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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The following Process Guide is intended to document the process through which a
potential habitat restoration project proponent, technical reviewer or citizen will
participate when pursuing funds through the Washington State Salmon Recovery
Funding Board (SRFB) in the Upper Columbia recovery region. This guide represents
the consensus decision of participants in the Upper Columbia on the process to develop
and submit projects for funding to the SRFB. Note that the Chelan and Douglas PUDs
have also agreed to use this process and timeline for funding consideration through the
Tributary Committees as a result of their respective approved habitat conservation
plans.

The principle guiding document for identifying appropriate projects for implementation in
the region is the Upper Columbia Spring Chinook Salmon and Steelhead Recovery Plan
(UCSRB 2007), a federally approved recovery plan for this Evolutionary Significant Unit
(ESV) in Washington State.

In the Upper Columbia recovery region,
there are three “Lead Entities” — a term
used by the state to define a county, city,
conservation district, special district, tribal
government, regional recovery
organization, or other entity that is
responsible for submitting a project list to
the SRFB for funding consideration. The
three Lead Entities in the region are the:

Chelan County Department of

Natural Resources;

Okanogan County; and

Foster Creek Conservation District.

The Upper Columbia Salmon Recovery
Board is the state-designated regional
recovery organization? responsible for
facilitating the process to compile one
project list among the three Lead Entities,
and to submit that for funding
consideration to the SRFB. The final
timeline for the regional process is

included as Attachment A.

The regional approach to pursing funds from the SRFB is the result of years of
collaborative work on the part of all interested parties to establish an effective and

1 RCW 77.85.050
2 RCW 77.85.010



efficient process. Everyone is encouraged to participate in the process. Each spring,
all partners are invited to participate in a regional process review. The result of the
review is this process guide, which documents the process and provides guidance,
where appropriate.

Step One: PRE-APPLICATION

The first step in the process to seek funding from the SRFB and Tributary Committees
is to submit a pre-application. A pre-application is required from each project
proponent wishing to pursue funds from either the SRFB or Tributary
Committees. Potential project proponents should contact their respective Lead Entity
Coordinator to talk about the proposed project and confirm eligibility for funding. The
Lead Entity Coordinator can also work with the project proponent to help develop the
necessary forms throughout the application process.

The project proponent will need to fill out a pre-application form for each project being
proposed, and submit it to Becky Gallaher and the appropriate Lead Entity Coordinator
by June 1, 2009. The form is on-line at http://www.midcolumbiahcp.org/, and a sample
pre-application form is included as Attachment B.

A required pre-application helps in a number of ways. First, it is an opportunity for the
project proponent to think through the details of a potential project early in the funding
process. Itis an opportunity for the project proponent to also identify areas where
technical assistance may be needed to ultimately develop a strong final proposal. It
also serves the region. The pre-application phase is the first indication the region has
as to how close the region is to meeting the target allocation of funds from the SRFB. It
is also an early opportunity to identify additional cost-share programs that most
effectively leverage the resources needed to implement projects.

For these reasons, very few exceptions will be made for considering a new
proposal after the pre-application phase! It is important that project proponents think
through enough of the details of a project to submit a pre-application. The RTT and
Tributary Committees have the option to recommend that a proposal not continue in the
review process due to lack of sufficient information.

Two new elements of the SRFB process for 2008 that will continue in 2009: (1) all final
applications must be submitted electronically using the State’'s PRISM database; and
(2) the State Technical Review Panel has been convened year-round, making them
available to assist with early project review and development. Project proponents may
elect to enter project data into PRISM during the pre-application phase (it is required if
the project proponent is requesting assistance from a member of the State Technical
Review Panel to visit the project site). The pre-application form has been tailored to
match the information being requested in PRISM. Contact your Lead Entity
Coordinator if you need assistance with the PRISM database. Additionally, the SRFB
annually adopts a Policy Manual that describes the process for pursuing funds from the
State. The SRFB Policy Manual and other associated documents for Round 10 can be
found on-line at http://www.rco.wa.gov/srfb/docs.htm.




Step Two: PROJECT SITE VISIT

Proposed project site visits are scheduled for the week of June 22-25. Project
proponents are strongly encouraged to attend their respective site visit to present
information regarding the proposed project, answer questions, and receive additional
technical feedback in the field. The RTT, Tributary Committees representatives and
State Technical Review Panel members may all attend. Some project proposals may
not require a site visit (e.g. assessment), unless the project proponent specifically
requests one. Once the portfolio of potential projects is finalized, the UCSRB will work
with the Tributary Committees and Lead Entity Coordinators to develop an agenda and
itinerary for the field tours. Project proponents are encouraged to share refined
information and materials during the site visit. The current schedule for site visits is as
follows:

Monday, June 22 — Okanogan

Tuesday, June 23 — Methow

Wednesday, June 24 — Wenatchee

Thursday, June 25 — Entiat

Friday, June 27 — Contingency for spillover

Step Three: PRE-PROPOSAL WORKSHOP

A pre-proposal workshop is scheduled for the afternoon of July 7 (if necessary —
depending upon the number of pre-proposals received) and all day on July 8. Project
proponents are required to attend the workshop to briefly present additional technical
details of their respective project proposal in response to input received on the project
tours. Project proponents should present as much detail about the project as is
available (e.g. designs, budget, materials).

The intent of this workshop is to continue to receive technical feedback from the
Regional Technical Team (RTT) and Tributary Committee members, and to further
refine project proposals before the final applications are submitted.

