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May 15, 2014 
 
TO: Conservation Commission Members 
 Mark Clark, Executive Director 
 
FROM: Carol Smith, CREP Program Manager   
 
SUBJECT: FY 2015 CREP Technical Assistance Allocation to Districts 

 
 
Summary: CREP technical assistance is provided to eligible CREP districts to pay for district staff 
time, travel, training, and equipment for activities that are directly related to implementing riparian 
restoration under CREP.  The attached table shows the amounts requested by each district to carry 
out their CREP functions.  Staff concurs with these amounts and recommends approval.   
 
 
Action Requested: Approval of staff-recommended distribution of CREP TA funds 
 
 
Staff Contact:  Carol Smith, Ph. D., 360-407-7105, casm461@ecy.wa.gov. 
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Description:  
Staff recommends the following distribution of technical assistance funds: 
 

 
FY 15 Recommended CREP 

District Technical Assistance 
Asotin 70,000 
Central Klickitat Rolling Over Previous Funding  
Clallam 54,000 
Clark 0 
Columbia 12,000 
Jefferson 85,000 
King 68,000 
Kitsap 0 
Kittitas Rolling Over Previous Funding 
Lewis 90,000 
Mason 28,000 
Okanogan 9,800 
Pacific 55,000 
Palouse 1,000 
Palouse Rock Lake 1,000 
Pomeroy 120,000 
Skagit 150,000 
Snohomish 80,000 
South Yakima Rolling Over Previous Funding 
Thurston Rolling Over Previous Funding 
Wahkiakum 22,000 
Walla Walla 103,296 
Whatcom 338,000 
Whitman 1,000 
Total 1,288,096 

 
 
 
 
 



March 24, 2014

Mark Clark & Jim Peters
Washington State Conservation Commission
PO Box 47721
Olympia, WA 98504-7721

Dear Mark and Jim,

Thank you again for the gracious invitation to speak to your board of directors about the Washington 
Grown project. As we mentioned in our presentation, we have many more ideas that we hope to launch 
as we gain additional funding partners. Everyone agrees that this idea is bigger than any one 
organization, and it will take a joint effort to truly educate the hearts and minds of our public about 
farming, ranching and the importance of conservation.

As we mentioned, this project is led and administered by the broad and flexible coalition called 
Washington Farmers & Ranchers (WFR). It is a group of creative-thinking farmers and ranchers from 
the potato and wheat industry. Members also include Washington’s Friends of Farms and Forests and the 
Washington Cattlemen Association.

Also, it is a reality that if we do not gain additional funding partners, such as the Washington State 
Conservation Commission, this effort will eventually cease to exist. The wheat and potato industries 
have made a multi-year commitment to fund the program’s start-up activities, but eventually that seed 
money will run out. We would love to have your organization sitting at the table with us, and we 
encourage both your ideas and financial participation. We are asking that the Washington State 
Conservation Commission join the Washington Farmers and Ranchers at a full-voting membership level 
of $200,000 annually. If you have any questions, or would like to see the current MOU that WFR uses 
with its members, don’t hesitate to email or call us. 

Again, thank you for the opportunity to share this vision with your members, and we look forward to 
working with you!

Best wishes always,

Ryan Holterhoff	
 	
 	
 	
 	
 Kara Rowe
Director of Marketing & Industry Affairs	
 	
 Director of Affairs & Outreach
Washington Potato Commission	
 	
 	
 Washington Association of Wheat Growers
rholterhoff@potatoes.com	
 	
 	
 	
 kararowe@wawg.org 

mailto:rholterhoff@potatoes.com
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 DISTRICT Category 2
Authorized 
Category 1 

