
 PROPOSED 
Salmon Recovery Funding Board Meeting Agenda 

 
December 4-5 2013 

Natural Resources Building, Room 172, Olympia, WA 98504 
 

 
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: Stephanie Fudurich at the address above or 
at stephanie.fudurich@rco.wa.gov. 
 
Special Accommodations:  
If you need special accommodations to participate in this meeting, please notify us at 360/902-3086 or TDD 360/902-1996. 

 
DECEMBER 4 

OPENING AND WELCOME  

9:00 a.m. Call to Order 
• Determine Quorum 
• Review and Approve Agenda (Decision) 
• Approve October Meeting Minutes (Decision) 

Chair 

 Service Recognition: Josh Brown 
Approve Service Resolution #2013-03 

Chair  

MANAGEMENT AND PARTNER REPORTS   (Briefings)  

9:10 a.m. 1. Management Report 
A. Director’s Report 

• Staff changes at RCO 
• Legislative and Policy Updates 
• Performance Update (written only) 

B. Financial Report  

 
Kaleen Cottingham 

 
Nona Snell 

 
 

9:30 a.m. 2. Salmon Recovery Management Report 
• Communication plan update 

Brian Abbott 
Tara Galuska 

9:45 a.m. 3. Reports from Partners 
A. Council of Regions Report 
B. Lead Entity Advisory Group Report 
C. Regional Fisheries Enhancement Groups 
D. Board Roundtable: Other Agency Updates  

 
Jeff Breckel 

Darcy Batura 
Lance Winecka 

SRFB Agency Representatives 

 General Public Comment: Please limit comments to 3 minutes   

Decisions  

mailto:stephanie.fudurich@rco.wa.gov
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10:00 a.m. 4. 2013 Grant Round 
A. Overview 
B. Slideshow of featured projects proposed for funding 
C. Review Panel Comments 

 
Tara Galuska 

Grant Managers 
Review Panel Chair 

11:00 a.m. BREAK  

11:15 a.m. 4. 2013 Grant Round, continued 
D. Regional Area Comment Period to Discuss Project Selection and Projects of 

Concern (Optional, maximum 10 minutes per region) 
• Hood Canal Coordinating Council 
• Lower Columbia Fish Recovery Board  
• Northeast Washington 
• Puget Sound Partnership 
• Snake River Salmon Recovery Board 
• Upper Columbia Salmon Recovery Board 
• Washington Coast Sustainable Salmon Partnership  
• Yakima Basin Fish and Wildlife Recovery Board   

E. Public Comment on Grant Funding and Projects: Please limit comments to 3 
minutes 

 
 
 

Scott Brewer 
Jeff Breckel  

Joe Maroney 
Jeanette Dorner 

 Steve Martin 
Derek Van Marter 

Miles Batchelder 
Alex Conley 

12:30 p.m. LUNCH   

1:30 p.m. 4. 2013 Grant Round, continued 
F. Board Funding Decisions 

• Hood Canal Coordinating Council 
• Lower Columbia Fish Recovery Board  
• Northeast Washington 
• Puget Sound Partnership 
• Snake River Salmon Recovery Board 
• Upper Columbia Salmon Recovery Board 
• Washington Coast Sustainable Salmon Partnership  
• Yakima Basin Fish and Wildlife Recovery Board 

 

Briefings  

1:45 p.m. 5. Manual 18 Updates Proposed for 2014 
A. Manual 18 Policy Changes: Riparian Buffers 

Tara Galuska         
Leslie Connelly 

2:30 p.m. BREAK  

2:45 p.m. 6. Appeal of Review Panel Decision: Whidbey Camano Land Trust, Dugualla 
Heights Lagoon Restoration, RCO Project 11-1290 

Marc Duboiski 

3:30 p.m. 7. Overview of the Estuary and Salmon Restoration Program (ESRP) and 
projects 

Betsy Lyons 
Mike Ramsey  

4:15 p.m. ADJOURN FOR THE DAY 
 
 

 

DECEMBER 5 
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OPENING AND WELCOME  

9:00 a.m. Call to Order 
• Determine Quorum 

Chair 

Decisions  

9:05 a.m. 8. Assessment and Proposed Recommendations for the Board’s New 
Monitoring Strategy 
• Stillwater Sciences – Recommendations for improvements 

Brian Abbott 
Keith Dublanica 

Stillwater Sciences 

10:30 a.m. 9. Request by Department of Fish and Wildlife to Use Returned Funds for  
Fish-in/Fish-Out Monitoring  

Erik Neatherlin 

11:00 a.m. BREAK  

Briefing  

11:15 a.m. 10. Salish Sea Marine Survival Research Project Long Live the Kings 

12:00 p.m. ADJOURN  

 
 



Hood Canal Coordinating Council 
Jefferson, Kitsap & Mason Counties;  

Port Gamble S'Klallam & Skokomish Tribes 
 

 

____________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
17791 Fjord Drive, NE, Suite 122, Poulsbo, WA 98370 

 

 
30 October 2013 
 
 
 
Dear Salmon Recovery Funding Board Members: 
 
I am writing at your request to confirm that the Hood Canal Coordinating Council (HCCC) 
Board of Directors, with input from the Lead Entity committees, have approved allocating 
all available SRFB funds ($1,195,165) and a portion of the available PSAR funds 
($1,000,000) towards funding down the 2013 habitat project list submitted on September 6, 
2013.  That submittal references these same amounts and recommends a specific allocation 
of funds to our top five projects, with remaining projects listed as alternates. 
 
The HCCC Board continues to work on improving regional policy-making and 
implementation of salmon recovery in the Hood Canal and eastern Strait of Juan de Fuca 
watersheds.  While we are confident that we have made significant progress in the last 13 
years of implementing salmon recovery as demonstrated by our salmon recovery programs, 
we are also optimistic about the benefits of re-evaluating our salmon recovery priorities for 
Hood Canal.  This will result in a decision about how to allocate the remaining PSAR 
funds and any future salmon recovery funding that may be available. 
 
We look forward to working with the SRFB and agency staff in these efforts.  Please don’t 
hesitate to contact me if you have any questions on the 2013 projects or our ongoing 
prioritization efforts. 
 
 
 
Sincerely, 
 

 
Scott Brewer 
Executive Director 
Hood Canal Coordinating Council 
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SALMON RECOVERY FUNDING BOARD SUMMARIZED MEETING 

AGENDA AND ACTIONS, OCTOBER 16-17, 2013 

Agenda Items without Formal Action 

Item Follow-up Actions 

Item 1: Management Report Staff to send letters to the children who participated in 

and won the salmon coloring contest. 

Item 2: Salmon Recovery Management Report No follow-up actions requested. 

Item 3: Reports from Partners No follow-up actions requested. 

Item 4: Staff Introduction to Monitoring Strategy No follow-up actions requested. 

Item 8: Request by Department of Fish and 

Wildlife to Use Returned Funds for Fish-in/Fish-

Out Monitoring 

Board decision will be made in December. 

Item 10: Overview of Tour and Snake River Region No follow-up actions requested. 

Agenda Items with Formal Action 

Item Formal Action Follow-up Actions 

Minutes Approved August meeting minutes No follow-up actions requested. 

2014 Schedule Approved 2014 Schedule Staff to distribute the 2014 

schedule to board members 

following the meeting. 

Item 5: Presentation by Stillwater 

Sciences of their Assessment and 

Proposed Recommendations for 

the Board’s New Monitoring 

Strategy 

Approved extension of the 

Stillwater contract and $10,000 in 

returned funds to cover the 

additional work. 

Staff to work with consultant and 

subcommittee to address 

recommendations in the report 

and revise the board’s monitoring 

strategy. Work is due at the 

December board meeting. 

Item 6: Proposed Approach to 

Developing a Strategic 

Communication Plan 

Approved funding for option 1  

and a series of discussions aimed 

at developing options 2 and 3 

Staff to develop requests for 

proposal and begin work  

Item 7: Proposal to Use $200,000 

Previously Reallocated to Lead 

Entities  

Approved an increase in funding 

for lead entities statewide so that 

the minimum baseline amount is 

$60,000 per year. 

Staff to develop contract 

amendments as needed. 

Item 9: Projects Proposed by the 

Hood Canal Coordinating Council 

for PSAR Early Action Funding 

Approved funding for two projects 

contingent  

Staff to write contract agreements, 

pending letter from Hood Canal 

Coordinating Council. 
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SALMON RECOVERY FUNDING BOARD SUMMARY MINUTES 

Date: October 16, 2013 

Place:  Dayton, WA 

 

Salmon Recovery Funding Board Members Participating: 

David Troutt, Chair Olympia 

Phil Rockefeller NWPCC 

Nancy Biery Quilcene 

Bob Bugert Wenatchee 

Megan Duffy Department of Natural Resources 

Rob Duff Department of Ecology 

Carol Smith Conservation Commission 

Jennifer Quan Department of Fish and Wildlife 
 

It is intended that this summary be used with the materials provided in advance of the meeting. A recording is 

retained by RCO as the formal record of meeting.  

Opening and Welcome 

Chair David Troutt called the meeting to order at 9:05 a.m. and a quorum was determined. He introduced Bob 

Bugert as the new governor-appointed board member and Rob Duff as the Ecology member. Jennie 

Dickinson from the Port of Columbia welcomed the board to Dayton, reviewing the role of salmon recovery 

and natural resources recreation in the local economy. 

 

Phil Rockefeller moved to approve the agenda. 

Seconded by:  Nancy Biery  

Motion:  APPROVED 

 

Phil Rockefeller moved to approve the minutes from August 2013. 

Seconded by:  Nancy Biery  

Motion:  APPROVED 

 

Nancy Biery moved to approve the 2014 meeting dates and locations as presented. 

Seconded by:  Phil Rockefeller  

Motion:  APPROVED 

 

Director Cottingham noted that staff would distribute the 2014 schedule to board members following the 

meeting. The dates are as follows: 

Dates Location 

March 19-20, 2014 Olympia, Natural Resources Building Room 172 

June 4-5, 2014 Olympia, Natural Resources Building Room 172 

August 26, 2014 Conference Call 

September 17-18, 2014 Upper Columbia Region 

December 3-4, 2014 Olympia, Natural Resources Building Room 172 
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Briefings 

Item 1: Management Report 

Director Cottingham reviewed staffing changes in the Recreation and Conservation Office, noting how they 

would affect the board. She also reviewed the Results Washington framework, and committed to sending the 

most recent copies to the board for their information. She reviewed IT projects including the lands inventory 

and the mitigation matching project, as directed by the Legislature. She reminded the board of the 

Congressional Tour. She noted that Josh Brown would be leaving the board and asked members to get the 

word out for new member applications. 

 

Nona Snell informed the board that the Lands Group would be holding its annual forum on October 30 to 

discuss funded acquisitions. She noted that they are working on a fact sheet for the landowner liability bill. 

RCO is working on a contract with the Department of Ecology to administer salmon projects on their behalf as 

part of the Yakima Integrated Plan. 

Item 2: Salmon Recovery Management Report  

Brian Abbott and Tara Galuska reviewed the management report as presented in the staff memo. In response 

to a question from Member Bugert, Galuska noted that the number of projects submitted this year is higher 

than last year due to PSAR grant round. She also described the process for the projects of concern, in 

response to a question from Chair Troutt. Abbott noted that the regions and lead entities are now under 

contract. GSRO provided comments to the NWPCC on the update to the Fish and Wildlife Program. He 

concluded by describing the current work being done to align PRISM and Habitat Work Schedule. 

Item 3: Reports from Partners  

Jeff Breckel, Council of Regions, discussed the regions’ involvement in the next version of the State of the 

Salmon report, as well as their contributions to the Stillwater assessment of the board’s monitoring activities. 

They have been contacting Congressional delegations about PCSRF funding and other relevant topics. 

 

Darcy Batura, Lead Entity Advisory Group, presented the report from the board materials, highlighting their 

efforts to redefine their mission and structure, as well as the survey done by the lead entities about the 

landowner liability legislation. She offered to discuss the survey in more detail at the December meeting. She 

concluded by highlighting some work done by specific lead entities. 

 

Brian Burns, Regional Fisheries Enhancement Groups (RFEGs), gave a presentation about the work done 

by the Tri-State Steelheaders Salmon Enhancement Group. 

 

Megan Duffy, Department of Natural Resources (DNR), mentioned that they had recently acquired 50,272 

acres in the Teanaway drainage in the headwaters of the Yakima Basin. They will jointly manage the property 

with WDFW as a community forest trust, with a public advisory committee. There will be some restoration 

projects on the property.  

 

Jennifer Quan, Department of Fish and Wildlife (DFW), noted that they are struggling with funding issues 

due to federal sequestration. The RFEG program, hatchery reform, and Columbia River programs funded by 

the Mitchell Act are affected. At the state level, she noted that they would be submitted a legislative package 

addressing aquatic invasive species. 

 

Carol Smith, Conservation Commission, is working with Ecology on supplemental budget packages for 

irrigation efficiencies and the volunteer stewardship program. Federal funding for CREP has stopped them 
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from developing new contracts, but they can do some state-funded work during the shutdown. The Farm Bill 

has expired, and is a low federal priority, so they won’t be able to write contracts for some time. 

 

Phil Rockefeller, NWPCC, discussed the update to the Fish and Wildlife Program. They have compiled the 

public comment and published the comments for public review. They hope to adopt a revised program in 

about a year. Chair Troutt asked if the outreach included the coastal tribes. Member Rockefeller responded 

that they could respond if they wished to do so, and that some elements of the program extend beyond the 

Columbia Basin. 

 

Rob Duff, Department of Ecology, discussed a recent court decision in the Skagit that reverted Ecology’s 

instream flow rule from an update in 2006 back to the rule in 2001. He also noted that the Department of 

Health issued a fish consumption advisory in the Columbia River that did not include salmon. He noted that 

NOAA and his program are looking at the levels of toxics and the impact on migrating salmon.  

General Public Comment: 

There was no general public comment. 

 

BRIEFINGS 

Item 4: Staff Introduction to Monitoring Strategy 

Brian Abbott and Keith Dublanica presented the information as described in the staff memo, highlighting the 

history of the board’s monitoring program, how each monitoring effort works, and how the programs are 

integrated. Abbott also reviewed why the monitoring assessment was conducted. 

 

Item 5: Presentation by Stillwater Sciences of their Assessment and Proposed 

Recommendations for the Board’s New Monitoring Strategy 

Jody Lando and Derek Booth presented the assessment. Booth began by reviewing the background and scope 

of the evaluation, how monitoring fits within the board’s strategic plan, and the methods of evaluation. He 

then reviewed the findings for each type of monitoring, as discussed in the report. Booth also discussed need 

for a greater emphasis on centralized and coordinated adaptive management for the board’s projects and 

monitoring. Lando presented the overall themes and concerns identified in the assessment, along with the 

answers to questions from the work plan. Lando reviewed the report’s conclusions, stressing the need for 

measureable objectives, a clear role for the board, and a link between funding and value. She finished the 

presentation by reviewing the recommendations, highlighting those that they recommended as appropriate 

for board action, and asked for board discussion. 

 

Members discussed that a key consideration was to determine the role of the board, in light of the dual goals 

set forth in the strategic plan. Members noted that determining the board’s role would drive its objectives for 

the monitoring funds. 

 

Members also noted the need to formalize the adaptive management loop. Elements could include asking 

monitoring contractors to provide better analysis of the data gathered and the interpretation as “lessons 

learned” and questions for project applicants. Board members also discussed whether to create a technical 

group to serve as a clearinghouse for sharing “lessons learned” from board-funded monitoring with project 

sponsors and find ways to incorporate “lessons learned” into revisions to Manual 18.   
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The board agreed that staff, the consultants, and a subcommittee would revise the board’s monitoring 

strategy and recommend an approach that deals with all of the recommendations in the Stillwater 

report. Members Troutt, Rockefeller, Quan and Duff volunteered for the subcommittee. This will be brought 

back to the board at its December meeting. 

 

Director Cottingham and Chair Troutt noted that the consultant’s contract needed an extension so that they 

could complete the work on the strategy and recommended approach. 

 

Public Comment:  

Alex Conley, Yakima Basin, noted that the board has a fairly narrow mandate, but the regions and GSRO have 

broader functions. The monitoring and adaptive management for the regions focus on the recovery plans; this 

is different from the board’s needs for program accountability. It is a legitimate funding need for them. 

 

Nancy Biery moved to extend the Stillwater contract and fund it with an additional $10,000 in returned 

funds to cover the additional work. 

Seconded by:  Phil Rockefeller  

Motion:  APPROVED 

 

Item 6: Proposed Approach to Developing a Strategic Communication Plan 

Brian Abbott reviewed the background and options as presented in the staff memo. The three options are as 

follows: 

1. Regional Communication Plan Proposed by the Council of Regions  

2. Capacity Assessment and Plan 2014-2019  

3. Board Strategic Funding and Communication Plan 

 

Member Quan noted that the plans need to look at both short and long term problems and solutions. She is 

concerned about relating a communications plan to a strategic business plan. 

 

Member Bugert asked if the Governor’s Salmon Recovery Office (GSRO) would be managing the contract, and 

if the regions would then be using a common work product. Abbott said that GSRO would manage the 

contract. Breckel responded that the regions would be implementing variations on common themes. Conley 

noted that they may be using the same themes, but selecting the right ones for their areas. 

 

Public Comment 

Jeff Breckel spoke on behalf of the regional directors in favor of option 1. He was joined by Steve Martin, 

Jeanette Dorner, Derek Van Marter, and Alex Conley. They want to ensure that the board is involved in 

communication plan development. 

 

Alex Conley said that he sees the communication plan as a way to share what they do and what they need in 

clear, common language. 

 

Nancy Biery moved to adopt option 1  and fund a short series of results-oriented discussions among key 

organizations aimed at developing options 2 and 3, with total funding for all work up to $50,000. 

Seconded by:  Bob Bugert  

Motion:  APPROVED 
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Item 7: Puget Sound Partnership’s Proposal to Use $200,000 Previously Reallocated to Lead 

Entities (from returned funds) 

Brian Abbott and Lloyd Moody reviewed the background and options as presented in the staff memo. The 

two funding options are as follows: 

1. Approve the lead entity increase requested by the Partnership (increase the baseline funding to 

$60,000 per year for the West Sound, San Juan, and Island Lead Entities) 

2. Increase the funding for lead entities across the state so that the minimum baseline amount is 

$60,000 per year.  

 

Abbott noted that both options would be considered a permanent adjustment to baseline funding. 

 

Funding Table from Memo 7 Showing Option 2 

Lead Entities 
Board-Adopted FY 

2014 Funding 
Funding Required to Reach 

$60,000 Minimum 
 Total Proposed 

Funding 

WRIA 1 Salmon Recovery Board Lead Entity $65,000 
 

$65,000 

San Juan County Lead Entity 50,000 $10,000 60,000 

Skagit Watershed Council Lead Entity 80,000 
 

80,000 

Stillaguamish Co-Lead Entity (Stillaguamish Tribe) 25,000 
 

25,000 

Stillaguamish Co-Lead Entity (Snohomish County) 37,000 
 

37,000 

Island County Lead Entity 50,000 10,000 60,000 

Snohomish Basin Lead Entity 62,500 
 

62,500 

Lake WA/Cedar/Sammamish Watershed  Lead Entity 60,000 
 

60,000 

Green/Duwamish & Central PS Watershed Lead Entity 60,000 
 

60,000 

Pierce County Lead Entity 55,000 5,000 60,000 

Nisqually River Salmon Recovery Lead Entity 62,500 
 

62,500 

Thurston Conservation District Lead Entity 40,000 20,000 60,000 

Mason Conservation District Lead Entity 42,000 18,000 60,000 

West Sound Watersheds Council Lead Entity 50,000 10,000 60,000 

North Olympic Peninsula Lead Entity 80,000 
 

80,000 

North Pacific Coast Lead Entity 45,000 15,000 60,000 

Quinault Indian Nation Lead Entity 45,000 15,000 60,000 

Grays Harbor County Lead Entity 55,000 5,000 60,000 

Pacific County Lead Entity 50,000 10,000 60,000 

Klickitat County Lead Entity 55,000 5,000 60,000 

Pend Oreille Lead Entity 50,000 10,000 60,000 

Upper Columbia Regional Salmon Recovery 135,000 
 

135,000 

Yakima Basin Regional Salmon Recovery 65,000 
 

65,000 

Snake River Regional Salmon Recovery 65,000 
 

65,000 

Lower Columbia Regional Salmon Recovery 80,000 
 

80,000 

Hood Canal Regional Salmon Recovery 80,000 
 

80,000 

Total $1,544,000 $133,000 $1,677,000 

 

 

Public Comment 
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Amy Hatch-Winecka, Mason County Conservation District/Thurston County Conservation District, noted that 

the lead entities support the second option. 

 

John Foltz, Klickitat Lead Entity, noted that they support the second option. It is called capacity funding, but it 

also supports projects. 

 

Jeanette Dorner, Puget Sound Partnership, stated that the Partnership fully supports option 2. 

 

Derek Van Marter, Upper Columbia Salmon Recovery Board, thanked Jeanette Dorner for the Partnership’s 

leadership. The proposal doesn’t affect the Upper Columbia but they support it.  

 

Bob Bugert moved to adopt option two. 

Seconded by:  Nancy Biery  

Motion:  APPROVED 

 

Item 8: Request by Department of Fish and Wildlife to Use Returned Funds for Fish-in/ Fish-

Out Monitoring 

Erik Neatherlin and Joe Anderson presented information about the fish-in/fish-out monitoring done by 

WDFW. Neatherlin provided the historical context for the program and an overview of fish-in/fish-out 

monitoring. He also discussed how it fits into the broader monitoring context and works as a component for 

each of the board’s monitoring program. Neatherlin explained how the board funds have been used to fill 

gaps in the framework for fish-in/fish-out monitoring. The board funds have been used to monitor adults and 

juveniles. He also shared the examples of the Green River Chinook and Hood Canal Chum to demonstrate 

how the monitoring works. He concluded by discussing the challenges and priorities, including their ability to 

integrate data with recovery planning, the need to make data more accessible, and improving data quality. 

 

Chair Troutt asked when they need a decision about the funding, understanding that the board cannot make 

a decision given that they are working on the bigger monitoring strategy. Neatherlin responded that they 

would like a decision at the December meeting so that they begin work in January.  

 

In response to a question from Member Duff, Director Cottingham clarified that this is a continuation of 

monitoring previously funded by the board. Funding was not discontinued by the board; rather, it was a 

strategy in completing the application to NOAA for PCSRF. 

 

Item 9: Projects Proposed by the Hood Canal Coordinating Council for Puget Sound 

Acquisition and Restoration (PSAR) Early Action Funding 

Tara Galuska, Salmon Section Manager, provided background as discussed in the staff memo. She stated that 

the Hood Canal Coordinating Council had not yet contacted staff with a different list than what was presented 

in the memo Attachment A.  

 

Chair Troutt suggested that the board could approve the two projects, with the condition that the Hood Canal 

Coordinating Council give clear direction that this is their policy direction. Galuska noted that she has written 

correspondence that the two projects are approved by the Council.  
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Member Bugert asked if there was a drawback to not approving the projects. Galuska responded that one is a 

design project, and the intent was to move it forward. The other project also could move forward. Neither is a 

project of concern, and both have been fully vetted. 

 

Bob Bugert moved to approve funding for the two projects shown in Attachment A, contingent on receipt 

of a letter from the Hood Canal Coordinating Council stating that it was their intent to have the two 

projects receive early action funding. 

Seconded by:  Nancy Biery  

Motion:  APPROVED 

 

Table from Attachment A 

Rank Project 
Number 

Project Name Project Sponsor PSAR Regular 
Formula-driven 

Amount 

Large Cap 
Amount 

Match Total 

1 13-1220 Skokomish Confluence 
Levee Design and 
Acquisition 

Mason 
Conservation 
District 

$628,755  $110,957 $739,712 

4 13-1209 Lower Big Quilcene River 
Master Plan Design 

Hood Canal SEG $200,000  $54,408 $254,408 

   TOTAL $828,755  $165,365 $994,120 

 

Item 10: Overview of Tour and Snake River Region 

Steve Martin, Snake River Region, presented information about the region and the tour planned for October 

17. He discussed partnerships for funding and implementation, challenges, and successes. He concluded by 

addressing major initiatives in the Snake Region and the results seen in each.  

 

Meeting adjourned for the day at 4:45 p.m. 

 

 

  

https://secure.rco.wa.gov/prism/search/ProjectAppReport.aspx?ProjectNumber=13-1220&ssid=A34E1597-9729-4728-9376-E8E439B0EEE4
https://secure.rco.wa.gov/prism/search/ProjectAppReport.aspx?ProjectNumber=13-1209&ssid=A34E1597-9729-4728-9376-E8E439B0EEE4
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SALMON RECOVERY FUNDING BOARD SUMMARY MINUTES 

Date: October 17, 2013 

Place:  Dayton, WA 

 

Salmon Recovery Funding Board Members Participating: 

David Troutt, Chair Olympia 

Phil Rockefeller NWPCC 

Nancy Biery Quilcene 

Bob Bugert Wenatchee 

Megan Duffy Department of Natural Resources 

Rob Duff Department of Ecology 

Carol Smith Conservation Commission 

Jennifer Quan Department of Fish and Wildlife 
 

 

Board members, staff, and members of the public met at 8:30 a.m. to begin a tour of board-funded projects in 

the Snake River Region.  

 

The tour concluded and meeting adjourned at 2:00 p.m. 