Step Four: PROPOSAL REFINMENT AND SUBMITTAL

As a result of the site visits and the pre-application workshop, project proponents have
the opportunity to refine the final project proposals. During the month of July, project
proponents should be working to finalize the details of the proposed project(s). Final
applications are due to Lead Entity Coordinators (via PRISM) and to the Tributary
Committees on July 24.

After final proposals are submitted, there are no additional opportunities for interaction
with the RTT, State Technical Review Panel or Tributary Committees to further refine
the technical details during this step in the process. Project proponents should always
engage with their Lead Entity Coordinators to answer questions as they arise
throughout the process.



Step Five: TECHNICAL AND CITIZEN RANKING

After final project proposals have been submitted, the RTT will convene on August 11™
(tentative date, depending on the number of proposals submitted) and 12" to rate the
technical merits of the proposals. The technical review criteria for rating projects are
included as Attachment C. The RTT ranking meeting will be closed to non-RTT
members. The RTT members can only score proposals as they were submitted to
the SRFB and Tributary Committees. Itis important that project proponents are as
succinct and inclusive in the application as possible. There are limits to the amount of
attachments that regional and state technical reviewers can consume.

The final technical ratings and notes from the RTT will be distributed to the partners in
the Upper Columbia on August 19. At this time, project proponents who submitted a
proposal for consideration for SRFB funds will have a preliminary indication of where
that proposal falls within the region’s allocated funds from the SRFB.

The individual Citizens Committees for each of the Lead Entities will then meet at the
end of August to rank the social implications of a proposed project. All individual
citizens committees and the Joint Citizen Advisory Committee will use the same review
criteria that are included as Attachment D. The individual lists from each of the 3 Lead
Entities will be combined for a joint Citizens Committee meeting (3 members from each
of the individual Lead Entity’s Citizens Committee) on August 27.

The process for merging the individual lists for initial discussion at the Joint Citizens
Advisory Committee is as follows:
The region will combine the individual lists in order of rank (i.e. 1-1, 2-2, 3-3, 4-4,
etc)
The secondary determinate in merging the lists is the project’s relative RTT score
(i.e. within the 1-1, 2-2 ranking on the separate citizens lists, the region will place
those on the Joint Citizen Advisory Committee list in descending order based on
RTT score).

The following ground rules for decision-making guide the Joint Citizen Advisory
Committee in its deliberations to develop the final ranked list for the Upper
Columbia Region.

1. A Citizen Advisory Committee member may, at any time, make a motion to move
a particular project up or down on the list.

2. The Citizen Advisory Committee member making such a request must include
rationale based on the citizens’ review criteria for the 9™ Round.

3. The Joint Citizen Advisory Committee will then engage in discussion regarding
the motion to move a project on the list.

4. After discussion, the Joint Citizen Advisory Committee will vote — approve,
oppose, abstain — on the motion to move the project on the list.

5. The motion will carry upon unanimous approval by all six Joint Citizen Advisory
Committee Members (excluding “abstain” votes).



The result of this meeting is the final recommended list of projects submitted to the
SRFB for consideration for funding. The final ranked list is due to the SRFB on
September 14.

Step Six: SRFB/TRIB FUND REVIEW AND FUNDING

The State Technical Review Panel will meet during the month of October to review all of
the project applications across the state. The Panel will develop a draft State Technical
Review Panel report of its findings, by region, and distribute that for review and
comment to the SRFB. The State Technical Review Panel will consider comments and
additional materials submitted during the comment period, and finalize its report of
recommendations for funding to the SRFB in mid-November. The SRFB will meet on
December 10-11 to make its final funding decisions for 2009. For projects that are not
under contract within the requisite 180-day window, the SRFB will allow regions to
allocate those funds to the next available project on that region’s list.

The Tributary Committees will also make internal decisions for funding in November,
after release of the draft State Technical Review Panel report in October. Once the

SRFB has made its final decisions for funding, the Tributary Committees will meet in
December/January to finalize its decisions for funding projects.



ATTACHMENT A

2009 UPPER COLUMBIA PROCESS SCHEDULE

Tributary Fund and SRFB
Project Proposal Devel opment, Submission, and Review

DATE ACTIVITY/MILESTONE
(MEETING/DEADLINE)
APRIL
1 April SRFB/Tributary Fund Debrief of 2008; prepar ations for 2009
April SRFB/Tributary Fund cycles announced; SRFB Policy Manual available
MAY
7 May SRFB/Tributary Fund Kickoff Meeting for the Region; RTT Technical
criteria presentation; Citizens' Committee criteria presentation
May Project Sponsors develop projects and pre-proposal materials (available
from http://www.midcolumbiahcp.org/)
JUNE
1 June Pre-proposals dueto Tributary Committees and to L ead Entities
5June Pre-proposals delivered to RTT members and Tributary Committee; and
SRFB Panel Members (via PRISM)
11 June Tributary Committees’ internal review of pre-proposals
15 June Conference Call to discuss project tour logistics (RTT, LEs, Trib and UCSRB)
22-25 June SRFB/Trib Fund/RTT project tours

22" _ Okanogan
23" — Methow
24" —Wenatchee

7 (tentative)-8 July

25" — Entiat
JULY

Pre-proposal Presentation Wor kshop: review pre-proposalswith RTT,

(all day) Tributary Committee and Citizens' Committee

9 July Tributary Committees’ final review of pre-proposals

16 July Final comments from Tributary Committee due to project sponsors

24 July Final project proposals dueto Tributary Committees and L ead Entities

31 July Project proposals delivered to RTT and Citizens Committees
AUGUST

3 August Draft project review for ms due from State Technical Review Panel to LEs

11(tentative)-12 August

and project sponsors
RTT Meeting: formal project reviews and technical ranking

19 August RTT ratings delivered to Lead Entitiesand Tributary Committees

19-24 August Individual Citizen’s Committee project ranking

27 August Joint Citizen’s Committee identifies combined ranked list

SEPTEMBER

1 September L ead Entity project applications dueto SRFB and on to PRISM

12 September Tributary Committees’ supplemental tours of selected projects (project sponsors
will be notified in advance of visit)

