- SALMON RECOVERY FUNDING BOARD

MINUTES - REGULAR MEETING

SALMON RECOVERY FUNDING BOARD MEMBERS PRESENT
Steve Tharinger (Chalr) ‘ . Clallam County '
Harry Barber o ' Wa_shougal
David Troutt .. DuPont..-
Don “Bud” Hover ' 'Okanogan County
-Bob Nichols -~ - : - Olympia '
Carol Smith ' ;e Designee, Conservation Commlssmn
- Melissa Gildersleeve . . Designee, Department of Ecology -
Tim Smith - . Designee, Department of Fish and Wildlife _
MEETING CALLED TO ORDER

Chair Steve Thannger opened the meetlng at 11 05 a.m.

Chair Tharlnger welcomed our new board members and mtroduced Shilo Burgess from
the office of State Senator Linda Evans Parlette, of the 12 Legislative District. Shilo
welcomed the Salmon Recovery Funding Board (SRFB) to the 12" dlstnct and
expressed the Senator's excﬂement to work W|th the board .

Chair Thannger determmed that the board met quorum

- Bud Hover mtroduced Julle Morgan the Executlve Dlrector of the Upper Columbla
“Salmon Recovery Board, James White, the Data Steward for Upper Columbia Salmon
Recovery board, and Char Beam, the Natural Resource Planner-for Okanogan County

Kaleen Cottlngham called the board s attention to late addltlons to the notebooks

Bud Hover MOVED to approve the May 2008 Meeting Agenda as presented Bob
Nlchols SECONDED. Board approved agenda as presented '

REVIEW AND APPROVAL OF FEBRUARY 2008 MEETING MINUTES
- Bud Hover suggested that on page 11 of the February minutes, the sentence “Steve

, Tharlnger made a MOTION to-approve option four”, be changed to “entertained'the
MOTION" since a chairman cannot make a motion.- Chair ‘Tharinger agreed -to change
the Ianguage to “Steve Tharinger asked fora MOTION.to approve option four " '

Bud Hover MOVED to approve Resolutlon #2008-005 the February 2008 meetlng
" minutes as corrected. Bob Nlchols SECONDED Board APPROVED February. 13 14,
- 2008 mlnutes as corrected. . ,
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" Resolution #2008-05 APPROVED.
MANAGEMI;NT AND STATUS REPORTS
Recreation and Conservation Office (RCO) Director. Kaleen Cottlngham provided thls
agendaitem. (See notebook item #3 for detalls) .

Director’s Report ' '
Kaleen Cottlngham hlghllghted a few items: from the report

o Staff Update . ‘

' o 'Rebecca Connolly was mtroduced as the RCO’s new board liaison.
Rebecca also will serve as the performance manager, publlc documents
“manager, and contracts manager. ‘

o Moriah Blake was introduced as the new administrative assistant for the
~ Salmon Section and the Salmon Recovery Funding Board.
- Grants
1 o RCO has recelved tentatlve approval of an Env‘ ronmental Protectlon 3
Agency grant for monitoring. The grant provides $500,000 for creating a
Pacific Northwest Data Node for Puget Sound to show fish abundance.
RCO applied for this grant primarily on behalf of the Puget Sound
Partnership. Future grants will include habitat indicators. :
- o Kaleen announced that the RCO received word about the 2008 Pacific
Coastal Salmon Recovery Fund (PCSRF) grant. RCO applied for $25
» million, of which $17.5 was for habitat grants through the board. The
“award currently is estimated to be $23.5 million. Kaleen hopes that
- National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) will explain -
how to take the funding cut in the confirmation letter.
Chair Thannger asked if the total fundmg from the federal allocatlon was reduced
and where the $1.5 mllllon Wl|| be spent.

Kaleen responded that the current distributions of the fundlng request total $25
million, and she does not yet know how the $23.5 will be allocated. She also _
“noted that the $1.5 million cut may be reallocated to California. :

e Berk Report Update - »
-Kaleen explalned RCO’s agency reorganlzatlon WhICh W|II allow grant managers
to spend more time on grant management. ' The Recreation and Conservatlon
sectlon quI see . a greater number of changes '
. Forum on Monltorlng
‘o The Forum''s next meeting is scheduled for May 14, 2008 Bill Wllkerson
is the new chair. Wilkerson also serves on the Leadership. Council for the
- Puget Sound Partnership. The forum will focus on policy issues and
" finding ways to bring a cohesuve approach to mon:tonng

A : ‘ ;
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Berk Report Update ' ' : /7
-Rachael Langen, Deputy Director of the Recreatlon and Conservation Office, presented
- the Berk Report Update as part of the Management Status Report (See notebook item
#3 for detailed report.) .

Rachael revre_wed the findings and recommendatiOns from a study conducted by Berk
and Associates to address. re-appropriation issues and grant manager workload.
The report cites RCO workload as the most significant intemal factor i in project delay.
The report recommends that RCO could address external factors and reduce re-
“appropriation by (1) ensuring appropriate scope and project readlness and (2)
- proactively managlng grants. '

Three teams were created fo follow up on the list of recommendatlons from Berk:

Organizational Structure Team, Business Practices Team, and the Policy

Recommendations Team. Rachael discussed the work of the Organizational Structure

Team, highlighted possible concerns about funding new FTEs. An organlzatlonal chart
will be prowded ‘at the next board meeting.

' The study made two recommendatlons that are dlrectly related to the Board:
J
1. Lead Entities need take oh more responsmllltles and monltonng for project
- completion. '
2. The board should prowde multlple funding opportunltles throughout the year

Chair Tharinger noted that he was pleased to see that the Berk report is creating more
-managerial and organizational changes instead of cultural change, particularly in
‘maintaining positive relationships between grant managers and sponsors. He also
" mentioned that he has received feedback on the complexity of the board’s application.
~ process, and he appreciates the RCO looking mternally and moving the pohcy away
from the grant managers lnto a structure .
LA

Kaleen Cottlngham added that the RCO kept posmons vacant until the Berk Report was -
‘complete, so RCO could deploy the posmons for the hlghest need. . :

Update on Executwe Order 05-05 -
. Rachael Langen, Deputy Director, presented the Update on Executlve Order 05-05 as
' part of the Management Status Report (See notebook item #3 for detailed report.)

.In November 2005, the Governor srgned Exécutive Order 05-05 to protect
archeological and cultural resources that may be affected by projects that receive state
funding. The order affects all capital budget projects, including the grant programs
administered by the RCO. RCO staff is working toward compliance with the Executlve
Order for all Salmon Recovery Funding Board (Board) projects.