 

 

Minutes approved by: 

 

________________________________________   ______________________ 

David Troutt, Chair        Date   

 

 



 
 

A Resolution to Recognize the Service of 

Josh Brown 
To the Residents of Washington State and the Salmon Recovery Funding Board 

RESOLUTION 

WHEREAS, from April 28, 2011 through December 15, 2013, Josh Brown served the citizens of the 
state of Washington on the Salmon Recovery Funding Board; and 

WHEREAS, Mr. Brown’s job as a Kitsap County commissioner gave him a special understanding of the 
needs and roles of local communities in salmon recovery; and 

WHEREAS, Mr. Brown’s ability to quickly understand complex issues, skill at listening to divergent 
views and weighing all the options, ability to see both local and statewide perspectives, and 
engaging and kind personality, provided the board with insight that helped it to develop strong 
policies that promoted sound investments of public money and respected the state’s “bottom up” 
approach to salmon recovery; and 

WHEREAS, during his tenure, the board funded more than 340 projects, creating a state and 
federal investment of more than $78 million in Washington’s salmon recovery effort; and 

WHEREAS, Mr. Brown plans to leave the board to lead the Puget Sound Regional Council; and 

WHEREAS, members of the board wish to recognize his support, leadership, and service, and wish 
him well in future endeavors; 

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that on behalf of the residents of Washington and in 
recognition of Mr. Brown’s dedication and excellence in performing his responsibilities and duties 
as a member, the board and its staff extends their sincere appreciation and compliments on a job 
well done. 

Approved by the Salmon Recovery Funding Board  
in Olympia, Washington on December 4, 2013 

 
David Troutt 
Board Chair 

 Nancy Biery 
Citizen Member 

 Bob Bugert 
Citizen Member 

 
Phil Rockefeller 
Citizen Member 

 Megan Duffy 
Washington Department of  

Natural Resources 

 Rob Duff 
Washington Department  

of Ecology 

 
Carol Smith 

Washington State Conservation 
Commission 

 Jennifer Quan 
Washington Department  

of Fish and Wildlife 

 Mike Barber 
Washington Department  

of Transportation 
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 1A Salmon Recovery Funding Board Briefing Memo 
 

Page 1 

Meeting Date: December 2013   

Title: Director’s Report 

APPROVED BY RCO DIRECTOR KALEEN COTTINGHAM 
 

Summary 
This memo is the director’s report on key agency activities, including operations, agency policy 
issues, legislation, and performance management. Information specific to salmon grant 
management and the fiscal report are in separate board memos. 

Board Action Requested 
This item will be a:  Request for Decision 
  Request for Direction 
  Briefing 

In this Report 
• Agency Operations 
• Legislative Updates 
• Updates on Sister Boards 
• Performance Measures 

 

Agency Operations 

RCO Welcomes New Employees Working on Salmon Recovery 

• Alice Rubin will join the Salmon Section as a grant manager. She comes to the 
Recreation and Conservation Office (RCO) from the Department of Ecology where she 
was a state environmental review process coordinator. She brings several years of 
experience in grant management and implementation of environmental policy. Alice’s 
undergraduate (at Rutgers University) and graduate studies (at Indiana University) 
covered environmental science and environmental policy. 

• Kiri Kreamer has joined the Governor’s Salmon Recovery Office as an intern. Kiri has a 
master’s degree from The Evergreen State College and has been working with the 
Department of Fish and Wildlife and the National Oceanic and Atmospheric 
Administration as a commercial fisheries observer. Her work at RCO will involve helping 
with data quality and management of the Habitat Work Schedule. 
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Tribal Centennial Accord 

RCO participated in the 24th Annual Centennial Accord meeting on October 10. Attending the 
meeting were nearly all of the 29 federally recognized tribes in Washington (or with ceded 
territory in the state) and the Governor, his executive team, and the directors of most of the 
state agencies. The purpose of the meeting is to annual recommit to our government-to-
government relationship and to improving the state-tribal relationships. The Centennial Accord 
was affirmed as state policy by gubernatorial proclamation on January 3, 1989 and memorialized 
in RCW 43.376 enacted by the Legislature in 2012. RCO was represented at the meeting by me, 
Brian Abbott, Sarah Thirtyacre, and Nona Snell. Tribes and agencies made presentations to the 
Governor and Tribal leaders about the economy, jobs, health care reform, social services, 
education, and natural resources. The natural resource discussion included the issue about fish 
consumption and water quality standards, coal transportation, culverts, hunting, and cultural 
resources. 

Fiscal Team Begins E-billing Development 

In October, the Fiscal Section kicked off RCO’s electronic billing project, which will convert most 
bills from grant sponsors to being paperless. The work is expected to speed up the time it takes 
to process payments. All the team members (Scott Chapman, Marc Duboiski, Brent Hedden, Karl 
Jacobs, and Mark Jarasitis), section managers (Tara Galuska and Marguerite Austin), and Deputy 
Director Scott Robinson (the project sponsor) launched the project with a celebration. There 
have had several coordination meetings and the initial design meetings. Electronic billing is 
expected to become available to sponsors in January 2015. 

Communications 

We have developed a new award, the Bravo Award, to acknowledge top ranked projects, 
including salmon recovery projects. The Bravo Award replaces the Big Check Award, which was 
an oversized check that staff and Recreation and Conservation Funding Board members handed 
out to the top ranked projects in each grant program. The new award features customizable 
artwork that can be framed and hung in recipient agencies’ lobbies. 

Legislative Update 

The Legislature held a four day special session, but issues related to salmon recovery were not 
included in the subject matter addressed. There was talk of a transportation package, including 
new revenue and funding projects, but the Legislature did not address it. 

Public Lands Inventory Update 

RCO’s update of the public lands inventory and making it accessible via the Web is underway. 
Interagency agreements with the Department of Natural Resources, the Department of Fish and 
Wildlife, and State Parks and Recreation Commission to update information soon will be final, 
and the agreements with the University of Washington for the most recent data on land 
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ownership, which it collects from each county, is in the process. GeoEngineers is the successful 
bidder to create a centralized inventory of state, local, and federal government and tribal lands 
that is Web-accessible and includes a Geographic Information Systems-based interactive map. 

Mitigation Matching 

The Washington State Legislature provided RCO with $100,000 to identify opportunities to 
optimize the amount of development project impacts being mitigated in salmon recovery 
projects. The Governor’s Salmon Recovery Office is working in partnership with the Department 
of Transportation to explore using our existing data systems to identify mitigation and salmon 
projects. The Governor’s Salmon Recovery Office hired a consultant to develop a scope of work 
to guide project implementation. The consultant is meeting with regulatory agencies, 
researching technology options, and drafting a scope of work to inform a request for proposals 
to implement this project by the end of the biennium. 

Update on Sister Boards 

Habitat and Recreation Lands Coordinating Group 

The Fifth Annual State Land Acquisition Coordinating Forum was held October 30. Agencies 
presented information on land acquisitions funded in the 2013-15 Budget. Presentations 
included project descriptions and purpose, price, acres, and expected future costs. State 
legislators, county commissioners, legislative and Governor’s staff, state agencies, and interest 
groups attended the meeting. The purpose of the meeting was for agencies to share 
information, coordinate, and to provide an opportunity for questions. 

Recreation and Conservation Funding Board 

The Recreation and Conservation Funding Board meet Nov. 7 in Olympia and the main topics 
were changes to grant programs for the 2014 grant round. The board also reviewed the trails 
plan and the Nonhighway and Off-Road Vehicle Activities Plan. 

Washington Invasive Species Council 

In September, the council and the Pacific Education Institute held an all-day workshop for 
science kit center managers and science directors from across the state to determine ways to 
stop the release into nature of invasive species in science kit. The day was a huge success, as 
new policies and practices on handling science kit specimens were created and already are 
being implemented. Some of the new practices include requiring all science kit specimens to be 
returned to kit centers alive or dead, finding some native substitutes, and preparing materials for 
teachers on proper disposal. There was great work accomplished to educate our educators 
about invasive species and their pathways of spread. A survey that followed the September 
workshop illustrated significant changes in thinking and actions on invasive species.  
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In addition, council staff has been preparing for the years’ end by writing its annual report and 
preparing for its last quarterly meeting of the year on December 5. 
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Performance Measures 

All data are for salmon grants only, as of November 7, 2013 

Measure Target FY 2014 Performance Indicator 

Percent of salmon projects closed on time 60-70% 58%  
Percent of salmon grant projects issued a project 
agreement within 120 days after the board 
funding date  

85-95% To be measured following the December 
board meeting. Early action projects, 
which are being placed under agreement 
at this time, will be included. Percent of salmon grant projects under 

agreement within 180 days after the board 
funding date 

95% 

Cumulative expenditures, salmon target by fiscal 
month 

See discussion below for data from the 2011-13 
biennium. Targets are in development for 2013-2015. 

Bills paid within 30 days; salmon projects and 
activities 

100% 91%  
Percent of anticipated stream miles made 
accessible to salmon 

100% 
Quarterly measure. No data for this 
period. 

Projects Closed on Time 

Of the 69 projects to close since July 1, 2013, 40 closed on time, 5 closed late, and another  
24 remain active. 
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Cumulative Expenditures by Fiscal Month: 2011-2013 

 
 
This chart shows data for the past biennium (2011-13). Although the expenditures fell short of 
the target, the re-appropriation is still below 50 percent, which is good news. For the entire RCO, 
the re-appropriation rate fell to about 45 percent; the fifth straight biennial decline. This will 
continue to be an area of emphasis for the RCO, but the focus will shift to include the year of 
the funding to reflect the legislative focus on having funds spent within four years of 
appropriation. 

Bills Paid on Time 

There were 685 bills due in the first four months of the fiscal year. Of these, RCO staff paid 626 
(91 percent) on time; another 42 were paid late. Often, late payment is related to the need for 
additional documentation to support the payment, project issues, or workload. Staff had similar 
performance in the 2011-13 biennium, when they paid 86 percent of bills for salmon projects 
and activities within 30 days. 
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Meeting Date: December 2013   

Title: Management Status Report: Financial Report 

Prepared By:  Mark Jarasitis, Chief Financial Officer 

APPROVED BY RCO DIRECTOR KALEEN COTTINGHAM 

 

Summary 
This financial report reflects Salmon Recovery Funding Board (board) activities as of  
September 24, 2013.  

The available balance (funds to be committed) is $109.5 million. The amount for the board to 
allocate is about $28.0 million, primarily in new state and federal funds as well as returned 
funds. The amount for other entities to allocate is $81.0 million. 

Board Action Requested 
This item will be a:  Request for Decision  
  Request for Direction 
  Briefing 

 

Balance Summary 

Fund Balance 

Current State Balance                                                                            $15,679,099 

Current Federal Balance – Projects  12,333,630 

Current Federal Balance – Activities  , Hatchery Reform, Monitoring                                                                                                              5,416,433 

Lead Entities                                                                                                588,725 

Puget Sound Acquisition and Restoration (PSAR) & Puget Sound Restoration (PSR)  58,437,274 

Estuary and Salmon Restoration                                                              10,364,241 

Family Forest Fish Passage Program (FFFPP)                                           6,378,140 

Puget Sound Critical Stock                                                                                  0 
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Salmon Recovery Funding Board Budget Summary 

For the Period of July 1, 2013 - June 30, 2015, actuals through 10/31/2013 (fm04) 11/08/2013 
Percentage of biennium reported:  16.6%         
 

  BUDGET COMMITTED TO BE COMMITTED EXPENDITURES 

 

new & reapp. 
2013-15 Dollars 

% of 
budget Dollars 

% of 
budget Dollars 

% of 
comm 

GRANT PROGRAMS 
              

State Funded 03-05 $159,127 $141,243 89% $17,884 11% $141,243 100% 
State Funded 05-07 $947,980 $920,094 97% $27,886 3% $0 0% 
State Funded 07-09 $1,892,914 $1,880,651 99% $12,263 1% $225,139 12% 
State Funded 09-11 $210,888 $210,888 100% $0 0% $210,888 100% 
State Funded 11-13 $7,238,131 $5,899,064 81% $1,339,067 19% $2,037,953 35% 
State Funded 13-15 $14,382,000 $0 0% $14,382,000 100% $0 0% 

   State Funded Total        
  24,831,040 9,051,941 36% $15,779,099 64% 2,615,223 29% 

Federal Funded 2009 $4,221,630 $4,221,630 100% $0 0% $846,354 20% 
Federal Funded 2010 $12,820,920 $12,688,079 99% $132,842 1% $1,580,434 12% 
Federal Funded 2011 $12,544,842 $12,035,295 96% $509,547 4% $2,272,663 19% 
Federal Funded 2012 $19,224,074 $17,472,553 91% $1,751,521 9% $1,538,121 9% 
Federal Funded 2013 $18,284,837 $3,028,684 17% $15,256,153 83% $261,275 9% 

   Federal Funded Total 67,096,304 49,446,241 74% $17,650,063 26% 6,498,847 13% 
         

   Lead Entities 6,204,166 5,615,441 91% $588,725 9% 538,391 10% 

   Puget Sound Acquisition 
and Restoration 

82,201,096  23,763,821  29% $58,437,274 71% 3,402,343 14% 

   Estuary and Salmon 
Restoration 

16,149,076  5,784,835  36%  10,364,241  64% 369,429 6% 

   Family Forest  
Fish Passage Program 

11,291,693 4,913,553 44%  6,378,140  56% 2,258,885 46% 

   Puget Sound Critical Stock 
2,395,012 2,395,011 100%  0  0% 449,189 19% 

Subtotal Grant Programs 210,168,386 100,970,844 48% 109,197,542 52% 16,132,306 16% 
         

ADMINISTRATION 
       

   SRFB Admin/Staff 4,265,478 4,265,478 100%                      -    0% 334,611 8% 

   Review Panel 517,509 126,434 24%           391,075  76% 70,401 56% 

Subtotal Administration 4,782,987 4,391,912 92%           391,075  8% 405,012 9% 

GRANT AND 
ADMINISTRATION TOTAL 

$214,951,373 $105,362,756 49% $109,588,617 51% $16,537,317 16% 
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Meeting Date: December 2013   

Title: Salmon Recovery Management Report 

Prepared By:  Tara Galuska, Salmon Section Manager and Brian Abbott, GSRO Coordinator  

APPROVED BY RCO DIRECTOR KALEEN COTTINGHAM 

 
 

Summary 
The following are some highlights of work being done by the salmon section staff in the 
Recreation and Conservation Office (RCO) and the Governor’s Salmon Recovery Office. 

Board Action Requested 
This item will be a:  Request for Decision  
  Request for Direction 
  Briefing 

In this Report 
• Grant Management 
• Governor’s Salmon Recovery Office 

 

Grant Management 

2013 Grant Cycle 

Since the September board meeting, staff members have been working with the review panel, 
lead entities, regions, and sponsors to complete the evaluation process for 192 submitted 
projects. The Review Panel met in early October to draft individual comment forms; sponsors 
reviewed those comments for about two weeks, responding by October 17. The Regional Area 
Project meetings were held in Olympia on October 28-30. The regional organizations presented 
their project lists and explained the strategic importance of their projects, the future direction 
for salmon recovery in their regions, and the importance of any of the projects of concern. The 
funding report will be published on November 20. More detailed information on the grant 
round can be found in Item 4. 
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Other Grant Management Work 

Staff members have been completing final inspections of projects constructed this summer. 
Many projects closed at the end of October. Several staff members have taken on additional 
duties while RCO while we recruited and hired a new grant manager.  Our new grant manager 
Alice Rubin begins Nov 18th.  A recruitment process for new review panel members is underway. 
Staff are also working on updating Manual 18 for the 2014 grant round. Updates can be found 
in Item 5. 

Family Forest Fish Passage Program Projects Underway 

Dave Caudill has been working closely with the FFFPP partner agencies to implement 45 high 
priority fish passage projects.  These 45 projects with 52 crossings were funded by the FFFPP 
Steering Committee last year using $10 million in jobs money provided by the legislature in 
2012.  Forty-two of the original 45 projects funded for 2013 construction have been completed 
(4 of those were completed in 2012) and 3 projects will be completed during the 2014 
construction season. 

The Steering Committee recently approved the 2014 project list and landowner funded letters 
have been sent to 41 landowners and sponsors.  The landowner funded letter is a signal for the 
sponsors and engineers to contact landowners to begin planning, and design in preparation for 
the 2014 construction season. 

Estuary and Salmon Restoration Program 

The Estuary and Salmon Restoration Program (ESRP) received $10 million for projects this 
biennium as well as $2.352 million in EPA funding for beach restoration projects. Salmon grants 
staff are busy negotiating grant agreements and activating the projects. There will be an 
overview of the ESRP on Day 1 of the Board meeting.   

Recently Completed Projects 

Attachment A lists projects that have been completed (what we call “closed”) between October 
16th and December 1st. To view information about a project, click on the blue project number1. 
From that link, you can open and view the project attachments (e.g., design, photos, maps, and 
final report).  

Amendments Approved by the Director 

In December 2011, the board asked that this report include a list of major scope and cost 
increase amendments approved by the director. The table below shows the major amendments 
approved between October 16 and November 12, 2013. Staff processed a total of 30 

                                                 
1 Must be connected to the internet; Depending on the computer, you may have to right click and select 
“open hyperlink.” 
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amendments during this period, but most were minor revisions related to the metrics update 
project or time extensions. 
 
Number Name Sponsor Program Type Amount/Notes 

11-1460 
White River Large 
Wood Atonement 

Cascade Columbia 
RFEG 

Salmon State 
$66,522 
Cost 
Increase 

Funds needed for 
additional 
engineering costs. 

10-1834 
Yellowhawk Barrier 
Removal 

Tri-State 
Steelheaders 

Salmon 
Federal 

Transfer 
sponsor 

Transfer sponsor 
from Inland Empire 
Action Coalition due 
to time constraints. 

11-1469 
Wenatchee Nutrient 
Assessment 

Cascade Columbia 
RFEG 

Salmon 
Federal 

$33,100 
Cost 
Increase 

The actual cost 
estimate came in 
higher than the 
original application.   

 

Grant Administration 

The following chart shows the progress of the Salmon Recovery Funding Board in funding and 
completing salmon recovery projects since 1999.  Information is current as of November 6, 2013. 
 
 

 Active Projects 
Pending Projects 
(approved but not yet 

active) 

Completed 
Projects 

Total Funded 
Projects 

Total 330 5 1392 1727 

Percent 19.1% .3% 80.6% 100% 

 

Governor’s Salmon Recovery Office 

Communications Plan 

After the SRFB approved funding for a regional organization communications plan, GSRO staff 
developed and published a request for qualifications with a deadline for responses of November 
22. The goal of the plan is to 1) Craft high-level, key messages for sustaining and recovering 
salmon and steelhead that everyone can use or tailor to their specific areas; 2) Identify ways to 
effectively deliver the messages; and 3) Develop a 3-year work plan, with quarterly milestones to 
implement in the future.  

Monitoring Program 

The Governor’s Salmon Recovery Office manages the SRFB monitoring program contracts.  In 
addition, the GSRO managed the contract with Stillwater Sciences to help the board assess its 
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monitoring investment strategy.  The report was presented to the board at its October meeting. 
At the meeting, the board formed a subcommittee to work with staff and Stillwater to draft an 
approach that addresses how best to implement the recommendations. The draft approach will 
be discussed by the full board in December. 

Habitat Work Schedule 

Phase two of the HWS/PRISM interface has been completed.  This phase automatically sends 
reporting metrics back to the HWS when the project is completed in PRISM.  This will save time 
and money by eliminating the need to duplicate data entry.  The interface will open the door to 
data sharing between systems and will lead to better reporting at the statewide level in order to 
show progress in recovering salmon.   

Attachment 

 
A.  Salmon Recovery Projects Closed - September 17, 2013 to November 6, 2013 
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Salmon Recovery Projects Closed Between September 17, 2013 and November 6, 2013 
 
 
Number Name Sponsor Program Closed On 

03-1377 Effectiveness Monitoring Tetra Tech, Inc Salmon State Activities 9/27/2013 

04-1651 Leque Island Estuary Restoration Ducks Unlimited Inc Salmon State Projects 10/1/2013 

07-1925 Skokomish Confluence Reach Restoration Design Skokomish Tribe Puget Sound Acq. & Restoration 9/26/2013 

07-2020 Reecer Creek Floodplain Restoration 2 Mid-Columbia RFEG Salmon Federal Projects 10/31/2013 

08-2030 Columbia County false indigo bush removal on 
Tucan 

Columbia County Weed Board Salmon Federal Projects 11/1/2013 

09-1069 Fort Columbia Tidal Reconnection Implementation CREST Salmon State Projects 10/21/2013 

09-1447 Lower Finney Supplemental LWD Instream Skagit Fish Enhancement Group Puget Sound Acq. & Restoration 10/14/2013 

09-1538 South Prairie  Creek Knotweed Removal Pierce Co Conservation Dist Puget Sound Acq. & Restoration 10/9/2013 

09-1623 Lower Wenatchee River Flow Enhancement Project Trout Unlimited Inc. Salmon Federal Projects 10/21/2013 

09-1681 King- Coulee Creek R7 Spokane Co Conservation Dist FFFPP Grants 10/4/2013 

09-1755 PERS SRV Hatchery Reform Lars Mobrand ICF Jones & Stokes, Inc. Salmon Federal Activities 9/30/2013 

10-1001 WDFW Smolt Monitoring 2010 Fish & Wildlife Dept of Salmon Federal Activities 10/25/2013 

10-1566 Little Quilcene Brush Plant Road Reach Hood Canal SEG Salmon State Projects 9/24/2013 

10-1776 Midway Creek Fish Barrier Removal Project South Puget Sound SEG Puget Sound Acq. & Restoration 10/4/2013 

10-1781 Squaxin Island Pier and Bulkhead Removal South Puget Sound SEG Salmon Federal Projects 10/2/2013 

https://secure.rco.wa.gov/prism/search/projectsnapshot.aspx?ProjectNumber=03-1377
https://secure.rco.wa.gov/prism/search/projectsnapshot.aspx?ProjectNumber=04-1651
https://secure.rco.wa.gov/prism/search/projectsnapshot.aspx?ProjectNumber=07-1925
https://secure.rco.wa.gov/prism/search/projectsnapshot.aspx?ProjectNumber=07-2020
https://secure.rco.wa.gov/prism/search/projectsnapshot.aspx?ProjectNumber=08-2030
https://secure.rco.wa.gov/prism/search/projectsnapshot.aspx?ProjectNumber=09-1069
http://sharepoint.dis.wa.gov/rco/sharedoffice/boards/SRFB%20Memos%20and%20Agendas%20for%20Review/09-1447
http://sharepoint.dis.wa.gov/rco/sharedoffice/boards/SRFB%20Memos%20and%20Agendas%20for%20Review/09-1538
https://secure.rco.wa.gov/prism/search/projectsnapshot.aspx?ProjectNumber=09-1623
https://secure.rco.wa.gov/prism/search/projectsnapshot.aspx?ProjectNumber=09-1681
https://secure.rco.wa.gov/prism/search/projectsnapshot.aspx?ProjectNumber=09-1755
https://secure.rco.wa.gov/prism/search/projectsnapshot.aspx?ProjectNumber=10-1001
https://secure.rco.wa.gov/prism/search/projectsnapshot.aspx?ProjectNumber=10-1566
https://secure.rco.wa.gov/prism/search/projectsnapshot.aspx?ProjectNumber=10-1776
https://secure.rco.wa.gov/prism/search/projectsnapshot.aspx?ProjectNumber=10-1781
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10-1941 Web Access for ECY Habitat S&T Data Mgt System Ecology Dept of Salmon Federal Activities 10/24/2013 

10-1942 Intensively Monitored Watersheds Ecology Dept of Salmon Federal Activities 10/24/2013 

11-1240 Driscoll Island Cold Water Refuge Cascade Col Reg Fish Enhance Salmon Federal Projects 9/25/2013 

11-1564 Cle Elum River PH-2 Instream Habitat Design Kittitas Conservation Trust Salmon Federal Projects 9/17/2013 

11-1576 Alpowa Creek Habitat Assessment Asotin County PUD Salmon State Projects 11/5/2013 

11-1589 Mass Marking Tribal Chinook & Coho 2010 Fish & Wildlife Dept of Salmon Federal Activities 10/31/2013 

12-1937 State of the Salmon Prep  2012  Mt Olympia Web & 
GraphicDesign 

Salmon Federal Activities 10/23/2013 

 

https://secure.rco.wa.gov/prism/search/projectsnapshot.aspx?ProjectNumber=10-1941
https://secure.rco.wa.gov/prism/search/projectsnapshot.aspx?ProjectNumber=10-1942
https://secure.rco.wa.gov/prism/search/projectsnapshot.aspx?ProjectNumber=11-1240
https://secure.rco.wa.gov/prism/search/projectsnapshot.aspx?ProjectNumber=11-1564
https://secure.rco.wa.gov/prism/search/projectsnapshot.aspx?ProjectNumber=11-1576
https://secure.rco.wa.gov/prism/search/projectsnapshot.aspx?ProjectNumber=11-1589
https://secure.rco.wa.gov/prism/search/projectsnapshot.aspx?ProjectNumber=12-1937


Washington Council of Salmon Recovery Regions 
Report to the Salmon Recovery Funding Board 

December 2013 

 

 

The directors met twice in October.  The focus of the first meeting was to share region-based 
information for updating the State of the Salmon website next year.  Each region presented an overview 
of their recovery plan goals and the methods they use to track progress.  At the end of the day it was 
agreed that each region’s uniqueness and planning complexities will make it challenging to report on a 
statewide level.  Next month GSRO will begin meeting with each region individually to discuss specific 
metrics. 
 
The second meeting focused on the communication and outreach strategy, the SRFB monitoring 
assessment and funding matters. 
 
COR COMMUNICATION AND OUTREACH STRATEGY 
 
The directors reviewed the overall work plan and schedule.  The RFQQ has been published and the work 
group will evaluate the proposals on December 3.  The directors agreed on the following goals to help 
guide the strategy development: 
 

1) To craft high-level key messages for sustaining and recovering ESA-listed salmon and steelhead 
that everyone can use or tailor to their specific area (this should include business and economic 
relationships);  

2) Identify ways to effectively deliver the messages; and  
3) Develop a 3-year workplan, with quarterly milestones to implement in the future. 

 
General agreement on the work group composition was finalized.  In addition to GSRO and the regional 
directors, representatives from the SRFB, LEAD, PSP, WDFW and RCO have been invited.  It was agreed 
that the consultant will interview each region individually so that additional stakeholders could be 
included at the interviews.   
 
