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BUDGET AND POLICY ADVISORY GROUP

FEBRUARY 7, 2018
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Agenda
•Performance Review – Matrix Report
•State Review – Ross Report
•Zero-Based Budget Review

•Lunch Presentation – Budget Information Illustrated with Graphics
•Distilling Funding Principles
•Thinking about Long-Term Funding Plan

•Public Comment
•Wrap Up and Next Steps
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Key Questions for Today
•What core funding principles could we derive from the
research and analysis so far?
•How should we adjust resources and funding scenarios
based on the analysis so far?
•What revenue options should we evaluate based on the
analysis so far?
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Performance Review –
Matrix Report
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Overview & Context
The 2017 budget proviso requires WDFW to “… consult with an outside management
consultant to evaluate and implement efficiencies to the agency’s operations and
management practices.
The Department hired Matrix Consulting Group (Matrix), which began their research
and analysis on Sep 20, 2017 and submitted their final report and a proposed
implementation plan on Jan 12, 2018.
The proviso requires the Department to submit their final plan by May 1, 2018.
◦ The Department asked Matrix to complete their analysis by Jan, in order to provide that
analysis to WDFW for their consideration in developing a long-range revenue plan.

Matrix compared WDFW’s operations and management with
◦ Five states that had similarities in programs and responsibilities: AZ, FL, MN, MO, and OR
◦ Three other Washington State natural resource agencies: the Parks and Recreation
Commission, the Department of Ecology, and the Department of Natural Resources
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Overview & Context cont.
Matrix conducted their evaluation in three broad areas.
◦ Operating budget, revenue, and deficit
◦ Management structure and decision-making
◦ Administrative structure and operations

Matrix assessed that WDFW is employing many best practices in
management and operations:
◦
◦
◦
◦

Strategic Planning to establish priorities and goals
Organizational structure based upon programs and regional focus
Focus on core program areas
Staffing levels are appropriate for Procurement and Contracts, Human
Resources, Information Technology, and Fiscal Services divisions
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Overview & Context cont.
Matrix also assessed that some incremental changes can enhance
operations and management:
◦
◦
◦
◦

Greater oversight by the Commission
Minor organizational realignments
Enhanced education, public outreach, and transparency
Enhanced performance / outcome measurement and publication

Matrix acknowledged the Department’s structural deficit (gap between
spending authority and revenues), and a need for a long-term revenue
plan
◦ Cost of living adjustments were the largest contributor to the deficit
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Key Findings
Matrix made 50 recommendations, 10 of which address WDFW’s budget deficit and
are most applicable to the B&PAG’s revenue planning discussions.
(The Department’s Executive Management Team’s (EMT) preliminary
recommendation follows each finding.)
1. Develop and propose a phased approach to fee increases to the Legislature to help balance
the State Wildlife Account (EMT: Need’s more research in consultation with the B&PAG)
2. Request the Legislature to adopt language allowing for annual increases to fees based on a
cost factor (Cost of Living Adjustment or Consumer Price Index) as this is a best
management practice. (EMT: Need’s more research in consultation with the B&PAG)
3. Enact legislation that would separate the State Wildlife Account into its non-restricted and
restricted funding sources to better enable the legislature and department to track
expenses and revenues for each type of account. (EMT: Need’s more research in
consultation with the B&PAG)
4. Identify programs that are solely restricted revenue programs and balance those programs
to their revenue sources. (EMT: Need’s more research in consultation with the B&PAG)
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Key Findings cont.
5.

Improve communications during the budget process, including explaining to the
Legislature the consequences and impacts to the Department of new programs or
initiatives that have no funding identified. (EMT: Already being implemented through the
development of other proviso-work products)
6. Continue to ensure all administrative costs are appropriately calculated and charged to all
funding sources through a cost allocation plan to effectively recapture costs of providing
administrative services. (EMT: Already being implemented)
7. Request the Legislature to allow the Department to retain 100% of commercial license
revenues, landing taxes, and related fees to support the direct and indirect operations
associated with those programs. (EMT: Request for the 2019 budget)
8. Classify the services and programs that are currently funded through the General Fund
State. (EMT: Need’s more research in consultation with the B&PAG)
9. Report revenues from the State Wildlife Account by restricted and non-restricted
accounts. (EMT: Already being implemented)
10. Request the legislature to make the transfer from the State General Fund permanent and
be based on a percentage of total non-restricted State Wildlife Account expenditures
rather than a fixed dollar amount. This transfer will then be used to permanently fund and
support activities and programs such enforcement, compliance, promulgation of
hatcheries, and implementation of ESA, etc. (EMT: Request for the 2019 budget)
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Key Questions
•Reflection on Matrix findings?
•Thoughts on WDFW’s response to the report?
•Implications for BPAG deliberations and recommendations?
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State Review – Ross Report
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State Research Process
• Examined state Fish and Wildlife Agencies authorities, funding portfolios, and sustainable or
long-term funding strategy working groups or reports

States Researched

States
Researched

Arizona

Montana

California

Nevada

Colorado

New Mexico

Florida

Oregon

Idaho

Pennsylvania

Maine

Vermont

Minnesota

Virginia

Missouri

Washington
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Agency Management Responsibility
Comparison
WA

Population
(millions)

AZ

7.4
7.0
th
(5 largest)

CA

CO

39.5 5.5

FL

ID

ME MN MO MT

21.0 1.7 1.3

5.6

6.1

1.0

NV
3.0

NM OR PA
2.1

VT VA

4.1 12.8 0.6 8.5

113.6 165.4 104.2 53.6 82.7 30.8 79.6 68.7 154.5 109.8 121.3 98.5 44.7 9.2 39.5
Size (sq. miles, in 66.5th
(11 largest)
thousands)

Game
Management

✓

✓

✓

✓

✓

✓

✓

✓

✓

✓

✓

✓

✓

✓

✓

✓

Freshwater Fish

✓

✓

✓

✓

✓

✓

✓

✓

✓

✓

✓

✓

✓

✓

✓

✓

Marine Fish

✓

X

✓

X

✓

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

✓

X

X

X

Enforcement

✓

✓

✓

✓

✓

✓

✓

X

✓

✓

✓

✓

X

✓

✓

✓

Wildlife Area
(acres, in
thousands)

1,000
267 690 769 5,800 587 106 1,290 1,000 598 120 166 200 1,500 345 203
th
(4 largest)

An apples-to-apples comparison across these agencies is difficult due to the wide array of
statutory responsibilities and other obligations.
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Budget of State Fish & Wildlife Agencies
700

Dollars (in millions)

600

General Fund
575

License Fees
Nonconsumptive User
Fees
Federal

500
400

367

Other
300
218
200

212

189

165

162
122

100

110

108

108
68

56

48

47

42

23

0

Note: State budget information is based on publicly available information on agency websites and in published reports.
An asterisk (*) indicates the budget information has been confirmed.
.
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Principles for Fish & Wildlife
Agencies – Funding
Developed by Other State Agencies

BPAG Members’ Suggestions (So Far)

•

Diversify funding sources

•

•

Provide mechanisms in addition to
license dollars to fund resource
management

Determine the appropriate balance
between user fees and general fund
support in terms of cost recovery and
maintenance-level funding

•

Advocate for legislative opportunities
to maintain and increase revenues

•

Match revenues to programs – pay to
play approach

•

Make small adjustments to license fees
over time

•

Make small adjustments to license fees
over time (and avoid large increases)

•

License fees should be reviewed and
adjusted to reflect the cost of
providing licenses

15

Principles for Fish & Wildlife Agencies
– Efficiencies & Effectiveness
Developed by Other State Agencies

BPAG Members’ Suggestions (So Far)

•

Evaluate and implement efficiencies

•

•

Regularly review budget expenditures
and revenues

Use policy and principles to guide
pursuing new/changing fees

•

Examine how WDFW is meeting the
legislative mandate and consider the
long-term plan

•

Monitor and manage to outcomes

•

Consider opportunities for
partnerships
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Principles for Fish & Wildlife
Agencies – Other Priorities
Developed by Other State Agencies

BPAG Members’ Suggestions (So Far)

•

Simplify the license structure

•

•

Use effective outreach when changing
license fees

Emphasize marketing to recruit new
hunters and fishers

•

Consider the multiplier effect of
recreation dollars in communities and
the general public benefit to fish and
wildlife management

•

Develop broad public understanding of
the agency’s benefits, challenges, and
opportunities

•

Implement open and transparent
accounting

•

Balance the needs of fish, wildlife, and
humans
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Legislative Proviso Criteria for
Evaluating Funding Options
The Legislature specified that potential funding options
should be prioritized based on their impact on:
1. Achieving financial stability

2. The public, fisheries, and hunting opportunities
3. Timeliness and ability to achieve outcomes
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Criteria for Evaluating Funding
Options
Washington Proviso

Related Criteria from Other States

• Financial stability

• Sufficient funding to meet needs
• Long-term stability
• Cost-effectiveness

• Impact on public,
fisheries, and
hunting
opportunities

• Fair to all license buyers
• Effectively target the intended customer
• Maximize recruitment and retention of
hunters and anglers
• Contribution from individuals that benefit

• Timeliness and
ability to achieve
outcomes

• Ease of administration
• Political viability
• Success in other states
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Key Questions
•Reflections on state review?
•Implications for BPAG deliberations and recommendations?
•Thoughts on funding principles or ideas of interest from
other states to carry forward for BPAG discussions?
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Zero Based Budget Review
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Zero Based Budget Review
The Foundational Map Reflects Strategic Architecture/Nesting
◦
◦
◦
◦

Agency Mission
Priority Area (Conservation, Fishing, Hunting, Recreation)
Outcome Area
Strategy

One Page Outcome Area
◦ Goals
◦ Strategic lens (risks and threats, opportunities, link to strategic plan)
◦ Budget and spending data, including color of money

Stacked bar charts show 2015-17 spending by Outcome and Fund Source
◦ 2017-19 data are different: $30M +/- fund shifts
◦ We’ll share 2017-19 budget data soon

Example: How these documents show how hunting license revenue is used.
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Zero Based Budget Review
Do we focus on which funding is flexible?
We won’t be able to nail this down, as flexibility isn’t black and white:
◦ How funds can be legally used, and
◦ How we must use funds to satisfy our mission
◦ Consider commercial fishing and treaty obligations: about $50M of “flexible”
general tax dollars are a core part of our mission, work required by statute.
The dollars are not prescribed to perform the work, yet the choice to fund
this work is not flexible.

Instead:
◦ Recommend we focus on Outcomes to stop, start, expand, contract…
◦ Let the financing come after the strategic priority discussion.
◦ Example: License fees can fund every Hunting strategy. Which incremental
investment adds the most value?
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Zero Based Budget Review
One decision for the group:
Acquire and Manage Lands – keep lumped together or split out?
◦ If split, rough estimate of spending to benefit terrestrial or aquatic
habitat, hunting, fishing, and recreation.
◦ Benefit: shows our land management cost as part of hunting, fishing,
recreation (which it is).
◦ Downside: We don’t have good data about our spending. The split
will involve estimates, and many projects benefit multiple users.
Last notes before discussion:
◦ We have some further charts and analysis we’ll make available to you.
◦ ZBB is a Work in Progress – please provide feedback to make this more
useful, meaningful, clear, digestible…
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Key Questions
•Reflections on the ZBB review?
•Thoughts on implications for the BPAG deliberations and
recommendations?

•Thoughts on distilling funding targets or scenarios for work
areas?
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Lunch Presentation:
Illustrating Budget Information
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Kumu is an interactive network map that provides:
- A complete picture of connections between WDFW’s mission, outcomes, and
strategies
- Detailed descriptions of outcomes and strategies
- Relative size of expenditures across categories
- Ability to focus in on specific categories of interest

Link: https://embed.kumu.io/f82c49dd645247c4a0eb94c37ab0ce28#zbb-option-2
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Tableau Sankey is an interactive chart that provides:
- Connection of expenditure flows from primary funding sources to WDFW strategies
- Connection of expenditure flows from WDFW strategies back to WDFW outcomes and
priorities
Link (note that this chart is draft/in progress):
https://public.tableau.com/views/DynamicLongPolygoneSankey_10/PolygonicSankey3Ste
ps?:embed=y&:display_count=yes&publish=yes
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Distilling Funding Principles
and Other Ideas
•What core funding principles could we derive from the
analysis so far? Jot down 2-3 ideas on the ORANGE notes.
•How should we adjust resources and funding scenarios
based on the analysis so far? Jot down 2-3 ideas on the
YELLOW notes
•What revenue options should we evaluate based on the
analysis so far? Jot down 2-3 ideas on the PINK notes
•Other – other observations or ideas on the GREEN notes
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Thinking about a Long-Term
Funding Plan
•Review initial draft outline
•Anticipated topics for next two meetings?
•Pace/approach for creating a long-term funding plan?
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Wrap Up and Next Steps
Next meeting: Friday, March 2nd – Olympia
Contact Information
•Nate Pamplin: Nathan.Pamplin@dfw.wa.gov

•Elizabeth McManus: Emcmanus@rossstrategic.com
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Reference
ADDITIONAL SLIDES FROM THE BPAG WEBINARS
ON STATE FUNDING RESEARCH
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Percent of Total Funding from General Fund
25

•Washington receives 21% of
its budget from the State
General Fund
• Second highest of any state
reviewed

22%
20

Percent General Fund

•AZ, CO, MN, MO, NM, PA, and
VA do not receive State
General Fund money.

21%

20%
18%

15

10

5

9%

8%
5%
2%
0.4%

0

States That Receive General Funds
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Percent of Total Funding from License Fees
•The average percent total funding from license fees across the 16 states
is 35%.
•Washington receives 18% of its budget from license fees.
70%
60%

Percent License Fees

50%
40%
30%
20%

63%

59%
49%
42% 42% 40%

36% 34%
33%

30% 28% 28% 28%
18% 18% 16%

10%
0%
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License Fees – Resident
•Washington license fee comparison:
• Elk and freshwater fishing license fees are the median.
• The deer license fee is above the median.
• The small game license fee is the highest license fee.

Deer

Washington
$67

Low
$5 (FL)

Median
$41 (CO)

High
$82 (AZ)

Elk

$73 (median)

$25 (NM)

$73 (WA)

$493 (CA)

Small Game

$41 (high)

$10 (MO)

$22 (ID)

$41 (WA)

Freshwater Fishing

$30 (median)

$12 (MO)

$30 (WA)

$48 (CA)

Sports Package

N/A

$40 (NM)

$57 (AZ)

$191 (OR)
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License Fees – Non-Resident
•Washington license fee comparison:
•
•
•
•

The elk license fee for non-residents is below the median.
The freshwater fishing license for non-residents is above the median.
The deer license fee for non-residents is one of the highest.
The small game license fee is the highest.

Deer

Washington
$532

Low
$5 (FL)

Median
$172 (MN)

High
$600 (OR)

Elk

$594

$75 (NM)

$651 (CO)

$1,529 (CA)

Small Game

$184 (high)

$25 (MT)

$80 (MO)

$184 (WA)

Freshwater Fishing

$85

$42 (MO)

$66 (CO, NM)

$130 (CA)

Sports Package

N/A

$10 (CO, NM) $138 (VT)

$201 (NV)
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Long-Term Funding Working Groups
•Nine of the states have undergone or are conducting processes to review
agency funding options.
•
•
•
•
•

California
Colorado
Maine
Montana
New Mexico

•
•
•
•

Oregon
Pennsylvania
Vermont
Washington

•Working Group Outcomes:
• Criteria for evaluating funding sources
• Recommended sources for alternative funding
• Funding principles
37

License Fees – Process Simplification
Measures
• Common process simplification measures implemented in other states:
• Lifetime licenses
• Multi-year licenses
• Sports packages
States with License Process Simplification Measures
Lifetime License

AZ, CA, FL, ID, ME, MN, MO, PA, VA

Multi-Year
License
Sports Package

FL, ID, MN, PA, VA, VT
AZ, CO, ID, ME, MN, MT, NM, NV, OR, VT, VA
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Recommended Funding Source Examples
Dedicated percentage of state tax (e.g., sales, rooms/meals,
severance, lodgers, real estate transfer, resource extraction)

FL, MO, MN, NM,
ME

Dedicated percentage of lottery funds or dedicated lottery ticket MN, VT
Hunting and fishing license fee increase

CO, MT, MO

Product taxes (wholesale beverage, outdoor equipment)

OR, NM, MN

User fees (boat launch fee, recreation license, watercraft/ATV
gas tax)

MO, MN

Note: this list does not represent all the possible alternative funding options.
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Data Tables of State Fish and Wildlife Agency Funding
Prepared for the Budget and Policy Advisory Group for the Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife, Draft of January 31, 2018

The Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife (WDFW) and Ross Strategic researched the authorities, funding sources and budgets, license fees,
and recommendations for alternative funding for fish and wildlife agencies in 16 states. To date, 11 states have confirmed the data included in this
series of tables; states that have been verified are marked with an asterisk.

Table of Contents
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

State and Department Profiles Summary Table
Funding Portfolio Summary Table
License Fees Summary Table
Alternative Funding Analysis Summary Table
Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife* Individual Profile
Arizona Game and Fish Department Individual Profile
California Department of Fish and Wildlife Individual Profile
Colorado Parks and Wildlife Individual Profile
Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission* Individual Profile
Idaho Fish and Game* Individual Profile
Maine Department of Inland Fisheries and Wildlife* Individual Profile
Minnesota Division of Fish and Wildlife* Individual Profile
Missouri Department of Conservation* Individual Profile
Montana Fish, Wildlife, and Parks Individual Profile
Nevada Department of Wildlife* Individual Profile
New Mexico Department of Fish and Game* Individual Profile
Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife* Individual Profile
Pennsylvania Fish and Boat Commission and Pennsylvania Game Commission Individual Profiles
Vermont Fish and Wildlife Department* Individual Profile
Virginia Department of Game and Inland Fisheries* Individual Profile

Draft 1/31/2018

SUMMARY OF RESEARCH ON STATE FISH AND
WILDLIFE AGENCY FUNDING
Prepared for the Budget and Policy Advisory Group for the Washington Department of Fish and
Wildlife, Draft of January 31, 2018

I. Overview
To support the deliberations of the Budget and Policy Advisory Group, the Washington Department of
Fish and Wildlife (WDFW) and Ross Strategic researched the authorities, funding sources and budgets,
license fees, and recommendations for alternative funding for fish and wildlife agencies in the following
16 states: Arizona, California, Colorado, Florida, Idaho, Maine, Minnesota, Missouri, Montana, Nevada,
New Mexico, Oregon, Pennsylvania, Vermont, Virginia, and Washington.
This memorandum describes key themes from the state fish and wildlife agency funding research, which
is compiled in the accompanying spreadsheet. The first three tabs (State and Department Profile,
Funding Portfolio, and License Fees) summarize information across the 16 states. The remaining tabs
provide detailed information and sources for each state. Both WDFW and Ross Strategic have contacted
state agency representatives to verify the budget and license fee information. To date, 11 states have
confirmed the data included in Figure 1 and the attached spreadsheet. States that have been verified
are marked with an asterisk.

II. Themes
A. State portfolios varied, especially based on dependence of general funds.1
Figure 1 below shows a comparison of states’ budgets based on the following five funding categories:
general fund, license fees, nonconsumptive user fees, federal, and other. Across the 16 states, the two
most prominent agency funding sources were state general fund and license fees. Seven of the states
examined do not receive any general fund revenue. Five states receive under 10% of their budget from
general fund. Washington, California, Maine, and Vermont receive approximately a fifth of budget
funding from general fund. Percent of total funding from license fees ranged from 63% in New Mexico
to 16% in Florida, with the average percent total funding from license fees across the 16 states being
35%. Washington receives 18% of its budget from license fees, which is the second lowest percent.
In addition to general fund and license fees, states receive federal funding and a variety of other funding
sources, such as dedicated state accounts and sales taxes. Six of the 16 states receive funding from
nonconsumptive users through a pay-per-use model, such as the Discover Pass in Washington.

1

Note: State budget information is based on publicly available information on agency website and in published
reports. We are in the process of verifying these numbers with state agencies.
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Figure 1. Fish and Wildlife Agency Funding Levels
700

Dollars (in millions)

600

575

500
400

367

300
218 212
200
100

189

165 162
122 110 108 108
68

56

48

47

42

23

0

Notes: Pennsylvania’s fishing and game are managed by two different commissions, the Fish and Boat
Commission, and the Game Commission. We have shown each commission separately in the chart above.
The Minnesota Division of Fish and Wildlife is part of the Department of Natural Resources; the budget data
displayed are for the Division of Fish and Wildlife rather than the full Department of Natural Resources.
These data were gathered using each state agency’s website or budget publications for the most recent year
available. State budget information is based on publicly available information on agency website and in
published reports. An asterisk (*) indicates the budget information has been confirmed.

B. Fish and wildlife agencies have diverse management responsibilities and authority, which is a
contributing factor to the wide range of budget appropriations.
Most agencies examined are responsible for fish, wildlife, habitat, wildlife areas, and enforcement, but
only four states (including Washington) have marine fish responsibilities. About half of the departments
are responsible for setting their own license fees, and only two departments (Montana and Colorado),
are responsible for managing parks. Across the 16 states, the wildlife area acreage ranges from 106,000
acres managed by the Maine Department of Inland Fisheries and Wildlife to 5.8 million acres managed
by the Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission. WDFW is responsible for 1 million acres.
These factors, along with others such as tribal co-management and hydropower impact mitigation,
contribute to variability among state agency budgets; this variability makes high-level comparisons of
state agency funding portfolios difficult.
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C. There is a wide range of total license fee costs across states.2
Resident and non-resident angling and hunting licenses had a wide range of prices across the states
examined; Table 1 and Table 2 compare Washington’s license fees for deer, elk, small game/turkey,
freshwater fishing (recreational, not commercial fishing), and sports packages (which are typically a
combination hunting and fishing licenses), to the low, median, and high prices of all 16 states. 3
Table 1. Resident Licenses
Washington
Deer
Elk
Small Game
Freshwater Fishing
Sports Package

$67
$73 (median)
$41 (high)
$30 (median)
N/A

Table 2. Non-Resident Licenses
Washington
Deer
Elk
Small Game
Freshwater Fishing
Sports Package

$532
$594
$184 (high)
$85
N/A

Low

Median

High

$5 (FL)
$25 (NM)
$10 (MO)
$12 (MO)
$40 (NM)

$41 (CO)
$73 (WA)
$22 (ID)
$30 (WA)
$57 (AZ)

$82 (AZ)
$493 (CA)
$41 (WA)
$48 (CA)
$191 (OR)

Low

Median

High

$5 (FL)
$75 (NM)
$25 (MT)
$42 (MO)
$10 (CO, NM)

$172 (MN)
$651 (CO)
$80 (MO)
$66 (CO, NM)
$138 (VT)

$600 (OR)
$1,529 (CA)
$184 (WA)
$130 (CA)
$201 (NV)

D. Several States have implemented measures to simplify the license buying process.
Table 3 outlines three common license simplification measures implemented by state wildlife agencies.
Of the 16 states researched, Washington was the only state that has not implemented one of the license
simplification measures examined, although WDFW has done research on some of these options and is
looking into the creation and implementation of a multi-year license in Washington.
Table 3. License Process Simplification Measures
WA

AZ

CA

CO

FL

ID

ME

MN

MO

MT

NV

NM

OR

PA

VT

VA

Lifetime
License
Multi-Year
License
Sports
Package

2

Note: License fee information is based on agency websites. We are in the process of verifying these fees with the
state agencies.
3
License fees researched include the annual, total out-the-door price for an adult.
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E. Several agencies established a budget review workgroup or process to produce recommendations
on alternative funding opportunities.
Common Recommended Funding Sources
Some states have implemented processes similar to
• Dedicated percentage of state tax (e.g.,
the BPAG process to review agency funding options.
sales, rooms/meals, severance, lodgers,
While many of these efforts resulted in
real estate transfer, resource extraction) –
recommended funding sources (see box), many
FL, MO, MN, NM, ME
recommendations have not yet been implemented.
• Dedicated percentage of lottery funds or
This could be because dedicated funding sources
dedicated lottery ticket – MN, VT
often require statutory or legislative action that can
• Hunting and fishing license fee increases –
be politically challenging and time intensive. Below
CO, MT, MO
are several examples of funding mechanisms that
• Tax on products (e.g., wholesale beverage,
have been implemented:
outdoor equipment) – NM, OR, MN
• The Price Lock Program introduced by Idaho Fish
• User fees (boat launch fees, recreation
and Game allows residents to “lock in” the 2017
license, watercraft/ATV gas taxes)
• Income tax return surcharge or donation –
license price for the next five years, if the license
NM
is renewed each year within the set timeframe. The goal ofME,
this
program is to increase license fee
revenue by incentivizing hunters, anglers, and trappers to consistently purchase licenses.
• A percentage of state sales tax has been specifically dedicated to providing funding for the fish and
wildlife agency. This provides sustainable, long-term and often significant funding. In Minnesota,
voters approved a three-eighths of one percent increase to the state’s sales tax in 2008. These
dollars are used to restore, protect and enhance land and water for fish, game, and wildlife.
Missouri dedicates one-eighth of one percent of sales tax directly to the fish and wildlife
department. This revenue accounted for over 60% of the agency’s total budget in 2017.
F. Criteria for Evaluating Funding Options
The Washington State Legislature laid out the following criteria in the proviso to analyze and prioritize
potential funding options: impact on achieving financial stability, impact on the public and fisheries and
hunting opportunities, and impact on timeliness and ability to achieve intended outcomes. Four other
states (Montana, New Mexico, Oregon, and Vermont) also developed criteria to evaluate potential
funding sources. These criteria included:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Sufficient funding to meet needs
Long-term stability
Cost-effectiveness
Ease of administration
Political viability
Success in other states
Fair to all license buyers

•
•
•

Effectively target the intended
customer
Contribution from individuals that
benefit
Maximize recruitment and retention of
hunters and anglers

These criteria evaluate the effectiveness, feasibility, and fairness of each funding option. These are
broadly in line with the criteria laid out by the Washington State Legislature, but provide another level
of detail and additional considerations that can be used to analyze funding options.
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G. Principles
While not all states researched have made specific recommendations for funding mechanisms, several
states—California, Colorado, Montana, Oregon, and Pennsylvania—provided higher level principles that
offer recommendations on how to sustainably fund and efficiently manage state fish and wildlife
agencies for the benefit of all its customers. The principles below generally relate to either agency
funding or agency activities and management.
•

Diversify funding sources

•

•

Provide mechanisms in addition to
license dollars to fund resource
management

Regularly review budget expenditures
and revenues

•

Implement open and transparent
accounting

•

Make small adjustments to license fees
over time

•

Use effective outreach when changing
license fees

•

Advocate for legislative opportunities to
maintain and increase revenues

•

•

License fees should be reviewed and
adjusted to reflect the cost of providing
licenses

Develop broad public understanding of
the agency’s benefits, challenges, and
opportunities

•

Monitor and manage to outcomes

•

Consider opportunities for partnerships

•

Evaluate and implement efficiencies

•

•

Simplify the license structure

Balance the needs of fish, wildlife, and
humans

While these are not the only principles the Budget and Policy Advisory Group could adopt, they
can provide a starting place for the group’s consideration.
III.

Conclusion

The research of these 16 state agencies provides context for examining WDFW’s funding portfolio as
well as some options for considering alternative funding sources. Washington’s unique characteristics
should be considered in making future funding decisions. Additional information is provided in the
accompanying “Research on State Fish and Wildlife Agency Funding” spreadsheet.
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State and Agency Profile
This chart compares the size and responsibilities of each fish and wildlife agency in order to provide context for comparing the budgets and funding amounts in the Funding Portfolio section. Note: Pennsylvania separates their gaming and fishing
management into two agencies: Fish and Boat Commission and Game Commission. The Pennsylvania column signifies the combined responsibilities of both commissions.
State Profile

Participation

Agency
Authority

Washington Arizona
7.4
7.0

California Colorado Florida
39.5
5.5
21.0

Idaho
1.7

Maine
1.3

Minnesota
5.6

Missouri
6.1

Montana Nevada New Mexico
1.0
3.0
2.1

Oregon Pennsylvania
4.1
12.8

Vermont Virginia
0.6
8.5

Geographic Size (sq. miles)
Percent Public Lands
Percent change in anglers
from 2001-2011
Percent change in hunters in
state from 2001-2011
Percent change in wildlifewatching expenditures from
2001-2011
Responsible for Freshwater
Fish?
Responsible for Game
Management?
Responsible for Habitat?
Responsible for Marine Fish?

66,400
36%
0%

113,600
54%
52%

165,400
42%
-32%

104,200
34%
-16%

53,600
26%
0%

82,700
60%
7%

30,800
5%
-9%

79,600
18%
-4%

68,700
6%
-12%

154,500
30%
-23%

109,800 121,300
81%
45%
-11%
-15%

98,500
32%
-21%

44,700
15%
-13%

9,200
14%
21%

39,500
10%
-18%

-4%

82%

44%

-8%

7%

25%

10%

-20%

18%

-34%

-9%

-47%

-7%

-23%

-10%

22%

155%

-10%

15%

81%

52%

50%

82%

-8%

65%

-10%

115%

-54%

74%

4%

12%

-4%

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes
Yes

Yes
No

Yes
Yes

Yes
No

Yes
Yes

Yes
No

Yes
No

Yes
No

Yes
No

Yes
No

Yes
No

Yes
No

Yes
Yes

Yes
No

Yes
No

Yes
No

Responsible for Parks?
Acres of Wildlife Area
Managed
Responsible for
Enforcement?
Responsible for Setting Fees?

No
1,000,000

No
267,000

No
690,000

Yes
769,000

No
No
5,800,000 587,000

No
106,000

No
1,290,000

No
Yes
1,000,000 598,000

No
No
120,000 166,000

No
No
200,000 1,500,000

No
345,000

No
203,000

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

No

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

No

Yes

Yes

Yes

No

Yes

Yes

Yes

No

Yes

No

No

Yes

No

No

No

Yes

No

Yes

Yes

Population Size (in millions)

1

Funding Portfolio
This section includes funding amounts for five different revenue categories: general fund, license fees,
nonconsumptive user fees, federal funding, and other sources. Note: State budget information is based
on publicly available information on agency websites and in published reports. We are in the process of
verifying these numbers with state agencies. States with an asterisk have been verified.

Washington*
Funding Portfolio Total Agency Budget $218.8
(in millions)
(FY17)
General Fund
General Fund
re-appropriated?
License Fees
Nonconsumptive
User Fees

Federal
Other Funding

Funding Trends

Arizona
$122.3
(FY17)

California
$575.8
(FY16)

Colorado
$212.4
(FY16)

21%
$46.7 million
Yes

None

20%
$114.9 million
Yes

None

18%
$40.4 million
0.84%
$1.83 million
Discover Pass

28%
$33.8 million
None

28%
$33.8 million
1%
$5.8 million
User Stamp Fee

36%
$131.7 million
None

27%
$59.4 million
33%
$71 million
Includes: Local
General Fund &
State Dedicated
Accounts

37%
$45.3 million
35%
$43 million
Includes: Heritage
Fund

21%
$120.9 million
42%
$242 million
Includes: Safe
Drinking Water,
Water Quality &
Supply, Flood Control,
River & Coast
Protection Fund, Oil
Spill Prevention Fund,
& Reimbursements

21%
$44.6 million
17%
$36.1 million
Includes: Colorado
Lottery investments,
severance tax, &
sales/donations

Inconsistent

Increasing

Consistent

Decreasing

N/A
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N/A

Funding Portfolio

Florida*
Funding Portfolio Total Agency Budget $367.2
(in millions)
(FY17)
General Fund
General Fund
re-appropriated?
License Fees
Nonconsumptive
User Fees

Federal
Other Funding

Funding Trends

Idaho*
$108.2
(FY18)

Maine*
$47.9
(FY17)

Minnesota*
$110.0
(FY18)

Missouri*
$189.2
(FY16)

9%
$32.2 million
Yes

None

18%
$8.5 million
No

None

None

N/A

N/A

17%
$60.6 million
None

42%
$36.7 million
None

34%
$16.1 million
12%
$5.9 million
ATV and snowmobile
registrations

59%
$65.3 million
None

18.3%
$34.6 million
None

19%
$68.5 million
56%
$206 million
Includes: Multiple
state trust funds

45%
$48.4 million
13%
$13.8 million
Includes: license
plates, tax check-offs

27%
$12.9
9%
$4.4 million
Includes: Outdoor
Heritage Fund lottery
ticket, voluntary
income tax donation,
conservation
registration plate and
sportsman’s
registration plate

33%
36.4 million
1%
$8 million
Includes: The Outdoor
Heritage Fund (sales
tax) and stamp
program

15.5%
$29.3 million
66%
$125 million
Includes: Design for
Conservation Sales
Tax and sales and
rentals

Increasing

Increasing

Inconsistent

Increasing

Increasing

N/A
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Funding Portfolio

Montana
Funding Portfolio Total Agency Budget $162.6
(in millions)
(FY15)

Nevada*
$46.7
(FY17)

New Mexico
$42.7
(FY17)

Oregon*
$183.0
(FY 15)

General Fund

0.4%
$618,250
Yes

1.8%
$838,500
Yes

None

8%
$14.6 million
Yes

24%
$40.3 million
None

40%
60%
$18.7 million
$25.4 million
5%
None
$2.3 million
Boating fees & Grants

28%
$51.2 million
None

23%
$38.2 million
47%
75.9 million
Includes: state special
funds account (onetime, dedicated funds)

41%
$19.2 million
12%
$5.7 million
Includes: Gifts, grants,
and donations

35%
$14.9 million
5%
$2.1 million
Includes: Income tax
refund donation &
wildlife license plates

38%
$69.5 million
16%
$29.3 million
Includes: obligated
funds from other state
agencies & state
lottery funds

Increasing

Decreasing

Decreasing

Decreasing

General Fund
re-appropriated?
License Fees
Nonconsumptive
User Fees

Federal
Other Funding

Funding Trends

N/A
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Funding Portfolio

Funding Portfolio Total Agency Budget $53.2
(in millions)
PFBC (FY16)

Pennsylvaniax
$108.3
PGC (FY16)

Vermont*
$22.7
(FY18)

Virginia*
$67.3
(FY17)

22%
$5.1 million
Yes

None

General Fund

None

None

General Fund
re-appropriated?
License Fees

N/A

N/A

49%
$26.0 million
15%
$8 million
Boat Licenses & Fees

33%
$36.0 million
None

31%
$7.1 million
1%
$0.3 million
Duck Stamp & Boater
registrations

38%
$25.0 million
4%
$2.7 million
Boating

22%
$12 million
18%
$10 million
Includes: fish and boat
fund, fines and
penalties, &
miscellaneous

25%
$36 million
33%
$36 million
Includes: game fund
revenue

33%
$7.5 million
12%
$2.7 million
Includes: motor fuel
taxes

28%
$18.6 million
30%
$21 million

Decreasing

Decreasing

Consistent

Increasing

Nonconsumptive
User Fees

Federal
Other Funding

Funding Trends

x

N/A

Pennsylvania separates their gaming and fishing management into two agencies: Fish and
Boat Commission and Game Commission.
5

License Fees
This data was synthesized from state fish and wildlife agency websites between December 2017 and January 2018. These prices are
for adult annual rates, and based on the out-the-door price for online purchase. This is not official information, but is intended to be
a general guide for comparing relative cost for hunting and fishing activities across these 16 states.

License Fees

License Type
Deer Total ($)
Elk Total ($)
Small Game Total ($)
Sports Package Total ($)
Freshwater Fishing Total ($)
Inflation Adjustments?

Washington*
Resident Non-Resident
67.40
531.60
72.90
594.30
40.50
183.50
N/A
N/A
29.50
84.50
No.

Arizona
Resident
82.00
172.00
N/A
57.00
37.00
No.

Non-Resident
460.00
810.00
N/A
160.00
55.00

California
Resident
78.07
493.41
N/A
N/A
48.34
Yes.

Non-Resident
441.01
1529.06
N/A
N/A
130.42

Colorado
Resident
41.00
56.00
N/A
51.00
36.00
Yes.

License Fees

License Type
Deer Total ($)
Elk Total ($)
Small Game Total ($)
Sports Package Total ($)
Freshwater Fishing Total ($)
Inflation Adjustments?

Florida*
Resident
5.00
N/A
N/A
N/A
17.00
No.

Non-Resident
5.00
N/A
N/A
N/A
47.00

Idaho*
Resident
42.13
53.46
21.78
136.63
35.17
No.

Non-Resident
484.00
602.45
114.48
13.80
115.00

Maine
Resident
31.00
N/A
15.00
43.00
25.00
No.

Non-Resident
120.00
N/A
75.00
150.00
64.00

Minnesota
Resident Non-Resident
32.55
171.60
301.38
N/A
24.31
106.71
97.44
N/A
24.31
48.00
No.

License Fees

License Type
Elk Total ($)
Small Game Total ($)
Sports Package Total ($)
Freshwater Fishing Total ($)
Inflation Adjustments?

Missouri*
Resident
17.00
N/A
10.00
N/A
12.00
No.

Non-Resident
225.00
N/A
80.00
N/A
42.00

Montana
Resident
28.00
38.00
18.00
85.00
25.00
No.

Non-Resident
100.00
295.00
25.00
N/A
111.00

Nevada
Resident
65.00
155.00
35.00
56.00
31.00
No.

Non-Resident
275.00
1235.00
35.00
201.00
82.00

New Mexico*
Resident Non-Resident
25.00
75.00
25.00
75.00
N/A
N/A
40.00
10.00
35.00
66.00
No.

License Type
Deer Total ($)
Elk Total ($)
Small Game Total ($)
Sports Package Total ($)
Freshwater Fishing Total ($)
Inflation Adjustments?

Oregon
Resident
63.00
83.50
N/A
190.50
43.00
No.

Non-Resident
599.50
740.00
N/A
N/A
105.50

Pennsylvania
Resident
20.90
N/A
N/A
N/A
22.90
No.

Non-Resident
101.90
N/A
N/A
N/A
52.90

Vermont*
Resident
49.00
N/A
N/A
42.00
26.00
No.

Non-Resident
140.00
N/A
N/A
138.00
52.00

Virginia
Resident
65.50
65.50
N/A
N/A
23.00
No.

License Fees
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Non-Resident
396.00
651.00
N/A
10.00
66.00

Non-Resident
153.50
153.50
N/A
N/A
47.00

Alternative Funding Analysis
Alternative funding working groups and reports were researched for all 16 states. Below are the states that have undergone similar processes to the WDFW Budget and
Policy Advisory Group. This section is meant to provide insights into alternative funding options recommended in other states, and implementation status.
Washington
Budget and Policy Advisory Group: advises WDFW on
future budget requests and policy proposals, options
for improving public engagement, and strategic
planning.

California
California Assembly Bill 2376 called for CDFW to create a
strategic vision for the agency's future. This included
three groups. Two of which were tasked with looking at
Sustainable Financing for the Department.

Colorado
In 2016 CPW used a variety of outreach strategies to
increase awareness and seek input on how to address
projected budget shortfalls. As a result of the feedback
gathered, CPW is leading discussion on the topic of
alternative funding sources beginning in 2018.

Year convened
Goal/vision of the group

2017
TBD

2012
Review Department mandates, funding, and potential
efficiencies that could be gained.

Coming in 2018
Explore alternative funding sources for wildlife conservation
and management.

Budget Shortfall identified
Criteria Used

$25,000,000 during 2017 session.
TBD

20% shortfall annually by 2023.
Not applicable.

20% shortfall annually by 2023.
Not applicable.

Recommendations/Principles

TBD

Although specific funding sources were not identified, the
Strategic Vision developed the following
recommendations regarding funding:
1. Require open and transparent accounting within
CDFW.
2. CDFW will evaluate and implement efficiencies
3. Purse a high-level task force to review funding,
efficiencies, and mandates.
4. The CA Legislature should identify specific means by
which to pay for any new mandates enacted.

Although new discussions have not yet been launched,
public input from 2017 outreach revealed the following:
1. Make small adjustments to license fees over time.
2. Reinstate a senior fishing license fee.
3. Diversifying funding sources.

Implementation Status

N/A

Link to website or report/recommendations

Meeting December 6, 2017 Handouts

The Strategic Advisory Group continues to meet to review N/A
status on the implementation of the Strategic Vision,
however a task force has not yet been established to
review funding, efficiencies, and mandates, as was
recommended.
California Fish and Wildlife Strategic Vision Report
2016 Funding the Future: Public Engagement Report

Overview
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Alternative Funding Analysis

Idaho
Created a Price Lock Program, where hunters and fishers can lock in a
license price by continuing to purchase a license within a set window
each year. No Advisory Group has been convened.

Maine
A Citizens' Advisory Committee identified several possible
sources of funding for consideration to provide stable and
adequate funding for the Departments wildlife conservation
Programs.

Year convened
Goal/vision of the group

Not applicable.
Not applicable.

2001
Identify possible sources for stable and adequate wildlife
funding.

Budget Shortfall identified
Criteria Used

Not applicable.
Not applicable.

None stated.
N/A

Recommendations/Principles

Not applicable.

1. The Maine Constitution requires at least 1/8 of one percent of
the State Sales Tax be dedicated to fish and wildlife conservation
programs.
2. State gas tax revenues distributed to state agencies for
operation of boating, ATV, and snowmobile programs
3. Every 4 years hunting and fishing license fees should be
reviewed by the Legislature and adjusted as appropriate
4. Maine Income Tax return Chickadee Check-off to

Implementation Status

N/A

N/A

Link to website or report/recommendations

Idaho Fish and Game Website

Funding Maine's Wildlife Programs

Overview
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Alternative Funding Analysis

Overview

Montana
The Fish & Wildlife Licensing and Funding Advisory Council examined different types of hunting
and fishing licenses and the effects of license-fee adjustments on funding. The Council also
considered whether or not additional funding sources should be evaluated.

New Mexico
Virginia House Joint Memorial 37 (HJM 37), passed unanimously by both houses in 2004, directed
the Department of Fish and Game, and the Energy, Minerals, and Natural Resources Department
to investigate sustainable alternative funding measures to protect New Mexico's unique
landscapes, open spaces, recreation areas, and wildlife habitats. The two Department's
commissioned a study to examine potential funding options for conservation in New Mexico.

