Mapes Creek Mouth Daylighting Project Seattle Public Utilities $120,559 $1,166,000

10-1750 R 6 Little Bear Creek - 132nd Ave Barrier Removal Adopt A Stream Foundation $50,000 $245,266
Lead Entity WRIA 9 (King County)

Type

10-1125 Mill Creek Conf./Green River Design Kent City of $200,000 $200,000
10-1605 Duwamish Gardens Estuarine Rehabilitation

™ .
Project # & Project Name Project Sponsor SRES FSAR Project
] Reauest Reauest Total
1
2

U O

Tukwila City of $165,544  $31,755  $250,228

Desian

Lead Entity Yakima Basin Fish and Wildlife Recovery Board

Q = .

Project# £ § Project Name Project Sponsor SRES FSAR Project

Ll Reauest Reauest Total

10-1765 R 1 Eschbach Park Levee Setback & Restoration  Yakima County Public Services $284,424 $380,569

10-1764 R 2  Herke Fish Screening, Ahtanum Creek 2 North Yakima Conserv Dist $131,140 $168,140

10-1838 R 3  Manastash Creek Barrier Removal Kittitas Co Conservation Dist $112,959 $133,349

10-1785 P 4 Yakima River Delta Habitat Assessment Mid-Columbia RFEG $114,055 $134,407

10-1909 A 5 L Cowiche Creek Conservation Easement Yakima County Public Services $84,190 $99,190

10-1847 R 6 Teanaway River - Red Bridge Road Project Kittitas Co Conservation Dist $243,877 $286,914

10-1595 R 7 Yakima Beaver Project Fish & Wildlife Dept of $187,025 $227,025

10-1786 R 8 Jac; Creek Channel & Floodplain Rest, RMO .4 co1ymbia RFEG $170,000 $205,000

to 2.

10-1841 R 9  Currier Creek Restoration Kittitas Conservation Trust $170,000 $200,000

10-1753 R 10 IL:‘ Salle High School Riparian Enhancement  \, t vakima Conserv Dist $127,834 $152,284
roiect

10-1837 R 11 Coleman Creek - Ellensburg Water Company y:iac o Conservation Dist $500,022 $853,752
Proiect



Meeting Date:
Title:
Prepared By:

Salmon Recovery Funding Board
Briefing Memo
Item 2D

October 2010
Staff Presentation of Projects

Tara Galuska, Senior Grant Manager

Approved by the Director:

Proposed Action:

Briefing

Salmon section staff will present information about several projects at the October Salmon
Recovery Funding Board meeting. Projects that will be highlighted include the following:

Project #07-1888: Mill Creek Lasher Conservation Easement

Status:
Sponsor:

Lead Entity:

Grant Source:

Description:

Closed Completed

Blue Mountain Land Trust

Snake River Salmon Recovery Board
Salmon Recovery Funding Board grant

The Blue Mountain Land Trust used this grant to purchase a voluntary land
preservation agreement for 20.75 acres along %2 mile of the north side of
Mill Creek in Walla Walla, Washington. This stretch of Mill Creek has been
listed as a priority protection reach in the Snake River Salmon Recovery Plan
and is used by threatened steelhead, endangered bull trout, as well as
Chinook salmon. The land had been used for agriculture and cultivated
nearly to the edge of the creek. A restoration of the creek bank was done 10
years ago using Conservation Reserve Enhancement Program (CREP)
funding, establishing a healthy 3.5-acre buffer. But the buffer was no longer
under CREP contract and was therefore vulnerable to development. The land
preservation agreement prevents the development of up to three homes.

In addition, the project included removal of over 60 cars from the
streambank. The cars were installed as bank protection in the mid-1900s.



Treated banks were sloped back as needed and revegetated with native
plants. The Trust contributed over $29,000 in donated labor, materials, and
property interest to the project.

Project #07-2013: Ed Roller, Jr., Salmon Creek R6

Status:
Sponsor:

Lead Entity:

Grant Source:

Description:

Closed Completed

Cowlitz Conservation Dist

Lower Columbia Fish Recovery Board
Family Forest Fish Passage Program (FFFPP)

A barrier crossing located on small forest landowner Ed Roller’s forest road
was removed and replaced utilizing funding from the Family Forest Fish
Passage Program. The two shotgun culverts were blocking passage to 3.31
miles of habitat to Steelhead, Coho, Chum, and searun cutthroat in Salmon
Creek, a tributary to the Cowlitz River. The two culverts were replaced with a
50 foot long by 14 foot wide prefabricated steel bridge providing full access
to upstream spawning and rearing habitat.

Project #08-1935: Stewart- Trib to Walker Creek R6

Status:
Sponsor:

Lead Entity:

Grant Source:

Description:

Closed Completed

Pacific Conservation Dist

Pacific County LE

Family Forest Fish Passage Program (FFFPP)

The Pacific Conservation District (PCD) worked with landowner Bill Stewart to
replace a barrier culvert on a forestland road that was blocking access to 3.59
miles of upstream habitat on a tributary to Walker Creek. PCD used this grant
and funding from the Family Forest Fish Passage Program (FFFPP) to finance
the restoration. The project included excavating the existing 64" culvert and
replacing it with a 50" by 14’ structural steel bridge, excavating and shaping
portions of the stream, inserting streambed material and large woody debris.
The new crossing provides forestland access and has restored fish passage for
native coho, steelhead and chum salmon






Lead Entity Advisory Group Report
to the Salmon Recovery Funding Board, October 2010
Prepared and Submitted by LEAG Chair, Barbara Rosenkotter

The Lead Entity Advisory Group (LEAG) has been meeting primarily via conference calls in May and
October but also had an in-person meeting In Lacey on July 9th where they elected their Executive
Committee members along with a new Chair; Barbara Rosenkotter and Vice-Chair, Angie Begosh.
LEAG Executive Committee Members:
e Cheryl Baumann {North Clympic)
Angie Begosh (Yakima), LEAG Vice-Chair
Richard Brocksmith {(Hood Canal), LEAG Past Chair
Dave McClure (Klickitat)
Barbara Rosenkotter (San Juan), LEAG Chair
Char Schumacher (Okanogan)
John Sims (Quinauit)

lead Entities throughout the state have been busy with the 2010 SRFB grant round leading to 155
applications submitted on August 25", Lead Entities continue to address any remaining concerns

identified by the Review Panel.

Lead Entities have been working through various work groups along with RCO/GSRO staff to continue to
advance the goals set forth at the April LEAG retreat:
e Teiling the Saimon Recovery Story
o HWS Enhancements
- Impiementation Scheduling
- Tracking Programmatic Actions
- PRISM to HWS Interface
RCO Is performing a functional requirements analysis and developing a matrix to summarize the
functional requirements for the various tracking systems which will help identify reporting and tracking
needs. RCO will work with Lead Entities and Reglons to ensure that the data systems meet those
tracking and reporting needs.

