


Puget Sound Salmon Recovery Council 

Meeting Summary 

Thursday, May 25, 2006, 9:30 – 2:30 | Edmonds City hall 
Agenda

· Clarify Process Steps for 2006 SRFB Funding Cycle

· Select Regional Allocation Option for 2006 SRFB Funding Cycle 

· Overview of 3-year Work Plans and Relationship to 3-year Implementation Strategies and Investment Objectives

· Preliminary Discussion of 3-year Investment Scenarios and Distribution Strategies
· Notice about All-H (harvest, hatchery and habitat) and Adaptive Management Workshop—June 20th and 21st
Regional Allocation Process Steps for the 2006 SRFB Funding Cycle 
The Council reviewed and discussed the process for allocating the proposed 2006 SFRB funds for the Puget Sound and Hood Canal Region.  The total proposed funds for the region are approximately seven million dollars or 45% of SRFB’s total available funds for projects in 2006. Jeanette Dorner presented a set of process steps to clarify some of the details for how an actual 7th round would be carried out under the proposed Puget Sound process described in response to the SRFB questions last month. Jim Kramer emphasized the value of a streamlined process in this transitional year so that lead entities would have more certainty about their share of SRFB funding in the front end of the process and could focus additional time and energy on developing an investment strategy that would bring in more funds in the next three years.
The Council discussed the following points regarding the process: 

· If the Council chooses an allocation option up-front, Lead Entities would know how much effort to put into their local SRFB process, thus saving time and energy by creating lists of projects consistent with a more realistic expectation of available funds.  
· Lead Entities will continue to select and prioritize projects through their citizen committees.  All lead entities will provide guidance to project sponsors to ensure projects are consistent with the recovery plan as outlined in the watersheds’ three-year work plans.

· The process must be consistent with state statutes.
· The lead entity process of reviewing and ranking projects at the local level will stay the same, however lead entities will also send the project lists to the Puget Sound Technical Recovery Team (TRT) to review for a quick consistency check with recovery plan strategies.
· Neither the Recovery Council nor the TRT would reorder projects or selectively remove projects from the lists; therefore watershed level prioritization would remain.
· A technical level review by the state panel to identify projects of concern will remain part of the process.
The Council reviewed the SRFB funding schedule:

· June 8-9 SRFB meeting – final allocation process will be determined with input from regions.

· June 12 – SRFB project application forms are available.

· September 11 – Regional and lead entity project lists are due to the SRFB.
Action Item: Ensure that the regional allocation process is aligned with the SRFB schedule to ensure there are no duplicative steps.  Refine the 7th Round Process Steps per the discussion and send it to Council members and watershed leads for a final accuracy check before finalizing it as part of the Puget Sound process.
Regional Allocation Options for the 2006 SRFB Funding Cycle 
The Council reviewed and discussed three options for allocating the proposed 2006 SFRB funds for the Puget Sound and Hood Canal Regions.
Option 1 – The region would split the money equally among the five sub-regions identified by the TRT and then split evenly again within the sub-regions with a 10% bonus for the Skagit.  This option was developed last year by the Development Committee financing sub-committee and is an option in the Draft Recovery Plan.
Option 2 – For this 7th Round only, allocate funds at historic average levels. This option is also in the Draft Recovery Plan and was recommended as an allocation scenario until additional funding sources and levels come on line.
Option 3 – Terry Wright of the Northwest Indian Fisheries Commission offered a third option. In this option, allocation would be determined through criteria and metrics similar to those used by the SRFB in the past. For example, equitable distribution could be weighted at 40% and listed species at 60%.
The Council discussed the following points regarding the allocation options for the 7th round: 

· The positives of Option 3 are that it allows for a more strategic distribution of funds and makes for an easier rationale to present to the SRFB and other funders.  Choosing the specific metrics could take place on an annual basis as more and better information arises.  The downside of Option 3 is the amount of staff work and time required to reach agreement, particularly in the short turn-around time available this year.
· The chosen option should be simple, straight forward, and predictable this year to jump- start the regional recovery process and keep momentum going during the transition period.

· The concept behind Option 3 (use of agreed-upon criteria and metrics) is the ideal to strive for in future years; Option 2 could be used for the transition this year because it is simple and straight-forward.