MONITORING STRATEGY 
 
The directors reviewed the draft Stillwater report and agreed to submit a letter of comment to GSRO.  
Generally, they agreed the report failed to give adequate consideration to monitoring needs at the ESU 
or recovery region level.  While coordination on monitoring methods and protocols and data 
management sharing on a statewide or multiple agency basis is appropriate, on-the-ground monitoring 
activities for salmon recovery occur on an ESU or recovery region level, not on a statewide level.  The 
regions have developed research, monitoring and evaluation plans which identify key management 
questions and associated monitoring needs, approaches, and priorities.  The directors believe that SRFB 
monitoring activities should be consistent and/or coordinated with regional monitoring programs to 
ensure maximum benefit for both SRFB and regional monitoring needs. 
 
MANUAL 18 AMENDMENTS  
 
In preparation for the 2014 grant round, the directors offered recommendations for revising Manual 18 
including: 



 

 Adding monitoring as an eligible project type for proposals that could be funded as part of a 
region’s project list under the current allocation formula.  It was also recommended that these 
proposals should only be sponsored by a regional organization or in partnership with a regional 
organization.    

 Stewardship of riparian projects as eligible project type – the directors agreed that this was a 
good start however, in future years it was recommended that the SRFB consider stewardship for 
all project types.   

 Revising Appendix N, Regional Area Summary Information – the directors agreed that using the 
SRFB December report template was helpful and recommends revising appendix N to require 
regions to submit the previous year’s template in Track Changes format.   
 

 
2014 FUNDING OUTLOOK 
 
Early next year the directors will begin preparing recommendations for the April 2014 SRFB meeting.  
They asked that GSRO keep them informed on the development of the state’s PCSRF application to 
NOAA.   There remains confusion regarding NOAA’s guidance and the priority categories.  Given that 
PCSRF funding may drop below $20 million for the State, it may be necessary for RCO, DFW and NWIFC 
to revise their proposals.  Concerns were expressed that decisions among the agencies were being made 
without consulting the regions.  The directors hope they might be able participate in the discussions. 
 
UNEXPENDED REGIONAL CAPACITY FUND  
  
It is not uncommon for a regional organization to have an unexpended fund balance at the end of its 
contract period due to unforeseen delays or transitioning staff.   The directors suggested adding a 
section in Manual 19 by increasing the period of performance to 26 months.  The flexibility will allow 
overlapping contracts so regions could make use of potential surplus.  Funds would be used on tasks 
listed in their current contract or request an amendment to add a new task. 
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November 20, 2013 
 
David Troutt, Chairman 
Salmon Recovery Funding Board 
WA Recreation and Conservation Office 
PO Box 40917 
Olympia, WA 98504-0917 
 
Dear Chairman Troutt and Board Members, 
 
We are happy to report that the Lead Entity Advisory Group (LEAG) has been busy since 
the last SRFB meeting. A main area of focus was the Regional Area Project Meetings. As 
you know, there were 32 Projects of Concerns (POC) out of 181 projects submitted 
statewide (roughly 16%). The priority of these meetings is to address the POCs. In order 
to do this effectively, we work directly with each project sponsor to ensure that they un-
derstand the Review Panel’s concern, and work collaboratively on a strategy to address 
the concern. In addition to clearing POC, Lead Entity coordinators work together with 
their region to create a presentation highlighting: 
 
 Where projects are located and how they fit into the regional priorities.  
 Other funding sources significantly contributing to restoration and how it all fits to-

gether.  
 Any science demonstrating effectiveness of regional recovery efforts.  
 Considerations of other factors influencing recovery: hydropower, hatcheries, and 

harvest.  
 Challenges to implementation that they’d like to highlight.  
 
These meetings are an excellent opportunity to find workable solutions for some of the 
more complex project issues around the state. It also facilitates an excellent discussion 
around region-related successes, challenges and priorities. 
 
LEAG Fundraising  
Our membership met on October 1st to discuss our fundraising options and to develop 
short-term and long-term strategy for moving forward: 

LEAG will continue this conversation and hopes to collaborate on innovative funding solu-
tions with our partners. 
 
 

LEAG Officers 
 

Darcy Batura, Chair 
Yakima Basin Fish & Wildlife 
Recovery Board Lead Entity 

 

Amy Hatch-Winecka, Vice Chair  
WRIA 13 & 14 Salmon Recovery 
Lead Entities 

 

Cheryl Baumann, Past Chair 
N.Olympic Lead Entity for Salmon 

 

John Foltz 
Klickitat County Lead Entity 

 

Rich Osborne  
N. Pacific Coast & Quinault  
Indian Nation Lead Entities 

 

Nick Bean  
Kalispell-Pend Oreille Lead Entity 

 

Dawn Pucci 
Island County Lead Entity 

 

Jason Mulvihill-Kuntz 
Lake Washington, Cedar, 
Sammamish Watershed (WRIA 8) 
Lead Entity 

 

Members 

 

Todd Andersen  
Kalispell-Pend Oreille Lead Entity 
 

Jane Atha 
Chehalis Basin Lead Entity 

 

Jeff Breckel 
Lower Columbia Lead Entity 

 

Scott Brewer 
Hood Canal Lead Entity 
 

Richard Brocksmith 
Skagit Watershed Council 

 

Ann Bylin 
Co-Lead for the Stillaguamish 
Watershed Lead Entity 

 

Kim Gridley 
Nisqually Lead Entity 

 

Joy Juelson 
Upper Columbia Salmon 
Recovery 

 

Steve Martin 
Snake River Lead Entity 

 

Mike Nordin 
Pacific County Lead Entity 

 

Doug Osterman 
Green, Duwamish and Central 
Puget Sound Watershed (WRIA 
9) Lead Entity 

 

Kathy Peters 
Westsound Watershed Council 

 

Becky Peterson 
WRIA 1 Salmon Recovery Board 

 

Barbara Rosenkotter 
San Juan Lead Entity 

 

Lisa Spurrier 
Pierce County Lead Entity 

 

Pat Stevenson 
Stillaguamish Tribe Lead Entity 

 

LEAD ENTITY ADVISORY 

GROUP 

Community-Based Salmon Recovery 

Short-Term: 
 Maintain current funding sources; 
 Expand/grow the pot of funding; 
 Look at structure options; 
 Continue to support the Washing-

ton Way; 
 Stay involved with GSRO/WDFW in 

a legislative strategy 

Long-Term: 
 Continue to implement the Wash-

ington Way; 
 Continue to refine messaging 
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LEAG Outreach & Communication 
LEAG is collaborating with the Council of Regions on their 
effort to improve and strengthen communications with restoration partners, elected officials, 
and the public. Responses to the RFQQ are due on Nov 22, and LEAG representatives will assist 
with the evaluation of contractor qualifications. 
LEAG has submitted a letter to our Legislative and Congressional delegation thanking them for 
their support of PCSRF funding and reminding them of the value of Lead Entities and salmon 
recovery in terms of economic importance, cultural significance, and ecological gain. Copies of 
the Lead Entity directory accompanied the letter. Some of these have been mailed and many 
will be hand delivered during our LEAG Legislative Outreach Day.  
 
Statewide Lead Entity News and Updates 
LEAG Welcomes New Lead Entity Staff: 
 Todd Andersen, Kalispell-Pend Oreille Lead Entity 
 Jane Atha, Chehalis Basin Lead Entity 
 Scott Brewer, Hood Canal Lead Entity (Interim) 
 Jason Wilkenson, Lake Washington, Cedar, Sammamish Watershed (WRIA 8) Lead Entity 
 
Richard Brocksmith in a New Position 
 LEAG welcomes and congratulates Richard Brocksmith in his new position as the Execu-

tive Director and Lead Entity Coordinator for the Skagit Watershed Council. Richard reports 
that the SWC is excited to take a fresh look at recovery of Skagit River salmon and trout and 
how they continue to grow their list of partner organizations! 

 
Lead Entity Hiring Underway 
 Snake River is in the process of hiring a new Lead Entity Coordinator. 
  
Upper Columbia - Monumental Lower White Pine Project Almost Complete! 
“Fish Nirvana” is the term one fish biologist used to describe the habitat opened up on Nason 
Creek, 120 years after railroad tracks cut off 2 miles of its historic channel.  The creek has been 
reconnected to 152 acres of wetland, 5 mountain streams, and critical juvenile rearing habitat 
for endangered spring Chinook and threatened steelhead. A few highlights: 
 The entire project was done with regular train traffic during available work windows. Over 

20 cargo and passenger trains ply the track daily.   
 Over the past two months, a new bridge was constructed on top of 16 steel piles driven 

over 200 feet deep by Burlington Northern Sante Fe (BNSF) crews, replacing a section of 
the Chicago-Seattle main line.   

 Hurst Excavation, under contract with Chelan County, removed 2300 cubic yards of rail-
road grade under the tracks that previously blocked fish from the oxbow.   

 This ambitious project was completed by Chelan County and BNSF Railway with $4 million 
provided by the US Bureau of Reclamation, WA Salmon Recovery Funding Board, and 
UCSRB programmatic funds from the Bonneville Power Administration, and in cooperation 
with over 70 landowners.   

 The project took over six years to complete and involved numerous partner agencies, and 
extensive design, engineering and construction review.  

 See link to a recent article about this project in the Wenatchee World. 
 
 

 

LEAD ENTITY ADVISORY GROUP 

Community-Based Salmon Recovery 

http://www.wenatcheeworld.com/news/2013/sep/28/new-railroad-bridge-clears-century-old-obstacle-for-young-salmon/C:/Users/Darcy/Documents/Bluetooth
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WRIA 13: Deschutes Salmon Habitat Recovery Lead Entity - Mission Creek Estuary Resto-
ration 
 
After over a decade of meetings and preparation, the estuary on this Budd Inlet watershed has 
been reconnected to Puget Sound. Sponsored by the Port of Olympia, this high-profile site is 
contained within the City of Olympia’s Priest Point Park is within close proximity to downtown 
Olympia.  With help from the Squaxin Island Tribe, the South Puget Sound Salmon Enhance-
ment Group (SPSSEG) was able to bring together funds from the Port of Olympia and federal 
PCSRF through the WRIA 13 Lead Entity process in 2011.  A ribbon cutting and tour was held 
in October, attended by numerous local community members, stakeholders, and elected lead-
ers to celebrate the completion of this barrier removal and estuary restoration.  “This project 
was a great opportunity to work with the local community to remove a barrier and restore es-
tuary function in a relatively intact watershed without needing to put anything back in its 
place,” said Lance Winecka, Executive Director of the South Puget Sound Salmon Enhancement 
Group.  The WRIA 13 Salmon Habitat Recovery Lead Entity is excited to have partnered and 
supported this project that demonstrates scientifically sound best practices on public property.  
The Port of Olympia and City of Olympia are setting an example of good land stewardship.  
Coupled with the bulkhead removal updrift also within the Park earlier this summer, the story 
of salmon recovery is being conveyed in a very compelling manner by these partners.   

 
On behalf of LEAG, I thank you for your continued support, 
 
 

 

Darcy Batura 
Yakima Basin Lead Entity Coordinator & Lead Entity Advisory Group Chair 

 

LEAD ENTITY ADVISORY GROUP 

Community-Based Salmon Recovery 
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Meeting Date: December 2013   

Title: 2013 Grant Round Overview 

Prepared By:  Tara Galuska, Salmon Recovery Section Manager 

APPROVED BY RCO DIRECTOR KALEEN COTTINGHAM 

 

Summary 

The Salmon Recovery Funding Board will be asked to approve funding tables at the December 
meeting. The 2013 Grant Round Funding Report provides background on the process for 
identifying and evaluating the projects under consideration. 

Board Action Requested 
This item will be a:  Request for Decision  
  Request for Direction 
  Briefing 

Proposed Motion Language 
Motions will be presented to the board at the December meeting. 
 

Background 

The 2013 Grant Round Funding Report, which was released on November 20, is included with 
this memo for review by Salmon Recovery Funding Board (board) members.  

This report consolidates into one place the project selection process work of the lead entities, 
regions and review panel.  It serves as the basis for the board’s funding decisions. The projects 
under consideration are listed in the Funding Table as Attachment 5 to the report. Applicants 
submitted their projects for board consideration through the application process described in 
Salmon Recovery Grants Manual #18, Section 3. This report summarizes information that the 
regional organizations and lead entities submitted to the Recreation and Conservation Office 
(RCO) regarding their local funding processes. The report also accounts for the work completed 
by the board’s review panel and provides the panel’s collective observations and 
recommendations on the funding cycle.   
 
The report is structured in three main parts:  

• Introduction and overview of the 2013 grant round;  



Page 2 

• Discussion of the Review Panel and their findings;  
• Region-by-region summary of local project selection processes. 

Project Approval  

The board will consider each region’s list of projects in the funding table at its meeting on 
December 4, 2013, and will make funding decisions by regional area. The projects are listed in 
Attachment 5 of the funding Report and hard-copies of the final funding tables will be provided 
to the board at the meeting. Each region will also have ten minutes at the board meeting to 
discuss the project selection process. The staff will highlight some of the outstanding projects 
on the various lists. 
 
The board set a target funding amount of $18 million, based on known and anticipated state 
and federal funds. The PCSRF grant award, combined with returned funds and other available 
funds, make an $18 million grant cycle possible. The proposed regional allocations in the 
funding tables reflect that funding target.  Each regional area and corresponding lead entities 
prepared its list of projects with the available funding in mind. Several lead entities also 
identified “alternate” projects on their list. These projects must go through the entire lead entity, 
region, and board review process. Project alternates within a lead entity list may be funded only 
within one year from the original board funding decision, and only if another project on the 
funded portion of the list is not able to be completed.  
 
The board also will be awarding 2013-2015 Puget Sound Acquisition and Restoration (PSAR) 
funding. The state 2013-2015 Capital Budget included $70 million to accelerate implementation 
of the Puget Sound Salmon Recovery Plan. The budget included two components with two 
different processes for allocating funds: $30 million was allocated by formula to watersheds to 
advance projects that ensure every watershed in Puget Sound is making significant progress and 
$40 million was allocated to a large, capital project list that was prioritized by the Puget Sound 
Recovery Council using criteria for ranking pre-proposals. Thirteen Puget Sound Acquisition and 
Restoration projects, including four large capital projects, utilized an early action approach and 
were funded at the August and October Board meetings. The board approved $10,504, 541 
Puget Sound Acquisition and Restoration funding utilizing this early action approach. All 
projects proposed have gone through the full review process outlined in Manual 18. The board 
is distributing these funds in coordination with the Puget Sound Partnership. The full amount 
will not be allocated at this meeting, as two of the large capital projects will be sequenced, and 
some Lead Entities are not allocating their full PSAR amount. 
 

 

Attachments 

The funding report is available on the web 
at www.rco.wa.gov/documents/salmon/eval_results/2013SRFBFundingReport.pdf 

http://www.rco.wa.gov/documents/salmon/eval_results/2013SRFBFundingReport.pdf
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Meeting Date: December 2013   

Title: Discussion with Review Panel Chair of 2013 Observations and 
Recommendations 

Prepared By:  Tara Galuska, Salmon Recovery Section Manager 
Kelley Jorgensen, Review Panel Chair 

Approved by the Director:  
 
 
 

Summary 
The chair of the Salmon Recovery Funding Board Technical Review Panel (review panel) will 
present five topics of interest for discussion with the board at the December meeting. This 
memo provides a brief overview of the topics.  

Board Action Requested 
This item will be a:  Request for Decision  
  Request for Direction 
  Briefing 

 
 

Background 

The Recreation and Conservation Office (RCO) wants to ensure the review panel remains an 
independent body that can provide their insight on projects, grant round processes, and needed 
improvements to the Salmon Recovery Funding Board (board). In 2012, in order to improve the 
grant making process RCO decided to select a chairperson who would be responsible for 
providing direct feedback to the board, instead of using staff to provide that feedback.  

The review panel chair and panel members will present several topics of interest to the board. 
The review panel is also requesting direction on several unique types of projects. Based on 
discussion with the board, the review panel will work with staff to refine policies in Manual 18 
for future grant rounds. 
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Review Panel Topics of Interest 

Process Based Restoration: This year the review panel saw several examples of projects that 
had opportunities for a more process-based restoration approach but chose instead to 
implement something else. These projects did not have strong justification for not pursuing the 
more sustainable process-based approach. The review panel understands that compromise is 
sometimes necessary in highly constrained reaches. The compromise is sometimes a tradeoff 
between buying time for species at serious biological risk through engineering replacement 
habitat features that provide limited habitat functions, and restoring habitat forming processes 
on a watershed or reach scale. The review panel would like to recommend that the board 
consider stronger encouragement for lead entities and regions to make a more proactive and 
coordinated effort to acquire enough land at some sites so that a more process-based approach 
is feasible.  

Data gaps: Another issue is that of projects proposed to fill data gaps that lean more towards 
addressing research issues than leading to protection or restoration projects.  The panel 
interprets the four data gap-filling criteria from Manual 18 rather strictly. Those criteria are as 
follows: 

Eligible Projects: 

Filling a data gap that is identified as a high priority (as opposed to a medium or low 
priority) in a regional salmon recovery plan or lead entity strategy.  All of the following 
must apply: 

1. The data gap clearly limits subsequent project identification or development. 

2. The regional organization or lead entity and applicant can demonstrate how it fits 
in the larger context, such as its fit with a regional recovery-related, scientific 
research agenda or work plan, and how it will address the identified high priority 
data void. 

3. The region and applicant can demonstrate why SRFB funds are necessary, rather 
than other sources of funding. 

4. The results must be designed to clearly determine criteria and options for 
subsequent projects and show the schedule for implementing such projects, if 
funded. 

Currently there is not a good mechanism for funding proposals aimed at filling data gaps if the 
proposal doesn’t clearly meet the four criteria above and if it doesn’t directly lead to projects.  A 
related problem is the lag time for updates to recovery plan chapters that identified a data gap. 
It may be that there has been data to fill those gaps, but the sponsors aren’t aware of it. The 
review panel would like board direction on proposals for funding data gaps. The review panel 
recommends that if the board wants to fund high priority research projects to fill data gaps, 
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then the criteria needs to be expanded to allow for more flexibility. The other option is to leave 
the criteria as is, and those research projects that do not directly lead to projects will continue to 
receive “project of concern” status. This would allow the board to make case-by-case decisions 
during the funding meeting. The risk to the sponsor would be the loss of the funding if the 
board says no.  If the board wants to be more flexible on this, then the staff and the panel can 
develop revised criteria. 

Program vs. Project: Evaluation and eligibility criteria have been developed with a strong bias 
towards funding projects as opposed to funding on-going programs.  The review panel 
continues to see proposals for “projects” that are truly programs seeking funding for on-going 
activities. The review panel acknowledges that it is difficult to find other sources of grant 
funding for activities that are part of an on-going program, even if that work is critical to salmon 
recovery.  Projects that are more programmatic in nature, like knotweed eradication on a 
watershed scale and riparian stewardship, have been dealt with by adding additional review 
criteria in Manual 18 specific to those programmatic areas.  The emerging area needing more 
guidance is for nutrient enhancement projects. To date, only a handful of nutrient enhancement 
projects have been funded by the board.  One recommendation for board consideration is to 
only approve nutrient enhancement projects in areas where Intensively Monitored Watershed 
(IMW) programs or other funded monitoring programs are in place to provide long term 
funding of monitoring. Another option would be to ask the staff and panel to recommend 
additional review criteria to address programmatic nutrient enhancement projects.    

Lessons Learned: The review panel sees a clear need for analysis of all the monitoring data 
SRFB has paid to collect to date in order to connect the dots between what’s working, what’s 
not, and what have we learned from our project implementation monitoring thus far.  The 
analysis needs to result in some recommendations and be paired with a good communication 
strategy to get it into the hands of sponsors, lead entities and project reviewers around the state 
that make recommendations for project funding at the local and state level. This is consistent 
with the recommendations in the Stillwater monitoring report. The board needs to decide 
whether the review panel plays a role in implementing the Stillwater recommendations. 

Sea-Level Rise Analysis: A new project element we have seen added to assessment or planning 
projects is related to long-range planning and modeling for sea level rise impacts on estuarine 
habitats.   Questions have arisen about how precise the modeling resolution should be and how 
well does this tool fit SRFB review criteria. The review panel recommends that staff set the 
planning horizon for sea level rise to be year 2050. This is somewhat arbitrary, but at least it sets 
limits on things like engineering design parameters for elevations of new setback dikes.  An 
emerging issue for nearshore restoration projects is how much SRFB money should be spent to 
upgrade infrastructure that is impacted by the project (such as local dikes or levees) to account 
for sea level rise, as opposed to simply replacing it at the current design level of service.  For 
example, does it make sense to construct new setback dikes to elevation 15 feet when all the 
surrounding dikes were constructed at elevation 13 feet? These are projects that are being 
handled on a case by case basis thus far. 
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Noteworthy Projects –Future and Current: This year’s project proposals resulted in few 
individual stand-alone noteworthy projects in part because large, impressive projects take 
multiple years of phased construction or implementation to accomplish.  A number of past 
noteworthy projects were proposed for additional funding this year – leading to a potential 
future noteworthy project when they get fully completed.  A few notable projects in that 
category include: 

FUTURE POTENTIAL NOTEWORTHY PROJECTS 

PROJECT PHASE/STAGE 
FUTURE 

NOTEWORTHY 
LEAD ENTITY 

13-1197 Smith Island 
Estuarine Restoration.  

2nd construction grant Large Cap PSAR made 
$4.1 million in funds 
possible 

Snohomish 

13-1169 Tolt River 
Conservation 2013 

Land acquisition Will restore watershed 
processes to flood-
prone area 

Snohomish 

13-1463 McKenna 
Reach Ranch 
Protection 

Land acquisition Large Cap PSAR made 
$3.5 million in fund 
possible 

Nisqually 

13-1401 Klickitat 
Floodplain 
Restoration Phase 5 

5th construction phase 
of 7 to reconnect 
miles of floodplain 

Upon completion of 
last phase  

Klickitat 

13-1397 Rock Creek 
Conservation 
Easement Assessment 

Conservation 
Easement Assessment 

Will protect over 1000 
acres with 21 miles of 
riparian habitat 

Klickitat 

This year’s noteworthy projects include a combination of two instream flow improvement 
projects in the Upper Columbia Region: 

• Chewuch River Permanent Instream Flow Project (#13-1336). The project ranked  #2 
and will return 10 cfs of water  back into the river during lower flows and stops the 
diversion of water in the late fall; 

• MVID Instream Flow Improvement Project (#13-1334). This project ranked #4 and will 
help change the point of diversion for the irrigation system.  It will also fund replacement 
well development and develop piping system on the east side of the Methow River.  This 
project will require 70 to 90 wells and may need contingency money in case any wells do 
not produce sufficiently. The point of diversion would switch from the Twisp River to the 
Methow River and will allow for 11 cfs return flows in the Twisp River.  The amount of 
instream gain to the Methow River is uncertain at this point.  

https://secure.rco.wa.gov/prism/search/projectsnapshot.aspx?ProjectNumber=13-1197
https://secure.rco.wa.gov/prism/search/projectsnapshot.aspx?ProjectNumber=13-1169
https://secure.rco.wa.gov/prism/search/projectsnapshot.aspx?ProjectNumber=13-1463
https://secure.rco.wa.gov/prism/search/projectsnapshot.aspx?ProjectNumber=13-1401
https://secure.rco.wa.gov/prism/search/projectsnapshot.aspx?ProjectNumber=13-1397
https://secure.rco.wa.gov/prism/search/projectsnapshot.aspx?ProjectNumber=13-1336
https://secure.rco.wa.gov/prism/search/projectsnapshot.aspx?ProjectNumber=13-1336
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Next Steps 

Based on the board discussion and direction, staff will work with the Review Panel and 
stakeholders to clarify Manual 18 for future grant rounds.  If additional policy work is needed, 
staff and the Review Panel chair will bring forward recommendations at the March 2014 Board 
meeting. 
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Meeting Date: December 2013   

Title: Manual 18 Changes for 2014 Grant Cycle: Administrative Changes and  
Minor Policy Clarifications 

Prepared By:  Tara Galuska, Salmon Recovery Section Manager  
 

APPROVED BY RCO DIRECTOR KALEEN COTTINGHAM 
 

Summary 
Recreation and Conservation Office (RCO) staff will summarize the administrative revisions 
to Manual 18. These revisions incorporate comments submitted by lead entities in their semi-
annual progress reports, suggestions from the board’s technical review panel, and 
suggestions from board staff to update and clarify the manual.  

Board Action Requested 
This item will be a:  Request for Decision  
  Request for Direction 
  Briefing 
 

Background 

Manual 18 contains the instructions and policies needed to complete a grant application to the 
Salmon Recovery Funding Board (board) and to manage a project once funded.  

Each December, Recreation and Conservation Office (RCO) staff recommends manual updates to 
the board for the next grant round. These revisions incorporate comments submitted by lead 
entities in their semi-annual progress reports, suggestions from the board’s technical review 
panel, and clarifications and updates suggested by the staff.  
 
The board is briefed on revisions in December so that lead entities and regions have a final 
version of the manual for developing their projects and processes at the start of the next grant 
round. The RCO director has authority to approve administrative changes and minor policy 
clarifications, but staff reviews them at the December meeting so that (a) the board is informed 
and (b) the changes are reviewed in an open public meeting. The board makes the more 
substantial policy decisions, which are then incorporated into Manual 18. 

http://www.rco.wa.gov/documents/manuals&forms/Manual_18.pdf
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Manual 18 Changes Proposed for 2014 Grant Cycle 

Administrative Updates and Policy Clarifications 
 
Staff plans to make some administrative updates and policy clarifications – such as new contact 
information, new grant round timeline, and updated links – to the manual as noted in 
Attachment A. 

Substantial Policy Changes 
 
See Item 5A for proposed guidance on riparian buffer restoration. 

