
   

• Building trust, respect, and cooperation between legal regimes, project sponsors, and 
non-traditional partners like private landowners, cattle ranchers, etc. 

• Ensuring project sponsors have all the technical resources and capacity needed to 
successfully propose, develop, and implement high quality projects 

• Recruiting donated citizen, technical, bureaucratic, and manual labor 
• Leveraging local funding sources and staff time 
• Leveraging strong policy changes at the local level, beyond just projects 
• Building institutional capacity to drive the local changes needed for salmon recovery 
• Working at the finest scale that is financially-feasible to bring about behavioral 

changes 
• Expressing commitment for salmon recovery just by being present locally 
 
Another important efficiency that is realized through the commitment of operational 
funding for lead entities is our ability to leverage financial resources well beyond SRFB’s 
funds.  With the development of the Habitat Work Schedule and lists of high priority 
projects ready to go, we have become the go-to, watershed-level source for funding 
organizations at all scales of government and the private sector.  Several watersheds 
estimate that their project sponsors and lead entity process bring to the table between $5 
and $10 for every $1 that SRFB provides in project funding.  Without a centralized 
organizational structure focused on implementing salmon habitat recovery 
strategies/plans, those external funding sources would be much less effective in meeting 
the salmon recovery mission. 
 
The clear roles, responsibilities, and coordination between lead entities and regional 
recovery organizations in most of the State further the efficiency and effectiveness of the 
process.  Lead entities have always been the “project people”, while most regional 
recovery organizations have focused on filling other over-arching needs necessary for 
achieving comprehensive salmon recovery, including habitat regulatory reforms; ESA 
planning; hatchery, harvest, and hydropower integration and reforms; and monitoring and 
adaptive management programs.  As discussed below, we believe there are areas where 
efficiencies can be found through better coordination and planning within these scales, 
but for the most part, we are already well coordinated. 
 
Given the magnitude of the problems facing salmon recovery, we will not only need to be 
more efficient, but we will need even more resources in order to meet our salmon 
recovery goals. 
 
IV. Support Needed to be Effective 
 
In order to ensure habitat project development processes carried out by the lead entity 
program continue to be effective, we have created a bulleted list of items describing 
necessary support.  These reflect both a minimum level of support to keep an effective 
statewide program viable, but also some value-added support that would drastically 
improve effectiveness and efficiency.  In meeting these support needs, it is important to 
try to maintain some institutional memory in their administration. 
 
 



   

• Fiscal Support 
o Contract management and troubleshooting 
o Invoicing 
o Higher level grant and operational funding consolidation and pass through 
o Provide Lead Entity Program accountability 

• Logistical Support 
o LEAG facilitation such as meeting notes, agenda development, logistics 
o Lead Entity Day with the Legislature 
o Lead entity catalog/directory 
o Lead entity training and workshops 
o Publicity/media outreach 
o Project conference planning, specifically for sharing lessons learned 
o Other conferences to continue to increase lead entity profile 
o Habitat Work Schedule administration and conceptualization 

• Policy Support 
o Clear understanding of salmon recovery technical issues and implications so 

our parent State agency can effectively advocate for supporting policies 
o Integration with existing programs, including communicating relevant science 

and policy initiatives 
 Washington Dep’t of Fish and Wildlife (WDFW) Watershed Stewards 
 Regional Fisheries Enhancement Groups 
 WDFW Habitat Engineering and Technical Assistance 
 WDFW Growth Management Biologists 
 WDFW Habitat Area Biologists 
 Co-manager and federal hatchery and harvest technicians 
 Salmon recovery regions 
 Other agencies 

o ESA focus versus Non-ESA focus 
o RCO grant making policies, including fiscal policy 

• Political Support 
o Clear understanding of what it is we do 
o Active support for lead entities as an integral role in salmon recovery 

 
V. Initial Ideas Towards Finding Further Efficiencies 
 
Members of LEAG and the Council of Regions (COR) have had a series of brainstorming 
discussions about potential ideas for finding further efficiencies in our programs.  We 
have begun to list out the pros and cons of each of these ideas from the LEAG 
perspective at our last LEAG meeting in January, but it should be recognized that neither 
LEAG nor COR have tried to achieve consensus on these ideas.  It should also be noted 
that there is a strong desire to support both the lead entity and regional recovery 
organizations and their roles from most corners of the State and not to let this potential 
opportunity for reform become a public battle over resources.  We hope SRFB and RCO 
have the same goals. 
  