Year convened
Goal/vision of the group

2013
2004
Evaluate the Department's system of funding fish and wildlife management through the sale of 1. Identify and analyze gaps in the state’s current conservation programs
fishing and hunting licenses.
2. Determine current and future funding needs
3. Analyze & identify various sustainable alternative funding measures

Budget Shortfall identified
Criteria Used

$5.7 million, if license fees aren't increased.
-Maximize recruitment/retention of hunters and anglers?
-Simplify the license structure?
-Effectively target the intended customer?
-Maximize revenue to the department?
-Treat all license buyers fairly?
-Enhance long-term revenue stability
-Have some chance of success?
-Be cost effective to administer?
-Does it have state-wide support?
-Does it attract a broad range of interests?
-Would it have organized opposition?
-Are the administrative costs burdensome?
-Does it supply a consistent revenue stream?
-Do the individuals who benefit contribute?
-Is it marketable?
-Does it provide funding for broad or targeted benefits for Montana wildlife?
-Is it feasible to enact the mechanism?
-Is it sustainable long-term?
-Does it provide additional funding over the current funding?
20131. Standardize across fee types.
2. Establish a base hunting license.
3. Increase prices for bison, moose, mountain goat, and mountain sheep nonresident licenses.
4. Increase the prices of resident 2-day fishing and season licenses; increase price of
nonresident 2-day, 10-day, and season fishing licenses; convert the 10-day nonresident license
to 7 days.
5. Cap the price of the B-10 nonresident big game nomination license and B-11 nonresident
deer combo license.
6. Revise the refund policy.
7. Adopt a four-year model for reviewing budget expenditures and revenues.
8. Develop and provide mechanisms in addition to license dollars to fund the management and
maintenance of fish and wildlife resources.
2015Establish a state tax on resource extraction and/or energy production
Establish an boat launch/fishing access site user fee
Expand use of conservation license
Establish a recreation license

Recommendations/Principles

Implementation Status

No new information has been updated regarding implementation of the recommendations
produced in 2015.

Link to website or report/recommendations

Resources for the Advisory Council, FWP Website

$37-48 million between the two agencies.
Sustainable, annual funding for a period of at least 8-10 years.

1. 1/8% of gross receipts tax
2. $30 million general obligated bond
3. Severance tax permanent fund
4. 1% real estate transfer tax on residential resales
5. 5% share of annual severance tax bonding capacity
6. 2% tax on services and products used in outdoor activities
7. 1.5% lodgers tax increase
8. $2.00 income tax surcharge
9. Dedicated 10% from state lottery funds
10. $25 conservation license plate
11. $4 surcharge on speeding tickets
12. $1.00 income tax check-off

Funding Conservation for New Mexico: Providing for Future Generations
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Oregon
Task Force for Funding Fish, Wildlife, and Related
Outdoor Recreation and Education

Pennsylvania
The Pennsylvania Fish and Boat Commission has a
Spending Reallocation Plan to address he agency began
developing an internal Spending Reallocation Plan (SRP)
that shifted spending to accommodate the ballooning
health care and retirement costs of personnel.

Vermont
The Vermont Legislature established the Fish and Wildlife
Department Funding Task Force (Task Force) made up of
nine members representing various Department
stakeholders. The Task Force held seven public meetings
between September 2006 and January 2007.

Year convened
Goal/vision of the group

2016
Consider potential conservation, recreation, and
education programs and partnerships for ODFW to a
more holistic, equitable approach to management.

2014
Reduce expenses, reallocate spending, and increase
revenues.

Budget Shortfall identified
Criteria Used

None stated.
-Is the funding sufficient to meet the
-Is the funding sustainable?
-Is the funding stable and flexible?
-Is the funding diverse and equitable?
-Does the funding diversify or enhance engagement?
-Is the funding cost effective?

2006
Develop recommendations for comprehensive, sustainable
funding mechanisms for the operations of the department
of fish and wildlife which complement existing funding
sources.
Approximately $6.5 million
-Potential revenue amounts
-History (in-state and out-of-state)
-Pros and cons
-Political feasibility"

Recommendations/Principles

Establishment of a dedicated Oregon Conservation Fund,
funded by:
1. Oregon income tax return surcharge
2. Wholesale beverage surcharge

1. Grow Natural Gas and Water Access programs.
2. Implement marketing campaign plans to increase
license sales.
3. Advocate for state legislative opportunities to
maintain and increase agency revenues.
4. Promulgate regulatory changes to increase revenues.

1. Dedicate 1/8 of 1% of state sales tax - broad public
support for this option
2. Dedicate 1/8 of 1% of State Rooms and Meals tax
3. Create a five-year fishing license
4. Create a five-year trapping license
5. Explore a five-year hunting license
6. Create a lottery ticket
7. Dedicate General Fund money to offset law
enforcement expenses
8. Create a non-motorized boat permit

Implementation Status

Oregon is currently working on getting their
recommendations passed by the legislature.

No new information has been updated regarding
implementation of the recommendations produced in
2014.

Vermont has not published any new information regarding
implementation of the above recommendations.

Link to website or report/recommendations

HB 2402 Joint Interim Task Force Funding for Fish,
Wildlife and Related Outdoor Recreation and Education:
Report to Oregon Legislature Transmittal & Executive
Summary, 12/2016

PFBC Strategic Plan

Report of the Fish and Wildlife Department Funding Task
Force

Overview
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Sources

Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife (WDFW)
State Profile

Population Size
Geographic Size (Sq. Miles)
Percent Public Lands

7.4 million
66,400
36.41%

US Census
US Census
Public Land Ownership by State

Participation

Anglers in State (Percent Change from 2001-2011)

0%

2011 National Survey of Fishing
and, Hunting, and WildlifeAssociated Recreation

Agency Authority

Hunters in State (Percent Change from 2001-2011) -4%

2011 National Survey of Fishing
and, Hunting, and WildlifeAssociated Recreation

Wildlife-Watching Expenditures (Percent Change
from 2001-2011)

155%

2011 National Survey of Fishing
and, Hunting, and WildlifeAssociated Recreation

Department Overview

The Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife (WDFW) is the state’s principal steward of fish Strategic Planning
and wildlife resources. WDFW conserves native fish and wildlife and their habitat, while also
supporting sustainable fishing, hunting and other outdoor opportunities.

Responsible for Freshwater Fish?
Responsible for Game Management?

Yes
Yes
Yes

Responsible for Habitat?
Responsible for Marine Fish?
Responsible for Parks?
Responsible for Wildlife Area?
Responsible for Enforcement?
Responsible for Setting Fees?
Funding Portfolio

Freshwater Fishing
Game Management
Habitat Conservation, Protection,
and Restoration
Saltwater Fishing
Washington State Parks
Washington's Wildlife Areas
Enforcement
BPAG Advisory Group Budget
Introduction
BPAG Advisory Group Budget
Introduction
BPAG Advisory Group Budget
Introduction
WDFW Budget Overview
BPAG Advisory Group Budget
Introduction

Total Agency Budget

Yes
No
Yes 1,000,000 acres (33 wildlife management areas)
Yes
No. WDFW can propose legislation to maintain or increase fees, but only the legislature can
amend fees in statute.
$218,800,000 (FY17) [$437,600,000 (FY17-19 Biennial Operating Budget)]

General Fund (e.g., Sales Tax, Gas Tax, Etc.)

General Fund - State: $46,650,000 (21%) (FY17)

General Fund: Dedicated or Re-appropriated?
License Fees (e.g., Hunting, Fishing)

Nonconsumptive User Fees (e.g., Discover Pass)

Re-appropriated
State Wildlife Account: $59,400,000 (27%) (FY17)
Recreational Fishing and Hunting Licenses: $40,356,000 (Recreational fishing and hunting
licenses are 68.4% of the State Wildlife Account)
Discover Pass: $1.83 million (0.84%) (FY17)

Federal

$59,400,000 (27%) (FY17)

Other Funding

33%
$71 million
Includes: Local General Fund ($21.8 million in FY17)
State Dedicated Accounts ($32 million in FY17)
(Note: General Fund - Local funds are primarily mitigation contracts with public utility districts.)

Funding Trends

State General Fund support to WDFW dropped by 37 percent from the 2007-09 biennium to the Budget and Finance
2011-13 biennium.
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FAQ SB5622
BPAG Advisory Group Budget
Introduction
BPAG Advisory Group Budget
Introduction

Discover Pass
Revenue

Sources

Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife (WDFW)
License Fees

Deer Total

Inflation Adjustments?
Pittman Robertson

$67.40 - Resident
$531.60 - Non-Resident
$72.90 - Resident
$594.30 - Non-Resident
$40.50 - Resident
$183.50 - Non-Resident
Not Offered
$29.50 - Resident
$84.50 - Non-Resident
No.
$14,726,685 in FY17

Dingell Johnson

$7,117,637 in FY17

US Dept. of Interior Fish and
Wildlife Service Final Certificates
of Apportionment

State Wildlife Grants

$1,058,817 in FY17

US Dept. of Interior Fish and
Wildlife Service Final Certificates
of Apportionment

Other?

Bonneville Power Administration: $24,100,000
Mitchell Act: $14,200,000
Budget and Policy Advisory Group: advises WDFW on future budget requests and policy
proposals, options for improving public engagement, and strategic planning.
2017
TBD
$25,000,000 during 2017 session.
TBD
TBD
TBD
Meeting December 6, 2017 Handouts
N/A

BPAG Advisory Group Budget
Introduction
Budget and Policy Advisory
Group

Elk Total
Small Game Total
Sports Package Total
Freshwater Fishing Total

Federal Funding

Future Funding Analysis Overview
Year Convened
Goal/Vision of The Group
Budget Shortfall Identified
Principles Determined
Criteria Used
Recommended Funding Sources
Link to Website or Report/Recommendations
Implementation Status

US Dept. of Interior Fish and
Wildlife Service Final Certificates
of Apportionment
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Sources

Arizona Game and Fish Department (AZGFD)
State Profile

Participation

Agency Authority

Population Size
Geographic Size (Sq. Miles)
Percent Public Lands
Anglers in State (Percent
Change from 2001-2011)

7.0 million
113,600
53.59%
52%

Hunters in State (Percent
Change from 2001-2011)

82%

Wildlife-Watching Expenditures -10%
(Percent Change from 20012011)
Department Overview
The Arizona Game and Fish Department (AGFD) manages Arizona wildlife populations
through the operation of hunting and fishing license programs, enforcement actions for
the unlawful taking of game, and wildlife habitat protection and development. A 5member commission appointed by the Governor oversees department operations.

US Census
US Census
Public Land Ownership by State
2011 National Survey of Fishing and,
Hunting, and Wildlife-Associated
Recreation
2011 National Survey of Fishing and,
Hunting, and Wildlife-Associated
Recreation
2011 National Survey of Fishing and,
Hunting, and Wildlife-Associated
Recreation
FY18 Appropriations Report

Responsible for Freshwater
Fish?
Responsible for Game
Management?
Responsible for Habitat?
Responsible for Marine Fish?

Yes

Fishing

Yes

Game Species Management

Yes
No

AZGFD Strategic Plan
Fishing

Responsible for Parks?
Responsible for Wildlife Area?

No
Yes. 266,870 acres.

Arizona State Parks
Wildlife Areas

Responsible for Enforcement?

Yes

AZGFD Strategic Plan

Responsible for Setting Fees?

Yes

Arizona Game and Fish Department
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Sources

Arizona Game and Fish Department (AZGFD)
Funding Portfolio

License Fees

Total Agency Budget
General Fund (e.g., Sales Tax,
Gas Tax, Etc.)
General Fund: Dedicated or Reappropriated?
License Fees (e.g., Hunting,
Fishing)
Nonconsumptive User Fees
(e.g., Discover Pass)
Federal
Other Funding

FY18 Appropriations Report
Arizona Game and Fish Department
2015-2016 Annual Report

N/A
License, tag, and stamp sales revenue: $33,767,501 (FY15) - 28% of total

Inflation Adjustments?
Pittman Robertson

Dingell Johnson

$7,222,346 in FY17

State Wildlife Grants

$1,257,449 in FY17

Funding Trends
Deer Total

Small Game Total
Sports Package Total
Freshwater Fishing Total

Arizona Game and Fish Department
2015-2016 Annual Report

N/A
37% of funding
35%
$43 million
Includes: Heritage Fun (provides up to $10 million each year from Arizona lottery
proceeds to the Arizona Game and Fish Department for the conservation and
protection of the state’s wildlife and natural areas; assed by voters as a ballot initiative
in 1990)
Funding has increased in the past 10 years.
$82.00 - Resident
$460.00 - Non-Resident
$172.00 - Resident
$810.00 - Non-Resident
Not Offered
$57.00 - Resident
$160.00 - Non-Resident
$37.00 - Resident
$55.00 - Non-Resident
No
$21,858,466 in FY17

Elk Total

Federal Funding

$122,335,600 (FY17)
None

Other?
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Funds at AZGFD

Heritage Fund Program:
2009-2010 Annual Report

License Simplification
US Dept. of Interior Fish and Wildlife
Service Final Certificates of
Apportionment
US Dept. of Interior Fish and Wildlife
Service Final Certificates of
Apportionment
US Dept. of Interior Fish and Wildlife
Service Final Certificates of
Apportionment

Sources

Arizona Game and Fish Department (AZGFD)
Future Funding Analysis Overview
Year Convened
Goal/Vision of The Group
Budget Shortfall Identified
Principles Determined
Criteria Used
Recommended Funding
Sources
Link to Website or
Report/Recommendations
Implementation Status

N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
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California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW)

Sources

State Profile

Participation

Agency Authority

Population Size
Geographic Size (sq. miles)
Percent Public Lands
Anglers in State (percent change
from 2001-2011)

39,536,653 in 2017
165,356.15 square miles in 2017
42%
-32%

US Census
US Census
CDFW Website
2011 National Survey of Fishing
and, Hunting, and WildlifeAssociated Recreation

Hunters in State (percent change
from 2001-2011)

+44%

2011 National Survey of Fishing
and, Hunting, and WildlifeAssociated Recreation

Wildlife-watching Expenditures
(percent change from 2001-2011)

+15%

2011 National Survey of Fishing
and, Hunting, and WildlifeAssociated Recreation

Department Overview

The California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) is responsible for managing the state's
fish, wildlife, and plant resources, and their habitats for their ecological value and their use and
enjoyment by the public.
Yes

CDFW Website

Responsible for Freshwater Fish?

Responsible for Game Management? Yes
Yes
Responsible for Habitat?
Responsible for Marine Fish?
Responsible for Parks?
Responsible for Wildlife Area?
Responsible for Enforcement?
Responsible for Setting Fees?

Yes. Marine Protection Areas protect marine life and their habitat, and allow for varied amounts
of allowed activities and protections.
No. California State Parks is responsible for Parks.
Yes. CDFW manages 103 Wildlife Areas covering over 690,000 acres.

CDFW Website - Conservation
page
CDFW Website
CDFW Website - Conservation
page
CDFW Website

California Parks Website
CDFW Website - Conservation
page
Yes. Fish and Wildlife Officers provide the public with hunting and fishing information and protect CDFW Website - Fish and Wildlife
the state's resources from poaching and overuse.
Officer page
Yes. The CDFW License and Revenue Branch is responsible for the public sale of sport fishing and CDFW Website
hunting licenses.
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California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW)

Sources

Funding Portfolio

Total Agency Budget
General Fund (e.g., sales tax, gas tax,
etc.)
General Fund: dedicated or reappropriated?
License Fees (e.g., hunting, fishing)

$575,844,000 in FY16
20% ($114,935,000 in FY16)

CDFW Budget Fact Book
CDFW Budget Fact Book

Re-appropriated.

California Fish and Wildlife
Strategic Vision Report
CDFW Budget Fact Book

Nonconsumptive User Fees (e.g.,
Discover Pass)

CDFW Website

Inflation Adjustments?

User Stamp fee - passed in 1988, this law requires non-consumptive users to pay for access to
DFG Wildlife Areas. Birdwatchers make up 15%, the largest segment of users: 1% (approx.
$5,803,000)
Other funds: 26% ($149,719,440)
Prop 84 - Safe Drinking Water, Water Quality & Supply, Flood Control, River & Coastal Protection
Fund est. 2006: 4% ($23,340,000)
Oil Spill Prevention and Administration Fund: 6% ($33,962,000)
Reimbursements: 6% ($32,985,000)
21% ($120,927,240 in FY16)
Since 2012, CDFW funding has remained mostly constant, although percent of general fund
money has increased while license revenues have decreased.
$78.07 - Resident
$441.01 - Non-Resident
$493.41 - Resident
$1529.06 - Non-Resident
Not Offered
Not Offered
$48.34 -Resident
$130.42 - Non-Resident
Yes. License fees adjust up and down each year to compensate for inflation or deflation.

Pittman Robertson

$25,602,136 In FY17

US Dept. of Interior Fish and
Wildlife Service Final Certificates
of Apportionment

Dingell Johnson

$16,639,859 in FY17

US Dept. of Interior Fish and
Wildlife Service Final Certificates
of Apportionment

State Wildlife Grants

$2,503,634 in FY17

US Dept. of Interior Fish and
Wildlife Service Final Certificates
of Apportionment

Other?

Federal trust fund: 14% ($77,379,366 in FY16). This source includes several federal grants to the
state: Wildlife Restoration Act grants, Sport Fish Restoration Act grants, NOAA grants, Other
Miscellaneous grants.

CDFW Budget Fact Book

Other Funding

Federal
Funding Trends
License Fees

Deer Total
Elk Total
Small Game Total
Sports Package Total
Freshwater Fishing Total

Federal Funding

16% ($91,000,000 in FY16)

17

CDFW Budget Fact Book

CDFW Budget Fact Book
CDFW Budget Fact Book 2012

CDFW Website

Sources

California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW)
Future Funding Analysis Overview

Assembly Bill 2376 called for CDFW to create a strategic vision for the agency's future. To do this, California Fish and Wildlife
the CA Secretary for Natural Resources established three groups to tackle the California Fish and Strategic Vision Background
Wildlife Strategic Vision (CFWSV): the CFWSV Executive Committee (the Committee), the Blue
Information Report
Ribbon Citizen Commission (the BRCC), and the Stakeholder Advisory Group (the SAG). The SAG
was broken into six working groups, one of which specifically focused on Sustainable Financing for
the CDFW. The Strategic Vision includes a number of high-level funding recommendations,
including a recommendation to convene a task force to look more specifically at funding,
efficiencies, and Department mandates. A funding task force has not yet been convened.

Year convened

2012

Goal/vision of the group

Review Department mandates, funding, and potential efficiencies because successful natural
resources stewardship depends on stable, adequate funding.
California Fish and Wildlife Strategic Vision

Link to website or
report/recommendations
Budget Shortfall identified
Criteria Used
Recommended Funding Sources

Principles Determined
Implementation Status

California Fish and Wildlife
Strategic Vision Report
CDFW Strategic Vision (Page 7)

Not a specific dollar amount. The CFWSV identified a general funding shortfall due to decreasing California Fish and Wildlife
participation in hunting and fishing activities.
Strategic Vision Report
Not applicable.
Funding recommendations:
CDFW Strategic Vision (Page 8)
1. Require open and transparent accounting within CDFW to build confidence in how funds are
managed.
2. As part of its strategic planning effort, CDFW will evaluate and implement program efficiencies.
3. Pursue a high-level task force that reviews and makes recommendations regarding CDFW
funding and efficiencies, and mandates.
4. The California State Legislature should identify specific means by which to pay for any new
mandates enacted.
Not applicable.
The Strategic Advisory Group continues to meet to review status on the implementation of the
Progress on Achieving the Fish
Strategic Vision, however a task force has not yet been established to review funding, efficiencies, and Wildlife Strategic Vision Goals
and mandates, as was recommended.
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Source

Colorado Parks and Wildlife (CPW)
State Profile

Participation

Agency Authority

Population Size
Geographic Size (sq. miles)
Percent Public Lands
Anglers in State (percent
change from 2001-2011)
Hunters in State (percent
change from 2001-2011)
Wildlife-watching Expenditures
(percent change from 20012011)
Department Overview

Responsible for Freshwater
Fish?
Responsible for Game
Management?
Responsible for Habitat?
Responsible for Marine Fish?

Funding Portfolio

5.541 million in 2016
104,185 square miles
34% (23 million acres)
-16%

CPW Website
CPW Website
CPW Website
2011 National Survey of Fishing and, Hunting, and
Wildlife-Associated Recreation
2011 National Survey of Fishing and, Hunting, and
Wildlife-Associated Recreation
2011 National Survey of Fishing and, Hunting, and
Wildlife-Associated Recreation

-8%
+81%

Colorado Parks and Wildlife (CPW) manages 42 state parks, all of Colorado's wildlife, more than 300 state
Colorado Parks and Wildlife Website
wildlife areas and a host of recreational programs. CPW issues hunting and fishing licenses, conducts research
to improve wildlife management activities, protects high priority wildlife habitat through acquisitions and
partnerships, provides technical assistance to private and other public landowners concerning wildlife and
habitat management and develops programs to understand, protect and recover threatened and endangered
species. 
Yes
Colorado Parks and Wildlife Website
Yes

Colorado Parks and Wildlife Website

Yes. Regulations are established by the Colorado Parks and Wildlife Commission, a commission within the
CPW.
No

Colorado Parks and Wildlife Website
Colorado Parks and Wildlife Website

Responsible for Parks?
Yes
Responsible for Wildlife Areas? Yes. Responsible for over 300 state wildlife areas covering 769,000 acres.

Colorado Parks and Wildlife Website
Colorado Parks and Wildlife Website

Responsible for Enforcement?

Colorado Parks and Wildlife Website

Responsible for Setting Fees?

Yes. CPW Law Enforcement is responsible for enforcement of season dates, bag limits, license requirements,
off-highway vehicles, boating and Parks rules
Yes. CPW sets license fees

Total Agency Budget

FY17: $212.4 million

CPW 2017 Statewide Fact Sheet

General Fund (e.g., sales tax,
gas tax, etc.)
General Fund: Dedicated or Reappropriated?
License Fees (e.g., hunting,
fishing)

No state general fund revenue.

CPW 2017 Statewide Fact Sheet

N/A

CPW 2017 Statewide Fact Sheet

Nonconsumptive User Fees
(e.g., Discover Pass)
Federal

None - currently starting up a process to examine options and implementation of other user fees.

2016 Funding the Future: Public Engagement Report

Approximately $44.6 million (21%) of the total budget

2016 Funding the Future: Public Engagement Report

Other funding sources

Other funding accounts for approximately $36.1 million in FY17. Other funding sources include:
Great Outdoors Colorado (a program created by Colorado voters that invests a portion of Colorado Lottery
proceeds to preserve and enhance the state's parks, trails, wildlife, rivers, and open spaces): 11% agency's
budget.
Severance Tax: 2%
Sales, Donations, Interest, Other: 4%
CPW cut $40 million and 50 positions from the wildlife budget since 2009.

2016 Funding the Future: Public Engagement Report

Funding Trends

Colorado Parks and Wildlife Website

License revenue accounts for approximately $131.7 million (62%) of the Department's budget. Note: there are 2016 Funding the Future: Public Engagement Report
two separate budgets, one for Parks, and one for Wildlife. License revenue only supports wildlife.
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2016 Funding the Future: Public Engagement Report

Source

Colorado Parks and Wildlife (CPW)
License Fees

Deer Total

Pittman Robertson

$41.00 - Resident
$396.00 - Non-Resident
$56.00 Resident
$651.00 - Non-Resident
Not Offered
$51.00 - Resident
$10.00 - Non-Resident
$36.00 - Resident
$66.00 - Non-Resident
Nonresident licenses fees are tied to inflation. According to public engagement and discussions in 2016,
residents believe resident license fees should also be tied to inflation.
$19,418,582 in FY17

Dingell Johnson

$8,327,609 in FY17

State Wildlife Grants

$1,061,455 in FY17

Other?
Overview

N/A
Sportsmen and legislators called on CPW in 2016 to increase awareness among license holders and seek input 2016 Funding the Future: Public Engagement Report
to address the projected budget shortfall. CPW used a variety of outreach strategies designed to reach as
many sportsmen in Colorado as possible. This outreach aimed at educating sportsmen about the benefits of
increasing license fees – not about looking broadly at funding sources. As a result of this work, the CPW
Director is leading discussions on the topic of alternative funding sources beginning in 2018.

Year convened

Will start in 2018.

Goal/vision of the group

The goal of the effort will be to explore alternative funding sources, such as fees on hikers, bikers, and wildlife 2016 Funding the Future: Public Engagement Report
watchers; a tax; or an additional charge on license plate registrations to pay for wildlife conservation and
management.
2016 Funding the Future: Public Engagement Report

Elk Total
Small Game Total
Sports Package Total
Freshwater Fishing Total
Inflation Adjustments?
Federal Funding

Future Funding
Analysis

Link to Website or
Report/Recommendations
Budget Shortfall Identified

N/A
N/A

Implementation Status

N/A

US Dept. of Interior Fish and Wildlife Service Final
Certificates of Apportionment
US Dept. of Interior Fish and Wildlife Service Final
Certificates of Apportionment
US Dept. of Interior Fish and Wildlife Service Final
Certificates of Apportionment

2016 Funding the Future: Public Engagement Report

20% shortfall annually by 2023

Criteria Used
Recommended Funding
Sources
Principles Determined

2016 Funding the Future: Public Engagement Report

2016 Funding the Future: Public Engagement Report

Although new discussions have not yet been launched, public input from 2017 outreach revealed the
2016 Funding the Future: Public Engagement Report
following:
1. It makes sense to make small adjustments to the price of licenses over time to avoid dramatic price
increases, and to keep pace with increasing costs of doing business.
2. Reinstating a senior fishing license fee.
3. Diversifying funding such as fees on hikers, bikers, and wildlife watchers; a tax on license plate registrations
2016 Funding the Future: Public Engagement Report
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CWP 2015
Strategic Plan

Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission (FWC)

Sources

State Profile

Population Size
Geographic Size (Sq. Miles)
Percent Public Lands

21.0 million
53,600
26.24%

US Census
US Census
Public Land Ownership by State

Participation

Anglers in State (Percent Change
from 2001-2011)

0%

2011 National Survey of Fishing
and, Hunting, and WildlifeAssociated Recreation

Hunters in State (Percent Change
from 2001-2011)

7%

2011 National Survey of Fishing
and, Hunting, and WildlifeAssociated Recreation

Wildlife-Watching Expenditures
(Percent Change from 2001-2011)

52%

2011 National Survey of Fishing
and, Hunting, and WildlifeAssociated Recreation

Department Overview

The Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission (FWC) protects and manages
wildlife, species of freshwater fish, and saltwater fish.
Yes.

FWC

Agency Authority

Responsible for Freshwater Fish?
Responsible for Game
Management?
Responsible for Habitat?

Yes.

Responsible for Marine Fish?

Yes

Responsible for Parks?
Responsible for Wildlife Area?
Responsible for Enforcement?
Responsible for Setting Fees?

No
Yes - 5,800,000 acres.
Yes
No

Yes
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Division of Freshwater Fisheries
Management
Division of Hunting and Game
Management
Division of Habitat and Species
Conservation
Division of Marine Fisheries
Management
Florida State Parks
Wildlife Management Areas
Division of Law Enforcement
The Florida Senate License and
Fee Review

Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission (FWC)

Sources

Funding Portfolio

License Fees

Total Agency Budget
General Fund (e.g., Sales Tax, Gas
Tax, Etc.)
General Fund: Dedicated or Reappropriated?
License Fees (e.g., Hunting, Fishing)

$367,183,709 in FY17
$32,152,622 - 9% total in FY17

2017 FWC Budget Update
Programs of the FWC

Re-appropriated

Budget

$60,600,000 (Note: licenses fees are distributed to various WDFW trust funds).

Florida Tax Handbook

Nonconsumptive User Fees (e.g.,
Discover Pass)
Federal
Other Funding

None

Budget
Programs of the FWC
Programs of the FWC

Inflation Adjustments?

Federal Grant Trust Fund $68,513,636 - 19%
56%
$206 million
Includes: Multiple state trust funds
-Administrative Trust Fund
-Florida Panther Research and Management Trust Fund
-Grants and Donations Trust Fund
-Invasive Plant Control Trust Fund
-Land Acquisition Trust Fund
-Marine Resources Conservation Trust Fund
-Nongame Wildlife Trust Fund
-State Game Trust Fund
-Save the Manatee Trust Fund
Increasing
$31.50 - Resident
$165.00 - Non-Resident
Not Offered
Not Offered
Not Offered
$17.00 - Resident
$47.00 - Non-Resident
No

Pittman Robertson

$13,978,911 in FY17

Dingell Johnson

$12,061,750 in FY17

State Wildlife Grants

$2,282,843 in FY17

Other?

N/A

Funding Trends
Deer Total
Elk Total
Small Game Total
Sports Package Total
Freshwater Fishing Total

Federal Funding
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Budget

The Florida Senate License and
Fee Review
US Dept. of Interior Fish and
Wildlife Service Final Certificates
of Apportionment
US Dept. of Interior Fish and
Wildlife Service Final Certificates
of Apportionment
US Dept. of Interior Fish and
Wildlife Service Final Certificates
of Apportionment

Sources

Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission (FWC)
Future Funding Analysis

Overview
Year Convened
Goal/Vision of The Group
Budget Shortfall Identified
Principles Determined
Criteria Used
Recommended Funding Sources

N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A

Link to Website or
Report/Recommendations
Implementation Status

N/A
N/A
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Source

Idaho Fish and Game
State Profile

Participation

Agency Authority

Population Size
Geographic Size (sq. miles)
Percent Public Lands
Anglers in State (percent change
from 2001-2011)

1,716,943
82,747 square miles
Approximately 60%
+7%

US Census
World Atlas
Our Public Lands Website
2011 National Survey of Fishing
and, Hunting, and WildlifeAssociated Recreation

Hunters in State (percent
change from 2001-2011)

+25%

2011 National Survey of Fishing
and, Hunting, and WildlifeAssociated Recreation

Wildlife-watching Expenditures +50%
(percent change from 20012011)

2011 National Survey of Fishing
and, Hunting, and WildlifeAssociated Recreation

Department Overview

The Idaho Fish and Game is tasked with protecting, preserving, perpetuating, and managing
Idaho's wildlife resources.
Yes

Idaho Fish and Game Website

Yes

Idaho Fish and Game Website

Yes

Idaho Fish and Game Website

Responsible for Marine Fish?

No

Idaho Fish and Game Website

Responsible for Parks?

No

Idaho Fish and Game Website

Responsible for Wildlife Area?

Yes. Idaho Fish and Game manages 32 Wildlife Management Areas (ranging from 275 to 85,000
acres) to protect wildlife habitat and provide opportunities for hunting, fishing, and other public
enjoyment of wildlife.
Yes. Conservation Officers are responsible for preserving and perpetuating fish and wildlife
resources, enforcing boating regulations and game laws, and collecting scientific data.

Idaho Fish and Game Website Enforcement Page

Yes

2015 Strategic Plan

Responsible for Freshwater
Fish?
Responsible for Game
Management?
Responsible for Habitat?

Responsible for Enforcement?

Responsible for Setting Fees?
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Idaho Fish and Game Website

Idaho Fish and Game Website Enforcement Page

Source

Idaho Fish and Game
Funding Portfolio

License Fees

Total Agency Budget

$108.1 million in FY18

IDFG Financial Specialist Contact

General Fund (e.g., sales tax,
gas tax, etc.)
General Fund: dedicated or reappropriated?
License Fees (e.g., hunting,
fishing)
Nonconsumptive User Fees
(e.g., Discover Pass)

None

IDFG Financial Specialist Contact

N/A

IDFG Financial Specialist Contact

$45.9 million in FY18 (Approximately 42%)

IDFG Financial Specialist Contact

None

Other funding sources

Federal

Total: $13.8 million in FY18 - approximately 13%
License Plates: $878,300 (1%)
Tax check-off: $29,400 (0.03%)
$48.4 million in FY18 (Approximately 45%)

Idaho General Fund
Appropriation and Allocation
Summary Table
IDFG Financial Specialist Contact

Funding Trends

Revenue has risen steadily since 2013.

Deer Total

Pittman Robertson

$42.13 - Resident
$484.00 - Non-Resident
$53.46 - Resident
$602.45 - Non-Resident
$21.78 - Resident
$114.48 - Non-Resident
$136.63 - Resident
$13.80 - Non-Resident
$35.17 - Resident
$115.00 - Non-Resident
No. Idaho Fish and Game introduced a Price Lock program that allows residents to "lock in" the
2017 price, before prices go up in 2018. The goal is for more hunters, anglers, and trappers to
consistently buy annual licenses and create enough revenue to overcome inflation without a
consistent fee increase.
$12,148,918 in FY16

Dingell Johnson

$6,276,829 in FY 16

State Wildlife Grants

$595,845 in FY17

Other?

25,602,965 in other federal grants in FY16

Elk Total
Small Game Total
Sports Package Total
Freshwater Fishing Total
Inflation Adjustments?

Federal Funding

IDFG Financial Specialist Contact
Idaho General Fund
Appropriation and Allocation
Summary Table

Price Lock Proposal Fact Sheet

Idaho Fish and Game
Performance Report
Idaho Fish and Game
Performance Report
US Dept. of Interior Fish and
Wildlife Service Final Certificates
of Apportionment
Idaho General Fund
Appropriation and Allocation
Summary Table
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Source

Idaho Fish and Game
Future Funding Analysis Overview

Price lock program where hunters and fishers can lock in a license price by continuing to
purchase within a specific window each year.
N/A
N/A
N/A

Year convened
Goal/vision of the group
Link to website or
report/recommendations
Budget Shortfall identified
N/A
Criteria Used
N/A
Recommended Funding Sources N/A
Principles Determined
Implementation Status

N/A
N/A
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Idaho Fish and Game Website

Maine Department of Inland Fisheries and Wildlife (MDIFW)

Sources

State Profile

Population Size
Geographic Size (Sq. Miles)
Percent Public Lands

1.3 million
30,800
5.36%

US Census
US Census
Public Land Ownership by State

Participation

Anglers in State (Percent
Change from 2001-2011)

-9%

Hunters in State (Percent
Change from 2001-2011)

10%

2011 National Survey of Fishing
and, Hunting, and WildlifeAssociated Recreation
2011 National Survey of Fishing
and, Hunting, and WildlifeAssociated Recreation
2011 National Survey of Fishing
and, Hunting, and WildlifeAssociated Recreation
About MDIFW

Agency Authority

Wildlife-Watching
82%
Expenditures (Percent Change
from 2001-2011)
Department Overview
Maine Department of Inland Fisheries and Wildlife (MDIFW) preserves, protects, and enhances
the inland fisheries and wildlife resources of the state. MDIFW protects and manages fish, game
and non-game wildlife, and habitats, as well as restoration of endangered species. In addition to
its conservation duties, MDIFW is also responsible for enabling and promoting the safe
enjoyment of Maine's outdoors, including whitewater rafting, boating, snowmobiling, and
wildlife observation.
Responsible for Freshwater
Fish?
Responsible for Game
Management?
Responsible for Habitat?
Responsible for Marine Fish?

Yes

Fisheries

Yes

Hunting Laws and Rules

Yes
No

About MDIFW
Department of Marine Resources

Responsible for Parks?
No
Responsible for Wildlife Area? Yes. 106,000 acres (60 wildlife management areas).

Bureau of Parks and Lands
Wildlife Management Areas

Responsible for Enforcement? Yes

Maine Warden Service

Responsible for Setting Fees?

Maine Legislature

No
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Wildlife Division Research and
Management Report 2017

Maine Department of Inland Fisheries and Wildlife (MDIFW)

Sources

Funding Portfolio

Maine Department of Inland
Fisheries and Wildlife provided
FY17 information
Maine Department of Inland
Fisheries and Wildlife provided
FY17 information
Maine Department of Inland
Fisheries and Wildlife provided
FY17 information
Maine Department of Inland
Fisheries and Wildlife provided
FY17 information
Maine Department of Inland
Fisheries and Wildlife provided
FY17 information
Maine Department of Inland
Fisheries and Wildlife provided
FY17 information
Maine Department of Inland
Fisheries and Wildlife provided
FY17 information

Total Agency Budget

$47,905,308 (FY17)

General Fund (e.g., Sales Tax,
Gas Tax, Etc.)

18%
$8,506,142

General Fund: Dedicated or Re- Dedicated; Rolls into a carrying account that remains available for use by the department in
appropriated?
future years upon approval by the legislature.
License Fees (e.g., Hunting,
Fishing)

34%
$16,116,485

Nonconsumptive User Fees
(e.g., Discover Pass)

12%
$5,889,711
Includes ATV registrations and snowmobile registrations
27%
$12,923,748

Federal

License Fees

Other Funding

9%
$4,469,112
Includes: A voluntary income tax donation (Endangered and Nongame Wildlife Fund, Chickadee
Check-off), a conservation registration plate (Loon Plate), a sportsman’s registration plate, and a
special lottery ticket (Outdoor Heritage Fund). The Outdoor Heritage Fund lottery ticket raised
$598,000 per year on average in FY11 – FY15.

Funding Trends
Deer Total

Inflation Adjustments?
Pittman Robertson

Funding has been inconsistent and decreased at times.
$31.00 - Resident
$120.00 - Non-Resident
Not Offered
$15.00 - Resident
$75.00 - Non-Resident
$43.00 - Resident
$150.00 - Non-Resident
$25.00 - Resident
$64.00 - Non-Resident
No
$7,964,547 in FY17

Dingell Johnson

$3,494,429 in FY17

State Wildlife Grants

$500,727 in FY17

Other?

N/A

Elk Total
Small Game Total
Sports Package Total
Freshwater Fishing Total

Federal Funding
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Maine's Wildlife Action Plan

Maine Legislature
US Dept. of Interior Fish and
Wildlife Service Final Certificates of
Apportionment
US Dept. of Interior Fish and
Wildlife Service Final Certificates of
Apportionment
US Dept. of Interior Fish and
Wildlife Service Final Certificates of
Apportionment

Maine's Wildlife Action Plan

Maine Department of Inland Fisheries and Wildlife (MDIFW)

Sources

Future Funding Analysis

Funding Maine's Wildlife Programs

Year Convened

The Association of Fish & Wildlife Agencies evaluated the Department and the Wildlife Division
and recognized the need for stable and adequate funding for all of the Department's wildlife
conservation programs. In 2001, the Citizens' Advisory Committee identified several possible
sources of funding for consideration.
2001

Goal/Vision of The Group

Identify possible sources for stable and adequate wildlife funding.

Funding Maine's Wildlife Programs

Budget Shortfall Identified
Principles Determined
Criteria Used
Recommended Funding
Sources

None
N/A
N/A
The Constitution of Maine be amended to require that at least 1/8 of one percent of the State
Sales Tax be dedicated to fish and wildlife conservation programs to be distributed to the
various state agencies that administer those programs.
The share of state gas tax revenues distributed to state agencies for operation of boating, ATV,
and snowmobile and related programs should be at least equal to the portion of the gas tax
revenues generated by watercraft and recreational vehicle gas sales.
Every 4 years hunting and fishing license fees should be reviewed by the Legislature and
adjusted as appropriate to reflect the cost of providing hunting and fishing-related services.
The Maine Income Tax return be revised to restore the Chickadee Check-off to the main part of
the tax form.

Link to Website or
Report/Recommendations
Implementation Status

Funding Maine's Wildlife Programs

Overview

Implemented
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Funding Maine's Wildlife Programs

Funding Maine's Wildlife Programs

Minnesota Department of Natural Resources (DNR), Division of Fish and Wildlife (FAW)

Sources

State Profile

US Census
US Census
Public Land Ownership by State
2011 National Survey of Fishing and,
Hunting, and Wildlife-Associated Recreation

Participation

Agency Authority

Population Size
Geographic Size (sq. miles)
Percent Public Lands
Anglers in State (Percent Change
from 2001-2011)

5.6 million
79,600
17.57%
-4%

Hunters in State (Percent Change -20%
from 2001-2011)

2011 National Survey of Fishing and,
Hunting, and Wildlife-Associated Recreation

-8%
Wildlife-Watching Expenditures
(Percent Change from 2001-2011)

2011 National Survey of Fishing and,
Hunting, and Wildlife-Associated Recreation

Department Overview

The Division of Fish and Wildlife (FAW) is part of the Minnesota Department of Natural
Fish and Wildlife
Resources (DNR). FAW manages fish and wildlife populations; conserves aquatic and upland
habitats; and responds to fish and wildlife disease and habitat challenges. The other DNR
divisions include: (1) Ecological and Water Resources, (2) Enforcement, (3) Forestry, (4)
Lands and Minerals, and (5) Parks and Trails.

Responsible for Freshwater Fish?

Yes

Minnesota Fisheries

Responsible for Game
Management?
Responsible for Habitat?
Responsible for State Marine
Fish?
Responsible for Parks?

Yes

Hunting and Trapping

Yes. The FAW division protects, enhances, and restores habitat.
No. The FAW division is only responsible for fishing and aquatic habitats in Minnesota's
managed lakes and fishable rivers and streams.
No. The DNR Parks and Trails division is responsible for parks.

Game and Fish Fund Report
Minnesota Fisheries

Responsible for Wildlife Areas?

Yes. 1,290,000 acres (1,440 wildlife management areas).

Wildlife Management Areas

Responsible for Enforcement?

No. The DNR Enforcement division is responsible for enforcement.

Enforcement Division

Responsible for Setting Fees?

No. DNR can propose fees, but the legislature must approve license fee changes.

License Dollars Facts
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Minnesota State Parks and Recreation Areas

Minnesota Department of Natural Resources (DNR), Division of Fish and Wildlife (FAW)

Sources

Funding Portfolio

Department of Natural Resources Biennial
Budget 2018-2019
Department of Natural Resources Biennial
Budget 2018-2019

Total Agency Budget

$109,950,000 (FY18) [$219,900,000 biennial budget FY18-19)]

General Fund (e.g., sales tax, gas
tax, etc.)
General Fund: Dedicated or Reappropriated?
License Fees (e.g., hunting,
fishing)

None

Nonconsumptive User Fees (e.g.,
Discover Pass)
Federal
Other Funding

None

Funding Trends

DNR operating budget increased on average 2% annually from FY06-FY17.