· The chosen option needs to be presented in a strategic way that shows how it helps achieve salmon recovery in this region.  The argument made to the SRFB must be strong enough to convince its members that even a transitional strategy will benefit the fish and create enthusiasm and foster collaboration between Puget Sound watershed groups.
· Another suggestion was to set up a sub-group to try to develop an agreeable set of criteria and metrics for Option 3 before the June 7th and 8th SRFB meeting.  Most agreed it would be impossible for a group to accomplish this in the next two weeks, and that the Council does not want to send the message of trying and failing when it could get it right given more time to work it out.
· One downside to Option 2 is that at the low levels of funding for 2006 means that some watersheds would not receive enough money for even one project.  If used, this option should be amended to allow for funding of at least one project per lead entity.  
· The Nisqually Watershed offered to give a portion of their money for this purpose and encouraged others with higher average funding levels to do the same.  
The Council expressed general consensus that choosing an allocation scheme before lead entities initiate their local process will help improve efficiency and effectiveness.  They also agreed that the chosen allocation process should be presented in percentages rather than dollar amounts in order to allow for changes in the amount of monies available at the regional level.   

Council Decision: The Council preferred a modified version of Option 3 but did not believe there was enough time to develop the option and reach agreement before lead entities had to start their local process.  They agreed that providing lead entities with more certainty and ensuring the effective use of the valuable time of project sponsors and citizens committees was most important.  The Council reached general agreement that Option 2, amended to allow for funding of a minimum of one project per lead entity, should be used as a transition option for this year. A plan and process developing an Option 3 approach should subsequently be created and adopted.
Action Item: Council staff will write up the Option 2 proposal, amended to allow for funding of a minimum of one project per lead entity. The proposal should explain how this transition allocation helps salmon recovery and the development of the longer-term regional investment strategy.  This document, along with the revised allocation process will be sent to the Council and watershed leads for review and consensus by May 31st (done).   Staff will amend the document(s) based on comments received and will present them to the SRFB at its June meeting.
Three-Year Work Plans and their Relationship to Three-Year Objectives
Council staff briefed members on the 2006 three-year work plans submitted by watersheds (see attached handout).  In the plans, watersheds were asked to identify what needs to be done in the next three years to meet the 10-year goals.  All fourteen watersheds submitted work plans.  The work plans improved the detail, focus and sequence for implementing actions since the June 2005 plan submittal.  The plans are diverse in detail, scope, and level of effort due to the varied conditions the watersheds are facing, resources available and capacity to implement projects.  The Council was reminded that the three-year plans are not static, and there will be an opportunity for watersheds to refine them per the recent TRT and Council Work Group review and other information that comes into play during implementation.  

Taken as a whole, the plans showcased an excellent regional program at the pace and breadth necessary to recover Puget Sound if all the necessary funding were available.  The total amount of needed funding identified in the work plans was approximately $500 million.  Council staff estimates that the rock bottom amount of funding the region could receive is about $45 million for the three year period, or 10% of the total needed.  The high end of a realistic funding scale might be in the $100-200 million range.
Staff briefed the Council on the work plans relationship to the following key Puget Sound 3-year recovery objectives:
· Improve the level and certainty of protection for the current habitat functions, 22 Chinook populations, and ESU diversity
· Restore ecosystem processes for Chinook and other species by preserving options and addressing key threats in estuaries, mainstem, upper watershed, freshwater tributaries and nearshore, water quality and quantity.
· Develop and implement adaptive management and monitoring.
· Advance integrated management of harvest, hatchery and habitat (inclusive of hydro).
· Expand and deepen individual and community support to implement priorities to get on a recovery trajectory.
· Support non-listed salmon species. 
The attached handout summarizes how the work plans fit with the above objectives and identifies staff recommendations to fill identified gaps related to the objectives.
Action Item: Council members requested that staff post the three-year work plans on the Shared Strategy website with the consent of the local watershed authors.  Staff will solicit permissions and post plans as approved by the authors.
Preliminary Discussion about Three-Year Investment Scenarios and Funding Distribution Strategies 
On behalf of the TRT, Ken Currens briefed the Council on a technical analysis for prioritizing recovery strategies based on population status and relative ecological integrity. The purpose of the analysis is to help prioritization strategies for Puget Sound Chinook salmon.   Data for the analysis presented was drawn from the TRT abundance and productivity database and from a document published in 2000 by the Trust for Public Land called “Conservation priorities:  An Assessment of Freshwater Habitat for Puget Sound Salmon.”  Please see the attached Power Point presentation (look at the Notes view to get the explanation that goes with the slides) and attached handout for details.
Following the presentation and discussion of the watershed three-year work plans, the Council began to discuss how to develop an investment strategy that generates excitement among plan implementers as well as potential funders.  They also discussed how to begin making decisions about setting priorities if all the money needed/requested is not available.  Further discussion on these topics will occur between now and the July meeting where the Council will be asked to make the following four decisions:
1. What are the best investments for salmon recovery in the next three years? 