A workgroup Is also warking with RCO staff to help develop the next Project Conference. The Project
Conference is scheduled for April 2011.

LEAG members are ready to provide input to the upcoming Manual 18 changes and reviewed and
provided input regarding the recently proposed Manual 3 changes. There was concern expressed
regarding the proposed policy requiring property acquired for development or conservation to have the
planned activity completed within three years of purchase as it frequently requires more than 3 years to
get restoration projects implemented. The concern was discussed at the Qctober LEAG conference call
with RCO staff and they plan to revise the language to respond to comments. The revised language
should be available by the October SRFB meeting.

At their October conference call meeting LEAG members also reviewed the 2010 Community Salmon
Fund (CSF} grant round with representatives from NFWF and Evergreen Consulting and provided input
for the 2011 grant round. Lead Entlties continue to express their support for this small grant program
which engages local communities in salmon recovery and leads to additional on-the-ground projects
throughout the state.



Salmon Recovery Funding Board
Briefing Memo
Item 5

Meeting Date: October 2010
Title: Biennial Workplan Update: Funding of Complex Projects
Prepared By: Megan Duffy, Policy Specialist

Approved by the Director:

Proposed Action:  Briefing

At the May 20, 2010 Salmon Recovery Funding Board (board) meeting, staff presented key focus
areas and mechanisms for implementing the board's strategic plan. The key focus areas were
selected in light of priorities emerging from board discussions and as recommended to the chair
by the Governor's office. Staff proposed — and the board approved — that the work plan for the
remainder of the biennium focus on the following key areas: (1) Monitoring, (2) Efficiencies and
accountability, and (3) Scale and mix of projects.

While work is progressing in all three areas, this memo provides the board with an update
regarding staff work to address the scale and mix of projects. Staff will provide a detailed briefing
at the board meeting in October.

Scale and Mix of Projects

Staff have scoped this analysis to consider whether the board process is targeting funding for
the most important recovery projects, including larger and more complex projects. To support
this discussion, staff has been meeting with regional organizations to explore two questions:

e Whether the current board process limits the ability of sponsors to pursue larger projects;
and,

e If (and how) board funds could be used to facilitate implementation of bigger, reach-scale
projects.

At the time of this writing, staff has met with three of the seven regional organizations. Staff will
meet with another three regions before the board meeting on October 7. Based on those
discussions, staff will brief the board on key themes regarding the role of board policy and
funding in implementing bigger, reach-scale projects.
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Salmon Recovery Funding Board
Briefing Memo
Item 6

Meeting Date: October 2010
Title: 2011 Meeting Dates and Locations

Prepared By: Rebecca Connolly, Board Liaison

Approved by the Director:

Proposed Action:  Briefing

The Salmon Recovery Funding Board (Board) meets four to six times per year to award grant
funding and provide policy direction for the grant programs and planning activities. Statute
requires the board to establish its regular meeting schedule and notify the Code Reviser of the
dates and locations before January 1 of each year. Board members have indicated availability on
the dates suggested by staff, and are therefore asked to approve the proposed schedule.

Staff Recommendation

Recreation and Conservation Office (RCO) staff recommends that the board adopt the proposed
meeting schedule and locations for 2011.

Dates Location
March 2-3, 2011 Olympia
May 25-26, 2011 Olympia

August 31 — September 1, 2011 Olympia or
Location in the Mid-Columbia Region
December 7-8, 2011 Olympia

Proposed Motion Language

Move to adopt the 2011 meeting schedule as presented, with the August meeting to be held in
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The Open Public Meetings Act requires state agencies to identify the time and place they will
hold their regular meetings and to publish their schedule in the Washington State Register. The
agency must notify the code reviser of that schedule before January of each year. Accordingly,
the board typically has approved its meeting schedule for the next year in October.

Analysis

Staff believes that the board can accomplish its work in four meetings. If needed, the chair may
call for an additional special meeting, which could be conducted by phone. Further, the
meetings may be reduced to one day each, depending on the topics to be addressed.

Meeting Locations

During the 2010 legislative session, the legislature approved restrictions on state board and
commission travel reimbursements, effective July 1, 2010 (HB2617). The Salmon Recovery
Funding Board is a class four board, so the following provisions apply:

e when feasible, shall use an alternative means of conducting a meeting that does not
require travel, while still maximizing member and public participation;

e may use a meeting format that requires members to be physically present at one location
only when necessary; and

e use only state facilities for in-person meetings.

Given these limitations, the board should discuss whether it wants to conduct all of its meetings
in Olympia, or travel to another location. Although meetings in Olympia are local for staff and
agency members, the location does require four of the five citizen members to travel. Staff is
working on the technology to increase statewide participation at meetings in Olympia (e.g.,
conference calls and web streaming), but the tools are not yet in place. Traveling to another
location requires more staff and agency member travel, but also provides an opportunity for
greater interaction with local groups involved in salmon recovery.

If the board wishes to travel during 2011, staff recommends that they select a location within the
Mid-Columbia Region. The region was the original location for the October 2010 meeting, which
was relocated to Olympia. If the board selects this option, staff would work with the region to
determine the best location to maximize public participation and allow the board to see the
salmon recovery work.

Staff will plan meetings for 2011 and make the required notifications. Dates or locations for
regularly scheduled meetings can be altered, with sufficient notice. The Chair may call special
meetings at any location or time in compliance with the notice provisions of the Open Public
Meetings Act.
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Salmon Recovery Funding Board
Briefing Memo
Item 7A

Meeting Date: October 2010
Title: Effectiveness Monitoring — Results for Adaptive Management

Prepared By: Ken Dzinbal, Monitoring Forum Coordinator
Jennifer O'Neal — Tetra Tech EC

Approved by the Director:

Proposed Action:  Briefing

The Salmon Recovery Funding Board (board) has supported a reach-scale effectiveness
monitoring program since 2004. Effectiveness monitoring is key to the concept of “adaptive
management.” The long-term intent of the board’s program is to document project
performance through monitoring, and provide useful feedback on what makes projects
successful.

The board'’s program was originally designed to continue for a minimum of 12 years based on
response times of key measures and variables. With over 5 years of monitoring now complete,
Tetra Tech has begun to collect some preliminary observations that allow us to compare
projects that appear to be headed for success with projects that appear to be less than
successful.