• Change lead entity contracting agency from WDFW to RCO:  This has serious 

implications for LEAG capacity and effectiveness that would need to be addressed 



   

upfront, thoroughly, and with some certainty before any organization involved would 
be satisfied.  The main purpose of Section IV above is to outline an initial list of 
topics to be addressed by LEAG, RCO, and WDFW in considering implementing this 
administrative change.  Any apparent savings in administrative fees would clearly 
have to be weighed against the impacts on the support services LEAG needs.  At the 
broadest level, does RCO have the policy support processes in place to backfill 
WDFW’s support, and will they actively support operational capacity for the 
watershed-level coordination of project development that lead entities provide? 

 
• Integrate lead entity contracts with regional recovery organization contracts, 

where the organizations are the same:  This may decrease administrative and 
reporting burdens, and may increase flexibility to meet salmon recovery priorities as 
defined regionally.  This example could apply to the Snake River, Yakima Recovery 
Board, Lower Columbia, and Hood Canal.  Of concern to LEAG would be that this 
efficiency approach may result in decreased participation/coordination of these areas 
in statewide LEAG operations, affecting our efficacy and viability.  This idea would 
also be of significant concern to the Klickitat Lead Entity, if it was enacted in a way 
that affected their resources and capacity to deliver high quality projects. 

 
• Improve coordination between lead entity and regional recovery organization 

contracting and work planning:  In some regional areas, there are clear 
improvements that can be made by gathering parent State agencies, regional recovery 
organizations and the lead entities in those regional areas and “rightsizing” lead entity 
and regional contracts to reflect integrated roles and priorities for the local conditions.  
This collaborative approach can help in eliminating any real or perceived duplication, 
finding additional efficiencies, and building consensus on contract tasks, deliverables, 
priorities, and costs.  This also allows for SRFB’s human infrastructure to continue 
evolving differentially given the disparity of conditions and issues facing salmon 
recovery around the State. 

 
• Reduce both lead entity and regional recovery organization operational grant 

sizes:  Reductions in operational grants among SRFB’s human infrastructure could 
save money for additional habitat projects, but there are significant implications for 
this idea.  This could be operationalized by equitable cuts, cuts to organizations who 
can afford it, cuts to organizations that haven’t typically spent their funding, cuts to 
organizations that implement both lead entity and regional recovery roles, and/or 
merit-based cuts.  However, from the lead entity perspective, other than the idea of 
merit-based cuts, these ideas bring absolutely zero efficiency forward, and in fact 
threaten the loss of efficiencies described in Section III above.  Given the already low 
and constantly diminishing (through inflation) funding provided to lead entities 
already, cuts in operational grant sizes would at best decrease our ability to deliver 
our roles and at worst virtually eliminate entire watershed programs that local 
governments and tribes may not be able to afford to backfill anymore. 

 
• Explore options for integrating LEAG and COR functions and meetings:  The 

roles and needs of these organizations are fairly distinct so this idea may not flesh out 



   

as an efficiency.  However, there are a significant amount of meetings with cross 
representation, as well as time required for coordination and reporting. 

 
• Offset travel expenses by increasing video and teleconferencing opportunities:  

This could apply to LEAG, COR, SRFB, and SRFB Review Panel, among others. 
 
• Consider block grants to lead entity organizations:  This could streamline and 

integrate operational and habitat capital grants to lead entities, while allowing SRFB 
continued discretion to allocate resources to regional recovery organizations and 
monitoring.  Accountability for technical review could be delegated down to local 
and regional processes that have been certified by the SRFB.  Administrative savings 
could be realized by this process. 

 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

Item 7, State of the Salmon Report and SRFB Report 
will be provided at the meeting 











CLOSING THOUGHTSCLOSING THOUGHTS

I never imagined it possible – local 
governments, tribal organizations, landowners, 
environmentalists, state agencies and the 
federal government not only saying they would 
work together to develop recovery plans for ESA 
listed salmon, but to actually do so and then 
follow through by committing their time and 
energy to guide implementation and adaptively 
manage the plan.  This is certainly newsworthy.

Questions - Comments