N/A
The FAW division receives most funding through the Game and Fish Fund ($160.9 million or Department of Natural Resources Biennial
73%) (Note: The Game and Fish Fund revenue is primarily the product of hunting and
Budget 2018-2019
fishing license sales and federal reimbursements.) Sales of hunting and fishing licenses fees
contributed to 47% of the Game and Fish Fund in FY16.
Licenses, permits, stamps, passes, and license validation transactions generated $65.3
million in revenue in FY16.
Fish and Wildlife Habitat Stamp Program

The federal dollars described below are put into the Game and Fish Fund.
License Dollars Facts
1%
Department of Natural Resources Biennial
$8 million
Budget 2018-2019
Includes: The Outdoor Heritage Fund (one of four funds created in 2008 when voters
approved to increase the state’s sales tax by three-eighths of one percent. These dollars are
used to restore, protect and enhance land and water for fish, game, and wildlife.)
Fish and Wildlife Habitat Stamp Program: supports fish and wildlife conservation; stamps
can be purchased in combination with a hunting or fishing license or as collectables.
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Department of Natural Resources Budget
Overview FY18-19

Game and Fish Fund Report

Sources

Minnesota Department of Natural Resources (DNR), Division of Fish and Wildlife (FAW)
License Fees

Deer Total

Inflation Adjustments?
Pittman Robertson

$32.55 - Resident
$171.60 - Non-Resident
Not Offered
$24.31 - Resident
$106.71 - Non-Resident
$97.44 - Resident
Not offered - Non-Resident
$24.31 - Resident
$48.00 - Non-Resident
No
$22,971,924 in FY17

Dingell Johnson

$12,435,934 in FY17

US Dept. of Interior Fish and Wildlife Service
Final Certificates of Apportionment

State Wildlife Grants

$993,310 in FY17

US Dept. of Interior Fish and Wildlife Service
Final Certificates of Apportionment

Elk Total
Small Game Total
Sports Package Total
Freshwater Fishing Total

Federal Funding

Other?
Future Funding Analysis Overview

License Dollars Facts
US Dept. of Interior Fish and Wildlife Service
Final Certificates of Apportionment

N/A
Game and Fish Fund Budget Oversight Committee: an 11 person ongoing committee that
meets with managers and staffs of DNR to review the DNR's annual Game and Fish Fund
Report including expenditures, budgets, spending plans and other information related to
the Game and Fish Fund; coordinates the integration of the fisheries and wildlife oversight
committee reports into an annual report to the legislature.

Year convened

1994

Goal/vision of the group

Recommend changes on a broad level in policies, activities, and revenue enhancements or
reductions; provide a forum to address issues that transcend the fisheries and wildlife
oversight committees.
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A

Budget Shortfall identified
Principles Determined
Criteria Used
Recommended Funding Sources
Link to website or
report/recommendations
Implementation Status

Game and Fish Budget Oversight Committee Reports
N/A
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Overview of Game and Fish Budget Oversight
Committee

Overview of Game and Fish Budget Oversight
Committee
Game and Fish Budget Oversight Committee
Tasks

Sources

Missouri Department of Conservation (MDC)
State Profile

Population Size
Geographic Size (Sq. Miles)
Percent Public Lands

Participation

Anglers in State (Percent Change -12%
from 2001-2011)

2011 National Survey of Fishing
and, Hunting, and WildlifeAssociated Recreation

Hunters in State (Percent Change 18%
from 2001-2011)

2011 National Survey of Fishing
and, Hunting, and WildlifeAssociated Recreation

Wildlife-Watching Expenditures 65%
(Percent Change from 2001-2011)

2011 National Survey of Fishing
and, Hunting, and WildlifeAssociated Recreation

Department Overview

The Missouri Department of Conservation (MDC) protects and manages Missouri's fish, forest,
and wildlife resources.
Responsible for Freshwater Fish? Yes

MDC About Us

Responsible for Game
Management?
Responsible for Habitat?
Responsible for Marine Fish?
Responsible for Parks?
Responsible for Wildlife Area?

Yes

MDC Annual Review FY14-15

Yes
No
No
Yes. 1,000,000 acres (900 wildlife management areas).

MDC Annual Review FY14-15

Responsible for Enforcement?

Yes

MDC Annual Review FY14-15

Responsible for Setting Fees?

Yes

Total Agency Budget
General Fund (e.g., Sales Tax, Gas
Tax, Etc.)
General Fund: Dedicated or Reappropriated?
License Fees (e.g., Hunting,
Fishing)
Nonconsumptive User Fees (e.g.,
Discover Pass)
Federal
Other Funding

$189,205,443 in FY16
None

Missouri Department of
Conservation
MDC Annual Review FY15-16
MDC Annual Review FY15-16

Agency Authority

Funding Portfolio

Funding Trends

6.1 million
68,700
6.02%

US Census
US Census
Public Land Ownership by State

MDC Annual Review FY14-15

Missouri State Parks
MDC Annual Review FY15-16

N/A
Permit sales: 18.3 % of total - $34,636,567 (FY16). Note: this includes sports licenses and
commercial permits, which are estimated to be about $300,000 a year.
None

MDC Annual Review FY15-16

15.5% of total - $29,268,408 (FY16)
66%
$125 million
Includes: Design for Conservation (general sales tax that set asides 1/8th of 1% sales tax directly
to agency): $115,429,774 and sales/rentals: $7,453,396
Total Revenue: Increased by $34 million (FY10-FY17)
Permit Revenue: Fairly consistent year-to-year (FY10-FY17)
Design for Conservation Tax: Increased by $23 million (FY10-FY17)

MDC Annual Review FY15-16
MDC Annual Review FY15-16
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MDC Annual Review FY15-16

MDC FY19 Budget Request

Sources

Missouri Department of Conservation (MDC)
License Fees

Deer Total

Inflation Adjustments?

$17.00 - Resident
$225 - Non-Resident
Not Offered
$10.00 - Resident
$80.00 - Non-Resident
Not Offered
$12.00 - Resident
$42.00 - Non-Resident
No

Pittman Robertson

$20,756,674 in FY17

Dingell Johnson

$7,830,320 in FY17

State Wildlife Grants

$989, 687 in FY17

Other?
Overview
Year Convened
Goal/Vision of The Group
Budget Shortfall Identified
Principles Determined
Criteria Used
Recommended Funding Sources

N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A

Link to Website or
Report/Recommendations
Implementation Status

N/A

Elk Total
Small Game Total
Sports Package Total
Freshwater Fishing Total

Federal Funding

Future Funding Analysis

Missouri Department of
Conservation
US Dept. of Interior Fish and
Wildlife Service Final Certificates of
Apportionment
US Dept. of Interior Fish and
Wildlife Service Final Certificates of
Apportionment
US Dept. of Interior Fish and
Wildlife Service Final Certificates of
Apportionment

N/A
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Source

Montana Fish, Wildlife, & Parks (FWP)
State Profile

Participation

Agency Authority

Funding Portfolio

Population Size
Geographic Size (sq. miles)
Percent Public Lands
Anglers in State (percent change from 2001-2011)

1,050,493 in 2017
154,484 square miles
30% (30 million acres)
-23%

Hunters in State (percent change from 2001-2011)

-34%

Wildlife-watching Expenditures (percent change
from 2001-2011)

-10%

Department Overview

The Montana Fish, Wildlife, & Parks (FWP)

Responsible for Freshwater Fish?
Responsible for Game Management?

Yes
Yes
Yes

US Census
US Census
FWP Website
2011 National Survey of Fishing
and, Hunting, and WildlifeAssociated Recreation
2011 National Survey of Fishing
and, Hunting, and WildlifeAssociated Recreation
2011 National Survey of Fishing
and, Hunting, and WildlifeAssociated Recreation
The Montana Fish, Wildlife & Parks
(FWP)
FWP Website - Hunting Page
The Montana Fish, Wildlife & Parks
(FWP)
The Montana Fish, Wildlife & Parks
(FWP)
The Montana Fish, Wildlife & Parks
(FWP)
FWP Website - Wildlife
Management Area Page
FWP Website - Enforcement Page

Responsible for Habitat?
Responsible for Marine Fish?

No

Responsible for Parks?

Yes

Responsible for Wildlife Area?

Yes. 71 management areas covering 597,698 acres.

Responsible for Enforcement?

Yes

Responsible for Setting Fees?
Total Agency Budget
General Fund (e.g., sales tax, gas tax, etc.)
General Fund: dedicated or re-appropriated?
License Fees (e.g., hunting, fishing)
Nonconsumptive User Fees (e.g., Discover Pass)

No. Fees are set by the legislature.
$162,591,376 in FY15
$618,250 in FY15 (0.4% of total budget)
Re-appropriated.
$40,372,000 in FY15 (24% of total budget)
None

FWP Agency Budget Comparison
FWP Agency Budget Comparison
FWP Agency Budget Comparison

Other funding sources

State special funds account, which are usually one-time, dedicated funds (75.9 million) - 47%

FWP Agency Budget Comparison

Federal
Funding Trends

$38,203,634 in FY15 (approx. 23%)
The FWP budget has increased each year since 2012.

FWP Agency Budget Comparison
FWP Agency Budget Comparison
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FWP Agency Budget Comparison
FWP Agency Budget Comparison

Source

Montana Fish, Wildlife, & Parks (FWP)
License Fees

Deer Total
Elk Total
Small Game Total
Sports Package Total
Freshwater Fishing Total
Inflation Adjustments?

Federal Funding

Pittman Robertson

Dingell Johnson

State Wildlife Grants

Other?
Future Funding Analysis Overview

$28.00 - Resident
$100.00 - Non-Resident
$38.00 Resident
$295.00 - Non-Resident
$18.00 - Resident
$25.00 - Non-Resident
$85.00 - Resident
Not offered for non-residents
$25.00 - Resident
$111.00 - Non-Resident
No. FWP asks the Montana Legislature to consider new hunting and fishing license fees once
per decade.
$20,611,646 in FY17

FWP Choices for the Future website

US Dept. of Interior Fish and
Wildlife Service Final Certificates of
Apportionment
$8,487,572 in FY17
US Dept. of Interior Fish and
Wildlife Service Final Certificates of
Apportionment
$862,231 in FY17
US Dept. of Interior Fish and
Wildlife Service Final Certificates of
Apportionment
None.
FWP Agency Budget Comparison
Two Advisory Groups were convened to look at the funding system for FWP. In 2013, the Fish & Fish & Wildlife Licensing & Funding FWP Website - FCG
Wildlife Licensing and Funding Advisory Council evaluated Montana's hunting and fishing
Advisory Council website
page
licenses and how best to fund fish and wildlife management in the long-term. They examined
different types of hunting and fishing licenses and the effects of license-fee adjustments on fish
and wildlife management funding. The Council was also asked to consider whether or not
additional funding sources should be considered.
In 2015, the Funding Common Ground (FGC) group was established to develop
recommendations on how to sustain fish and wildlife in Montana.

Year convened

2013 & 2015

Goal/vision of the group

2013: Evaluate the department's system of funding fish and wildlife management through the
sale of fishing and hunting licenses.

Link to website or report/recommendations
Budget Shortfall identified

2015: Develop recommendations to broaden funding sources for FWP and to strengthen
relationships among those who enjoy fish and wildlife in Montana.
Resources for the Advisory Council, FWP Website
$5.7 million, if license fee revenue isn't increased.
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FWP Website - Resources for
Licensing Advisory Council
FWP Website - Resources for
Licensing Advisory Council

FWP Website - FCG page
FWP Website - Resources for
Licensing Advisory Council

FWP Website - FCG
page
FWP Website - FCG
page

Source

Montana Fish, Wildlife, & Parks (FWP)
Criteria Used

Recommended Funding Sources

2013 - Would the potential recommendations:
-Maximize recruitment/retention of hunters and anglers?
-Simplify the license structure?
-Effectively target the intended customer?
-Maximize revenue to the department?
-Treat all license buyers fairly?
-Enhance long-term revenue stability
-Have some chance of success?
-Be cost effective to administer?

FWP Website - Resources for
Licensing Advisory Council

2015 -Does it have state-wide support?
-Does it attract a broad range of interests?
-Would it have organized opposition?
-Are the administrative costs burdensome?
-Does it supply a consistent revenue stream?
-Do the individuals who benefit contribute?
-Is it marketable?
-Does it provide funding for broad or targeted benefits for Montana wildlife?
-Is it feasible to enact the mechanism?
-Is it sustainable long-term?
-Does it provide additional funding over the current funding?
2013 FWP Website - Resources for
1. Standardize youth, senior, disabled, and nonresident fee and discounted licenses at 50% of Licensing Advisory Council
the equivalent, full-priced license; and increase the eligible senior age from 62 to 67.
2. Establish a new base hunting license costing $10 for residents and $15 for nonresidents that
is a prerequisite to purchasing individual species tags and archery stamps.
3. Increase prices for bison, moose, mountain goat, and mountain sheep nonresident licenses,
to more closely align with other states offering similar opportunities.
4. Increase the prices of resident 2-day fishing and season licenses; increase price of
nonresident 2-day, 10-day, and season fishing licenses; convert the 10-day nonresident license
to 7 days.
5. Cap the price of the B-10 nonresident big game nomination license and B-11 nonresident
deer combo license.
6. Revise the refund policy to allow nonresidents who are unsuccessful in drawing a permit to
receive a 95% refund of the big game combination license at the time of drawing.
7. Adopt a four-year model for reviewing budget expenditures and revenues and determining
the need for license revenue recommendations to the legislature.
8. Develop and provide mechanisms in addition to license dollars to fund the management and
maintenance of fish and wildlife resources.
2015 Establish a natural resource trust fund.
1. Establish a state tax on resource extraction and/or energy production.
2. Establish a boat launch / Fishing Access Site (FAS) user fee.
3. Expand use of the existing conservation license.
4. Establish a recreation license.
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FWP Website - FCG
page

FWP Website - FCG
page

Source

Montana Fish, Wildlife, & Parks (FWP)
Principles Determined

2013 - “All Montanans and visitors benefit from the management activities of Montana Fish,
FWP Website - Resources for
Wildlife, and Parks. FWP’s management is currently paid for largely by people who purchase
Licensing Advisory Council
hunting and fishing licenses. Of those who do not purchase a license, some benefit in ways that
have a physical presence creating impacts that FWP must manage. Others benefit without a
physical presence and do not create impacts. Because of the above, FWP and the legislature
need to develop/provide mechanisms in addition to license dollars to fund the management
and maintenance of the resources that provide these benefits.”

Implementation Status

No new information has been updated regarding implementation of the recommendations
produced in 2015.
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FWP Website

Sources

Nevada Department of Wildlife (NDOW)
State Profile

Participation

Population Size
Geographic Size (Sq. Miles)
Percent Public Lands
Anglers in State (Percent Change from 2001-2011)

3.0 million
109,800
81.07%
-15%

Hunters in State (Percent Change from 2001-2011) -9%

Wildlife-Watching Expenditures (Percent Change
from 2001-2011)

115%

Agency Authority

Department Overview

Funding Portfolio

Responsible for Freshwater Fish?
Responsible for Game Management?
Responsible for Habitat?
Responsible for Marine Fish?
Responsible for Parks?
Responsible for Wildlife Area?
Responsible for Enforcement?
Responsible for Setting Fees?
Total Agency Budget

The Nevada Department of Wildlife (NDOW) is the state
agency responsible for the restoration and management
of fish and wildlife resources, and the promotion of
boating safety on Nevada’s waters.
Yes
Yes
Yes
No
No
Yes. 120,000 acres.
Yes
No
$46,771,000 (FY17)

General Fund (e.g., Sales Tax, Gas Tax, Etc.)
General Fund: Dedicated or Re-appropriated?
License Fees (e.g., Hunting, Fishing)
Nonconsumptive User Fees (e.g., Discover Pass)

Federal
Other Funding

Funding Trends

1.8%
$838,500
Re-appropriated.
40%
$18,703,000
5%
$2,323,500
Includes boating fees
41%
19158500
12%
$5,747,500
Includes: Gifts, grants, and donations
Decreased state funding from FY06-FY13.
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US Census
US Census
Public Land Ownership by State
2011 National Survey of Fishing and,
Hunting, and Wildlife-Associated
Recreation
2011 National Survey of Fishing and,
Hunting, and Wildlife-Associated
Recreation
2011 National Survey of Fishing and,
Hunting, and Wildlife-Associated
Recreation
Our Agency

Fisheries Division
Game Division
Habitat Division
Nevada State Parks
Wildlife Management Areas
Law Enforcement Division
Nevada Appeal
Nevada Department of Wildlife
provided FY17 information
Nevada Department of Wildlife
provided FY17 information
Nevada Department of Wildlife
provided FY17 information
Nevada Department of Wildlife
provided FY17 information
Nevada Department of Wildlife
provided FY17 information
Nevada Department of Wildlife
provided FY17 information
Nevada Department of Wildlife
provided FY17 information
Nevada Department of Wildlife

Sources

Nevada Department of Wildlife (NDOW)
License Fees

Deer Total

Inflation Adjustments?
Pittman Robertson

$65.00 - Resident
$275.00 - Non-Resident
$155.00 - Resident
$1,235.00 - Non-Resident
$35.00 - Resident
$35.00 - Non-Resident
$56.00 - Resident
$201.00 - Non-Resident
$31.00 - Resident
$82.00 - Non-Resident
No
$13,697,843 in FY17

Dingell Johnson

$5,015,139 in FY17

State Wildlife Grants

$854,307 in FY17

Elk Total
Small Game Total
Sports Package Total
Freshwater Fishing Total

Federal Funding

Other?
Future Funding Analysis Overview

Year Convened
Goal/Vision of The Group
Budget Shortfall Identified
Principles Determined
Criteria Used
Recommended Funding Sources
Link to Website or Report/Recommendations
Implementation Status

Nevada Appeal
US Dept. of Interior Fish and Wildlife
Service Final Certificates of
Apportionment
US Dept. of Interior Fish and Wildlife
Service Final Certificates of
Apportionment
US Dept. of Interior Fish and Wildlife
Service Final Certificates of
Apportionment

Finance Committee: Purpose is to become informed of the Finance Committee
State budgeting process and NDOW’s budget structure,
review the biennial budget, and make recommendations
to the Commission, especially relative to County Advisory
Board and Commission budget items.
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A

40

Sources

New Mexico Department of Fish and Game
State Profile

Population Size
Geographic Size (Sq. Miles)
Percent Public Lands

2,088,070
121,298 square miles
45%

Participation

Anglers in State (Percent Change from 2001-2011)

-11%

Agency Authority

US Census
US Census
Public Lands Interpretive
Association
2011 National Survey of Fishing
and, Hunting, and WildlifeAssociated Recreation

Hunters in State (Percent Change from 2001-2011) -47%

2011 National Survey of Fishing
and, Hunting, and WildlifeAssociated Recreation

Wildlife-Watching Expenditures (Percent Change
from 2001-2011)

-54%

2011 National Survey of Fishing
and, Hunting, and WildlifeAssociated Recreation

Department Overview
Responsible for Freshwater Fish?

The New Mexico Department of Fish and Game is responsible for conservation, stewardship,
recreation, and education regarding the state's wildlife.
Yes

Responsible for Game Management?

Yes

Responsible for Habitat?

Yes

Responsible for Marine Fish?

No

Responsible for Parks?

No

Responsible for Wildlife Area?

Yes. Over 166,162 acres.

Responsible for Enforcement?

Yes

Responsible for Setting Fees?

No. The State Game Commission that oversees the Department of Fish and Game sets the fees,
and the Department is responsible for license administration.

New Mexico Department of Fish
and Game website
New Mexico Department of Fish
and Game website
New Mexico Department of Fish
and Game website
New Mexico Department of Fish
and Game website
New Mexico Department of Fish
and Game website
New Mexico Parks Department
website
New Mexico Department of Fish
and Game website
New Mexico Department of Fish
and Game website
New Mexico Department of Fish
and Game website
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Sources

New Mexico Department of Fish and Game
Funding Portfolio

License Fees

$42,671,000 in FY17

General Fund (e.g., Sales Tax, Gas Tax, Etc.)

None

General Fund: Dedicated or Re-appropriated?
License Fees (e.g., Hunting, Fishing)

Not applicable.
60% of total - $25.4 million

Nonconsumptive User Fees (e.g., Discover Pass)

None

Federal

35% of total - $14.9 million

Other Funding

5% of total - $2.1 million
Share with Wildlife Income Tax Refund donation: approx. $97,090
Wildlife License Plates: approx. $32,363

New Mexico Game and Fish
Licensing Operations
Department provided budget
information
Fiscal Year 2016 Annual Report
New Mexico Game and Fish
Licensing Operations
Department provided budget
information
New Mexico Game and Fish
Licensing Operations
Department provided budget
information
Funding Conservation for New
Mexico: Providing for Future
Generations

Funding Trends

Funding has been decreasing such that a budget shortfall was identified.

Deer Total

$25.00 - Resident
$75.00 - Non-Resident
$25.00 Resident
$75.00 - Non-Resident
Not Offered
$40.00 - Resident
$10.00 - Non-Resident
$35.00 - Resident
$66.00 - Non-Resident
No. The New Mexico State Game Commission must make a recommendation to the Legislature New Mexico State Game
in order for a license fee increase. Fees are not adjusted for inflation, unless specifically noted in Commission website
each Commission recommendation.
$15,467,517
US Dept. of Interior Fish and
Wildlife Service Final Certificates
of Apportionment

Elk Total
Small Game Total
Sports Package Total
Freshwater Fishing Total
Inflation Adjustments?

Federal Funding

New Mexico Game and Fish
Licensing Operations
Department provided budget
information
New Mexico Department of Fish
and Game website

Total Agency Budget

Pittman Robertson

Dingell Johnson

$6,107,387

US Dept. of Interior Fish and
Wildlife Service Final Certificates
of Apportionment

State Wildlife Grants

$843,610

US Dept. of Interior Fish and
Wildlife Service Final Certificates
of Apportionment

Other?

N/A
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Funding Conservation
for New Mexico:
Providing for Future
Generations

Sources

New Mexico Department of Fish and Game
Future Funding Analysis Overview

Virginia House Joint Memorial 37 (HJM 37), passed unanimously by both houses in 2004,
directed the Department of Fish and Game, and the Energy, Minerals, and Natural Resources
Department to investigate sustainable alternative funding measures to protect New Mexico's
unique landscapes, open spaces, recreation areas, and wildlife habitats. The two Department's
commissioned a study to examine potential funding options for conservation in New Mexico.

Funding Conservation for New
Mexico: Providing for Future
Generations

Year Convened

2004

Goal/Vision

1. Identify and analyze gaps in the state’s current conservation programs and
produced a desired set of goals and actions;
2. Determine current and future funding needs for these goals and actions;
3. Analyze various sustainable alternative conservation funding measures; and,
4. Identified options for the Legislature regarding sustainable conservation funding
sources.

Funding Conservation for New
Mexico: Providing for Future
Generations
Funding Conservation for New
Mexico: Providing for Future
Generations

Budget Shortfall Identified

$37-48 million between the two agencies.

Principles Determined

None

Criteria Used

Sustainable, annual funding for a period of at least 8-10 years.

Recommended Funding Sources

1. 1/8% of gross receipts tax
2. $30 million general obligated bond
3. Severance tax permanent fund
4. 1% real estate transfer tax on residential resales
5. 5% share of annual severance tax bonding capacity
6. 2% tax on services and products used in outdoor activities
7. 1.5% lodgers tax increase
8. $2.00 income tax surcharge
9. Dedicated 10% from state lottery funds
10. $25 conservation license plate
11. $4 surcharge on speeding tickets
12. $1.00 income tax check-off
Funding Conservation for New Mexico: Providing for Future Generations
N/A

Link to Website or Report/Recommendations
Implementation Status
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Funding Conservation for New
Mexico: Providing for Future
Generations
Funding Conservation for New
Mexico: Providing for Future
Generations
Funding Conservation for New
Mexico: Providing for Future
Generations
Funding Conservation for New
Mexico: Providing for Future
Generations

Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife (ODFW)

Link

State Profile

Participation

Agency Authority

Population Size
Geographic Size (sq. miles)
Percent Public Lands
Anglers in State (percent
change from 2001-2011)

4.142 million in 2017
98,466 square miles
32%
-21%

US Census
US Census

Hunters in State (percent
change from 2001-2011)

-7%

2011 National Survey of Fishing and,
Hunting, and Wildlife-Associated Recreation

2011 National Survey of Fishing and,
Hunting, and Wildlife-Associated Recreation

Wildlife-watching Expenditures +74%
(percent change from 20012011)
Department Overview
The Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife (ODFW) is responsible for managing fish and wildlife
for all Oregonians.
Responsible for Freshwater
Yes
Fish?
Responsible for Game
Yes
Management?
Responsible for Habitat?
Yes. ODFW's Wildlife Division is responsible for regulating harvest, health, and enhancement of
wildlife populations.
Responsible for Marine Fish?
Yes. The Marine Resources Program manages fish and wildlife species and habitats in the ocean,
bays, and estuaries. MRP staff are responsible for monitoring, sampling, research, and
management of commercial and recreational marine fisheries and associated marine habitats.

2011 National Survey of Fishing and,
Hunting, and Wildlife-Associated Recreation

Responsible for Parks?
Responsible for Wildlife Area?

ODFW Website
ODFW Website

Responsible for Enforcement?

No
Yes. ODFW manages 16 wildlife areas (200,000 acres) in the state. 14 are funded by PR dollars,
the other two are funded by license dollars .
No. Oregon State Police - Fish and Wildlife Division

Responsible for Setting Fees?

Yes

ODFW Recreation Report 2017
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ODFW Website
ODFW Website
ODWF Website - Hunting Resources Page
ODFW Website - Lands Page
ODFW Website - Fish Page

ODF Website

Link

Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife (ODFW)
Funding Portfolio

Total Agency Budget
General Fund (e.g., sales tax,
gas tax, etc.)

Approximately $183.0 million in FY15
General fund accounts for 8% of the total ODFW budget

General Fund: dedicated or re- Re-appropriated.
appropriated?
License Fees (e.g., hunting,
28% of ODFW budget - these dollars fund the general operations of the WDFW. By state and
fishing)
federal law, they can only be spent on fish and wildlife management. They also are the primary
source or required state match dollars for federal funds.
Nonconsumptive User Fees
None
(e.g., Discover Pass)
Federal

38% of ODFW budget.

Other funding

15% - Obligated funds from other state agencies and non-government organizations that are
received for specific purposes.
1% - State Lottery funds: Oregon Watershed Enhancement Board (OWEB) provides Measure 76
lottery funds for specific work and projects, such as fish screening and Oregon Plan-related
activities.
Decreasing funding due to decreasing participation in hunting and angling in the state.

Funding Trends

License Fees

Deer Total
Elk Total
Small Game Total
Sports Package Total
Freshwater Fishing Total
Inflation Adjustments?

Federal Funding

Pittman Robertson

ODFW Budget 101: An overview of Oregon's
complex fish and wildlife management
funding
Oregon Conservation and Recreation Fund
October 2017 Presentation
ODFW Budget 101: An overview of Oregon's
complex fish and wildlife management
funding
ODFW Budget 101: An overview of Oregon's
complex fish and wildlife management
funding
ODFW Budget 101: An overview of Oregon's
complex fish and wildlife management
funding
ODFW Budget 101: An overview of Oregon's
complex fish and wildlife management
funding

HB 2402 Joint Interim Task Force Funding
for Fish, Wildlife and Related Outdoor
Recreation and Education: Report to Oregon
Legislature Transmittal & Executive
Summary, 12/2016

$63.00 - Resident
$599.50 - Non-Resident
$83.60 Resident
$740.00 - Non-Resident
Not Offered
$190.50 - Resident
$2.00 - Non-Resident
$43.00 - Resident
$105.50 - Non-Resident
No. Increased costs due to inflation was one of the assummed causes of the budget gap identified ODFW 2015-17 Budget Development
in 2015.
$17,345,633 in FY17
US Dept. of Interior Fish and Wildlife Service
Final Certificates of Apportionment

Dingell Johnson

$7,859,652 in FY17

US Dept. of Interior Fish and Wildlife Service
Final Certificates of Apportionment

State Wildlife Grants

$903,565 in FY17

US Dept. of Interior Fish and Wildlife Service
Final Certificates of Apportionment

Other?

N/A
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Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife (ODFW)

Link

Advisory/Working Group Overview

The Task Force for funding for Fish, Wildlife and Related Outdoor Recreation and Education was
created by the Oregon Legislature to develop recommendations to strengthen the state's ability
to conserve natural resources and connect Oregonians to nature through outdoor recreation and
education opportunities. To inform the group, ODFW also conducted a Public Opinion Survey to
look at a number of things including: public valuation of conservation and outdoor recreation, and
how ODFW should be funded.

HB 2402 Joint Interim Task Force Funding
Oregon Conservation and
for Fish, Wildlife and Related Outdoor
Recreation Fund October
Recreation and Education: Report to Oregon 2017 Presentation
Legislature Transmittal & Executive
Summary, 12/2016

Year convened
Goal/vision of the group

2016
The Task Force will learn more about ODFW's mission and consider potential conservation,
outdoor recreation and education programs and partnerships involving the department. The Task
Force will look for a more holistic and equitable approach to wildlife conservation, management,
recreation, and education was identified as a need. Opportunities will include links to hunters,
anglers, and non-consumptive users.

ODFW White Paper Final 1/12/16
HB 2402 Joint Interim Task Force Funding
for Fish, Wildlife and Related Outdoor
Recreation and Education: Report to Oregon
Legislature Transmittal & Executive
Summary, 12/2016

Link to website or
report/recommendations

HB 2402 Joint Interim Task Force: Funding for Fish, Wildlife, and Related Outdoor Recreation and HB 2402 Joint Interim Task Force Funding
Education, Report to the Legislature Transmittal and Executive Summary.
for Fish, Wildlife and Related Outdoor
Recreation and Education: Report to Oregon
Legislature Transmittal & Executive
Summary, 12/2016

Budget Shortfall identified

$32 million gap between projected expenses and revenues for FY2015-17 due to a decrease in
hunters and anglers leading to decreased revenue and budget.

Criteria Used

HB 2402 Joint Interim Task Force Funding
for Fish, Wildlife and Related Outdoor
Recreation and Education: Report to Oregon
Legislature Transmittal & Executive
Summary, 12/2016

-Is the funding sufficient to meet the needs?
-Is the funding sustainable?
-Is the funding stable and flexible?
-Is the funding diverse and equitable?
-Does the funding diversify or enhance engagement?
-Is the funding cost effective?
-Is the funding defensible?
-Is the funding politically feasible?
-Is the funding politically insulated?
Recommended Funding Sources Establishment of a dedicated Oregon Conservation Fund, funded by:
1. Oregon income tax return surcharge - would generate ~ $86.9M over the biennium
2. Wholesale beverage surcharge - would generate ~ $86.9M over the biennium

Task Force Criteria/Description Document

Principles Determined

HB 2402 Joint Interim Task Force Funding
for Fish, Wildlife and Related Outdoor
Recreation and Education: Report to Oregon
Legislature, 12/2016

Implementation Status

-Need to balance the needs of fish and wildlife and humans.
-Develop a broader public understanding of the benefits, challenges, and opportunities for the
Department.
-Costs of ODFW's programs should be shared by all.
-Funding strategies need to consider how diverse and underserved communities would benefit
from ODFW activities and programs associated with the funding.
-Funding strategies should consider opportunities for partnerships with other agencies, nonprofits, private sector, and landowners.
-Monitoring and measurable outcomes must be a part of funding strategies.
Oregon is currently working on getting their recommendations passed by the legislature.
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HB 2402 Joint Interim Task Force Funding
for Fish, Wildlife and Related Outdoor
Recreation and Education: Report to Oregon
Legislature Transmittal & Executive
Summary, 12/2016

Pennsylvania Fish and Boat Commission (PFBC) and the Pennsylvania Game Commission (PGC)

Sources

State Profile

Population Size
Geographic Size (Sq. Miles)
Percent Public Lands

12.8 million
44,700
14.74%

US Census
US Census
Public Land Ownership by State

Participation

Anglers in State (Percent
Change from 2001-2011)

-13%

2011 National Survey of Fishing
and, Hunting, and WildlifeAssociated Recreation

Hunters in State (Percent
Change from 2001-2011)

-23%

2011 National Survey of Fishing
and, Hunting, and WildlifeAssociated Recreation

Agency Authority

Wildlife-Watching
+4%
Expenditures (Percent Change
from 2001-2011)

2011 National Survey of Fishing
and, Hunting, and WildlifeAssociated Recreation

Department Overview

Pennsylvania Fish and Boat
Commission
Pennsylvania Fish and Boat
Commission

Responsible for Freshwater
Fish?
Responsible for Game
Management?
Responsible for Habitat?
Responsible for Marine Fish?

Unlike many states, Pennsylvania separates their gaming and fishing management into two
agencies: the Pennsylvania Fish and Boat Commission (PFBC) the Pennsylvania Game
The Fish and Boat Commission manages
The Game Commission manages
Pennsylvania's aquatic resources, including
Pennsylvania's wild birds, wild
waterways, fish, reptile, and amphibian
mammals, and their habitats.
communities, and habitats.
Yes
No

Pennsylvania Fish and Boat
Commission

No

Yes

Yes

Yes

PFBC Habitat

No

No

Pennsylvania Fish and Boat
Commission
DCNR Bureau of State Parks

Responsible for Parks?
No
Responsible for Wildlife Area? No

No
Yes. 1,500,000 acres.

Responsible for Enforcement? Yes

Yes

PFBC Enforcement

Responsible for Setting Fees?

No.

PFBC Annual Report 2016

No
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Pennsylvania Game
Commission
Pennsylvania Game
Commission

Pennsylvania Game
Commission
PGC Strategic Plan 20152020

PGC State Game Lands
PGC Strategic Plan 20152020
PGC

Pennsylvania Fish and Boat Commission (PFBC) and the Pennsylvania Game Commission (PGC)

Sources

Funding Portfolio

Pennsylvania Game Commission Pennsylvania Fish and Boat
2016 Annual Report
Commission 2016 Annual
Report
Pennsylvania Game Commission
2016 Annual Report

License Fees

Total Agency Budget

$53,197,608 in FY16

$108,306,212 in FY16

General Fund (e.g., Sales Tax,
Gas Tax, Etc.)

None

None

General Fund: Dedicated or Re- N/A
appropriated?

N/A

Pennsylvania Game Commission
2016 Annual Report

License Fees (e.g., Hunting,
Fishing)

49% of total - $26,181,382

33% of total - $35, 741,049

Nonconsumptive User Fees
(e.g., Discover Pass)

15% of total - Boat Licenses and Fees - $7,964,718

None

Federal

22% - $11,576,445

25% of total - $35,741,049

Pennsylvania Game Commission Pennsylvania Fish and Boat
2016 Annual Report
Commission 2016 Annual
Report
Pennsylvania Game Commission Pennsylvania Fish and Boat
2016 Annual Report
Commission 2016 Annual
Report
Pennsylvania Game Commission Performance Audit of the
2016 Annual Report
PFBC, 2016

Other Funding

Fish and Boat Fund: $5.1 million - 1%
Fines & Penalties: $719,187
Miscellaneous: $4,457,014

Game Fund Revenue Sources: $46.1
million- 13%
Natural Resources & Rights of Way:
$32,829,257
Timber Sales: $6,539,143
Miscellaneous: $3,299,544
Game News Subscriptions: $661,835
Game Law Fines: $1,615,588
Interest Income: $1,258,052

Funding Trends

Without a license fee increase in over two decades, Game Fund Expenditures have slowly
Pennsylvania Game Commission
increased, without revenues to match. The deficit is projected to be almost $20 million in FY19- 2016 Annual Report
20 for the Game Fund specifically.
$20.90 - Resident
Not Offered
Not Offered
Not Offered
$22.90 - Resident
No
No
PFBC Annual Report 2016
PGC

Deer Total
Elk Total
Small Game Total
Sports Package Total
Freshwater Fishing Total
Inflation Adjustments?
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Pennsylvania Game Commission Pennsylvania Fish and Boat
2016 Annual Report
Commission 2016 Annual
Report

Pennsylvania Fish and Boat Commission (PFBC) and the Pennsylvania Game Commission (PGC)

Sources

Federal Funding

Pittman Robertson

$27,913,408 in FY17

US Dept. of Interior Fish and
Wildlife Service Final Certificates
of Apportionment

Dingell Johnson

$8,465,742 in FY17 (Should this be included even
Game Commission does not manage fishing?)

US Dept. of Interior Fish and
Wildlife Service Final Certificates
of Apportionment

State Wildlife Grants

$1,570,471 in FY17

US Dept. of Interior Fish and
Wildlife Service Final Certificates
of Apportionment

Other?
Future Funding Analysis Overview

Year Convened
Goal/Vision of The Group
Budget Shortfall Identified
Principles Determined
Criteria Used
Recommended Funding
Sources

Link to Website or
Report/Recommendations
Implementation Status

N/A
The Pennsylvania Fish and Boat Commission has a
Spending Reallocation Plan to address he agency
began developing an internal Spending Reallocation
Plan (SRP) that shifted spending to accommodate the
ballooning health care and retirement costs of
personnel.
2014
Reduce expenses, reallocate spending, and increase
revenues.
N/A
None
None
1. Grow Natural Gas and Water Access programs.
2. Implement marketing campaign plans to increase
license sales.
3. Advocate for state legislative opportunities to
maintain and increase agency revenues.
4. Promulgate regulatory changes to increase
revenues.
PFBC Strategic Plan
The Strategic Plan states it shall be implemented by
2017
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PFBC Strategic Plan

PFBC Strategic Plan
PFBC Strategic Plan
PFBC Strategic Plan
PFBC Strategic Plan
PFBC Strategic Plan
PFBC Strategic Plan

Sources

Vermont Fish and Wildlife Department
State Profile

Population Size
Geographic Size (Sq. Miles)
Percent Public Lands

623,657 in 2017
9,217 square miles
13.50%

Participation

Anglers in State (Percent Change
from 2001-2011)

+21%

Hunters in State (Percent Change
from 2001-2011)

-10%

2011 National Survey of Fishing
and, Hunting, and WildlifeAssociated Recreation

Wildlife-Watching Expenditures
(Percent Change from 2001-2011)

+12%

2011 National Survey of Fishing
and, Hunting, and WildlifeAssociated Recreation

Department Overview

The Vermont Fish and Wildlife Department (the Department) is responsible for conservation,
Vermont Fish and Wildlife
providing quality fish and wildlife-based recreation, and providing the best information about the Department Website
natural resources of the state. The Vermont Fish and Wildlife Department is a part of the Agency
of Natural Resources, along with the departments of Forest, Parks and Recreation and
Environmental Conservation. Each department has individual budgets, and specific
responsibilities.
Yes
Vermont Fish and Wildlife
Department Website
Yes
Vermont Fish and Wildlife
Department Website
Yes
Vermont Fish and Wildlife
Department Website
No
Vermont Fish and Wildlife
Department Website
No
Vermont Fish and Wildlife
Department Website
Yes - 345,000 acres
Vermont Fish and Wildlife
Department Website
Yes
Vermont Fish and Wildlife
Department Website
Yes
Vermont Fish and Wildlife
Department Website

Agency Authority

Responsible for Freshwater Fish?
Responsible for Game
Management?
Responsible for Habitat?
Responsible for Marine Fish?
Responsible for Parks?
Responsible for Wildlife Area?
Responsible for Enforcement?
Responsible for Setting Fees?

US Census
US Census
Vermont Fish and Wildlife
Department Website
2011 National Survey of Fishing
and, Hunting, and WildlifeAssociated Recreation
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Sources

Vermont Fish and Wildlife Department
Funding Portfolio

Total Agency Budget

Department budget: $22,710,829 FY18

General Fund (e.g., Sales Tax, Gas
Tax, Etc.)

22% of total - $5,120,337

General Fund: Dedicated or ReRe-appropriated
appropriated?
License Fees (e.g., Hunting, Fishing) 31% of total - $7,121,757

License Fees

Nonconsumptive User Fees (e.g.,
Discover Pass)
Federal

Duck Stamp: 0.4% of total - $91,000
Boater Registration: 0.8% of total - $181,600
33% of total - $7,531,572

Other Funding

12% - $2.7 million (Motor Fuel tax is 4% of this)

Funding Trends

The Department has strengthened its financial position since FY13 due to an increased General
Fund appropriation from the administration and legislature, increased hunting and angling
receipts, and an increase in federal funding appropriations.

Deer Total

$49.00 - Resident
$140.00 - Non-Resident
Not offered
Not offered
$42.00 - Resident
$138.00 - Non-Resident
$26.00 - Resident
$52.00 - Non-Resident
No. License fees are set by the Legislature. Vermont Statute does not include an adjustment for
inflation.

Elk Total
Small Game Total
Sports Package Total
Freshwater Fishing Total
Inflation Adjustments?
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Vermont Department of Fish and
Wildlife provided FY18
information
Vermont Department of Fish and
Wildlife provided FY18
information
Fish & Wildlife FY17 Budget
Documents
Vermont Department of Fish and
Wildlife provided FY18
information
Fish & Wildlife FY17 Budget
Documents
Vermont Department of Fish and
Wildlife provided FY18
information
Vermont Department of Fish and
Wildlife provided FY18
information
Fish & Wildlife FY17 Budget
Documents (pg. 5)

Vermont Statute 10 V.S.A. § 425

Sources

Vermont Fish and Wildlife Department
Federal Funding

Pittman Robertson

$4,652,531

US Dept. of Interior Fish and
Wildlife Service Final Certificates
of Apportionment

Dingell Johnson

$3,494,429

US Dept. of Interior Fish and
Wildlife Service Final Certificates
of Apportionment

State Wildlife Grants

$500,727

US Dept. of Interior Fish and
Wildlife Service Final Certificates
of Apportionment

Other?
Future Funding Analysis Overview

N/A
The Vermont Legislature established the Fish and Wildlife Department Funding Task Force (Task Report of the Fish and Wildlife
Force) made up of nine members representing various Department stakeholders. The Task Force Department Funding Task Force
held seven public meetings between September 2006 and January 2007.

Year Convened

2006

Report of the Fish and Wildlife
Department Funding Task Force

Goal/Vision of The Group

To develop recommendations for comprehensive, sustainable funding mechanisms for the
operations of the department of fish and wildlife which complement existing funding sources.