Funds

FY14 TOTAL 
Implementation 

Funding

Difference 
between 
FY13 & 
FY14

DISTRICT Proposed FY15

 Adams 72,229 25,000 97,229 Adams 97,229$            
 Asotin 59,866 25,000 84,866 Asotin 84,866$            
 Benton 54,625 25,000 79,625 28.11% Benton 79,625$            
 C Klick 53,533 12,500 66,033 -7.88% C Klick 71,236$            
 Cascadia 65,274 25,000 90,274 Cascadia 90,274$            
 Clallam 102,156 25,000 127,156 Clallam 127,156$          
 Clark 54,625 25,000 79,625 28.11% Clark 79,625$            
 Columbia 54,625 25,000 79,625 14.34% Columbia 79,625$            
 Cowlitz 61,326 25,000 86,326 Cowlitz 86,326$            
 E Klick 5000 54,163 12,500 66,663 -12.47% E Klick 69,352$            
 Ferry 54,625 25,000 79,625 12.25% Ferry 79,625$            
 Foster Creek 54,625 12,500 67,125 8.94% Foster Creek 67,125$            
 Franklin 54,625 25,000 79,625 17.31% Franklin 79,625$            
 Grays Harbor 54,625 25,000 79,625 6.33% Grays Harbor 79,625$            
 Grant 154,825 25,000 192,325 Grant 192,325$          
 Jefferson 54,625 25,000 79,625 4.88% Jefferson 79,625$            
 King 102,048 25,000 127,048 King 127,048$          
 Kitsap 54,625 25,000 79,625 9.13% Kitsap 79,625$            
 Kittitas 54,625 25,000 79,625 28.11% Kittitas 79,625$            
 Lewis 54,625 25,000 79,625 28.11% Lewis 79,625$            
 Lincoln 54,625 25,000 79,625 28.20% Lincoln 79,625$            
 Mason 70,484 25,000 95,484 Mason 95,484$            
 No Yakima 9750 81,976 12,500 94,476 -12.86% No Yakima 95,622$            
 Okanogan 63,923 25,000 88,923 Okanogan 88,923$            
 Pacific 52,440 25,000 77,440 24.55% Pacific 77,440$            
 Pal Rock Lk 54,625 6,250 60,875 -0.74% Pal Rock Lk 61,325$            
 Palouse 8900 71,470 6,250 77,720 -21.41% Palouse 83,554$            
 Pend Oreille 54,625 25,000 79,625 28.11% Pend Oreille 79,625$            
 Pierce 101,450 25,000 126,450 Pierce 126,450$          
 Pine Creek 54,625 6,250 60,875 -0.07% Pine Creek 60,918$            
 Pomeroy 48,070 25,000 73,070 17.42% Pomeroy 73,070$            
 San Juan 54,597 25,000 79,597 4.43% San Juan 79,597$            
 Skagit 103,893 25,000 128,893 Skagit 128,893$          
 Snohomish 69,026 25,000 94,026 Snohomish 94,026$            
 So Douglas 52,440 12,500 64,940 79.10% So Douglas 64,940$            
 So Yakima 54,625 12,500 67,125 4.55% So Yakima 67,125$            
 Spokane 54,625 25,000 79,625 232.50% Spokane 79,625$            
 Stevens 54,625 25,000 79,625 28.11% Stevens 79,625$            
 Thurston 54,625 25,000 79,625 9.13% Thurston 79,625$            
 Underwood 54,625 25,000 79,625 28.13% Underwood 79,625$            
 Wahkiakum 60,313 25,000 85,313 Wahkiakum 85,313$            
 Walla Walla 54,625 25,000 79,625 28.05% Walla Walla 79,625$            
 Whatcom 89,060 25,000 114,060 Whatcom 114,060$          
 Whid Island 61,092 25,000 86,092 Whid Island 86,092$            
 Whitman 54,625 6,250 60,875 -1.73% Whitman 61,928$            

2,907,404 975,000 3,894,904 $3,911,322

FY14 Allocations & Proposed FY15 Allocations
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May 15, 2014 

 
TO: Conservation Commission Members 
  
FROM: Mark Clark, Executive Director 
   
SUBJECT: All Districts 2015-2017 Budget Meeting 

 

Below is an outline of the overall budget process that was developed at the all-districts 
meeting in Ellensburg on April 23 & 24, 2014.  I appreciate the partnership with WACD 
and WADE to help us work this process. At the May Commission meeting, Ray and 
Debbie will further describe the process for the operating budget. Ron and Mark will 
describe the processes around the capital budget. We believe the overall process 
supports the Commission’s intent for budget development, as well as being consistent 
with the resolutions brought forth by WACD. This will help us provide a good workable 
budget development process and allocation system for the next biennium.  