The staff presentation in October will summarize early results and observations about project
performance at a few selected sites. Lessons have been learned in several areas:

e Project location and/or placement

e Project design

e Landowner issues

e Scale Issues — scale of project vs. size of watershed

e Constraining features that will remain in place despite the project (e.g. bridges, roadways)

A key feature of the board's Effectiveness Monitoring Program is that a third-party contractor
conducts the monitoring, using standardized methods and protocols. This objectivity allows an
impartial analysis and observation of project performance. Comparing projects that are very
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successful with those that are less successful allows for maximum learning. In fact, the most
important lessons often emerge from less-than successful performances.

We expect that additional years of monitoring will lead to more lessons learned about these and
other project attributes. We hope, however, that the presentation will begin a discussion of how
monitoring results can be usefully incorporated into future project planning and
implementation. Developing a process to evaluate, discuss, and incorporate lessons-learned is a
critical component of the adaptive-management process.

Staff will look for ways to incorporate any lessons learned into the April 2011 project conference.
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Salmon Recovery Funding Board
Briefing Memo
Item 7B

Meeting Date: October 2010
Title: Intensively Monitored Watersheds Update

Prepared By: Ken Dzinbal, Monitoring Forum Coordinator

Approved by the Director:

Proposed Action:  Briefing

The Intensively Monitored Watersheds (IMW) program is designed to determine whether
restoration efforts result in more salmon. The Salmon Recovery Funding Board (board) is
currently allocating about $1.47 milion annually for four IMW studies. At the October meeting,
staff will provide an update on the status of those studies, as well as a summary of recent
discussions concerning the potential to develop a Chinook salmon focused IMW somewhere in
Puget Sound.

Background

Workshop Update

In October 2009, the board approved a staff proposal for a workshop to explore potential
revisions or updates to the board’s IMW program. However, in early 2010, the Bonneville Power
Administration initiated a review of regional monitoring (including current IMW efforts), to help
shape BPA's strategy for habitat effectiveness monitoring required under the 2008 biological
opinion (BIOP). BPA's review has since expanded to include a number of cooperating entities,
such as the Northwest Power and Conservation Council, the Pacific Northwest Aquatic
Monitoring Partnership, the Washington Forum on Monitoring, the U.S. Bureau of Land
Management, and others. In light of this on-going review and regional discussion, staff has
postponed holding a separate IMW workshop.

Status of Board-Funded IMW Studies
The board also has asked about the status of board-funded IMW efforts and has discussed
potential interest in developing or scoping an IMW study of Chinook salmon in Puget Sound.

In October, the Department of Ecology will report the status of the four IMW efforts that the
board funds, including some early results from three of the studies. The fourth IMW effort
(Skagit River Delta) is a relatively complex, multi-partner effort with a number of unique features
that merits a separate presentation at a future meeting.
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In addition, staff will discuss the results of preliminary discussions with other agencies regarding
options for a Chinook salmon IMW study in Puget Sound.

At the board's direction, staff will:

e further explore and scope options for an IMW project focused on Chinook salmon habitat
restoration; and/or

e provide a detailed briefing regarding the Skagit River IMW at a future meeting.
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Salmon Recovery Funding Board
Briefing Memo

Item 7C
Meeting Date: October 2010
Title: Funding Renewal for WDFW Fish-in / Fish-out Monitoring
Prepared By: Ken Dzinbal, Monitoring Forum Coordinator

Mara Zimmerman, Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife

Approved by the Director:

Proposed Action:  Decision

The Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife (WDFW) is seeking continued support from the
Salmon Recovery Funding Board (board) for monitoring adult and juvenile salmonid abundance
at selected high-priority sites.

WDFW is requesting $208,000 for annual fish-in/fish-out monitoring beginning in October 2010.
If approved, this funding will help fill remaining gaps in the statewide fish-in/fish-out framework.
That is, it will provide enough monitoring of adults and juveniles to estimate productivity for at
least one major population group® per Evolutionarily Significant Unit.

Staff Recommendation

RCO staff recommends that the board approve continued funding for WDFW fish-in/fish-out
monitoring at the requested level. The contract period will run from October 2010 through
December 2012 to allow for completion of seasonal sampling, data analysis, and reporting of
results (since 2008, annual grants have been written with over-lapping, 2-year timeframes).

Proposed Motion Language

Move to approve $208,000 for WDFW fish-in/fish-out monitoring from October 2010 through
September 2012.

! Major population group is defined as one primary population per sub-geographic area
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The National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) and its technical review teams
identified 28 Major Population Groups (MPGs) and found that a minimum of 86 primary
populations may require monitoring to effectively assess delisting criteria in Washington State.

The Washington Forum on Monitoring (Forum) adopted a strategy in 2007 called the
“Washington State Framework for Monitoring Salmon Populations Listed under the Federal
Endangered Species Act and Associated Freshwater Habitats” (Framework). The Framework
describes an approach to (1) track salmon abundance and productivity and (2) relate changes in
freshwater productivity to habitat conditions.

The Framework recognized that it is unlikely that funding would be available to monitor all 86
salmon populations and their habitats at the level of intensity suggested by NOAA. Thus, the
Forum focused on the most important populations and proposed monitoring juvenile migrants
at the mouths of 34 rivers. With this approach, the state can gather information on 70 of the
primary populations. WDFW will provide a list of all major population groups, primary
populations, species, smolt, and adult abundance monitoring being conducted, the entity
conducting the monitoring, and fund sources to the board at the October meeting.

Funding for Fish-in/Fish-out Monitoring

WDFW combines funding from several sources to support the highest-priority monitoring for
adult and juvenile abundance (fish-in/fish-out), including state general fund, BPA grants, Pacific
Salmon Fund Southern Funds, PUD contracts, and Salmon Recovery Funding Board grants. The
program depends on funds collected from a variety of sources, none of which has the capacity
to support the entire program.

As shown in the following chart, the board has awarded funds to WDFW for adult and juvenile
salmonid abundance monitoring since 2001. The board contributes about 7% of the total
funding for WDFW fish-in/fish-out monitoring.

Salmon Recovery Funding Board Grants for
Fish-in/Fish-out Monitoring

$750 7 $650

4600 - $550 $550

$450 - %358

4300 - $250 9250 4516 $208  $208

Thousands

2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009

Year Funds Awarded
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If approved, this funding will help fill gaps in the statewide “fish-in/fish-out” framework. That is,
it will help provide enough monitoring of adults and juveniles to estimate productivity for at
least one major population group per Evolutionarily Significant Unit. These populations are
published in the "Washington State Framework for Monitoring Salmon Populations Listed under
the Federal Endangered Species Act and Associated Freshwater Habitats.”