Report of the Fish and Wildlife
Department Funding Task Force

Budget Shortfall Identified

Approximately $6.5 million

Report of the Fish and Wildlife
Department Funding Task Force

Principles Determined
Criteria Used

None
-Potential revenue amounts
-History (in-state and out-of-state)
-Pros and cons
-Political feasibility
1. Dedicate 1/8 of 1% of state sales tax - broad public support for this option
2. Dedicate 1/8 of 1% of State Rooms and Meals tax
3. Create a five-year fishing license
4. Create a five-year trapping license
5. Explore a five-year hunting license
6. Create a lottery ticket
7. Dedicate General Fund money to offset law enforcement expenses
8. Create a non-motorized boat permit
Report of the Fish and Wildlife Department Funding Task Force

Recommended Funding Sources

Link to Website or
Report/Recommendations
Implementation Status

Not yet implemented.
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Report of the Fish and Wildlife
Department Funding Task Force

Report of the Fish and Wildlife
Department Funding Task Force

Sources

Virginia Department of Game and Inland Fisheries (DGIF)
State Profile

Population Size
Geographic Size (Sq. Miles)
Percent Public Lands

8.5 million
39,500
9.67%

US Census
US Census
Public Land Ownership by State

Participation

Anglers in State (Percent
Change from 2001-2011)

-18%

2011 National Survey of Fishing
and, Hunting, and WildlifeAssociated Recreation

Hunters in State (Percent
Change from 2001-2011)

22%

2011 National Survey of Fishing
and, Hunting, and WildlifeAssociated Recreation

Wildlife-Watching Expenditures -4%
(Percent Change from 20012011)

2011 National Survey of Fishing
and, Hunting, and WildlifeAssociated Recreation

Department Overview

The Virginia Department of Game and Inland Fisheries (DGIF) is responsible for the
management of inland fisheries, wildlife, and recreational boating.
Yes

About DGIF

Yes

Hunting

Yes

State Agencies That Protect Land

Responsible for Marine Fish?

No

Responsible for Parks?
Responsible for Wildlife Area?

No
Yes. 203,000 acres (42 wildlife management areas).

Virginia Marine Resources
Commission
Virginia State Parks
Wildlife Management Areas

Responsible for Enforcement?

Yes

Virginia Conservation Police

Responsible for Setting Fees?

Yes

Board of Game and Inland
Fisheries

Agency Authority

Responsible for Freshwater
Fish?
Responsible for Game
Management?
Responsible for Habitat?
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Freshwater Fishing

Virginia Department of Game and Inland Fisheries (DGIF)

Sources

Funding Portfolio

Virginia Dept. of Inland Fisheries
and Game provided FY17 budget
information
Virginia Dept. of Inland Fisheries
and Game provided FY17 budget
information
Virginia Dept. of Inland Fisheries
and Game provided FY17 budget
information
Virginia Dept. of Inland Fisheries
and Game provided FY17 budget
information
Virginia Dept. of Inland Fisheries
and Game provided FY17 budget
information
Virginia Dept. of Inland Fisheries
and Game provided FY17 budget
information
Virginia Dept. of Inland Fisheries
and Game provided FY17 budget
information
2014-16 Executive Progress
Report

Total Agency Budget

$67.3 million for FY17

General Fund (e.g., Sales Tax,
Gas Tax, Etc.)

None

General Fund: Dedicated or Re- N/A
appropriated?

License Fees

License Fees (e.g., Hunting,
Fishing)

38%
$25.4 million

Nonconsumptive User Fees
(e.g., Discover Pass)

Boating: 4% ($2.7 million)

Federal

28%
$18.6 million

Other Funding

30%
$21 million

Funding Trends

Increased since 2014.

Deer Total

Inflation Adjustments?

$65.50 - Resident
$153.50 - Non-Resident
$65.50 - Resident
$153.50 - Non-Resident
Not Offered
Not Offered
$23.00 - Resident
$47.00 - Resident
No

Pittman Robertson

$13,854,774 in FY17

Dingell Johnson

$5,114,271 in FY17

US Dept. of Interior Fish and
Wildlife Service Final Certificates
of Apportionment

State Wildlife Grants

$1,051,400 in FY17

US Dept. of Interior Fish and
Wildlife Service Final Certificates
of Apportionment

Other?

N/A

Elk Total
Small/Game Turkey Total
Sports Package Total
Freshwater Fishing Total

Federal Funding

Board of Game and Inland
Fisheries
US Dept. of Interior Fish and
Wildlife Service Final Certificates
of Apportionment
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Virginia Department of Game and Inland Fisheries (DGIF)

Sources

Future Funding Analysis Overview

Charter of the Finance, Audit,
and Compliance Committee

Year Convened

The Finance, Audit and Compliance Committee: conducts initial and continuing
reviews of issues regarding internal and external audits, and the financial conditions,
both short- and long-term, of DGIF.
Revised in 2015

Goal/Vision of The Group
Budget Shortfall Identified
Principles Determined
Criteria Used
Recommended Funding Sources

None
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A

Link to Website or
Report/Recommendations
Implementation Status

N/A
N/A
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Charter of the Finance, Audit,
and Compliance Committee

1/31/2018(draft)

WDFW BUDGET AND POLICY ADVISORY GROUP:
DRAFT LONG-TERM FUNDING PLAN OUTLINE
Relevant proviso language: “In order to address [the Department budget shortfall] on a long-term basis,
the department must develop a plan for balancing projected revenue and expenditures and improving
the efficiency and effectiveness of agency operations, including: (i) Expenditure reduction options that
maximize administrative and organizational efficiencies and savings, while avoiding hatchery closures
and minimizing impacts to fisheries and hunting opportunities; and (ii) Additional revenue options and an
associated outreach plan designed to ensure that the public, stakeholders, the commission, and
legislators have the opportunity to understand and impact the design of the revenue options. (iii) The
range of options created under (a)(i) and (ii) of this subsection must be prioritized by impact on achieving
financial stability, impact on the public and fisheries and hunting opportunities, and on timeliness and
ability to achieve intended outcomes.”

Front Section:
•
•
•
•
•

Cover Page
Acknowledgments: BPAG Members, etc.
Executive Summary [target length: 2-3 pages, so it could be a stand-alone document]
Table of Contents
Acronyms and Abbreviations

1. Introduction
a. Purpose of this plan: why this plan is needed and what it does, including reiterating the relevant
section of the Proviso and how this responds to it
b. Brief description of the challenge, the role of the BPAG relative to the challenge, and what
information the BPAG used
c. Key Questions Answered by this Plan
• What does WDFW do and how is it funded?
• What is the Department budget shortfall?
• Why/how did this shortfall occur?
• How much of the shortfall should be made up with efficiencies? [From the Matrix report]
• How much of the shortfall should be made up with expenditure reductions?
• What are revenue options to address the remaining shortfall for the long-term after
efficiencies and expenditure reductions are taken?
• What are the impacts of these revenue options and which are highest priority? [Based on
evaluation using the criteria the Legislature specified and any other criteria from the BPAG]
d. Remaining Work to be Done [tee up remaining questions and next steps]

1

1/31/2018(draft)

2. WDFW’s Mission and Role
a. Brief history of the Department, including bigger picture context of how WDFW contributes to
conservation in the state
b. Statutory, treaty, and ESA and other responsibilities, including notable differences between
WDFW roles and those of other agencies (Ecology, DNR, Parks, USFWS, NOAA Fisheries)
c. Current WDFW Work [From the ZBB analysis]
• Describe major work areas of the Department, including outcomes, strategies, and
performance measures. As much as possible, lead with intended outcomes linked back to
Agency responsibilities (e.g., WDFW is responsible for preserving and protecting species, to
accomplish that outcome, the Department…. etc.)
• Use graphics to show the outcomes/strategies and illustrate relationships to one another
d. Future Challenges

3. WDFW’s Current Funding, Expenditures, and Performance
a. How Is WDFW Funded?
• Summary of revenue/funding sources by category and historical trends, with graphics/charts
as appropriate to illustrate
b. What Does WDFW Do with Its Funding? [From the ZBB analysis]
• WDFW expenditures by outcomes and strategies, with graphics/charts to illustrate
• Will need to show both total/proportional investment for each outcome and the source of
the funding
c. What is WDFW Accomplishing with Its Funding?
• Accomplishments by outcomes and strategies, with graphics/ charts as appropriate
• Performance gaps / areas in need of additional investment or resources

4. WDFW’s Funding Shortfall
a. Describe the shortfall amount
b. Describe how the shortfall came about
• Structural shortfall (COLA)
• ESA-related shortfall (new requirements for monitoring, analysis associated with
managing fisheries for ESA listed species without commensurate funding)
c. Describe potential “make up” from efficiencies [from the Matrix report]
d. Describe potential “make up” from expenditure reductions [mentioned specifically in proviso]

5. Funding Needs and Priorities for the Next 3 Biennial Budgets
a. Estimates of Maintenance Funding Needs [current estimate is approximately $27-30 million per
biennium to address the shortfall]
• For 2019-21
o 2019-21 carry-forward level (as baseline)
o Opportunities to re-purpose funding in 2017-19 biennium
o 2018 supplemental budget (maintenance level component and performance
level component)

2

1/31/2018(draft)
o

Opportunities to re-purpose funding in 2019-21 biennium (but tied to legislative
request—either new authorities or repealing statutes which require WDFW to
do low priority work)
• For 21-23
• For 23-25
b. Potential enhancements
• For 2019-21
• For 21-23
• For 23-25

6. BPAG Principles for Sustainable Funding
a. Funding principles. Might cover things like:
• What is the role of broad-based funding (general) fund vs the role of user fees?
• If there are user fees how should they be scaled and who should contribute?
• What are guideposts for Department approach to funding and transparency?
• What are thoughts on administration of funding?
• Other?

7. Funding Options and Evaluation Results
a. Options considered (consistent with principles)
b. Evaluation framework and evaluation
• Evaluation should include criteria from the proviso and any other ideas from e.g.,
research on other states, past proposals (WA Wild Future), etc.
c. Results (priorities) and recommendations (if any)

8. The Longer-term Path to Sustainable Funding
a. Vision for sustainable funding such as: efficient administration, fully serving all constituencies
(hunters, anglers, conservationists/non-consumptive users, non-game species), accountable to
the public, etc.
b. Relevant trends in fish and wildlife agencies and in Washington demographics; reiteration of
future challenges
c. Relationship of sustainable funding discussions to strategic planning
d. Recommendations (if any) for longer-term funding (based on the principles) – for example, this
could be researching or exploring options that may require longer processes to change (e.g.,
legislative changes like indexing hunting/fishing license fees and other fund sources to inflation
to cover maintenance level budget decisions; or simplifying the hunting/fishing license structure
or strategic planning processes)

Appendices
Possible appendices could include:
• Summary reference material from Zero-Based Budget and/or WDFW efficiency analyses
• Summary of research on other state fish & wildlife agency funding
• Definitions of criteria used to evaluate funding options and/or additional details about the analysis
of funding options for WDFW
• Other?
3

WDFW BUDGET AND POLICY ADVISORY GROUP
MEETING SCHEDULE (AS OF 1/31/2018)
Meeting #1 - Completed
Date: Wednesday, December 6, 2017
Time: 9am-4pm
Location: South Puget Sound Community College - Lacey Campus (4200 6th Ave Lacey WA) - Room 186
Meeting Topics:
•
•
•
•
•

Overview of Proviso
WDFW Budget 101 Discussion including understanding/defining the funding shortfall
Zero-Based Budget Overview and work underway
Outreach Plan
BPAG charter and ground rules

Meeting #2
Date: Wednesday, February 7, 2018
Time: 9am-4pm
Location: Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife (1111 Washington St SE, Olympia WA 98501) - Room 172
Meeting Topics:
•
•
•
•
•
•

Implications of the Performance Review – Matrix Report
Implications of the State Review – Ross Report
Implications of the Zero-Based Budget (ZBB) Review
Distilling Funding Principles
Long-Term Funding Plan Outline
Outreach Plan content

Anticipated Outcomes:
•
•
•
•
•
•

Shared understanding of implications of performance review, state review, and ZBB analysis for BPAG
process and recommendations.
Distill initial draft funding principles
Brainstorm possible resource and funding scenario adjustments based on the research so far
Brainstorm potential revenue options
Finalize Outreach Plan content
Introduce draft outline of long-term funding plan

[Drafts of sections 1, 2, 3, 4, and 6 of the long-term funding plan will be distributed for review after meeting 2.]
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Meeting #3
Date: Friday, March 2, 2018
Time: 9am-4pm
Location: Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife (1111 Washington St SE, Olympia WA 98501) - Room 175
Meeting Topics:
•
•
•
•

Maintenance funding levels
Potential resource and funding scenario adjustments (e.g., reductions, enhancements)
Funding source options to address funding shortfall
Funding source review criteria (from proviso and any additional recommended by BPAG) and process

Anticipated Outcomes:
•
•

Description of maintenance levels and funding scenario adjustments
Funding options and review criteria and process

[Revised drafts of sections 1, 2, 3, 4, and 6 of the long-term funding plan and initial drafts of sections 5, 7, and 8
will be distributed for review after meeting 3.]

Meeting #4
Date: Thursday, April 5, 2018
Time: 9am-4pm
Location: TBD – Ellensburg, WA
Meeting Topics:
•
•
•

Results of funding option review
Review of draft report
Adjustments to Outreach Plan (if needed) and upcoming public meetings

Anticipated Outcomes:
•
•

Prioritization of funding options and recommendations
Revised draft report

[The full draft report will be distributed for review after meeting 4.]
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Management Practices
WASHINGTON DEPARTMENT OF
FISH AND WILDLIFE
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Organizational Assessment Report

WASHINGTON DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND WILDLIFE

1. Executive Summary
The Matrix Consulting Group, Ltd. was retained by the Washington Department of Fish and
Wildlife (WDFW or Department) to conduct an organizational assessment of the Department.
The study was undertaken at the direction of the State Legislature as part of a budget proviso
(Section 307(13), Chapter 1, Laws of 2017) that required the Department to undertake three
areas of review:
•
•
•

Development of a long-term plan to balance projected expenses and revenues by
providing prioritized spending reductions and revenue enhancements;
Identification and implementation of management and operational efficiencies; and
Development of a zero-based budget review for the Department’s proposed 20192021 operating budget.

This organizational assessment addresses the second bullet point identified above
requirement to identify management and operational efficiencies. In assessing the
operational and organizational structure of the WDFW, several key themes were identified
that need enhancement and focus in the future. These include the following major themes:
greater involvement and oversight of the Commission in guiding and evaluating operations;
increased focus on public input, public education of Department accomplishments and
priorities; transparency of operations; and organizational structure modifications to enhance
operational practices.
1.

IMPETUS FOR THE ASSESSMENT AND METHODOLOGY.

During the 2017-19 biennial operating budget adoption, state lawmakers directed WDFW to
complete three tasks to improve the department's long-term financial stability and operational
efficiency:
1. Develop a long-term plan to balance projected expenses and revenues by providing
prioritized options for spending reductions and revenue increases.
2. Identify and implement management improvements and operating efficiencies.
3. Conduct a "zero-based budget review" to accompany the department's proposed
2019-21 operating budget.
This report is focused on the second task, which as stated in the budget bill requires the
following:
(b) In consultation with the office of financial management, the department must
consult with an outside management consultant to evaluate and implement
efficiencies to the agency's operations and management practices. Specific areas
of evaluation must include:
(i) Potential inconsistencies and increased costs associated with the decentralized
nature of organizational authority and operations;
(ii) The department's budgeting and accounting processes, including work done at the
central, program, and region levels, with specific focus on efficiencies to be gained
by centralized budget control;
Matrix Consulting Group
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(iii) Executive, program, and regional management structures, specifically addressing
accountability.
In conducting this assessment, the project team undertook the following activities leading to
the development of this report:
•

Conducted information gathering and data collection on current staffing and
operational practices of the Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife. This
included staff interviews (over 65 individual interviews with key staff throughout
the organization including executives, managers and supervisors), interviews with
all Commissioners, and collection of data from the various operating programs and
units to understand workflow and workloads.

•

A comparison of the operating practices and organizational structure of
comparable state departments of fish and wildlife. The other states chosen were
selected to compare to other agencies with similarities in programs and
responsibilities to those of WDFW.

•

A comparison to three State of Washington Agencies (the Parks and Recreation
Commission, the Department of Ecology, and the Department of Natural
Resources). During this comparison various aspects of operational practices,
staffing allocations and centralization/decentralization was reviewed.

•

Comparison to best practices, in administrative functions, seen in other publicsector agencies that would have applicability to the Washington Department of
Fish and Wildlife.

•

Periodic review meetings to review progress and discuss preliminary findings were
conducted with the Department’s steering committee which includes WDFW
executives and representatives from OFM and the Governor’s Office.

•

A review of the draft report was presented to the Washington Department of Fish
and Wildlife Commission during their December meeting.

This final report presented took into consideration all feedback received from the involved
parties.

2.

Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife Operating Environment.

The WDFW has a more complex operational environment compared to other fish and wildlife
departments in other states due to the broad missions and programs that it oversees, the
extensive commercial fishery operations, and the need to actively involve 29 federally
recognized tribes in Washington, in addition to, out-of-state tribes with off-reservation hunting
and fishing rights in the state of Washington as well as other key stakeholders of the
department.
It should be noted that the Department spends significant effort coordinating its activities with
the tribal entities in the state. Because the tribes are co-managers of fish and wildlife, they
Matrix Consulting Group
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share responsibility with the Department for setting policies for the state’s various customer
groups and stakeholders. Some Department staff dedicate a sizeable portion of their time to
tribal affairs; Regional Directors routinely work with tribal leaders to address local concerns,
and the Department has a tribal policy liaison dedicated to ensuring a strong working
relationship with them. This level of effort is not required in many of the states that were used
as comparatives.
The other state agencies studied varied considerably in size and sources of revenue. The
largest was Minnesota (which includes other functions within their department that are not
conducted by the Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife) with an annual budget of
approximately $500 million; the smallest was Arizona with $117 million. The Missouri
Department of Conservation benefits from a dedicated sales tax that provides income
stability as well as autonomy in many budgeting decisions (expenditures of the dedicated
sales tax revenues are not subject to state appropriation requirements and do not need to
be approved by the legislature.)
Additionally, the funding approach utilized for the Washington Department of Fish and
Wildlife distinguishes the Department from other States’ departments of fish and wildlife, in
that it is more reliant on state general funds than most other entities.
It is important to note that the recommendations contained in this report are designed to
address the immediate fiscal problems facing the Washington Department of Fish and
Wildlife. There remains a potential long-term fiscal constraint facing the agency if declines
continue in the traditional customer base which provide a significant revenue stream to the
Department.

3.

KEY RECOMMENDATIONS.

The following table summarizes the key recommendations contained within the report listed
in order they appear in the report narrative.
Table of Recommendations
Budget Deficit Related
Develop and propose a phased approach to fee increases to the Legislature to help balance the State Wildlife
Account.
Request the Legislature to adopt language allowing for annual increases to fees based on a cost factor (Cost
of Living Adjustment or Consumer Price Index) as this is a best management practice.
Enact legislation that would separate the State Wildlife Account into its non-restricted and restricted funding
sources to better enable the legislature and department to track expenses and revenues for each type of
account.
Identify programs that are solely restricted revenue programs and balance those programs to their revenue
sources.
Improve communications during the budget process, including explaining to the Legislature the
consequences and impacts to the Department of new programs or initiatives that have no funding identified.
Matrix Consulting Group
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Table of Recommendations
Continue to ensure all administrative costs are appropriately calculated and charged to all funding sources
through a cost allocation plan to effectively recapture costs of providing administrative services.
Request the Legislature to allow the Department to retain 100% of commercial license revenues, landing
taxes, and related fees to support the direct and indirect operations associated with those programs.
Classify the services and programs that are currently funded through the General Fund State transfer.
Report revenues from the State Wildlife Account by restricted and non-restricted accounts.
Request the legislature to make the transfer from the State General Fund permanent and be based on a
percentage of total non-restricted State Wildlife Account expenditures rather than a fixed dollar amount. This
transfer will then be used to permanently fund and support activities and programs such enforcement,
compliance, promulgation of hatcheries, and implementation of ESA, etc.
Management Structure and Decision-Making
Oversight and Leadership
The Commission should take a more active role in overseeing the Department and conducting
administrative duties assigned to it such as: participating in the development of the Department strategic
plan; evaluation of the Director; and development, approval and oversight of the Department budget.
The Department should maintain the current number of members on the EMT; however, the Chief
Information Officer, Chief Financial Officer, Human Resources Director, and Budget Officer should attend
when topics requiring their technical input are under discussion.
Organization and Management
All administrative divisions should ensure that policies are clear and promote consistency across the
agency. There should be review and compliance mechanisms in place to ensure that policies are being
followed at all levels of the organization.
The Regional Directors should play an active role in strategic planning by writing a section of the framing
context for the document.
The Department should implement either an “Administrative Service Director” or “Deputy Director of
Administrative Services” reporting to the Director.
The Human Resources Director should report to the new Administrative Services Director / Deputy Director
position.
The number of direct reports for the Human Resource Director should be reduced to eight or fewer.
INTERNAL COMMUNICATIONS
The Department should implement a procedural checklist and point of contact for field staff when taking
actions with a financial impact on the Department.
The videoconferencing tools in each region should be standardized.
The EMT should enhance efforts at communicating decisions reached to the entire organization to
enhance understanding of Department priorities, changes in policy and ensure greater consistency
throughout the organization.
Strategic Planning
Matrix Consulting Group
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Table of Recommendations
The strategic plan should incorporate concrete strategies and action steps in support of its stated goals and
objectives.
The strategic plan’s goals and objectives should be supported by performance measures which can be
tracked and reported upon.
The strategic plan should outline the trends and challenges facing the Department in each of its program
areas and geographical regions.
The strategic plan should be developed using input from the Department’s stakeholders and tribal comanagers.
Information Technology Strategic Plan
WDFW should develop and implement a comprehensive IT strategic plan for the Department with defined
priorities and time schedules.
Performance Measurement and Evaluation
Under the guidance of the Commission, specific objectives and action steps should be developed for the
Strategic Plan in the way they currently are for the Director’s Performance Agreement. To avoid duplication
of effort, The Director’s Performance Agreement should include the same criteria as the strategic plan and
be similarly assessed.
The Director’s Performance Agreement should be evaluated on an annual basis rather than a biennial
basis to ensure that the Department’s progress is regularly tracked.
Periodic reports on progress towards achieving the adopted strategies and objectives should be prepared
and provided to the Commission, the Governor, the Legislature and the public. The Department should
provide a web-based “dashboard” for displaying performance metrics and tied to real-time data and
information.
External Communications and Public Education
The Department should designate and support regional representatives to focus on ongoing conversations
and relationship-building with local stakeholders as part of the Wild Future initiative through the creation of
a Regional Outreach Coordinator position.
The Department should implement new online public engagement tools to solicit a higher-quality of public
input.
The input from local meetings and issue advisory groups should be formally included in the strategic plan
as part of the framing context and used to prioritize the agency’s goals and strategies.
The Department should use on-line public engagement tools to enable conduct of on-line meetings, on-line
communications, and various survey methodology with the general public to reach an audience beyond their
current most involved constituents at an estimated annual cost of approximately $200,000 annually.
The Department should establish an outreach plan to prioritize messaging to customers and provide a
framework for the use of appropriate technology.
The Department should develop a strategic vision for the Agency’s outreach efforts and plan. Additional
regional staff responsibilities for public outreach should be developed and implemented.
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Table of Recommendations
ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURE REVIEW
IT should implement additional policies and procedures, including establishing service level agreements and
establishing a Department-wide, to enhance internal control over IT operations and achieve cost reductions.
The Department should place greater emphasis on ensuring all employees have performance evaluations
conducted in a timely manner.
Additional training should be provided to HR Generalists to enhance the level of consistency in enforcing
policies across the Department and to enhance the quality of data in the HRIS.
The Department should conduct periodic spend analyses to identify services or commodities that could be
procured for efficiently through establishment of master contracts or contracted bid prices.
Transfer the Fiscal Analyst 4, Fiscal Analyst 2 and Fiscal Analyst 1 from the Licensing Division of the
Technology and Financial Services Program to the Fiscal Office of the Chief Financial Officer.
The Internal Auditor should be organizationally transferred from the Office of the Chief Financial Officer to
the Office of the Director.
The Internal Auditor should not be permitted to be a member of a collective bargaining unit of which other
Department of Fish and Wildlife employees are a part.
Budgetary Process
The Office of the Chief Budget Officer should initiate the development of standard budget policies for the
Department.
Consolidate all Budget Analysts under the direction of the Chief Budget Officer in order to standardize
approaches to budget development, tracking and reporting.
Procure and install a new enterprise resource planning system that replaces CAPS as a budget
development tool, and is also compatible with the State’s The Allotment System (TALS) and Budget
Development System.
Administrative Staffing Level Assessment
Retain the current degrees of centralization and decentralization in WDFW Human Resources, Financial
Services, Information Technology and Procurement/Contracts.
Transfer the Budget Analysts in the program areas of the agency to the Office of the Chief Budget Officer
in order to achieve a greater degree of standardization over the mechanics of budget development, the use
of master and project indices, and other advantages.
Retain the current level of staffing in the Procurement and Contracts Division.
Retain the current staffing levels of the Human Resources Division.
Retain the current levels of Information Technology staff.
Retain the current level of staffing in the Fiscal Services Division.
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Each of these recommendations, and the supporting narrative, is discussed in detail in the
following report.
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2. Financial Overview – Budget Deficit Review
This section of the report provides an overview of operating budget and revenues for the
Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife (hereafter WDFW or the Department) including
history and account restrictions and presents an explanation for current funding shortfalls.
The WDFW has a highly complex budget that has dozens of revenue sources, many of which
restrict spending to specific purposes. WDFW is primarily funded through user fees and
reimbursable projects. State General Fund activities represent just 19% of the Department’s
authority. WDFW has been operating with a budget deficit, primarily within the non-restricted
portions of the State Wildlife Account. The Department had to make several changes to its
budget in order to balance the account for the current biennium. The following chapter
provides a brief trend analysis of financials for the Department, a discussion of the deficit,
and potential strategies to mitigate the deficit going forward.
1.

BUDGET AND REVENUE TREND OVERVIEW

WDFW, similar to other agencies and organizations, has two different types of budgets – an
operating budget and the capital budget. The WDFW capital budget refers to the
expenditures associated with funding long-term facilities and infrastructure-related projects.
The capital budget is annually updated by the Department to ensure all proposed
expenditures are used to adequately fund the different projects through completion. The
process for development and approval of the capital budget is clearly laid out with an
identified prioritization system to ensure that projects are not left incomplete. As such, there
are no deficits current or projected associated with the capital budget and it was not
evaluated as party of this review of the Department’s funding shortfall.
In order to obtain a clearer understanding of the Department’s funding shortfall specifically
associated with its operating budget, it is important to evaluate the trend of the Department’s
expenditure authority and funding sources. Expenditure Authority refers to the authorized
budgeted expenditures for the Department for its different programs and accounts. Available
funding for the Department refers to State appropriations, federal and other grant revenue,
reimbursable project work, and license and other fee revenue assessed to users of the
Department’s services.
The project team primarily focused on evaluating the Department’s finances over a span of
the most recent six years to obtain a clearer understanding of the major changes in the
Department’s expenditure authority and financial gaps. However, to obtain a greater
understanding of the historical context for certain funds, the project team reviewed
information over a period of fourteen fiscal years. The data utilized in this section of the report
was derived from sources including the Agency Financial Reporting System, Fund Balance
Sheets, Expenditure Authority Schedule, the Control Authority Sheets, and the Budget
Balancing Decision Model. The majority of this information is managed by staff in WDFW,
with the exception of the Expenditure Authority Schedule for Operating Expenditures which
is owned and updated by the Office of Financial Management and the Agency Financial
Reporting System (AFRS) which is the statewide accounting application.
Matrix Consulting Group
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The following subsections discuss the overall spending authority, the overall funding for the
Department, and the structural deficit associated with the State Wildlife Account.
(1)

Budget Analysis by Program and Funding Source / Fund Group

The project team analyzed the provided budget information based on the total authorized
budget (known as Expenditure Authority) by program and fund group within the Department.
This type of analysis provides a deeper insight into the major cost categories within WDFW.
The following table shows for each of the three biennia, the total authorized operating budget
by program.
Table 2.1 Biennial Control Authority by Major Program Category
Major Program
Business Services Program
Enforcement
Habitat
Wildlife
Fish
CAMP (Capital Asset Management Program)
Un-Allotted Agency Authority
TOTAL

2013-15
$53,592,748
$42,038,518
$42,449,638
$73,800,604
$154,733,912
$8,087,259
$15,926,868
$390,629,548

2015-17
$61,531,729
$43,578,162
$47,207,567
$80,056,758
$169,924,514
$12,497,895
$10,675,375
$425,472,000

2017-19
$61,363,026
$43,733,408
$48,706,255
$80,838,144
$177,610,475
$11,745,633
$13,663,060
$437,660,000

Table 2.1 clearly shows that the largest program in terms of authorized expenses is the Fish
Program. The Fish Program comprises on average 40% of the total budget for the
Department. The next largest portion of the budget for the Department is the Wildlife Program
at 19%. It is also interesting to note the significant increases in budget between the 2013-15
biennium and the 2015-17 biennium in all areas, primarily due to federal authority and
compensation changes.
(2)

Primary Funding Source

The project team conducted an analysis of funding by major account / fund group. WDFW
has a spectrum of funding sources available and some funding sources are restricted
whereas others are unrestricted.
Restricted funding sources are those types of revenue streams that can only be used for
activities identified and earmarked for those revenues. An example of this type of account is
the WLS – Puget Sound Crab funding. Revenue is gathered from the sale of catch record
cards carrying a Puget Sound Crab Endorsement (which is required to collect Dungeness
crab in Puget Sound) and deposited in the State Wildlife Account. Per RCW 77.32.430,
revenue from the sale of this endorsement may only be spent by the Department for activities
related to Dungeness crab recreational fisheries. The Department tracks the revenue and
subsequent expenditures of the Dungeness Crab Endorsements as a separate, restricted
balance within the State Wildlife Account.
Unrestricted funding sources enable the Department to utilize the funds based upon a needs
assessment rather than stipulated restrictions. funds which are limited to specific activities
that only benefit specific goals and user groups. Examples of unrestricted funds are the State
Matrix Consulting Group
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General Fund and the non-restricted portion of the State Wildlife Account. WDFW’s federal
and private / local contracts also frequently require State matching funds, which are often
provided by these flexible funds due to the limitations placed on the restricted and dedicated
accounts.
It is important to note that while some of these funding sources will be from the same fund
(i.e. State Wildlife Account) they have been split apart to represent the difference between
restricted (R) and non-restricted (NR) revenue sources. Table 2.2 lists by major account /
fund group the total expenditure control authority, the proportion of overall funding associated
with that account, and a brief description of the funding source.
Table 2.2: WDFW Primary Funding Sources
Account
/ Fund
Group

Funding
Type (R
or NR)

2013-15
Control
Authority

2015-17
Control
Authority

2017-19
Control
Authority

Wildlife
Account

NR

$75,021,542
(19%)

$82,272,582
(19%)

$83,014,430
(19%)

Wildlife
Account

R

$28,182,458
(7%)

$35,183,418
(8%)

$35,018,570
(8%)

General
Fund,
State

NR

$60,889,000
(16%)

$77,197,000
(18%)

$93,343,000
(21%)

Matrix Consulting Group

Description / Comments
Recreational fishing and hunting
licenses, and interest generate the
projected revenue for this portion
of the Wildlife Account.
Recreational license fee revenue
is used to provide support to
recreational angling and hunting
opportunities. Commercial
application fees support Licensing
Division work related to processing
commercial license applications.
Funding comes from 25 sources
that support a variety of activities
established by specific legislative
actions. Examples of these
activities include wildlife
conservation (both non-game and
game species), lands access,
hunter education, and Puget
Sound crab recreational
opportunities. Spending is
restricted to specific purposes.
Consequently, the positive
balances in most accounts are
very limited in their ability to help
the Department manage its overall
budget problem.
Flexible funding that can be used
to pay for any cost. Funds cannot
be carried forward and must be
expended in the fiscal year in
which they are appropriated.
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Funding
Type (R
or NR)

2013-15
Control
Authority
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2015-17
Control
Authority

2017-19
Control
Authority

General
Fund,
Federal

NR

$117,191,299
(30%)

$122,151,000
(29%)

$118,809,000
(27%)

General
Fund,
Private /
Local

NR

$58,322,000
(15%)

$61,887,000
(15%)

$63,920,000
(15%)

Other
WDFW
Managed
Funding

R

$31,121,249
(8%)

$29,272,000
(7%)

$28,196,000
(6%)

Other
NonWDFW
Managed
Funding

R

$19,902,000
(5%)

$17,509,000
(4%)

$15,359,000
(4%)

$390,629,548

$425,472,000

$437,660,000

Total

Description / Comments
Funding in this account are
associated with federal block
grants and other reimbursable
projects. These fund sources
typically have contractual
constraints on fundable activities,
which limits the Departments
flexibility.
Funding in this account is
associated with reimbursable
projects for private organizations
and local government jurisdictions.
As such, expenditures are
restricted to the specific activities
in the agreements with other
organizations.
Various other sources from 20
separate accounts (including
recreational endorsements and
license fees) that support
recreational opportunities and
wildlife conservation. Examples of
the activities these other sources
support include purchasing of
enforcement equipment, wolf
management, aquatic invasive
species management, wildlife
rehabilitation centers, and
Hydraulic Project Approval Permit
application work.
Other sources such as the Aquatic
Lands Enhancement Account
(which has been used to replace
state general fund primarily in fish
hatchery production). Off-Road
Vehicle Account used to provide
access and enforcement on
wildlife areas. Environmental
Legacy Stewardship Account also
used to replace state general
funding related to environmental
protection. Motor Vehicle Account
appropriated in the Transportation
Budget to support the mapping
and evaluation of fish passage
barriers.

Table 2.3 clearly shows that there is a pattern of increasing control authority in most fund
groups. The important distinction to make between these different fund groups is that the
State Wildlife Account and Other WDFW Managed Funding are supported by licenses and
other WDFW managed revenue, while General Fund State and Other Non-WDFW Managed
Funding rely on taxes and other statewide fees. General Fund Federal and General Fund
Matrix Consulting Group
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Private Local have revenue based on federal grants and contracts with public utility districts,
local businesses and non-profits.
Hunting and fishing license fees have not increased since the 2011-13 biennium, and
revenue from these fees (the primary source of funding for the Non-Restricted portion of the
State Wildlife Account) has remained fairly static. However, the Non-Restricted Wildlife State
Account expenditure control authority has increased by $12.2 million since the 2011-13
biennium, without a corresponding increase in revenue. Since the Department does not have
the funding to support this authority, it must utilize fund balances and reserves or spending
cuts, which impacts its ability to serve Washingtonians. The Non-Restricted State Wildlife
account balance will be almost entirely spent by the end of the 2017-19 biennium, and the
Department will be forced to take much more significant reductions in the 2019-21 biennium.
(3)

Overall Budget and Funding Analysis

Based upon the operating authority information provided in the two previous subsections,
the project team conducted an overall control authority and funding source analysis for
WDFW. The following chart shows the comparison between the operating expenditure
authority for WDFW against all of its funding sources for the past seven biennia.
Figure 2.1: Operating Control Authority and Funding Source by Biennium
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As Figure 2.1 indicates the operating expenditure control authority for each biennia is always
greater than the available funding. To further analyze the information in the chart the project
team also presented the information in a tabular format, which lists the operating expenditure
control authority, the available funds, the net impact, and the overall cost recovery for the
Department.

Table 2.3: Operating Authority Net Impact by Biennium
Matrix Consulting Group
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Biennium
2005-07
2007-09
2009-11
2011-13
2013-15
2015-17
2017-19

Available Funds
$310,830,895
$333,214,384
$314,083,483
$359,897,325
$384,749,616
$405,273,378
$423,981,918

WASHINGTON DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND WILDLIFE

Control Authority
$324,606,580
$343,939,677
$332,940,534
$364,326,902
$390,629,548
$425,472,000
$437,660,000

Surplus / (Deficit)
$(13,775,685)
$(10,725,293)
$(18,857,051)
$(4,429,577)
$(5,879,932)
$(20,198,622)
$(13,678,082)

Cost Recovery
96%
97%
94%
99%
98%
95%
97%

As Table 2.4 shows the deficit impact for the Department varies from a low of $4.4 million
(which was immediately following the passage of license fee increases) to a high of $20.2
million. This is a significant funding shortfall that has a dramatic negative impact on the
Department’s ability to serve its constituents and fulfill its obligations to stakeholders.
The project team evaluated the change in the funding sources for the last ten years for the
Department as shown in Figure 2.2.
Figure 2.2: Change in WDFW Funding Sources by Biennium
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As Figure 2.2 indicates there has been a significant change in funding sources over the last
ten years. There has been a decline in reliance on the State General Fund and an increase
in the reliance on the General Fund Federal. To better illustrate this shift and decline among
the different types of funding sources, Figure 2.3 below shows this difference by focusing
only on three funding sources: State Wildlife Account (Restricted and Non-Restricted), State
General Fund, and General Fund Federal.
Figure 2.3: Change in WDFW State Wildlife Account, State General Fund, and General Fund Federal
by Biennium
Matrix Consulting Group
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As Figure 2.3 demonstrates, the General Fund State was the largest source of funding
between the three accounts in 2005-07 biennium; however, as time passed it slowly started
declining, while the General Fund Federal amount increased every biennium. In 2005-07
biennium, the State General Fund comprised approximately 29% of the total expenditures
associated with WDFW; however, in 2015-17 biennium this proportion had declined to almost
18% of the total expenditures. The primary reason for the significant increase in General
Fund State in the 2017-19 biennium, is due to the one-time transfer from the State General
Fund to the Wildlife State Account.
Even though there does seem to be a significant increase in General Fund Federal reliance,
the overall percentage of expenditure control authority associated with WDFW has stayed
constant over the past seven biennia. Therefore, as costs have increased for WDFW, the
General Fund Federal funding source has followed those funding increases to continue to
match the cost increases associated with managing those programs and activities supported
by General Fund Federal.
Additionally, there has been an increase in the reliance on the State Wildlife Account (nonrestricted) after the recession in the 07-09 Biennium. Therefore, in order to evaluate the
impact on the State Wildlife Account (non-restricted) the project team compared the total of
funding sources to the total expenditure control authority for that account.
Figure 2.4: Operating Authority and Revenue by Biennium for Wildlife Account (Non-Restricted)
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The chart illustrates the gap between the expenditure control authority and funding (revenue)
for the State Wildlife Account. Significant gaps between revenue and expenditure control
authority first occurred in the 2009-11 biennium and then reemerged over the last two
biennia. To further quantify this problem, the following table shows control authority,
revenues / funding source, net impact, and variance level by major budget category.
Table 2.4: Net Impact by Biennium for Wildlife State Account (Non-Restricted)
Biennium
2005-07
2007-09
2009-11
2011-13
2013-15
2015-17
2017-19

Revenue
$49,333,749
$54,038,869
$59,908,776
$73,252,624
$77,227,046
$74,251,487
$75,611,373

Control Authority
$49,907,683
$50,819,327
$69,571,194
$70,815,416
$75,021,542
$82,022,582
$83,014,430

Surplus / (Deficit)
$(573,934)
$3,219,542
$(9,662,418)
$2,437,208
$2,205,504
$(7,771,095)
$(7,403,057)

Cost Recovery
99%
106%
86%
103%
103%
91%
91%

Based on Table 2.4 it can be seen that the increased reliance on the State Wildlife Account
(non-restricted) did not become an issue until the 2015-17 biennium, the biennium in which
there was a Cost of Living Adjustment (COLA) increase that was not supported by any fee
increases. Therefore, additional cuts and budget management strategies were required for
the 2017-19 Biennium and will continue to be required in future biennia.
The essential challenge faced by WDFW is that costs are rising while growth in funding is
not keeping pace in the State Wildlife Account (Non-Restricted). A variety of initiatives were
used to balance the 2017-19 budget. Many of these initiatives were stop-gap in nature and
are not suitable for sustaining the agency in the long-term. Thus, WDFW will need to secure
new revenue or face significant reductions in the 2019-21 biennium.
2.

ANALYSIS OF BUDGET DEFICIT
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WDFW’s Central Budget Office began forecasting a budget deficit in the State Wildlife
Account in 2013, with a budget request developed in summer of 2014 for the 2015 session.
WDFW cannot spend more than actual revenue available so when revenues are low,
expenses must be cut or reserves spent even though Legislature has approved a higher
level of expenditure.
As information in this section has indicated, there is a structural deficit that exists for the
State Wildlife Account. The following points explain some of the key factors that resulted in
the structural deficit arising, including increasing expenses, especially as it affected the State
Wildlife Account, as well as changes to revenue sources:
•

Cost of living adjustments: The Cost of Living Adjustments to the programs was the
largest contributor of the structural deficit. Due to the sheer size of staffing levels of
WDFW, any changes to salary and benefit costs, even without any personnel
changes, there is a significant impact on costs for the agency. There are two different
factors that affected salary and benefit adjustments – a classification and
compensation study and the cost of living adjustment approved by the legislature –
that directly resulted in increased costs for the Department:
-

A classification and compensation study lead by the Governor’s Human
Resources Office resulted in cost of living increases to salaries and benefits
from the 2015-17 Biennium (4.8%) and targeted salary adjustments to
many positions as there were no increases during the recession. COLA
salary increases also raised benefit costs).

-

The legislature enacted a 6% cost of living adjustment, over two years for
the 2017-19 biennium, in specified increases for all state employees (2.0%
in FY1, 2.0% in the first 6 months of FY2; and the remaining 2.0% in the
last 6 months of FY2 for the 2017-19 Biennium) prior to the start of
FY2017. These increases also included associated benefit cost increases.
This information came to State agencies after they had developed their
budget requests for the 17-19BN in summer of 2016. Ultimately, the
legislature authorized the classification adjustments in the last two biennial
budgets.

•

No Changes in License Fees: License fee increases and other revenue generating
approaches were incorporated into the Department’s requests, but not all of them
were approved by the Legislature. Recreational license fee increases were not
approved at all (other than an extension of the Columbia River Salmon and Steelhead
Endorsement), while there was only a minimal increase approved for the commercial
license fees. Not only did the legislature not approve some fee increases, but also the
retention of revenue associated with fee increases is not always approved. Therefore,
there were no revenue increases to offset the increases in costs related to personnel
and as such this was the second largest contributing factor to the structural deficit for
the State Wildlife Account.

•

Increased Requirements of Programs: There were also increased costs related to
the operation of state fish hatcheries necessary to meet the requirement of the
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Endangered Species Act (ESA). These costs were included in requested legislation
to increase license fees. This was a less significant factor in contributing to the
structural deficit.
•

Approval of Additional Decision Packages: Some new spending proposals (known
as Decision Packages) in response to input WDFW received during stakeholder
outreach meetings were adopted by the Legislature, which resulted in increased
spending authority, without the necessary funding to offset those costs (such as
inflation, cost of fish food, etc.).