14 September Final ranked list with regional funding recommendations due to SRFB;




infor mation submission questionnaire

30 September Second Dr aft project review forms due from State Technical Review Panel
to LEsand project sponsors
OCTOBER

8 October Project Presentations to Tributary Committee (if needed)
12-16 October Regional Presentations to SRFB Review Panel
30 October Draft report by Review Panel to SRFB

NOVEMBER
5 November Tributary Committees make initial internal decisions
20 November Final report by Review Panel to SRFB

10-11 December
December

DECEMBER

SRFB makes formal decisions
Tributary Committees make supplemental decisions
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ATTACHMENT C
Appendix D to the RTT Biological Strategy: Project Evaluation Criteria.

The RTT has developed a set of project rating criteriathat has two major components, biological
benefit and certainty of success. The biological benefit component of rating a project has 4-5
criteria, depending on the type of project being assessed (restoration, protection, assessment, or
design). These criteria focus on limiting factors and benefits to Viable Salmonid Population
(VSP) criteriafor listed species (spring Chinook, steelhead, and bull trout). The certainty of
success criteria were developed to rate the adequacy of the proposal and the likelihood that the
project, as proposed, will achieve its objectives. Thisisan important set of criteriathat is
designed to address several technical aspects involved in project development and
implementation, with the intention of identifying weaknesses that might lead to project failure or
unintended results.

A separate scoring system was developed for each project type (restoration, protection,
assessment, and project design) with 100 points allotted to the biological benefit criteria and 50
points to the certainty of success criteria.

Additional evaluation will occur regarding cost effectiveness after the reviewers apply the
scoring criteria outlined in this appendix. Specifically, the biological benefit portion of the
reviewer’s scores will be divided by the project cost and this statistic will be reported in atable
along with the scores for biological benefit, certainty of success, and total score. Total score will
still determine the rank order of our recommendations and we stress that our discussion notes are
acritical component of the review. Where needed, our discussion notes and charts or graphics
will highlight cost-effectiveness comparisons and issues.

Restoration Projects
Biological Benefit

Abundance and productivity.—T he highest proportion of points were allotted to the abundance
and productivity criteria because all populations in the Upper Columbia need large
improvements in these viability criteria (UCSRB 2007; ICTRT 2007) (Table D1). The point
distribution may be reconsidered as population status changes, and considering population-
specific impairments. Factors considered for determining high, moderate, or low benefit for this
criterion include the scale of the project, the biological significance of the project area, and the
number and significance of life stages affected (Table D2). For this criterion, it is particularly
important for project sponsorsto clearly describe the quantity of habitat affected by the project.
Depending on the project type, examples of this would be:

acres/hectares of riparian habitat restored or protected

linear distance (ft or m) of channel restored or protected

linear distance (ft or m) of bank stabilized

area (m? or ft?) of stream channel affected

number of pools and area (m” or ft?) of pool habitat created



quantity that flow is increased (cfs or m’/s)
quantity of flow screened (cfs screened compared to cfs in the stream)
linear distance (ft or m) and area of habitat above a barrier

Table D1. Project rating criteria and scoring system developed by the Upper Columbia Regional

Technical Team for rating habitat restoration projects.

Project Name:
Will the project beincluded as part of alarger

Comme

Nt Boarmjegtysponsor does not necessarily
need to know this. The RTT will

scale Level 2 or 3 effectiveness monitoring Y /N determine this or determineif the project
_ program? would be a good candidate for the higher
Project | D# level of monitoring.
Project Type: Restoration
Biological Benefit Score Notes
Benefit to V SP abundance and/or productivity 35 ?c)ere;lﬁ;%r; zjqucgrti :;]atrlx (Table D2.3)
Benefit to VSP gpatia structure and/or diversity 15 ?c)ere;lﬁ;%r; zjqucgrti :;]atrlx (Table D2.b)
Does the project address one or more limiting - .
factorsidentified in the Recovery Plan or 10 fSoere dﬁ;%g zjqucgrti ;natnx (Table D2.c)
Biological Strategy? 9 9
Isthisapriority watershed (or major spawning 10 See decision support matrix (Table D2.d)
area) for the populations? '
Isthis project dependent on other limiting 20 See decision support matrix (Table D2.€)
factors being addressed first (sequencing)? for guidance on scoring.
Will the project benefit multiple listed species? | 10 fﬁ;ﬁ;ﬂg upport rr%a”'x (Table D2.1)
Subtotal for biological benefit = 100
Certainty of Success Score Notes
Isthe project design adequate to achieve the 30 See decision support matrix (Table D4.a)
stated objectives? for guidance on scoring.
- See decision support matrix (Table D4.b)
Permitting 4 for guidance on scoring.
. See decision support matrix (Table D4.c)
Restoration costs 16 for guidance on scoring.
Subtotal for Certainty of Success= 66
Total Score= 166
Was implementation monitoring included in the Y /N adle;li;e?ytrg;zvggjgctﬁgﬁggﬁng
project? section of Appendix D
Was Level 1 effectiveness monitoring included Y /N If yes, the RTT will describe the

in the project?

adequacy. See Table D5.