The compliance process begins with filling out Department of Archeology and Hlstorlcal
Preservatlon s (DAHP) EZ form, whlch determines whether or not a project will
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adversely affect cuIturaI resources. The goal of the process is to avoid inadvertent
discovery of a culturally significant site. If the project is deemed to impact a site, DAHP
- will survey the area. Surveys incur costs, and can place delays on projects. Federally
funded projects are typically exempt since are federal cultural resource preservation
requirements, under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. Design only
projects, Puget Sound Acquisition and Restoration (PSAR) and pro;ects without earth
turnlng also are generally exempted :

Rachael explained that NOAA is currently contestlng whether itis respons:ble for the
~ federal Section 106 consultatlon NOAA argues that it is only a funding source, and
does not control how the Board solicits, selects, or administers grants. Until this is -
resolved, RCO will ask the project sponsors to partlmpate inthe state s cultural
resources review. . :

Chair Tharlnger asked if the one hundred and nmety—three board funded prOJects that -
were exempted still need to go through the. cultural resources procéss. Marc Duboiski,

. lead Grant Manager for the Salmon Section, answered that eighteen or nineteen
pro;ects with a federal fund source are. belng surveyed but the other one hundred and
seventy—flve prolects are fine. o .

Kaleen Cottlngham mentroned that there is a challenge to NOAA ] assertlon that they

- do not have authority over the Section 106 process, and noted that in the time while this
issue is being resolved.the projects are being run through Executive Order 05-05.

Carol Smith asked if projects that are currently beirg run through 05-05 are coming out -
~of individual project funding or if there is a separate funding source for cultural '
resources. Rachael Langen answered that funds were coming out of the individual .
projects, and Kaleen Cottinghar added that 05-05 costs were an authorized expense.
Carol asked if there was a way to build a more efficient structure on statewide basis for:
a varlety of entities to use for funding cultural resources.- Rachael responded that the
RCO has just identified-an existing staff person to manage 05-05 compliance, and that
one of thelr responsibilities will be finding a more effective process for sponsors. Kaleen
, offered to share the 05-05 consultant report with Carol. Currently the only agencies that

" have allocated staff and money for 05-05 are lepartment of Natural Resources '
Department of Transportatlon and State Parks.

- Rachael hrghllghted DAHP's database of identlf ed spots of cultural resources The .
point of 05-05 is to plan around cultural resourced and avoid inadvertent discovery. The
RCO is workmg W|th the tribes to gather knowledge on any known tribal 3|tes

Cha|r Tharlnger concluded the Management Status Reportlng by asking for any flnal
“question. Board member Tim Smith asked Kaleen if the Invasive Species and -
Blodlversny Councﬂs will be affected in the RCO reorganlzat|on

~ Kaleen responded that changes dld not mvolve the Invasive Specues Councﬂ and
BlodrverS|ty Council. Thé three section managers will report to Rachael’Langen the
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‘board coordlnators for Invasive Spec:es B|od|ver3|ty, and Monltonng report to Kaleen,
-and policy staff will report to Jim Fox. -

GOVERNOR’S SALMON RECOVERY OFFICE (GSRO) REPORT o ‘
Chris Drivdahl, GSRO, presented this agenda ttem. (See notebook ltem # 4 for detalls)

Chrls Drlvdahl called attentlon to the Joint Regional Letter Ilsted as the fourth section of
the GSRO Report. - The letter was written by the Washington State Salmon Recovery
Reglonal Organizations to Congress regardlng thie Pacific Coastal Salmon Recovery
Fund (PCSRF) It is the first time all reglonal organlzat|ons issued a collectlve Ietter

Chrrs noted that in two weeks, GSRO would host a polrcy summit for all reglonal
‘organizations. Summit participants will discuss three very difficult issues regional
organizations face: funding |mplementat|on of recovery plans integrating plans with
‘—other watershed related issues, and monitoring pro;ect success

- Chair Thannger asked about the pollcy summit's Ilsted goal in the Councn of Reglons
report as "to define our priorities and focus our work plan to achieve these goals "

| Chris replled that Commlssmner Betty Sue Moms from Vancouver will help develop a |
work plan to |mplement |deas that come out of the summlt

~Tim Smrth asked if the product from the summit will be recommendatlons or specrﬁc

- work plans. ‘Tim also asked Kaleen Cottingham if the results of the summit will be a
future agenda item. Chris Drivdahl responded that GSRO will givetheboarda .
.. summary report, which she hopes will contain action items. Kaleen suggested that the
board add the report to. agenda for the July meetrng :

- LEAD ENTITY ADVISORY GROUP (LEAG) REPORT c -
-~ Alex Conley, LEAG representatlve presented this agenda item. (See notebook item #5
for details) - e
Lead Entltles across the state are Iaunchlng thrs year's board appllcat|on round in therr
_ local areas: Local committees and coordinators are working with project sponsors to
, develop a strateg|c project list. for board consrderatlon in. December '

In addition, a number of Iead entities are holdrng publrc educatlon and outreach events

- in May to highlight.the role of lead entities. in bnnging together local communities to save
salmon.” With the leadership of North Olympic Penlnsula Lead Entity coordinator,

Cheryl Baumann, LEAG’s Lead Entity Outreach committee has developed an
advertlsmg Iayout and theme “Saving Salmon is Everyone s Busrness

E Lead entltles also are worklng closely with Interlockmg Sofmvare and’ WDFW to enter aII

- active and proposed projects into the Habitat Work Schedule. LEAG will have all

L pro;ects loaded and ready for vrewrng by the end of June
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WDFW has been worktng with lead entities to develop a proposal for increased lead '
entity support in-the state’s next biennial budget, which LEAG is hoping to have more

- fully developed over the next few months. Also, the Kalispel Tribe is the new lead entity

administrator for Northeast Washington, which is currently admlnlstered by the' Pend
Oreille County Lead Entlty

Chair Tharinger asked Alex about (1) an estimated number of project applications, (2} if |
LEAG has hosted a preliminary meeting to discuss applications, and (3) if changing the
~ name “lead entity” would better describe themselves to the broader public. .

Alex noted that' it is too early to make an estimate and answered that most people have
" not closed at application period. He also explained that lead entities were focusing on
presenting and branding lead entities, rather than changing the name. -

Jim Fox added that all board budget requests have to be submltted to the Governor by
September 1. Budget requests will be discussed and decided at the July board meeting,
: but the board will begln discussion tomorrow during agenda item #17.

Tim Smith clarrﬁed that although the Iead entity program is admlnlstered by the WDFW "
it is funded through RCO.

Jim noted»that board requests with budget irnplications go in with the fiscal budget. If
_ _there are not any budget implications, requests are submitted on September 29. '

COUNCIL OF REGIONS (COR) REPORT o '
- Steve Martin, COR chalr presented this agenda |tem {See notebook item #6 for
: detalls) .

