
The WA State Recreation and Conservation Office (RCO), the contracting agency for SRFB grants, made 
substantial changes for the 2020 grant round based on results from the Salmon Recovery Funding 
Board’s LEAN Study. Staff also developed a list of changes to ensure alignment with statewide grant 
round changes, and to address  feedback and suggestions from the TAC and project sponsors relating to 
grant round efficiencies, transparency, and ease of participation.  The TAC met in October to review all 
the revisions to the 2020 grant round manual, and their input is reflected in the current version.  Major 
proposed changes to the manual for 2020 are summarized below, along with references to relevant 
manual pages.  
 
• Supported Grant Programs: The Cowlitz Restoration and Recovery (CRR) grant program is not 

included in the updated manual. Staff is recommending this revision because of unilateral changes 
to the review process made by Tacoma Power in 2019, which substantively reduced the CRR review 
committee’s (and hence LCFRB’s) decision making role in project review.  These changes occurred 
after we approved and published our 2019 grants manual detailing the review process. Staff will 
instead support the CRR grant program by providing application and review materials to Tacoma 
Power’s Fisheries Technical Committee (FTC), and by participating as an advisor to the FTC because 
we are not a voting member. Staff will be presenting a formal request to the Board in a future 
meeting regarding discontinuing our associated contract with Tacoma Power.  

• Online Application Submittal (see page 26, 28, page 31, page 33): Application submittal will not 
take place in SalmonPORT like it did in previous years. Instead, applicants will fill out a spreadsheet 
so that LCFRB staff can start a Salmon Recovery Portal (formally Habitat Work Schedule) application 
to generate a PRISM application. All submitted application components will then be in PRISM. Staff 
will no longer be checking applications for completeness or errors, but instead will rely on the PRISM 
submittal process to catch any problems. Staff will provide TAC members and applicants links to all 
submitted PRISM applications for the Lead Entity. This change should reduce application preparation 
and review time during the grant round, and duplication of effort on behalf of sponsors.  

• Calendar (see Table 2, page 6): The grant round will open sooner (November), with applications due 
in February and site visits in mid-March. This is to align with the statewide calendar changes. The 
proposed calendar is shown below in Table 1.  

• Application Submittal (see page 28, Table 6 on page 33): RCO policy now requires a complete 
application submittal prior to site visits. Application changes can only occur if revisions are 
requested by the RCO Grant Manager, SRFB Review Panel members, or the Lead Entity.  

• Pre-Proposal Meetings (see page 28): Pre-proposal meetings are now voluntary for applicants, with 
no material submission required to meet.  This is to provide applicants more flexibility with the 
earlier grant round start date.  

• Lead Entity Feedback (see page 30): Formally called “comment matrices”, staff will work with TAC 
members to draft Lead Entity Feedback during site visit wrap-up meetings. If fatal flaws are 
identified by TAC members at this stage, they should be shared. Draft Lead Entity Feedback will be 
provided to the SRFB Review Panel so that they can get an idea of Lead Entity perspectives on 
proposals before they submit their own comments in early April. Lead Entity Feedback will then be 
finalized at the TAC Application Review Meeting after TAC members have another opportunity to 
discuss proposals with applicants and staff, and review SRFB Review Panel initial feedback and 
project status determinations (Conditioned, Needs More Information, Project of Concern, Cleared). 
Finalized Lead Entity Feedback will be submitted by LCFRB staff in PRISM for applicants to respond 
to. Feedback will focus on overall strengths and weaknesses of proposals, and any suggested 
revisions, rather than a series of pros, cons, and comments. This process change will support 
improved communication between the Lead Entity and SRFB Review Panel, and streamline Lead 
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Entity Feedback so that applicants can focus on specific requested revisions rather than questions 
that can be addressed through site visit or TAC meeting discussions.  

• TAC Application Review Meeting (see pages 30): Applicants will not present at this meeting but are 
encouraged to attend in case TAC members have questions about their proposals. This meeting will 
focus on finalizing Lead Entity Feedback, making recommendations on any submitted special 
consideration requests, and identifying any fatal flaws that were not identified at site visits.  
Changing the structure of this meeting should support more focused discussion on how proposals 
may be scored by TAC members later in the summer, but still provide an opportunity for the TAC 
and applicants to discuss any outstanding issues from site visits.  This will require applicants to have 
strong written applications and site visit presentations because of the reduced presentation time 
during the grant round. 

• Project Scoring (see Evaluation Criteria Section, page 34 – 41 and Tables 12 – 14 on pages 42 - 44): 
Historically, staff provided the TAC with draft Benefits to Fish scores for their consideration, while 
the TAC conducted all scoring for Certainty of Success and Cost.  TAC members will now score 
proposals across all three evaluation categories this year: Benefits to Fish, Certainty of Success, and 
Cost. Evaluation questions are updated so that individual questions have score ranges, with 
thresholds defined for what qualifies as a high, medium, and low score. Low scores for any question 
indicate a potential fatal flaw. TAC scores will be averaged for each scoring question to calculate a 
total project score. In addition to scores, TAC members will submit rationales for each scoring 
category (BTF, COS, and Cost). A draft ranked list will be developed by staff that ranks proposals 
from highest score to lowest score, as well as a master list of TAC scoring rationales. The process of 
ranking the overall project list by “rating groups” has been eliminated.  If a proposal has a low 
average TAC score for any evaluation question, this proposal has a fatal flaw and may not be funded. 
In addition to collecting and summarizing TAC scores in advance of the TAC Project Ranking Meeting, 
staff will provide supporting information for TAC to consider in their scoring, with an emphasis on 
information to support Benefits to Fish scores. Scoring will only happen at the end of the grant 
round.  This revised process will reduce staff direct involvement in application review, providing 
more opportunity for staff to sponsor or co-sponsor applications. This will also provide more 
flexibility in how applications are scored and rank, especially for the Benefits to Fish evaluation 
category, but still within the framework of regional recovery priorities, and in a manner that still 
relies upon the technical foundation of the recovery plan.   

• TAC Recommended Ranked List (see pages 31 - 32): TAC members should still try to achieve 
consensus on a recommended ranked list. However, if consensus does not happen, staff will 
summarize results and make their recommendations to the Board. This is to support TAC member 
discussion, even if it is about disagreements in a recommended ranked list.  

• Project Appeals (see page 19): There is no formal process for applicants to file an appeal on how 
their proposal was scored and ranked. Instead, applicants should submit comments or provide them 
in person at the LCFRB meeting where the Board, which has full authority to approve a ranked list. 
There is already a public comment period established within both the TAC and Board processes, and 
that provides an opportunity for sponsors to present concerns or requests relating to how a project 
was ranked or scored.    

• Project List Remands: The Board will not have the option of remanding a ranked list back to the TAC 
to consider. Instead, the Board will need to make a decision at their meeting. This is to support TAC 
member review by not asking members to change their recommendations, but instead rely on the 
Board to revise TAC changes if they can provide supporting rationale, in accordance with their 
existing authority to develop the final ranked list.   



• Amendment Request Process (see page 34): Time-extension amendments will not be submitted 
through the LCFRB anymore.  The LCFRB will rely on PRISM reporting to track any time extensions. 
Time lines are now included for other amendment request types. This is to help sponsors plan 
appropriately, and with more certainty.  
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