Review Panel Recommendations 
 
The Review Panel is not recommending any substantial policy changes at this board meeting. 
However, in Item 4C the Review Panel is requesting that the Board provide direction for future 
work on a few issues in Manual 18. The review panel has also identified several issues and trends 
in Item 4C which may need work for future grant rounds. Staff and the review panel will work 
together following board direction and bring any changes or additional information to the 
board at its March 2014 meeting.  
  
The following issues were identified by the Review Panel: 

• Is there a need to develop criteria for nutrient enhancement projects? 
• Does the criteria for funding projects that fill data gaps need to be revised? 

Note: The board is being asked to review Item 4C separately, as the review panel 
recommendations  are not included in Attachment A. 

Analysis 

Changes of note to Manual 18 include: 

• The 2014 grant round schedule has been updated (Attachment B). The schedule is similar 
to the one for the 2013 grant round and continues to drop one feedback loop between 
the review panel and sponsors for efficiency purposes. 

 
• Stewardship projects have been added to the riparian category. To ensure the success of 

riparian habitat projects, applicants may propose stand-alone stewardship for previously 
installed riparian habitat projects. Sites may include previously funded SRFB projects or 
other similar riparian habitat planting sites. 
 

• Clarifying language was added that if a sponsor received a planning or design grant from 
RCO, they must submit completed design deliverables, at a minimum preliminary 
designs, from that grant as part of the final application.    
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Opportunity for Stakeholder Comment 

Staff has had informal discussions with many stakeholders about the proposed changes to the 
manual. We expect to receive additional comments from the Lead Entity Advisory Group and the 
Council of Regions. The public, including lead entities, regions, and project sponsors, will have 
another opportunity for comment on the proposed changes after the December 4-5 2013 board 
meeting. 

Next Steps 

Staff will highlight some of the proposed changes to Manual 18 at the December board 
meeting. Based on board discussion, staff will refine the proposals and share draft language with 
the public, including lead entities, regions and project sponsors, for their review and comment. 
The RCO director has authority to approve administrative changes and minor policy clarifications 
following final revisions. It is expected that the manual will be finalized in January or early 
February 2014. 

Attachments 

 
A. Proposed Administrative Changes and Policy Clarifications 
 
B. 2014 Grant Schedule
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Attachment A:  Proposed Administrative Changes and Policy 
Clarifications. 
 

Page  
Section of 
Manual 

Proposed Clarification Notes/Issue Description 

Schedule Update timeline 
for 2014  
 

Key points: 
• Application due date August 15 

Proposed schedule follows  

Table of 
Contents 

Table of Contents Update Pages and Appendices Administrative change 

7 Section 1 Update staff contact list Administrative change 
14, 15, 
22, 33 
 

Section 2: Eligible 
Projects, 
Restoration 

• Clarifying the language that if a 
sponsor received a planning or design 
grant from RCO, they must submit 
completed design deliverables, at a 
minimum preliminary designs, from 
that grant as part of the final 
application.    

Request from lead entity, 
Review Panel, and staff.  

16 Section 2: 
Eligible Projects, 
Restoration 

Riparian Stewardship Projects 
• To ensure the success of riparian habitat 

projects, applicants may propose stand-
alone stewardship for previously 
installed riparian habitat projects. Sites 
may include previously funded SRFB 
projects or other similar riparian habitat 
planting sites.  Eligible activities in 
stewardship projects may include 
managing invasive species, replacing 
unsuccessful plantings, supplementing 
the site with water, installing fences or 
other browse-protection methods. 

Request from lead entities, 
sponsors, Review Panel, and 
staff. 

28-32, 
37 

Section 3: How to 
Apply/Materials to 
Submit 

Clarify required draft and final application 
materials. Added language about online PRISM 
application wizard.  

Administrative change 

N/A N/A, Project 
Proposals 

Moved the three types of project proposals out 
of the main body of Manual 18 (Section 4) into 
their own appendices.  

Administrative change  

38 Section 4: SRFB 
Evaluation Process 

SRFB Evaluation Process is now Section 4 due to 
moving of “Project Proposals” to the 
appendices.  

Administrative change 

42 Section 4: SRFB 
Evaluation Process 

Clarify that if a project of concern is left on a 
Lead Entity’s project list and a convincing case is 
not made to the SRFB at the funding meeting 
that the project merits funding, that dollar 
amount will not remain in the target allocation 
for the Lead Entity. If a lead entity withdraws a 
project of concern prior to the funding report 

Policy in Funding Report 
Administrative change 
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Page  
Section of 
Manual 

Proposed Clarification Notes/Issue Description 

deadline, then the next alternate(s) may be 
considered for funding. 

 Section 5: Lead 
Entity and 
Recovery Region 
Instructions 

This will be changed to Section 5. 
Staff will review deliverables prior to finalizing 
Manual in January. 

Administrative change 

 Section 6: 
Managing your 
SRFB Grant 

This will be changed to Section 6 Administrative change 

 Appendices The Appendices will be arranged in a new order 
by topic to make them easier to find and use. 

Administrative change 

 Appendix A – 
Salmon Recovery 
Contacts 

Update Salmon Recovery Contacts  Administrative change 

 Appendix C – 
Submitting Your 
Application 

This section will be updated with any new 
Habitat Work Schedule information.  

Administrative change 

123 Appendix E  -
Evaluation Criteria 

Clarify that regional and review panel discussion 
about Projects of Concerns happens at the 
Regional Area meetings or prior to the 
meetings. 

Administrative change 

128 Appendix G – 
SRFB Individual 
Comment Form 

Make clarifications on the form to provide 
better instructions to the Review Panel  

Administrative change 

129-130 Appendix G-1 and 
G-2 

Remove these Appendices from the Manual. The 
sponsor responses to comment forms will be 
moved to the Salmon Project Proposal, so there 
will only be one document to find information. 

Request from sponsors, 
Review Panel, and staff. 

148 Appendix P – 
Puget Sound 
Acquisition and 
Restoration Funds 

Working with Puget Sound Partnership to 
update the Puget Sound Acquisition and 
Restoration Appendix.  
Project eligibility-took out bullets that allowed 
Puget Sound and Acquisition Funds to be used 
for projects outside of SRFB eligibility criteria. 
Took out Early Action schedule. This will come 
back next biennium. 
 

Capital bond funds must be 
used to fund capital projects. 
 
There is no early action 
process needed for 2014 grant 
round. 

142-147 Appendix N and 
O-Regional Area 
Summary 
Information and 
List 

Working with GSRO and Regions on Appendix 
N and O.  Will provide Regions templates for 
Regional Appendix N submittal. 

Administrative change  
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Attachment B - 2014 Grant Schedule 

Date Phase Description 
January-June 30 Technical 

review (required) 
RCO staff and review panel members meet with lead 
entities and grant applicants to discuss project ideas 
and visit sites. Requests for site visits are due to RCO 
by February 14, 2014. Site visits must be completed 
before June 30, 2014. 

January-May 31 Project draft 
application 
materials 
due (required) 

Projects are submitted through PRISM Online. Work 
with your lead entity to get a project number from the 
Habitat Work Schedule. Project sponsors enter draft 
application materials in PRISM Online for the SRFB 
Review Panel. This step should be completed as early 
as necessary to fit lead entities’ schedules, and at least 
three weeks before the site visit. Complete draft 
application materials are required to secure a site visit 
by the review panel.  

February-June Application 
workshops 
(on request) 

RCO staff offer application workshops or online 
meetings, on request, for lead entities. Lead entity 
coordinators shall schedule with the appropriate RCO 
grants manager. 

February-June 30 SRFB review panel 
completes initial 
project comment 
forms 

Two weeks after visiting projects, the review panel will 
provide comments to lead entities and grant 
applicants. The review panel’s comments will specify in 
which sections of the proposal modifications should 
be made. Additional information needed from the 
sponsor will be clearly identified. Applicants must 
address review panel comments through revisions to 
the draft application (using the MS Word track 
changes feature). 

August 1 OPTIONAL early 
application & lead 
entity submittal 
due date 

Lead entities may choose an early submittal option of 
August 1. This will allow RCO staff more time to review 
applications, more time for sponsors to correct 
applications as needed, and more time for the review 
panel to do its work. Draft F1 or F2 forms are due from 
Lead Entities which submit early.  

August 15 DUE DATE: 
Applications due 
Lead entity 
submittals due 

Application materials, including attachments, must be 
submitted via PRISM Online by August 15. Draft F1 or 
F2 forms are due from Lead Entities.  
 
Lead entities without regional organizations must 
submit responses to the information questionnaire. 
(Appendices N and O) 
 

August 18-29 RCO grants 
manager review 

All applications are screened for completeness and 
eligibility. If applications are submitted to PRISM 
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Date Phase Description 
Online before August 18, RCO staff can make them 
available to the review panel earlier. 

August 29 Application 
materials made 
available to review 
panel in SharePoint 
and Habitat Work 
Schedule 

RCO staff forwards all application information to 
review panel members for evaluation. 

September 5  DUE DATE: 
Regional submittal 

Regional organizations submit their recommendations 
for funding, including alternate projects (only those 
they want the SRFB to consider funding), and 
responses to the information questionnaire 
(Appendices N and O). 

September 22-25 SRFB review panel 
meeting 

Review panel meets to discuss projects. The review 
panel will consider application materials and site visits 
to prepare comment forms and determine the status 
of each project. 

October  SRFB review panel 
updates project 
comment forms 

Within one week of the review panel meeting, the 
review panel will provide comments for lead entities 
and grant applicants. A status will be identified for all 
projects as either “Clear,” “Conditioned,” “Need More 
Information” (NMI), or “Project of Concern” (POC). 

October 15 DUE DATE: 
Response to project 
comment forms 

Grant applicants with projects that are labeled 
Conditioned, NMI, or POC should provide a response 
to review panel comments through revisions to the 
project proposal attached in PRISM.  
 
If no response to comments is received from the grant 
applicant by this date, RCO will assume the project has 
been withdrawn for funding consideration. 

October 22 Review panel list of 
projects for 
regional area 
meeting 

The review panel will review the response to 
comments and identify which projects have been 
cleared. It also will recommend a list of projects of 
concern to be presented at the regional area project 
meeting 

October 27-30 Regional area 
project meetings 

Regional organizations, lead entities, and grant 
applicants present projects identified by the review 
panel. 
 
Regional presentation of strategies and/or recovery 
goals and objectives. Discuss list of projects and how 
they achieve these goals. Provide information on the 
following: 
• Overview map of where all the projects are and the 

discussion of how they fit into the regional 
priorities. 

• Map of regional priority areas (and overlap with 
first item). 
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Date Phase Description 
• Present any third party reviews of project list and 

fit to recovery strategy. 

• Other funding sources significantly contributing to 
restoration in region and how it all fits together. 

• Any science on how they’re doing – effectiveness. 

• Noteworthy considerations of other factors 
influencing recovery: hydropower, hatcheries, and 
harvest. 

• Challenges to implementation that they’d like to 
highlight. 

November 6 Review panel 
finalizes project 
comment forms 

The review panel will finalize comment forms by 
considering application materials, site visits, grant 
applicants’ responses to comments, and presentations 
by the regions and during the regional area project 
meeting. 

November 11 Lead entity submits 
signed copy of F1-
F2 Form 

Lead entities submit signed copies of their lead entity 
lists memorandum. The grant funding report will not 
incorporate any updates submitted after this date. 

November 19 Final 2014 grant 
report made 
available for public 
review 

The final funding recommendation report is available 
online for SRFB and public review. 

December 3-4 Board funding 
meeting 

Board awards grants. Public comment period available. 
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Meeting Date: December 2013   

Title: Manual 18 Policy Changes for 2014 Grant Cycle: Riparian Buffers 

Prepared By:  Leslie Connelly, Natural Resources Policy Specialist 

 

APPROVED BY RCO DIRECTOR KALEEN COTTINGHAM 
 

Summary 
This memo presents draft policy changes regarding riparian buffer requirements for funded 

projects.  Pending further board direction, these proposed changes will be made available for 

public review and comment in December 2013 and January 2014. Staff will then summarize 

comments and present final recommendations to the board at its March meeting.  

Board Action Requested 
This item will be a:  Request for Decision 

  Request for Direction 

  Briefing 

 

Background 

In August, the National Marine Fisheries Service of the National Oceanic and Atmospheric 

Administration (NOAA Fisheries) contacted the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and 

Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) to encourage adoption of minimum riparian 

buffer requirements for restoration projects funded in lower elevation agricultural landscapes.   

 

NOAA Fisheries provided the sister federal agencies with minimum riparian buffer 

recommendations (Attachment A) to implement into voluntary financial assistance and grant 

programs.  The recommendations are based mainly on soil types and the potential for 

vegetation growth at the restoration site.  The recommendations are based upon work proposed 

but not adopted in the Agriculture, Fish and Water process in 2002 during initial phases of 

salmon recovery planning.  NOAA Fisheries supports the 2002 work as a recommendation to use 

on an interim basis for minimum riparian buffer widths to protect water quality and aquatic 

conditions important for salmon.  The recommendations apply to rivers, streams, and intertidal 

channels in lower elevation agricultural landscapes. 
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In response, the NRCS applied the recommendations, with certain revisions, to projects it funds 

through its Environmental Quality Incentives Program in the Puget Sound region.  This voluntary 

program provides financial and technical assistance to agricultural producers for planning and 

implementing conservation practices that address natural resource concerns. 

 

The EPA responded by requiring minimum riparian buffers for its programs and projects funded 

through the National Estuary Program.  All lead implementing organizations in the program will 

be required to meet minimum buffers in their riparian restoration projects.  Subsequently, the 

Washington State Department of Ecology (Ecology) revised its minimum riparian buffer 

requirements, based on set numerical standards for western and eastern Washington for 

projects that address nonpoint pollution and will apply these new requirements starting in 2014 

(Attachment B).  Ecology minimum riparian buffers are meant to protect and restore salmon 

fisheries and achieve water quality standards.  The requirements  apply to riparian restoration 

projects in any landscape setting. 

 

In addition to the minimum riparian buffer recommendations from NOAA, the Stream Habitat 

Restoration Guidelines (SHRG) published by the Aquatic Habitat Guidelines Program provide  

recommendations for riparian buffer widths (Attachment C).  The SHRG recommendations are 

based upon work developed in 1997.  These recommendations are intended to maintain fully 

functional riparian habitat ecosystems and represent a best management practice for restoring 

buffers and are wider than the NOAA Fisheries recommended widths.   Last year, members of 

the Aquatic Habitat Guidelines Program lead byEcology and the Washington Department of Fish 

and Wildlife launched a review of the scientific literature to update the recommendations from 

1997 .  They expect to have a draft scientific white paper available spring 2014 and final 

guidelines ready by summer 2015. 

 

Analysis 

RCO staff evaluated whether the board should require minimum riparian buffers for its riparian 

habitat restoration projects.  Options considered included when, where and how to apply the 

guidelines.   

After review of current practices, staff recommends the board adopt a policy that strongly 

encourages riparian restoration projects meet the buffer recommendations in the Stream 

Restoration Habitat Guidelines, but use the NOAA Fisheries riparian buffer recommendations as 

a minimum benchmark upon which to evaluate applications.  The minimum riparian buffer 

threshold is not intended to reduce the riparian buffer width encouraged by the Stream 

Restoration Habitat Guidelines.  As the NOAA Fisheries’ recommendations are based upon soil 

type and potential site vegetation, staff also proposes to apply NOAA fisheries riparian buffer 

recommendations as minimum requirements to any riparian restoration project, regardless of 

location or landscape setting.   

The technical review panel would continue to evaluate the riparian habitat projects.  The 

technical review panel would evaluate riparian restoration projects based upon the Stream 
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Restoration Habitat Guidelines (preferred) and NOAA Fisheries (minimum).  If the technical 

review panel found the riparian restoration application to be deficient in meeting the minimum 

riparian buffer recommendations established by NOAA Fisheries, the application would be 

flagged as a project of concern.  The board would retain its discretion to fund the application at 

its regularly scheduled funding meeting. 

Proposed Changes  

There are three changes proposed to capture the riparian buffer recommendations.  The 

changes are shown below as underlined text to the current language in Manual 18.  These policy 

statements would be incorporated into Manual 18 and apply to the riparian habitat applications 

starting in 2014.   

Change #1 - Eligible Projects Section (page 16) - underlined text is the proposed change 

Riparian Habitat – includes freshwater, marine near-shore, and estuarine activities that 

will improve the riparian habitat outside of the ordinary high water mark or in wetlands. 

Activities may include planting native vegetation, managing invasive species, or 

controlling livestock, vehicle, and foot traffic within protected areas.  

o Knotweed Control – Applicants proposing knotweed control as an element of 

their projects should answer the knotweed questions identified in the restoration 

proposal.  

o Buffer Requirements -  All riparian habitat projects must include the minimum 

riparian buffer widths as recommended by NOAA Fisheries (November 2012).  

Projects that do not include the minimum buffer recommendation may receive a 

project of concern rating from the technical review panel during evaluation.   

Exceptions to the minimum buffer requirement will only be allowed in cases 

where there is a scientific basis for doing so or there are physical constraints on 

an individual parcel (e.g., transportation corridors, structures, naturally occurring 

conditions). 

Change #2 - Stream Habitat Restoration Guidelines Section (page 106) - underlined text is 

the proposed change 

The Stream Habitat Restoration Guidelines are part of a series of guidance documents 

produced through the Aquatic Habitat Guidelines program with SRFB funding in early 

2000. The Aquatic Habitat Guidelines program is a joint effort among state and federal 

agencies in Washington, including the Washington Departments of Ecology, Fish and 

Wildlife, Natural Resources, and Transportation; the Washington State Recreation and 

Conservation Office (SRFB); Puget Sound Partnership; the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service; 

and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. The aquatic habitat guidelines do not replace 

existing regulatory requirements, though they are designed in part as technical guidance 

supporting regulatory streamlining and grant application review for stream restoration 

proposals.  
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RCO highly recommends that project sponsors review the Stream Habitat Restoration 

Guidelines (2012) online at wdfw.wa.gov/conservation/habitat/planning/ahg/. The 

purpose of the guidelines is to promote process-based natural stream restoration.   

Project sponsors are strongly encouraged to design riparian habitat projects to include 

the riparian habitat buffer recommendations in the Stream Restoration Habitat 

Guidelines.  At a minimum, however, riparian habitat projects must include minimum 

riparian buffer widths as recommended by NOAA Fisheries (November 2012). 

In developing your SRFB application, RCO highly recommends you consult Chapters 4 

and 5 of the Stream Habitat Restoration Guidelines. Chapter 4 provides guidance to 

sponsors in developing their goals and objectives for their restoration projects as well as 

their restoration strategies. Chapter 5 provides guidance on designing and implementing 

restoration techniques. 

Change #3 - SRFB Review Panel Evaluation Criteria (page 124) - underlined text is the 

proposed change 

For acquisition and restoration projects, the panel will determine that a project is not 

technically sound and cannot be significantly improved if: 

1. It is unclear there is a problem to salmonids the project is addressing. For acquisition 

projects, this criterion relates to the lack of a clear threat if the property is not 

acquired.  

2. Information provided, or current understanding of the system, is not sufficient to 

determine the need for, or the benefit of, the project.  

a. Incomplete application or proposal.  

b. Project goal or objectives not clearly stated; or do not address salmon habitat 

protection or restoration.  

c. Project sponsor has not responded to review panel comments.  

d. Acquisition parcel prioritization (for multi-site proposals) is not provided or 

the prioritization does not meet the projects goal or objectives.  

3. The project is dependent on other key conditions or processes being addressed first.  

4. The project has a high cost relative to the anticipated benefits and the project 

sponsor has failed to justify the costs to the satisfaction of the review panel.  

5. The project does not account for the conditions or processes in the watershed.  

6. The project may be in the wrong sequence with other habitat protection, 

assessments, or restoration actions in the watershed.  

7. The project does not work towards restoring natural watershed processes, or 

prohibits natural processes.  

8. It is unclear how the project will achieve its stated goals or objectives.  

9. It is unlikely that the project will achieve its stated goals or objectives.  

10. There is low potential for threat to habitat conditions if the project is not completed.  

11. The project design is not adequate or the project is sited improperly.  

12. The stewardship description is insufficient or there is inadequate commitment to 

stewardship and maintenance and this likely would jeopardize the project’s success.  
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13. The main focus is on supplying a secondary need, such as education, stream bank 

stabilization to protect property, or water supply.  

14.  The design for a riparian habitat project does not include minimum riparian buffers 

as recommended by NOAA Fisheries (November 2012). 

Next Steps 

Pending board direction, RCO staff will post the proposed policy changes on its Web site for 

public review and comment. Staff will review public comments received, respond to comments, 

and summarize them for the board’s consideration. Staff will prepare a final recommendation 

and present it at the board’s March 2014 meeting. Any changes approved in March would apply 

to grants starting in 2014.  

Attachments 

A. NOAA Fisheries Interim Riparian Buffer Recommendations for Streams in Puget Sound 

Agricultural Landscapes 

B. Minimum Buffer Requirements for Surface Waters for Grants Awarded through the 

Washington Department of Ecology for Nonpoint Source Pollution 

C. Recommended Riparian Habitat Area Widths from the Stream Habitat Restoration 

Guidelines 
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Attachment A 

NOAA Fisheries Interim Riparian Buffer Recommendations for Streams in Puget 

Sound Agricultural Landscapes (November 2012) 

 

Channel Type Habitat 

Functions 

Composition Buffer Width 

Class I 

Constructed ditches; 

small non-fish bearing 

streams 

Water quality 

protection; 

shade; sediment 

filtration 

Grasses, trees or 

shrubs;  may only need 

woody vegetation  on 

one side of channel 

As wide as necessary to 

meet water quality 

standards; can be 

determined by NRCS 

Field Office Technical 

Guide 

Class II 

Fish bearing streams;  

natural and modified 

natural watercourses 

that are incised and 

cannot move 

Water quality;  

LWD for cover,  

complexity; litter 

fall; shade 

 

Site potential  

vegetation; trees 

where they  

will grow 

2/3 Site potential tree 

height;  50 ft. minimum 

to 180 ft. maximum 

 

Class III 

Fish bearing; natural 

unconfined channels 

Same as above, 

but structural 

LWD essential 

Same as above 

 

3/4 Site potential  

tree height 

Class IV 

fish bearing streams 

confined by dikes or 

other hardened man-

made feature  

Water quality;  

complex cover;  

litter fall; shade 

Trees and shrubs Face of levee, from top 

of dike to ordinary high 

water mark 

 

Class V 

Fish bearing 

intertidal and estuarine 

streams and channels 

Water quality;  

food inputs; 

habitat 

complexity 

Site potential 

vegetation  (salt-

tolerant sedges, 

shrubs, trees) 

35-75 ft.;  varies 

according to adjacent 

land use 
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Attachment B 

Minimum Buffer Requirements for surface waters for grants awarded through the 

Washington State Department of Ecology for Nonpoint Source Pollution (October 

2013) 

 

Category Functions Minimum 

Buffer Width 

West of 

Cascades 

Minimum 

Buffer 

Width East 

of Cascades 

A.  Constructed Ditches, 

Intermittent Streams and 

Ephemeral Streams that are 

not identified as being 

accessed and were historically 

not accessed by anadromous 

or Endangered Species Act 

(ESA) listed fish species 

Water quality, shade, 

source control and 

delivery reduction. 

35’ minimum 35’ minimum 

B. Perennial waters that are not 

identified as being accessed 

and were historically not 

accessed by anadromous or 

ESA listed fish species 

Water quality, shade, 

source control and 

delivery reduction. 

50’ minimum 50’ minimum 

C. Perennial, intermittent and 

ephemeral waters that are 

identified as being accessed 

or were historically accessed 

by anadromous or ESA listed 

fish species 

Water quality, large 

wood debris for cover, 

complexity and shade 

and microclimate 

cooling, source control 

and delivery reduction. 

100’ minimum 75’ minimum 

D. Intertidal and estuarine 

streams and channels that are 

identified as being accessed 

or were historically accessed 

by anadromous or ESA listed 

fish species 

Water quality, habitat 

complexity 

35’-75’ 

minimum, or 

more as 

necessary to 

meet water 

quality 

standards 

N/A 
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Attachment C 

Recommended Riparian Habitat Area WidthsStream Habitat Restoration 

Guidelines (2012) 

 

Stream Type Recommended Riparian Habitat 

Area Width (feet) 

Types 1 and 2 streams (Shorelines of the State and 

channels with widths greater than 20 feet) 

250 

Type 3 streams or other perennial or fish bearing streams 

that are five to 20 feet wide 

200 

Type 3 streams or other perennial or fish bearing streams 

that are less than five feet wide 

150 

Types 4 and 5 streams or intermittent streams with low 

mass wasting potential 

150 

Types 4 and 5 streams or intermittent streams with high 

mass wasting potentials 

225 
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Meeting Date: December 2013   

Title: Appeal of Review Panel Decision (Dugualla Heights Lagoon Restoration) 

Prepared By:  Marc Duboiski & Mike Ramsey, Salmon Recovery Grants Managers 

APPROVED BY RCO DIRECTOR KALEEN COTTINGHAM 
 

Summary 

This memo and the staff presentation at the December board meeting will provide a brief 
overview of the request by Whidbey-Camano Land Trust to complete the Dugualla Heights 
Lagoon Restoration project (11-1290) in a reduced condition due to landowner constraints. The 
Review Panel has determined the current project design would have a low benefit to salmon. 

Board Action Requested 
This item will be a:  Request for Decision 
  Request for Direction 
  Briefing 

 

Background 

In 2007, the Board and project sponsor Whidbey-Camano Land Trust (WCLT) embarked on a 
series of complex acquisitions and restoration efforts in and around the Dugualla Heights 
housing development in Dugualla Bay, which is located along the shoreline of Whidbey Island in 
Island County. A conservation easement in December 2009 purchased the undeveloped land 
around Shorecrest Lagoon within Dugualla Heights for the purpose of future restoration. The 
Board contributed $614,560 to the $744,000 easement through two grant agreements (07-1591 
and 07-1592). 