The Monitoring Forum recommends that the board continue its contribution to this program for
three reasons:

e The data obtained through this program are fundamental to salmon recovery;

e Participating in the funding of this program is consistent with the Comprehensive
Monitoring Strategy; and

e The data support the Forum’s Framework and high-level indicators for salmon recovery.

If approved, RCO will enter into an agreement with WDFW to complete the work.

Additional Materials

The following will be provided at the meeting:

A. Attachment A: Table showing all current fish-in/fish-out monitoring sites needed for
evaluating key populations identified for ESA recovery, including funding sources.
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Salmon Recovery Funding Board
Decision Memo

Item 8

Meeting Date: October 2010
Title: Puget Sound Acquisition and Restoration (PSAR) Grant Awards

Prepared By: Brian Abbott, Salmon Section Manager
Joe Ryan, Ecosystem Recovery/Local Implementation Director

Approved by the Director:

Proposed Action:  Decision

The legislatively-approved state 2009-11 capital budget includes $33 million to accelerate
implementation of the Puget Sound Salmon Recovery Plan. The budget directs the Salmon
Recovery Funding Board (board) to distribute these funds in coordination with the Puget Sound
Partnership (Partnership).

The Partnership is asking the board to approve funding for 33 projects as part of a final grant
round in the Puget Sound Acquisition and Restoration (PSAR) grant program. The board’s
approval gives the Recreation and Conservation Office (RCO) director the authority to enter into
project agreements that have been reviewed by the board’s Technical Review Panel, submitted
by Puget Sound lead entities in the 2010 grant round, and approved by both the Partnership
Leadership Council and the Puget Sound Salmon Recovery Council.

In addition, RCO staff is recommending that the board approve other state and Pacific Coastal
Salmon Recovery Funds (PCSRF) funding for these projects as proposed. Doing so reduces the
staff time needed to manage the contracts and streamlines the funding for sponsors. Further, it
expedites getting these projects implemented.

Staff Recommendation

Staff recommends that the board approve PSAR and other state or federal funding for the
projects listed in Attachment A.

At the time of this writing, four projects are flagged for further discussion at the Regional Area
project meeting. Staff will update the board at the October meeting on how the issues identified
by the Review Panel were resolved and will provide a staff recommendation on whether to
approve funding for these flagged projects.
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Proposed Motion Language

Move to approve $7,140,443 in Puget Sound Acquisition and Restoration (PSAR) funds for the
projects shown in Attachment A.

Move to approve $2,247,687 in state funds or federal Pacific Coastal Salmon Recovery Funds for
the projects shown in Attachment A.

The state 2009-11 capital budget includes $33 million for the PSAR grant program. The
Governor requested these funds as part of her initiative to protect and restore Puget Sound by
2020. The budget directs the board to distribute the funds in coordination with the Puget Sound
Partnership. To improve flexibility and quickly fund projects that are ready for construction, the
program allocates PSAR funds in several rounds:

1. An accelerated first round, which allocated funds on July 1, 2009 for the 2009
construction season.

2. A second round that paralleled the timing of the board’s 2009 grant round and allocated
funds in December 2009; and,

3. Additional rounds conducted, as necessary, depending on project readiness and
watersheds’ needs. Funds were allocated in a round in May 2010, and are being
considered for allocation at this meeting in a round that paralleled the board’s 2010
grant round.

The Puget Sound Partnership coordinates with lead entities and the board to submit projects
accordingly. PSAR projects must meet the same eligibility requirements and go through the
same review process as board-funded projects.

This PSAR grant round will fund projects across 14 of the 15 Lead Entities and finish out the
allocation of the 2009-2011 PSAR funds (Attachment A).

Other State and Federal Funding

As discussed at the May board meeting, the staff and sponsors have been working diligently to
get these projects approved by the board at its October meeting.

Many of the projects proposed for funding at this meeting use both PSAR and other board
funds (i.e., federal PCSRF or state funds). By the time of the board meeting, the projects will have
been evaluated through the local and state review processes. Staff is recommending that the
board approve both PSAR and other board funding at the October meeting, rather than waiting
for the December meeting.
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Review of the Proposed Projects

These PSAR projects were evaluated through the board’s 2010 grant round review process. The
Review Panel attended early application site visits and provided comments for all projects. Lead
entities followed their local process of technical and citizen review before submitting projects to
RCO by the application due date of August 25.

e The local watershed technical committees and the RITT have reviewed these projects and
determined they are consistent with the regional and watershed recovery strategies.

e The board’s Review Panel reviewed the projects for technical feasibility, including field
reviews and recommended them for funding. Four projects will be discussed at the
regional area meeting on September 29. Staff will discuss the meeting outcomes and
recommendations at the October board meeting, and adjust the table shown in
Attachment A accordingly.

e The projects would advance the implementation of the Puget Sound Salmon Recovery
Plan and the Partnership’s Action Agenda.

e The Leadership Council of the Puget Sound Partnership approved the project
identification process, and the Puget Sound Salmon Recovery Council has scheduled its
review during its meeting on September 23, 2010.

The attached project summaries and Review Panel evaluation comment forms include more
information on these projects.

If the board funds these projects, RCO staff will begin work to enter into appropriate grant
agreements.

A. Summary Spreadsheet PSAR October 2010 List

B. Project Summaries and Technical Review Panel Evaluations by project
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Item 8, Attachment A

Summary Spreadsheet PSAR October 2010 List

Projects marked with an asterisk will be discussed by the Review Panel in September.

Lead Entity Project . . SRFB PSAR
Number Project Name Project Sponsor Amount Amount Match Total
Mason 10-1776 Midway Creek Fish Barrier Removal South Puget Sound SEG $100,676 $192,398 $52,000 $345,066
Count Ay MIEER TR PAlE REENe T T T T T on D IR T40Ie AR TR
ounty 10-1779  Case Inlet Shoreline Enhancement South Puget Sound SEG §79442  $40050  $22050  $141,550
10-1781 fg;i’\‘/':l Island Pier and Bulkhead South Puget Sound SEG $80,000  $62500  $24,500  $168,000
Nisqually 10-1872  lanwax Nisqually Confluence Nisqually River Land Trust $166,803  $29500 3196303
Acquisition Project Alternate
10-1496 Dungeness Habitat Protection Jamestown S'Klallam Tribe $182,000 $60,000 $242,000
NOPLE ) )
10-1509 Pysht Floodplain Acquisition Phase 2 North Olympic Land Trust $213,798  $ 203,661 $73,670 $491,130
) . - . $260,308
10-1890 Pysht Floodplain Acquisition Phase 3 North Olympic Land Trust $221,262 $39,046 Project Alternate’
Pierce 10-1863 Calistoga Setback Levee - Construction  City of Orting $313,880 $907,000 $4,192,975  $5,413,855
10-1877 SPC Floodplain Acquisition Pierce Conservation $334,475 $59,052 $395,500
San Juan 10-1739 Thatcher Bay.Nearshore Restoration Skagit Fisheries $141,379 $149,522 $24,950 $166,329
~ Implementation Enhancement Group ]
10-1789 \é\gfnf;'mon Recovery in San Juan Friends of the San Juans $159,999  $28240  $188,239
Skagit 10-1769  S<@gitTierland 2 Floodplain Seattle City Light $505495  $455115  $169,520  $1,130,130