Steve Martin introduced the new Council of Regions Chair, Julie Morgan. Julie serves
as the Executive Director of the Upper Columbia Salmon Recovery Board. Steve
thanked Kaleen Cottingham and Kay Caromile, RCO Outdoor Grant Manager for
attendlng Snake River Lead Entlty Day WRIA 35, =

Steve also thanked Brlan Abbott for |ncorporat|ng the COR's comments for the policy
manual (Manual 18). He noted that one question that arose in the tenth round policy
manual was the ineligibility of bank stabilization projects. COR wonders how the
distinction is made between bank stabilization and fish habitat. He provided before and
after photographs to-raise awareness about the issue of bank stablllzatlon :

Steve referred to Chris Drivdahl's mentlon of the policy summit and explained that COR
‘will.use the summit to guide work on monitoring, integration and implementation
financing. COR appreciates the board's adoption of regional allocations, and would like
the taskforce include a representative from each region.

4

Columbla Basin Reglon met to_d:scuss the following issues:

N| _ : : . .
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. NOAA Restoration Center Partnershlp Opportunltles Polly Hicks worked with COR to -
explore joint partnershlp for project. management and implementation.

+ Columbia River Water Management Program - Derrick Sandison (Ecology) prowded
information on CRWMP and offered suggestlons to I|nk this program with salmon
recovery plans. : . :

Chair Thannger_ asked Steve Martln about an estlmated number of prOJect appllcatlons
in the Snake. ' | .

Steve estimated that the request will be well in.excess of $2 m|II|on but noted that 20-'
30 percent of projects do not make it through the first cut. He will know by the June 6
g deadllne ,

, Tlm Smith requested a future discussion with the WDFW and COR to ensure the nexus -
- of the habitat work schedule between the regional organlzatlons as well as plan '
|mplementat|on '

MONITORING UPDATE :
Steve Lelder initiated this agenda |tem (See notebook item #7 for detalls)

. Steve Leider presented a brlef overview. hlghhghtlng the hlstory of the Comprehenswe

~ Monitoring Strategy (CMS) and its recommendations, Intensively Monitored Watersheds
(IMWSs), expenditures, and progress. Monltorlng is often viewed as a three legged stool

of 1) effectiveness at project scale, 2) effectiveness at watershed scale, and 3) trends in

fish and habitat conditions. - _ ‘ o

" Board Dlscussmn
-« David Troutt asked about a clarification of monltonng expendltures Bud Hover asked if
funding will increase for monitoring. Kaleen. Cottingham explained we are required to
spend 10 percent.of PCSRF funds on monitoring. Steve Leider. added that NOAA
conS|ders a0 percent allocation to beé the mlnlmum

' "Harry Barber asked how much monltorlng is gomg on wrth other agen0|es

. Tim Smith responded that the $200,000 for effectlveness of nearshore and estuary
habitat projects is hard to carry-out without status and trends. He feels status and
trends piece is an |mportant part of monitoring. '

Steve agreed that the Monitoring Forum had often expenenced difficulties in- momtonng |
~and has responded by answering specific questlons over time by- dlstlngwshlng
between pro;ects and assessment.

Tetra Tech '

Jennifer O’'Neal from Tetra Tech EC, Inc. presented the fourth year of work testlng the
effectiveness of randomly selected board funded protection and restoration projects
usmg a standardlzed statlstlcally valld approach Jennlfer explalned and prowded

" ; .
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- summary results from 2004 — 2007 for nine categories of monitoring being conducted by

" Tetra Tech, including: fish passage, instream structures, riparian plantings, livestock
exclusions, constrained channels, channel connectivity, spawning gravel, diversion
“screening, and habitat protection. The presentation concluded by pointing out that

- Tetra Tech has been able to see statistically significant differences for some of the
measured variables. Jennifer highlighted the need for a long-term monltorlng program
explalnmg that data can help to improve future pr01ect deS|gns

Chair Tharlnger mquured about how the board uses this data to prove the effectiveness
of what they're doing. Jennifer O’'Neal answered that all of the data is entered into the
PRISM database fo share mformatlon perhaps through the lead entity process.

: Steve Leider noted that Jennifer's.presentation is the first presentation W|th results and
represents prOJects stateWIde S

Bob Nichols asked if you could abstract out the types of board pl'OjeCtS where there are
- demonstrated biological benefits. From a policy level, the board can use cost
effectlveness mformatlon to put money where. there are b|olog|cal benefits.
N N
" Chair Tharinger agreed that if the board has data showrng what is effect|ve they can
put it into pollcy - :

-- Bob Nichols commented'that he is worried about the expanSuon of board’s funding of
‘monitoring. He raised the point that a variety of organizations are independently .

“ conducting monitoring and felt it would be beneficial if all organizations were all on the
same page, with the hope that the: Monltonng Forum will help pull together results for
effectlveness : : .

- Steve Leider responded that the Monltorlng Forum is attemptlng to provrde contlnwty
' among the data. " .

: C

_ Chair Tharmger sald that the board needs useful data SO that lt can use |ts funds at
peak effectiveness. o

Mellssa Gildersleeve asked why Tetra Tech did not do. water quallty surveying, and _

Jennifer responded that Ecology has existing data that measure water quality. She also

explained that when using the in-reach approach, water quallty issues come from .

upstream, instead of the site.

Mellssa pomted out that on_the Entlat River, Eoology worked W|th EPA to do water
quality and that the coordmatlon saved money. ' ,

Intensely Monitored Watersheds , : '

Bill Ehinger, Washington Department of Ecology, and Robert Bilby, Weyerhaeuser
provided an update on the status of Intensively Monitored Watersheds (IMWs). In 2004,
the Salmon Recovery Fundlng Board asked that the. Department of Ecology and

. L - -
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Department of Fish-and Wildlife to conduct a scoping and feasibility of IMW anda
review and analysis of potential IMW basins, with particular attention to listed Chinook
-~salmon in Westem Washington to answer the question: Are restoration dollars being
invested wisely? Bill Ehinger provided monitoring data from projécts in the Strait of
Juan de Fuca, the Hood Canal Complex, the Skagit River Estuary, and the Lower -
“Columbia Complex. Preliminary data shows a positive correlation between habitat -
restoration and increased flsh populations, and future fundlng for monrtorlng efforts are
recommended . l

Board Discussion: ,
Bob Nichols asked how Bill and Robert measured out of stream condltlons such as
ocean influences. :

‘ Robert Bilby answered that they evaluated fish. behawor in freshwater whlch Ilmlts the
mﬂuencmg factors. : :