Table D2. Decision support matrices for evaluating the potential biological benefit of a
restoration project developed by the Upper Columbia Regional Technical Team.

Criteria Benefit Score
Abundance and " Hollgh iggi
Productivity oderate j
Low 0-14
Very High 13-15
Spatial Structure and High 9-12
Diversity Moderate 5-8
Low 0-4
Number of Primary 3+ 8-10
Limiting Factors 2 6-7
Addressed 1 1-5
Category 1 7-10
Priority Watershed Category 2 7-10
Category 3 3-6
Category 4-5 0-2
# of Preceding Limiting
Factors
Sequencing 0 16-20
1 5-15
2+ 0-4
How Many Species?
Benefits for Multiple 1 1-3
Listed Species 2 4-6
3 7-10




Table D3. Details for determining the level of biological benefit to spatial structure and diversity
from a habitat restoration action. Major (MaSA) and minor (MiSA) spawning areas were defined
in the Salmon Recovery Plan (UCSRB 2007) based on recommendations by the Interior
Columbia Technical Recovery Team (ICTRT 2007).

Benefit Description

Very high Adding or protecting (in its entirety) a Major Spawning Area
High Adding or protecting (in its entirety) a Minor Spawning Area

Adding, enhancing, or protecting branches or re-capturing previously
unoccupied area (mz) to existing MaSA or MiSA that are "not well occupied".

Moderate This is an effort to broaden the distribution and strengthen the abundance in
spawning areas that have not been acting as strongholds.
Low Adding, enhancing, or protecting branches or area (m? to existing MaSA or

MiSA that are already strongholds.

Soatial structure and diversity.—Spatial structure and diversity were allotted fewer potential
points (15) because the status assessments indicated that spatial structure and habitat-related
diversity metrics were generally not limiting Upper Columbia populations from achieving low to
moderate viability risk ratings (UCSRB 2007; ICTRT 2007). Factors considered for determining
very high, high, moderate, or low benefit are focused on the Major and Minor Spawning Area
concept developed by the ICTRT (2007) and are described in Table D3.

Number of limiting factors addressed.—T his criterion was designed to assess whether a project is
focused on one or more primary limiting factors identified in the Recovery Plan. Up to 10 points
may be allotted for a project that addresses three or more primary limiting factors (Table D2).
Considerations for this criterion are also embedded within the abundance and productivity and
gpatial structure and diversity criteria; however, the RTT thought it was important to isolate this
criterion to help focus the efforts of project sponsors and ensure that projects are relating directly
back to limiting factors identified in previous planning documents.

Priority watershed.—This criterion provides points for projects based on its location and the
associated watershed category (as defined in the RTT Biological Strategy, see Appendix A of
this document). Up to 10 points may be allotted for this criterion (Table D2). If aproject area
falls outside the boundaries of where the RTT has designated watershed categories thenthe RTT
will determine the category based on the definitions provided in the Biological Strategy.
Considerations for this criterion are also embedded within the abundance and productivity and
gpatial structure and diversity criteria; however, the RTT thought it was important to isolate this
criterion to help focus the efforts of project sponsors.

Sequencing.—This criterion was developed to ensure that there are not other limiting factors that
should be addressed before those proposed by the project at hand. Full credit isgivento a
project that has zero limiting factors that should be addressed prior to implementation of the
project a hand (Table D2). This criterion is focused on the biological and ecological order of



operations for limiting factorsin a particular subwatershed. The RTT recognizes that there could
be social, economic, or feasibility considerations for implementing projects in a different order.
However, those considerations are outside the purview of the RTT.

Benefitsto Multiple Listed Species—This criterion assesses benefits to up to three listed species
(spring Chinook, steelhead, bull trout), providing up to 10 points for a project that will have
direct benefits for al three (Table D2.f). The range of points available within each number of
species allows for reviewers to provide more or less points depending on the extent to which
multiple life stages will benefit. For example, a project might benefit spawning and rearing for
one species but only a small amount of rearing for a second species. In that case, reviewers
might want to award fewer points than a project that would provide benefitsto all life stages of
both species.

Certainty of Success (restoration projects)

The certainty of success criteria were developed to rate the adequacy of the proposal and the
likelihood that the project, as proposed, will achieve its objectives. For restoration projects, the
criteriainclude a set of questions regarding the project design, permitting, and budget.

Project design.— Several questions were developed to cover the major areas of importance for
this category (Table D4.a). These questions are intended to evaluate the adequacy of the
proposal, the projects longevity, site and scale issues, and the reliability of the techniques used
for implementation.

Permitting.—A small proportion of points were allotted to the permitting question because of the
uncertainty in evaluating the likelihood of receiving a permit. This criterion is intended to
highlight potential permitting hurdles or project efficiencies for projects that already have
permitsin hand. Given the major role that permitting plays in implementing projects, the RTT
thought it was important to include some assessment of the permit status or “permitability” of a
particular project (Table D4.b).

Restoration costs—Sixteen points were alotted to the criterion for restoration costs and the sub-
guestions in Table D4.c are intended to address one of the two cost-related evaluation criteria. :

1) Arethe costs appropriate for the project that is being proposed?
We developed two questions for this criterion that allow us to focus on technical
aspects of the budget. The questions allow the RTT to point out discrepancies
between the project objectives and the budget. For example, alower score for
restoration cost sub-question 1 in Table D4.c would be likely if a culvert replacement
project did not have a culvert identified in the budget. Likewise, alower score for
sub-question two would be likely if ariparian restoration project was supposed to
plant 1,000 trees but only included salary line items for a project manager and an
engineer.