_ Protection

1 Project Alternate Status: Funding provided only as money is returned from that lead entity.
2 Project Alternate Status: Funding provided only as money is returned from that lead entity.
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Lead Entity Project . . SRFB PSAR
Number Project Name Project Sponsor Amount Amount Match Total
. Howard Miller Steelhead
10-1852  Howard Miller Steelhead Off Channel = ¢t channel $185940  $34780  $220,720
Enhancement
Enhancement
Snohomish | 4 | 13¢5  Stllwater Floodplain Restoration Wild Fish Conservancy $240752  $240248  $204814  $685,814
Construction
Stillaguamish | 09-1410 Port Susan Bay Restoration The Nature Conservancy $249,210 $750,789 $1,000,000  $2,000,000
Thurston 10-1773  McLane Creek Watershed Project South Puget Sound SEG $72125  $12750 $84,875
_Development =T T EE T
10-1782 \;VRIA 13 Water Type Assessment Phase .4 rich Conservancy $20000  $68700  $15700  $104,400
% 7 . . Thurston Conservation 7
10-1784 Deschutes River ELJ LWD Design District $29,151 $84,710 $113,861
10-1757 Gull Harbor Estuary Barrier Removal Capitol Land Trust $165,089 $29,133 $194,222
*10-1895 Boston Harbor Road Culvert Design South Puget Sound SEG $60,000 $64,501
West Sound 10-1875 Eeer;ir;e Point Bulkhead Removal Final South Puget Sound SEG $90,000 $90,000
10-1878 mzsst:zo””d Water Type Assessment 4 Fish Conservancy $100,000  $100,000  $37,500  $237,500
*10-1879 Chico Creek Phase 3 Design Kitsap County $48,115 $21,557 $69,672
10-1882 Wes'F Eglnbrldge Shoreline Protection Bainbridge Island Land $35,000 $9,000 $44,000
Feasibility Trust
WRIA 1 . . . .
10-1300 SF Saxon Reach Project Construction Lummi Nation $1,091,388  $296,000  $1,387,388
10-1777  Maple Creek Acquisition and Whatcom Land Trust §255935  $45165  $301,100
~ Restoration ]
10-1806 oF Nook§ack Cavanaugh Island Lummi Nation $84,204
~ Restoration ]
10-1807 Sou.th Fork DS of Hutchinson Creek ELJ Nooksack Tribe $68,540
~ Design
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Lead Entity Project . . SRFB PSAR
Number Project Name Project Sponsor Amount Amount Match Total
10-1808 SF Black Slough Reach ELJ Design Nooksack Tribe $68,540
10-1842  ooksack Forkand Tributaries Riparian g\ $88,743  $103,707  $38182  $230,632
Restoration
WRIA 8 10-1360 South La.ke Washington DNR Shoreline WA State DNR $300,000  $643,897 $943 897
~ Restoration ]
10-1520 Royal Arch Acquisition Phase 2 Seattle Public Utilities $12,881 $275,496  $300,000 $588,377
10-1699 Cedar River Elliot Bridge Acquisition 2 King County $300,000  $100,000 $400,000
WRIA 9 10-1605 ~ Duwamish Gardens Estuarine City of Tukwila $165544  $31,755  $52929  $250,228
Rehabilitation
Totals $2,247,687 $7,140,443 $7,526,807 $16,462,164
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Salmon Program

State Recovery Projects
Application Project Summary

TITLE: Midway Creek Fish Barrier Removal Project NUMBER: 10-1776
TYPE: (Restoration)
STATUS: Application Complete

APPLICANT: South Puget Sound SEG CONTACT: Brian Combs
(360) 412-0808

COSTS: SPONSOR MATCH:
RCO $293,066 85 % Donated Equipment $11,000
Local $52,000 15 % Donated Labor $5,000
Total $345,066 100 % Donated Materials $14,000
Grant - Other $22,000
DESCRIPTION:

This project involves the replacement of two, side-by-side fish barrier culverts in Mason County at Midway Creek, a
tributary to Goldsborough Creek, with the ultimate goal being the re-connection of Midway Creek to Goldsborough
Creek. The current preferred alternative design will re-connect the currently disconnected creek to Goldsborough
Creek via a single culvert and a roughened channel. The tributary was previously un-named and was given the name
Midway Creek by the Project Sponsor for the sake of idenitification.

The existing culverts are perched approximately eight feet above the adjacent Goldsborough Creek and are 100% fish
passage barriers. Since these culverts are at the creek’s mouth, this project would open spawning and rearing habitat
within Midway Creek that is currently not accessible to any migratory or anadromous fish. The estimated fish habitat
gained would be at least 0.6 miles of stream habitat and additional upper wetlands and headwaters. The potential
habitat gain includes spawning gravel, pools, rearing habitat and access to large woody debris. Midway Creek is
relatively undisturbed with little to no development surrounding it.

Work within the Goldsborough watershed has been a high priority for the Mason Lead Entity, and this project is listed
on the South Sound 3-year-work- program in the Puget Sound Salmon Recovery Plan.

LOCATION INFORMATION:
Confluence of midway Creek and Goldsborough Creek east of Shelton, Mason County.

LEAD ENTITY ORG: Mason Conservation District LE

COUNTY: Mason WRIA: Kennedy-Goldsborough (14)
SCOPE (WORK TYPES):
Channel structure placement Obtain permits
Cultural resources Planting
Culvert installed or improved Traffic control
PERMITS ANTICIPATED:
Cultural Assessment [Section 106] Hydraulics Project Approval [HPA]
Dredge/Fill Permit [Section 10/404 or 404] Water Quality Certification [Section 401]
LAST UPDATED: August 30, 2010 DATE PRINTED: September 20, 2010

1APSUM7.RPT Midway Creek Fish Barrier Removal Project



Salmon Recovery Funding Board Individual Comment Form

Lead Entity: Mason County

(Lead Entity) | Date Application Status
Complete

Project Number: 10-1776 Final

September 9/08/2010 Yes Okay

) ) ) ) _ Early 6/24/2010 No NMI

Project Name: Midway Creek Fish Barrier Removal Project -

Status Options

NMI Need More Information
Project Sponsor: South Puget Sound SEG POC Project of Concern

Noteworthy Yes or No

Grant Manager: Marc Duboiski/Tara Galuska Flagged Yes or No

FINAL - REVIEW PANEL COMMENTS

Date:
Panel Member(s) Name:
Final Project Status:

Refer to Manual # 18, Appendix E-1, for projects that are not considered technically sound. In the “Why” box, explain
your reason for selecting this as a project of concern.