• Overall Goals - Set a fundamental budget process change whereby: 
1. The proposed budget is prepared in a manner that improves our ability to 

advocate for specific funding needs to support the full book of business of 
conservation districts and for the Commission agency. 
 

2. Better front-end budget development definition and prioritization to provide 
districts and the Commission with more certainty as to how a legislatively-passed 
budget is to be allocated. 
 

3. Recognize that increased funding for districts can be achieved through 
partnerships with other agencies. 

 
• Operating Budget Goals 

1. Better explanation of what operating funds are used for. 
2. More secure and stable operating fund pool for districts, providing growth 

opportunities within the operating budget based on compelling, collective district 
services needs to meet customer demands and issues. 
 

• Capital Budget Goals 
1. Better designed capital projects by districts, meeting a minimum set of criteria 

(e.g., targeting, participation, partnerships, and issues) for prioritizing projects. 
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2. Identify project funding opportunities by pooling individual projects into “buckets” 
for marketing/advocacy purposes, and defining our own book of business for 
funding purposes. 
 

3. Establish a ranking process for projects within their identified “buckets” to aid in 
showing what work is being targeted, and achieving growth potential within the 
capital budget. 
 

4. Identify “bucket(s)” that can be supported in other agency budgets through 
cooperative agency agreements; such as irrigation efficiencies, Firewise, 
stormwater and others. 
 

Through the WACD budget resolutions and the consensus of the April 23 all-districts 
meeting in Ellensburg, conservation districts have described how they would like to 
change the budget development and allocation process as follows:  

• Operating Budget 
 
1. Sustain Maintenance Level funding.  Identify and describe categories of use for 

the operating budget within maintenance level and prepare sound advocacy for 
these infrastructure funding needs (districts and Commission).  The operating 
budget should start with the 2015 maintenance level.  Note – Maintenance level 
will be defined by OFM, and may possibly be flat or a reduced amount for 2015.   
 

2. Provide an opportunity to identify funding needs.  Prepare justification for growth 
within the operating budget based on a compilation of district-prepared requests 
for increased funding for specific local district capacity needs associated with 
specific natural resource issues.  This approach may take the form of including in 
the budget request one or more subject-based, compelling capacity needs 
reflecting common needs across a number of conservation districts.  Note – This 
is not a flat pro-rata increase across all districts, but is based on issue-driven 
resource needs (e.g., technical assistance). 
 

3. Address district parity. Address concerns about past district parity issues by 
adjusting the operating budget to accommodate sliding scale for districts based 
on operating funds currently received. 

 
• Capital Budget 

 
1. Local districts build capital projects using the NRCS SWAPAHE (soil, water, air, 

plants, animals, humans, energy) categories as an organizing structure around 
natural resource needs. 
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2. Local districts would prioritize their projects according to criteria including some 
minimum requirements considered by the Commission to be critical. 

3. Districts are proposing a project ranking process in lieu of a competitive ranking 
and scoring process.  District projects would be included in appropriate “buckets” 
in the district order of prioritization, with no ranking across districts.  Funding 
would be based on legislative appropriation with any reductions taken in a pro-
rata reduction in each district’s list of projects starting with district’s lowest 
priorities.  

 
• Overall 

It is recommended the Commission, working with WACD where appropriate, should 
approach other agencies regarding potential collaboration on projects and programs 
that may be incorporated into other agency budgets for allocation to conservation 
districts (e.g., Firewise - DNR, Voluntary Stewardship Program - Commerce) 
following the current arrangement between the WSCC and Ecology for irrigation 
efficiencies projects. 
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Session Notes  
Operating Budget Work Group Session  

2015-17 Budget Framework Thinking Session  
 

Session Purpose 
Discuss and evaluate the approach proposed by the budget development work group for development of 
the operating budget.  
 