David Troutt asked Bill Ehmger about developing a proposal for freshwater Chmook
IMWs. David expressed concem about a lack of lnvestment in monltorlng in the Puget
Sound. :

Status and Trends Monltorlng
~ Tim Smith from the Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife (WDFW) provuded brief -
. updates on monitoring status.and trends of habitat and fish, and explained the WDFW’ s
" Fish In/Fish Out program, which is.partially funded by the board. . “Fish in” is defined as
adults returming to the system and “Fish out” is juveniles exiting the streams The
program measures output productivity and envrronmental health

-Chair Tharinger noted the |mportance of dlscussmns about the broad spectrum of
projects in which the board is involved, because it is related to the roles and
rresponsibilities of the board. Deffnlng the board s role and prlorltlzmg perects wrll help
focus Iong term spending demsrons \ _ . :

Bob NIChO|S asked if there was a. “Iessons learned” document that is regularly updated
and consolidates what has worked in the past and what does not. Chair Tharinger
answered that the Stafe of the Salmon in Watersheds report is closest source to that’
kind of document. Steve Leider added that there | is not an ongoing systematic process
to look at questions from the board S perspectlve It can be accomplished, but there is -
not a current document / : _

Davrd Troutt stated that he understood the desire to’ understand project monitoring, but
has concerns about the focus on abundance. He encouraged the board to look at
projects in their entirety; considering the fuII viable salmon populatton (VSP)
parameters.

J . . -
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Harry Barber noted harvest and escapement and’ asked what levels of escapement are
~ needed for projects to be effective. Chair Tharinger and Kaleen Cottingham responded -
that the issue of harvest will be drscussed at the July board meetlng

3 .
Public Comment: ‘
Allan Chapman, ESA Technical Coordu}ator for the Lummi Natlon Naturalf Resources
requested funding for bioacoustic monitoring for Chinook salmon ori the Nooksack
- River. Chair Tharinger recommended that Mr. Chapman go through the regular -
channels for requesting fundlng from the board. David Troutt added that we need to
consider monitoring from groups other than state agencies. Chair Tharlnger concluded
the discussion on monltorlng by notlng the need for conS|stency among fundlng

_UPPER COLUMBIA SALMON RECOVERY BOARD (UCSRB) , '
Julie Morgan, UCSRB Director, and Ron Walters, Commissioner for Chelan County
presented this agenda item. (See notebook |tem #8 for details)

Julie Morgan introduced Chelan County Commissioner-Ron Walters. -Commissioner
Walters noted that collaboration; implementation capacrty, and management were vital -
to the UCSRB S SUCCEeSS.. :

Chair Tharinger pornted out that rmplementatlon isa huge issue, and appreclates
communlty s understandlng of the issue.

Julie Morgan and the UCSRB staff provrded a series of presentatlons on the followmg

topics:

- = Improving Retums on Investments: Julie Morgan gave an overview of the
UCSRB's key tasks and explained the Habitat Adaptive Management. _
Framework. Julie concluded her presentation by explalnlng the regional technloal

- team’s project review criteria for 2008. = /
= SRFB Process in the Upper Columbia: UCSRB Assoclate Director Derek Van
Marter explained that there are three lead entities in the Upper Columbia Regron
' (Chelan County, Foster Creek, and Okanegan County/Colville Confederated -
Tribes). . The UCSRB has a regional facilitator who works closely with Iead entlty
(LE) coordinators. There is also a regional advocate for board process.
= Regional Technical Team (RTT) Monitoring: Keeley Murdoch, Data -

- Management Committee Chair, explained the functions of the RTT: The most
important are the development and evaluation of protection and restoration’
projects and providing a local review panel for the board. Keeley briefly
discussed thie Upper Columbia’s data gap prioritization and 2008 work plan.

- The UCSRB presentation was continued to Friday to allow time for the tour.
- Meeting reconven’ed Friday, May\2 2008 at 8:30 a.m.

« The Upper Columbia Approach to Salmon Recovery Monltorlng James White,-
: Upper Columbla Data Steward, explained that good monitoring: starts with askrng :
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a questron and is fi nlshed when the question is answered The Upper. .
- Columbia’s process for answering questions can be applled in other basins.
.. Good questlons |dent|fy information needs.
Based on the information feeds, the UCSRB develops monrtorlng objectlves
UCSRB determines monitoring methods.
Conduct on ground studies. .
Data flow, including stewardship of the data and malntenance of mformatlon
of created data. . - b '
Data disseminated and management actions are taken ‘
Questlons are answered :

S"':FS*?!\"-‘

~No

~ Bob Nichols asked if the way the UCSRB organlzed data’s is unique to the Upper

~ Columbia. James White responded that Upper Columbia stands alone among the
" . regions because they" ve- been using the questlon drlven monltorlng approach for a
number of years . :

James White: completed hIS presentatlon wrth an explanation of the key components of
Upper Columbla s approach to monltorlng :

Board Dlscussmn : ' 4

Carol Smlth asked whether or not the data system “talks to the habitat work schedule.

James answered that the Upper Columbia is currently in the process of enabling the two

data systems to talk back and forth. Since the types of monitoring and spatial scales

~used in implementation are different that those in effectiveness and status and trends

" monitoring, the link will be spatial points mstead of project numbers. The other Ilnk wilb .
- be limiting factors at the various scales. '

- Melissa Gildersleeve asked James if the stem’ database is. a requlrement or something -
that was available. She then asked Tim Smith |f others could use the stem database for
Eastern Washmgton . . o

_ Tim responded that he is unfam|l|ar W|th habltat work schedule and its relatlonshlp with -
the stem database and then asked James for clarification. James responded that the

~stem requlrement was an opportunity to use an exlstmg, normalized tool to manage
. data. The tool can be used to coordinate things across the schedule, and in theory,
allows unbiased information. James was not sure of the relationship between the stem
database and the habltat and work. schedule

Chalr Thannger asked James about the location of the stem database James
answered that the stem database is housed in Sandpoint, Idaho with NOAA,
‘ / ‘ :
Dawd Trouitt asked if the UCSRB's work is publlcly accessmle and transparent James
responded that once the stem database is online (estimated for the end of this field
_season), it will be completely viewable through the web portal.- David pointed out that
monitoring was happening before database was in place, and asked if analysis of the
historic data influenced current monitoring and data collection. James responded that

J . - —
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there are some data sets that have information that the Upper Columbia can easily
analyze, but older, paper based reports are backlogged and less accessible. It is -
James’ hope to sort through the older data and do further:analys_is.

‘Chair Tharinger thanked Julie Morgan and the Upper Columbia Salmon Recovery
Board. The Chair pointed out the services that the Upper Columbia Region provides
-services, such as a technical review and data, for lead entities. He asked if there were
other serwces that Upper Columbia Reglon provides for the different watershed groups.