In our second cost-related evaluation, we ask the question: Are the potential ecological benefits
appropriately scaled with the costs? This question takes into account the contribution to
ecological benefits and the cost smultaneously. For example, two different culvert projects



might provide access to two streams with similar quantity and quality habitat so the biological
benefits are similar. Additionally, the project costs for each one might be appropriate for what is
needed at each site (i.e. fill, pipe size, road management, etc.) but the final costs could be vastly
different. The simpler, low cost project would have obvious cost effectiveness advantages. As
previously described at the beginning of this appendix, the RTT will provide information on cost
effectiveness outside our formal scoring system used by individual reviewers.

The RTT will address this second question through our comments/ notes as well as by providing
graphs and tabular summaries of cost effectiveness. Dueto the difficulty of comparing across
project types that use different metrics, our evaluation will be based on the average Biological
Benefit score from the review group and the total cost of the project. Additional analysis may
take into account the range of scores and the range of costs to account for the fact that the
scoring system has an upper limit for biological benefit but proposal costs do not.

Table D4. Certainty of success criteria developed by the Upper Columbia Regional Technical
Team for rating habitat restoration projects.

Criteria Sub-question Score
Doesthe proposal provide adequate information?  0-8
Isit aproven technique, or if innovative, does it appear it

Project will work? 0-7
Design Isthe project properly sited and scaled? 0-7
What is the likelihood that the projects structural integrity 0-8

will be maintained over the appropriate timeframe?
Project Design Subtotal = 30

Isit already permitted? 4
" Arepermitsinprocess? 3
b. Permitting Doesit appear that permits could be obtained? 2
It does not appear that permits could be obtained. 0

4

Permitting Subtotal =

Are all necessary materials included in the budget? Are
relevant items missing or not adequately estimated or  0-8
Restoration described?
Costs Are all items in the budget relevant to biological benefits,
necessary for this project to be successful, and/or  0-8
appropriate for the objectives of the proposal ?
Restoration Costs Subtotal = 16

C.

Total for Restoration Certainty of Success= 50




Project Monitoring

Implementation and Level 1 effectiveness monitoring are important components of the RTT
certainty of success category; however, certain funding sources have decided not to fund project
monitoring. Therefore, the implementation and effectiveness monitoring questions are not
included in the certainty of success category and will be assessed separately, if a project sponsor
has a monitoring plan that can be implemented from a different funding source.

I mplementation monitoring.—Implementation monitoring simply provides proof that the action
was carried out as planned. An adequate implementation-monitoring plan should include photo
points with position descriptions. Position descriptions should include both a physical
description (i.e. 200 ft SW of County Rd 4, next to the old barn) as well as GPS coordinates (in
case the old barn burns down). These photo points and position descriptions are important in
case someone wants to go back and evaluate the effectiveness or longevity of the project.

Additional written documentation should accompany the photo points and outline how well and
when the objectives were met. Thisis as simple as including the date of project completion and
the quantity of each objective that was completed. See Hillman (2005) for examples of
objectives for each project type.

Level 1 effectiveness monitoring.—Level 1 effectiveness monitoring is needed to demonstrate
that the restoration action has at least affected the environmental parameters that were the target
of restoration (Hillman 2005). Level 1 effectiveness monitoring primarily relies on photographs,
counts, and presence/absence surveys (Hillman 2005) conducted at set intervals (seasonally,
annually, bi-annually). Level 1 effectiveness monitoring seeks to answer questions such as:

1) What wasthe survival of trees planted in ariparian project?

2) Istherestoration structure (i.e. fence, rock weir, culvert, etc.) sill in place?

3) Istherestoration target (i.e. pools, wood, spawning gravel, sidechannel connection, etc.)
still there after multiple high water events?

4) Aretheterms of the easement being upheld through time?

5) Will target fish species/ lifestage be present in the sidechannel ?

6) Additional examples are provided in Hillman (2005).

To determine the adequacy of a project’s level 1 effectiveness monitoring plan, the RTT will
consider seven sequential steps (Table D5).

Level 2 and Level 3 effectiveness monitoring.—Level 2 and Level 3 effectiveness monitoring are
more intensive and seek to determine effects and statistically significant changes to
environmental and biological parameters at larger spatial scales (Hillman 2005). The RTT
believes that Level 2 and 3 effectiveness monitoring are extremely important and should be
carried out on select projects and sub-watersheds in each of the Upper Columbia Subbasins. The
RTT does not believe that every project sponsor who wants to implement a restoration or
protection project should or could successfully implement level 2 and 3 effectiveness
monitoring. Level 2 and Level 3 effectiveness monitoring are generally beyond the scope and



purview of most project sponsors. These levels of effectiveness monitoring require a much
higher degree of monitoring expertise, in depth planning, experimental design, statistical design,
data management, data analysis, and reporting. If a project sponsor wantsto implement level 2
or 3 effectiveness monitoring then they should probably apply for it as a separate project in the
assessment category.

Table D5. Steps for setting up a monitoring plan adapted from Roni (2005) that are appropriate
for Level 1 effectiveness monitoring as defined by Hillman (2005).

Define goals and objectives

Define key questions and/or hypotheses
Select appropriate monitoring design

Select monitoring parameters

| dentify number of sites and years to monitor
Determine sampling scheme

Appropriate reporting

NOo Ok~ wbdE

Protection Projects
Biological Benefit

Abundance and productivity.—T he same point allotment and decision support matrix was used
for protection projects as restoration projects for abundance and productivity (Table D2.a).
However, the RTT has adopted the over-arching strategy that protecting functional habitat isthe
highest priority (NRC 1996; Roni et al. 2002); therefore, protection projects are more likely to
scorein the “high” category for this criterion.