Baseline & Functional Categories Concept 

• Concern expressed about the baseline level (FY2014) if extraordinary circumstances 
• Example lifted regarding a large project (HCA) where operating funds are not enough to 

cover the operating costs 
• Idea – special funding budget for emergency needs 
• Give consideration to matching of the funds 
• Need to consider the inflationary costs FY14 spent in FY17 
• 20% increase discussion after defining the maintenance level items 
• Concern for multi-district counties loss of implementation revenue 
• Consider an up to amount 

 

Functional Categories & Definitions 
Functional 
Categories 

Definition 

Long Range 
Programs & 
Program 
Development  

Developing long range plan, including public participation 
Grant writing 
Assessments or rates & charges 
Partnership development and collaboration 
Annual planning, budgeting, reporting 
Program marketing 
Technical training 

Special Programs Conservation planning and technical assistance, cost share for each of the: Water 
quality, water quantity, irrigation efficiencies, soil erosion, energy conservation, 
Livestock TA & planning, nutrient management, Firewise – Fuel reduction, LID – 
stormwater, air quality, WSCC crew, Fisheries, Forestry, Weed management, critical 
areas, response to regulatory referrals, Soil health, Small acreage, Shellfish, Farmland 
preservation, CREP, economic sustainability of working lands, air quality, monitoring, 
fish & wildlife habitat, protected species, cultural resources, other defined by 
supervisors 

District 
Administration 

Personnel management, accounting, auditing, office space, communications, small 
equipment, rent, training, board development, meetings, vehicles, technology, 
travel, dues, equipment, insurance, legal services, budget proposal development, 
general office supplies and materials, administrative efficiencies, policy leadership 
expenses, 

District Elections & 
Appointments 

Elections, advertising, promotion, appointment process 

Education & 
Outreach 

Newsletters, development, production, and distribution of outreach materials, 
workshops, websites, classroom presentations, Envirothon, legislative tours, grower 
meetings, local work groups, Coordinated Resource Management, internships, 
media campaigns, curriculum development, TA assistance for walk ins, plant sales, 
fair booths, community events, partnership meetings, outreach to organizations and 
agencies, as defined by supervisors,  

Engineering  Engineering work, engineering positions, (see Lauren’s writeup) 

Collectively Sponsored by  
WSCC, WACD, WADE 
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Budget Development Process 
• Any district that was under average ($83,612) go up to 25% over FY14 with justification, over 

average district can request up to 15% over FY14...tie increases to high priority work 
(note…allow complete budget to get to district; also % are recommended, % may change based on 
budget received) 

 
Criteria for Additional Request (% increase) (prioritized list)  

• Addresses documented resource concerns (state, federal, local) 
• Included in long range and/or annual plan of work 
• Leverages funding and partners 
• Provides capacity to get a project implemented on time and within budget  
• District meeting quality criteria for the administration of the district or implementing an 

improvement plan for district administration 
• District has ability to carry out the increased scope of work and/or ability to carry out 

capital projects within the time 
• Addresses a Results Washington item 

 
Allocation Options 
Situation where the Commission and districts don’t get the funding level we asked for from the 
Legislature….and now…Development of options for the Commission to consider for allocation of 
the operating budget 

A. Maintenance Level = FY14 figures 
B. Maintenance Level (under) 
 Look internally – are there things WSCC can do to absorb, then look at districts with fixed 

percentage of cuts  
C. Maintenance Level + 20% = fund as requested or if increase prorate 
D. Something in between A & C  
 Fund on prorated % basis 
 Note legislative intent 

 
Communications 
Discussion of best communication options for development of operating budget, promotion, and 
allocation. Recommendations: Commission staff doing a great job getting information out…room 
for improvement and readability 

• Contact commission members 
• Contact districts not at the April 23-24 meeting 
• Re-invite districts to the all-districts email network 
• Condense information…short condensed 
• Go around state with sessions on how to put the budget package together – budget 

writing workshop at WADE and record 
• Webinar on budget development, update, decision packets – early August, record  
• Have an all-districts meeting on allocation 
• Legislators contacted by local district supervisors 
• When budget created share the OFM and Governor priorities 
• Reach out to those that have not registered for WADE 

 
 

 



 
 
April 14, 2014 
 
 
TO:  District Supervisors and District Employees 
 
FROM:  Mark Clark, WSCC 
  Dave Vogel, WACD 
  Kathleen Whalen, WADE 
 
RE:  Budget Development Process Meeting, April 23 & 24, 2014  
 
We are very pleased to send along the attached session design for our work on the budget 
development system. Please take some time to look over the session and let us know if you 
have questions. 
 