In December 2011, the Board funded a $935,000 restoration project (11-1290), sponsored by the 
WCLT. The project was jointly funded with Puget Sound Acquisition and Restoration (PSAR) and 
Salmon Recovery Funding Board (SRFB) funds from the allocation for both Island County and 
Skagit Watershed Council lead entities.  Although it is outside the Skagit Watershed, Dugualla 
Bay provides critical nearshore rearing habitat for outmigrating Skagit River juvenile Chinook 
salmon.
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The restoration project was funded to improve juvenile salmon fish passage into a 25-acre 
lagoon, or “pocket estuary.”  Pocket estuaries are partially enclosed bodies of marine water that  

are connected to a larger estuary (such as Puget Sound) at least part of the time, and are diluted 
by freshwater from the land at least part of the year.1 

Details of the Appeal 

In the spring of 2013, the WCLT completed final project design and submitted it to both lead 
entities technical work groups for approval.  The final design calls for replacing the existing 
outfall pipe, connecting the lagoon to the bay, with an open channel and a tidegate, which 
closes at a tidal elevation of 7.5 feet.  The Skagit Watershed Council did not approve of the final 
design and their Board sent the WCLT a letter outlining their recommendation under which the 
sponsor could continue to use the Skagit’s share of PSAR funds for construction.  Their 
recommendation is to set the tidegate to close at a tidal elevation of 9.0 feet or higher.  Their 
aim is to allow fish passage over a greater portion of most tide cycles. 

The WCLT took this recommendation to the Dugualla Heights Community for approval. The 
landowners declined the recommendation for the higher (9.0 feet) tidal elevation.  The sponsor 
then asked RCO to clarify the process for one lead entity withdrawing “their” funding from a 
grant agreement.  The RCO requested the SRFB review panel review the final design and provide 
a technical recommendation as well.   

The original SRFB review panel recommendation (August 6th) was to pursue further discussions 
with landowners over the possibility of having the tidegate close at the 9.0 foot elevation in the 
spring months, during juvenile Chinook outmigration, and then lowered to the 7.5 foot elevation 
in the higher risk months for extreme tides.  The WCLT approached the Dugualla Heights 
Community about this second option which they also declined.  The landowners do not want 
the water table beneath their properties to rise above the existing ordinary high water elevation 
of approximately 7.5 feet. 

The SRFB review panel was then asked to render a technical opinion on whether the project 
should continue forward at the agreed upon final design (submitted spring 2013).  Their 
recommendation (August 21st) is that the current design and proposed operation does not 
provide enough benefits to salmon to justify the project costs.  They recommend the project be 
resubmitted for funding in the future with a minimum operation elevation of 8.5 feet, at least 
seasonally during the juvenile outmigration period, then the project benefits would merit SRFB 
funding. 

The WCLT has appealed the SRFB review panel recommendation. 

                                                 
1 Pritchard, DW. 1967. What is an estuary:  Physical Viewpoint.  Pages 3-5 in GH Lauff, ed. Estuaries. American 
Association for the Advancement of Science, Publication 83, Washington DC. 
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Considerations 

Some possible options for SRFB consideration are: 

1 – Complete the project with the current design, but allow the Skagit Watershed Council to 
remove their PSAR funding. WCLT can then proceed with final design and use their current 
funding allocation to complete the project. 

2 – Allow WCLT more time to negotiate a higher tide gate elevation closure, or an operation 
plan with the landowners acceptable to the review panel within the current project end date of 
June 30, 2014. 

3 – Terminate the project, resulting in returning PSAR funds to the two lead entities and SRFB 
funds back to RCO. 

Attachments 

A.  Appeal Letter - Whidbey Camano Land Trust – November 5, 2013.  Includes Final Review 
Panel Recommendation – dated August 6, 2013 

B.  Revised Review Panel Graphic 



 
Dugualla Lagoon Appeal 
Page 1 of 25 

 

To:  Salmon Recovery Funding Board 

From:  Whidbey Camano Land Trust 

Date:  November 5, 2013 

Subject: Appeal for Project 11-1290, Dugualla Lagoon Habitat Restoration 

_____________________________________________________________________________________  

The Whidbey Camano Land Trust (“Land Trust”) and its project partners, Whidbey Conservation District 
and Dugualla Heights Community, thank the Board for taking the time to consider the Land Trust’s 
request to approve our proceeding with the Dugualla Lagoon Habitat Restoration so we can provide 
critical estuarine habitat for juvenile salmonids. 
 
APPEAL:  The Land Trust is appealing the recommendation from the SRFB Review Panel to RCO that the 
Dugualla Lagoon project is not worthy of continued SRFB funding unless the tidegate elevation is set 1.0 
feet higher than the proposed 7.5 feet NAVD88 (Exhibit 1).  Following is a summary for the basis of our 
appeal: 
 
1. The Skagit Chinook Recovery Plan (WRIA 3) states that, “This site (Dugualla Lagoon) has the highest 

landscape scale connectivity of any pocket estuary with restoration potential.”  
 

2. Dugualla Lagoon is located within one ebb tide from the Skagit River Delta and all six Skagit Chinook 
salmon stocks currently rear in the Delta and its pocket estuaries.   

 

3. The loss of estuarine habitat in Puget Sound is identified as the leading cause of declining salmon 
numbers. Protection and restoration of estuarine habitats is identified as a primary tool needed to 
recover salmon stocks and other native fish. 

 

4. The recommendation by the SRFB Technical Review Panel and Skagit Watershed Council focused 
only on the technical aspects of the Dugualla Lagoon project design.  Neither took into account the 
complex social aspects of the project nor the requirement in the WRIA 6 Salmon Recovery Plan that 
requires project sponsors to protect private property. Nearly all of the important salmon estuaries in 
WRIA 6 (Island County) have either been destroyed or significantly altered. Dugualla Lagoon, 
targeted as one of the highest restoration priorities in WRIAs 3 and 6, is set in a residential 
subdivision of about 200 households, similar to many WRIA 6 estuary restoration targets. 

 

5. The WRIA 6 Multi-Species Salmon Recovery Plan (WRIA 6 SRP), adopted by Island County and 
approved by the State of Washington, requires “Cultivating an environment for salmon recovery” by 
balancing neighboring landowner concerns and benefit for salmon (see Exhibit 2 for excerpts from 
the SRP).  The WRIA SRP states that,  

 
“Island County’s role in habitat restoration is to promote projects that respect the rights of property 
owners and create a sustainable environment for people and fish.” It further states, “Restoration 
projects will gain the support of the Island County Commissioners under the following conditions: 

 Neighboring private and public uses and surrounding environment are protected, 

 There are willing landowners, 

 There is no adverse impact to Naval operations, and 

 There is a significant benefit for salmon.” 

Stephanief
Typewritten Text
Attachment A
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The current project design is supported by both the WRIA 6 TAG and WRAC committees (see Exhibits 5 
and 6). Additional support letters from other agencies will be presented at the meeting. 

 
6. The current design for the Dugualla Lagoon project is wholly consistent with the 2011 restoration 

proposal submitted to RCO/SRFB by the Land Trust.  In the proposal, it was stated, “The Land Trust 
will restore habitat-forming ecological processes to the extent feasible within the constraints of the 
existing development conditions by restoring tidal and upland hydrology and re-grading the site to 
better approximate its original topography.” [emphasis added} 
 

7. The Land Trust appreciates SRFB review panel‘s work to objectively evaluate the technical issues 
underlying the project design change.  While we do not dispute the facts identified in the panel’s 
memo (Exhibit 1), we believe that there are valid technical arguments that refute the panel’s 
conclusion that the current design will result in an unacceptably low benefit for supporting the 
project’s salmon recovery objectives.  These arguments are presented in the attached “Response to 
SRFB Panel’s Conclusions and Recommendations.” (See Exhibit 1). 

 

8. To-date, the total salmon restoration investment for Dugualla Lagoon, identified as having “the 
highest landscape scale connectivity of any pocket estuary with restoration potential” is over $1 
million, including approximately $777,000 of SRFB funds.  

 

9. Currently, the Lagoon does not support salmon smolt.  Implementation of the current design will 
definitely result in significant habitat that will be used for salmon rearing habitat. 

 
In conclusion, we maintain that the current project design, with the tidegate set at 7.5 feet rather than 
the recommended 8.5 feet, represents a reasonable balance between honoring the wishes of the local 
community and having a significant benefit for salmon by restoring valuable rearing habitat that support 
the Skagit and Island County Chinook salmon recovery goals.  We respectfully request the Board to 
direct RCO to continue to allow the original allocation of SRFB funding for the construction of this 
project. 
 
Attached for your review consideration are the following documents: 
 

 Exhibit 1: Review and Recommendation Regarding the Dugualla Heights Lagoon Habitat Restoration,  

SRFB Review Panel members, 8/6/13; Addendum 8/21/13 (see last pages) 

 Exhibit 2: Excerpts from WRIA 6 Multi-Species Salmon Recovery Plan, 2005 

 Exhibit 3: Explanation of Design Rationale, Benefit and Certainty of SRFB Project 11-1290, Tom 

Slocum, et al., 6/2/13 

 Exhibit 4:  Letter from the Skagit Watershed Council, WRIA 3 

 Exhibit 5:  Letter from WRIA 6 Water Resources Advisory Committee (signed copy will be delivered) 

 Exhibit 6:  Letter from WRIA 6 Salmon Technical Advisory Group (signed copy will be delivered) 
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RESPONSE TO SRFB PANEL’S CONCLUSIONS and RECOMMENDATIONS: We would like to 

specifically respond to the review panel’s conclusions and recommendations (see Exhibit 1). 

1. Recommendation to Raise the Tidegate Closure Level: 

The review panel recommended raising the closure level of the proposed tidegate to an elevation of 8.5’ 

during the February to June migration period for Chinook smolts to allow for a higher tidal range for fish 

passage into the lagoon.  The Land Trust discussed this recommendation with the Dugualla Community 

homeowner association’s project committee, but, unfortunately, members raised the same objection as 

before: that elevated water levels in the lagoon at this time of year correspond to the season when 

water table is highest, and that a few landowners strongly object to any increase in water table 

elevations that may be associated with a higher tidal level in the lagoon.   From the very start of this 

project, the Land Trust has taken the opinions of the affected landowners very seriously and tried to 

accommodate those interests in the project design.  The Land Trust’s approach is important both from 

the standpoint of protecting ourselves from potential legal liability, and from honoring the goals of 

WRIA 6’s salmon recovery plan, which explicitly includes a goal to promote community acceptance of all 

salmon recovery projects. 

The review panel further recommended that the Land Trust consider purchasing a flood easement on 

higher elevation private property surrounding the lagoon to allow for impacts of raising the tide level.  

This idea potentially has merit, but at this stage it would represent a separate project that would require 

a new, independent funding source.  Nevertheless, the current design of an adjustable tidegate does 

make it possible to raise the lagoon’s water level in the future, if flood easements such as those 

recommended by the review panel, or some other kind of arrangement, could be negotiated. 

2. Benefit to Salmon and Certainty of Success: 

The review panel’s conclusions of benefit to salmon and certainty of success were based on optimizing 

the duration of fish access through the tidegate into the lagoon.  The review panel defined this as the 

duration of time that the tidegate was open during flood tide and slack tide only, and not during ebb 

tide.  The panel’s memo justified this assumption as follows: 

 Specifically, there is uncertainty – and ecological variability – regarding the extent to which 

juvenile Chinook will swim upstream against outflowing water as fast as 4 feet per second to 

access the habitat. More certain is the likelihood of juvenile Chinook salmon utilizing the habitat 

by moving (passively or actively) in a block of water that enters the habitat area during a rising 

tide or during the slack period at high tide.   

The Land Trust is not aware whether there is enough research on this issue of how juvenile Chinook 

respond to tidal directional vectors to form a definite conclusion on this issue.  Our project designer has 

observed juvenile Chinook utilizing tidal channels in the Skagit Delta during flooding, slack and ebbing 

tides, and cannot conclude with any certainty whether there is a significant difference in the response.  
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He participated in a 2008 monitoring study of juvenile salmon utilization of Skagit Delta channels at the 

mouth of Dry Slough, which concluded:   

Although tide conditions were a variable in the sampling method, the current data does not 
show any strong correlations between the amount of juvenile salmon or other species and the 
conditions of the tide. (SFEG, 2008) 

 
Furthermore, we believe that the review panel’s approach of defining “benefit to fish” as the duration of 

time that fish can swim through the tidegate neglects to consider the fact that once fish enter the 

lagoon, the difference in habitat benefit between the 7.5’ tidegate closure elevation and the 9.0’ closure 

elevation is marginal.  Research indicates that a water depth of approximately 3 feet is optimal for 

juvenile Chinook rearing habitat (E. Conner, Puget Sound RTT member, personal communication).  The 

7.5’ tidegate closure level allows for a depth of at least 3 feet over the majority of the lagoon. Although 

this is obviously 18 inches shallower than the lagoon depth for a 9.0’ tidegate setting, the difference 

would seem to affect habitat suitability only at the margins of the lagoon, where the depth will be less 

than 3 feet.  The current project design includes grading of the land along the edges of the lagoon to 

increase the water depth in these areas and to allow for the establishment of intertidal salt marsh 

vegetation.   

Conclusion: 

The Land Trust maintains that our current project design represents a reasonable balance between 

honoring the wishes of the local community and restoring valuable rearing habitat to support the Skagit 

and Island County Chinook salmon recovery goals.  We respectfully request the Board to direct RCO to 

continue to allow the original allocation of SRFB funding for the construction of this project. 

Citations 

SFEG, 2008.  Juvenile Salmon and Other Species Inhabiting the Mouth of Dry Slough in Conway, WA in 

Conjunction with a Tide Gate.  Skagit Fisheries Enhancement Group, August 2008. 
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EXHIBIT 1: SRFB Review Panel Recommendation 
 

To:  Kaleen Cottingham, Director of the Washington State Recreation and Conservation Office  
 
From:  Paul Schlenger and Pat Powers, SRFB Review Panel members  
 
Date:  August 6, 2013  
 
Re:  Review and Recommendation Regarding the Dugualla Heights Lagoon Habitat Restoration  
___________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
As requested, members of the Salmon Recovery Funding Board Review Panel reviewed design 
submittals associated with the Dugualla Heights Lagoon Habitat Restoration Project (Project No. 11-
1290). It is our understanding that this request for review was prompted by concerns expressed by the 
Skagit Watershed Council (SWC), one of the two lead entities funding the work. The restoration design 
includes a muted tidal regulated (MTR) tide gate and the SWC concerns focus on the tidal height at 
which the MTR tide gate will close. The 90% design has a culvert with invert elevation of 4.5 and the 
MTR tide gate closing at a water level of 7.5 feet NAVD88 which is 1.5 feet lower than the mean higher 
high water elevation for the project site (9.0 feet NAVD88). The 4.5 elevation for the culvert invert is a 
tradeoff between sedimentation of the channel and maintenance to keep it open. SWC submitted a 
letter to the Whidbey Land Trust (project sponsor) and Island County Lead Entity recommending “that 
the project only go forward with a Self-Regulating Tidegate (SRT) set to close at a tidal height of no lower 
than 9 feet NAVD88, which was previously considered as a design option by the project sponsor. This is 
close to MHHW, so it will only restrict tides during larger tidal cycles, allowing for a greater tidal prism 
and fish passage over a greater portion of most tide cycles.”  
 
The proposed tide gate invert elevation and closure elevations have both varied over time as the project 
advanced from conceptual design in 2009 (9.0 feet) through the 2011 proposal process (11.0 feet), the 
2011 preliminary design (10.0 feet) and to the current 90% design stage (7.5 feet NAVD88; see memo 
from Slocum et al. to Marc Duboiski and Mike Ramsey dated May 30, 2013 for summary). The closure 
elevation of 7.5 feet NAVD88 is the lowest level analyzed for the site. As explained in the memo by 
Slocum et al., the adjustment to this closure level was the culmination of an outreach and negotiation 
process with the property owners bordering the lagoon. The 7.5 feet NAVD88 closure level being 
proposed is the outcome of the sponsor and design team working within the constraints of the site in 
order to keep the restoration project viable without threat of litigation from adjacent property owners.  
 
In conducting this review of the project, we reviewed the documents related to the project that are 
available on the PRISM database and other relevant documents provided by Marc Duboiski, the RCO 
Project Manager. The documents reviewed included:  

 Explanation of Design Rationale, Benefit and Certainty of SRFB Project 11-1290, memo by Tom 
Slocum, Cheryl Lowe, and Pat Powell, dated May 30, 2013  

 90% Draft Plan Set for Dugualla Heights Lagoon Habitat Restoration Project  

 Dugualla Heights Lagoon Restoration- Effects of Lower SRT Closure, memo by Susan Tonkin of 
Moffatt & Nichol, dated February 8, 2013  

 Moffatt & Nichol Revised Fish Passage Calculations, memo by Pat Powell, dated March 2013  
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 Dugualla Heights Conservation Easement Restoration Design Update, prepared by Moffatt & 
Nichol, dated October 2012  

 
Assessment of Project Benefits to Juvenile Chinook Salmon  
 
Lagoon habitats tend to be highly utilized and productive areas for juvenile Chinook salmon during their 
early marine life history; therefore, these are important habitats on which to focus restoration efforts. 
The Dugualla Heights Lagoon Restoration project has the potential to provide substantial benefits to 
juvenile Chinook salmon because of its location in Skagit Bay where large numbers of juvenile Chinook 
from the Skagit River rear and because of its size as the project would open up more than 11 acres of 
tidal habitat.  
 
When restoring habitat in constrained settings, design features to address infrastructure and property 
owner constraints act to limit the full restoration potential for the site. For the Dugualla Heights Lagoon, 
the design includes a muted tidal regulated tide gate to protect against flooding of adjacent properties. 
While tide gates are a common feature in estuarine restoration designs – and a design feature that 
enables restoration to occur in areas where it would not be possible otherwise – there are significant 
questions as to how effective tide gates are in facilitating fish access to restored habitats. The recent 
ESRP tide gate study by Correigh Greene et al. (2012) documented lower densities of juveniles Chinook 
salmon in areas with tide gates compared to reference sites. Although in this case since there is no 
access currently, the tidegate structure would create access to some level. Additional study is needed to 
understand the effectiveness of tide gates and design features to minimize the effects of tide gates on 
fish access to restored sites, but it is clear that there is less certainty of achieving fish benefits when 
restoration designs include tide gates (as opposed to restoration designs that can accommodate a more 
natural opening and tidal exchange). The trade-off is one restoration scientists are continually struggling 
with. One design method restoration scientists often use in this case is to design based on a reference 
reach. The sponsors did complete a reference reach study for this site and concluded the culvert invert 
elevation should be 5.5 to 6.5 and the closure level for the SRT should be above 9.0.  
 
The certainty of achieving fish benefits in a restoration design with a tide gate is further compromised 
by the elevation and operation of the tide gate. This is the key issue at the Dugualla Heights Lagoon. The 
potential fish benefits can be evaluated by estimating how accessible the habitat will be for juvenile 
Chinook salmon migrating along the shoreline off the mouth of the lagoon. One approach to estimating 
fish access is to look at the percentage of time that the entrance channel to the lagoon provides suitable 
depth and velocity conditions for juvenile Chinook passage. The Dugualla Heights Lagoon Restoration 
design team used this approach and estimated that a tide gate closure elevation of 7.5 feet NAVD88 
would provide suitable fish access conditions for the same percentage of time as a 9.0 feet NAVD88 
during spring tides and the difference would be only 2% less during neap tides. This finding reflects that 
although a tide gate that closes at 7.5 feet is not open for fish access during the flood tide or high slack 
as long as a tide gate that closes at 9.0 feet, the 7.5 feet tide gate provides that much more time during 
the ebb tide when depths and velocities are suitable for juvenile Chinook salmon to swim up into the 
lagoon habitat. Based on the numerical estimates of the design team, the tide gate would allow fish 
access between 33% and 41% of the time depending on tide gate closure elevation and tidal conditions.  
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However, there is uncertainty about the likelihood of juvenile Chinook salmon entering shoreline 
habitats during all portions of the tidal cycle when the depth and velocity criteria are achieved. 
Specifically, there is uncertainty – and ecological variability – regarding the extent to which juvenile 
Chinook will swim upstream against outflowing water as fast as 4 feet per second to access the habitat. 
More certain is the likelihood of juvenile Chinook salmon utilizing the habitat by moving (passively or 
actively) in a block of water that enters the habitat area during a rising tide or during the slack period at 
high tide.  
 
Considering only the flood tide and high slack portions of the tidal cycle, a tide gate closure at 7.5 feet 
provides a much shorter period of accessibility than a 9.0 feet closure. This is graphically depicted below 
where the red box displays the percentage of time a tide gate with a closure at 7.5 feet will be open and 
the blue box displays the same information for a tide gate closing at 9.0 feet. Assuming that fish access 
is provided when water levels reach 5.0 feet NAVD88 (4.5 feet invert elevation plus 0.5 feet of water 
depth for fish passage), a tide gate that closes at water elevations higher than 7.5 feet would be open 
for approximately 30% of the tidal cycle. In comparison, a tide gate that closes at water elevations 
higher than 9.0 feet would be open for approximately 45% of the tidal cycle. In this way, compared to 
9.0 feet, a tide gate closure at 7.5 feet provides a substantially shorter window of fish access during the 
most certain portions of the tidal cycle when juvenile Chinook salmon will enter the habitat. Based on 
this analysis the SWC recommendation appears to be reasonable.  
 

 
 
This “window of access” can be somewhat deceiving in terms of time, as fish will have access twice 
every day, but just during a shorter time window.  
 
Recommendation :  This review has focused on the fish benefit aspects of the Dugualla Heights Lagoon 
Restoration design. It is a complex project that balances many design objectives and constraints, most of 
which were not  
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touched on in this review. It is clear that the project sponsor and design team have worked diligently to 
develop a beneficial restoration project while encountering numerous technical and community 
challenges. The adjustment of the tide gate closure from 9.0 feet down to 7.5 feet NAVD88 will result in 
a lower certainty of success for the project in terms of habitat access. Combined with the potential 
issues discussed above relative to tide gates, the benefits of the overall project may be compromised. 
While a tide gate closure at 7.5 feet would allow the project to move forward and provide fish access 
and improved habitat, the fish benefits are lessened and made less certain by having the tide gate open 
during only a limited portion of the tidal cycle.  
 

We suggest the elevation setting be further reviewed and discussed with stakeholders including 
adjacent landowners, to see if there is a potential for a 9.0 closure in the spring during juvenile fish use 
months and lowered to 7.5 during the higher risks months for extreme tides (November to January). 
Also, the sponsor may want to ask affected landowners about buying a flood easement for the higher 
elevation area? 
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Exhibit 2: Excerpts from WRIA 6 Salmon Recovery Plan 

The following excerpts are taken from the Water Resources Inventory Area 6 (Whidbey & Camano Islands) Multi-
Species Salmon Recovery Plan, adopted by the Board of Island County Commissioners on May 9, 2005. 
 
The salmon recovery framework employs three core elements. These include: 

 providing access to technologies and the best science combined with, 

 the promotion of improved salmon recovery practices and facilities, and 

 support for long-term sustainability through the creation of an enabling environment in which 
salmon recovery activities can be supported and take place.  
 

************** 
Island County’s role in habitat restoration is to promote projects that respect the rights of property owners and 
create a sustainable environment for people and fish. The county is committed to protecting the property rights 
of citizens from uncompensated “take” as well as protecting against the “take” of habitat. Restoration projects 
will gain the support of the Island County Commissioners under the following conditions: 

 Neighboring private and public uses and surrounding environment are protected, 

 There are willing landowners, 

 There is no adverse impact to Naval operations, and 

 There is a significant benefit for salmon. 
 

************** 
Vision Statement:  We, the citizen volunteers and staff of the WRIA 6 salmon recovery lead entity, envision: 

 Abundant Pacific salmon using nearshore and coastal stream habitats in WRIA 6 

 Diverse, viable populations of salmon coexisting with the human population and supporting human 
harvest 

 Strong community participation in ecosystem protection and restoration 
 

************** 
5. Guiding Principles 
In order to produce a Salmon Recovery Plan that resonates with property owners, elected officials, scientists, 
and environmental interests, we knew that certain guiding principles were necessary. The following principles 
set the framework for WRIA 6’s ESA response. 
 
1. Salmon Recovery Requires a Long Term View and Commitment: The goals of this plan will take decades, 

possibly centuries to achieve. The actions in this plan are initial steps. As we add to our knowledge about 
juvenile and adult salmon utilization of WRIA 6 habitats, we will revise and update our action plan to best 
support regional recovery efforts. 

 
2. Best Available Science and Appropriate Technologies: It is critical that salmon recovery activities be based 

on comprehensive and current fisheries science and habitat information. Filling key existing data gaps and 
integrating this new information into future versions of this recovery document are high priorities in WRIA 6. 

 

 
3. Ecosystem Processes and Habitat Protection: In comparison to many areas of Puget Sound, the salmon 

supporting habitats and ecosystem processes in WRIA 6 are generally in good to very good condition 
(Washington Department of Natural Resources 2001a). Our initial focus is on ensuring that the high quality 
habitats and functioning processes are protected, with a goal of no additional loss of habitat and function. In 
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addition to protecting ecosystem processes and habitats it will be necessary to find ways to accommodate 
additional housing and commercial development in WRIA 6. Where protection is pursued through property 
acquisition, we advocate that the project should provide for the perpetual protection, enhancement, and/or 
restoration of critical ecological processes and habitat structure. 

 
4. Ecosystem Processes and Habitat Enhancement and Restoration: Just as there is a need to find creative 

ways to combine protection actions with the need for additional residential and commercial development, it 
is necessary to accommodate landowner and community needs when developing enhancement and 
restoration projects. Enhancement and restoration projects will gain the support of the Board of Island 
County Commissioners under the following conditions: 1) neighboring private and public uses and 
surrounding environment are protected; 2) there are willing landowners; 3) there is no adverse impact to 
Naval operations; and 4) there is a significant benefit for salmon. 