Soatial structure and diversity.—The same point allotment and decision support matrix was used
for protection projects as restoration projects for spatial structure and diversity (Table D2.b).

Priority watershed.—A relatively large proportion of points was allotted to the priority
watershed criteria for a protection project to ensure that protection efforts were focused in areas
were the greatest benefits would accrue (i.e. category 1 and 2 watersheds) (Table D6).

Connectivity to other protected areas.— This criterion was designed to give protection projects
credit when they are adjacent to or associated with other protected areas. Thiswill promote
creating habitat srong holds with the assumption that large blocks of continuous functional
habitat will be more effective and provide more biological benefit than a patchwork approach.
Additionally, points can be awarded if there is a demonstrated link between the protection
property and some needed restoration projects, such as floodplain connectivity or riparian
restoration.



Table D6. Project rating criteria and scoring system developed by the Upper Columbia Regional

Technical Team for rating habitat protection projects.

Project Name:

Comment summary:

Project |D#
Project Type:  Protection
Biological Benefit Score Notes
Does the acquisition or easement protect or - .
enhance a benefit to V SP abundance and/or 35 See decision Support matrix (Table D2.8) for
productivity guidance on scoring.
Doesthe vaUiSit.i on or easement protect or See decision support matrix (Table D2.b) for
enhance a benefit to VSP spatia structure 15 id : '
andlor diversity guidance on scoring.
Isthis apriority watershed for the 35 Category 1=35 points; C2=25 points C3=15;
populations? C4=10 paints; C5=5 paints.
I's this acqui sition/easement associated with
other protected areas (habitat strong holds) or 15 0=no; 1-14= partid; 15 =yes
(if needed) restoration projects?
Subtotal for biological benefit = 100
Certainty of Success Score Notes
. . yes=10; no=0 or (1-9 ptspossible
Isthereas ggulr?t;]etr Ic;fn(éocr’\nerletrrgmt from the 10 depending on level of landowner interactions
' described in the proposal.
yes=10; no=0; (or 1-9 ptspossibleif
Has an appraisa been completed? 10 land-cost comparisons were provided in the
proposal).
Do management actions associated with this Proposal needs to describe the parameters of
acquisition/easement promote fish habitat 14 the easement; |.e what can and cannot be
conservation? done on theland?
. See decision support matrix (Table D4.c) for
Protection Costs 16 guidance on scoring.
Subtotal for Certainty of Success = 50
Total Score= 150
. . o . If yes, the RTT will describe the adequacy.
Wasimpl emente:tr;gn :29;,:3 ing included in Y /N See the Project Monitoring section of
project: Appendix D
Was Level 1 effectiveness monitoring Y /N If yes, the RTT will describe the adequacy.
included in the project ? See Table D5.
The project sponsor does not necessarily
Will the project beincluded as part of alarger need to know this. The RTT will determine
scale Level 2 or 3 effectiveness monitoring Y/N this or determineif the project would be a

program?

good candidate for the higher level of
monitoring.




Certainty of Success (protection projects)

There are four criteria for certainty of success for protection projects (Table D6).

These criteria cover commitments from the landowners, completed appraisals, the terms and
conditions of the protection effort, and protection costs. For the terms and conditions of the
protection action, it is particularly important for project sponsors to describe the types and extent
of activities (# of homesites before and after, logging, grazing, road building restrictions, etc.)
that can or cannot occur on the land and in the stream after the protection action is in place.
There should be some site-specific nuances that are articulated in the proposal along with a list of
general terms or examples from previous easements.

For protection project costs, we use the same questions and point system as was described for
restoration projects (Table D4.c), with the following adjustments/ considerations.

1) Areall necessary transaction costs included in the budget? This includes appraisals,
outreach, legal review, etc.

2) Areall itemsin the budget relevant to biological benefits? For example, the inclusion of
upland areas that increase the cost of the protection action but do not add to the protection
benefits of the riparian/aquatic area or anthropogenic structuresthat increase the price of
the acquisition / easement without adding protection benefits.

Assessment Projects
Biological Benefit

Abundance and productivity.— Thirty five points were available for assessment projects that
would lead to a better understanding of limiting factorsto abundance and/or productivity or
contribute to a status evaluation for abundance and/or productivity (Tables D7 and D8a).

Soatial structure and diversity.— Thirty five points were available for assessment projects that
would lead to a better understanding of limiting factorsto spatial structure and Diversity or
contribute to a status evaluation for spatial structure and diversity (Tables D7 and D8b).

Scale of applicability.—This criterion was designed to evaluate how broadly or narrowly the
assessment results might be applied. More points will be given to projects that provide valuable
information across multiple spatial scales (Tables D7 and D8c)

Use of information.—This criterion was used to evaluate several aspects related to the usefulness
of the information collected during the assessment. There were two main subcategories that
were considered for this criterion:
1) Create information

a) Isthe question answerable?

-i.e. Does the technology exist to answer the question?
b) Are there foreseeable management actions that could be done to use the information?
¢) Will filling the data gap improve a fundamental scientific understanding?



2) Formulate policy
a) Hasthe information specifically been requested by management and/or policy makers?

Certainty of Success (Assessment Projects)

Assessment. — Proposals need to address the 7 steps for setting up a monitoring plan as outlined
in Table D5. Additionally, standard protocols or methods should be used to ensure data quality,
repeatability, and statistical comparisons. Or, if new and innovative protocols/methods are
implemented sufficient explanation and justification needs to be outlined in the proposal so that
the RTT can objectively evaluate the likelihood that it will be successful.