As shown above a variety of elements contributed to the Department’s budget deficit. These
elements ultimately increase the Department’s costs and associated spending authority.
However, the Department can only increase spending if there is additional funding already
in place to offset those increases. Therefore, the primary issue with the structural deficit
stems from costs that were increased without an associated increase in ability to generate
revenue or have supplemental funding as provided by the Legislature in 2017-19.
3.

ACTIONS TAKEN TO ADDRESS THE BUDGET DEFICIT

The project team specifically evaluated strategies employed by the Department in one fiscal
year to address the structural deficit issue to better understand the tools available to the
department. The purpose of this section is to highlight the specific cost savings and
enhancements that were taken by WDFW to address their budgeting shortfall, and the
potential for sustainability associated with the use of such measures.
Once the Legislature adopted the 2017-19 biennial budget on June 30, 2017, the Department
used a variety of strategies and actions to bring its budget into balance for the current
biennium, especially as it relates to the State Wildlife Account. The actions taken to address
the shortfall are summarized in the following table:
Table 2.5: Strategies for Addressing Deficit Shortfall in Wildlife Account
Action
Total Initial Operating Authority – 17-19BN
Use of WLS-Restricted & Dedicated (One-Time)
Allotted Operating Authority – 17-19BN
Revenue Plus Fund Balance
Initial Deficit
One Month Working Capital Reserve

Amount
$85,314,430
$2,300,000
$83,014,430
$80,896,680
($2,117,750)
$3,230,540

Initial Deficit + Working Capital Reserve
Operating Budget Enhancements
Management Reduction
Total Deficit for State Wildlife Non-Restricted Funds
One time General Fund Appropriation1
Updated Funding Total

($5,348,290)
$2,200,000
$338,000
$(7,886,290)
$8,946,000
$1,059,710

1 The original one-time appropriation from the General Fund was for $11.0 million. However, approximately $2.0 million of those funds
were transferred to other Department activities such as RFEG, Management, Wildlife Surveys, and Biodiversity to maintain those
programs.
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Action
Budget Additions related to program requirements
(ESAs, COLAs, etc.)
New Balance
Budget Reductions – cost savings
New Balance
Program Proportionate Admin Funding
Estimated Variance in Flexible Funds
Total Projected Surplus / (Deficit)

Amount
$12,130,000
($11,070,290)
$5,777,000
($5,293,290)
$1,057,460
$4,500,000
$264,170

The Legislature appropriates control authority for the entire State Wildlife Account and the
Department allocates this authority to its various sub-accounts based on established
formulas and methodologies. Table 2.7 starts with the initial operating authority allocation of
$85.3 million to the non-restricted portion of the account. However, the Department realized
that there was not enough funding (i.e. license and other fee revenue) available to support
this level of expenditure. Consequently, the Department’s first budget control action was to
shift some employees (and related costs) engaged in non-restricted account activities to
restricted accounts where tis was feasible and where the work matched the restricted fund
purposes. This action resulted in the control authority for the non-restricted portion of the
State Wildlife Account being reduced to $83,014,430, which is the figure used throughout
this report.
In addition, WDFW utilized a variety of strategies to address the budget shortfall, these
included dipping into the fund balance, utilizing a one-time transfer, and additional budget
cuts and use of alternative funding sources. The Department had limited options to balance
the budget because of legislative direction in the budget to keep hatcheries open and avoid
negative impacts to recreational fishing and hunting opportunities.
Employing the strategies listed in Table 2.7 results in a projected surplus of $264,000. This
represents approximately 0.32% of the overall spending authority for the non-restricted State
Wildlife Account, and therefore is within the margin of error associated with rounding errors.
Based upon the project team’s analysis, the Department’s budget problem solving process
and results were both appropriate and effective in addressing the situation, while also
reflecting the limited resources available to the department for addressing this structural
deficit.
4.

SUMMARY OF ADDITIONAL STRATEGIES TO MITIGATE BUDGET DEFICITS

The project team has validated that a structural deficit (gap between spending authority and
revenues) exists for the State Wildlife Account. This structural deficit is associated with both
restricted and non-restricted portions of the State Wildlife Account.
Some restricted accounts that are in danger of developing deficits are: Firearm Permits, Elk
Auction / Raffle, Endangered Species Plates, Non-game Personalized Plates, Surplus
Property, and WILD Transaction Fee. As these are restricted accounts, the source of the
deficit is due to increased expenditures not matched by the identified revenue source. Each
restricted account would have to be evaluated on its own as the funding sources vary so
greatly to determine possible ways to counteract the lower revenue streams. For example,
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the Firearm Permits program is funded by three dollars from the ten dollar late fine issued
with Firearm permit license renewal fees. Therefore, the only way to increase the funding
source would be to encourage late renewals of firearm permits, or raise the fine associated
with the firearm permit renewal late fee, to increase the proportion of dollars that are received
by the State Wildlife Account.
The principal cause of the deficits within the State Wildlife Account is that costs are
increasing at a faster pace than revenues. The main cause of cost increases are legislatively
approved salary adjustments through collective bargaining agreements to some under paid
job classifications and across the board cost of living increases approved for the last two
biennia. Since the State Wildlife Account is primarily financed through the sale of hunting
and fishing licenses as well as associated fees, these revenue sources cannot remain static
while costs increase. As there have been no fee increases the licensing revenue has
remained stagnant and is projected to remain stagnant.
The actions taken at the start of this biennium to balance the budget were mostly one-time,
stop-gap, and, therefore, not sustainable. The legislature has indicated that the additional
$10 million state general fund support is only to occur one-time. The Department needs to
develop strategies to ensure the long-term health of the State Wildlife Account. These may
include:
•

Request that the Legislature raise licenses and other Department fees to pay for past
and projected inflationary increases to agency operating costs with the support of
license buyers. Consider utilizing a phased approach for fee increases to limit the
issues and difficulties associated with significant fee hikes and increases to catch up
to the need.

•

Request that the Legislature include and adopt language that allows automatic
inflationary increases in fees for WDFW to match spending authority. It is a best
management practice to conduct comprehensive fee updates every 3-5 years in an
agency and was a practice used by past Washington State legislatures. However, in
the interim, it is a best management practice to approve built in fee increases to allow
for gradual fee increases that enable the agency to remain at status quo for cost
recovery levels. These inflationary increases should at a minimum cover salary and
other compensation adjustments, to enable the Department to continuously finance
those increases through the use of fee-revenue. Since increases in license costs and
other fees are directly tied to salary COLAs negotiated with collective bargaining units,
approved by the Governor and Legislature, and included in the final budget, these
increases are more understandable for elected officials and the public.

•

Enact legislation that would separate the Non-Restricted and Restricted accounts
within the State Wildlife Account into separate funds to enhance clarity in budget
balancing decisions. This action will enable the Department to better explain to the
Legislature and stakeholders that fee revenue collected for specific restricted
purposes are being spent appropriately and not available to fund general Wildlife
Account activities. Additionally, it will also highlight any structural deficit issues
immediately as instead of there being one amount for the State Wildlife Account, there
will be two different appropriations one for the State Wildlife Account and one for the
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State Wildlife Account – Non-Restricted. This will make it easier for the Department
to manage the accounts and provide a fixed starting point for both types of funding.
•

Work with the Legislature and stakeholders to explain the complexities inherent in the
Department’s budget by mapping revenue directly to program activities; and
explaining the impacts of rising costs not backed by revenue on service levels.

•

Improve the budget process to ensure that any new expenditure requests coming from
WDFW are accompanied not only by an explanation of the need for the increase in
spending authority, but also of possible revenue sources in addition to State General
Fund to offset those requests.

•

Continue to ensure that administrative costs associated with the management of the
department are appropriately allocated across all funds and accounts through the use
of an internal full cost allocation plan. Currently, WDFW internally updates its plan
annually; however, every five years the Department should contract with an external
consultant to ensure compliance with federal guidelines and costing principles as well
as to confirm that divisions, programs, and any and all contracted services are paying
for their fair share of administrative costs.

•

Identify the revenue collected from commercial licenses and commercial landing
excises taxes and request the legislature to allow WDFW to retain 100% of those
revenues to make those programs full cost recovery. Full cost recovery for these
licenses includes covering the costs associated with direct staff processing and
issuing licenses as well as the indirect costs associated with oversight of the staff
processing those licenses as well as Department management associated with those
programs. This will ensure that license revenue is being used to directly pay for the
services being received by the license holders. This will have a biennial impact of
retaining approximately $1.8 million for the Non-Restricted Account.

•

Classify the services and programs within the Non-Restricted State Wildlife Account
that are funded by the transfer from State General Fund (GF-S). This will better help
tie the revenue to the funding sources, as well as identify the programs that should
continue to be funded through the State General Fund. Generally, activities such as
enforcement and compliance with hunting and fishing licenses, development and
management of commercial fishers, as well as implementation of state and federal
programs (i.e. ESA) should be supplemented through the general fund.

•

Request the Legislature to make the one-time transfer from the GF-S permanent
every biennium. This supplemental funding should be used to pay for the activities
and programs identified as requiring general fund support. Rather than a fixed dollar
amount, the supplement should be established as a percentage of the overall budget
of the Non-Restricted Portion of the State Wildlife Account. For example, in the 201719 biennium, the one-time State General Fund transfer was 11% of the NonRestricted Portion of the State Wildlife Account. The Department could establish a
target percentage of between 10-15%, depending on budget priorities for each
biennium, and include this request for supplemental money from the State General
Fund.
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The project team also collected information from its comparative survey efforts to determine
how other Fish & Wildlife Agencies across the country dealt with structural deficits. Some
strategies applied and by which agency are presented in the following points:
•

Increasing Hunting & Fishing Licenses Fees – Oregon Fish & Wildlife, Minnesota Fish
& Wildlife

•

Requested the creation of a dedicated Conservation Fund funded through an income
tax surcharge – Oregon Fish & Wildlife – not yet approved by Legislature

•

Linked annual increases in license fees to inflation – Oregon Fish & Wildlife

•

Developed an internal strategic planning process for “compassionate contraction” or
reduction and realignment of staffing levels through transfers & retirements –
Minnesota Fish & Wildlife

As the points above illustrate that the primary mechanism used by the other agencies was
increases in licensing revenue to help offset the structural deficit issues, including building in
inflationary increases into their fee calculations and increases. However, these inflationary
increases were built-in with a specified timeframe (5 years) to enable the agency to truly
evaluate the cost of service associated with these fees and allow for a much more significant
increase in fees if necessary.
While the primary focus of the budget deficit and analysis has been the Wildlife Account, the
strategies discussed in this section of the report, are applicable to all WDFW programs and
funds. It is imperative that the Department continuously reevaluate its internal efficiencies,
as well as discuss measures for cost containment strategies.
The structural budget deficit has both short and long-term implications for the Department.
This report focuses on near-term issues such as identifying the extent of the budget problem
and the Department’s actions to bring the budget into balance for the 2017-19 biennium. For
the long-term, the Department needs to begin work now to address deficits projected for the
2019-21 biennium and to address the structural issues of declines in some customer bases,
shifts in consumer attitudes, and societal changes related to the preferences of younger
populations such as Millennials and those from Generation Z. The Department has already
begun such efforts by establishing a Budget & Policy Advisory Group to explore different
options related to long-term strategies for revenue generation. Development of new sources
of revenue, new customers, and new service offerings will be required to ensure the
Department’s long-term financial success.
Recommendation: WDFW should at a minimum implement the following measures to
help address structural deficits in the future:
-

Develop and propose a phased approach to fee increases to the Legislature to
help balance the State Wildlife Account.
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-

Request the Legislature to adopt language allowing for annual increases to fees
based on a cost factor (Cost of Living Adjustment or Consumer Price Index) as
this is a best management practice.

-

Enact legislation that would separate the State Wildlife Account into its nonrestricted and restricted funding sources to better enable the legislature and
department to track expenses and revenues for each type of account.

-

Identify programs that are solely restricted revenue programs and balance
those programs to their revenue sources.

-

Improve communications during the budget process, including explaining to
the Legislature the consequences and impacts to the Department of new
programs or initiatives that have no funding identified.

-

Continue to ensure all administrative costs are appropriately calculated and
charged to all funding sources through a cost allocation plan to effectively
recapture costs of providing administrative services.

-

Request the Legislature to allow the Department to retain 100% of commercial
license revenues, landing taxes, and related fees to support the direct and
indirect operations associated with those programs.

-

Classify the services and programs that are currently funded through the
General Fund State transfer.

-

Report revenues from the State Wildlife Account by restricted and nonrestricted accounts.

-

Request the legislature to make the transfer from the State General Fund
permanent and be based on a percentage of total non-restricted State Wildlife
Account expenditures rather than a fixed dollar amount. This transfer will then
be used to permanently fund and support activities and programs such
enforcement, compliance, promulgation of hatcheries, and implementation of
ESA, etc.

These strategies will help address the funding shortfalls, by focusing on increasing
revenue streams, as well as ensuring a closer match between program spending and
revenue generation.
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3. Management Structure and Decision-Making
This chapter assesses the current management and operations of the WDFW,
including organizational structure, roles and responsibilities, and operations.

For this analysis, the project team examined current structure, responsibilities,
decision- making, communications, planning and performance reporting at the WDFW.
The project team evaluated these to identify strengths and weaknesses of the current
approaches, as well as areas where these approaches deviate from accepted best
practices.

The project team also conducted a review of Fish and Wildlife Agencies in other
states. The organizations reviewed were: the Arizona Fish and Game Department,
Florida’s Fish and Wildlife Commission, Minnesota’s Department of Natural
Resources, the Missouri Department of Conservation, and Oregon’s Department of
Fish and Wildlife. The following table summarizes some key factors regarding the
states.

Agency

Square Miles

Percent of State
- Public Land
Ownership

Population

Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife

71,362

43.4%

7,400,000

Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife
Minnesota Department of Natural
Resources
Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation
Comm.

98,466

60%

4,030,000

86,943

25%

5,400,000

65,755

29%

20,600,000

Arizona Game and Fish Department

113,998

55%

6,900,000

Missouri Department of Conservation

69,704

7%

6,100,000

These comparable agencies were selected by the Department for use in the
comparative effort for a variety of reasons including services provided and geographic
size. While each agency has unique characteristics, the project team was able to
identify model practices as well as innovative approaches that helped inform our
recommendations for the WDFW.
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Based on our review of existing operations, best management practices, and other
agencies we present key findings and recommendations for improvements to
WDFW’s management and operations.

A. Oversight and Leadership
The following section focuses on the Department’s oversight and leadership, specifically
the roles played by the commission and the membership of the executive management
team.
1.

FINDINGS AND ISSUES AT WDFW

The WDFW is overseen by a volunteer nine-member commission, appointed by the
governor with the senate’s approval. Commission members serve six-year terms and are
tasked with developing and approving policy direction for the agency, approve budget
requests for the Office of Financial Management, ensuring the policies and initiatives
established by the Commission are enacted by the Department, classifying fish and
wildlife within the State, and setting the rules when fishing, hunting, or otherwise engaging
with fish and wildlife in the state.
The Commission receives its authority from the passage of Referendum 45 by the 1995
Legislature and public at the 1995 general election. The Commission is the supervising
authority for the Department. With the 1994 merger of the former Departments of
Fisheries and Wildlife, the Commission has comprehensive species authority as well.
Washington statute RCW 77.04.055 outline the duties of the Washington Fish and Wildlife
Commission as the following:
(1)

(2)

(3)
(4)
(5)

In establishing policies to preserve, protect, and perpetuate wildlife, fish, and
wildlife and fish habitat, the commission shall meet annually with the governor
to:
(a) Review and prescribe basic goals and objectives related to those policies; and
(b) Review the performance of the department in implementing fish and wildlife
policies.
The commission shall maximize fishing, hunting, and outdoor recreational
opportunities compatible with healthy and diverse fish and wildlife populations.
The commission shall establish hunting, trapping, and fishing seasons and
prescribe the time, place, manner, and methods that may be used to harvest
or enjoy game fish and wildlife.
The commission shall establish provisions regulating food fish and shellfish as
provided in RCW 77.12.047.
The commission shall have final approval authority for tribal, interstate,
international, and any other department agreements relating to fish and wildlife.
The commission shall adopt rules to implement the state's fish and wildlife laws.
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The commission shall have final approval authority for the department's budget
proposals.
The commission shall select its own staff and shall appoint the director of the
department. The director and commission staff shall serve at the pleasure of
the commission.

(7)

In evaluating the operations of the Commission, it was found that they spend the majority
of time focused on the policy aspects of the assigned duties including establishing
policies, procedures, agreements, and rule making activities. However, the Commission’s
oversight and involvement in overseeing administrative functions, including budget
establishment, strategic planning, and evaluation of operations and the Director are not
given sufficient time.
The Department’s Executive Management Team (EMT) consists of the Director, Policy
Director, Deputy Director, six Assistant Directors, and six Regional Directors. These
fifteen staff are responsible for meeting to discuss the Department’s operations, policies,
budget, and any other challenges or important information relevant to the leadership
team.
2.

REVIEW OF OTHER STATE AGENCIES’ MANAGEMENT AND GOVERNANCE

Of the other agencies studied, four have a commission structure similar to that of WDFW.
Minnesota’s Department of Resources instead has an executive director appointed by the
governor. (While the executive is known as a commissioner, this is a salaried,
management position similar to that of agency director.) The table below outlines the
statutory responsibilities of the agencies’ commissions.
State

Commission Description and Responsibilities

WDFW

•
•
•

9 commissioners
Appointed by the Governor with Senate Confirmation for six year terms.
Develop and approve policy direction for the agency, approve budget requests for
the Office of Financial Management, ensure the policies and initiatives established
by the Commission are enacted by the Department, classify fish and wildlife within
the State, set rules for fishing, hunting, or otherwise engaging with fish and wildlife
in the State.

Florida

•
•
•

7 commissioners
Appointed by the Governor and confirmed by the Senate to five-year terms.
Regulatory and executive powers “with respect to wild animal life and fresh water
aquatic life and … with respect to marine life, except that all license fees and
penalties for violating regulations shall be as provided by law."

Minnesota

•
•

Single executive (known as commissioner), appointed by the Governor.
Broad authority over Department policy and operations.
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State

Commission Description and Responsibilities

Missouri

•
•
•

4 commissioners
Appointed by the Governor for four year terms.
Commissioners responsibilities include: appointing a director of the Department;
serving as the Department’s policy makers; approving Wildlife Code regulations;
strategic planning; budget development and major expenditure decisions.

Oregon

•
•
•

7 commissioners
Appointed by the Governor for four year terms.
Commissioners formulate general state programs and policies concerning
management and conservation of fish and wildlife resources and establishes
seasons, methods and bag limits for recreational and commercial take.

A review of commission meetings agendas shows a relatively consistent approach to
commission meetings in the different agencies. Agenda items include public hearings for
rule-makings or regulatory changes, regular financial reports, and budget reports. In some
cases, the commission is also tasked with revoking hunting or fishing privileges due to
violations.
All of the agencies studied have a management team that meets regularly to identify and
address key issues that cross departmental lines.
3.

BUDGET PROCESSES IN OTHER STATES.

There is considerable variation in other state fish and wildlife agencies in terms of the
budget process, public involvement, and financial challenges facing the agencies. The
table below provides a high-level overview of the budget processes in each of the different
state agencies.
WDFW

Arizona Game
and Fish Dept.

Florida FWC
Commission

Programs develop
request packages,
which the central
budget office
refines.
EMT meets to
discuss packages
and prioritize.

Biennial budget.

Budgets
developed by
divisions with
oversight by
budget analysts.

Executive team
meets with
budget staff to
develop
projections and a
request for the
commission.

Budget request
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Executive
director presents
budget request to
the legislature.

Minnesota Dept.
of Natural
Resources
Legislature sets
base budget dollar
amounts.

Missouri Dept. of
Conservation
Dedicated sales tax
allocation provides
some revenue
stability.

Oregon Dept. of
Fish and Wildlife
Biennial budget.

Division budgets
are vetted at the
division level,
brought up at
commissioner’s

State legislative
approval is
considered proforma. All budget

40 + person
external budget
advisory committee
(representatives
include hunting
groups,
environmental

office. Budgets
submitted to

development and
vetting done at the

groups, fisheries,
farming and timber
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WDFW

Arizona Game
and Fish Dept.

Florida FWC
Commission

goes to
Commission, then
Governor’s Office,
then legislature.

Work with the
governor’s office
and legislature to
get their budget
request
approved for
appropriated
funds.

Budget approval
is part of the
state budget
process, with
departmental
budget as one
element.

Budget decision is
handed down and
the CBO divides
among programs
by fund.
Programs further
subdivide
allotments to
create their
spending plan.

Minnesota Dept.
of Natural
Resources
governor’s office
once approved by
commissioner.
3 citizen oversight
committees, one
for fish, one for
wildlife, and one
for the fish and
wildlife fund.
Ensure compliance
with funding
restrictions and act
as advocates for
the functions.
Fish and wildlife
funding shortfall
avoided by
approval of
significant fee
increase; agency
currently involved
in strategic
planning effort to
address future
potential shortfalls.

Missouri Dept. of
Conservation
agency level.
Implementing new
performance-based
budgeting process,
tied to strategic
planning, goals and
priorities, and
performance
measurement.

Oregon Dept. of
Fish and Wildlife
groups, etc.) and 8
town hall meetings
throughout the state
to review budget.
Budget is developed
by the Agency,
approved by the
Commission, and
submitted to the
legislature.
2016 – State task
force to identify
funding solutions
given declining
revenues from
licenses. Task
force
recommendations
not implemented but
may set the stage
for future changes.

Oregon and Minnesota, in particular, have confronted structural budget shortfalls in at
least some funds in recent years. The State of Oregon compiled a legislative task force
to identify funding solutions given budget pressures due to declining participation in
hunting and fishing and increasing costs. The task force recommended:
•

Creating an Oregon Conservation Fund funded by an income tax surcharge and
wholesale beverage surcharge.

•

Eliminating some proposed license fees increases (high license fees were seen
as a deterrent to participation in hunting and fishing) but linking license fees to
inflation.

•

Dedicating the new Conservation Fund the fund to expanded conservation and
other programs efforts as well as to address the agency’s budgetary issues.

The legislature has not yet acted on the task force’s recommendations, although it did
approve an increase in hunting and fishing license fees as a temporary measure to
address funding shortfalls. The agency hopes that the work done by the task force has
laid the groundwork for future discussions on budget.
Minnesota was facing depletion of the agency’s game and fish fund by 2019, as illustrated
in the graph provided by the agency. The legislature approved significant increases in
various license fees to head off the crisis, but the agency has also started an internal
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strategic planning process to look at “compassionate contraction” (reduction and
realignment of staffing levels if possible through retirements and transfers).

Notably, while Missouri does not currently face major fiscal constraints, the agency’s
director is overseeing a stringent new budget process aimed at ensuring that
expenditures are aligned with the agency’s and public’s current priorities.
4. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS.
The Commission should take a more active role in overseeing WDFW through the following
activities:
•

Strategic
Planning:
The Department should be commended for
the establishment of a strategic planning document that is designed to provide a
high-level target and prioritization of key initiatives and goals. However, the
Commission’s role in establishing the strategic plan has been minimal. Their
involvement has historically been one of approval once it is nearly completed
rather than actual involvement in the establishment of the document. Since the
strategic plan should be a foundational document that guides operations and
priorities of the Agency, the Commission should be more active in the development
of this plan.

•

Budget Development: The Commission’s role in developing the Department’s
budget request has been minimal in recent years. They have had limited input and
discussion regarding budgets during the development phase and have approved
the budgets presented to them with little in-depth discussion or evaluation. Given
the current financial issues present in the Department, the Commission should be
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more active in the development of the proposed budget. Given the limited number
of Commission meetings, this may best be done through the establishment of a
dedicated Budget Committee of the Commission members.
•

Budget Oversight: The Commission should ensure that it is provided a written
budget report, showing projected and actual expenditures and revenues, at each
Commission meeting. Major deviations from the planned budget should be
highlighted with a narrative explanation provided, and where necessary, action
steps identified for how the Department will address the deviations.

•

Evaluation of the Director: The Commission should ensure that it conducts
annual evaluations of the Director in a timely and consistent manner. This is critical
to ensuring that the Director has feedback regarding his/her performance and
alignment with the policy goals of the Commission. Previously, the Director was
evaluated annually, and more recently, has shifted to a biennial evaluation period.
The last evaluation occurred in June 2015. In June 2017, the Director briefed the
Commission on his performance for the 2015-17 biennium, and the Commission is
still in the midst of an evaluation and setting a Performance Agreement for SFY
2018.

The Commission may need to allocate additional time at their monthly meetings in order
to accommodate the additional duties outlined above.
The current makeup of the EMT is appropriate; it includes enough staff to ensure that
each program and region are represented, without becoming excessive. The size of the
EMT was recently trimmed to 15, whereas it once was larger and included Deputy
Assistant Directors and other special assistants. While the EMT is still large, it only
includes one representative from each of the programs, and one from each of the regions.
This makeup has the capacity to function well as a leadership and decision-making body,
and the Department should maintain its current number of members.
While the EMT is a reasonable size currently, there are four staff who should make
appearances when topics impacting their staff are under discussion: the Chief Information
Officer; Chief Financial Officer; Human Resources Director; and Budget Officer. These
staff oversee organizational units which are affected by every decision the Department
makes and are asked to serve as partners and support staff for the Department’s
endeavors. They also have a unique perspective on the topics discussed by the EMT
because they deeply understand the administrative implications of the Department’s
initiatives. While they do not need to be a formal part of the decision-making body, they
should attend meetings to provide their opinions on topics of discussion relevant to their
organizational units.
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Recommendation: The Commission should take a more active role in overseeing
the Department and conducting administrative duties assigned to it such as:
participating in the development of the Department strategic plan; evaluation of the
Director; and development, approval and oversight of the Department budget.
Recommendation: The Department should maintain the current number of
members on the EMT; however, the Chief Information Officer, Chief Financial
Officer, Human Resources Director, and Budget Officer should attend when topics
requiring their technical input are under discussion.

B. Organization and Management
This section addresses the organizational structure and management processes of the
Department, including Program and Regional reporting relationships, organizational
structure and span of control, and methods of internal communication.
1.

ORGANIZATION AND MANAGEMENT FINDINGS AT WDFW

The Department operates six programs: Technology and Financial Management; Capital
and Asset Management; Fish; Wildlife; Habitat; and Enforcement. These six programs
operate under the Deputy Director, but many
of the staff for the six programs, especially
those in the Wildlife, Fish, Habitat, and
Enforcement programs, operate in the field
rather than in Olympia. They work in one of
six regions around the state each of which
has a regional office, where the Regional
Director is located. The Regional Directors
report to the Director’s Office, while program
staff in each region report to the program
manager for their region, who reports to
deputy assistant director of their program.
The program staff in the regions do not report
to the Regional Director. Regional Directors serve as the representative for the Director’s
Office in the regions, represent regional interests to the executive management team, and
coordinate the efforts of the various programs in their region. They also coordinate WDFW
activities with tribes and local governments, and they serve as the point of contact and
Departmental authority for regional issues.

Matrix Consulting Group

Page 32

Organizational Assessment Report

WASHINGTON DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND WILDLIFE

The following table shows the number of staff assigned to each region, according to the
State of Washington OFM website:
Location

Employee Count

Region 1

152

8.0%

Region 2

197

10.4%

Region 3

126

6.6%

Region 4

209

11.0%

Region 5

241

12.7%

Region 6

249

13.1%

Olympia/Thurston County

719

37.9%

3

0.2%

1,896

100.0%

Unallocated
TOTAL

Percentage

The number of reporting relationships appear to be appropriate, without many excessive
groupings. The Director oversees the Regional Directors, administrative assistants, and
two special assistants, as well as the Deputy Director to manage operations and the
Policy Director to oversee legislation, public outreach, and strategic planning and process
improvement. The Deputy Director in turn oversees each of the six Assistant Directors,
the Human Resources Manager, and a handful of special assistants. The recent
consolidation of policy-related functions under a Policy Director ensured that the number
of reports to the Director could be reduced to a more manageable number, and it also
provided a clear point of leadership for the Department’s outward-facing activities such
as legislative support and public outreach. The existing structure provides the benefit of
mostly grouping similar functions together (each of the Regional Directors reports to the
Director, and each of the operational divisions reports to the Deputy Director) while
maintaining a reasonable span of control.
2.

REVIEW OF OTHER STATE AGENCIES’ ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURE
AND GOVERNANCE

The other state-wide fish and wildlife studies vary considerably in structures for oversight.
State

Appointed
Oversight

Executive

WDFW

9 member
commission

Department
Director, Policy
Director, and
Deputy Director
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Administrative
Support

Divisions

Regional
Offices

Fish; Wildlife;
Habitat;
Enforcement;
Financial
Services;
Enforcement

6 regional
offices
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State

Appointed
Oversight

Executive

Administrative
Support

Divisions

Regional
Offices

Arizona

9 Member
Commission

Agency Director
and Deputy
Director

HR, Funds and
Planning, and
Rules & Risk
Management
branches report
to Director.

Special
Services;
Wildlife
Management;
Information &
Education;
Field
Operations

6 regional
offices

Florida

5 Member
Commission

Executive
Director, Chief
Financial
Officer

Offices report to
Executive
Director:
Finance and
Budget,
IT, Strategic
Initiatives, Legal,
Human
Resources,
Community
Relations,
Licenses and
Permitting,
Legislative
Affairs, Inspector
General

Law
Enforcement;
Marine
Fisheries;
Freshwater
Fisheries
Management;
Hunting and
Game
Management;
Habitat and
Species
Conservation;
Fish and
Wildlife
Research

5 regional
offices

Minnesota

No commission

Commissioner
and Deputy
Commissioner

Separate
Operations
Support Division
Includes:
Community and
Outreach;
Capital
Investment &
Property; Human
Resources;
Chief Financial
Officer; Internal
Audit.

Forestry;
Lands;
Parks and
trails;
Fish and
wildlife;
Ecological and
water
resources;
Enforcement;
Operational
support

4 regional
offices

IT provided by
state IT agency
(MINNIT)
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State

Appointed
Oversight

Executive

Administrative
Support

Divisions

Regional
Offices

Missouri

4 Member
Conservation
Commission

Executive
Director

Deputy Director
for
Administration
oversees:
Administrative
Services
Division;
Outreach and
Education
Division; and
Human
Resources
Division

Fisheries;
Protection;
Science;
Wildlife;
Private Lands;
Forestry

6 regional
offices

Oregon

7 Member
commission

Executive
Director

Separate
Administrative
Programs
Division

State Police
Fish and
Wildlife
Division; Fish
and Wildlife
Programs
Division;
Administrative
Programs
Divisions

4 regional
offices

All agencies have one or more central division or department responsible for
administrative functions (such as IT, HR, finance, and procurement). In Minnesota, all
Information Technology staff are actually employees of the state’s IT department (MNIT),
although some of the staff are physically located in operational departments or regional
offices. Florida is relatively decentralized, with HR and IT staff residing in divisions rather
than a centralized function.
There does not appear to be one ideal model for provision of administrative services, with
both more and less centralized models working effectively. That said, all agencies
pointed to the importance of having consistent policies and central oversight to ensure
that these policies are being applied across the board.
All agencies described some challenges related to oversight of regional offices, in
particular with employees from a number of different departments working together in a
regional office. The typical structure in these agencies, as with WDFW, is to have
reporting relationships based on department program, not region. One innovative
approach in Missouri is to create teams in each region, known as “regional conservation
teams” made up of staff from each division: forestry, lands, parks and trails, fish and
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wildlife, ecological and water resources and enforcement. Leadership of these teams
rotates among the divisions every three years. WDFW has a comparable team structure
through its Regional Management Teams and district teams. In Arizona, by contrast,
regional offices are run as “mini-headquarters” with programmatic staff in the regions
reporting to the regional supervisor.
The project team was asked to examine WDFW’s decision-making, including the levels
at which actions may be taken. For WDFW, these are spelled out in Policy 1004, which
provides a detailed business action authority matrix, as well as a set of conditions under
which authority may be delegated to a more junior manager or employee. These policies
cover: personnel decisions, leave approvals, IT purchases, public works contracts, other
contracts, and payments; as well as, a number of natural resource policy decisions.
The state Department of Ecology has a similar matrix covering similar areas of authority,
and the State Parks and Recreation Commission and Department of Natural Resources
address authority levels in a number of different memoranda and policy documents.
Based on the agencies studied, there do not appear to be consistent policies across
Washington state agencies approval authorities or how these authorities are delegated
and tracked. In general, the authority levels spelled out in Policy 1004 do not appear to
be out of line with those in similar organizations.
The scope of project team’s review did not include an audit of administrative decisionmaking, but interviews did identify some issues with inconsistent decision-making in
different divisions of the organization, as well as in regional offices. For example,
employees reported in interviews inconsistency regarding:
•
•
•
•

Processes for purchasing goods and services
Criteria for setting budget priorities
Decisions related to the deployment and use of technology
Use of performance evaluations

These issues do not necessarily necessitate less delegation of authority, but do mean
that the agency needs to have clearer policies and more consistent oversight to ensure
that these are being followed.
Recommendation: All administrative divisions should ensure that policies are
clear and promote consistency across the agency. There should be review and
compliance mechanisms in place to ensure that policies are being followed at all
levels of the organization.
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CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The following subsections outline the project team’s conclusions regarding each of the
primary areas explored and present the related recommendations.
(1)

Regional Structure

The location of program staff in regional offices around the state is clearly necessary for
the type of work performed by the Department. The Department’s chosen reporting
structure which places the chain of command within the program areas rather than the
regional offices has its merits. Because such a large portion of the Department’s funding
comes from sources which are tied to a specific program area, the staff from different
programs within a region are very often funded by entirely different revenue sources. They
also have different mandates and different scientific or enforcement backgrounds, which
means that the operational and staffing needs across all regions within a particular
program are usually more similar than the needs across all programs within a particular
region.
In order for this arrangement to work, however, two key factors must be in place.
•

First, the Assistant Directors of each program must be familiar with the regional
dynamic as it affects their program, so that they can make appropriate personnel
decisions, establish priorities, and effectively oversee operations.

•

Likewise, the Regional Directors must be familiar enough with each of the
programs’ overall strategy and their impact on the region to foster communication
between the program managers, find opportunities for streamlining of operations,
and effectively advocate for the region to the Assistant Director of each program.

In the project team’s time on site and conversations with staff in regional offices, program
leadership roles, and the Director’s Office, it appears that these factors are present, and
that the existing approach meets the needs of the Department. This is largely due to a
commitment by staff to conducting regular meetings with the local program managers,
maintaining contact and coordination with Assistant Directors, and keeping a close eye
on the issues affecting their region. It can also be attributed to the program managers’
willingness in each region to cooperate with the managers of other programs and take
constructive input from Regional Directors regarding the priorities of the Director’s Office.
With this in mind, there is still room for Regional Directors to play a larger role in the
Department’s strategic planning process. Because the EMT’s decisions need to reflect
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an understanding of regional needs and conditions and because the Department’s work
on conservation issues is place-based, the Regional Directors are in position to provide
direction to the leadership body and ensure that Department policy accounts for regional
differences. More concretely, the Regional Directors should contribute a portion of the
Department’s strategic plan for each biennium, writing a section which describes the
challenges facing their region as part of the framing context for the plan’s goals,
objectives, and strategies.
Recommendation: The Regional Directors should play an active role in strategic
planning by writing a section of the framing context for the document.
(2)

Organizational Structure and Span of Control

The Director oversees the Regional Directors, administrative assistants, and two special
assistants, as well as the Deputy Director to manage operations and the Policy Director
to oversee legislation, public outreach, and strategic planning and process improvements.
The Deputy Director in turn oversees each of the six Assistant Directors, the Human
Resources Manager, and a handful of special assistants. The consolidation of policyrelated functions under a Policy Director ensured that the number of reports to the Director
could be reduced to a more manageable number, and it also provided a clear point of
leadership for the Department’s outward-facing activities such as legislative support and
press releases. The existing structure provides the benefit of mostly grouping similar
functions together (each of the Regional Directors reports to the Director, and each of the
operational divisions reports to the Deputy Director) while maintaining a reasonable span
of control. A review of spans of control within WDFW did not identify any consistent areas
where spans of control were out of alignment with expected practices or levels seen in
other comparable entities; however, there were individual cases where spans were very
narrow or wide.
The organizational structure in its current state does come with some drawbacks. While
similar functions are mostly grouped, financial and administrative staff (known as the
Technology and Financial Management group, or TFM) report through the Assistant
Director of Financial Services, who reports to the Deputy Director along with the Assistant
Directors over the other program areas. This means that the Deputy Director is tasked
with overseeing operational divisions as well as administrative teams. It also means that
the leads for administrative functions (the CIO, the CFO, the Budget Officer, etc.) fall three
layers below the director on the organizational chart. The exception to this is the Human
Resources Director, who is not grouped with the TFM unit, but reports directly to the
Deputy Director.

Matrix Consulting Group

Page 38

Organizational Assessment Report

WASHINGTON DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND WILDLIFE

Many of the issues currently faced by the Department have to do with the synchronization
of operations and decision-making between operational and administrative units of the
organization. The Department has struggled at times to provide programs with needed
technology, coordinate and provide transparency to the budgeting process across the
programs, and address concerns related to human resources strategy and personnel
classification. In order to focus the appropriate level of attention on these functions and
allow them to better operate as partners of the Department’s operations and policy arms,
the Department should make the following changes:
•

The Assistant Director of Technology and Financial Management should report
directly to the Director. The position should be renamed “Administrative Services
Director” and placed on par with the existing Policy Director. Alternatively, the
position could be established as a second Deputy Director position. If this
approach were taken, there would be one Deputy Director overseeing operations
and one Deputy Director overseeing administrative functions.

•

The Human Resources Director should join the Budget Officer, Chief Financial
Officer, Chief Information Officer, Licensing Manager, Business Services
Manager, and Information Governance Manager in reporting to the Administrative
Services Director (or the new Deputy Director if the alternative is implemented). As
stated previously, the Chief Information Officer, Chief Financial Officer, Human
Resources Director, and Budget Officer should attend EMT meetings when topics
relevant to their staff are under discussion.

This new arrangement will have the Director overseeing a Policy Director, Deputy
Director, and Administrative Services Director (ASD) – or the second Deputy Director
position. It will allow the existing Deputy Director position to focus more directly on the
five remaining operational program areas. It will also increase the level of focus and
attention dedicated to the vital administrative areas of technology, human resources,
finance, and budgeting. The EMT will not grow or shrink as a result of this change. The
following depict the existing and proposed organizational structures for WDFW:
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Current Structure

Proposed Structure
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Four of the five other state fish and wildlife agencies surveyed have a similar structure to
the proposed structure, where the individuals supervising administrative functions report
directly to the Director.
State

Organizational Structure for Administrative Oversight

Arizona

The Director oversees the head of the Human Resources unit, while the Deputy
Director oversees the Special Services Division, which includes budgeting,
purchasing, and technology.

Florida

The Director’s Office directly oversees the Finance and Budget Office, Office of
Information Technology, Legal Office, and the Office of Human Resources.

Minnesota

Fish and Wildlife is just one of the programs in the Department of Natural Resources.
The DNR Commissioner (Director) oversees an Operations Services Director, who
manages the Chief Financial Officer, Human Resources, and Communications &
Outreach.

Missouri

The Director oversees an Assistant Director and two Deputy Directors. The Assistant
Director oversees policy coordination and governmental liaison. One Deputy
Director handles the field divisions of Fisheries, Protection, Wildlife, Science, and
Forestry, while the other handles the administrative divisions of Administrative
Services, Human Resources, and Outreach & Education.

Oregon

The Director oversees two Deputy Directors. One of them manages the Fish
Division, Wildlife Division, and regional offices; the other manages Administrative
Services, Human Resources, Information Systems, and Information & Education.

Washington

The Director oversees the Regional Directors, Deputy Director and Policy Director
as current organized. As proposed the Director would assume additional oversight
of the Administrative Services Director.

In addition to these changes, the number of direct reports in the Human Resources unit
should be reduced. Currently, the organization is very flat, with twelve staff reporting to
the Human Resources Director (see below). A number of possible consolidations could
occur to make this possible:
•

The risk management and workers’ compensation functions could be grouped
under a single manager reporting to the HR Director to improve spans of control
and oversight of these programs by a single individual.

•

The safety and ADA accessibility programs could be grouped under a single
manager reporting to the HR Director to ensure close coordination of these
functions.
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The HR generalists supporting the program areas in personnel matters like
recruitment, discipline, employee evaluations, and employee classification could
be grouped (which would help to maintain consistency in their operating practices),
along with the volunteer program, under a single manager reporting to the HR
Director.
Current WDFW Human Resources Organizational Chart
HR Director
(1)

HR Consultant
IV
(1)

HR Consultant
IV
(1)

HR Consultant
IV
(1)

2 Staff

4 Staff

1 Staff

HR Consultant
IV
(vacant)

Office Asst I
(vacant)

Admin Asst IV
(1)

Safety Prog
Asst Mgr
(1)

High Risk Prog
Mgr
(1)

3 Staff

Prog Spec V
(1)

HR Special
Proj Mgr
(1)

Training & Dev
Mgr
(1)

2 Staff

1 Staff

Forms & Rec
Analyst II
(1)

Given the strategic challenges facing the Department in terms of diversity, data
management, and other areas, the HR Director should be able to spend the bulk of their
time leading through strategic planning and policy-setting, rather than managing
operational staff.
Recommendation: The Department should implement either an “Administrative
Service Director” or “Deputy Director of Administrative Services” reporting to the
Director.
Recommendation: The Human Resources Director should report to the new
Administrative Services Director / Deputy Director position.
Recommendation: The number of direct reports for the Human Resource Director
should be reduced to eight or fewer.

(3)

Internal Decision-Making and Communication

In terms of communication, the Department’s responsibilities are widespread across a
variety of work types, funding sources, and geographic locations. The organizational units
depend on each other, however, for vital information in order to coordinate efforts
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efficiently and reduce confusion or surprises. Because of the varied nature of the work
performed by the Department, this requires a concerted effort. Currently, there are good
examples of internal communication occurring at every level of the organization:
•

Regional Directors meet regularly with their regional management team
(composed of the RD and the program managers) to discuss local issues which
may impact the Department and synchronize program efforts, where possible,
across the region.

•

Assistant Directors meet with their policy area leads and deputy assistants to stay
apprised of new developments within their program area, refine program-specific
policy, plan for implementation at the regional level, and convey instructions from
the Director’s office.