 
5. Community Outreach, Education, and Participation: Developing and maintaining regular community 

outreach and education programs is a critical component for salmon recovery. Developing these programs 
will require partnerships with groups that can provide education and outreach forums, advocacy for 
stewardship and sustainable actions, and opportunities for public participation. 

 
************** 

 
Cultivating an Environment for Salmon Recovery: Successful salmon recovery efforts have the best chance of 
success if implementation is carried out on a local level in an integrated manner. This approach needs to build 
and maintain linkages between all stakeholders; integrate salmon issues as an integrated component of water 
resource issues; encourage and nurture local, regional, and state partnerships; and advocate implementation of 
policies that support salmon recovery.  

 
************** 

 
Salmon abundance and productivity are limited in part by the amount of habitat available for juvenile salmon to 
find a protected and suitable environment for rearing. Studies in the Skagit River system show that when the 
number of fry in the river exceeds the delta’s capacity to support them, they seek alternative, non-natal 
estuarine habitat along the WRIA 6 nearshore. Habitat loss reduces spatial structure, as juvenile salmon find 
fewer places along the nearshore to feed, transition from fresh water to saltwater, and take refuge from natural 
predators and high-energy marine environments. The loss of different types of habitat reduces the nearshore’s 
ability to support a diversity of life-history types. This compresses the salmon population and reduces its 
resilience in bouncing back from abnormal weather or catastrophic events. The loss of habitat that supports 
forage fish populations reduces the available food supply for salmon, greatly limiting the nearshore’s capability 
to support abundance.  
 

************** 
 

Geographic Area 1 (top priority) includes the WRIA 6 sub-basins and shorelines of Deception Pass, 
Skagit Bay, and Port Susan. (Dugualla Lagoon is in Geographic Area 1). These shorelines are within ~5 miles of the 
mouths of the Skagit, Stillaguamish, and/or Snohomish rivers. This area is utilized by the largest number of 
Chinook fry migrants, from these rivers, during their first day of nearshore migration. The shorelines are primary 
pathways for bull trout migrating between these rivers. And the area is used heavily by juveniles and adults from 
the 47 salmon and trout stocks that originate in these rivers; over 20% of the stocks in Puget Sound. 
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EXHIBIT 3:  Explanation of Design Rationale, Benefit and Certainty of SRFB Project 

 

To:  Marc Duboiski and Mike Ramsey 
From:  Tom Slocum, Cheryl Lowe and Pat Powell 
Date:  June 2, 2013 (revised) 
Subject: Explanation of Design Rationale, Benefit and Certainty of SRFB Project 11-1290 
____________________________________________________________  

Purpose 

At RCO’s request, this memo explains the development of the current design for SRFB Project No. 11-1290, 

Dugualla Heights Lagoon Habitat Restoration Project.  The memo describes the goals, specific objectives and 

key design parameters for achieving the project objectives, and compares them with the goals, objectives and 

design parameters that were identified in three documents that serve as the technical foundation for the 

current design.  The three documents are the following: 

1. SRFB Project 05-1475 Skagit Basin Nearshore Habitat Restoration Feasibility Study  Final Report, Skagit 

River System Cooperative (SRSC), dated December  2009 (“2009 Feasibility Study”) 

2. SRFB Project 09-1468 Skagit Bay Nearshore Habitat Restoration Preliminary Design Study, Final Project 

Report, Whidbey Island Conservation District (WICD), dated August 2011 (“2011 Preliminary Design 

Study”) 

3. SRFB Project 11-1290 Dugualla Heights Lagoon Habitat Restoration Project, Project Proposal, Whidbey 

Camano Land Trust (“Land Trust”), dated June 2011 (“2011 Project Proposal”). 

The purpose of the comparison is to explain the evolution of the current design and to provide technical 

context with which to evaluate the benefit and certainty of the Skagit Watershed Council’s (SWC) recent 

recommendation that the “…project only go forward with an SRT set to close at a tidal height no lower than 

9.0’ NAVD88 … allowing for a greater tidal prism and fish passage over a greater portion of most tidal cycles.” 

(SWC letter to WRIA 6 Lead Entity, dated June 13, 2013). 

Project Goal 

The 2011 Project Proposal states the following goal for the project:  

The Land Trust will restore habitat-forming ecological processes to the extent feasible within the 

constraints of the existing development conditions by restoring tidal and upland hydrology and re-

grading the site to better approximate its original topography. 

The 2011 Preliminary Design report reiterates this goal, as does the current project design.   

SRSC’s 2009 Feasibility Study provided the basis for the project goal.   The study evaluated twelve potential 

nearshore restoration project sites around the perimeter of Skagit Bay and concluded that the Dugualla 

Heights Lagoon site had the highest “landscape connectivity” for out-migrating Skagit Chinook, and was, 
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therefore a high priority for helping to achieve the Skagit Watershed Council’s Chinook recovery goals.  The 

SRSC report concluded: 

It is anticipated that completed restoration at this site would increase nearshore habitat fish capacity 

by an estimated 26,025 smolts annually, and juvenile salmon are expected to use the site immediately 

following project completion. (p. 46).  

Project Objectives 

The 2009 Feasibility Study likewise provides the foundation for the project’s specific objectives.  The study 

defined the “Restoration and Conservation Potential” for the site as follows: 

At the Dugualla Heights/Shorecrest Lagoon, there is potential to implement restoration actions to 

restore 6.3 acres of intertidal lagoon and channel habitat. Initial actions would include excavation of fill 

at the southern margin of the site to restore elevation suitable of the development of natural salt 

marsh habitat.  Restoration of tidal processes would likely be facilitated through a self-regulating 

tidegate installed through the beach berm at the northwestern edge of the site.  Greater tidal exchange 

could be facilitated through an open cut in the beach berm, but this alternative is less feasible because 

it would likely require installation of a bridge across the open cut in the beach berm, and would likely 

required construction of dikes surrounding the historic lagoon/salt marsh complex to protect the large 

amount of residential and transportation infrastructure associated with the site.  (Ibid, p. 45). 

The 2011 Preliminary Design Study investigated key issues to determine the feasibility of implementing these 

objectives at the project site. These included the interests of the surrounding residential community, 

environmental permitting issues, and relevant hydraulic, hydrologic and geotechnical engineering issues.  

Based on the findings of the study, the Land Trust refined and expanded the original 2009 project objectives to 

the four that are stated in the 2011 Project Proposal: 

1. Reopen the historic tidal connection to Dugualla Bay by replacing the 30” diameter drainage culvert 

with an open tidal channel. 

2. Restore the historic marsh/lagoon topography to allow ecological succession to more complex and 

diverse low marsh and intertidal habitat. 

3. Increase desirable nearshore habitat by removing invasive plants and pasture grasses from upland 

areas and planting native species to create native high marsh and shrub/scrub tree zones. 

4. Day-light approximately 220’ of a small natural stream that is now routed across the site through a 

small culvert. 

In terms of project metrics, the RCO grant agreement lists these objectives as follows:  

 11.4 acres of estuary treated1  

                                                           
1
 For the purposes of the grant agreement, the term “acres of estuary treated” has been understood to refer to objective 

No. 2, the area of the site that has been treated to allow ecological succession to a more complex and diverse low marsh 
and intertidal habitat.  
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 5.4 acres of slope re-grading 

 10 (additional) acres replanted 

 0.04 miles of stream treated (day-lighted) 

 5900 yards of nearshore channel modified2  

The current project design will produce the following updated metrics: 

 11.2 acres of estuary treated 

 4.9 acres of slope re-grading 

 11.3 (additional) acres replanted 

 0.04 miles of stream day-lighted 

 Approx. 7840 square feet (870 square yards) of nearshore channel modified 

The current project design reduces the area of estuary treated by about 2 percent relative to the original 

project metric because of the need to drop back from the original optimistic design parameter for restoring 

tidal processes.  This design parameter is discussed in detail below.  It should be noted that the project goal of 

increasing Chinook rearing carrying capacity by roughly 26,000 smolts annually was based on restoring 6.3 

acres of intertidal and channel habitat. This figure corresponds to the surface area of the existing lagoon. 

Key Design Parameters 

The 2011 Project Proposal also described key design parameters for achieving the project objectives.  Like the 

objectives, the design parameters were derived from the original 2009 Feasibility Study. As part of that study, 

SRSC prepared a conceptual design that included the following: 

 Replacing the existing lagoon outfall pipe with a 48” diameter, 170-foot long HDPE culvert leading to a 

self-regulating tidegate (SRT) with an invert elevation of 6.0’ and located at the existing beach berm.  

No closure level for the SRT was specified. 

 Excavating an open channel connecting the SRT to the lagoon at the existing lagoon bottom elevation 

of approximately 5.0’ NAVD88. 

 Omitting setback dikes or other methods for protecting property from flooding.  This parameter 

implies that the SRT is intended to limit the tidal exchange into the lagoon to a level that will not cause 

property damage to the surrounding residences. As shown in the LiDAR elevation contours on the 

study’s conceptual design drawings, and subsequently confirmed in the 2011 Preliminary Design study, 

this level varies somewhere between the ordinary high water level of about 7.5’ NAVD and the mean 

higher high water elevation of 9.0’ NAVD3, at which point salt water inundates some of the private 

gardens, landscaping, and drainage culverts.   

                                                           
2
 The origin of this large figure is unknown.  It was not identified in the proposal or preliminary design, and may be an 

input error in the PRISM file. 
3
 In the early phases of the design development, a figure of 8.8’NAVD88 was used to estimate the local MHHW elevation.  

The project’s hydraulic consultant revised the figure to 9.0’ NAVD88 during the final design phase to incorporate more 
precise data from NOAA’s tidal predictions.  
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 Based upon the proposed invert elevation (6.0’) and the necessary closure level of the SRT (no higher 

than 9.0’), the 2009 Feasibility Study’s design parameter for achieving the objective of restoring tidal 

processes would have been to allow a tidal range of no more than three feet to enter the lagoon. 

 Potential impacts to water table and drain fields was not addressed   

The 2011 Project Proposal expanded on SRSC’s original design parameters in an attempt to achieve a greater 

degree of restoration of natural tidal process than was identified in the 2009 Feasibility Study.  The key design 

parameters that were stated in the 2011 Project Proposal are as follows4: 

 Replacing the 30” outfall with an open channel with outlet invert elevation of 2.6’ NAVD88  

 Building setback dikes to prevent flooding of private property and infrastructure 

 Including a “muted tidal regulated” (MTR) tidegate set in a 6’ x 6’ concrete vault as a “backup” for the 

protection provided by the dikes. The closure level of the tidegate was listed as 11.0’ NAVD88, which 

would have been two feet below the dike top elevations of about 13.0 feet. 

Although not explicitly stated in the 2011 proposal, the project design approach also included the following 

operational parameters: 

 Avoiding impacts to private property, including residential landscaping and drain fields. 

 Minimizing operation and maintenance requirements, including minimizing the need to clear sediment 

from the channel. 

 Maintaining walking access along the beach. 

 Meeting WDFW and NOAA NMFS velocity and depth guidelines for salmonid fish passage through 

culverts and tidegates to the maximum extent feasible. 

The 2011 Preliminary Design, which was completed after submission of the Project Proposal, modified the 

design parameters for restoring tidal processes by addressing review comments by stakeholders, including the 

Dugualla Community, Inc. (“DCI”, the homeowners association), the WRIA 6 and WRIA 3 technical review 

committees, and the SRFB review panel.  Specific revisions are as follows: 

 Construct setback berms and retaining walls on individual lots to elevation 12.0’ 

 The MTR tidegate would have an invert of 4.0’ NAVD88 and a closure level of 10.0’, which is one foot 

above the MHHW elevation of 9.0’ 

 The channel to the bay would be a rock-lined, trapezoidal channel that would require some level of 

maintenance to clear out accumulated sediment. 

Between 2012 and 2013, the project design team developed detailed engineering designs for implementing 

the project objectives.  As part of the final design process, the project design team met repeatedly with 

technical consultants; the homeowner’s association; each of the owners of the twelve private residential 

properties that extend into the lagoon; local, state and federal permitting officials; and a project stakeholder 

                                                           
4
 The 2011 proposal described a “current preferred alternative” but made it clear that this was not necessarily the final 

project design. 
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group.   In an attempt to balance all of the diverse interests of this group, the design evolved to include the 

following final design parameters: 

 285-foot long, variable width open channel from the beach to the lagoon, of which 48 feet is a 

rectangular concrete channel, 28 feet is an open concrete vault, and the rest is a rock-lined, 

trapezoidal channel 

 A 6’ x 8’ MTR tidegate with invert elevation of 4.5’ and a closure setting of 7.5’ NAVD88. 

 No setback dikes or retaining walls at all. 

A comparison of the evolution of the key design parameters for restoring tidal processes is shown in the 

following table.  

Summary of Changes in Key Design Parameters 2009 – 2013 
Design 

Parameter 
2009 Feasibility Study 

Conceptual Design 
2011 Project Proposal 2011 Preliminary 

Design 
 

Current 90% Design 

Channel from 
lagoon to bay 

48” diameter culvert 
with outlet  IE = 6.0’

5
 

Open, rock-lined 
trapezoidal channel 
with outlet IE = 2.6’ 

Open, rock-lined 
channel with outlet IE 

= 2.6’ 

Mixed rock and 
concrete open channel 

with outlet IE = 3.5’ 

Tide gate SRT with IE = 6.0’ and 
closure setting no 
higher than 9.0’ 

6’x6’ MTR with IE = 4.0’ 
and closure setting of 

11.0’ 
 

6’x6’ MTR with IE = 
4.0’ and closure 
setting of 10.0’ 

6’x8’ MTR with IE = 
4.5’ and closure level 

of 7.5’ 

Property 
protection 

No dikes or retaining 
walls 

Dikes and retaining 
walls to elev. 13.0’ 

Dikes and retaining 
walls to elev. 11.0’ 

No dikes or retaining 
walls 

Water table 
impact 

Not addressed No impact to drain field 
operation 

No impact to drain 
field operation 

No water table rise 

Area of estuary 
treated 

Not specified 11.4 acres 11.8 acres 11.2 acres 

Area subject to 

tidal inundation 

6.3 acres (?)
6
 11.4 acres 11.8 acres 9.6 acres 

 

Design Rationale for Key Design Parameters 

The rationale for selecting the current design parameters and a discussion of how they support the overall 

project objectives follows. 

Impacts to Landscaping and Drain Fields 

                                                           
5
 All elevations are referenced in NAVD88 datum 

6
 Comparison of the current area of estuary treated to the area identified in the 2009 feasibility study is unclear.  That 

study identified the project area as “6.3 acres of intertidal habitat,” which is the figure on which the project goal of 
increasing Chinook rearing carrying capacity by roughly 26,000 smolts annually was based. It is unclear if the original 2009 
project objective included just the existing open water lagoon area or both the lagoon area and the re-graded land around 
the lagoon that would be inundated by the restored tidal flow.   
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As part of the final design process, the design team met with each property owner whose land would be 

impacted by allowing daily tidal flow into the lagoon.  The 10.0’ tidal inundation level made it necessary to 

protect lawns, gardens and landscaping up to that level, plus an additional 1.0’ elevation to allow for 

protection in the event of 100-year runoff conditions occurring while the lagoon was full.  Designs were 

prepared for each property, consisting of either retaining walls at the existing lagoon bank or filling further out 

into the lagoon, so that there would be no net reduction in dry land area on each lot.  Eventually all lot owners 

except one agreed to a retaining wall or re-grading plan.  One property owner refused to allow any change to 

his lagoon frontage.   

All residents insisted that the rise in water surface levels in the lagoon should not cause any impact to their 

drain fields.  The design team conducted an in-depth study to evaluate this issue. The study included compiling 

available as-built documentation of each drain field (documentation for older drainfields was usually not very 

detailed); long-term monitoring of water elevations in the bay, lagoon and piezometers and permanent 

monitoring wells located along a transect between the bay and the lagoon; and comparisons with other long-

term studies of correlations between tidal height and water table response at other project sites.7  The study’s 

geohydrology consultant concluded that an increase in the lagoon water surface to the MHHW elevation of 

9.0’ due to daily tidal exchange would likely correlate with an approximately 3-inch rise in the water table 

beneath the properties fronting the lagoon.  This response would likely have no significant effect on the 

function of otherwise properly-functioning drain fields.   

 Three property owners unequivocally stated that any rise in the water table beneath their properties would 

be unacceptable due to concerns about septic drainfields and one basement.  After considering the potential 

for legal challenges from these residents to derail the entire project, the Land Trust and DCI decided to change 

the design to ensure that the water table did not rise above existing baseline conditions.  The new design limits 

tidal exchange in the lagoon to the existing ordinary high water elevation of about 7.5’ NAVD88. Hydrology 

modeling indicates that the lagoon water surface could rise up to 1 foot above this level under 100-year runoff 

events, but this extreme situation would not be the result of normal tidal exchange into the lagoon.  The 

decision to reduce the tidal elevation allowed the design team to delete all of the proposed retaining walls, 

setback berms, and other property protection elements from the design, which will greatly simplifies project 

permitting and construction. 

Effect on Flow Hydraulic and Fish Passage Conditions 

A key element of the design process has been optimizing the hydraulic characteristics of tidal exchange 

through the new channel.  The design requires balancing two conflicting requirements.  First, the design 

attempts to meet WDFW and NOAA NMFS juvenile salmonid fish passage guidelines for velocity and depth to 

the extent practicable.  Specifically, it assumes that fish passage is possible at water depths of at least 0.8 feet 

and velocities not exceeding 4.0 fps.8 The second design requirement is to ensure that the channel’s flow 

                                                           
7
 The draft study report, Preliminary Groundwater Level Changes Assessment, Geoengineers, Inc. December 2012 is 

included as an attachment to this memo. 
8
 Relevant guidelines on juvenile salmonid fish passage velocities are presented in WDFW’s 2003 publication Design of 

Road Culverts for Fish Passage and NOAA NMFS’ 2011 publication Anadromous Salmonid Passage Facility Design.  WDFW 
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reaches a high enough instantaneous velocity during typical ebbing tides to be able to scour out gravel that 

would be carried into the channel from the beach during storm events.   

The project’s coastal hydraulic consultant, Moffatt & Nichol, completed numerical modeling evaluations to test 

the ability of several channel design configurations to optimize these two conflicting requirements.9  The 

design configurations included combinations of the following: 

Hydraulic Modeling of Tidegate and Channel Configurations 
Design Feature Alternatives 

 

Tidegate invert elevation 4.0’ NAVD88 4.5’ NAVD88 5.0’ NAVD88 

Tidegate closure elevation 7.5’ NAVD88 9.0’ NAVD88  

Channel design rock-line 
trapezoidal 

channel 

concrete 
rectangular 

channel 

hybrid rock-lined trapezoidal at the lower end 
and roughened-wall concrete rectangular at the 

upper end 

 

As discussed in detail in Moffatt & Nichol’s technical memo, the design configuration that yielded the best 

balance of the conflicting fish passage and channel scour requirements was a hybrid rock and roughened 

concrete channel with a tidegate invert elevation of 4.5’ NAVD and a tidegate closure setting of 7.5’ NAVD88.  

A “Memo to the File:  M&N Revised Fish Passage Calculations (March 2013)” summarizes the modeling results 

in terms of the percentage of time that the channel meets fish passage depth and velocity criteria.  For the 

optimal case described above, these conditions are met 33 percent of the time that the tidal elevation is higher 

than the tidegate invert during spring tides, and 39 percent during neap tides.  The percentage is the same for 

7.5’ and 9.0’ NAVD88 tidegate closures for spring tides and only 2% less for a 7.5’ NAVD88 closure at neap 

tides. 

The conclusion that the tidegate closure level of 7.5’ NAVD88 provides similar fish passage conditions 

compared to a longer duration of typical tidal cycles associated with a closure setting of 9.0’ NAVD88 may 

seem counterintuitive.  Obviously the tidegate is open for a longer duration of the tidal cycle at a 9.0’ closure 

setting.  But, because a significantly larger tidal prism typically enters into the lagoon at the higher setting, the 

resulting flow velocities in the channel as the tide ebbs exceed the 4.0 fps criteria for a longer duration of the 

tidal cycle than at the lower setting.  If juvenile salmon migrated into tidal channels only on flood tides (i.e. 

with the current), then a tidegate closure setting of 9.0’ NAVD88 would obviously allow for passage over a 

larger portion of the tidal cycle.  But neither the WAC criteria nor NMFS’ draft guidelines specify a velocity 

                                                                                                                                                                                                       
states that for hydraulic design of culverts, passage requirements for juvenile salmonids are assumed to be met if the 
design meets the WAC 220-110-070 standard of 4.0’ fps for adult trout (p. 21), while also citing the 1997 Powers and 
Bates study, which identified a velocity range of 1.1 to 1.3 fps (p. 22).  Later, the guidance states that the hydrology of 
culverts in tidal areas is a special case, and fish passage requirements basically depend on site specific factors.  NMFS’ 
guidance is likewise ambiguous, listing the range of flow velocities for upstream passage of juvenile salmon as between 
1.5 to 4.5 fps, but allowable velocities in culverts as 1.0 fps.  NMFS currently has not published guidelines for fish passage 
through tidegates.  Recognizing the lack of definitive guidance on this issue, the Dugualla Lagoon project design assumes 
4.0 fps as the maximum velocity that will allow fish passage.  The actual range of velocities modeled through the Dugualla 
tidegate is between -8 to +8 fps, with the typical range between -2 to +2 fps (Moffatt & Nichol, 2013, p. 10). 
9
 Moffatt & Nichol’s final technical report, dated February 8, 2013, is included as an attachment to this memo. 
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direction, and field observations have shown that juvenile Skagit Chinook will migrate into a tidal channel 

during both a flooding and ebbing tide10. 

Effect of Tidegate Setting on Intertidal Area in the Lagoon 

The proposed restoration area at the Dugualla Lagoon site consists of both the existing 6.3-acre dredged 

lagoon and 4.9 acres of low-lying land to the south.  The lagoon bottom elevations vary from about 1.0’ 

NAVD88 to about 5.0’ NAVD88, while the adjacent land ranges from about 6.5’ to 11.0’ NAVD88.  The project 

design includes removing of old dredge spoils and grading 4.9 acres of the adjacent land to achieve an 

elevation range from 5.0’ to 9.0’ so that the entire 11.2 acres of treated estuary area will contain subtidal 

(lagoon), intertidal, and low salt marsh zones with elevation ranges similar to natural reference sites on 

Whidbey Island and in the San Juan Islands.11   The area subject to daily tidal exchange in the current design is 

about 16 percent less than that proposed in the 2011 proposal (9.6 acres versus 11.4 acres).  The difference is 

made up with a greater area of low salt marsh habitat in the current design.  

Lessons from Previous Nearshore Restoration Projects and their Application at Dugualla Lagoon 

The current version of the 90% draft design drawings is included as an attachment to this memo.  The design 

team’s rationale for several of the design features was framed by lessons learned from some previous 

nearshore habitat restoration projects in WRIA 3 and WRIA 6.  A brief discussion of these findings is helpful for 

understanding the motivation for design features of the Dugualla Lagoon project. 

Wiley Slough 

The Wiley Slough dike setback project on Fir Island illustrates the importance of carefully evaluating how 

restoration of tidal processes can affect local sediment transport patterns and water table elevations on 

adjacent properties.  Flow capacity in the Wiley Slough tidal channel reduced significantly over time as 

sediment accumulated in it.  The flow velocity on ebbing tides was insufficient to transport the sediment out to 

Skagit Bay.  The project also appears to have changed local hydrology patterns to the extent that it reduced 

drainage capacity from surrounding farmland.  WDFW has attempted to mitigate the impacts by installing a 

large pumping station, which will be operated indefinitely at public expense.  The Dugualla Lagoon design 

process attempted to avoid these two problems by focusing carefully on evaluating sediment transport 

between the bay and the new channel, and by taking the conservative approach of designing for no change at 

all from the baseline water table elevations. 

Crescent Harbor Marsh 

The design teams’ experience with the Crescent Harbor Marsh restoration project near Oak Harbor illustrates 

the importance of properly protecting local infrastructure from unanticipated high tide elevations and from 

erosion by tidal scouring.  The initial channel armoring designs at Crescent Harbor were inadequate, and extra 

                                                           
10

 Personal observation at Dry Slough, Skagit Delta, May 2009. 
11

 See Attachment No. 35 “Reference Site Preliminary Evaluation” in the PRISM project file for evaluation of ecological 
reference conditions. 
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public funding was needed to complete emergency supplemental armoring when bank erosion threatened key 

infrastructure.  Likewise, emergency dike construction was required when higher than anticipated tidal 

elevations inundated a road.  The Dugualla Lagoon design process has attempted to avoid these two problems 

by more thoroughly researching USACE coastal channel armoring design guidance, by conservatively designing 

the tidegate closure levels, and adding back-up redundancy in the tidegate vault design. 

ESRP Tidegate Study – Fisher Slough 

Finally, the design team has attempted to address some of the conclusions of a recent ESRP-funded study of 

the effectiveness of selected self-regulating tidegate projects in improving habitat connectivity for juvenile 

Skagit Chinook salmon.12  Among other findings, the study noted that juvenile Chinook utilization of Fisher 

Slough, a freshwater tidal channel upstream of the recent SRFB-funded Fisher Slough tidegate project, is much 

lower than at reference sites.  Although inconclusive, a reasonable inference from the study is that the Fisher 

Slough tidegate design may in some way inhibit upstream juvenile Chinook passage.  To test this implication, 

the Dugualla Lagoon project design employs two features that were not included in the Fisher Slough tidegate 

design.   

First, by ensuring that the entire length of the channel and tidegate vault are open to daylight, the design 

avoids the abrupt bands of shading that seem to inhibit juvenile passage in some situations.13 Second, the 

concrete channel design utilizes a variation in the concrete roughness panels that were developed for the 

SRFB-funded retrofit of the Mill Creek flumes in Walla Walla to provide localized low velocity flow paths.  