1. Is this a project of concern (POC) according to the SRFB’s criteria? (Yes or No)

Why?

2. If YES, what would make this a technically sound project according to the SRFB’s criteria?
3. If NO, are there ways in which this project could be further improved?

4. Other comments:

SEPTEMBER (POST APPLICATION) - LEAD ENTITY AND PROJECT SPONSOR RESPONSES

Comments/Questions:
Response:

If any part of your response to the Review Panel is attached in PRISM (e.g. design document, site maps, photos, etc.),
please list PRISM’s attachment number in the space below.

SEPTEMBER (POST APPLICATION) - REVIEW PANEL COMMENTS



Salmon Recovery Funding Board Individual Comment Form

Date: 9/8/10
Panel Member(s) Name: Jim Brennan; Paul Schlenger
September Project Status:

Refer to Manual # 18, Appendix E-1, for projects that are not considered technically sound. In the “Why” box explain
your reason for selecting this as a project of concern.

1. Is this a draft project of concern according to the SRFB’s criteria?
No

Why?
2. If YES, what would make this a technically sound project according to the SRFB’s criteria?

3. If NO, are there ways in which this project could be further improved?
It appears that there remains some level of uncertainty regarding the matching funds.

As indicated in the application, hydraulic modeling will be necessary if the upstream culvert remains under future
consideration. The hydraulic modeling would also be helpful for determining the functional effectiveness of the
preferred option. Design development should focus not only on addressing the fish passage problems, but also on
sustaining as much of the wetland area that’s developed due to the impounding effect of the railroad berm as possible.
Project sponsor is strongly encouraged to utilize information in WFDW'’s Road Impounded Wetlands White Paper
available at http://wdfw.wa.gov/publications/pub.php?id=00059.

4. Other comments:
The project sponsor has responded positively to earlier technical review comments, and has provided a design that

appears to be acceptable to the project sponsor, stakeholders, and the SRFB review panel.

EARLY APPLICATION (SUMMER) - LEAD ENTITY AND PROJECT SPONSOR RESPONSES

Comments/Questions:

Response:
If any part of your response to the Review Panel is attached in PRISM (e.g. design document, site maps, photos, etc.),
please list PRISM’s attachment number in the space below.

EARLY APPLICATION (SUMMER)- REVIEW PANEL COMMENTS

Date: June 24, 2010
Panel Member(s) Name: Paul Schlenger and Jim Brennan

Early Project Status:



Salmon Recovery Funding Board Individual Comment Form

Project Site Visit? Yes (June 24, 2010) or No

1. Recommended improvements to make this a technically sound project according to the SRFB’s criteria.
More information is needed regarding the range of alternatives considered, the considerations/criteria used to select
one alternative, and the relative benefits of the selected alternative compared to others considered.

The overall project goal is to allow fish passage into Midway Creek, which currently has no anadromous
connection to Goldsborough Creek due to the full barrier culverts at the confluence of Midway Creek and
Goldsborough Creek. The re-connection could, in theory, be placed under the railroad at the existing culvert
location or at other feasible locations upstream, using one or several culvert and channel designs. Having
more than one connection point is also a possibility. Three initial design concepts were developed that would
meet the overall goal but with slightly different benefits and costs. The three initial design concepts are
attachment #3 in PRISM. The final, preferred design is attachment #12.

» Option 1 entails a new culvert and connection point upstream of the existing culvert approx. 1,000+
ft. The existing culvert would be left as is but with a modified, plunge-pool outfall for downstream
fish passage. The new culvert location would allow for a technically easier installation than
upgrading at the existing culvert location. This is due to the extreme gradient differences at the
existing culvert location (the new location was chosen because of the more amenable slope
gradient). This option also calls for excavating 700 ft. of the existing channel downstream of the
new culvert location to ensure the lower channel remains wetted and useable by fish. The final
concept for this option is a new re-connection point allowing upstream fish access but with the
lower 1,000 ft. downstream of the new culvert accessible only to out-migrating fish.

» Option 2 calls for a new culvert location even farther upstream than Option 1. This location is
theorized to be near the original confluence point of the two creeks. Based on Lidar derived
contours and field observations, Midway Creek appears to have entered Goldsborough Creek in
this vicinity and not in its current location. The current culvert location appears to have been
created when the railroad was constructed, which in effect added 1,500 ft. to the length of Midway
Creek. While this option would meet the overall goal of re-connection, and would be straight-
forward to construct, it would eliminate 1,500 ft. of the lower reach, which includes spawning
gravel, wetlands, and dense riparian zones.

» Option 3 would achieve re-connection at the current location by using a 13% slope fishway. This
option would allow for full use of the existing creek, but with the cost and potential maintenance
problems that come with the fishway.

» “Option 4” eventually became the preferred design option (PRISM attachment #12). This option
would allow for re-connection at the current culvert location, but uses a roughened channel to
bridge the gradient gap instead of a fishway. This option was chosen as the final for several
reasons.

1. All of the existing creek will be accessible to fish, including the lower reach and its beneficial habitat

2. Although the lower reach may have been created as a function of the railroad, it has become a
functioning part of the stream over several decades and will provide several types of fish habitat if
connected.

3. The roughened channel concept provides a more “natural” look and would likely have less
maintenance problems than a fishway. The roughened channel would provide a slope of 4% as
opposed to the 13% fishway.

4. This concept was well-received by the WRIA 14 stakeholders.

The replacement of the downstream culvert to provide fish passage appears to provide a good opportunity to provide
fish access into an inaccessible creek. As discussed during the site visit, the roughened channel approach to tie together
the creek elevations on either side of the railroad berm is the preferred approach.



Salmon Recovery Funding Board Individual Comment Form

Since the reviewers also feel this is the preferred approach, the above analysis of all the options considered
should strengthen the case for the preferred design option.

As acknowledged by the sponsor, adding an upper culvert connection between Goldsborough Creek and “Midway
Creek” is a much more difficult aspect of the project. It will be important for the sponsor to use appropriate hydraulic
models to predict how water will move through the upper culvert and the entire side channel assuming different size
culverts and configurations. The sponsor indicated that the upper culvert design would intend to prevent the mainstem
flow of Goldsborough Creek from entering the side channel. In evaluating different culvert sizes/configurations, the
modeling work should also investigate the likelihood of stream down-cutting through the culvert and the potential for
Midway Creek to eventually flow out of the new culvert, thereby dewatering the downstream portions of Midway Creek.