2. What is the best strategy to distribute funds?

3. What is the level of funding to pursue?

4. How will non-listed salmon species be addressed?

Preliminary discussion on these topics focused on:
· SRFB funding is not sufficient alone to do the job.
· There is a need to make bold, new decisions while recognizing part of the problem is a larger societal issue that may be outside of the Council’s ability to change.
· There is a need to get a better understanding of the effectiveness of the current regulatory, incentive and educational protection efforts for protecting salmon habitat and what would be needed to increase the certainty of protection.
· The funding strategy should have an investment portfolio that includes varied sources of funding (e.g. SRFB, state, federal, local, private investment, grants).
· It’s important to agree on funding priorities appropriate for the state biennial budget and determine a strategy for securing those funds.
· The role of regional-level incentives needs to be considered.
· Restoration and acquisition are easier to present to funders than the need to identify and protect those sites that are necessary to preserve for future restoration.
· There is a challenge in separating nearshore and estuary activities.
· The Nearshore Group has offered to take a look at and set priorities for nearshore restoration.
· H-integration at the watershed level is important to fund and may need to include funds to build capacity to support this effort.
· Ensure there is a specific level of funding available for non-listed salmon species (6% was suggested). 
Action Item: Council staff will work with individual Council members to continue the discussion on investment scenarios and develop a specific work program for reaching timely decisions on the four critical questions: What are the best investments for salmon recovery in the next three years?  What is the best strategy to distribute funds? What is the level of funding to pursue? How will non-listed salmon species be addressed?
All H - Harvest, Habitat, & Hatchery and Adaptive Management Workshop – June 20 & 21st 
There will be workshop on June 20th and June 21st on H-Integration and its relationship to Adaptive Management. Technical and policy Shared Strategy partners from each of the H-sectors are collaborating in the development and presentation of the workshop content and format. 
 
The workshop aims to provide the tools and initial support necessary to gain a consistent and comprehensive approach for H-integration at the watershed and population level across Puget Sound. H-integration can be defined as: “…a coordinated combination of actions among all the H-sectors--harvest, hatchery and habitat (inclusive of hydro)--that together work to achieve the goal of recovering self-sustaining, harvestable salmon runs.”
 
H-integration is an important step to effective adaptive management for Puget Sound salmon recovery. This workshop will lay the foundation for advancing H-integration and will give participants a chance to develop an approach tailored to their particular situation. The workshop will describe the scientific principles, technical tools and steps involved in making progress toward integrating actions among the H-sectors and involved in providing for an on-going and coordinated adaptive management process. Participants will also have an opportunity to provide feedback about the proposed process to advance integration of the Hs this year at the watershed level.
 
The workshop is intended for all those with responsibility and authority to manage salmon populations in all the H-sectors (harvest and hatchery co-managers and habitat managers inclusive of hydro) and others with a stake in salmon recovery in their respective watersheds who directly or indirectly affect salmon populations. 
Council Members/Alternates Participating
Randy Acker


Washington Department of Natural Resources

Elizabeth Babcock                          NOAA Fisheries

Josh Baldi                                        Washington Department of Ecology

Bill Blake


Stillaguamish (watershed)
Scott Chitwood


Elwha/ Dungeness (watershed)
John Crull                                       ESA Business Coalition

Don Davidson                                Lake Washington/ Cedar/ Sammamish (watershed) 

Jeanette Dorner


Nisqually (watershed)

Debby Hyde


Puyallup/White & Clover/Chamber (watershed)
Derek Poow                                   EPA Region 10 
Bob Kelly                                        Nooksack Tribe

Kathy Peters

              East Kitsap (watershed)

Rob Masonis                                   American Rivers

Doug Morrill


Elwha / Dungeness (watershed) 

Steve Mullet


Green/Duwamish (watershed)
Kevin Ranker


San Juan Islands (watershed)
Bruce Roll


Nooksack (watershed)

Joe Ryan


Washington Environmental Council

Bill Ruckelshaus

Chair

Michael Schmidt                            Long Live the Kings

David Troutt


Nisqually Tribe

Terry Wright


NWIFC

South Puget Sound Nearshore (watershed)

Lummi Nation

WA Department of Fish and Wildlife

Island (watershed)

Snohomish (watershed)

GSRO

Western Washington Agricultural Association

Mid-Hood Canal Chinook

Skagit (watershed)

TRT members

It should be noted that representatives for some Council slots are still in the process of being filled. 

Approximately 25-30 observers attended from local watershed areas, local governments and state agencies. 