Permitting.—See permitting discussion and point allotments described in the restoration project
section and in Table D4.b.

Assessment costs.—For assessment project costs, we use the same questions and point system as
was described for restoration projects (Table D4.c).

Data management and reporting.—This criteria was designed to highlight the importance of data
management and reporting that is particularly relevant to assessment projects. Project sponsors
need to be particularly cognizant of multiple levels of data management and dissemination
including local, regional, and perhaps statewide or Columbia Basin wide.



Table D7. Project rating criteria and scoring system developed by the Upper Columbia Regional
Technical Team for rating assessment projects.

Project Name: Comment summary:
Project |D#
Project Type: Assessment
Biological Benefit Score Notes
Benefit to VSP Abundance and/or Productivity 35 | SeeTable D8a. for guidance on
scoring.
Benefit to VSP Spatia Structure and/or Diversity 35 ie;;zble D8b. for guidance on
Scale of Applicability 10 See Tabl e D8c. for guidance on
scoring.
: See Table D8d. for guidance on
Use of Information 20 Scoring.
Subtotal for biological benefit = 100
Certainty of Success Score Notes
I's the assessment design adequate to achieve the stated 26 See Table D9 for guidance on
objectives? scoring.
Permitting 4 See Tabl e D9 for guidance on
scoring.
Does the cost estimate reflect all expected tasks? 16 ie;;zble D9 for guidance on
I's there an avenue described to disseminate information 4 See Table D9 for guidance on
to interested parties once the assessment is completed? scoring.
Subtotal for Certainty of Success= 50
Grand Total 150




Table D8. Project proposal evaluation criteria developed by the Upper Columbia Regional
Technical Team for rating assessment projects for biological benefit.

Criteria Description Benefit Score
Benefit to V'SP Does the assessment contribute to High 251035
i knowledge of abundance and/or Moderate  15t024
a Abundance and/or -2
Productivity p_roduct|V|ty? Or CO.UId the assessment Low ltol14
directly result in action that will increase
abundance and/or productivity? None 0

High 251035

Doesth i
oes the assessment contribute to Moderate 1510 24

Benefit to V'SP, Spatial |yl edge of spatial structure and/or

b Structure and/or

Diversit diversity? Or could the assessment directly Low 1to 14
y result in action that will increase spatial
structure and/or diversity? None 0
Local 2
Sub-basin

c Scale of Applicability  Local, Population, ESU (Population) 5

Regiona (ESU) 10

Is the question answerable (i.e. does the
technology exist)? Arethere foreseeable
management actions that may use the
information? Will filling the data gap
improve a fundamental scientific Moderate 61013
understanding? Has the information

specifically been requested by management

and/or policy makers? Low Oto5

High 1410 20

d Use of Information




Table D9. Certainty of success criteria developed by the Upper Columbia Regional Technical
Team for rating assessment proposals.

Criteria Sub-question Score
Does the proposal provide adequate information? (objectives,
methods, etc) 0-7
Assessment Is _the _study design and analysis sufficient to meet the stated

a Details objectives? 0-7
I's the assessment properly sited and scaled? 0-6
Isit aproven technique, or if innovative doesit appear it will work? 0-6
Assessment Design Subtotal 26
Isit dready permitted? 4

o Are permitsin process? 3
. Permitt . .

b miting Doesit appear that permits could be obtained? 2
It does not appear that permits could be obtained 0
Assessment Permitting Subtotal 4
Areall necessary materialsincluded in the budget? Are rdevant items
missing or not adequately estimated or described? 0-8
Areall itemsin the budget rd evant to biological benefits, necessary

C. Costs for this project to be successful, and/or appropriate for the objectives
of the proposal ? 0-8
Assessment Costs Subtotal 16

Isthere an avenue identified to disseminate information to pertinent
parties? (i.e. agency report, peer reviewed journal, etc plus data 4
management procedures described including QAQC and public
Dissemination of ~ 2CCESS).
Information

Partial credit based on adequacy of proposal to describe how the 13
information will be summarized, shared, and made available.

No means of disseminating information is described.
Dissemination of Information Subtotal 4

Total for Assessment Certainty of Success = 50




Project Design Proposals

These projects are generally the first part of a phased approach that first seeks to determine the
right restoration prescription for a specific site and develop the engineering design plans for the
chosen alternative.

Biological Benefit

Abundance and productivity.— The same point allotment and decision support matrix was used
for project design projects as restoration projects for the abundance and productivity criteria
(TablesD10 and D2.a). The RTT will evaluate the potential benefits to abundance and
productivity for the likely project that will result from the design. In some cases, the exact
project alternative will not be known and the RTT will have to make and document their
assumptions in the project review narrative.

Soatial structure and diversity.—The same point allotment and decision support matrix was used
for project design projects as restoration projects for the spatial structure and diversity criteria
(TablesD10 and D2.b). The RTT will evaluate the potential benefits to spatial structure and
diversity for the likely project that will result from the design. In some cases, the exact project
alternative will not be known and the RTT will have to make and document their assumptions in
the project review narrative.

Number of limiting factors addressed.—T he same point alotment and rational will be used for
this criterion as was described for restoration project proposals. The RTT will evaluate the
potential number and importance of limiting factors addressed for the likely project that will
result from the design. In some cases, the exact project alternative will not be known and the
RTT will have to make and document their assumptions in the project review narrative.

Priority watershed.— The same point allotment and rational will be used for this criterion as was
described for restoration project proposals.

Sequencing.— The same point alotment and rational will be used for this criterion as was
described for restoration project proposals. In most cases, project designs should follow an
assessment and be consistent with a restoration strategy that aims to restore natural processes
within areach context.