It is recommended that the proposal be written such that if the modeling and other design work identifies engineering

limitations in designing the upper culvert to achieve the goals of adding the new connection, then the upper culvert will
be removed from the design. This important decision will presumably affect the roughened channel design of the lower
culvert because more or less water may be in the Midway Creek channel depending on whether the connection is added

Due to the concerns mentioned by the reviewers and multiple stakeholders in WRIA 14, the upper culvert has
been removed from the design to be considered in this application. However, we may pursue the design of
this upper culvert and the hydraulic modeling mentioned by the reviewers, with funds from other sources, in
which case the design presented in this application and the design of the upper culvert would be considered in
tandem. Although the funding would be separate, the two designs would be modeled and analyzed together.
Should the upper culvert design be well received by stakeholders, the final culvert and channel design for this
application would include any necessary accommodations for the future culvert.

2. Missing Pre-application information.

3. Comments/Questions:
This proposal provides a good opportunity for the sponsor to work with Simpson on habitat restoration.

This project will be the first of several we hope to complete along the Simpson railroad and will represent a
major accomplishment in working with Simpson.



Salmon Program

State Recovery Projects
Application Project Summary

TITLE: Case Inlet Shoreline Enhancement Project NUMBER: 10-1779
TYPE: (Restoration)
STATUS: Application Complete
APPLICANT: South Puget Sound SEG CONTACT: Brian Combs
(360) 412-0808
COSTS: SPONSOR MATCH:
RCO $119,500 84 % Grant - Other $22,050
Local $22,050 16 %
Total $141,550 100 %
DESCRIPTION:

This project involves the removal of a derelict over-water structure and over 200 lineal feet of concrete bulkhead along
the shoreline of Case Inlet in Mason County. After removal of the structures, the shoreline will be restored to
saltmarsh and planted with riparian vegetation.
The current site is an abandoned shellfish processing facility consisting of a large overwater building, protective
bulkhead, and single-family residence. The site was obtained by WDFW as mitigation for the loss of public shellfishing
opportunities. The site has not been developed by WDFW and has continued in its dilapidated state.

A drift cell moving from left to right has been designated at the site that supplies sediment to the extensive
saltmarshes located in the head of the inlet and a surf smelt spawning beach (WDOE). The site encompasses two
shorezone units that are variously rated as having: saltmarsh, forage fish spawning and is adjacent to a non-salmon
bearing stream, a salmon stream and a Tier 1 salmon stream. The site is located in an identified pocket estuary.
Human induced stressors noted include: shoreline armoring, riparian loss, and over water structures (NPST).

The entire site has been designated as a high priority area in the Nearshore Project Selection Tool (WRIA 13 and 14
TAG, 2009) and is in the three-year work plan in the Puget Sound Salmon Recovery Plan.

LOCATION INFORMATION:

Western shore of Case Inlet in Mason County.

COUNTY: Mason

LEAD ENTITY ORG: Mason Conservation District LE
WRIA: Kennedy-Goldsborough (14)

SCOPE (WORK TYPES):
Cultural resources
Overwater structure removal / modification
Planting

Regrading of slope
Shoreline armor removal or modification

PERMITS ANTICIPATED:

Cultural Assessment [Section 106]
Dredge/Fill Permit [Section 10/404 or 404]

Hydraulics Project Approval [HPA]
Water Quality Certification [Section 401]

LAST UPDATED: August 30, 2010

DATE PRINTED: September 20, 2010

1APSUM7.RPT
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Salmon Recovery Funding Board Individual Comment Form

Lead Entity: Mason County

(Lead Entity) | Date Application Status
Complete

Project Number: 10-1779 Final

September 9/08/2010 Yes Okay

) ) Early 6/24/2010 No NMI

Project Name: Case Inlet Shoreline Enhancement -

Status Options

NMI Need More Information
Project Sponsor: South Puget Sound SEG POC Project of Concern

Noteworthy Yes or No

Grant Manager: Marc Duboiski/Tara Galuska Flagged Yes or No

FINAL - REVIEW PANEL COMMENTS

Date:
Panel Member(s) Name:
Final Project Status:

Refer to Manual # 18, Appendix E-1, for projects that are not considered technically sound. In the “Why” box, explain
your reason for selecting this as a project of concern.

1. Is this a project of concern (POC) according to the SRFB’s criteria? (Yes or No)

Why?

2. If YES, what would make this a technically sound project according to the SRFB’s criteria?
3. If NO, are there ways in which this project could be further improved?

4. Other comments:

SEPTEMBER (POST APPLICATION) - LEAD ENTITY AND PROJECT SPONSOR RESPONSES

Comments/Questions:
Response:

If any part of your response to the Review Panel is attached in PRISM (e.g. design document, site maps, photos, etc.),
please list PRISM’s attachment number in the space below.

SEPTEMBER (POST APPLICATION) - REVIEW PANEL COMMENTS



Salmon Recovery Funding Board Individual Comment Form

Date: 9/8/10
Panel Member(s) Name: Jim Brennan; Paul Schlenger
September Project Status:

Refer to Manual # 18, Appendix E-1, for projects that are not considered technically sound. In the “Why” box explain
your reason for selecting this as a project of concern.

1. Is this a draft project of concern according to the SRFB’s criteria?
No

Why?

2. If YES, what would make this a technically sound project according to the SRFB’s criteria?

3. If NO, are there ways in which this project could be further improved?

Clarify area and volume of material to be removed during bulkhead removal. Also include transportation and disposal
cost estimates, and how these were derived. It still remains unclear how much earth material “should” be removed
following the bulkhead removal. The compacted material discovered could simply be a natural layer of hardpan, which
should not be disturbed. Digging a few test pits should provide a good picture of how much material needs to be
removed, and how much can be left to erode naturally, and/or be recolonized by salt marsh vegetation. An established
planting and monitoring plan, with narrative of expected benefits, should also be provided to help ensure that

appropriate types and coverage will enhance this restoration effort.

4. Other comments:

EARLY APPLICATION (SUMMER) - LEAD ENTITY AND PROJECT SPONSOR RESPONSES

Comments/Questions:

Response:

If any part of your response to the Review Panel is attached in PRISM (e.g. design document, site maps, photos, etc.),
please list PRISM’s attachment number in the space below.