~ Julie Morgan responded that watersheds request the UCSRB's assistance to coordinate

. 'meetings with regional and local organizations, and provide administrative services.

Chair Tharinger added that he would like to see collective efforts between the different
regions in sharing the tools that are being developed in the Upper Columbia. '

REGIONAL AREA ALLOCATIONS — UPDATE
David Troutt presented this agenda item. (See notebook item #11 for detalls )

At the February board Meetlng,-the board decided to form a t'askforce to examine
_regional funding. David Troutt leads the task force, and wants it to develop an
allocation system with more collaborative efforts across the regions to create greater
-benefits for fish. He noted that there-are I|m|ted resources and money needs to be
_ mvested in the best way.

The task force is startlng with base funding for the regions, with thecopportunity to
promote investments across regions. He reported that prellmlnary dlscussmns raised
the quéestions for the regions:

» Whatis preventlng your reglon from gettlng to key prOJects‘?
- .= Does your region see a value in identifying what is preventing salmon recovery‘?
Are we clearly identifying the absolute key projects in. salmon recovery'?

" . David noted that he will come up with a list of questions that he will circulate to the

different regions to get feedback and understand how to frame this discussion. The first
group meeting will likely take place in mid- to late-May. Jim Fox, Special Assistant to
the Director of the RCO, will send a'series of questions, and begin the discussion of
whether or not we can do something creative and innovative to solve.this problem

~Jim added that the timeline he and David afe looking at is to have final - _
recommendations and actions by the December SRFB meeting, with progress reports _
for the board at the July and October meetlngs '

‘Chair Tharinger reminded the group that the taskforce will-be open for public
partrmpatlon - ' . .

FUNDING REQUEST FOR REMAINDER OF PUGET SOUND ACQUISITION AND
RESTORATION (PSAR) ALLOCATION
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Joe Ryan Puget Sound Partnership (PSP) presented thls agenda ltem (See notebook'_
item #1 2 for details. )

- Joe Ryan began with an overview of the Puget Sound Partnershlp s mandate and
progress on the 2020 action agenda. The Action Agenda is based on four questions:

1.. What is the status of Puget Sound?

2. What would a healthy Puget Sound look like?

. 3. What can we do to get Puget Sound to be healthy” :

4. Where should we start? (Implementation question) -
The Partnership created a series of topic forum papers to address SpeCIfIC issues, such
as fresh water quality, water quantity, land use protection, species and biodiversity, and
human quality of life. Joe encouraged the board to look at the final questlon in each of
the papers under “What do we do?” ' :

Joe then explalned that the Partnershlp was requestlng $430,000 from the Puget Sound
‘Acquisition and Restoration (PSAR) fund. These funds were held back from the Puget .
Sound Acquisition and Restoration fund. The memo provrded to the board included a
proposal from the watershed leads to invest the $430,000. Joe stated the Partnership
wanted to revise the proposal to give them morg dlscretlon The new request is as
follows

$180, 000 Englneerlng assnstance

$70,000 — Watershed capacity - '

$5,000 — Facrhtatlng the nearshore study component W|th RCO

-$15,000 —- Refining the computer program.for the habitat work schedule
$160,000 — Capital funding for projects and operating funding to further recovery .

Joe explained that the $160,000:Would used to get capital"funding for projects and
operating funding to further recovery. He asked that the board authorize the '
- Partnership, in consultation with the watershed groups and the RCO staff, to implement.

, - the Partnershlp s budgetary authonty and to seek capltal projects for salmon recovery.

' Bud Hover asked for speCIt" c lnformatlon about how the $160 000 would be spent

Joe answered that he would like to create a capltal projects system wrthln the
. Partnership and advocate for salmon recovery as a prlorlty among PSP prOJects

Chair Tharlnger stated that the board is not mterested in micromanaging the dollars He
. asked If Joe is aware of any cost overruns within the PSAR dollars, since responsibility -
‘could fall on the board. He supports the development of a capital strategy for salmon,
but asked for clarification as to the future funding. He asked Joe if future funds will be
allocated to maintaining a capital structure W|th|n the Partnershrp after the one-time
PSAR dollars-are spent

Bud asked Joe about the FTEs, since they are an o'ngo.i,n-g e’xpen_se.',
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- Joe Ryan emphasized that the primary goal of the Parthership is to do the most
important projects and to do-them in the right sequence. Tim Smith-asked if anyone
remembered what the concerns were about the May 2007 engineering proposal. Chair
Tharinger responded that the board was not comfortable funding staff for Fish and
wildlife. David Troutt added that there were questions about accountability, as to
whether the posrtlon would be ded:cated to assnstlng lead entities and salmon recovery
efforts. - , R

Carol Smlth asked about the Partnership’s progress in developlng its overall indicators
and goals for a healthy Puget Sound. :

Chair Tharlnger noted that Carol s.question was a broader Puget Sound issue.

David Troutt stated that he shares Joe's.concern of salmon being left behmd, and
. agreed that it is the board’s concern is to keep salmon a priority in the Puget Sound. -

David Troutt MOVED to approve the Puget Sound Partnership's fuhding request for-

$180,000 for engineering assistance, $70,000 for watershed capacity, $5,000 to assist
.in the nearshore study, $15,000 dedicated to the habitat work schedule, and $160,000
for capital projects and operating funds to keep salmon recovery within the focus of the

~ - Puget Sound. Partnership. Bud Hover SECONDED.

Chalir Tharinger asked If there was any discussion on the motion;

- -Harry Barber expressed concemns about the "fuzzmess of the capital funding, and
would like to see more specific projects. ‘

Chair Thar_inge__r noted that Harry makes a good point, but stated that it is an issue of
capacity for. salmon recovery among the lead entities. The Chair agreed with Bud
Hover that it:is not the Board’s intent to mlcromanage funded dollars on how capacity -
dollars are spent

Dawd Troutt offered an AMENDMENT his original MOTION to add that the )
development of the $160,000 should be in close consuiltation with the RCO staff and

~ with consensus approval of the watershed and lead entities. Bud Hover SECONDED
.the amendment. \ : :

Resolution #2008-06 APPROVED with the $430,000 remains from the 2007 Puget
- Sound Acquisition and Recovery reappropnatlon being allocated as follows:

$180,000 — Englneenng aSS|stance

$70,000 — Watershed capaC|ty '

$5,000 — Facilitating the nearshore study component W|th RCO

$15,000 — Refining the computer program for the habitat work schedule _
$160,000 — Capital funding for projects and operating funding to further recovery
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WASHINGTON DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND WILDLIFE PACIFIC COAST SALMON
RECOVERY FUND REQUEST o
Tim Smith presented this agenda item. (See notebook |tem #13 for detalls )

Tim Smith provided a brief hlstory of the Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife’s
request for funds from the 2007 Pacific Salmon Recovery Funds. HoWever, in light of
the anticipated $1.5 million cut in 2008 PCSRF funds, Tim proposed that the
conversatlon be redirected to discuss the potential shortfall

Board Dlscussmn

Kaleen Cottingham has asked NOAA to put any dlrectlves that they have regardlng the
shortfall in writing. NOAA told Kaleen that the people who rated our application were
'Impressed with habitat pl'OjeCtS .