Future Check-ins—Are there milestones for future check-ins with the RTT asthe design
progresses?® This criterion was developed to provide additional points for project sponsors that
intend to solicit feedback as the design develops. We believe this will increase the probability
that the chosen alternative achieves the intended biological benefit and that Phase 2 (project
implementation) will be more successful.

® Future check-ins would involve scheduling time with the RTT after the proposal is accepted and the project
planning / design isunderway. Generally, these check-inswould need to occur between November and May and the
timing, format, content, and details would need to be worked out between the RTT and the project sponsor.



Table D10. Project rating criteria and scoring system developed by the Upper Columbia
Regional Technical Team for rating project design or feasibility proposals.

Project Name:

Project |ID#

Project Type: Project Design

Comment summary:

Biological Benefit

Score

Notes

Isthisdesign likely to lead to a project that will benefit

See decision support matrix (Table

abundance and/or productivity? 35 D2.a) for guidance on scoring.
Isthis design likely to lead to a project that will benefit spatial 15 See decision support matrix (Table
structure and/or diversity. D2.b) for guidance on scoring.
Isthisdesign likdly to lead to a project that addresses limiting 10 See decision support matrix (Table
factorsidentified in the Recovery Plan or Biological Strategy? D2.c) for guidance on scoring.
Isthisapriority watershed (or major spawning area) for the 10 See decision support matrix (Table
target populations? D2.d)
Isthis design out of sequence with an assessment or isthe - .
design likely to lead to a project that is dependent on other 20 gezegei%? OSi a&;ﬁggrctmm;tcr)lr?(n(Tabl €
limiting factors being addressed first (sequencing)? € 1org 9
Arethere milestones for future check-inswith the RTT asthe 300./0 deid gn= .3 pgi nts; 30 & 600_/0
: 10 design =6 poaints; 30, 60, 90% = 10
design progresses? )
points
Subtotal for biological benefit = 100
Certainty of Success Score Notes
Is the design/feasibility proposal adequate to achieve the stated 20 See decision support matrix (Table
objectives? D11) for guidance on scoring.
Will the design/feasibility study produce a product that will be 12 See decision support matrix (Table
implemented in the next phase (Design or Study Level)? D12) for guidance on scoring.
Does the cost estimate reflect all expected tasks 16 See decis On support matrix (Teble
D4.c) for guidance on scoring.
Subtotal for Certainty of Success= 50
Grand Total 150




Certainty of Success (Project Design Proposals)

Isthe design/feasibility proposal adequate to achieve the stated objectives? — A set of sub-
guestionswas developed to cover the major areas of importance for this category (Table D11).

Will the design/feasibility study produce a product that will be implemented in the next phase.—
Points were allotted to three questions related to how close to a finished product (project ready
for implementation) will be obtained (Table D12). Will there be a preferred alternative chosen?
Will the design be completed to obtain permits? Will the design be final with permits in-hand
and ready for construction?

Project costs.— Sixteen points were allotted to the criterion for project design costs and the sub-
guestions are consistent with those outlined in Table D4.c.

Table D11. Certainty of success criteria developed by the Upper Columbia Regional Technical
Team for rating Project Design and Feasibility proposals.

Criteria Sub-question Score
Isit aproven technique, or if innovative, doesit appear it  0-6
. will work?
Project
design Isthe project properly sited and scaled? 0-8

What is the likelihood that the projects structural integrity ~ _g
will be maintained over the appropriate timeframe?

Project Design Subtotal = 22

Table D12. Certainty of success criteria developed by the Upper Columbia Regional Technical
Team for rating Project Design and Feasibility Studies.

Criteria Level Sub-question Score Notes
Design .
| Will there be a preferred Yes= 4; no=
Level _ . :
(Planning) alternative chosen? 4 0; partial= 1-3
I Will the design be
completed to obtain Yes=4; no=
(Permitting) permits? 4 0; partial= 1-3
[l Will the design be final
with permits in-hand and Yes=4; no=
(Design) ready for construction? 4 0; partial= 1-3




Total Score Possible 12
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ATTACHMENT D

Upper Columbia Joint Citizen Committee
10" Round 2009
SRFB Project Proposal Ranking Criteria
Total maximum score is 150 points

Criteria 1: Benefitsto Fish (30 points)

How did the RTT rate this project?
Doesthe project address documented habitat limiting factors as outlined in the Draft
Upper Columbia Salmon Recovery Plan, Biological Strategy or local Watershed Plan?

Isthe project consistent with the Recovery Plan Implementation Strategy?
Criteria 2: Certainty of Success (30 points)

Isthe project/assessment based on proven scientific methods that will meet objectives?
Arethere any obstacles that could delay the implementation of this project or study
(permitting and or design)?

Who has the responsibility to manage and maintain the project? What is the responsibility
of current or future landowners?

Has the sponsor successfully implemented projects in the past?

Criteria 3: Project Longevity (30 points)
Are the benefits associated with the project in perpetuity?
Will the project last only a few years?
Isthere a high risk of failure associated with this project?

Criteria4: Project Size (20 points)

How much habitat is being protected or gained? Are threats imminent?
Isthe scale of the proposed action appropriate?

Criteria 5: Community Support (20 points)
Doesthe project build community support for salmon recovery efforts?
Has the project sponsor secured landowner participation or acceptance?
Isthere any community outreach planned during and/or after implementation?

Criteria 6: Economics (20 points)

How does the project provide a negative or positive impact to the local economy?
Doesthe project represent an opportunity for economic benefit?