Early Application (summer)- REVIEW PANEL Comments Date: 6/24/10

Panel Member(s) Name: Jim Brennan; Paul Schlenger

Early Project Status:

Project Site Visit? Yes (6/24/10) or No

1. Recommended improvements to make this a technically sound project according to the SRFB’s criteria.
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The Review Panel reviewers for this project believe that this project is fairly straightforward and recommends
simplifying the proposal methods, particularly for the bulkhead removal and shoreline enhancement portion. (See
comments under #3 below).

See description below.

2. Missing Pre-application information.
Need details of revised approach, cost estimates, and expected results in narrative of completed project proposal.

The site will be accessed from the landward side and the structures will simply be removed with typical
equipment (excavators, dump truck). The building will require some HAZMAT attention. The cost estimate is
in PRISM as attachment #8. Additional details are in the Proposal, attachment #12.

3. Comments/Questions:

Given that this site, and all site work proposed, is easily accessible from the uplands, there is no need to run equipment
on the beach, and all transport and disposal of materials can occur from the uplands. It appears that the overwater
structure is sided with asbestos tiles. The removal and disposal process for this element needs to be clearly defined in
the proposal. It was suggested that the project proponent check with the WADOE Brownfield program to determine if
assistance is available to help deal with this aspect of the proposal.

There is no proposal to access via water. The project will be done via land. The building will be removed
using HAZMAT BMP’s and funds are in the budget to cover this cost (having a HAZMAT certified specialist,
and disposing of the materials properly).

We checked with the WADOE Brownfield program and were informed this project does not fit within the scope
of their program (they deal mostly with underground, liquid materials).

The septic system/drain field needs to be located to determine if its location may cause some constraints on access for
bulkhead removal and relocation of the OHWM following bulkhead removal. Since the house is abandoned, and is likely
to be torn down if the property is later redeveloped, there is the possibility that the drain field could be located
landward, if it is currently located between the house and the existing bulkhead. (Note: it is possible that this might be
required anyway to meet current building code). The project proponent needs to contact the local Health Department
to determine the location of the drain field, and to explore options with the bulkhead removal.

The septic has been located. The tank is adjacent to the NE corner of the house and the drain filed extends
toward the bulkhead. However, we have confirmation from the County that the house (and all others in the

vicinity) has been converted to County sewer services. Therefore, the septic system is abandoned and can
simply be removed.

Soils should be checked behind the bulkhead to determine if the material is suitable to allow it to erode naturally back
onto the beach, to establish a natural gradient over time, or if some of the material needs to be excavated and disposed
of elsewhere (onsite or offsite options should be explored). The proposed action is to re-grade and re-vegetate the
bank, following bulkhead removal. This may require removal of at least two large trees (willow). One panel member
recommended leaving the trees and simply removing the bulkhead to allow the bank to erode and re-vegetate naturally
over time, given that there is ample seed source in the immediate area. Additional re-vegetation with “transitional”
vegetation (i.e., vegetation such as nootka rose, ocean spray, and other plants that naturally occur just landward of salt
tolerant vegetation commonly found in the backshore — salt marsh, dune and strand plant communities) could still be a
component of a re-vegetation plan. The project proponent needs to determine the most feasible plan and clearly
describe the approach in the final application materials. Review panel members offered continued assistance in making
this determination.
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Soils behind the bulkhead consist of an upper horizon with a sandy clay-loam texture. This upper horizon only
goes down approximately 12-16 inches. The next soil layer appears to be a combination of cobble and hard
clay that is impenetrable by hand tools (this lower layer may be fill that was placed when the bulkhead was
built).

We feel that simply removing the bulkhead and allowing the slope to re-grade over time will lead to an
unpredictable outcome. Given the hard nature of the existing soil behind the bulkhead and the relatively low-
energy wave environment in this protected inlet, it could take a very long time for the slope to re-grade, or it
may simply never achieve the desired contour. Based on observations of the adjacent shoreline, the salt
marsh contour should slope back from the bulkhead area at least 35 feet. The best way to ensure this contour
is matched and the area is re-populated with salt marsh plants, is to remove the artificial lawn and fill.

Leaving the existing willow trees and other landscape plants in place would slow even further the re-grading of
the salt marsh area. The willows are weeping willow, a non-native species, and while they are providing some
small riparian function, they are not in the appropriate place in relation to the proposed new OHWM.
Therefore, we propose to manually re-grade the slope and leave the site in a condition that will only require
salt-marsh recruitment (via the abundant seed bank, and to remove the old septic system if need be). An
appropriate, shoreline riparian planting will be installed along the new riparian zone (40-50 feet back from the
bulkhead). We will welcome any comments or assistance from the review panel members on developing this
final planting and grading plan.

We recommend that some form of conservation easement, title restriction, or other condition be placed on the
property to ensure protection of the shoreline (i.e., no new bulkhead or other structures) following completion of this
project.

We have assurances from the landowner, WDFW, that no further shoreline development will occur. We are
working to secure formal, written assurances or a conservation easement. WDFW intends to keep possession
of the tidal lands, which would include the project area, and there is no indication the land will ever be sold.
WDFW is working with Mason County Parks to turn the site into a non-developed, public access area. The
existing house will likely be removed.
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Application Project Summary

TITLE: Squaxin Island Pier and Bulkhead Removal NUMBER: 10-1781

TYPE: (Restoration)
STATUS: Application Complete

APPLICANT: South Puget Sound SEG CONTACT: Brian Combs

(360) 412-0808

COSTS: SPONSOR MATCH:
RCO $142,500 85 % Donated Labor $5,000
Local $25,500 15 % Grant - Other $20,500
Total $168,000 100 %

DESCRIPTION:

The project will include complete engineering and design and the removal of a 210’ long by 15’ wide creosote pier with
54 pilings, and the complete removal of 350 feet of rock bulkhead on Squaxin Island, Mason County.

The proposal is hypothesized to increase salmonid survival primarily through the removal of toxic creosote into the
environment and by enhancing nearshore processes through increased connectivity between the adjacent salt marsh,
forage fish spawning beach, and other habitat features as a result of removing the pilings and rock bulkhead.

The project site consists of an abandoned pier and its associated protective bulkhead. The pier formerly provided
access to a Tribal longhouse and cultural center that burned down and was abandoned in the early 1980’s. The pier
also provided a semi-dry dock facility where Tribal members could work on boats at all but the highest tides . This
facility on the pier was abandoned in the early 1990’s. Since that time the pier and site has been unused except as a
fall fishing camp for a Tribal family.

A drift cell ha been designated moving from south to north (left to right) that supplies sediment to a surf smelt
spawning beach adjacent to the proposed project (WDOE). The site is partially within and adjacent to two shorezone
units that are variously rated as having: saltmarsh, subtidal vegetation, forage 