One of the main questions that we have been asked about is the 30 plus long-term funding 
ideas we worked on at our last meeting in Yakima. They are still in play, however, are not the 
subject of the work going to be done on April 23 and 24. This meeting will be about developing 
the process by which we will build a more accurate and defensible 2015-17 budget proposal to 
draw conservation work together in the best way to present it to our funders. This work will 
improve the existing process to provide our best chances of sustaining funding or achieving 
reasonable growth in the short-term.   
 
One of the decisions we would like you to make, is to choose which group you will want to work 
with when we split into two groups; Operating and Capital. The Operating group will be working 
on developing categories that better explain where those dollars are used and that accurately 
support infrastructure funding. Each district uses them in varying amounts. Using the average 
will help build a defensible picture and allow each district to talk about how it is used in their 
particular case to support conservation work. The Capital group will be working on identifying 
the buckets to be used to properly capture districts’ book of business, and criteria for getting 
project work into the bucket. The group will also be developing a common ranking system to 
rank projects at the district level. This entire process will be explained at the beginning of the 
meeting. 
 
Hopefully, with the meeting materials provided, you will be able to determine the group you 
want to work with and begin to develop some ideas. It might be helpful if you review the 
pertinent WACD resolutions that outline the desired outcome for revising this process, and that 
were acted upon by the Commission to set this path forward.  
 
On behalf of the WSCC, WACD, and WADE budget work group, we look forward to working with 
you all next week to develop an outstanding budget development system! 
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Our economy is rebounding, but at very slow pace 
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
More than five years after the onset of the Great Recession, we have just recently regained all of the jobs lostAs this chart shows, this recovery is far slower than any since the Great Depression
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Revenue growth is slow — especially when viewed in real per capita termsAnd our economic recovery still faces significant downside risks



Demand for services has significantly  
outpaced revenue growth 
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Presentation Notes
TANF: Temporary Assistance for Needy Families



As population has continued to grow,  
state workforce has shrunk 
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*As of April 1, 2013 
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*Based on actual state employee headcount. Does not include higher education. 
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Presentation Notes
Our state workforce has shrunk by more than 13 percent since 2008We have about the same number of state employees today as we had in 1996 — but they are serving a state population that has grown by more than 1.3 million.



Revenue collections are at historically low levels 
when compared to overall economy 
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› In 1990, GF-S revenue equaled about 7% of total 
personal income.  

› If the same were true today, we would have about 
$15 billion in additional revenue for current biennium. 
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Presentation Notes
In 1990, General Fund-State revenue equaled about 7 percent of total personal income. Today, General Fund revenue equals less than 5 percent of personal economy – and it’s projected to keep going down.If we were still at 7 percent, we would have about $48 billion in revenue for the current biennium – about $15 billion more than we are projected to take in.



State and local tax collections per $1,000 personal income 
Fiscal Year 2011 
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Washington = $98.95 

Bureau of Economic Analysis and Census Bureau 
U.S. Department of Commerce 

U.S. Average = $108.31 
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Seven years ago (2007), Washington ranked 26th among all states in terms of state and local tax collections in relation to personal income. Today we rank 35th, well below the nationwide average.
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Looking ahead to the 2015-17 budget 
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Finding a more sustainable approach  

Last year, we solved the 2013–15 budget shortfall and made a 
down payment on our basic education obligation by relying on 
several one-time fixes, unspecified reductions and assumed 
savings. 

 
This approach is unsustainable. Barring an unforeseen 

dramatic rise in economic activity and revenue 
collections, we will face another sizable shortfall when 

we begin work on the 2015–17 budget. 
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What’s looming in the next budget 

Besides addressing the normal increases in caseloads, 
enrollments and other mandatory costs, the 2015–17 
budget will have to: 
 

» Make another big investment — $1 billion to $2 billion — 
toward meeting our basic education obligations 

» Make additional investments in early learning and higher 
education 

» Fill holes left by one-time fixes in the 2013–15 budget 

» Address a backlog of compensation issues for teachers and 
state employees 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
By the end of the biennium state employees  will not have received a pay increase for seven years. 