•

The Executive Management Team meets to finalize budget requests, approve
initiatives, and discuss Department-wide issues. This team includes
representatives from each organizational unit.

•

The Department utilizes district teams composed of staff from each program that
are assigned a smaller geographic area than the region (i.e., the six regions are
divided into total of 17 districts). The district team serve as “interdisciplinary teams”
to coordinate on conservation efforts at the watershed and district level.

These efforts help to ensure that lines of communication remain open and management
processes are unhindered by the geographical distance between operating staff.
In the field, staff are often responsible for making decisions within their assigned authority
levels in a semi-independent manner. For example, they may obligate regional
Department staff to secure vault toilets at an access site. This decentralized action model
enables the Department to take advantage of opportunities and secure funding that might
not otherwise be available without the on-the-ground perspective of staff. However, these
actions have impact on other parts of the organization. Securing the toilets at an access
site, for example, requires staff time and clarity about which organizational unit will pay
for it. When field staff take action, there should be a procedure for ensuring that the
appropriate parties are informed (and have the chance to advise or approve/disapprove)
of the action. This could be a field checklist for staff to consider before making monetary
decision, or a requirement to report non-routine activity to the Regional Program
Manager.

Matrix Consulting Group

Page 43

Organizational Assessment Report

WASHINGTON DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND WILDLIFE

Communication between regional offices relies on video conferencing, phone, and email.
While some regions have new and updated video conferencing equipment, some regions
lag behind. This makes communication more difficult because the video and audio quality
is poor, and also because the equipment used in each region is not uniform, which means
there is limited compatibility between them. To resolve this, each region should have the
same type of video conferencing tools, ideally by the same manufacturer, so that they will
be fully compatible with each other and with Olympia. This is likely to cost about $20,000
to $25,000 for each region which needs to be made uniform with the others.
At the EMT level, decision making is extremely critical because of the department-wide
impact that executive policies have on operations, and communication to the rest of the
Department is vital to ensuring that programs and support staff act in alignment with the
decisions made by the EMT. Accordingly, communication must be executed effectively in
order to ensure internal compliance and consistency. While the EMT does take meeting
minutes and circulate decision documents to staff, there is still a perception among some
staff that this group is slow to arrive at decisions or lacks decisiveness in implementing
and enforcing them. To make sure that this diverse body produces clear communication,
they should enhance existing efforts to communicate decision making and priorities that
result from meetings in a timely, clear, and effective manner. To do this, the management
analyst keeping minutes for the meeting should compile a summary of policy decisions
and other key developments arising from EMT meetings, and circulate them as an
electronic memo to all management and supervisory staff in the Department. While the
members of the EMT already take steps to communicate with their staff, this small formal
measure will help ensure that information from EMT is circulated more completely. It takes
very little time to accomplish after each meeting, and the procedure for completing it can
be improved quickly from month to month.
Recommendation: The Department should implement a procedural checklist and
point of contact for field staff when taking actions with a financial impact on the
Department.
Recommendation: The videoconferencing tools in each region should be
standardized.
Recommendation: The EMT should enhance efforts at communicating decisions
reached to the entire organization to enhance understanding of Department
priorities, changes in policy and ensure greater consistency throughout the
organization.

C. Strategic Planning
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The following section explores opportunities for improvement in the Department’s
strategic planning process.
1.

STRATEGIC PLANNING AT WDFW

Every two years, the Department publishes a strategic plan to outline its goals and
objectives for the coming biennium. Strategic planning is a vital tool for distilling the vision,
mission, and values of an organization into actionable goals and performance measures,
and this exercise is especially valuable for an organization as financially, geographically,
and programmatically diverse as WDFW.
The strategic plan should direct the focus of the Department as a whole and give shape
to the activities of the various programs encompassed within the organization, tying them
together in the pursuit of a unified vision. In the 2015-17 version, each of the Department’s
four goals were supported by a set of objectives and a series of related initiatives. These
provided a measure of clarity on how the Department could progress toward the goal and
more detail on specifically what steps the organization had committed to take in pursuit
of the goal. In the more recent 2017-19 strategic plan, however, the initiatives supporting
each goal and its objectives have been temporarily eliminated and replaced by the State
Legislative Directives contained in the Department’s proviso. The Department has stated
their intent to develop a more robust Strategic Plan for 2019-21 after the completion of
the extensive work called for in the operating budget proviso. Aside from the Strategic
Plan, the project team reviewed other documents which are
impactful for setting priorities and driving action on the part
of program staff:
•

The Director’s Performance Agreement outlines a
set of deliverables for each biennium which are tied
to one of the Department’s four goals and the
corresponding strategies for that goal. These
deliverables are reported upon at the conclusion of
each biennium.

•

The business plans published by each of the
Programs use the Department’s goals and the
strategies set forth in the Director’s Performance
Agreement to focus on particular initiatives that are
important for their respective programs.
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Because the Department’s planning and goal-setting work is not taking place in the
context of or full alignment with the Departmental strategic plan, some efforts fail to fully
demonstrate how programmatic goals and objectives are tied to the accomplishment of
the Department’s strategic initiatives. This makes it harder to communicate to the public
about the progress being made.
2.

STRATEGIC PLANNING AT OTHER STATE AGENCIES

A comparison to the strategic planning documents of comparable agencies in other states
can be used to identify the strengths and weaknesses of the Department’s own strategic
plan. The following elements of the plan are similar to those found in other such
documents:
•

The WDFW Strategic Plan lists the six Conservation Principles which the
Department uses to set priorities. These are found in other states’ agencies,
although they may be called guiding principles or core competencies.

•

The WDFW Strategic Plan lists four overarching goals for the Department, and it
identifies a set of objectives within each of those goals. The 2015-17 version of the
strategic plan also included initiatives to support each of the Department’s goals.
These elements are common to the strategic plan documents of other
organizations.

All of the agencies studied have some type of strategic planning process, and include
some elements that could be used in Washington to enhance their strategic planning
activities.
•

The plan published by the Minnesota Department of Natural Resources provides
context to their goals and objectives by outlining the strategic challenges that their
departments face, and identifying relevant trends in their state related to
hunting/fishing/recreation.

•

The Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission’s plans link the activities
of their department to the states priorities of the state’s Governor.

•

The Arizona Game and Fish Department’s plan support the agency’s high-level
goals, objectives, and initiatives with concrete strategies and action steps that
serve to direct the Department’s activities toward accomplishing the strategic
goals.
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Other strategic plans, including as the one published by the Florida FWC
Commission, provide a series of performance measures which will be used to
gauge the agency’s progress toward achieving its goals and make decisions about
resource allocation in the future.

Additionally, the Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife should ensure that it
provides sufficient public engagement opportunities through online feedback, public
meetings, and focus groups to gather necessary input prior to developing the new
strategic plan.
3.

STRATEGIC PLANNING RECOMMENDATIONS

In order for the Department’s Strategic Plan to form the basis for action, the document
should be expanded and changed so that its content and development process reflect the
realities faced by the Department. Four key changes can be made to this effect.
First, the strategic plan should incorporate concrete strategies and action steps which
the Department will take in pursuit of its goals. Similar to the strategic plan documents
published by other states’ fish and wildlife agencies, the organization’s large-scale
objectives should be supported with clearly defined activities and milestones. This change
will ensure that each of the plan’s goals is clear enough to act upon, and that some of the
action to be taken is made clear.
Second, the strategic plan’s goals and objectives should also be supported by
performance measures which can easily be tracked and reported upon, and which are
indicative of the Department’s success in progressing toward the stated goal.
Incorporating performance measures will ensure that staff remains accountable for the
progress made toward stated goals, and it will prevent the Department from losing focus
or straying away from the intent of the plan’s goals. This topic is explored more in the
discussion of performance management in Section D of this chapter.
Examples taken from the strategic plans of two other state agencies that demonstrate
how they implemented to recommended approach outlined above are shown in the
following table.

Goal
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Minnesota

Arizona

Expand hunter recruitment and
retention.

Enhance aquatic habitat
ecosystems.
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Minnesota

Arizona

Promote innovative hunter
recruitment approaches, such as
“Learn to Hunt Whitetail Deer,” a
program aimed at urban adults with
little or no hunting experience and
an interest in local, sustainable
food.

Implement aquatic habitat
improvement projects.

Promote the DNR’s rearms safety
and hunter education outreach to
Minnesota’s Hispanic community.

Implement priority actions in
conservation agreements,
management plans and statewide
wildlife action plan strategies.

Implement new eradication,
containment and prevention
projects for undesirable and/or
invasive species.

Invest in shooting range
development and rehabilitation to
increase access to and
participation in shooting sports,
especially among youth.

Continue development and
enhancement of comprehensive
aquatic wildlife databases.

Number of participants in special
youth hunts.

Acres or miles of aquatic habitat
improved.

Number of youth license sales .

Population status of ESA listed,
Candidate or priority SGCN
species.

Third, the strategic plan should outline the trends in the Department’s line of business
and the strategic challenges facing the Department. These trends and challenges should
provide context for the strategic plan; the goals and objectives should be developed in
response to the conditions faced by the Department. The challenges and trends should
incorporate the perspective of each of the program areas, and each of the geographical
regions. The input of Assistant Directors and Regional Directors should be sought and
used to develop the plan’s goals. The role of Regional Directors in this step is explored
further in Section B of this chapter.
Fourth, the strategic plan should be developed using the input of the public, key
stakeholder and advisory groups, and the Department’s tribal co-managers. While the
Department has made some effort to incorporate the feedback from stakeholder groups
(through the Wild Future initiative, for example), this ongoing dialogue between the
Department and the public it serves should provide much of the basis for the goals
outlined in the strategic plan. The Department’s efforts to solicit external engagement are
addressed in Section E of this chapter; as stated in the 2017-19 cover letter of the
Strategic Plan.
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These changes will fundamentally change the nature of the strategic plan by transforming
it from a broadly descriptive publication to a detailed, instructive document shaped by the
actual needs of the public and the current climate faced by the Department. With this
transformation, it can be used as a tool for prioritizing resources, driving action on the part
of the divisions, demonstrating a listening ear to stakeholders, and monitoring progress
toward the Department’s goals across each program area and geographic region.
Recommendation: The strategic plan should incorporate concrete strategies and
action steps in support of its stated goals and objectives.
Recommendation: The strategic plan’s goals and objectives should be supported
by performance measures which can be tracked and reported upon.
Recommendation: The strategic plan should outline the trends and challenges
facing the Department in each of its program areas and geographical regions.
Recommendation: The strategic plan should be developed using input from the
Department’s stakeholders and tribal co-managers.

D. Information Technology Strategic Plan
Technology is an integral component of all effective government agencies, and all
operational improvement initiatives necessarily include a technology component. As
stated elsewhere in this report, one area of high priority is clearly an agency-wide finance
and personnel system that would allow for greater communication, consistency, and
reporting across all departments, divisions, and regional offices. Another key issue is
apparent inconsistency in the deployment and use of IT systems by different departments.
Given the high value and high cost of technology (and the recommendation for the
implementation of additional technology solutions), the agency should undertake a formal
IT strategic planning initiative. This would include a comprehensive analysis of individual
departmental and agency-wide technology needs and develop a roadmap to meeting
these needs. It would also ensure the existence of clear, agency-wide IT policies to be
followed at all levels of the organization. Of particular importance is the need to identify,
in the future, when the Department will allow the creation of new systems outside of
central IT control and a plan for ensuring all new systems (either acquired or developed)
have the ability to appropriately integrate with other systems in use by the department.
This will ensure the ability to share data and, eliminate data silos, and reduce redundant
staff work.
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The technology plan should focus on seeking systems that have wide application across
departments and functions where possible and should incorporate the following
principles:
•

Standardization – Standardize IT solutions across the agency where feasible to
decrease costs and improve information sharing.

•

Business Process Support – Ensure that the technology deployments include
an examination of business processes and automate these to the greatest degree
possible. As mentioned, this is a strength of the current department, but should
continue to be a focus.

•

Innovation and Flexibility – Systems should allow new functionality to be added
quickly as new needs are identified.

•

Maintenance and Support – Once systems are procured and deployed,
resources should be in place to maintain and support them, including training new
employee.

Following these principles, the technology plan needs to be developed and implemented
based on a needs assessment of each operational area, an understanding of short and
long-term funding availability, equitable resource allocation, and sound business
practices.
Recommendation: WDFW should develop and implement a comprehensive IT strategic
plan for the Department with defined priorities and time schedules.

E. Performance Measurement and Evaluation
The following section focuses on opportunities to enhance the Department’s performance
measurement and evaluation efforts.
1.

PERFORMANCE MEASUREMENT AT WDFW

As stated in the previous section of this chapter, performance measures lend
concreteness to Department goals and ensure that the organization remains accountable
for them.
The Department has a significant role to play in meeting key measures of the Governor’s
Results Washington program, a performance accountability initiative with quantifiable
goals aiming to make government in Washington more effective, efficient, and customer
focused. This includes education, economic growth, health and safety, and the
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environment (which includes fish and wildlife). Some of the related objectives for the
department include:
•

Increasing the percentage of ESA listed salmon and steelhead populations at
healthy, sustainable levels from 16% to 25% by 2022.

•

Increasing the percentage of current state listed species recovering from 28% to
35% by 2020.

•

Increasing the number of hunting and fishing licenses issued to 2,256,746 by June
2020.

•

Increasing the hydraulic project approval compliance rate to 90% by 2016.

•

Increasing Washington State as an employer of choice from 65% to 67% by
January 2020 (relevant for all departments).

In addition to the Results Washington measures exemplified above, the Department’s
reporting on timeliness measures for core functions is also tracked by the agency (e.g.,
customer responsiveness in the Licensing Division and HPA permit issuance).
The Director’s Performance Agreement, referenced briefly in Section C, is a biennial
document outlining the Commission’s expectations of the Director. It breaks the Agency’s
goals down into strategies, each of which has specific deliverables attached to them and
an assigned lead (Wildlife, Habitat, HR, etc.). The deliverables are reported upon every
two years to provide an assessment of the Department’s progress. This report is the best
example the Department has of concrete action planning that is fully aligned with agency
goals while providing specific accountability. A portion of the summary and the body of
the 2015-17 biennial report are provided in the following graphic:
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Directors Performance Agreement: Summary of 2015 – 2017 DPA deliverables
Deliverable for 2015-17
82% Completed/On Track
4% Nearing Achievement
14% Making Progress

Status

Implement Wolf
Conservation and
Management Plan to
recover wolves while
addressing wolflivestock and wolfungulate conflicts.

1.

Provide technical assistance and pursue cost-share agreements
with livestock operators to avoid and minimize wolf-livestock
conflicts.

Achieved

2.

Utilizing Wolf Advisory Group, amend the 2011 Wolf Conservation
and Management Plan. Incorporate latest science on wolf
population dynamics and wolf-ungulate interactions.

Making
Progress

Implement actions to
reduce risks to native
salmon and
steelhead from
operating hatcheries.

3.

Implement improved brood stock management for hatchery
programs consistent with the goal of achieving the Hatchery
Scientific Review Group (HSRG) brood stock standards for all
hatchery programs by 2015.

On Track

4.

Work with National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration
(NOAA) and tribal co-managers to evaluate and approve HGMP’s
for all state salmon and steelhead hatcheries.

Making
Progress

Agency Strategy

Goal 4: Build an effective and efficient organization by supporting our workforce, improving business
processes, and investing in technology.
Agency Strategy

Deliverable for 2015-17

Lead

Increase workforce
satisfaction and
productivity by
investing in a
comprehensive
agency training
program and career
development
process.

1.

Dep Dir

Address issues raised as a result of employee survey, including
develop a Department training and career development program
that improves employee knowledge, skills, and abilities and
supports succession within the Department.
a. The Department has completed the training of all
existing 500+ supervisors across the agency and
training new supervisors within the first few months of
their supervisory appointment.
b. As a next step, the HR Office has developed and is
providing a Leadership 2 class that, while not
mandatory, is open to all staff.
c. In addition, a Leading with Integrity class is now
being offered.

In addition to these measures, other partners of the Department such as the Governor’s
Salmon Recovery Office and the Puget Sound Partnership gather metrics for their report
cards, many of which overlap with the Department’s mission.
2.

PERFORMANCE MEASUREMENT AT OTHER AGENCIES

All of the other state agencies studied have performance metrics that are posted on their
web site and monitored by the department. Most also have metrics used by individual
departments to track progress on a programmatic level.
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The below (partial) graphic from Arizona’s Department of Fish and Wildlife shows how
the agency ties together the organization’s broad strategic goals with performance targets
and then performance metrics.

Florida’s Fish and Wildlife Commission has detailed performance metrics and tracks
actual performance against targets in its long-range plan. The Commission uses a best
practices approach of linking goals, objectives, and outcomes and then measuring
outcomes to track these against targets. Below is an excerpt from the agency’s longrange plan:
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Minnesota’s performance and accountability standards provide an excellent model for
transparency, as the information is provided on a dedicated performance and
accountability page on the agency’s web page.
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While the State of Oregon’s Department of Fish and Wildlife is in the process of revising
and updating its strategic objectives and targets, the agency does have a strong history
of developing and reporting on performance. The graphic below provides an example of
performance monitoring that is published in the agency’s annual performance progress
report.

3.

PERFORMANCE MEASUREMENT RECOMMENDATIONS

As stated in the discussion of strategic planning, the establishment of action steps and
performance metrics to support them is a vital component to ensuring that the
organization has a well-defined direction and has the means to gauge its progress,
determine where course corrections are necessary, and remain accountable to the public.
Currently, the Department has a number of tools for achieving these ends, but they are
not comprehensively organized or presented in a way that lends a cohesive focus to the
Department as a whole. The best way to do this is by developing the strategic plan first,
and using it as the basis for the Director’s Performance Agreement and the Program
Business Plans. The Commission should be directly involved in creating the strategic
plan, because it is the primary guiding document for the Department. The Director’s
Performance Agreement is a strong and specific document, and the type of goal-setting
and performance tracking effort that is used for the Director’s Performance Agreement
should be applied to the Strategic Plan. The creation of objectives and specific
deliverables, as well as routine grading of performance against those deliverables, should
be a strategic planning activity, although it can also be used to evaluate the Director’s
performance.
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Similar to the strategic plan published by the Arizona Game and Fish department, these
steps should each be supported by one or more quantifiable metrics, with a report on the
metric from the preceding biennium included. This will not require the creation of new
objectives or strategies (the ones provided in the Director’s Performance Agreement are
already sufficient), but will centralize them in a quantified fashion in the Department’s
flagship public document. This will have the benefit of clarifying the central foci of the
Department and clearly communicating them to the public. This recommendation can be
found in the discussion of strategic planning.
Recommendation: Under the guidance of the Commission, specific objectives and
action steps should be developed for the Strategic Plan in the way they currently
are for the Director’s Performance Agreement. To avoid duplication of effort, The
Director’s Performance Agreement should include the same criteria as the
strategic plan and be similarly assessed.
Recommendation: The Director’s Performance Agreement should be evaluated on
an annual basis rather than a biennial basis to ensure that the Department’s
progress is regularly tracked.
Recommendation: Periodic reports on progress towards achieving the adopted
strategies and objectives should be prepared and provided to the Commission, the
Governor, the Legislature and the public. The Department should provide a webbased “dashboard” for displaying performance metrics and tied to real-time data
and information.

F. External Communication and Public Education
The following section addresses the Department’s external communications strategy and
public education efforts.
1.

EXTERNAL COMMUNICATION AT WDFW

The Department handles public outreach and external communication at a program level,
regional level, and department-wide level. Within each of the major program areas, there
are staff who focus on building relationships and maintaining communication with
stakeholder groups who are concerned specifically with that program area. At the regional
level, the same holds true, with Regional Directors and the Regional Management Team
members carrying the responsibility of fostering dialogue with the general public, regionspecific interest groups, and local tribal leaders in their geographic area. At the
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Department level, however, there is another group, the Public Affairs unit, led by a
manager who reports to the Policy Director. This unit is responsible for issuing press
releases to the media, managing the content of the Department’s website 2 and social
media outlets, facilitating community outreach functions, developing state and federal
legislative fact sheets, and responding to public relations crises, when necessary. The
communications staff in the unit develop messaging materials and promotional plans for
assigned initiatives, such as conservation of a particular species, salmon fishing season,
or wolf and livestock interactions.
2.

EXTERNAL COMMUNICATION AND CITIZEN ENGAGEMENT DURING
BUDGET DEVELOPMENT AT OTHER AGENCIES

In addition to citizen outreach during the budget process and for budget oversight
(discussed elsewhere in this report), all of the agencies studied engage citizens and
stakeholders using a wide variety of approaches. These include: surveys related to
specific topics (such as potential policy changes), surveys assessing citizen’s overall
feelings regarding the agency’s key responsibilities (such as conservation), open houses,
and hearings. The four agencies that have an appointed commission all have open
meetings, including the opportunity for people to watch meetings and provide comments
on-line, similar to Washington. Below are some specific examples of public input:
•

Missouri used a system of open-houses, on-line open houses, and solicitation of
feedback to collect comments from 7,500 residents before considering changes to
hunting regulations. The state also noted that in fiscal year 2016, there were 147
public engagement opportunities, including smallmouth bass and chronic wasting
disease meetings, annual hunter surveys, conservation area plan comment
periods, Regulation Committee comments, and a statewide landowner survey.

•

Florida uses public meetings held in different locations around the state for any
rule changes, such as changes in season lengths or bag limits.

•

Oregon appointed a task force to identify possible remedies to a structural deficit
facing the agency. As described, the agency was made up of: “diverse interests
in fish and wildlife management including the outdoor recreation business
community; conservation, hunting and fishing interests; outdoor recreation
interests other than hunting and fishing; travel and tourism industry; counties and
tribal governments; outdoor education community; sport and commercial fishing
industry; and diverse communities that may be underserved or underrepresented.”

2 The Department’s website is currently being replaced in order to more effectively provide information to the public.
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Minnesota has both a Wildlife Oversight Committee and Fisheries Oversight
Committee, standing committees that meet monthly with staff of the agency to
better understand their operations, priorities, and resource allocation decisions.

No clear best practices regarding technology utilization were identified from these state
comparisons, so the project team evaluated approaches employed by other highperforming organizations to identify approaches suitable for use by the Washington
Department of Fish and Wildlife.
3.

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS RELATED
COMMUNICATION AND CITIZEN ENGAGEMENT

TO

PUBLIC

While the pieces are in place for a robust public relations plan, the Department has
suffered from a lack of credibility in the eyes of the public, due to competing opinions
about the management of wildlife, the restrictions on fisheries, and the use of State
Wildlife Account, in addition to recent widely-publicized instances of employee
misconduct.
The conflicts that the Department faces with stakeholder groups and tribal co-managers
are, to some degree, inherent. Fish and wildlife are finite resources, and opportunities to
harvest them and enjoy them recreationally are not unlimited. As the State’s population
rises, the Department’s key customer bases of hunters and fishermen age out of sporting
activities, and environmental concerns increase, the role of the Department in balancing
competing demands becomes, structurally, more difficult. In the face of these factors, a
strong public relations program has the ability to build trust with constituents, improving
the level of community buy-in and mitigating the risk of backlash from residents, tribes,
and various stakeholder groups. However, the Department has struggled to manage
public relations issues well for two main reasons:
•

The Department has not clearly told its funding story to the public. For example,
the Department faces a budget problem in the current biennium, but there has not
been significant effort to communicate to the public that operational costs are
rising. Fee increases have been minimal to nonexistent over the last five years,
but they remain as unpopular as ever, even as the costs of doing business rise.

•

The Department has not successfully demonstrated that they hear and respond to
the concerns of the public. The Strategic Plan and Operating Budget do not include
material pointing out how the Department is hearing the concerns raised and is
working to meet the needs of everyday citizens, stakeholders, sportsmen,
ranchers, tribes, commercial fishermen, and other “customer” groups who rely on
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the organization for cooperation and leadership. There is a lack of public
understanding of how the various activities the Department undertakes contributes
to the public’s expectations for their recreational and commercial opportunities.
These problems with conveying the Department’s message and demonstrating that
customers’ messages have been heard spring from the fact that the Department has not
successfully emphasized in-the-field, face-to-face relationships with stakeholders. The
recent effort to engage the public in the budget process through the Wild Futures initiative
resulted in some valuable insight and an opportunity to make the Department’s case to
the public. It also revealed that Washington’s residents have deep concerns about the
Department’s direction and policies, and that they do not feel as though the organization
hears those concerns. But more pressingly, too few residents feel that there is a
consistent presence from the Department in their area in the form of someone they know
and see regularly.
(1)

The Department Should Appoint a Local WDFW Representative.

In order to change the perception of the Department and improve dialogue with the public,
the Public Affairs unit should add a new element to the Wild Future initiative, namely
identifying a consistent local representative for the Department in each region.
•

This individual could be the Regional Director or one of their assistants, a local
program manager for one of the programs, or another assigned staff member.
However, based upon existing duties assigned to these individuals, it is unlikely
that sufficient time could be allocated to the public engagement effort. It would be
better to create a new position of Regional Outreach Representative – reporting to
the Regional Director – who is entirely focused on community outreach and
engagement. The efforts of the Regional Outreach Representatives should be
coordinated by Public Affairs to ensure training for these positions and that a
consistent message on agency-wide issues is achieved.

•

They should be an available presence for the Department at the local level,
focused on building relationships with stakeholder groups, disseminating
information, and periodically hosting opportunities for public input and feedback.
They should consistently be in contact with conservationist groups, sportsmen, and
others who may be impacted by Department actions.

•

The Public Affairs unit should create an inventory of issues which should be
exposed to public comment at the local level, which might include changes to the
lengths of harvest seasons, fee increases, budget updates, species and regional
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conservation plans, and other actions which may impact the public’s interactions
with Fish and Wildlife or their habitat. These issues should be sent to the local
representative so that they can ensure their local stakeholders are aware of them
and prepare opportunities for interaction with them.
•

The Public Affairs unit should also offer training to the local representative to
ensure that they are equipped to speak for the Department and have the
communication skills to engage productively with constituents, especially when
focusing on sensitive topics like the use of fee funding and the balance between
commercial and recreational fishing.

The designated local representatives and/or Regional Directors should seek specifically
to foster conversations with residents and stakeholders where the Department’s
customers can hear and be heard. These could be open houses or town hall meetings,
similar to the State of Missouri, but the format of these meetings can be flexible depending
on regional priorities and immediate circumstances (as well as relationships with local
interest groups). Their contents, however, should be recorded and summarized as
valuable constituent feedback.
In addition to this, the Public Affairs unit and Program staff should seek to consistently
engage the Department’s stakeholder advisory groups in issue-specific conversations,
relying on their perspective to assess resident needs and to refine strategic planning for
individual species.
Finally, the feedback from local meetings and advisory group conversations should be
summarized and formally included as part of the framing context added to the strategic
plan, as stated in the previous section focusing on that document. By doing this, the
Department can tangibly demonstrate the impact that residents’ voices have on the
agency’s direction, and the most prevalent themes can be used to refine the Department’s
goals and strategies.
Recommendation: The Department should designate and support regional
representatives to focus on ongoing conversations and relationship-building with
local stakeholders as part of the Wild Future initiative through the creation of a
Regional Outreach Coordinator position.
Recommendation:
The Department should implement new online public
engagement tools to solicit a higher-quality of public input.
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Recommendation: The input from local meetings and issue advisory groups
should be formally included in the strategic plan as part of the framing context and
used to prioritize the agency’s goals and strategies.
(2)

The Department Should Expand Outreach and Utilize Technology More
Heavily.

In addition to residents who routinely attend public meetings and respond to requests for
comment, the Department should seek to increase engagement with other Washington
residents. As previously stated, an aging base of core customers (hunters, fishermen,
and outdoorsmen) and increasing environmental concerns mean that the Department
must increasingly be able to tell its message to those without significant knowledge of
WDFW operations.
Using a wide variety of technology tools for public outreach and engagement to broaden
the communication audience holds numerous benefits for the organization. Firstly,
technology has the ability to produce concrete data for reporting and decision-making. As
opposed to traditional formats of gathering feedback, electronic media can reach a broad
spectrum of citizens and stakeholders while yielding quantifiable results. Secondly,
technology creates new opportunities for outreach and communication, in addition to
face-to-face interaction with constituents. It also allows contact with a much broader, more
diverse audience than meetings held in physical space. While a local presence is vital, as
stated above, providing digital avenues for engagement with the Department is more
inclusive. In addition to these factors, technology allows an agency to gather more
informed opinions, oftentimes by asking respondents to electronically view a proposed
policy or a brief set of relevant statistics before giving their response. In short, the addition
of digital approaches to public outreach will allow the Department to get a far better grasp
on a broad array of stakeholder sentiments than traditional outreach practices that may
have poor in-person attendance.
Below are some examples of successful outreach from agencies in other states:
•

Oregon’s Legislative Task Force on Funding for Fish, Wildlife, and Related
Outdoor Recreation and Education conducted a scientifically valid survey of all
state residents on their attitudes towards the agency and its key functions.

•

Oregon’s Department of Fish and Wildlife has also developed a comprehensive
outreach plan as part of the state’s conservation strategy. The plan reaches out
to landowners, young Oregonians, federal and state agencies, and non-profits. It
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includes agency sponsored learning, special events, media partnerships, and
volunteer programs.
•

The Missouri Department of Conservation has also supplemented public
comments with statistically valid surveys. The agency explains: “by using a
statistically valid survey design, information collected can closely reflect actual
attitudes of a surveyed population.” One example of this was a state-wide
conservation opinion survey of University of Missouri-Columbia for the Missouri
Department of Conservation. A few of the key findings are illustrated below:

•

The Florida Fish and Wildlife Commission uses on-line surveys to reach a broader
audience than those who manage to attend public meetings. As an example, when
seeking input on rule changes related to anchoring boats the agency held three
public meetings and then “recognizing that the outcome of the three public
meetings was not adequately representative of the wide range of stakeholders
potentially affected by this issue, the FWC initiated an online survey intended to
expand the reach and diversity of stakeholders.”

In addition to these measures, the use of technology provides multiple opportunities to
engage residents who are not part of WDFW’s core customer base. One example of this
would be to introduce virtual meetings, where meetings physically occurring are available
in real time via video stream, and comments, questions, and responses can be sent as
meeting input from the comfort of a home computer screen. The Department should
implement online public engagement tools that enable the agency to interact with all
facets of the public in a variety of ways – including online meetings, policy review and
comment, virtual brainstorming sessions, etc. The implementation and management of
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these tools will likely necessitate an additional staff member, and subscription fees for
these services may range up to $200,000 annually.
The following table presents a few technology tools which could be used to improve the
breadth of outreach and the depth of engagement.
Function

Example(s)

WDFW Application

Providing place-based input and
report agency-related problems
by location.

CrowdMap
Tidepools
Community Remarks

These types of tools could be used to
notify the Department of waterway
blockages, upload pictures and video
when habitat is threatened, or alert staff of
herd locations and wolf sightings.

Responding to surveys and
engaging in meetings.

Poll Everywhere
Crowd Hall
Open Town Hall

These tools can be used to ask questions
and receiving answers from a broad
audience, while reducing the accessibility
barriers which sometimes exist between
agency staff and residents.

Brainstorming ideas and
facilitating discussion.

Codigital
Loomio
StickyWorld
Neighborland

These types of tools can be used to
present ideas, identify those that
stakeholders feel are strongest, and
engage in discussion over those ideas to
move toward decisions.

Prioritizing potential uses for
funding and resources.

Crowd Gauge
Citizen Budget

These tools could allow citizens to provide
informed feedback by presenting potential
budget alternatives and program
initiatives, and allowing them to decide
what matters most to them while seeing
the impact of different priorities.

In using technology to realize maximum benefit for the agency, it is important to choose
the correct tools at the correct time. The Institute for Local Government provides the
graphic below which depicts the progression of technology utilization throughout the
public outreach process.
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While this is valuable to keep in mind, it is vital to remember that a physical presence still
matter greatly for many of the State’s residents. With this in mind, a blended outreach
strategy of high-tech and low-tech approaches is likely to be most effective.
•

In the initial stages, this would mean gathering the broadest input possible in
order to set the tone for the project and find out what the most important priorities
are for the majority of respondents. Online engagement tools help to reach a large
and diverse group of people, provide incentive for more people to attend traditional
public workshops, and help those who do attend to be much more informed about
the issues.

•

In the second stage, workshops and public meetings can be conducted at the
local level with much greater effectiveness, and local representatives can work
with attendees to craft solutions based on data gathered through digital means. Of
course, these local meetings can also be made accessible across the state using
technology, and input from residents can be gathered in real time as meetings
occur.

•

In the final stage, technology can be used to present alternatives developed in
public meetings, rank the value of competing priorities, and create a plan that will
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have the support of the majority of the community, due to their involvement in the
process every step of the way.
A blended approach like this one ensures that the benefits of technology can be realized
in the public outreach and engagement process, while still maintaining the personal
interaction which residents and stakeholders appreciate. Technology should always
support the function being undertaken by the Department, and it should always support
the Department’s broader outreach plan as outlined by the Public Affairs unit.
Recommendation: The Department should use on-line public engagement tools to
enable conduct of on-line meetings, on-line communications, and various survey
methodology with the general public to reach an audience beyond their current
most involved constituents at an estimated annual cost of approximately $200,000
annually.
Recommendation: The Department should establish an outreach plan to prioritize
messaging to customers and provide a framework for the use of appropriate
technology.
Recommendation: The Department should develop a strategic vision for the
Agency’s outreach efforts and plan. Additional regional staff responsibilities for
public outreach should be developed and implemented.
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4. Administrative Structure and Operations Review
This chapter assesses the organizational structure of the WDFW. This includes an
assessment of the overall organizational structure, the program structure, regional
structure, the level of centralization and decentralization for administrative functions, and
the uses of technology for administrative functions.
For this analysis, the consultants utilized interviews, observations and data collection to
make assessments of organizational issues, but also conducted a survey of the
organizational structures, staffing and budgets of three similar Washington State
agencies. These agencies included the Parks and Recreation Commission, the
Department of Natural Resources and the Department of Ecology.
Based on our review of existing operations, best management practices, and other
agencies we present key recommendations for improvements to WDFW’s organizational
structure.

A. Organizational Structure Review
This section provides an analysis of the organizational structure of the Department of Fish
and Wildlife, with a specific focus on functional centralization and decentralization.
1.

THE DEPARTMENT’S SUPPORT SERVICES MEET “BEST PRACTICES” IN
MANY AREAS, HOWEVER THERE ARE OPPORTUNITIES FOR
IMPROVEMENT.

Although the project team has made specific recommendations to improve operations
and organizational structure in this chapter, we have compared WDFW support services
to “best practices” and have made observations which are provided below.
(1)

Information Technology

The Department’s Information Technology Division is overseen by a Chief Information
Officer who reports to the Assistant Director of Technology and Financial Management.
The unit is responsible for overseeing the Department’s servers and network, maintaining
cybersecurity, managing databases, and developing digital business solutions for the
agency. They also support hardware (devices and workstations) used by the Department.
The IT group exhibits a number of strong practices, including routine network monitoring
and server maintenance, a preference for vendor-provided and cloud-based systems as
opposed to internally developed solutions, dedicated cybersecurity staff, an internal shop
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for refurbishing hardware and devices, and ongoing assessment of the Department’s
technology needs.
Along with these strengths, there are a number of areas where the IT unit can improve to
better align its operations with best practices. These include:
•

The IT group does not currently have service level agreements (SLA’s) in place
with the rest of the Department’s programs. SLA’s define expectations and are
helpful for determining the appropriate level of staff, among other benefits.

•

The IT group lacks a set of procedures for application development, which might
include determining where responsibility will lie for creating and maintaining new
business solutions, determining how they will be funded, etc. Because of this,
some divisions have begun developing their own digital solutions outside the
purview of the central IT unit.

•

The Division does not have true job-specific employee performance measures,
which would allow the organization to ensure it meets Department standards and
appropriately reward high-performing staff.

•

The agency does not have a unified cell plan, mobile device policy, or mobile
management system. These have the ability to save the Department money,
tighten security, and simplify the administration of mobile capability.

Many of these recommendations will be implemented through an Information Technology
Management System and a Mobile Device Management System that is being acquired
by the Department this biennium.
Recommendation: IT should implement additional policies and procedures,
including establishing service level agreements and establishing a Departmentwide, to enhance internal control over IT operations and achieve cost reductions.
(2)

Human Resources

The Department’s Human Resources Division is managed by a Human Resources
Director who reports to the Department’s Deputy Director. The HR Division is responsible
for supporting the Department’s divisions in a number of ways, including employment law
compliance, labor relations, employee training, classification and compensation, safety,
risk management, Title 7 Americans with Disabilities recreational access, diversity and
inclusion, and managing the Department’s volunteer program.
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The HR Division adheres to best practices in a number of respects, including the
establishment of a consistent investigation procedure, use of recruitment and onboarding
software, creation of a department-wide diversity and inclusion initiative, retention of
annual seasonal staff, tracking of workers’ compensation metrics, and the assignment of
dedicated staff to support specific divisions in recruitment and hiring, employee
evaluations, class and comp, and grievance handling.
While the HR Division exhibits strength in these areas, it also has opportunities for
improvement in a number of areas. These include:
•

There is limited accountability for completing employee performance evaluations
in a timely manner, and some evaluations are not always completed.

•

The human resources management system (HRMS) which is used for managing
personnel records and payroll, contains data of questionable integrity because the
system was not implemented optimally or in an integrated fashion with other State
agencies. Since staff sometimes move from one department to another, this is a
serious concern.

•

Based on on-site interviews, it is clear that there is a prevailing opinion among
customer departments that Human Resources generalists treat the program areas
inconsistently, or fail to recognize the appropriate scope of work they are asked to
do. While dedicating staff by program is a good practice, it is crucial to maintain
consistent approaches across each customer division.

Recommendation: The Department should place greater emphasis on ensuring all
employees have performance evaluations conducted in a timely manner.
Recommendation: Additional training should be provided to HR Generalists to
enhance the level of consistency in enforcing policies across the Department and
to enhance the quality of data in the HRIS.
(3)

Finance

The Department’s Finance Division is headed by a Chief Financial Officer who reports to
the Assistant Director of Technology and Financial Management. The Division supports
the Department’s programs by conducting general accounting, accounts receivable,
accounts payable, payroll, benefits management, treasury and inventory functions,
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purchasing and contracts, and risk assessment. They also ensure OFM compliance,
prepare federal and state reports, and surplus property and equipment as appropriate.
The Finance Division operates in alignment with a number of best practices, which include
the use of a combined human resources and payroll information system, adequate
documentation of all disbursements and invoice payments, the pursuit of grant funding
when available, the use of efficient tools such as master contracts and blanket purchase
orders when appropriate, the preparation of regular financial statements for the Fish and
Wildlife Commission, and the adoption of policies for using purchasing cards and defining
purchasing thresholds.
The Finance Division also has opportunities for improvement in some areas related to
technology, reporting structure, and communication. These include:
•

Most purchasing functions are conducted manually, without the use of an
electronic purchasing system. Emailed attachments and physical paper copies are
used to gather approvals, rather than quickly routing them to the appropriate
authority. This is a detriment to efficiency and security.

•

The Division does not conduct regular expenditure analyses to identify services or
commodities which might be procured more efficiently if centralized. As a result,
staff do not group commodities purchases across divisions, instead executing
individual purchases each time an order is placed. These issues are related to the
lack of a commodities tracking function in Novatus, the Department’s contracts
management software, which would make spend analysis and bulk purchasing
more efficient.

•

The Division’s Internal Auditor is responsible for ensuring compliance and
responsibility within the organization. His duties fall primarily within the financial
realm, but he also reports to the Chief Financial Officer. This creates a potential
conflict of interest which should be addressed by relocating the Internal Auditor
position to another part of the organization.

•

The Division does not have a procedure in place for informing the Contracts and
Purchasing Division of upcoming purchases. As a result, the group does not have
insight into what programs are planning to buy, so they cannot provide advisory
input to their internal customers or gauge the volume of their workload pipeline.
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Recommendation: The Department should conduct periodic spend analyses to
identify services or commodities that could be procured for efficiently through
establishment of master contracts or contracted bid prices.
(4)

Budget

The Department’s Budget Division is led by a Budget Officer who reports to the Assistant
Director of Technology and Financial Management. This Division assists executive
management in the development of the agency’s vision and in building policy through
budget requests. The unit also supports each of the Department’s program areas by
developing and monitoring their budget processes, conducting expenditure monitoring,
lending technical budget expertise, and providing budget information to OFM and to the
Legislature.
The Budget Division uses best practices in a number of ways, including a clear process
for developing biennial budget requests, a high level of involvement on the part of budget
staff in compiling these requests, dedicated staff for overseeing the management of each
program and division’s budget control numbers, and a very lean staffing complement for
an organization the size of WDFW.
Along with these strengths, there are opportunities for improvement in the Budget
Division. These include:
•

While there are dedicated staff in each Program overseeing their budgets, and
reporting on projected vs. actuals on an ongoing basis, these staff do not report to
the Budget Officer. Instead, they report to their respective Assistant Directors. As
a result, some of the clarity which is gained by dedicated budget oversight remains
within the programs, rather than being centrally compiled and used for departmentwide priority setting and decision making.

•

The Department has begun to ensure that each fund source contributes to
program’s administrative support functions. The methodology for determining this
rate, however, has not been clearly communicated, and some Programs are
unclear as to how their indirect costs are being assessed.

•

There is an inconsistent use of Master Indices (MI) and Project Indices (PI) in the
agency as a whole, and although this is not, per se, an issue that can be addressed
by the Budget Office in isolation from the Programs and other operating divisions
in the agency, it is one that has a pronounced effect on the efficiency and
effectiveness of this Office. The project team has addressed this issue elsewhere
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in this report, and considers this to be a major issue that will require a cultural
change in the ways in which budgets are developed at the most organic levels of
the organization.
2.

THE REALIGNMENT OF SPECIFIC FUNCTIONS COULD RESULT IN A MORE
EFFECTIVE ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURE.

Although the organizational structure of the Department’s management and the number
of reporting relationships is generally appropriate, there are specific changes in alignment
that would result in a more effective organizational structure. This section of the report
provides discussion and recommendations regarding the structure of the agency.
(1)

The Agency Should Create a Program of Administrative Services Reporting
to the Director.