Although the Mill Creek project is intended to facilitate upstream passage of adult salmon, observations that 

juvenile salmon take advantage of lower flow velocities along the rough sides of culverts14 and natural 

channels suggests that this innovative technique may have advantages for juvenile salmon passage as well. 

Concluding Observations on the Benefit and Certainty of the Current Design 

The anticipated benefit of this project for supporting the WRIA 3 Chinook recovery goals has consistently been 

defined as achieving the increase in carrying capacity of approximately 26,000 smolts, which was identified in 

the 2009 Feasibility Study.  This figure was derived from the Skagit Chinook Recovery Plan’s model, which 

assumes allowing fish access to 6.3 acres of intertidal lagoon and channel area at the site.  The goal is not 

derived from the size of the tidal prism entering the lagoon, only the actual intertidal area that would be 

available for fish.  The original conceptual design proposed to accomplish this goal by introducing tidal 

exchange into the lagoon between tidal elevations of 6.0’ NAVD88 to no more than the MHHW elevation of 

9.0’ NAVD88.   Even though the current design has retreated from the optimistic design parameters that were 

initially described in the 2011 Project Proposal, it still provides for a larger total area subject to daily tidal 

exchange (9.6 acres) over a greater duration of the tidal cycle than was proposed in the 2009 feasibility study.   

                                                           
12

 Greene, Correigh et al., Biological and Physical Effects of “Fish-friendly” Tide Gates, January 2012. 
13

 Anecdotal information from fish passage studies associated with the SR 520 floating bridge replacement project.  NMFS’ 
2011 draft guidance also stipulates avoidance of abrupt changes in lighting. 
14

 Personal observation of Mr. Leo  Kuntz, May 2013. 
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Unlike the Skagit recovery plan, the Island County recovery plan specifies a dual focus for defining project 

“benefit.“  In WRIA 6’s plan, projects must provide both ecological benefit by protecting and restoring salmon 

habitat as well as community benefit by supporting local community priorities.  The Dugualla Lagoon project 

has consistently focused on providing the dual ecological and community benefits that are required in the 

Island County recovery plan, and the project team believes that both the overall “benefit” and the certainty of 

implementation depends on accommodating the desires of the property owners at the project site.   

In its May 16, 2013 letter recommending using a 9.0’ NAVD88 elevation for the tidegate closure setting, SWC 

concluded that, “This project will likely not be constructed now and at best will be constructed in a few to 

several years when the community can be convinced to do the project.”  This statement is not supported by 

any facts and, in fact, is false. The Land Trust has worked for over six years with the DCI community (consisting 

of about 200 households) on this project.  With the exception of a few individuals, the community has 

consistently supported our work. Contrary to SWC’s conclusion, the community does want to do the project, 

but just not with a 9.0’ tidegate closure setting.  The current project design meets the objectives of the SRFB 

grant and the needs of the DCI community.   The Land Trust believes that if this project does not move forward 

now, the momentum will be lost and the DCI leadership with whom we are working will probably transition to 

new people.  A future project sponsor would have to start over again from the very beginning. In the 

meantime, the chronic maintenance problems associated with the existing 30” outfall pipe may convince new 

DCI leadership to simply replace it with another pipe with no attention to restoring habitat processes 

whatsoever.  

List of Relevant Background Documents in PRISM 

The following background documents can be found as attachments in PRISM. 

1. SRFB Project No. 11-1290 Proposal Dugualla Heights Lagoon Restoration Project, June 2011. 

2. GeoEngineers, Inc., Dugualla Groundwater Impact Assessment Memorandum, May 2013 

3. GeoEngineers, Inc., Dugualla Geotechnical Report Addendum, May 2013 

4. Moffatt & Nichol, Inc., Memorandum: Hydraulic Modeling Summary – Dugualla Heights, June 2012 

5. Moffatt & Nichol, Inc., Memorandum: Dugualla Heights Lagoon Restoration – Effect of Lower SRT 

Closure, February 2013 

6. Whidbey Camano Land Trust,  Memo to the File:  M&N Revised Fish Passage Calculations (March 2013, 

March 2013  

7. Whidbey Island Conservation District, 90% draft design drawings (incomplete), May 2013 
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Exhibit 4:  SKAGIT WATERSHED COUNCIL LETTER 
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EXHIBIT 5: LETTER from WRIA 6 WRAC  

    Island County 
Water Resources Advisory Committee 

          P.O. Box 5000, Coupeville, WA 98239 
_______________________________________________________________________ 

                        Don Lee, Chair 

 
  Salmon Recovery Funding Board         October 25, 2013 
David Troutt, Chairman 
WA Recreation and Conservation Office 
PO Box 40917 
Olympia, WA 98504-0917 
 
RE:  Dugualla Heights Lagoon Restoration (11-1290) 
 
Dear Chairman Troutt and Salmon Recovery Funding Board Members, 
 
The Water Resources Advisory Committee (WRAC) strongly supports reversing the Review Panel’s decision to withdraw funding for 
the Dugualla Heights Lagoon Restoration project. The WRAC requests that the SRFB allow the project to move to construction and 
returning the Skagit Lead Entity’s (LE) portion of funding. This restoration project will provide a significant benefit to the highest 
priority area identified in WRIA 6’s Salmon Recovery Plan (2005) and to a priority pocket estuary as identified in the Skagit Chinook 
Recovery Plan (2005).  
 
While one of the initial objectives of this restoration project was to replace the current barrier culvert with an open channel, it was 
deemed not feasible due to the risk to private property and the homeowners that live on the lagoon. The 3 other objectives of the 
project will be achieved as initially proposed (creation of low marsh and tidal habitat, removal of invasive species, restoration of 
native nearshore vegetation and daylighting of 200’ of stream channel currently routed through the culvert). Because an open 
natural channel is not feasible, access to Dugualla Heights Lagoon will be provided by the installation of a tidegate, as noted in both 
the Skagit Chinook Recovery Plan (2005) and on WRIA 6’s 3-year work plan. 
 
The project as currently proposed has 100% private landowner consent among the 200+ homeowners in the project area, including 
those whose property will be directly affected by the restoration. This is a precedence setting consent level in WRIA 6.     
 
In 2009, the Whidbey Camano Land Trust (WCLT) applied for 2009 SRFB funds to develop engineering plans and construction 
permits to restore tidal flow to the Skagit Bay Nearshore and Dugualla Heights Lagoon properties.  The Skagit Bay Nearshore 
restoration project will be proceeding as a WA Department of Transportation mitigation site. It is expected that implementation of 
this plan at the two sites (Skagit Bay to the North and Dugualla Lagoon to the South) will re-establish tidal exchange to 
approximately 30 acres, allowing fish passage into restored channels and restoration of the native estuary plant communities.  This 
restoration is expected to increase juvenile Chinook salmon rearing capacity in the Skagit Bay/Whidbey Basin by about 20% of the 
target recovery capacity for pocket estuaries identified in the Skagit Chinook Recovery Plan (2005).   
 
The WRAC supports returning the Skagit LE’s unused portion of their funding contribution and requests that the SRFB permit this 
precedent setting restoration move forward towards construction. Thank you for your consideration of this important matter. 
 
Sincerely, 
BEING SIGNED 
 
Don Lee, Chair 
Water Resources Advisory Committee 
WRIA 6 Lead Entity, Island County 
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EXHIBIT 6:  LETTER from WRIA 6 SALMON TAG  

Island County 

Salmon Technical Advisory Group 
          P.O. Box 5000, Coupeville, WA 98239 

 
 

October 28, 2013 
 
 
Salmon Recovery Funding Board 
David Troutt, Chairman 
WA Recreation and Conservation Office 
PO Box 40917 
Olympia, WA 98504-0917 
 
RE:  Dugualla Heights Lagoon Restoration (11-1290) 
 
Dear Chairman Troutt and Salmon Recovery Funding Board Members 
 
The Island County Salmon Technical Advisory Group (TAG) strongly supports reversing the Review Panel’s decision, 
allowing the project to move to construction and returning the Skagit LE’s portion of funding. This restoration project 
will provide a significant benefit to the highest priority area identified in WRIA 6’s Salmon Recovery Plan (2005) and to a 
priority pocket estuary as identified in the Skagit Chinook Recovery Plan (2005).  
 
After discussing the final proposed design of the Dugualla Heights Lagoon Restoration with the Skagit Technical Work 
Group (TWG), it was determined that that the discrepancy between the two opinions on the technical merits of the 
project lie with the amount of time the tide gate remains open allowing salmonid access to the lagoon. The time 
difference between when the gate closes at a 7.5 ft. NADV88 tidal height and when it would close at 9 ft. NADV88 was 
the tipping point as to whether this project was still worth doing. The TWG believes this is not technically strong 
enough. While the TAG agrees that technically this is not ideal, that when taken into consideration the social benefits 
and limited opportunities for similar successes in Island County, this project is worth doing. 
 
There is general agreement between the TAG and TWG that the habitat created on the inside of the lagoon remains as 
originally proposed. There is agreement, also, that an open channel is not possible and that a tide gate is necessary to 
protect the current configuration of homes. There is also agreement that this is not a perfect passage project and is 
highly engineered, which is not ideal in general. The TAG would have also preferred a higher tidal elevation but we 
must take into consideration private property protection. At the current time, this is the best compromise possible.  
 
The TAG has also proposed an adaptive management strategy that would allow for increasing the tidal elevation if and 
when it is acceptable to the landowners. The tide gate is adjustable and could be set to close at higher tide levels when 
it is demonstrated that the fluctuation of the tidal elevation in the lagoon isn’t endangering septic fields, wells or 
private property. 
 
The TAG understands, given the scale of projects that the Skagit LE and TWG must tackle are magnitudes larger than 
the majority of our projects, it is understood why the Skagit LE would rather spend their funding on a much technically 
stronger, less engineered restoration project(s) in their watershed.  It is totally reasonable that two Lead Entities 
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should/could have two different levels of standards for what they deem worthy for funding. Project importance is 
relative within a watershed, not always across different watersheds.  
 
But this project IS the top priority for Island – in large part because we have 100% consent from a large (200+ house-
hold) private landowner community to go forward with a restoration project, including those whose property will be 
directly affected by the restoration. It also provides passage, not perfect passage, but much improved passage on 
what’s in place currently. And that’s big for Island County as it’s what we have to offer. We don’t have rivers to restore 
or spawning grounds to improve, we have nearshore refuge and forage fish spawn. 
 
The TAG supports returning the Skagit LE’s unused portion of their funding contribution and requests that the SRFB 
permit this precedent setting restoration move forward towards construction.  
 
Thank you for your consideration of this important matter. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Being signed 
 
Barbara Brock, Co-Chair & Todd Zackey, Co-Chair 
Island County Salmon Technical Advisory Group 
 
 



0

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

Ti
d
e
 S
ta
ge

 (
fe
e
t 
N
A
V
D
 8
8
)

Time

Typical Spring Diurnal Tidal Elevations with Relevant Tide Gate and Access Channel Elevations.
Boxes Depict the Differences in the Length of Time That Juvenile Salmon Can Access the Lagoon During the Rising 

Tide.  In this Example, the Total Length of Time 

Legend

Tidal Elevations 
Over Approx. 24 
hour Period

Tide Gate Closure
at 9.0'

Tide Gate Closure 
at 7.5'

Minimum tide 
stage providing 
connection to 
lagoon through 
Channel

Portion of tidal 
cycle providing 
juvenile salmon 
access to lagoon 
if tide gate closes 
at 7.5'

Portion of tidal 
cycle providing 
juvenile salmon 
access to lagoon 
if tide gate closes 
at 9.0'

Stephanief
Typewritten Text
Attachment B



 

Ite
m

 7 Salmon Recovery Funding Board Briefing Memo 

 

Page 1 

Meeting Date: December 2013   

Title: Report on Estuary and Salmon Restoration Program (ESRP) 

Prepared By:  Betsy Lyons, Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife 
Mike Ramsey, Outdoor Grant Manager 

APPROVED BY RCO DIRECTOR KALEEN COTTINGHAM 
 

Summary 
The Salmon Recovery Funding Board (board) will be briefed on the Estuary and Salmon 
Restoration Program (ESRP) at the February meeting. This memo provides background on the 
program. 

Board Action Requested 
This item will be a:  Request for Decision  
  Request for Direction 
  Briefing 

 

Background 

In 2001, the Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
(Corps) initiated the Puget Sound Nearshore Ecosystem Restoration Project to identify the 
problems and solutions for nearshore degradation in Puget Sound. Five years later, the 
Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife created the Estuary and Salmon Restoration 
Program to support the priorities of that broad restoration effort. 

The Estuary and Salmon Restoration Program provides grants and technical assistance to 
protect and restore the Puget Sound nearshore. The program initially advanced “urgent and 
obvious” early action projects, but also was envisioned as a long-term program that could 
implement the nearshore restoration actions in Puget Sound that were not a good fit for the 
Corps.  

Organization 

The Estuary and Salmon Restoration Program (ESRP) is cooperatively managed by WDFW, the 
Recreation and Conservation Office (RCO) and the Puget Sound Partnership (PSP) through an 
interagency agreement. The agencies work together, but have separate responsibilities that 
reflect each agency’s strengths.  
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• WDFW provides technical leadership, leads the evaluation process, and manages the 
overall program. 

• The RCO provides fiscal support and contract administration. Grant funding for the 
program is part of the agency’s capital budget. 

• The PSP supports the program through the state funding process, endorses the actions 
as a restoration component of the Action Agenda, and participates in the project 
evaluation process. The Leadership Council endorses the projects lists before it is 
submitted to the Legislature. 

The Estuary and Salmon Restoration Program fosters strategic partnerships to meet its mission 
of nearshore ecosystem restoration. The three managing agencies – WDFW, RCO, and PSP – rely 
on the combined expertise of other agencies to support program and policy development, 
project selection, and program management. These other partners include: 

• U.S. Army Corps of Engineers  
• National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration  
• Environmental Protection Agency  
• U.S. Navy 
• U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
• U.S. Geologic Survey 
• Department of Natural Resources 
• Northwest Straits Commission 
• Northwest Indian Fisheries Commission 
• The Nature Conservancy 
• Pacific Northwest National Laboratory 
• University of Washington 
• Department of Transportation 
• Department of Ecology  

Funding and Grants 

Most of the program’s funding comes from state bond funds appropriated by the legislature in 
the state capital budget. The National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration's Community 
Based Restoration Program, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, and Environmental Protection 
Agency have provided some federal funding. 

In 2006, the Legislature appropriated $2.5 million in capital funds to WDFW to fund habitat 
restoration and protection projects in Puget Sound through ESRP. Since then, the program has 
received and invested $36.5 million in state capital funds and an additional $4.9 million in 
federal partnership funds in restoration or protection projects1.   This includes $1.1 million in 
funding from NOAA’s Restoration Center and $3.8 million from EPA. 

                                                 
1 The appropriation for the Estuary and Salmon Restoration Program was in the budget for WDFW until 
the 2009-11 biennium. In the 2009-11 biennium, it was shifted to the RCO with a $7 million appropriation. 
In 2011-13, it received $5 million. 
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The Grant Process 

All phases of project development – from feasibility through monitoring – are eligible for 
funding.  

The Estuary and Salmon Restoration Program distributes funds through a competitive project 
selection and evaluation process. First, WDFW solicits project proposals through a “Request for 
Proposals” process, which lists the criteria that projects must meet. The project proposals are 
then evaluated by a multi-disciplinary technical review team composed of members from 
multiple agencies and organizations throughout Puget Sound. This team ranks projects against 
the criteria to develop a ranked list of projects called an Investment Plan. The plan includes the 
projects, funding recommendations, and additional provisions (e.g., developing funding 
conditions). This evaluation process identifies the most sound and promising restoration and 
protection opportunities that are ready to advance for implementation to the Legislature and 
Governor for funding. 

New versus Portfolio Projects 
Applications are received and evaluated either as “new” or “portfolio” projects. New proposals 
may include requests for a single or multiple phases of a project, depending on complexity of 
the project and anticipated timeline. More complex projects often need to be implemented in 
phases over multiple grant cycles. To keep these important, well-deserving projects moving 
forward, program staff developed a streamlined “portfolio” process.  A “portfolio” project begins 
as a request for funding for feasibility and design only. After that work is completed and 
approved by ESRP, and the project is showing good progress, the project is eligible for the 
portfolio process. The remaining phases require the applicant to submit a simplified application 
that is reviewed by program staff, rather than going through the full technical review each grant 
competition. The projects also may receive priority funding in future funding cycles. Typically, 
two to four portfolio requests are submitted each grant cycle. 

Funding Schedule and the 2015-17 Biennial Request 

Most ESRP funding is distributed in the first year (odd numbered year) of each biennium. The 
Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife conducts the Request for Proposals and project 
evaluation process during the late summer or early fall of even-numbered years. Successful 
projects are presented to the Governor and Legislature for inclusion in the biennial budget. 

In 2013 legislative session ESRP received its full $10 million request. The 2013 Investment Plan 
was endorsed by the PSP Leadership Council on February 7, 2013 and funds made available on 
July 1, 2013. During the legislative session, ESRP also worked closely with the Puget Sound 
Partnership to develop talking points around the program and to describe how the ESRP 
Investment Plan related to the PSAR large capital projects.  RCO is in the process of securing 
contracts for all funded projects.  Mike Ramsey is the primary RCO project manager for ESRP 
projects. In many cases, ESRP, SRFB and other partnership funds are combined into single 
contracts to ease the administrative burden of multiple contracts on project sponsors and RCO 
staff.  
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The 2013 ESRP investment plan can be found here on the ESRP website. 
 
In preparation for the 2015 biennium, WDFW, PSP and RCO will coordinate on funding requests.   

Completed Projects 

Typical projects include nearshore restoration and protection activities that restore natural 
ecosystem processes and functions. Examples of previously funded projects include: 

• Protection of nearshore and wetland habitat 
• Restoration of salmon habitat and estuaries 
• Removing or breaching dikes 
• Removing bulkheads to restore sediment supply and transport to beaches 
• Feasibility and design 
• Decommissioning roads and fill removal 
• Monitoring 

The Estuary and Salmon Restoration program has invested in tools and mechanism that allow us 
to share project information and lessons learned within the restoration community and to 
encourage collaboration.  Geospatial data from the Puget Sound Nearshore Ecosystem 
Restoration Project and ESRP project data can be found on the Puget Sound Nearshore Projects 
Data site which is a companion to Habitat Work Schedule.  ESRP is also engaged in the support 
and development of the Salish Sea Wiki which is providing a forum for scientific researchers, 
students, volunteers and restoration practitioners to contribute to the growing body of 
knowledge about Puget Sound.   

 
 
  

http://www.pugetsoundnearshore.org/esrp/index.html
http://www.psnerp.ekosystem.us/
http://www.psnerp.ekosystem.us/
http://hws.ekosystem.us/
https://salishsearestoration.org/index.php/Main_Page
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Meeting Date: December 2013   

Title: Recommendations for Monitoring Strategy 

Prepared By:  Brian Abbott, Governor’s Salmon Recovery Office Executive Coordinator 
Keith Dublanica, Governor’s Salmon Recovery Office Science Coordinator 
Stillwater Sciences 

APPROVED BY RCO DIRECTOR KALEEN COTTINGHAM 

 

Summary 
The Salmon Recovery Funding Board will discuss a refined set of recommendations developed 
by Stillwater Sciences.  A board sub-committee will meet on November 22, 2013 and will bring 
their recommendations forward for board action. 

Board Action Requested 
This item will be a:  Request for Decision 
  Request for Direction 
  Briefing 

 

Background 

In October of 2013 the Salmon Recovery Funding Board (SRFB) was presented a “Monitoring 
Investment Strategy for the Salmon Recovery Funding Board” by Stillwater Sciences who was 
contracted to complete an independent review of the SRFB monitoring program.   

Several factors led to the board’s decision to conduct an assessment of its monitoring strategy. 

In 2012, the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) introduced its own 
priorities for monitoring. This prioritization is an important factor for the board to consider in its 
allocation decisions, as the use of PCSRF funding must be consistent with the NOAA guidance 
and with the specific state application. Specifically, NOAA articulated that one of its top four 
priorities would be: 

“Effectiveness monitoring of habitat restoration actions at the watershed or larger 
scales for ESA-listed anadromous salmonids, status monitoring projects that 
directly contribute to population viability assessments for ESA-listed anadromous 
salmonids, or monitoring necessary for the exercise of tribal treaty fish rights or 
native subsistence fishing on anadromous salmonids.” 
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The monitoring documents noted below were created before the development or adoption of 
the regional salmon recovery plans. The regional recovery organizations, among others, 
expressed both interest in and concerns about how monitoring is funded. At the June and 
August 2012 board meetings, for example, members expressed concern about how the 
monitoring efforts, in particular the Intensively Monitored Watersheds program, fit with the 
project selection process and with the implementation of regional recovery plans. 

 

Monitoring Documents 

“The Washington Comprehensive Monitoring Strategy and Action Plan for Watershed Health and Salmon 
Recovery http://www.rco.wa.gov/documents/monitoring/Executive_Report_final.pdf; “Washington State  

Framework for Monitoring Salmon Populations Listed under the Federal Endangered Species Act and 
Associated Freshwater 
Habitats: http://www.rco.wa.gov/documents/monitoring/SRFB_Monitoring_Strategy.pdf 

Board members themselves have expressed concern that the monitoring approach may not 
provide data that informs future decisions about project design, funding, and selection. Some 
members also expressed concern about the funding balance between the types of monitoring, 
and whether the board needed to consider other monitoring efforts. 

At the August 2012 board meeting, RCO Director Cottingham suggested that a portion of the 
remaining fiscal year 2012 federal monitoring funds1 be used for an objective and strategic 
assessment of how the board’s monitoring funds should be used in the future. The board 
concurred, and directed staff to prepare a proposal of how that assessment could be done. 

Stillwater Sciences was selected, and began assessing the board’s monitoring activities and 
associated funding allocations. They have worked with a subcommittee of individuals who have 
familiarity and expertise in monitoring as well as knowledge of the board process. A number of 
committee members previously served on the Monitoring Forum. Members of the steering 
committee were actively engaged in the assessment process. The draft assessment was 
delivered September 17, 2013, and presented to the subcommittee September 25.  The 
Stillwater Sciences report and recommendations of an investment strategy were discussed in 
detail at the October board meeting. 

The discussion at the October board meeting highlighted the need to determine the SRFB’s role 
in monitoring.  Once determined, the board’s role would drive its objectives for and allocation of 
monitoring funds.  The board created a sub-committee made up of staff, Stillwater Sciences, and 
board members Troutt, Rockefeller, Quan, and Duff.  The purpose of the subcommittee is to 
propose a revision to the board’s monitoring strategy and recommend an approach that deals 
with the recommendations in the Stillwater report.   

                                                 
1 Federal monitoring funds are provided through the Pacific Coastal Salmon Recovery Fund (PCSRF) grant, which 
requires a minimum ten percent allocation to monitoring. 
 

http://www.rco.wa.gov/documents/monitoring/Executive_Report_final.pdf
http://www.rco.wa.gov/documents/monitoring/SRFB_Monitoring_Strategy.pdf
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GSRO/RCO extended the Stillwater contract and added funds to further develop the 
recommendations in the report.  Stillwater will provide the SRFB a recommendation memo 
based on the direction of the sub-committee.  The sub-committee meeting will be held 
November 22nd.   

Analysis 

Staff will provide the SRFB the results from the November 22, 2013 subcommittee meeting, 
Stillwater Recommendations Memo, and options for the SRFB to consider.   

Next Steps 

Staff will be developing board options after the November 22, 2013 subcommittee meeting and 
will present these options at the December board meeting.  

Attachments 

 
 

 



 

 

 

 
108 NW Ninth Ave., Suite 202, Portland, OR 97209 
phone 503.267.9006 

  

 

 

DATE:  25 November 2013 

TO:  Washington State Recreation and Conservation Office 

FROM:  Dr. Jody B. Lando, Dr. Derek B. Booth, and Stephen C. Ralph 

SUBJECT:  
Recommendations for improvements to the Salmon Recovery Funding Board 
Monitoring Program 

  

To develop recommendations for the SRFB Monitoring Program, it is essential to recall the primary 

drivers for monitoring – accountability, to show value for the cost of habitat-restoration projects; and 

adaptive management, to drive continued improvement in future projects. These reflect two distinct, but 

complementary purposes of monitoring: “looking backward,” to document what has been accomplished 

through the expenditures of public funds; and “looking forward,” to improve the value and effectiveness 

of future efforts. It is not sufficient to be successful in just one realm in the absence of the other. Thus, the 

next step in advancing a “successful” monitoring program for salmon recovery in the State of Washington 

must be to define and implement revisions to the current program that clearly document the expenditures 

being made on salmon restoration, inform improvement in restoration design, and guide future resource 

allocation based on monitoring results. There has been good progress towards these overarching goals but 

much remains to be done. 

 

To be truly effective, these fundamental drivers of accountability and adaptive management must be well 

integrated and executed at multiple geographic scales, because salmon recovery seeks to achieve 

population-scale benefits primarily through the collective benefits accrued from localized treatments. So, 

for example, the Project Effectiveness Monitoring Program supports regional accountability but cannot 

tell us whether salmon populations are actually increasing; Intensively Monitored Watersheds (IMW) 

support centralized adaptive management by testing credible hypotheses about limiting factors through 

multiple integrated actions and broad-scale evaluation of results; status and trends monitoring of fish can 

both document the integrative biological response within individual watersheds and provide a statewide 

context to gauge overall improvements and variability in salmon populations. As recognized in the 

original 2002 strategic documents for monitoring, each of these drivers has a critical role to help guide 

progress towards recovery and sustainability of salmon populations.  

 

With this in mind, we recommend the following six changes to the SRFB Monitoring Program. We have 

attempted to provide key recommendations that will significantly improve the program value without 

significant increase in cost, recognizing the practicalities of present funding and the possible reductions in 

future funding.. 