FY 2016 FY 2017 FY 2018 FY 2019 

Estimated cost of 
continued phasing in 

Projected cost of 
Initiative 732 (teacher 
COLAs) 

Projected cost of 
enrollment and other 
mandatory increases 

$725 million 

$1.89 billion 

$1.68 billion 

$1.17 billion 

30,000 
more students 
projected by 

About $5.5 billion needed over next 2 biennia to 
meet statutory K-12 requirements 



 I-601 GFS expenditure limit vs spending 
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
We are now bumping up to the state Expenditure limit. The projected expenditure limit is calculated by multiplying the previous year’s limit by the “fiscal growth factor.”The fiscal growth factor is the average growth in state personal income for the prior ten fiscal years. The baseline expenditure limit is adjusted for: 	 Actual expenditures in the previous year (“rebasing”) 	 Certain money transfers and program cost shiftsWe are at the expenditure limit for the current biennium with some small expansion in FY 2016 ($366M) and then contraction of FY 2017 ($196M).  These estimates are very squishy.  Even if you exclude McLeary, reductions in current programs would be needed to meet increases in student enrollment, caseloads and any salary increases for state employees. OFM is likely to ask agencies to include reduction proposals as part of their budget requests. 



 Historical and Projected State Bond Capital 
Appropriations 
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Presentation Notes
Things are better but not great with state bond capacity.Estimated State Bond Capacity is projected to decrease $168 million (8.3%)  from $2.0 B to $1.8 BIn 2013-15 Natural Resources was 30% of total state bonds ($604 M) , followed closely behind governmental operations at 27% ($551M), Higher Ed at 21% ($425M)  and Public Schools at 18% ($369M).



WSCC Historical State Operating and 
 Capital Appropriations 

 

Washington State Economic and Revenue Forecast Council, September 2013  15 
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
Commission operating budget for state funds is still $1.8 M below its high point for the 2007-09 Biennium.  ($14.6 M vs $16.4 M) The capital budget has swung widely with a low of $3.3 million (1993-95) and a high of $17 M (2001-03).  Dropped to $4.2 M for the 2009-11 bienniumCurrent biennium is $13.8 million.   
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
Results Washington is a program by the Inslee Administration to establish outcomes, goal and indicators for state government across the five goal areas of:Education, Economy, Energy and Environment, Health and Safe Communities, and Efficient, Effective and Accountable GovernmentGovernor and representative from state agencies (including Mark Clark) meet on a quarterly basis to discuss progress in meeting Results WA goals and work to improve performance. Results Washington goals and outcomes will help guide the Governor’s budget and policy decision making throughout his administration
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 RESULTS WASHINGTON 
 
Goal 3: Sustainable Energy and A Clean Environment 
 
Goal Topic: Healthy Fish and Wildlife 
 
Outcome Measures 
 Improve shellfish classification acreage in Puget Sound 
 Increase percentage of ESA listed salmon and steelhead at 

healthy levels 
 Increase the percentage of recovering state listed species  

 
Leading Indicators 
  Increase number of implemented agricultural BMPs to 

improve water quality in shellfish growing areas in Puget 
Sound, Grays Harbor and Pacific County 
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 RESULTS WASHINGTON 
 
Goal 3: Sustainable Energy and A Clean Environment 
 
Goal Topic: Clean and Restored Environment 
 
Outcome Measures 
 Increase the percentage of rivers meeting good water 

quality 
 

Leading Indicator 
 Increase the number of CREP sites to improve water 

temperature and habitat.  
 Increase percentage of core saltwater swimming beaches 

meeting water quality standards 
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Goal 3: Sustainable Energy and A Clean Environment 
 
Goal Topic: Clean and Restored Environment 
 
Outcome Measures 
 Increase the percentage of rivers meeting good water 

quality 
 

Leading Indicator 
 Increase the number of CREP sites to improve water 

temperature and habitat.  
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What Makes for a Successful Budget Request? 
 

 Tied to agency strategic plan and enabling statute 
 Implements Governor’s priorities (Results WA, Puget 

Sound) 
 Strong performance measures and quantifiable 

outcomes to demonstrate success 
 Ability to spend funds within the biennium 
 Track record in effectively implementing the program 
 Federal or local match (dollars or in-kind services) 
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Questions? 
 



Financial Management 
Office of 

www.ofm.wa.gov 
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