As already noted in the prior chapter, an Administrative Services Program should be
created that is overseen either by an Administrative Services Director or a newly created
second Deputy Director position.
(2)

The Financial Functions Currently Performed in the Licensing Division
Should Be Transferred to the Financial Services Section.

The Licensing Division of the Technology and Financial Management Program is
responsible for the sale of a variety of license types, including fishing and hunting, as well
as Discover passes, specialized commercial licenses, and others. These sales may be
made in several ways, including in person, mail, internet, phone and, most often, at one
of many retail outlets across the State. As the sales are made, the Licensing Division
receives either physical or electronic payment, and a Fiscal Analyst 1 and Fiscal Analyst
2, under the supervision of a Fiscal Analyst 4, are responsible for balancing these
payments.
The accounting functions performed by the three Fiscal Analysts in the Licensing Division
are similar to those performed within the Fiscal Services Section of the Financial Services
Division. The transfer of these three positions to the Fiscal Office of the Chief Financial
Officer consolidates the receivables function, and allows for the sharing of personnel
resources within this function, as well as for additional cross-training of personnel.
Recommendation: Transfer the Fiscal Analyst 4, Fiscal Analyst 2 and Fiscal
Analyst 1 from the Licensing Division of the Technology and Financial Services
Program to the Fiscal Office of the Chief Financial Officer.
(3)

The Internal Auditor Should Be Transferred from the Office of the Chief
Financial Officer to the Director’s Office.
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The Internal Auditor plays a significant role in any organization. Primary functions fulfilled
by the position include:
•

The provision of objectivity.
The Internal Auditor has no operational
responsibility, and therefore has no vested interests in the processes utilized to
achieve results. Therefore, the Auditor can provide objective insights in the
evaluation of these processes.

•

The improvement of operational efficiency. The Internal Auditor objectively
evaluates operations, and ensures that they are both efficient and are being
performed in compliance with internal policies and procedures.

•

The assessment of internal controls. The Internal Auditor determines if financial
and •operational processes are being conducted in accordance with best
practices, and whether they are adequate in minimizing risk to the agency.

•

The assurance of compliance with rules and regulations. The Internal Auditor
is knowledgeable in current rules and regulations, whether these are promulgated
by the agency, the State, the federal government, or by industry groups.

In carrying out the duties listed above, as well as others, the Internal Auditor requires
independence in highlighting discrepancies, in making recommendations for
improvement, and in issuing opinions. The successful accomplishment of these goals
may be compromised without complete organizational independence.
The Internal Auditor of the Department of Fish and Wildlife is currently organizationally
located within the Office of the Chief Financial Officer. This organizational placement fails
to ensure that the position can effectively make potentially sensitive recommendations
regarding findings within the Office of the CFO. For this reason, the project team
recommends that the position be transferred from the Office of the CFO to the Office of
Director. This ensures that the Internal Auditor’s objectivity is not compromised, and will
all for a more open dialog with all divisions of the agency in making recommendations
related to internal controls, operational efficiencies, and others.
Recommendation: The Internal Auditor should be organizationally transferred
from the Office of the Chief Financial Officer to the Office of the Director.
Related to the assurance of organizational objectivity on the part of the Internal Auditor is
the fact that the position’s membership in the Washington Federation of State Employees
bargaining unit is compulsory. This too compromises the objectivity of the Internal Auditor
who must not be placed in a position of making critical findings and sensitive
recommendations that could potentially affect fellow union members. For this reason, the
project team recommends that the Internal Auditor not be permitted to be a member of
any collective bargaining unit in which other Department of Fish and Wildlife employees
are a part.
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Recommendation: The Internal Auditor should not be permitted to be a member of
a collective bargaining unit of which other Department of Fish and Wildlife
employees are a part.

B. Budgetary Process Review
This section provides an overview of the budgetary processes and revenue streams from
other states and identifies modifications to improve the approach currently utilized by the
Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife.
1.

COMPARISON WITH OTHER STATES.

To provide context for the discussion on the budgetary processes employed by the
WDFW, we surveyed other state agencies’ approaches to this process. The other state
agencies studied varied considerably in size and sources of revenue. The largest was
Minnesota with an annual budget of approximately $500 million; the smallest was Arizona
with $117 million. The Missouri Department of Conservation benefits from a dedicated
sales tax that provides income stability as well as autonomy in many budgeting decisions
(expenditures of the dedicated sales tax revenues are not subject to state appropriation
requirements and do not need to be approved by the legislature.)

Percent of Budget

Revenue Sources: State Agencies
100%
80%
60%
40%
20%
0%
Other
State General Fund
Federal Funds
Dedicated Sales Tax

Washington
51%
19%
30%
0%

Arizona
63%
0%
37%
0%

Florida
72%
9%
19%
0%

Minnesota
67%
29%
4%
0%

Missouri
22%
0%
16%
62%

Oregon
52%
9%
40%
0%

The budget development approval process varies significantly among the different state
fish and wildlife agencies studied. Arizona, Minnesota and Oregon have a biennial budget
process, while the other states are annual. In Minnesota, the budget review process is
primarily conducted by the state legislature, with the legislature setting a base budget and
then conducting hearings on proposals from the division’s executive office. In Missouri,
the budget process is done almost entirely by the agency, and the legislature’s approval
is considered pro forma.
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Most of the agencies studied include some form of public involvement in the budget
process. This public involvement allows various constituencies to be heard and increases
the likelihood of budgetary support at approval time. Two examples may provide models
for WDFW to follow in future years to improve transparency and build support for the
agency:
•

Oregon’s Department of Fish and Wildlife has a 40+ person external budget
advisory committee, and holds eight town meetings throughout the state to review
the budget before it is submitted to the legislature.

•

While Minnesota’s Department of Natural Resources doesn’t have budget
hearings outside of the state legislative process, there is a standing Budget
Oversight Committee that monitors and makes recommendations regarding the
state’s Game and Fish Fund, which is financed primarily by hunting and fishing
license fees and constitutes approximately one-third of the agency’s budget. This
committee has also advocated for the agency. In a letter to legislatures advocating
for a fee increase, for example, members stated: “Each year the Committee
spends approximately 6 months scrutinizing the funding and expenditures from the
Game and Fish Fund. Over the past several years the Committee has concluded
that, by and large, the Fish & Wildlife Division does use funds appropriately and
efficiently.”

In all cases, projections and budgets for individual departments and divisions are
developed and vetted in conjunction with budget analysts, who report either to a
finance/budget department or to the agency’s executive director’s office.
3.

THE DEPARTMENT SHOULD MAKE CERTAIN CHANGES IN ITS BUDGETING
PROCESSES TO ENSURE GREATER CONTROL AND TRANSPARENCY.

With a biennial budget of $437.6 million, the WDFW shoulders significant responsibility
for effectively budgeting and accounting for funds from a variety of sources – grant
funding, fees collected from license purchasers, state general funds, and contracts held
by the Department. In developing a biennial spending plan and offering transparency to
staff and stakeholder, the Department faces a number of significant challenges, including:
•

The level of granularity in the chart of accounts for each program varies widely, but
in almost all cases is very deep, and requires the Chief Budget Officer and staff to
ask a great number of questions of programmatic personnel regarding budget
detail inquiries by the legislature and others.
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•

In part due to the complexity of the accounting structure, it takes the Department
many months to develop their spending plans.

•

The CAPS Financial system used to set the budget has certain limitations that
inhibit the efficiency of the allotment process. For example, CAPS limits the
number of funding sources to two (2) for any single budget code loaded into The
Allotment Systems (TALS), the enterprise resource management system used by
OFM to review agency spending plans. Although staff in the Central Budget Office
are able to work around this limitation, within certain limits, it is time consuming
and inefficient.

•

Although the Central Budget Office serves a critical role in the development of the
overall Departmental budget, developing agency fiscal notes, and transmitting the
incremental spending authority to the various programs and divisions, it plays a
very limited role in determining how spending plans at the program level are
developed.

•

The proliferation of account codes is a further impediment to the efficient
development of the budget; however, it is also an impediment to the Central
Budget Office in being able to respond to inquiries about the budget from the
legislature and others. In large part, this proliferation of account codes is a cultural
issue in that WDFW staff who develop budgetary requests have historically tended
to develop their individual budgets at a very granular level of detail for purposes of
accountability, as well as to ensure that they are able to answer questions related
to their budget submittals.

The following sections discuss these challenges, and make recommendations to address
these in order to gain a greater degree of control and transparency over the budgeting
process.
(1)

The Agency Should Develop and Implement Certain Budget Policies to
Standardize the Budget Process.

As described above, there are inconsistencies in the approaches used to develop budgets
in WDFW. To some degree, this is a product of the nature of the agency’s business,
which relies upon a large number of local and federal contracts. The budgets for these
contracts are often developed and monitored by scientific staff in the Fish, Wildlife and
Habitat programs who have little or no experience in budget development. As will be
noted in a later section, WDFW has far more FTEs involved in the budget process (over
30) than any of the three comparative agencies (Parks and Recreation, Natural
Resources, and Ecology). In fact, there are approximately 257 different WDFW
employees who have some involvement in the budget process in a typical budget cycle
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outside of the Central Budget Office. It is therefore perhaps more critical in WDFW to
require a level of standardization than in the agencies to which it is compared.
The project team recommends that the Department develop and implement policies that
address, at a minimum, the following:
•

Description of the biennial budget process, including timelines, forms for submittal,
etc.

•

Description of response to legislative inquiries

•

Development and content of fiscal notes

•

Entry of spending plans in CAPS

•

Proper use of Master Index (MI) and Project Index (PI)

•

Requests for supplemental funding

•

Indirect cost policy

•

Fund transfers

•

Grant proposals

•

Description and meaning of the Zero-Based Budget Process

•

Carryover policy

The development and implementation of budget policy is critical in the enforcement of
standardization in the process of budget development, monitoring and reporting. The
project ream recommends that the Office of the Chief Budget Officer initiate the effort to
develop this policy, including descriptions of the topics provided above.
Recommendation: The Office of the Chief Budget Officer should initiate the
development of standard budget policies for the Department.
(2)

The Current Systems Utilized in the Budget Process Are Inefficient.

The Department’s CAPS financial system used to set the Department budget does not
integrate with the State’s allotment system. The CAPS system is used to develop
expenditure plans at a level of detail that shows the actual staff costs, benefits, travel
costs, etc., for specific projects, however the system (TALS) used by the State’s Office of
Financial Management is used primarily as a budget tracking tool that does not require
this lower level of detail.
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Another issue in the development of the Department budget is the varying levels of detail,
or granularity, used by staff in the various programs. In many cases, field staff with little
or no budgetary experience are developing budgets at fine levels of granularity that not
only may not be necessary for budget tracking and reporting, but are at a level of detail
that is different from another staff member who is responsible for the development of a
different budget. The result is that the Departmental chart of accounts contains well over
5,000 line items.
There are multiple cultural, technological and operational issues that combine to create
an inefficient and time-consuming budgetary process for WDFW. However, the overarching issue is the limitations related to the CAPS financial system. This system, which
is unique to WDFW in the State organization, limits the number of funding sources for any
single program to two (2), creating the need in many cases for CBO staff to work around
this by changing the code in CAPS, which is time-consuming and, in certain cases, not
adequate to capture all the funding sources even after this “work around.” Another
limitation is that CAPS “points” to the Master Index (MI) which is the same as the Program
Index (PI). In a more robust financial system, the Budget Office would have the ability to
include multiple MI’s under a single PI, which would reduce the volume and complexity of
the budget. As an example, the Wildlife Program may have a PI for a Deer program, and
a PI for an Elk program. Under the current limitations of CAPS, there is an MI for both of
these programs. In a more robust financial system, the CBO would have the ability to
combine these separate Deer and Elk MI’s under a single PI.
The issues described above have combined to create delays in the development of the
budget for the Department, but perhaps as importantly, they are resulting in a nonstandardized approach to budget development, monitoring and reporting. This in turn
diminishes the effectiveness of the Central Budget Office staff, as they frequently are
required to contact field personnel or divisional Budget Analysts for answers to questions
posed by OFM, members of the legislature and other external stakeholders due to the
level of granularity at which budgets were initially developed and tracked.
The project team recommends that the Department of Fish and Wildlife streamline and
standardize budgetary processes. These objectives can be achieved in three ways:
•

Procure and install a new enterprise resource planning system that results in a
greater level of transparency in the budget development process. This is
necessary to replace the antiquated CAPS financial system for budget
development, that will, itself, increase the efficiency of the budget development
process, but it will also facilitate the standardization of the use of account codes.
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The system should be capable of linking budget data to contract information as
well.
•

Standardize the level of detail used to develop and track budgets. Budgets are
often developed by staff at relatively low levels in the organization who have limited
knowledge of budget development techniques, and develop project budgets that
are at such fine levels of granularity that it makes monitoring budgets difficult, and
even unnecessary when tracking expenditures of $500 to $1,000, or even less in
some cases.

•

Standardize the use of account codes used to develop budgets. As described
above, different programs and divisions utilize these codes in different ways, and
many WDFW staff create individual program budgets at a level of granularity that
requires the CBO to query the individuals who developed these budgets to be able
to respond to inquiries from the legislature and others. The WDFW needs to be
able to “layer” the use of account codes by creating multiple PI’s under a single MI
in order to reduce the volume of codes used, and also to make the budget clearer
and more understandable.

The goals should be to reduce the time expended in developing and tracking the budget,
but also to ensure a common approach to the budgeting process. The Department has
historically utilized a hybrid approach to the budgeting process, whereby there is a Central
Budget Office with limited staff responsible for assembling, presenting and tracking the
budgets. These staff interact with budget analysts within the various divisions and
programs who are responsible for working with program staff to develop and submit their
budgets to the CBO, and then develop spending plans once expenditure authority is
provided.
The project team recommends that, in order to facilitate the standardization of the
budgetary process, the Department transition to an organizational approach that
consolidates the Budget Analysts, currently reporting to their respective programs, under
the direction of the CBO. If the policies outlined in the prior section are fully implemented
and address the operational problems noted, the Department could reevaluate whether
or not to organizationally transfer the budget analyst positions. However, there is great
value to the organization in placing the budget analysts within the programmatic areas in
order to fully understand programs and projects, and this should continue. However, in
order to ensure that budgeting processes are standardized, greater degrees of
communication and control are necessary from the CBO. This can be accomplished
through the organizational consolidation of all phases of the budgetary process under the
direction of a single authority.
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Recommendation: Consolidate all Budget Analysts under the direction of the Chief
Budget Officer in order to standardize approaches to budget development, tracking
and reporting.
Recommendation: Procure and install a new enterprise resource planning system
that replaces CAPS as a budget development tool, and is also compatible with the
State’s The Allotment System (TALS) and Budget Development System.

C. Administrative Staffing Level Assessment.
Our consultants compared certain attributes of WDFW to those of the Parks and
Recreation Commission (PARKS), the Department of Natural Resources (DNR) and to
the Department of Ecology (ECY). These attributes included overall staffing levels,
degree of centralization and decentralization of administrative functions, and budgetary
levels. The following sections provide the findings and conclusions related to these
analyses.
1.

COMPARISON OF IN-STATE AGENCY PEER BUDGETS.

The total operating budget for WDFW is approximately $437 million, which is greater that
PARKS and DNR, but less than that of ECY.

Agency
PARKS
DNR
ECY
WDFW

2.

Total FTE3
756
1,728
1,566
1,896

Capital
Budget
$77 mil
$32 mil
$667 mil
$158 mil

Operating
Budget
$165 mil
$320 mil
$495 mil
$437 mil

Total
Budget
$242 mil
$352 mil
$1,162 mil
$595 mil

Operating
Budget per
Employee
$218,254
$185,185
$316,092
$230,485

THE DEGREE OF CENTRALIZATION IN ADMINISTRATIVE FUNCTIONS IS
SIMILAR AMONG THE FOUR COMPARATIVE AGENCIES.

The four agencies generally have similar levels of centralization of support services, as
the following table shows.4
PARKS

DNR

ECY

WDFW

3

Source: Office of Financial Management Workforce Headcount by Job
The terms “Central” and “Program” are used in the table to denote the number of employees performing
the noted support function in the central office of the agency, and the number performing the support
function in program areas located outside the central office.
4
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Function
Purchasing
Budget
HR
IT
Fiscal Svcs

Central
7
5
9
13
15

Program
0
2.95
0
0
0
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Central
6
5
14.85
46
23

Program
1
10.7
11
60
31

Central
5
8
22
90
31

Program
0
16
0
46
0

Central
8
5
23
61
36

Program
4
30.8
0
42
4

Although there are notable differences between the agencies regarding the centralization
of certain support services, there are more similarities, as the following table summarizes.

Service

PARKS

Department of
Natural
Resources

Department of
Ecology

Department of
Fish and Wildlife

Human
Resources

Stand-alone HR
Department

Stand-alone HR
Department

Stand-alone HR
Department

Stand-alone HR
Department

Information
Technology

Included in
Administrative
Services Division,
although some
operating
divisions have
dedicated IT staff

Stand-alone IT
Department,
although many
operating
divisions have
dedicated IT staff.

Stand-alone IT
Department,
although some
operating
divisions have
dedicated IT staff

Stand-alone IT
Department,
although some
operating
divisions have
dedicated IT staff

Budget

Included in
Administrative
Services Division.
Some operating
divisions have
dedicated budget
analyst positions

Included in the
Budget, Finance,
Economics and
Risk Management
Department.
Some operating
divisions have
dedicated budget
analyst positions

Included in the
Financial Services
Division. Some
operating
divisions have
dedicated budget
analyst positions.

Included in the
Technology and
Financial
Management
Program. Some
operating
divisions have
dedicated budget
analyst positions.

Finance and
Administration

Included in
Administrative
Services Division

Included in the
Budget, Finance,
Economics and
Risk Management
Department. A
substantial
number of Fiscal
Analysts reside in
programmatic
sections of the
agency.

Included in the
Financial Services
Division.

Included in the
Technology and
Financial
Management
Program.

Procurement and
Contracts

Included in
Administrative
Services Division

Included in the
Budget, Finance,
Economics and
Risk Management
Department

Included in the
Financial Services
Division.

Included in the
Technology and
Financial
Management
Program.
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Highlights from a review of the two tables include:
•

The Human Resources function is largely centralized, with only the Department of
Natural Resources having Human Resources consultants located within the
programmatic areas of the agency.

•

Likewise, the Purchasing and Contracts function is highly centralized, with WDFW
being the only agency with significant numbers of employees performing these
functions in programmatic areas. As will be shown in the next section, this may be
explained by the very large number of contracts handled.

•

Fiscal Services (e.g., accounting, payables, receivables, etc.) is also highly
centralized. DNR is the clear exception, as that agency is highly decentralized.
WDFW currently has four such Financial Services employees located in the
Licensing Division, and the project team has made the recommendation, in another
section of this report, to centralize these employees within the central Fiscal
Services section.

•

Information Technology services are commonly decentralized, although Parks and
Recreation is the exception in this regard. The central IT organization in other
agencies handle agency-wide initiatives, such as maintenance of the agency’
servers, hardware, cybersecurity, database management and the development of
digital applications and tools for the agency. Some larger functional areas within
these agencies (notably the Fish Program in WDFW) have dedicated staff who
develop program-specific applications, and support unique products that are not
supported by the central IT division.

•

The Budget function is highly decentralized in each agency, but no more so than
in WDFW, with about 29 FTEs who have significant involvement in the budget
process distributed throughout the agency, compared to 6.4 in the Central Budget
Office. There are factors that are unique to WDFW which have led to the
decentralized structure, which include the large number of contracts with federal
and local agencies which are developed and monitored by a wide range of
employees. There are also many Master Indices which inhibit the ability of a single
centralized budget office to track, and to respond to legislative inquiries.

There are advantages to both centralization and decentralization of functions, including
those listed in the table below.
Advantages of Centralization and Decentralization
Advantages of Centralization

Advantages of Decentralization

Standardization. Centralizing the management
and control of functions ensures that a uniform
approach is followed.

Empowerment of employees. Decentralizing
operations can result in employee growth and job
satisfaction by empowering them to use different
approaches, and to develop creative solutions to
problems.
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Advantages of Centralization
Control. A high degree of centralized control can
result in not only standardization, but use of
resources, greater accountability and ability to act
on necessary changes.

Reduced conflict. Centralization can reduce
conflict by reducing the number of employees
involved in decision-making when changes in
processes, policies and operations are needed.
Reduced administrative overhead. Centralizing
functions can result in the elimination of
duplicative managerial efforts of those overseeing
similar functions throughout the organization.

Advantages of Decentralization
Creation of “laboratories” for innovation.
Decentralization ensures that multiple individuals
and/or organizational units develop unique
approaches to operations and associated
problems that arise.

Reduced need for communications.
Communication is important when carrying out
any function, so the “reduced” need for
communication does not imply that
communications itself is unimportant, but that the
need for communication across multiple levels of
the organization is reduced through
decentralization.
Handling of unique operational
characteristics. There is little advantage to
centralizing operations that display unique
operating needs and requirements that can best
be handled by employees with the greatest
knowledge of these requirements.

The functions of Human Resources and Financial Services are currently centralized, not
only in WDFW, but generally in each of the three comparative state agencies. In the
experience of the project team, these functions are appropriately centralized due to their
needs for standardized approaches in complying with the regulations that apply to each.
WDFW has the most decentralized approach to administering procurement and contracts,
however, it also has by far the largest number of contracts, and the majority of these
originate within the Fish, Wildlife and Habitat programs, which have the greatest degree
of knowledge of the programs. Therefore, this approach is appropriate for WDFW.
Information Technology services are generally decentralized, with the exception of the
Parks and Recreation Commission, which is not only the smallest of the four agencies in
the comparison, but also has by far the fewest number of Information Technology
Specialists overall. This is a function that, in larger organizations, has both centralized
and decentralized elements, and that is the case with WDFW, DNR and ECY, as is shown
in the tables. There are clear needs to centralize the maintenance and management of
servers, as well as the cybersecurity efforts, which WDFW has done. However, there are
also unique needs at the program levels of the agency that can best be addressed in a
decentralized manner, which three of the four agencies have done.
The Budget function is one which has both centralized and decentralized elements within
each of the four agencies. However, WDFW has the smallest centralized staffing level of
any of the four as a ratio to the number of FTEs performing budget-related duties in the
programmatic areas. As was described above, this is due to some unique factors within
WDFW’s contractual needs, as well as the proliferation of the number of Master Indexes.
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It is notable that, although the Department of Ecology’s Budget function is a hybrid of
centralized and decentralized activities, its reporting structure between the central office
and the budget analysts in the programmatic areas is more formalized. The budget
analysts in the programs have responsibility for assisting in developing, monitoring,
amending and reporting on their programs’ budgets, but have a “dotted line” reporting
relationship with the Chief Financial Officer and, by extension, the Chief Budget Officer.
These budget analysts meet regularly with the central budget office to coordinate on
budget development, reporting and monitoring activities.
The project team does not recommend changes in the degrees of centralization in Human
Resources, Financial Services, Information Technology or Procurement/Contracts.
However, we recommend that WDFW transfer the budget analysts currently located in
the program areas to the Central Budget Office.
The Department of Ecology model recognizes the desirability of placing technical budget
expertise at the program level in order to best understand the unique operating
requirements of Fish, Wildlife, Habitat, Enforcement and Capital Asset Management.
However, WDFW would benefit from a more centralized approach to the budgetary
process through standardization of budget development and coding that can best be
accomplished through a direct reporting relationship between the Budget Analysts and
the Chief Budget Office.
As previously noted, if the development of budget policies and procedures addresses the
noted issues identified and provides the level of internal control needed, the Department
could reconsider the recommendation to transfer the budget analysts to the Central
Budget Office.
Recommendation:
Retain the current degrees of centralization and
decentralization in WDFW Human Resources, Financial Services, Information
Technology and Procurement/Contracts.
Recommendation: Transfer the Budget Analysts in the program areas of the
agency to the Office of the Chief Budget Officer in order to achieve a greater degree
of standardization over the mechanics of budget development, the use of master
and project indices, and other advantages.
3.

STAFFING LEVELS WITHIN THE DEPARTMENT’S SUPPORT FUNCTIONS
ARE APPROPRIATE.

This section of the report assesses the staffing levels of the support services functions in
WDFW. In order to facilitate the analysis of the appropriateness of staffing levels within
the context of the workloads performed by each, the following table is provided again
below to show the staffing levels for the functions of Purchasing/Contracts, Budget,
Human Resources, Information Technology and Financial Services for WDFW and the
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three comparative agencies of the Parks and Recreation Commission (PARKS), the
Department of Natural Resources (DNR) and the Department of Ecology (ECY).

Function
Purchasing
Budget
HR
IT
Fiscal Svcs

PARKS
Central Program
7
0
5
2.95
9
0
13
0
15
0

DNR
Central Program
6
1
5
10.7
14.85
11
46
60
23
31

ECY
Central Program
5
0
8
16
22
0
90
46
31
0

WDFW
Central Program
8
4
5
30.8
23
0
61
42
36
4

The staffing levels in the tables are not meaningful without being placed within the context
of their respective workloads. Clearly, there are many ways by which to measure and
portray these workloads, however for ease of comparison between the four agencies, the
project team selected those with some degree of commonality between them. The
workload measures selected were as follows:
Function
Purchasing

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Budget

Human Resources
IT
Financial Svcs.

Workload Measure
Number of purchase orders
Number of contracts
Number of fiscal note requests
Count of Master Indices (MI)
Number of funds, and the number which are dedicated or restricted
Number of employees supported
Number of employees supported
Number of payables processed

The following table provides the workload metrics for WDFW and for the three
comparative state agencies.5
Metric
Purchasing/Contracts

5

WDFW

PARKS

DNR

Purchase Orders
Contracts

835
1,388

93
218 (includes
Public Works
Contracts and
“other
agreements”)

Budget
Fiscal Note
Requests

Average long
session: 118.5

27 (2017 session)

101 (2017
session)

MI Count

Average short
session: 61.5
5,000

About 1,819

260
(operating)
90 (capital)

ECY
1,576
147

Average 150 for last
4 long sessions.
Averaged 120 for
past 4 short
sessions
3,118

Only partial data were obtained from DNR.
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Fund Count

WDFW
Total funds: 57
Funds
dedicated/restricted:
52
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PARKS
Total funds = 27
Funds
dedicated/restricted
= 11

DNR
Total funds
= 17
Nonappropriated
funds = 6

ECY
Total funds: 56
Funds
dedicated/restricted:
49

Financial Services
Accounts Payable
127,136
Processed6
Information Technology

31,357

Employees
Supported
Human Resources
Employees
Supported

1,823

756

1,622

1,430

1,850

747

1,702.15

1,544

(1)

12,650

The WDFW Purchasing and Contracts Function Has the Greatest Number of
Staff, However These Levels Are Appropriate Given the Associated
Workloads.

The central Purchasing and Contracts Division of WDFW is staffed with a Purchasing
Manager, a Contracts Specialist 1, a Contracts Specialist 2, two (2) Contract Specialists
3, two (2) Procurement and Supply Specialists 2, and a Procurement and Supply
Specialist 3, for a total of eight (8) FTE. In addition, there are four contracts and
procurement specialists in programmatic areas of the agency outside of the central
Procurement Office.
With eight employees performing procurement and contracts functions, either full or part
time, this is the largest contingent of any of the four agencies in the comparative set.
However, as the workload table shows, the central Procurement Office processed 835
purchase orders, which is only about half of the number processed by ECY, but almost
nine times the number processed by PARKS. More significantly, however the WDFW
Procurement Office administers a very large number of contracts compared to other
agencies, with 1,388 compared to 218 for PARKS and 147 for ECY.
The number of Procurement and Contracts staff in WDFW is appropriate given the
workload. The agency relies on a large number of local and federal contracts to
supplement the general fund appropriation, and these are administered centrally with the
eight staff members.
Recommendation: Retain the current level of staffing in the Procurement and
Contracts Division.
(2)

6

The Central Budget Function Is Appropriately Staffed.

Includes “P-card” payable processes
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The central Budget Office of WDFW is staffed with a Chief Budget Officer, two (2) Senior
Budget Analysts, a Budget Analyst 4, and a Budget Analyst 3, for a total contingent of five
(5) personnel.
The project team endeavored to determine the full time equivalent (FTE) personnel
engaged in budget-related activities in WDFW, as well as the three comparative state
agencies. This was accomplished first by determining the number of positions performing
budgetary functions, as noted in the State’s Office of Financial Management (OFM)
database of headcounts per agency. As some of the titles are non-descript (e.g.,
“Management Analyst”, “WMS”), the project team listed the questionable titles and got
clarification from the agencies regarding positions duties for these employees. Those
that had budget-related duties were added to the positions whose job titles indicated that
they performed budget-related duties, and the agencies were asked to assign a
percentage of time expended by each of the noted employees in budget-related duties,
which were defined as:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Developing spending plans, tracking spending plans, using pivot tables
Fiscal Note/Decision package involvement
Monitoring fund balances
Reading/developing variance reports
Contract monitoring/tracking
Revenue/expenditure projections
Chart of Accounts / MI coding
Budget development

The results of this exercise have been listed in the staffing table above.
Note that WDFW has the same number of central budget staff (five) as PARKS and DNR,
and three fewer than are present in the central budget office of ECY. However, there are
substantially greater numbers of staff who perform budget-related activities on either a
full or part-time basis in the programs in WDFW (30.5) than are in the three comparative
agencies.
In reviewing the workload data, the disparities in the number of budget-related staff in
WDFW may be at least partially explained. As was described above, the project team
used three measures of workload, each of which require expenditures of staff time for
different reasons. The WDFW Central Budget Office is required to develop fiscal notes,
which are provisions of estimated fiscal impacts of legislation or legislative proposals.
Budget staff must provide estimates of expenditures or cash receipts in these cases,
which requires substantial expenditures of time by Budget staff. For the past two long
sessions of the legislature, the WDFW central budget staff prepared an average of 118.5
fiscal notes, and 61.6 for the past two short sessions. The budget staff of ECY prepared
an average of 150 for the past four long sessions and an average of 120 for the past four
short sessions. This is about 26% more than that of WDFW for the long sessions, and
about 95% greater than for the short sessions. The number of fiscal notes prepared by
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DNR was slightly less (101) in the 2017 long session, and the number of fiscal notes
prepared by PARKS was substantially less than any of the other three agencies, at 27.
Another measure used by the project team to gauge workloads in the agencies was the
number of master indices in use. The larger the number, the more complex and timeconsuming is the development, monitoring and reporting efforts on the parts of the budget
staff. With approximately 5,000, WDFW has significantly more than any of the other
agencies.
Finally, WDFW and ECY have very similar numbers of total funds monitored and numbers
of restricted accounts, and both agencies have substantially more than both PARKS and
DNR.
WDFW and ECY are very similar in terms of the workloads produced by their respective
staffs. However, the two agencies produce this workload using two different models, with
WDFW using a much more distributed method, and ECY using a somewhat more
centralized one that utilizes more central staff and relies on fewer program staff.
The project team recommended in an earlier section of the report that WDFW should
centralize the provision of budgetary services by organizationally transferring the
programmatic Budget Analysts to the Office of the Chief Budget Officer. However, there
is little basis for recommending an overall reduction in staff utilized in the budget process
due to the large number of individual employees in the programmatic functions of the
agency who are involved to very small degrees in these processes. In fact, there are 257
different employees who comprise the 30.8 FTEs involved to some degree in the
budgetary process outside the central budget office. The recommendation, therefore, is
to reiterate recommendations already made in the report, which is to replace the CAPS
system with a more functional software solution, and to organizationally transfer the
Budget Analyst staff to the Office of the Chief Budget Officer, keeping these employees
physically located with the programmatic staff they support. The combination of these
two recommendations will, along with a cultural change at the program level in the
reduction of the number of MIs, may result in a related reduction in the number of staff
involved in the budget process. However, the current staffing level of the Office of the
Chief Budget Officer should not be reduced overall.
Recommendation: As was recommended in an earlier section of the report, transfer
the program Budget Analysts to the Office of the Chief Budget Officer, retaining
the overall staffing at current levels.

(3)

The Staffing Levels of WDFW Human Resources Services Is Similar to That
of Other Agencies.

The project team analyzed the staffing levels of Human Resources services in terms of
the numbers of employees supported by the respective staffs of the comparative
agencies. The table below provides the calculations.
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DNR

ECY

WDFW

756

1,728

1,566

1,896

Less:
HR Employees in Central Office

9

14.85

22

23

Less:
HR Employees in Divisions

0

11

0

0

Total Employees Supported

747

1,702.15

1,544

1,873

Total Employees Supported per
Central Office HR Employee

83.0

114.6

70.2

81.4

Total Agency FTEs

PARKS

From the table, it can be seen that WDFW has the largest number of Human Resources
professional staff of any of the comparative agencies. However, these staff members
each support 81.4 employees, which is generally in line with other agencies.
It should be noted that the Department of Natural Resources has 11 employees who
support specific programs outside the central office. However, these employees also
perform other duties, and the percentages of time spent in human resources support
activities are not known with any precision. These staff have not been considered in the
calculation of numbers of employees supported by Human Resources staff. Therefore, it
is likely that the effective number of employees supported by all human resources
professional FTEs in DNR is somewhat less than the 114.6 that is shown in the table,
which would bring this Department more in line with other agencies. In the assessment
of the project team, the staffing contingent of the Human Resources Division of WDFW is
appropriate in comparison to other comparable state agencies, as well as to other human
resources functions with which the project team has experience.
Recommendation: Retain the current staffing levels of the Human Resources
Division.

(4)

There Is Considerable Variation in the Levels of Information Technology
Support Staffing, However WDFW’s Staffing Levels Are Well within the
Range.

The project team analyzed the staffing levels of Information Technology services in terms
of the numbers of employees supported by the respective staffs of the comparative
agencies. The table below provides the calculations.
Description
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Total Agency FTEs
Less:
IT Employees in Central Office
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756

13

46

90

61

0

60

46

42

Total Employees Supported

743

1,622

1,430

1,793

Total Employees Supported per
Central IT Employee

57.2

35.3

15.9

29.4

Less:
IT Employees in Divisions

As the table shows, there is somewhat more variation in the numbers of employees
supported by central IT staff than was the case for Human Resources in the previous
section. This is likely at least partially due to the relatively large numbers of Information
Technology Specialists located throughout the agencies (with the notable exception of
PARKS). The presence of these IT professionals reduces the requirement for direct
involvement of the staff in the central Information Technology divisions in support of these
divisions, but does not entirely eliminate it. However, the degree to which this support is
diminished due to the presence of divisional Information Technology Specialists may vary
between agencies.
Given that the calculations were performed in the same manner for each of the agencies,
it is not unreasonable to make comparisons, and although the average number of agency
employees supported by the central IT divisions shows some variability, the figure
reflected for WDFW is within the range of 15.9 in the Department of Ecology, and the 57.2
shown for the Parks and Recreation Commission, which appears to be an outlier both
because of the magnitude of the figure, but also due to the lack of decentralized IT
professionals in the agency. Perhaps the more appropriate range is, therefore, 15.9
(ECY) and 35.3 (DNR). The WDFW figure of 29.4 falls between these two figures. The
project team, therefore, makes no recommendation to increase or decrease Information
Technology staff in WDFW.
Recommendation: Retain the current levels of Information Technology staff.
(5)

WDFW Financial Services Staff Process a Large Number of Payables with
the Current Staff.

In analyzing the staffing levels of the Financial Services functions, the project team
utilized the number of payables processed by the staff in the respective comparative
agencies. Although the Department of Natural Resources did not provide figures for the
number of payables processed by its Financial Services staff, the WDFW process many
more than either PARKS or ECY, both on an absolute basis, as well as on a per-employee
basis, as the table below shows.
Description
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Central Financial Services Staff
Payables Processed per Central
Financial Services Staff Member
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31,357

Unavailable

12,650

127,136

15

23

31

36

2,090.5

NA

408.1

3,531.6

As the table shows, the WDFW Financial Services staff process far more payables
transactions than either PARKS or ECY. Even considering that payables transactions
are but one service provided by the Financial Services staff, the disparity between WDFW
and the two reporting agencies is exceptionally wide, and perhaps indicative of
efficiencies not present in other Financial Services divisions in these agencies. The
project team has made a recommendation elsewhere in this report to transfer the three
Fiscal Analysts currently in the Licensing Division to the Fiscal Services Division of TFM.
Even with this transfer, the number of payables processed would be 3,260 per employee.
Considering that there will be additional payables transactions that are also transferred
from the Licensing Division, this number is likely understated, and would more likely be
closer to the 3,531.6 shown in the table.
One possible factor in the relatively large average number of transactions processed by
WDFW fiscal staff is the refinement and streamlining of financial processes by the Lean
initiative. This has been a major initiative in recent years in the division, and has resulted
in the re-engineering of several internal processes, which in turn has increased
productivity. In any case, the Fiscal Services Division appears to be appropriately staffed
and, further, appears to be operating efficiently with its current staffing contingent.
Recommendation:
Division.

7

Retain the current level of staffing in the Fiscal Services

Includes Purchase Card, or “P-card” transactions
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WDFW BUDGET AND POLICY ADVISORY GROUP
CHARTER
December 6, 2017

I.

Purpose

The Budget and Policy Advisory Group (BPAG) is established to advise the Director of the Department of
Fish and Wildlife on broad budget and policy questions and directions such as future budget requests,
development of agency-request legislation, improving public engagement, and strategic planning. The
Advisory Group’s recommendations will help shape Department proposals and policy positions that are
ultimately presented to the Fish and Wildlife Commission. Budget proposals and agency-request
legislation adopted by the Commission are forwarded to the Governor’s Office and the Legislature.

II.

Work Planning

Work plans for the BPAG will be established on a yearly or bi-yearly basis. In the first year, the Advisory
Group is expected to focus on advising the Department on its implementation of a 2017 budget proviso
which directed the Department to, among other things “…evaluate and implement efficiencies to the
agency’s operations and management practices,” and “…develop a plan for balancing projected revenue
and expenditures and improving the efficiency and effectiveness of the agency operations.…” Assistance
with development of the long-term funding plan will be the initial focus of the group. Subsequent nearterm work is expected to include strategic planning.

III.

Membership

BPAG members were selected by the Department as representative of stakeholder groups. Members
are asked to serve at least one 2-year term. Sequential terms can be served. If someone leaves prior to
the term ending, the Director will assess composition of the advisory group and may appoint another
member.

IV.

Expectations of Advisory Group Members

Advisory Group members agree to reach out to their broader community of interest and strive to
represent their community’s perspective. Direct participation of all Advisory Group members is essential
to success. For that reason, members are asked to make every effort to attend in-person meetings and
participate in conference calls. Meetings are expected to be full day and generally will be located in the
Olympia area.

1

State agencies assisting the Advisory Group are present as resources to the Group to offer perspectives
and answer questions.

V. Open Meetings
Meetings will be open to the public and at each meeting a time will be set aside for public comment.
Observers will otherwise not participate in the deliberation of the group. Meetings will be announced on
the WDFW website. Unless an invited guest is presenting to the Advisory Group, members of the public
will be allotted three minutes each to address the Advisory Group.

VI. Advisory Group Recommendations and Consensus
On occasion, the Budget and Policy Advisory Group may be called upon, or may decide on its own
initiative, to provide the Department with formal advice and recommendations. When this occurs, the
goal is to provide the Department consensus recommendations. For purposes of the Advisory Group’s
deliberations “consensus” means that all members of the group can at least “live with” a
recommendation, even if it is not their first (or even their preferred) choice. Consensus
recommendations can be made by resolution of the Group.
In the event the Advisory Group does not reach consensus on an issue, the full range of member
perspectives and opinions on that issue will be described in a brief Advisory Group report.

VII. Department Role
Department staff will ensure agendas and materials are circulated in advance of the meeting, take
meeting notes, and maintain the website for the Advisory Group. The Department will either contract
an outside firm to facilitate or assign a staff person to facilitate the meeting.

VIII. Media Relations
In general, Advisory Group members should clarify that they represent themselves or their organization
when interacting with the media, and are not representing WDFW or the Advisory Group. Comments, if
made, should focus on describing the Member’s own interests and perspectives and avoid characterizing
the perspectives or interests of other Advisory Group members.

IX. Logistics Reimbursement
Advisory Group members eligible to participate as formal agency volunteers may be reimbursed for
their travel to participate in the Advisory Group.

2

WDFW BUDGET AND POLICY ADVISORY GROUP
GROUND RULES
December 6, 2017
1. All Advisory Group Members have equal opportunities to participate; committee members agree to work
together, treat other members with respect, and work together to help ensure one another’s voices are heard
and to avoid individuals dominating the conversation.
2. Advisory Group members agree to work within the framework of the process and not work behind the scenes
to undermine the process. This means, ideas, proposals, and concerns generated during conversations outside
Advisory Group meetings should be brought to the process, so we have a chance to work on them together.
3. Advisory Group members will strive for honest and direct communication, allow open discussion and the right
to disagree. Members will look for opportunities to find common interests, agreements, and solutions. The
underlying effort emphasizes joint problem-solving rather than attempting to change other peoples’ values.
4. Advisory Group members agree to attend meetings.
5. Advisory Group members agree to stay current with information provided to the group and come to meetings
prepared to participate fully, including in discussions of whether they can agree to the specifics of emerging and
draft Advisory Group recommendations.
6. Advisory Group members agree to focus on clarifying their own needs and interests, providing objective, factbased comments and alternatives during discussions, and to refrain from personal criticisms.
7. Advisory Group members can state that they align themselves with anothers’ perspective, but will strive to
not repeat what has already been said. Members should seek to advance the conversation with additional or
new input.
7. The facilitator is a neutral third party with no stake in the outcome of the project. Ross Strategic will structure
meetings to support a respectful atmosphere and the development of trust among members. Members are
asked to be identified by the facilitator and not speak over one another.
9. Meetings are expected to start and end on time.
10. At the end of each meeting the facilitator will summarize for Advisory Group review: key discussion points,
areas of agreement or emerging agreement, remaining topics, next steps (including who is doing what by when),
and anticipated future meeting topics.