Tim did not have an oft' cial notification of their award from NOAA, and stated that he will "
be interested in how NOAA specifies the funding cuts for the Department of FISh and
Wlldllfe

Harry Barber asked if the 'funding- request had a “hard” 10 percent monttonng budget;
-and whether or not those funds must come out of the $23.5 million. If possible, the
-' board should get credit for ongoing momtonng

, The board then discussed a need for havrng a thoughtful dlscussmn on how to create a
process for developing and approving programmatlc grants while upholding the board’s -
focus on projects and habitat restoration grants. The board ‘agreed that a lot of money
already is dedicated to monitoring, and the board\does not gain anything by removing

: ffundlng from current monltorlng efforts , ‘

Resolution #2ooaf07 DE-FERRED.- |

12008 GRANT ROUND POLICIES - MANUAL 18 | '
Marc Duboiski presented this agenda item. (See item #14 for details)

- Chair Tharinger asked if the board would like to vote on each individual change or vote
on the overall presentation with highlighted questions. - Kaleen Cottingham pointed out
the resolution that was added to the board’s packet in the supplemental materlals if the
board wished to pass an all encompassmg resolution.

Davnd Troutt asked Marc to briefly explain the reviews W|th the Lead Entlty Advrsory
Group (LEAG) and Council of Regions (COR). Marc responded that Brian Abbott
presented the manual to the LEAG and COR and has both groups support.

Marc started his presentation on page 2 and listed the followmg proposed changes to
the policy manual (listed as presented with dlscussmns noted where they took place).

1. Combme Manuals 18 and 18b into one Manual 18. .
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2 Start the project review stage of the application process three months earller and
move the appllcatlon due date up one week. .
3. Allow desrgn—only pr01ects (up to $200 000) with no match requrred Sponsors must
complete these projects within 18 months from the board funding date. Any design
project over $200,000 will continue to reqmre 15 percent match. Tim Smith asked where
~ the policy manual draws the line for designed projects, and whether design projects
have an obllgatlon for future funding. Tim then noted that he is more confident in the
effectlveness of funding design only projects. Marc-answered that the manual requires
a minimum 30 percent design and does not promise future funding. He added that the
review panel wants more con3|stent cost estimates, and recommends desrgn only

- projects. - L , (

" 4. For comblnatlon prOJects require- sponsors to complete land acquusmons wrthln 18
“months of the board funding date L

5. Rernforce the existing requwement to mcIude Iandowner acknowledgement forms for
all appllcatlons

- 8. Revise the appllcatlon evaluation questlons for all project types to ellmlnate
redundancy improve question clanty improve question consistency among project
types, and solicit additional information from the sponsor about the descrrptron and

justifi catlon for the proposed project.

\

7. Conduct SRFB Review Panel meetrngs quarterly Tim Smith asked |f it would it be
possible to use quarterly meetings as a training opportunity for review panel members,
making sure they access to latest data and tools. Marc answered that training could be
on the quarterly meeting agenda but the focus will be on pro;ects

_ 8 Identlfy the “best of the best” prOJects wrth high benefit and certainty in addltlon to
identifying pro;ects of concern. Carol Smith asked if the review panel decided which
-projects are the “best of the best,” by using the benefit and certainty criteria. Marc
responded that the review panel is not. using the certainty scale, and that the

parameters for judglng projects are up to the revrew panel

9. Allow:project alternates on Iead entlty lists to'bé funded up to 180 days afterthe
board funding date, if funds become available. Carol Smith asked if this appliedto
acqursrtron projects as well, so if an acquisition project falls through, then the project
sponsor will have to choose an acquisition that has gone through the fuII review
process. Marc answered yes.

10. In the fi nal fundmg report include a reglon-by-regron synopsrs by usrng the
information submitted by the region and the information provided at the- regional
presentations in October. Tim Smith commented that the change, in combination with
the landowner form, does a good job in maintaining statutory consistency. David Troutt
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~asked if the board has been expllcrt wrth project sponsors about the evaluation criteria.
Marc responded that this change in the manual presents data collection, not necessanly
- evaluation crltena : :

1. Habitat Work Schedule Chair Tharlnger asked how the Habitat Work Schedule .
" interfaces with PRISM. Marc, and audience member, Jason Lundgren, Qutdoor Grant* -
Manager for the RCO, answered that PRISM does not currently import data. .

12. PI‘OjeCt Eligible ltems. Staff recommended one’ addrtron to the pl‘OjeCt eligible rtems g
“21. Primary objective of the project is bank protection unless it addresses sedlment
“control that is clearly identifi ed as atop pnorlty in the Iead entlty strategy or recovery ..
plan. “ : S ‘

: Board discussion:
- David Troutt asked Marc to clarify item #9 W|th regard to alternate pl‘OjeCtS He wanted
to know how it would work for a failed acquisition project and wanted clarification on the
timeline. -Marc answered that it is very rare for a project to know if acquisition will not go
through within the first 180 days. Marc ailso explained the process for cost increase
amendments which allows the RCO director and the board subcommrttee to use the
revrew panel for a more thorough rewew .

Publlc Comment ' ' o

Jeff Breckel, Director of the Lower Columbla Fish Recovery Board discussed prOJect
eligibility as it related to bank protection. He is concerned about the way that the review

~ panel and board will |nterpret the language regarding the “primary purpose” of a project.