 

1. Establish (or restate) the SRFB goals with respect to monitoring  
 
SRFB Monitoring Goals (from the SRFB Strategic Plan): 

Be accountable for board investments by promoting public oversight, effective projects, and actions 

that result in the economical and efficient use of resources. 

 

Embraced by these goals are four elements that Lando et al. (2013) termed “themes”, also articulated 

by the SRFB Strategic Plan: 
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“Provide accountability for board funding by ensuring the implementation of board‐funded 

projects and assessing their effectiveness, participate with other entities in supporting 

and coordinating state‐wide monitoring efforts, and use monitoring results to adaptively 

manage board funding policies.”  

 

These themes set a foundation for a monitoring program that not only documents past efforts but also 

guides future resource allocation.  Both are essential, but the review of Lando et al. (2013) found that, 

to date, the former has been emphasized far more than the latter. 

 

Recommendations (low cost, short time frame) – The SRFB needs to clarify their role in salmon 

recovery and monitoring.  This should consist of an updated and explicit statement of goals; an 

explicit, time-bounded plan to implement those goals; and a clear framework for integrating the 

results of the ongoing monitoring programs to achieve the fundamental needs of accountability 

(backward-looking) and adaptive management (forward-looking).   

 

Each of the monitoring components funded by the Board (effectiveness monitoring, IMWs, and fish 

status and trends) should demonstrate annual fulfillment of these strategic goals, acknowledging their 

specific role(s) in the overall monitoring strategy, in order to receive continued funding. The SRFB 

should require this information in a consistent and publically-accessible format. For this approach to 

be successful, however, the monitoring components must each be told what is expected—what role 

does each component play in the overall strategy, and how is it best suited to support these four 

themes? Meeting this need is the intent of this first recommendation. 

 

 

2. Develop a functional adaptive management program 
 

A focus of SRFB-funded monitoring to date has been accountability; however, that alone will not 

direct the effective use restoration and monitoring funds for salmon recovery.   In order to move 

beyond accountability monitoring and strategically guide future salmon recovery efforts, an adaptive 

management program is essential.  Many of the individual elements of a functional adaptive 

management program already exist within the SRFB-funded monitoring elements. Specifically, the 

evaluation of restoration treatments that is integrated with the cause-and-effect design of intensively 

monitored watersheds should provide the information needed to support an adaptive management 

framework. To be functional rather than cumbersome, such a framework must be streamlined, 

transparent, and efficient. It should incorporate two key elements: (1) a policy element, whereby key 

management questions or concerns are articulated and an administrative body with the capacity to act 

upon new information to change management actions; and (2) a science element that can help 

translate those management questions into objectives that form the basis for the design of specific 

monitoring efforts. Results from the combination of monitoring elements would provide information 

relevant to the policy group so that improvements in their decisions can be based on relevant and 

reliable information.  

 

Recommendations (* = policy-level changes)  Form a 3-member Adaptive Management Board to 

establish an explicit framework, set of expectations and process for timely implementation (Year 1).  

In years to follow the AMB will work with input from the Independent Science Advisory Board 

(ISAB) to verify accountability by each monitoring component and integration of their findings into 

future decisions.  To ensure close coordination, all three AMP members will serve on the ISAB (see 

recommendation #3 below).  
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Below are some key expectations for each monitoring component within such an Adaptive 

Management Program: 

 

EM Program: 

 Improve the present annual reporting by project type, by expanding the depth of analysis to 

include attributes that would directly support adaptive management feedback: for example, 

generalized conclusions for most/least effective project types and specific designs, evaluation 

of regional differences in project performance/success for a given type, and discussion of 

implications that inform future project design or circumstances where certain types of 

projects are not appropriate 

 Explicitly state the expected outcome of each project (for example, “improve habitat 

conditions [provide specifics] that current limit salmon survival and productivity for a given 

life stage”) 

 Evaluate regional differences in project performance/success for a given type (why did some 

projects fail and others seem to not?) 

 Provide timeline for an update of the project design manual that incorporates EM findings 

 Provide a peer review/revision cycle for all reports* 
 

IMWs: 

 For each IMW, restate the working hypotheses regarding limiting factors and working 

assumptions that are the target of a given suite of restoration actions; identify general types 

and specific locations of appropriate projects and a schedule that targets full implementation 

of such projects 

 Assess credible likelihood and a working schedule of producing measurable change(s) from 

full project implementation 

 Require annual report that documents hypotheses, treatments, progress, measured outcomes, 

and implications for basin-specific and transferrable approaches to identifying and correcting 

population-limiting factors 

 Require integration/evaluation of relevant EM findings by each IMW in a written report to 

facilitate the cross-scale integration of these monitoring components 

 Identify dedicated funding for treatments in any/all IMW watersheds.  If funding cannot be 

realistically secured, identify a revised treatment strategy if IMW implementation is to 

continue being funded  

 

Status and Trends: 

 Make future SRFB-funding for fish in/fish out contingent on obtaining WDFW analysis 

of fish in/fish out data for each SRFB-funded IMW  

 Integrate the cumulative restoration actions within a given basin (type, location, footprint, 

objectives, relative success) to evaluate possible correlation with smolt abundance, size 

and timing – WDOE responsibility 

 Include evaluations of smolt trap performance and describe the implications for 

establishing confidence in correlations between investments in restoration actions and 

resulting increase in smolt abundance, size and timing – WDFW and WDOE 

responsibility 
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3. Establish an Independent Science Advisory Board  
 

Recommendations (moderate cost, ongoing time frame) – a 5-member independent review panel with 

strong scientific credentials and explicit monitoring expertise is needed to evaluate the degree to 

which the monitoring themes are being fulfilled by annual reporting.  They should also provide 

ongoing programmatic guidance as needed to support the adaptive management program (see #2 

above). A successful evaluation of each monitoring component by this review board should affect the 

likelihood of future funding for that component. 

 

This issue was expressed by reviewers of the Stillwater report – “We believe that the SRFB should 

seriously consider empowering an independent technical body (e.g., ISRP) to help advise them with 

technical issues. “The SRFB should focus on programmatic requirements, coordination and 

collaboration while seeking scientific input from a technical advisory board.”   
 

4. Provide specific requirements of each monitoring component  

 
Only the SRFB themes in greatest need of improvement (i.e., rated 3 or lower in Lando et al. 2013) 

are listed below with suggested improvements. Unless otherwise specified, the reporting timeframe 

for each theme should be as part of an annual, written summary.    

 

Recommendations (variable cost and time frame) – The SRFB, with support from an Independent 

Science Advisory Board (see #3 above), should provide specific requirements of each monitoring 

component, a framework for reporting, and a performance assessment for each SRFB themes:  

 

Effectiveness Monitoring  

a. Project effectiveness: as a central focus of the Effectiveness Management (EM) Program, 

this theme is well-supported by the present reporting framework for conveying key 

information: each visit to a project site is documented in a report of observations and data, 

with annual summaries across all projects for each of the habitat-restoration project “types.” 

As documented in Lando et al. (2013), however, these reports have limited interpretation 

beyond some very basic statistical tests for “significance” and almost no exploration of the 

implications for future project design and implementation. An improved annual reporting 

framework for the EM Program will therefore need the additional analytical and reporting 

elements listed in recommendation #2, above.  

b. Adaptive management: see recommendation #2 for an integrated approach to this theme, 

including specific recommendations to improve the analysis and reporting of the EM 

Program to support this theme. 

 

IMW  
a. Accountability: post the monitoring sites, analyses and results to a centralized location. 

Identify attributes of a given IMW that would be transferable to other basins and increase the 

relevance of a particular IMW, recognizing that the long-term value of the IMW program is 

not in developing a watershed-specific understanding of limiting factors but rather in testing 

analytical approaches and prospective treatments that are more widely applicable. 

b. Project effectiveness: analyze and report on project effectiveness with respect to salmon 

endpoints, with a particular focus on the response of hypothesized limiting factors within the 

IMW.  
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c. Coordination: seek additional funding and outreach opportunities to fill critical gaps. SRFB-

funded IMWs need to collaborate with other IMWs to troubleshoot common challenges and 

increase program effectiveness. SRFB-funded IMWs should emphasize the degree to which 

findings from any individual IMW can be generalized to other IMWs, and thence to 

watersheds throughout Washington State and the PNW. 

c. Adaptive management: see recommendation #2 for an integrated approach to this theme. 

 

Note of clarification: Approximately 60% of IMW funding supports status and trend (i.e., fish 

in/fish out) monitoring in the IMW watersheds. 

 

Status and Trends  

a. Accountability: first determine if each SRFB IMW has adequate status and trend monitoring. 

This is fundamental to a successful monitoring program. Next, post the SRFB-funded 

monitoring sites, data and statistical analyses and results to a centralized location. Location 

and species are not sufficient; data analysis and reporting on an annual basis are critical for 

this component of the SRFB Monitoring Program to provide value. 

b. Project effectiveness: S&T monitoring as it is currently reported does not provide analysis 

and results that adequately benefit SRFB goals. S&T results need to be evaluated in the 

context of salmon recovery and adaptive management, with clear articulation of the value of 

specific S&T monitoring for a given basin. This should be an ongoing effort with annual 

reporting. 

c. Coordination: require recipients of SRFB monitoring funds to analyze and interpret the data 

with respect to salmon recovery efforts. Given the scale of S&T monitoring, this will require 

coordination across multiple agencies. 

d. Adaptive management: see recommendation #2 for an integrated approach to this theme. 

 

5. Resolve the IMW implementation problem 
 

Recommendations  – limit IMW funding to watersheds with the ability to implementing restoration 

projects in a timely manner and with an explicit tie between habitat restoration and fish monitoring.  

Consider IMW success to date, future potential of matching funds to support implementation and resolve 

delayed restoration schedules, integration/overlap with other non-SRFB-funded IMWs, and statewide 

value to salmon recovery in deciding which IMWs to maintain. If adequate progress is not determined by 

the ISAB in 2014, the IMW program should face funding reallocation. 

 

According to review comments on the Stillwater report, matching funds have been supported IMWs to 

date: “IMWs have partnered with ongoing fish monitoring programs in order to leverage those programs 

and their technical expertise.  These partnerships have leveraged over $900k per year in existing 

monitoring resources and in-kind contributions of several hundred thousand dollars per year as well as 

technical expertise from NWFSC, Lower Elwha Tribe, Skagit River Cooperative, Weyerhaeuser Co., 

WDFW, and Ecology.” This support notwithstanding, greater levels of financial support from either 

within or beyond the SRFB are needed to justify expenditures to date, and into the future. Although the 

need for a long-term commitment to IMWs was always recognized and affirmed, a completely unbounded 

commitment with no credible path to a successful outcome is also not warranted. 
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6. Identify how the SRFB can improve coordination with other statewide monitoring. 
 

Recommendations (low cost, on-going time frame)  

a. Post the programmatic changes recommended above and resulting reports to the SRFB 

website.  Consult with Northwest Power and Conservation Council regarding their Fish and 

Wildlife monitoring program.  

b. Substantively engage with the Pacific Northwest Aquatic Monitoring Partnership (PNAMP) 

to advance collaborative opportunities and benefit from the collective efforts of the region in 

the following ways: 1) Collaborate with PNAMP webtools to identify and post the location of 

all SRFB funded restoration and monitoring; 2) provide incentives for SRFB-funded 

monitoring programs to participate in PNAMP sponsored workshop and contribute to 

workshop products and documentation; 3) fund a SRFB representative to engage with 

PNAMP. 

 

Requests made by the regional directors to the SRFB for consideration: 
 

1. The regional directors have requested that the SRFB annually allocate a portion of the PCSRF 

10% monitoring funds to the regional organizations to help meet high-priority monitoring needs 

specific to each region. How these funds are distributed would be determined by the SRFB. They 

further recommend that additional monitoring requests beyond the 10% should not be funded 

through returned funds.  

 

Response –Although we recognize the importance of project scale monitoring, the SRFB is not 

able to fund such allocations.  Doing so would be costly when considering the scale of benefit.  

Furthermore changing the allocation of SRFB monitoring funds to support regional priorities 

would require a change to the basic structure of the program.  SRFB monitoring to date has 

focused on funding IMWs, Status and Trends monitoring for fish and category-scale 

Effectiveness Monitoring.  We acknowledge that the usefulness of IMW and EM Program results 

have been lacking from the perspective of the regions.  However rather than dissolving those 

programs, we hope that improvements implemented through the enactment of an AMP and ISAB 

will change this reality. 

 

2. They have also requested that “monitoring” be added as an eligible project type for proposals that 

could be funded as part of a region’s project list using the current allocation formula (i.e., 

sponsored only by regional organization or in partnership with a regional organization).  

 

Response – It is not possible to use state funds for monitoring.  Federal funds may be eligible, 

but such a request would be best considered by the SRFB if the regions provide a complete 

understanding of what is needed (restoration and monitoring) to achieve delisting.  

 

The dilemma of IMW funding vs. regional allocations 
In order to move forward with a decision regarding the IMW funding, the Board must make a policy 

decision: does scientific understanding and long-term accountability, via fully implemented IMWs, trump 

the principle of regional funding allocations?  We believe that both are important, and that the Board also 

shares the judgment that IMWs hold great value, but not in the absence of some level of regional 

allocation.  With that in mind, we advise the SRFB fund the IMW program, including planned treatments 

within each target watershed to regain momentum throughout this program, and then disperse the 

remaining projects funds among the recovery regions in accordance with their anticipated proportions. 
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Meeting Date: December 2013   

Title: Request by Department of Fish and Wildlife for Fish-in/Fish-out Monitoring 

Prepared By:  Brian Abbott, GSRO Executive Coordinator 

APPROVED BY RCO DIRECTOR KALEEN COTTINGHAM 

 

Summary 
This memo provides background on the attached request from the Department of Fish and 
Wildlife regarding monitoring funds. 

Board Action Requested 
This item will be a:  Request for Decision  
  Request for Direction 
  Briefing 
 

Background 

In September 2013, the Department of Fish and Wildlife (WDFW) sent a letter to Salmon 
Recovery Funding Board Chair David Troutt and the Recreation and Conservation Office (RCO) 
requesting additional funds for the state’s fish-in/fish-out monitoring program, as described 
below.  The WDFW provided a briefing to the board in October summariing the request. 

WDFW Fish-in / Fish-out Monitoring 

Abundance and productivity trends are one of the cornerstones of tracking salmon recovery.  
The fish-in/fish-out program, established as part of the Statewide Comprehensive Monitoring 
Strategy, provides a tool for estimating both returning adults (fish-in) and outmigrating juveniles 
(fish-out) in order to assess freshwater productivity for at least one population per major 
population group per listed species (ESU/DPS).  
 
Since 2005, the Salmon Recovery Funding Board (board) has helped fund the fish-in/fish-out 
monitoring program (Table 1).  The board’s contribution to the program is considered part of 
the Pacific Coastal Salmon Recovery Fund (PCSRF) monitoring allotment (10 percent of the 
state’s total award). Historically, the board has provided the funding in the year prior to the 
winter/spring field season so that WDFW can plan accordingly (e.g., funding approved in May 
2012 is for work beginning in January 2013).  
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In federal fiscal year 2013, the state’s PCSRF award was $2 million lower than the previous year.  
Given this shortfall, WDFW, RCO, and the Northwest Indian Fisheries Commission (NWIFC) 
agreed to revise the PCSRF application and remove language that identified $208,000 for fish-
in/fish-out monitoring. This strategy was not an expression of long-term priorities overall. 
Rather, this approach was viewed by all parties as the most effective means to meet the near-
term PCSRF shortfall with minimal impact to PCSRF programs statewide. In light of this decision, 
WDFW sent a letter in September 2013 asking the board to provide $208,000 in returned funds 
to support the monitoring effort for 2014.  

The WDFW request would maintain statewide implementation of the fish-in/fish-out monitoring 
program and augment funding for projects in Salmon Creek, Touchet River, Grays River, and the 
Wind River. 

 Table 1 
WDFW Fish-in/Fish-out Monitoring Contracts  
Funding for work in 2006 $205,019 
Funding for work in 2007 $250,470 
Funding for work in 2008 $208,000 
Funding for work in 2009 $203,485 
Funding for work in 2010 $208,000 
Funding for work in 2011 $208,000 
Funding for work in 2012 $208,000 
Funding for work in 2013 $208,000 
Funding for work in 2014: Currently unfunded due to decrease in PCSRF $0 

Total $1,698,973 

Analysis 

The board received the Stillwater Science assessment of its monitoring strategy and was briefed 
on the findings at the October meeting.  The board is expected to take action and approve 
monitoring recommendations and strategy at the December meeting. Funding for this 
monitoring effort should be considered as part of that revised strategy. The board needs to 
decide whether to adjust the funding within the monitoring 10 percent or whether to shift 
funding from one of the other “buckets” to accommodate this reduction in 2013 PCSRF funds.   
 

Staff Recommendation 

If the board decides to use return funds staff requests this be a one-time allotment.  The 
preferred approach would be to re-prioritize within the exiting monitoring funds to complete 
this work.   
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Next Steps 

Staff recommends the board consider this request after making decisions about the future 
direction of their monitoring program. The board may decide to make other shifts in how the 
monitoring funds are allocated that could negate the need to use returned funds to support this 
monitoring effort.      

Attachments 

A. Request from WDFW for additional funding  
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Meeting Date: December 2013   

Title: Salish Sea Marine Survival Research Project 

Prepared By:  Brian Abbott, GSRO Executive Coordinator 

APPROVED BY RCO DIRECTOR KALEEN COTTINGHAM 

 

Summary 

This memo provides background for a presentation on the Salish Sea Marine Survival Research 
Project.  Presenters include: Jacques White, Executive Director, Long Live the Kings, and Michael 
Schmidt, Program Director and Coordinator of the Salish Sea Marine Survival Project for Long 
Live the Kings 
 

Board Action Requested 
This item will be a:  Request for Decision  
  Request for Direction 
  Briefing 
 

Briefing 

Long Live the Kings (LLTK) and the Pacific Salmon Foundation (PSF) are managing a joint US – 
Canada research effort to identify the leading causes of weak salmon and steelhead survival in 
the Salish Sea. Over 20 partners on both sides of the international border from federal, tribal, 
state, provincial and local agencies, academia, non-governmental organizations and charitable 
foundations are coordinating to evaluate causes of poor marine survival.  This work has been 
identified by Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife Director Phil Anderson as the most 
important uncertainty in salmon and steelhead management facing Puget Sound right now. 

The study design will involve evaluating where and when survival is most affected and 
identifying the relative roles of ecosystem, biological community and individual factors 
governing survival in the marine environment.  The study will also evaluate the condition of fish 
leaving the freshwater environment to determine if marine survival is affected by freshwater 
conditions.  
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Key work will involve:  
• Upgrading the physical oceanographic monitoring array and initiating a 

zoo/ichthyoplankton monitoring program that aligns with salmon migration (i.e. look at 
salmon food resources and what controls its production). 

• Defining the relationship between prey availability and critical growth periods for 
salmon. 

• Performing targeted studies of contributing factors such as toxic chemicals and 
predators. 

• Using existing and new data to model relationships between salmon and their ecosystem 
in order to evaluate the interaction of multiple factors and build back to factors 
ultimately driving survival. 

This is a 5 year, $20 million project ($10 million from the U.S.).  We have a commitment of $5 
million from the Pacific Salmon Commission to support the work, and have identified 
approximately $9 million total in funding for the project to date.  The Salmon Recovery Funding 
Board could be a critical partner as this project goes forward. The results of this study will have 
significant influence in understanding marine survival and guiding how we work to recover listed 
stocks of salmon and steelhead in Washington State. 

Attachments 

A. Salish Sea Marine Survival Fact Sheet  



Project Purpose:

Long Live the Kings (LLTK) and the Pacifi c Salmon 
Foundation (PSF) are managing a joint US - Canada 
research eff ort to identify the leading causes of weak 
salmon and steelhead survival in the Salish Sea. 

The Salish Sea Marine Survival Project:

The Problem:  Fisheries managers have identifi ed early marine survival as the most 

critical unknown in sustainable recovery and management of salmon and steelhead.

Changes in the Salish Sea are thought to be signifi cantly aff ecting the abundance of our 
region’s salmon and steelhead. Marine survival for many stocks of Chinook, coho and steelhead 
that migrate through the Sea is now less than 1/10th of what it was 30 years ago; and sockeye, 
chum, and pink salmon numbers have varied extraordinarily over the same time period. 

While there exists solid understanding of the factors aff ecting 
salmon survival in freshwater, our collective knowledge about 
salmon in marine waters is limited. To improve survival, we 
must have a more complete understanding of the complex 
relationship between salmon and the physical, chemical and 
biological characteristics of the Salish Sea. 

The Solution:

The Salish Sea Marine Survival Project brings together 
multidisciplinary expertise from over 20 Federal and State 
agencies, Tribes, academia and nonprofi t organizations on 
both sides of the US/Canada border. Through the development 
of a comprehensive, ecosystem-based research framework; 
coordinated data collection and standardization; and improved 
information sharing, the project will help managers better 
understand the critical relationship between salmon and the 
Salish Sea.

The largest-scale and most important research eff ort of its 

kind, the Salish Sea Marine Survival Project promises to 

fundamentally change the ways we manage salmon and 

steelhead and steward Puget Sound and the Georgia Basin. 

Salish Sea Marine Survival
What are the Causes of Salmon Decline in the Salish Sea?

Status

Entering Research Phase

Project Partners

Fisheries and Oceans 
Canada
NOAA Fisheries
Washington Department of 
Fish and Wildlife
Northwest Indian Fisheries 
Commission
Nisqually Indian Tribe
Tulalip Tribes
Lummi Nation
Puget Sound Partnership 
Environmental Protection 
Agency
US Geological Survey
US Fish and Wildlife Svc.
Washington Department of 
Ecology
Washington Department of 
Natural Resources
Washington State Recreation 
and Conservation Offi  ce
Salmon Recovery Funding 
Board
University of Victoria
University of British 
Columbia 
University of Washington
Port of Seattle
Port Metro Vancouver
Washington Sea Grant
National Fish and Wildlife 
Foundation
Puget Sound Salmon
Recovery Council
Pacifi c Salmon Commission
(Southern Fund Committee)
Goldcorp
Sitka Foundation

Duration

7 years  (2012 - 2019)

Funds Raised

Over $2 Million

Estimated Total 
Cost

$20M over 5 years
(Combined US/CA)

To Date

Leverages fi nancial and human resources from 

two countries to evaluate Salish Sea salmon and 
steelhead survival in our shared marine waters;
Provides critical NEW information for researchers, 

managers, and policymakers about salmon survival 
in marine and estuarine environments, identifying 
the most critical threats;
Compels the development of new, science-based 

solutions to guide the eff ective management of 
Salish Sea salmon and steelhead, and their marine 
environment, supporting regional recovery eff orts.

►

►

►

The Salish Sea Marine 

Survival Project seeks to:

► IMPROVE harvest,  
hatchery and habitat 
management

► INCREASE sustainable 
fi shing opportunities

► SPEED wild, ESA-listed 
salmon, steelhead, and 
southern resident killer 
whale recovery

► IDENTIFY environmental 
problems aff ecting salmon 
and steelhead in the Salish 
Sea

www.lltk.org

Oncorhynchus tshawytscha
Chinook Salmon

Oncorhynchus mykiss
Steelhead Trout

Oncorhynchus kisutch
Coho Salmon

Stephanief
Typewritten Text
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Project Timeline and Current Status:

Initiated in 2012, the Salish Sea Marine Survival Project will last seven years. In November 2012, a planning workshop 
attended by 90 participants from both sides of the border was held to defi ne the critical elements of a comprehensive 
integrated US/Canada research program. Technical teams have been using the workshop outcomes to complete proposals 
for the Project’s research phase. Partners are now poised to enter the 5-year intensive research period. 

Once the research phase of the Project is complete, a one-year implementation phase will commence; when the research 
results will be converted into general conclusions and management actions. 

Measures of Success:

Long Live the Kings’ and the Pacifi c Salmon Foundation:

Seattle-based LLTK and Vancouver-based PSF are co-managing this signifi cant international research eff ort, working 
together to create necessary funding mechanisms, managing collaborative research activities, and establishing and 
maintaining project outreach and communications. 

Funding Snapshot:  Total funds raised to-date: Over $2M.  
In the United States, LLTK has helped identify over $1.25 million dollars to initiate the Project’s research phase. This includes 
$788,000 recently appropriated by Washington State to the Puget Sound Partnership and Washington Department of Fish 
and Wildlife to implement Puget Sound steelhead research.

In Canada, the Pacifi c Salmon Foundation, which convened a science panel in 2009 to develop the research plan for coho 
and Chinook in the Strait of Georgia that was used as the foundation for the Salish Sea Marine Survival Project, has raised 
$750,000.

The Pacifi c Salmon Commission’s Southern Endowment Fund Committee, recently granted $175,000 to LLTK and PSF for 
Salish Sea program development.

While these initial investments are strong, an estimated total of $20 million dollars ($10M each in the US and Canada)

will be necessary to support the 5-year research phase on both sides of the international border. LLTK and PSF are 

actively seeking funding partners to help facilitate this critically important work.

For More Information:

Contact Michael Schmidt, Long Live the Kings’ Director of Fish Programs: (206) 382-9555 x27, or mschmidt@lltk.org.

Salish Sea Marine Survival

Existing information on interactions between salmon and the 
marine environment is compiled; critical information  
gaps are identifi ed. 
A joint U.S. - Canada research program, identifying critical 
research, data collection, and modeling needs, is developed.
New mechanisms direct funds toward accomplishing the work 
proposed in the research plan.
Changes in resource management actions are guided by 
research results.
Marine survival of salmon and steelhead is improved.

►

►

►

►

► Strait of Georgia Chinook
Puget Sound Chinook

CHINOOK DECLINE IN MARINE SURVIVAL

1974 1978 1982 1986 1990 1994 1998 2002 2006 2010
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