He has dlscomfort in where the line will be drawn W|th bank protectron and nparlan

habltat : : :

~.Board dISCUSSIOI'I

Chair Tharlnger asked’ Marc Duboiski what was dnvrng the polrcy change regardrng the
eligibility of bank protection.” Marc explained that the review panel has difficulty.

completing the project assessment and that they would like more cIarlf catlon on the
. drrvrng source of the project. -

David Troutt asked Jeff Breckel if he has any recommendatlons for. how the review -
panel could make the distinction. Jeff answered that he did not have any -

- recommendations, but finds it be problematic to specify gurdelrnes for bank stablllzatlon
The board discussed the benefits and drawbacks of language supporting bank -

" . stabilization projects, as well as the implications of funding bank stabilization projects

with little or no recovery benefit. Marc Duboiski offered a solution to eliminate the
phrase. “sediment control” and replace it with broader language on page 13, in the
- '-Inelrglble Project Elements sectlon . '

; Harry Barber MOVED to amend the manual by placlng a penod after secondary in #20
and eliminate #21 on page thlrteen |n the Inellglble PrOJect Elements sectlon Bud
_-Hover SECONIED :
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Bud Hover MOVED to approve Resolution #2008-08. Harry Barber SECONDED.
: 'Resolutlon #2008-08 APPROVED AR S

CONTINUING DISCUSSION OF HABITAT HARVEST, HATCHERY AND

HYDROPOWER INTEGRATION HYDROPOWER REFORM ‘

Dick Wallace, Northwest Power and Conservation Planning Council, and Tom Dresser,
Grant PUD presented this agenda item (See notebook item #15 for details)

Dick Wallace presented the history, formatlon and- purpose of the NWPPC. Dick
explained the uses of the Columbia River system and the Council's duties in power
plannlng fish and W|IdI|fe protectlon and pubhc involvement.

Tom Dresser, Fish, Wildlife, and Water Quality Manager of the Grant County Public.
Utilities District*provided a presentation on the Wanapum Dam and the Priest Rapids
Dam. Tom informed the board that the Grant County PUD has secured a new Federal
Energy Regulations Commission-(FERC) license: He also explained the fish ladders at
both dams and highlighted efforts to improve fish passage

Board discussion:’

The board discussed details about the survwal rates for dlfferent age groups of ﬁsh
Tom explained that Grant County tested yearling Chinogks. Chair Tharinger asked how
long. the new turbines have-been in place, and if other dams are moving forward with
the new turbines. . Tom responded that the turbines have been in place since 2004 at
Wanapum, and 2014 is the tentative date for replacing oider turbines, at a cost of 10
units for $150 million. ,

Tom Dresser then prowded Witt Andersen’s presentatlon about the Columbla River
Salmon and the Columbia River Fish Mitigation Project : :

Board dlscusswn _

Chair Tharinger asked if there are prOJects that the board and Grant County can be
“aware of to assist one another. Tom Dresser responded that they could co-fund

projects, and use funding sources from Grant, Douglas, and Chelan County PUDs.

Dick Wallace echoed the Chair's encouragement for the regional recovery boards to tap
’ |nto the different funding sources for fish. | . :

Publlc Comment '

Alex Conley, wanted to clarify that there is not a great deal of money belng put toward

the same type of projects as the ones being funded by the board. Alex broke down the

* $180 million in Public Utility District funds mentioned in Tom Dresser’s presentation to
illustrate that board dollars are essentlal for funding habitat pro;ects in the Columbia-

Basin. :
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The Cha|r agreed that Alex’s comments relnforced Dick Wallace's pornt that it would be
beneficial to. see how PUD dollars are allocated and how they support the board’s
- mission. , , ‘ _ , .

Publlc Comment:

Shawn Seaman, of the Chelan County Public Utllltles Drstnct responded to the Chair's

. question about adding turbines to.other dams; by explaining that dams must meet a 93

percent survival standard, and that they would: not replace turbines that met that

~ standard if there were other alternatives. Shawn also answered the question about
using tags to measure survival but noting that plt tags and acoustlc tags yleld fairly

.srmllar resuits. ‘

'STRATEGIC PLANNING
Jim Fox presented this agenda item. (See notebook ltem #16 for detalls )

Jim provrded background information about the board s Mrss.-on, Roles and. E
Responsibilities, and Funding Strategy document. He explained that in responsé to
board direction, staff has started to revise the document and list additional issues or
questions for board consideration. Jim asked’ the board for direction on where they
‘would like to go with the document o

‘Board Discussion:
" Bud Hover commented that he would Ilke fo. ensure that all.of the monltorlng data is,
coordinated through. the reglonal boards or through the board SO efforts are not belng
dupllcated : :

- Jim agreed and noted that the Monltormg Forum has a representatlve from each region

 soit of'fers an opportunlty to coordinate monrtonng efforts.

Harry Barber asked how projects are measured. In response David Troutt suggested
- that the board consider more of a strategic planning approach to this document with
~-goals, objectlves and measures.

Kaleen Cottlngham explained that the RCO must produce a strategic plan as part of its
budget process. Kaleen envisions the RCO strategic plan would be an “umbrella”
strategic plan and then have each of the five boards have its own individual strateg|c
plan ‘ , . R

Chair Thannger noted thathe sees a value in makrng the Mission, Roles and
Responsibility, and Funding Strategy document more strategic, in coordination and
assessment The Charr would like the document give guidance for a broader effort.

Jlm Fox added that the process of editing the document would allow the board to
resolve policies. David Troutt asked Jim to add a timeline to the document for the’
board. Chair Tharinger concluded the board’s discussion by directing Jim that the
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board is interested in rewsmg the Mrssron Roles and Responsrbrhty and Fundmg
Strategy document. :

Pubhc Comment
.+ Julie Morgan pointed out the section on page two titled "Sclence-based Demsuons and
recommended implementing a mechanism to identify the most relevant effectiveness
monitoring to the project. Julie also asked if there was a way to look at effectiveness
'monltorlng strategically and determine the most pertment mfon'natlon to share

Y v
, The board brainstormed |deas on how to develop a mechanlsm for ldentlfylng the most
- relevant methods of effectiveness monitoring, where to store the |nfom1at|on and how
to disseminate it to interested. partles

Jeff Breckel, Dlrector of the Lower Columbla Fish Recovery Board, suggested that the
board expand the partnership with Tetra Tech program, and allow the board, regions,
and Iead entltles to share mformatlon that will help everyone make better decusmns

Jim Fox appremated Julie and Jeff's comments and said he would pass them alongto
“the Forum on Monitoring and the Salmon Watershed Information Management -
Technical Advisory Commlttee (SWIMTAC) WhICh dlrectly handles such issues.

Board discussion: a ‘ L
The board agreed that sharing data is an |mportant issue, partlcularly with monltonng
- Chair Tharinger noted that regions could use the Upper Columbia’s data system as a
model for providing an access point for monltonng efforts, therefore reduolng dupﬁcatron
and respon3|bly spending funds. :

Public Comment: ‘
Alex Conley proposed building a data management system 50 we have strong data\and
analysis. - - - R o

" Board. Discussion: |
“Chair Thannger asked about the next step for the board to formallze shanng the data

Melissa Glldersleeve asked who leads the overaII state strategy.in salmon recovery, the.
. Salmon Recovery Funding Board or the Govemnor’s Salmon Recovery Offi ce. Kaleen _
‘ Cottingham responded that the Governor's Office is looking at the roles and

responsnbllltles regarding salmon but no specific changes are known at this tlme ,

David Troutt stated that Board's next step is to |dentrfy within the strategic plan how to

share data and results, then an RCO staff member can, create an objectlve or plan for

- |mplementat|on : : _ ‘]

"The board dlscussed the challenges with sharing monltorlng data among the regions.
David Troutt asked Jim Fox to shape objectives for the board, encompassing broader
needs. Julie Morgan highlighted the foundatlon of the'success of board is habltat
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projects, and asserted that success will diminish if the board tries to tackle issues
_beyond the hallmark of habitat projects. Chair Tharinger responded that the board has - -
‘tried-to have other H's provide presentations to raise awareness. Carol Smith added
that the board must not forget the original roots of the legislation, as a bottom up
approach from the local perspective. Tim Smith noted that one of his hopes for the
strategic plan is for the board to serve as an advocate for other organizations to do
salmon recovery work. Chair Tharinger agreed with Tim and noted that the boardisa
good forum for dlscussmg or "4~H’ related issues. : :

Board component part of the  Recreation and Conservation Off' ice requlred
strategic Plan or the 2009-2011 budget

Kaleen Cottingham -

Thi_s item was present_,ed and dichss_ed‘as noted above in the context of the board plan.
2008 POLICY WORK AND 2009 POSSIBLE LEGISLATION |
Jim Fox ;preSented this agenda item. (See notebook item #17 for details ) {

Jim explalned that the deadline for submitting agency request Ieglstatlon to the
Governor will be in mid September. If the Salmon Recovery. Fundirig Board (Board)
‘wants to submit legislation for the 2009 session, the decision needs-to be made at the
July 10-11 mesting. Given the deadlines for submitting agency budgets to the Office of
Financial Management for the 2009-2011 biennial budget, the July 10-11 meeting will
also be a good time to revnew the RCO's proposed budget submittal as it relates to
salmon recovery ; .
Jim Fox summarized lmportant issues and pmjects listed in Attachment A 2008 board
Related Policy/Planning Projects. Jim highlighted the followmg 1ssues
* Regional allocation of board funds .
Cultural resources
 Engineered logjam Ilablllty issues
Regional monitoring Lo
Mitigation banking policies
SRFB Roles and MISSIOH
Water

‘ Board discussion: '
Thé board discussed the complexity of the englneered Iogjam issue, and noted that
some fish enhancement groups are so concerned that board members are con3|der|ng

:stepping down if it is not resolved. Jim Fox added that the board needs to deten’mne

whether it has a responsibility to help other entities answer their risk management
issues as a good partner, or salmon steward. Chair Tharinger noted that the only
definite answer to the issue would come through the court system, if there were a case.
Tim Smith mentioned legislation from six.or seven years ago, where the legislature’s

" legal counsel stepped in and said it was unnecessary. Jim Fox noted that some states
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. handle itin dlfferent ways. RCO is; contactlng other state agenmes to see about
_ coordlnatlng policy analysis. :

Tim Smith asked about the conversion policy issue Iisted on _page o'ne'_. Jim answered' :
that conversions occur when a project is changed to a use that was not part of the
original grant. The “policy issue" is actually a combination of policy and Iegal issues.

Public Comment: \

. Jeff Breckel, Director of the Lower Columbla Fish Recovery Board, representlng the
- Goungil of Regions (COR), stated that he Is interested in discussing future funding =

- sources for COR as a pollcy issue wuth board or RCO staff.

| Kaleen Cottingham expressed a concem about COR gomg |ndependently to the
legislature without RCO.” She rioted that the revenue forecast for the next blennlum
does not look good, so it is rmportant to be strategic. - S

~ Jim Fox explalned the budget development for 2009 11 session. Agency budgets are
‘due September 1, and the RCO is justbeginning to go through budget exercises. He
‘noted that the July board meeting is the Board’s final opportunity to decide on a forma!
budget request for grant funds in the capital budget It also needs to be determined if
the Puget Sound Partnership requests will be through the board or the RCO.

Chair Tharinger asked if there would be any advantage to breaking up the Iump sum for
different things. Jim noted that there are advantages and disadvantages. - It is good
because the regions are clearly established, but it is a tough budget year to ask for
funds. L

Harry Barber suggested that the board ask for a reallstic budget considering that the

. board’s need is greater than their current funds, and recommend that they not ask for
Iess ‘ : _

Kaleen Cottlngham noted that once the governor's budget is establrshed in mld-
December, neither the SRFB or the RCO can advocate for an amount that i is different
than the Governor‘s proposal : : .

Tim Smith on behalf of WDFW asked that the board con3|der the Lead Entrty :

. enhancement as a budget request from RCO which would then increase the contract .

- with WDFW for Lead Entrtles

Chair Tharinger agreed with Harry that itis |mportant for the board to not ask”for less,

" but noted that they . should prioritize the budget.

Kaleen reminded the board that all monltorlng budget requests, including existing and
~ increases, need to be reviewed by the Monltonng Forum which |dent|f|es budgetary
" needs to OFM for monitoring.
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Harry Barber responded that he does not want to see increased monitoring money and
less spent on projects.

Kaleen said that SRFB-related monitoring comes out of federal funds, which are much
more supportive of monitoring. Also the current PCSRF guidance requires 10% of the
funds be used for monitoring.

Melissa Gildersleeve asked if the RCO requested funds for Family Forest Fish Passage
Program (FFFPP). Jim Fox answered that RCO did not request the funds for FFFPP.
The program is collaboratively managed through the Department of Fish and Wildlife,
the Department of Natural Resources, and the RCO. The three agencies decided that it
made sense to administer the funds through the RCO’s budget.

The Board discussed the management and effectiveness of the dollars dedicated to the
Family Forest Fish Passage Program. Jim Fox noted that FFFPP dollars have been
more cost effective than other board funded projects.

Tim offered a.possible future agenda item to have agencies present related activities

their requests.

Chair Tharinger agreed that it is a good recommendation, and can possibly be part of
the July agenda.

BOARD WORK PLAN AND ITEMS FOR JULY MEETING
Rebecca Connolly presented this agenda item. (See notebook item #18 for details.)

Kaleen Cottingham added four items to the agenda for July: Related budgets, the
Strategic Plan, expanded Programmatic Funding, and follow up from Policy Summit,
She added that the July meeting will have a 9:00 or 10:00 a.m. start time, and asked if
the board would like to do a tour as part of the July meeting. Chair Tharinger
responded that the tours are beneficial and informative, and should be included in the
next meeting.

ADJOURN
Meeting adjourned at 2:02 p.m.

e

Steve Tharinger, Ch4ir

Next meeting: July 10 - 11, 2008
Westport, WA
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