To preserve, protect and perpetuate fish, wildlife and ecosystems
while providing sustainable fish and wildlife recreational and
commercial opportunities.
Preserve, Protect and Perpetuate Fish, Wildlife and Ecosystems

In order to :

We:

Preserve & Restore Aquatic Habitat & Species
$82.5M

Acquire and Manage Lands
$62.3M

Preserve & Restore Terrestrial Habitat & Species
$25.3M

3.1- Protect Fish and their habitat from the effects of
construction projects

4.1- Maintain and enhance habitat for hunting, fishing 5.2- Consult with businesses, landowners and
and conservation on WDFW owned & managed lands. governments re: terrestrial species and land impacts
$8.3M
$5.4M
$49.7M and legalities
3.2- Consult with businesses, landowners and
4.2- Acquire new lands and sell lands that no longer
5.3- Partner with private landowners to implement
governments re: aquatic species impacts and legalities support serving our mission
conservation strategies

$7.3M
Manage Ecosystems

3.3- Reduce risk & decrease devastation of oil spills

$1.8M
3.4- Ensure that there remains enough water in
waterways to allow for healthy fish lifecycles

4.3- Build & maintain safe, sanitary and ecologically
friendly water access sites

5.4- Study and plan for climate impacts on lands and
resulting effects on species

4.4- Ensure public safety on our lands

5.5- Wildlife permitting and enforcement of
regulations

$7.2M

$3.3M

$2.3M

3.5- Ensure fish survivability by removing stream
barriers and appropriately addressing water diversions
So we:

$1.5M

$2.2M

$0.2M
$1.6M

5.6-Recover and sustain diverse wildlife populations

$17.7M

$8.8M

3.6- Acquire funding for and complete habitat
restoration projects

5.7- Respond to and mitigate wolf conflicts

3.7- Recover and sustain diverse aquatic populations

5.8- Acquire funding for and complete habitat
restoration projects.

$35.3M

$4.9M
$2.9M

$4.7M
3.8- Monitor and control aquatic invasive species

$3.4M

3.9- Study and plan for climate impacts on waterways
and resulting effects on aquatic lifecycles

$0.1M
3.10- Enforce protection of aquatic habitats

Manage Commercial and Recreational Opportunities within Ecosystems

In order to
provide:

We:

$1.7M

Recreational and Commercial Fishing Opportunities
Manage Fishing Opportunities
$109.3M

Produce Hatchery Fish
$131.5M

Non-consumptive recreational
opportunities

Manage Hunting Opportunities
$45.2M

Provide and Facilitate Recreational
Opportunities
$8.5M

1.1- Enforce recreational fishing
opportunities and regulations

2.1- Produce trout and warm water
game fish

6.1- Enforce hunting opportunities and
regulations

7.1- Develop, organize and promote
wildlife viewing opportunities.

1.2- Enforce commercial fishing
opportunities and regulations

2.2- Produce Salmon and Steelhead

6.2- Provide hunter education
opportunities

7.2- Work directly benefitting nonconsumptive opportunities.

$12.2M
$7.5M

$22.7M

$19.9M

$11.7M

$72.8M

1.3- Develop, negotiate, and implement 2.3- Build and maintain hatcheries
fishery co-management plans

$2.5M

$3.3M

$5.2M

6.3- Set sustainable hunting seasons

$36.0M

$3.3M

1.4- Monitor and manage fin fish
populations

6.4- Survey game populations &
population trends

1.5- Monitor and manage shellfish
populations

6.5- Study game species populations

6.6- Sell fishing licesnses

6.6- Respond to wildlife conflicts and
dangerous wildlife (non-wolf)

$7.5M

$56.7M

So we:

Hunting Opportunities

$3.3M

$5.3M

$8.8M

$7.3M

6.9- Market fishing opportunities

6.7- Secure hunting access on private
lands

$0.7M

$3.5M
6.8- Sell hunting licesnses

$3.8M
6.9- Market hunting opportunities

$0.3M
X.1- Provide Agency Leadership and
Strategy

X.2- Communicate agency matters with
the public and legislature

X.5- Engage the public to explore the
outdoors

X.6- Manage Finances and Contracts

$9.7M
$6.4M
$80k
Business
$2.8M
X.8- Manage Information Technology
X.9- Build and maintain Office Facilities X.10- Maintain agency records
Management & X.7- Manage Human Resources
Obligations
$1.1M
$8.4M
$12.4M
$6.1M
$55.6M
X.11- Respond to public safety incidents X.12- WDFW legal counsel
(police)
version 8.0 - 1.22.17

$4.7M

$4.0M
Expense data from 2015-17 biennium

WDFW expenditures by Source and Outcome
2015-17 biennium
Includes all Operating, Capital, and Interagency Expenditures

$160.0M

$140.0M

$120.0M

$100.0M

$80.0M

$60.0M

$40.0M

$20.0M

$-

Federal

User Fee

State and
Local
Contracts

Produce Hatchery Fish
Preserve & Restore Aquatic Habitat & Species
Business Management & Obligations
Preserve & Restore Terrestrial Habitat & Species

General Tax

State Bonds License Plates

Revolving
Account

Manage Fishing Opportunities
Acquire and Manage Lands
Manage Hunting Opportunities
Non-Consumptive Recreational Opportunities

WDFW Expenditures by Outcome and Source
2015-17 biennium
Includes all Operating, Capital, and Interagency Expenditures

$140.0M
$120.0M

$100.0M
$80.0M
$60.0M
$40.0M
$20.0M
$-

Federal

User Fee

State and Local Contracts

General Tax

State Bonds

License Plates

Revolving Account

In order to provide recreational and commercial fishing opportunities WDFW must:

Manage Fishing Opportunities

DRAFT

Goals and current assessment of results:
•
•
•
•
•
•

Promote commercial and recreational fishing opportunities while ensuring conservation goals are met.
Promote a healthy economy.
Honor tribal treaty obligations.
Ensure healthy, sustainable fish and shellfish populations.
Promote commercial fishing and economic viability of fishery-dependent local communities.
Promote recreational fishing opportunities and economic viability of fishery-dependent local communities.

2015-17 Funding by Source ($109.3M)

Risks and Threats
•

Lack of enforcement officers reduces ability to prevent illegal
activity.
Current funding is not adequate to meet growing conservation
requirements and provide sustainable commercial and recreational
fisheries.
Without additional resources it will be difficult to secure and
implement federal ESA permits for the Puget Sound Chinook Harvest
Management Plan.
Changing ocean conditions and physical environmental variables
such as temperature, carbonate saturation, and dissolved oxygen.
Disease risks from introduction and transfer of shellfish diseases
such as OHV-1.

•
•
•
•

User Fee
35%

State and
Local
Contracts
14%

Federal
30%

Opportunities to Improve Outcomes
•

General Tax
21%

Primary Cost Drivers

The most important things we can do to improve fishing
opportunities are:
• Increase monitoring of population health and conducting
stock assessments for fish and shellfish to track recovery
efforts for imperiled species.
• Monitor harvest and effort of commercial and
recreational fisheries to maximize opportunity while
meeting conservation goals.
• Hire more enforcement officers to create more
deterrence for illegal activity.

•
•
•

Staffing
Equipment
Laboratory costs

2015-17 Funding Information by Funding Source and Strategy
21% of agency expenses

Federal

General
Tax

User Fee

Contracts
(state & local)

Revolving
Account

1.4 Fin Fish Pop

$

23.5M $

11.8M $

10.6M $

10.9M $

1.3 Fishery Mgmt Plans

$

6.5M $

6.2M $

4.2M $

3.0M $

1.1 Enforce Rec Fishing

$

1.4M $

6.1M $

4.2M $

0.5M $

1.6 Fishing License Sales

$

0.3M $

7.9M $

0.3M $

0.3M $

1.2 Enforce Com Fishing

$

0.8M $

3.7M $

2.6M $

0.2M $

1.5 Shellfish Pop

$

0.2M $

1.2M $

1.3M $

0.5M $

1.7 Fishing License Marketing

$

0.0M $

0.7M $

0.0M $

0.0M $

Total

$

Percentage of total

32.7M

$ 37.5M

30%

34%

$ 23.2M

$

15.5M

21%

14%

$

$
0.0M $
0.1M $
0.0M $
0.1M $
0.0M $
0.0M $
0.3M $
0.1M

Grand Total
56.9M
19.9M
12.2M
8.8M
7.5M
3.3M
0.7M
109.3M

0.3%

Connection to WDFW strategic plan
WDFW Goal 1:

WDFW Goal 2:

WDFW Goal 3:

Conserve and protect
native fish and wildlife

Provide sustainable fishing, hunting,
and other wildlife-related recreational
and commercial experiences

Promote a healthy economy, protect community character, maintain an
overall high quality of life, and deliver high-quality customer service

Fisheries are managed to provide sustainable opportunity while
ensuring that native fish and shellfish populations are conserved
and protected for future generations.

Included in the Department’s mandate is “maintain the economic wellbeing and stability of the fishing industry in the state” (RCW 77.04.012).
Each year, fishing related activities generate more than $540 million in
economic activity and support over 16,000 jobs.

The work done to preserve and restore terrestrial habitats and species does not directly connect to WDFW Goal 4: Build an effective and efficient
organization by supporting the workforce, improving business processes, and investing in technology

Where to find additional information
• Legal requirements, statutory authority and rationale – coming soon
• Links to other parts of WDFW – coming soon
• Performance measures – coming soon
DRAFT – v2.1 – 2.4.18

**All funding and expense data is from the ‘15-’17 biennium.

In order to provide recreational and commercial fishing opportunities, WDFW must:

Produce Hatchery Fish

DRAFT

Goals and current assessment of results:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Produce fit, healthy fish to benefit the citizens of Washington State while providing conservation to natural origin salmonids.
Sustain our outdoors quality of life.
Sustain local fishing industries.
Honor tribal treaty obligations.
Provide expanded economic benefit to Washington State citizens.
Provide as many harvest opportunities for commercial, recreational and tribal fisheries within our constraints.
Sustain wild stock conservation and provide sustainable fisheries in an environmentally sound manner.

2015-17 Funding by Source ($131.5M)

Risks and Threats
•

Limitations to production –
Competition with wild fish
Lack of natural origin abundance
Habitat availability
Poor water quality
Budget constraints
Aging Infrastructure
Permitting
We are nearly at capacity for hatchery production of salmon and
steelhead due to interactions with wild ESA listed fish or lack the
funding and/or infrastructure to produce additional fish.

•

Revolving
Account
1%

General Tax
19%
Federal
28%

User Fee
12%

Opportunities to Improve Outcomes
•

State Bonds
16%

State and Local
Contracts
24%

Primary Cost Drivers
• Staff for hatchery operations
• Construction, repairs and preventive maintenance of hatchery
facilities and infrastructure
• Utilities for hatchery operations
• Fish food
• Fish health
• Marking and tagging fish
• Water quality and quantity

The most important things we can do to improve fishing
opportunities in Washington state is:
• Improve habitat which will increase natural origin fish
abundance – this allows increased hatchery fish to be
produced
• Produce more trout and warm water fish for stocking
more lakes
• Produce more salmon and steelhead within conservation
limits to provide additional forage fish for Southern
Residence Killer Whales and additional harvest
opportunity when and where appropriate.

2015-17 Funding Information by Source and Strategy
25% of agency expenses

Federal

User Fee

General
Tax

State
Bonds

Contracts
(state & local)

Revolving
Account

2.2 Salmon and Steelhead Prod

$

23.7M $

8.0M $

20.3M $

20.7M $

- $

2.3 Hatchery Building & Maintenance

$

7.2M $

2.5M $

0.6M $

2.5M $

21.4M $

2.1 Trout & Game Fish Prod

$

5.4M $

5.8M $

3.6M $

7.9M $

- $

Total

$ 36.2M

$ 16.3M

$ 24.6M

28%

12%

19%

percentage of total

$

31.0M

$ 21.4M

24%

16%

$

Grand Total

$
1.9M $
0.0M $
2.0M $
0.1M

72.8M
36.0M
22.7M
131.5M

2%

25% of agency
expenses
Connection
to WDFW strategic plan
WDFW Goal 1:

WDFW Goal 2:

WDFW Goal 3:

Conserve and protect
native fish and wildlife

Provide sustainable fishing, hunting,
and other wildlife-related recreational
and commercial experiences

Promote a healthy economy, protect community character, maintain an
overall high quality of life, and deliver high-quality customer service

Hatchery conservation programs contribute to protecting
and preserving natural runs of salmon and steelhead.

Adult salmon and steelhead angling opportunities contribute to local
economies through sales of equipment, lodging, dining, etc.

Warm water game fish and anadromous salmon and
steelhead fisheries rely on hatchery fish in our waterways.

Hatchery programs also help us meet co-manager agreed to
management plans and court ordered directives

The work done to preserve and restore terrestrial habitats and species does not directly connect to WDFW Goal 4: Build an effective and efficient
organization by supporting the workforce, improving business processes, and investing in technology

Where to find additional information
• Legal requirements, statutory authority and rationale – coming soon
• Links to other parts of WDFW – coming soon
• Performance measures – coming soon
DRAFT – v2.1 - 2.2.18

**All funding and expense data is from the ‘15-’17 biennium.

In order to preserve, protect and perpetuate fish, wildlife and ecosystems WDFW must:

Preserve and Restore Aquatic Habitats and Species

DRAFT

Goals and current assessment of results:
•
•
•
•
•

Recover and sustain diverse fish and wildlife species for conservation, recreation and commercial opportunities
Provide sustainable habitat that benefits hunting and other recreational opportunities into the future
Honor tribal treaty obligations
Contribute to the quality of life of in Washington and the economic vitality of communities that rely on outdoor recreation
Effectively address the dual challenge posed by the changing climate and rapidly growing human population

2015-17 Funding by Source ($82.5M)

Risks and Threats
• Salmon and other aquatic life are directly threatened by:
• Warmer water temperatures and reduced snow pack
• Ocean acidification and food chain disruption
• Pollution and degraded water quality
• Habitat loss and barriers to fish migration
• Invasive species threaten native habitat risk destruction of habitat
for native species, irrigation for farming, hydroelectric dams and
sewage treatment outflows
• Washington is the second smallest western state with the second
largest population, threatening habitat

Contracts
(state and local)
33%

License
Plates
1%

General
Tax
20%
User Fee
10%

Federal
25%

Primary Cost Drivers

Opportunities to Improve Outcomes
•

State
Bonds
11%

•
•
•
•

The most important things we can do to restore aquatic habitat
and recover salmon, steelhead and other aquatic populations
are:
• Natural resource economist and outreach specialists to
message and listen to local communities
• Compliance and monitoring to strengthen protection of
existing habitat

•
•

Staffing
Grants to other entities for restoration, recovery actions
Acres of land restored resulting in capital expenditures
Area covered for permitting, enforcement, support to private
landowners, consultation with other governments, management
impacts travel costs; vehicle maintenance, fuel, travel
reimbursement
Sites monitored for impacts to fish and wildlife
Other

2015-17 Funding Information by Source and Strategy
16% of total agency budget

Federal

User Fee General Tax

License
Plates

Contracts State Bonds

(state and local)

Revolving
Account

3.6 Aquatic Habitat Restoration

$

13.5M $

2.4M $

2.5M $

14.8M $

1.8M $

0.0M $

3.5 Remove Stream Barriers

$

1.5M $

0.5M $

3.1M $

5.5M $

7.1M $

- $

3.1 Protect Fish Hab from Construction

$

0.8M $

3.7M $

3.1M $

0.7M $

- $

- $

3.2 Consult on Aquatic Species Impacts

$

1.2M $

0.0M $

4.5M $

1.6M $

- $

- $

3.7 Recover and Sustain Diverse Fish Pop

$

1.6M $

0.2M $

0.5M $

1.9M $

- $

0.5M $

3.8 Aquatic Invasive Species

$

0.9M $

0.8M $

1.3M $

0.4M $

- $

0.0M $

3.4 Ensure Adequate Water for Fish

$

0.3M $

(0.0M) $

0.2M $

1.8M $

- $

- $

3.3 Reduce Impacts of Oil Spills

$

0.6M $

(0.0M) $

1.1M $

0.1M $

- $

- $

3.10 Enforce Protection of Aquatic Habitats

$

0.3M $

0.8M $

0.4M $

0.2M $

- $

- $

3.9 Climate Impacts on Waterways

$

0.0M $

- $

0.1M $

0.0M $

- $

- $

Total

$

percentage of total

20.6M
25%

$

8.4M

$

10%

16.8M
20%

$

26.9M
33%

$

9.0M
11%

$

0.5M
1%

$

$
0.0M $
0.0M $
0.0M $
0.0M $
0.0M $
0.0M $
0.0M $
0.0M $
- $
0.3M $
0.3M

Grand Total
35.3M
17.7M
8.3M
7.3M
4.7M
3.4M
2.3M
1.8M
1.7M
0.1M
82.5M

0.4%

Preserve & Restore
Aquatic
Connection
toHabitat
WDFW &strategic plan
WDFW Goal 1:

WDFW Goal 2:

WDFW Goal 3:

Conserve and protect
native fish and wildlife

Provide sustainable fishing, hunting,
and other wildlife-related recreational
and commercial experiences

Promote a healthy economy, protect community character, maintain an
overall high quality of life, and deliver high-quality customer service

Habitat supports sustainable fish and wildlife populations, which in turn
are the basis for robust commercial and recreational fishing, and
watchable wildlife economies and the communities that depend on them.
When fish and wildlife decline, state and federal laws that demand
conservation restrict our ability to harvest or, in the case of fisheries, to
produce hatchery fish. Healthy habitat is also an investment in the
present and future of the natural resource economy and way of life.
The work done to preserve and restore terrestrial habitats and species does not directly connect to WDFW Goal 4: Build an effective and efficient
organization by supporting the workforce, improving business processes, and investing in technology
Meeting goals 1 and 2 would not be possible over time if habitat for
fish and wildlife diminishes significantly in quantity or quality or
becomes inaccessible to species that depend on it. The work
activities completed in order to preserve and restore aquatic habitats
and species help to ensure wildlife will persist at healthy levels over
time.

Where to find additional information
• Legal requirements, statutory authority and rationale – coming soon
• Links to other parts of WDFW – coming soon
• Performance measures – coming soon
DRAFT – v2.1 - 2.2.18

**All funding and expense data is from the ‘15-’17 biennium.

In order to preserve, protect and perpetuate fish, wildlife and ecosystems WDFW must:

Acquire and Manage Lands for Hunting, Fishing, and Conservation
Goals:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Conserve and restore the diversity of Washington’s fish and wildlife species, habitats, and ecosystems
Provide places for sustainable and quality fishing, hunting, wildlife viewing and other recreational opportunities compatible with healthy and
diverse fish and wildlife populations
Maintain land portfolio that meets agency mission and goals
Ensure reliable, sustainable funding for our land management
Sustain our state’s outdoors quality of life
Support state and local tourism industries and community character
Preserve working lands for agriculture, forestry, and other sectors of the outdoor economy, particularly in rural areas
Ensure public safety on WDFW lands and waters

DRAFT

2015-17 Funding by Source ($62.3M)

Risks and Threats
•
•
•
•
•

State and Local
Contracts
39%

More funding needed for to manage to maintain and enhance
ecological integrity
More funding is needed for resources to measure ecological
integrity or invasive weeds that degrade habitat quality and
threaten long-term ecological integrity.
Need funding to implement the methods in place to develop
specific monitoring protocols
Need a good statewide assessment of habitat restoration needs
(links to EIM)
Climate Change – increased incidents of wildfires, drought, floods,
and other natural disasters

User Fee
16%

•
•

Federal
29%

Primary Cost Drivers
• On-going operations and maintenance costs
• Infrastructure construction, repairs, and preventative
maintenance costs
• Costs to provide public safety and fulfill and enforce legal
requirements
• Developing and implementing biological and effectiveness
monitoring, scientific research efforts, and species and habitat
survey and monitoring efforts
• Acquisition costs (capital funds for purchase and related survey
and assessment costs, staff funds for project management)

The most important things we can do for our citizens to improve the
value of our land management are:

•

Revolving
Account
2%

General Tax
7%

Opportunities to Improve Outcomes

•

State Bonds
7%

Communicate about the lands, where they are, and the value
they provide to conservation, recreation, and local communities.
Secure funding for long-term management and improved
stewardship
Develop a simple, defensible way to measure the effectiveness of
our management activities using citizen scientists
Engaging the public to help solve key management challenges

2015-17 Funding Information by Source and Strategy
12% of total agency expenses Federal User Fee

General License
Tax
Plates

State
Bonds

Contracts
(state and local)

Revolving
Account

4.1 Maintain Owned Lands

$

17.0M $

7.4M $

1.8M $

0.1M $

20.6M $

1.9M $

4.3 Build Water Access Sites

$

0.7M $

0.8M $

0.2M $

0.0M $

3.4M $

2.1M $

4.4 Ensure Public Safety on Our Lands

$

0.2M $

1.7M $

1.2M $

- $

0.1M $

- $

4.2 Acquire and Sell Lands

$

0.0M $

0.2M $

1.5M $

- $

0.5M $

- $

Total

$18.0M

$ 10.1M

$ 4.7M

$ 0.1M

29%

16%

7%

0.2%

$

24.5M
39%

$ 4.1M

$

7%

Grand Total

$
0.0M $
0.0M $
- $
0.9M $
0.9M

49.7M
7.2M
3.3M
2.2M
62.3M

2%

Acquire andConnection
Manage Lands
to WDFW strategic plan
WDFW Goal 1:

WDFW Goal 2:

WDFW Goal 3:

Promote a healthy economy, protect community character, maintain an
Provide sustainable fishing, hunting,
overall high quality of life, and deliver high-quality customer service
and other wildlife-related recreational
and commercial experiences
Provide public access on our 33 wildlife areas and 650 water access sites
Provide habitat for healthy fish and wildlife populations by
totaling over 1 million acres of land. These lands provide recreation
maintaining and enhancing lands, which includes restoring degraded
opportunity for exploration, adventure, and a range of fish and wildlifeecosystems, restoring healthy forest conditions, and ensuring
dependent activities such as hunting, fishing, and wildlife watching.
landscape connectivity.
Maintain farming and ranching on our ownership where compatible with
Purchase of new lands for specific recovery needs of species or to
fish and wildlife, thus preserving the rural character of these places that
prevent negative ecosystem impacts that could occur on important
may otherwise be developed.
habitats if the land was not brought into public ownership.
The work done to preserve and restore terrestrial habitats and species does not directly connect to WDFW Goal 4: Build an effective and efficient
organization by supporting the workforce, improving business processes, and investing in technology
Conserve and protect
native fish and wildlife

Where to find additional information
• Legal requirements, statutory authority and rationale – coming soon
• Links to other parts of WDFW – coming soon
• Performance measures – coming soon
DRAFT – v2.1 - 2.2.18

**All funding and expense data is from the 2015-17 biennium.

In order to preserve, protect and perpetuate fish, wildlife and ecosystems WDFW must:

Preserve and Restore Terrestrial Habitats and Species
Goals and current assessment of results:
•
•
•
•

Recover and sustain diverse wildlife populations for the enjoyment of generations to come.
Provide hunting and other recreational opportunities into the future
Honor tribal treaty obligations
Contribute to the economic vitality of communities that depend on natural resources and an outdoor-oriented quality of
life.
• Effectively address the dual challenge posed by the changing climate and rapidly growing human population.

Funding by Source ($25.3M)

Risks and Threats
•
•
•
•
•
•

Washington is the second smallest western state with the second
largest population which is continuing to increase
The Washington State Climate is Continuing to Change
Habitat Loss in recent decades?
Pollutants?
Human – wildlife conflict and the social acceptance of wildlife
presence
Concern for reliable funding availability into the future

License
Plates
21%
State
Bonds
9%

User Fee
15%

General
Tax
16%

Opportunities to Improve Outcomes
The most important things we can do to restore aquatic habitat and
recover salmon, steelhead and other aquatic populations are:
• hiring a natural resource economist and regionally deployed
outreach specialists to link such decisions to landowner and
community economics and interests.
• increase terrestrial habitat restoration by finding additional
funding sources that can be deployed across public lands
and willing private properties.
• implement plans to recover state-listed species by hiring
additional staff to advance restoration and protection
actions in each region of the state.

Federal
27%

State and Local
Contracts…

Primary Cost Drivers
•
•
•
•

•
•

Staffing
Grants to other entities for restoration, wildlife rehabilitation,
recovery actions
Acres of land restored resulting in capital expenditures
Area covered for permitting, enforcement, support to private
landowners, consultation with other governments, management
impacts travel costs; vehicle maintenance, fuel, travel
reimbursement
Sites monitored for impacts to wildlife
Other

Funding Information by Source and Strategy
Revolving
Grand Total
Account
$
3.6M $
1.3M $
0.3M $
0.9M $
- $
2.7M $
0.0M $
8.8M
$
1.0M $
0.3M $
2.0M $
1.7M $
- $
0.4M $
0.0M $
5.4M
$
0.2M $
0.6M $
0.6M $
0.0M $
2.2M $
1.3M $
0.0M $
4.9M
$
1.0M $
0.7M $
0.7M $
0.4M $
- $
0.2M $
0.0M $
2.9M
$
0.1M $
0.6M $
0.5M $
0.0M $
- $
0.3M $
0.0M $
1.6M
$
0.8M $
0.3M $
0.0M $
0.0M $
- $
0.3M $
0.0M $
1.5M
$
0.0M $
0.0M $
0.1M $
0.0M $
- $
0.1M $
- $
0.2M
$ 6.7M $ 3.8M $ 4.1M $ 3.1M $ 2.2M $ 5.4M $ 0.0M $
25.3M

5% of total agency expenses Federal
5.6 Recover and Sustain Diverse Wildlife Pop
5.2 Consult on Terrestrial Species Impacts
5.7 Response and Mitigation of Wolf Conflict
5.8 Terrestrial Habitat Restoration
5.5 Wildlife Permitting and Enforcement
5.3 Partner with Private Landowners for Conservation
5.4 Climate Impacts on Land

Total
Percentage of total

26.5%

User Fee

15.1%

General Contracts
(state & local)
Tax

16.2%

12.1%

State
Bonds

License
Plates

8.7%

21.1%

0.2%

Connection to WDFW strategic plan
WDFW Goal 1:

WDFW Goal 2:

WDFW Goal 3:

Conserve and protect
native fish and wildlife

Provide sustainable fishing, hunting,
and other wildlife-related recreational
and commercial experiences

Promote a healthy economy, protect community character, maintain an
overall high quality of life, and deliver high-quality customer service

Healthy habitat supports sustainable wildlife populations which are the
basis for robust hunting and watchable wildlife economies and the
communities that depend on them. When wildlife decline, state and
federal laws may restrict a communities activities or their ability to harvest
game. Where species have unique needs or cause conflict with humans,
helping to manage the unique needs and interaction of those species is a
fundamental part of meeting Goal 3.
The work done to preserve and restore terrestrial habitats and species does not directly connect to WDFW Goal 4: Build an effective and efficient
organization by supporting the workforce, improving business processes, and investing in technology
Meeting goals 1 and 2 would not be possible over time if habitat for
fish and wildlife diminishes significantly in quantity or quality or
becomes inaccessible to species that depend on it. The work
activities completed in order to preserve and restore terrestrial
habitats and species help to ensure wildlife will persist at healthy
levels over time.

Where to find additional information
• Legal requirements, statutory authority and rationale – Section 5.X
• Links to other parts of WDFW – Section 5.X
• Performance measures – 5.X
DRAFT – v2.0 - 1.22.18

**All funding and expense data is from the ‘15-’17 biennium.

In order to provide hunting opportunities WDFW must:

Manage Hunting Opportunities

DRAFT

Goals:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Maintain healthy and abundant game species populations
Provide sustainable hunting opportunity and contribute to the Washington State outdoors & quality of life
Facilitate access to a traditional, sustainable high quality protein for the public
Ensure public safety by providing quality educational programs such as hunter education and enforcing state laws, rules, and regulations
Minimize negative game species impacts on people, including damaging impacts to crop and livestock operations
Facilitate public hunting access to private land
Support local economies that rely on hunting recreation

2015-17 Funding by Source ($45.2M)

Risks and Threats
•

•

With over half of Washington State is in private ownership more
must be done to work with private forest land owners to allow
hunting on their land. There is a trend upward requiring hunters
to purchase expensive access passes from industrial forest
landowners in Western Washington.
Habitat availability and quality are the two biggest factors that
affect game populations, and there are not currently good
processes to affect these two factors on federal, private, and
some state land.

User Fee
45%

State and
Local…
License
Plates
Revolving 1%
Account
1%

Federal
36%

Opportunities to Improve Outcomes
•

General
Tax
13%

Primary Cost Drivers
•

The most important things we can do to provide sustainable and
satisfying hunting opportunities are:
• Acquire and provide more hunting access to private forest
lands
• Improve and increase game wildlife habitat on federal,
private and state land
• Increase public tolerance of wildlife where conflicts with
people and wildlife occur

Staff and equipment for surveys and research, enforcement,
wildlife depredation, hunter education, and hunting access
Helicopter and fixed wing flights
Radio collar and other wildlife capture
Responding to and compensating for wildlife-caused losses in
crop or livestock value
Acquiring hunting and fishing privileges on private lands
Equipment and staffing for managing and selling hunting licenses
(paid for by the license transaction fee)

•
•
•
•
•

2015-17 Funding Information by Source and Strategy
9% of total agency expenses

Federal

General
Tax

User Fee

License
Plates

Contracts
(state & local)

Revolving
Account

6.1 Enforce Hunting Opportunities

$

0.6M $

5.8M $

4.5M $

0.6M $

- $

6.4 Survey Game Pop

$

4.7M $

2.4M $

0.0M $

0.3M $

0.2M $

6.6 Respond to Wildlife Conflicts

$

2.9M $

2.6M $

1.1M $

0.3M $

0.2M $

6.5 Study Game Species Pop

$

2.7M $

2.3M $

0.0M $

0.2M $

0.1M $

6.8 Hunting License Sales

$

0.1M $

3.4M $

0.1M $

0.1M $

0.0M $

6.7 Secure Hunting Access on Private Lands

$

2.0M $

1.4M $

0.0M $

0.1M $

0.0M $

6.3 Set Hunting Seasons

$

1.0M $

2.2M $

0.0M $

0.1M $

0.0M $

6.2 Hunter Education

$

2.3M $

0.1M $

0.0M $

0.0M $

0.0M $

6.9 Hunting License Marketing

$

0.0M $

0.3M $

(0.0M) $

0.0M $

0.0M $

Total

$ 16.4M

$ 20.5M

36%

45%

percentage of total

$

5.7M

$

13%

1.8M

$ 0.5M

4%

1%

$

Grand Total

$
0.0M $
0.0M $
0.0M $
0.0M $
0.0M $
0.0M $
0.0M $
0.0M $
0.2M $
0.1M

11.7M
7.5M
7.3M
5.3M
3.8M
3.5M
3.3M
2.5M
0.3M
45.2M

0.4%

Connection to WDFW strategic plan
WDFW Goal 1:

WDFW Goal 2:

WDFW Goal 3:

Conserve and protect
native fish and wildlife

Provide sustainable fishing, hunting,
and other wildlife-related recreational
and commercial experiences

Promote a healthy economy, protect community character, maintain an
overall high quality of life, and deliver high-quality customer service

Population monitoring, protection, and research help us assure that
wildlife populations will endure and provide future generations the
opportunities to enjoy an abundant wildlife resource. About 192,000
people hunt in Washington. Harvested wildlife is a great source of
naturally grown protein, and hunters spend approximately 2.3 million
days afield hunting big game, small game, and birds annually.

Hunters are an important economic driver in Washington State. According
to the United States Fish & Wildlife National Survey of Fishing, Hunting,
and Wildlife recreation, hunters go afield an average of 12 days apiece
each year and spend over $300 Million on hunting trips and associated
hunting equipment. This also includes over $18 Million in hunting license
sales.

The work done to manage hunting opportunities does not directly connect to WDFW Goal 4: Build an effective and efficient organization by
supporting the workforce, improving business processes, and investing in technology.

Where to find additional information
• Legal requirements, statutory authority and rationale – coming soon
• Links to other parts of WDFW – coming soon
• Performance measures – coming soon
DRAFT – v2.1 – 2.2.18

**All funding and expense data is from the ‘15-’17 biennium.

In order to provide non-consumptive recreational opportunities, WDFW must:

Provide & Facilitate Other Recreational Opportunities

DRAFT

Goals and current assessment of results:
•
•
•
•
•
•

Provide places for sustainable and quality wildlife-related recreational opportunities.
Support state and local tourism and community character.
Enable outdoor enthusiasts to experience wild places, native plants and animals, and healthy habitats to connect with and understand
Washington’s natural heritage.
Actively cultivate strong relationships with outdoor educators, land trusts, conservation groups, and funding partners to promote and deliver
wild lands conservation projects.
Engage with local communities, conservation partners, recreation users, and other stakeholders to promote understanding of wildlands and
wildlife values, appropriate use and purpose, and contribution of these lands to overall quality of life.
Inspire Washington citizens and visitors to restore, conserve, and sustain wild, healthy, native fish, wildlife, and habitats.

2015-17 Funding by Source ($8.5M)

Risks and Threats
•
•

•

•

Inadequate funding for recreation opportunities and associated
conservation message delivery.
Many recreation facilities on wildlife areas and water access sites
were installed decades ago and have exceeded their useful life,
are obsolete or defective, or do not meet current minimum
standards (i.e. public expectations, ADA compliance, safety).
A growing Washington population and more recreationalists
mean more impacts to fish and wildlife populations and more
wear and tear on infrastructure. Managing dispersed recreation
requires funding to develop better infrastructure and capacity to
support safe recreation and protect conservation values.
Inadequate interpretation and guide resources at facilities and
online resources are difficult to access

General Tax
5%

User Fee
36%

Contracts
(state & local)
14%
License
Plates
4%

Federal
41%

Primary Cost Drivers

Opportunities to Improve Outcomes
The most important things we can do to provide outdoor recreation
opportunities are:
• Finalize watchable wildlife and recreation vision, strategy, and
prioritize implementation of place-based opportunities consistent
with our recreation vision.
• Need a good mechanism to quantify and communicate the
benefits associated with these values and activities to the public.
• Provide updated and consistent recreation information to the
public – website redesign, facility inventory, visitor map
development.

•
•
•
•
•
•

Staff
Stewardship
Tools (technology)
Data storage
Grants to partners
Land acquisition, easement, contracts, and agreements

2015-17 Funding Information by Source and Strategy
2% of total agency expenses
7.2 Work Directly Benefiting Non-Consumptive
Opportunities
7.1 Wildlife Viewing Opportunities

Total

Federal

General
Tax

Contracts
(state & local)

License Plates

Grand Total

$

2.2M $

2.1M $

0.2M $

0.7M $

0.0M

$

5.2M

$

1.3M $

0.9M $

0.2M $

0.6M $

$
0.4M $

3.3M
8.5M

$

percentage of total

User Fee

3.5M

$

41%

3.0M

$ 0.4M

36%

$

1.2M

5%

$

14%

0.3M

4%

Connection to WDFW strategic plan
WDFW Goal 1:

WDFW Goal 2:

WDFW Goal 3:

Conserve and protect
native fish and wildlife

Provide sustainable fishing, hunting,
and other wildlife-related recreational
and commercial experiences

Promote a healthy economy, protect community character, maintain an
overall high quality of life, and deliver high-quality customer service

Awareness of, engagement in, and data contribution to native wildlife
and fish conservation resulting from firsthand experience and
supported/enhanced outdoor lifestyles.
Wildlife-related recreational experiences, like bird watching, salmon
migration watching, elk watching, or whale watching.

Community economies and character supported by wildlife-related recreation
like destination hiking, bird watching, photography, target shooting, bird dog
training/trails, kayaking, and wildlife viewing experiences such as the Othello
Sandhill Crane Festival, Whale Trail sites, birding “hotspots”, and fish-migration
viewing.

The work done to provide and facilitate other recreational opportunities does not directly connect to WDFW Goal 4: Build an effective and
efficient organization by supporting the workforce, improving business processes, and investing in technology

Where to find additional information
• Legal requirements, statutory authority and rationale – coming soon
• Links to other parts of WDFW – coming soon
• Performance measures – coming soon
DRAFT – v2.1 – 2.4.18

**All funding and expense data is from the ‘15-’17 biennium.

In order to operate effectively as a government organization WDFW must fulfill:

Business Management & Obligations
Goals and current assessment of results:
•
•
•
•
•
•

Strong, clear agency direction and leadership
An outcome-oriented organization
Efficient agency internal operations and maximized value from agency internal operations
Skilled, productive workforce
Minimized agency legal and financial risk
Modern Information Technology & Financial Management Systems

Funding by Source ($55.6M)

Risks and Threats
•

•
•

DRAFT

Contracts
(state &
local)License
15% Plates

General
Tax
24%

Outdated budgeting, HR, and information technology systems
currently require a high work load to maintain and manage which
reduces staff productivity. It is expensive to replace these
systems.
A large budget shortfall means that we will need to determine a
method by which to ensure financial stability.
Increasingly sophisticated cyber-attacks put agency information
and operations at risk, requiring a strong IT security program.

2%
Revolving
Account
1%

User Fee
36%

Opportunities to Improve Outcomes

Federal
22%

Primary Cost Drivers
•
•

Matrix Consulting identified opportunities to improve business
management, agency efficiency and effectiveness:
• Automate many business practices, improving speed and accuracy
• Increased Commission Involvement
• Integrated strategic planning that aligns with the Director’s
Performance agreement
• Adopt and use performance management and metrics
• Improve internal and external communication

•
•

Staff
Various technology costs: computers, software licenses, internet
connectivity, data storage, systems maintenance.
Office facility leases and other facility costs
Legal counsel from the Attorney General’s office

Funding Information by Source and Strategy
11% of total agency expenses

Federal

User Fee

General
Tax

State
Bonds

Contracts
(state & local)

License
Plates

Revolving
Account

X.8 Manage Information Technology

$

2.4M $

4.4M $

3.6M $

1.8M $

- $

0.2M $

X.6 Manage Finances and Contracts

$

2.1M $

3.2M $

2.6M $

1.6M $

- $

0.2M $

X.9 Build and Maintain Office Facilities

$

1.6M $

3.3M $

2.0M $

1.2M $

0.2M $

0.1M $

X.1 Provide Agency Leadership and Strategy

$

1.6M $

1.6M $

1.9M $

1.2M $

- $

0.1M $

X.7 Manage Human Resources

$

1.3M $

2.0M $

1.7M $

0.9M $

- $

0.1M $

X.11 Respond to Public Safety Incidents

$

1.0M $

1.8M $

1.3M $

0.3M $

- $

- $

X.12 Attorney General

$

0.9M $

2.8M $

(0.6M) $

0.7M $

- $

0.1M $

X.2 Public and Legislative Communications

$

0.7M $

0.8M $

0.7M $

0.5M $

- $

0.1M $

X.10 Maintain Agency Records

$

0.3M $

0.3M $

0.3M $

0.2M $

- $

0.0M $

X.5 Encourage Outdoor Exploration

$

0.0M $

0.0M $

0.0M $

0.0M $

- $

0.0M $

Total

$ 12.0M

percent of total agency expenses

22%

$

20.2M
36%

$ 13.5M
24%

$

8.4M

$ 0.2M

15%

0.4%

$

1.0M

$

2%

Grand Total

$
0.0M $
0.0M $
0.0M $
0.0M $
0.2M $
0.0M $
0.0M $
0.0M $
0.0M $
0.3M $
0.0M

12.4M
9.7M
8.4M
6.4M
6.1M
4.7M
4.0M
2.8M
1.0M
0.1M
55.6M

1%

Connection to WDFW strategic plan
WDFW Goal 1:

WDFW Goal 2:

WDFW Goal 3:

WDFW Goal 4:

Conserve and protect
native fish and
wildlife

Provide sustainable fishing,
hunting, and other wildliferelated recreational and
commercial experiences

Promote a healthy economy, protect
community character, maintain an
overall high quality of life, and deliver
high-quality customer service

Build an effective and efficient organization
by supporting the workforce, improving
business process, and investing in
technology.

Business management & obligations supports all four agency goals. The strategic business services, such as agency leadership & strategy,
communication with the legislature, and legal counsel help set direction for the agency and vision for the future of WDFW. This vision and
leadership is critical in achieving all four WDFW goals.
The work directly contributing to Goal 4 generally lies within business management and obligations as staff aim to always improve the
effectiveness and efficiency of the work we do within finance, contracts, information technology, records management and HR.

Where to find additional information
• Legal requirements, statutory authority and rationale – coming soon
• Links to other parts of WDFW – coming soon
• Performance measures – coming soon
DRAFT – v2.0 - 1.22.18

**All funding and expense data is from the ‘15-’17 biennium.

PUBLIC ENGAGEMENT AND OUTREACH PLAN
Overview
The 2017-2019 operating budget requires WDFW to develop a plan to engage the public,
stakeholders, commission, and legislature so that they can influence the ideas being developed as
part of preparation of a long-term funding strategy for the Department. This document outlines
initial public engagement and outreach methods the Department will utilize to engage the public
from September 2017 through September 2018. Feedback and suggestions are welcomed.

Proposed Goals for Outreach
•
•
•
•
•

Foster trust amongst stakeholders by providing concise, accurate, understandable
information about current WDFW activities and funding sources.
Receive input on funding priorities, and how to deploy current funding sources.
Generate ideas and receive input on developing principles for who should pay for WDFW
services and on potential future funding sources
Receive input into and (ideally) build support for the 2019-21 operating budget proposal.
Increase awareness and understanding about what WDFW does and how it is funded.

Proposed Target Audiences
•
•
•
•
•

Key individuals (i.e., Budget and Policy Advisory Group members)
Other WDFW Advisory Groups
Stakeholder partners
The general public
Others?

Note: WDFW will work with Tribal Governments on a government-to-government basis so they are
not included in the list of proposed audiences.
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Potential Outreach Methods
•

•

•
•

•
•

•
•

Commission Meetings
• Ensure that the FWC is able to provide timely and relevant input to influence and
shape the proviso products.
• Utilize the public form of the FWC meeting to both gather and provide information
to the public.
Creation of new Budget and Policy Advisory Group (This group!)
• Assist the Department in developing the long-term funding plan.
• Be a sounding board for approach to ZBB and the gap analysis.
Outreach to Existing WDFW Advisory Groups as appropriate
Staff Liaisons to Outdoor Groups
• Improve WDFW’s network and connections with organizations and their base
membership by more communication.
Legislative Outreach
• Ensure legislators are aware of WDFW’s progress on proviso implementation.
Public Meetings
• Provide opportunity for public to review and comment on draft ZBB and long-term
funding plan.
Director’s Office Bi-Monthly Update and Bulletin
News Releases, Social Media, and WDFW Website
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Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife
Quarterly Report (October 1-December 31, 2017)
Required per Section 310 (13) of Substitute Senate Bill 5883
January 12, 2018

Organization and Management Assessment
The Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife (Department) issued a procurement work
request through the State’s Master Contract for Organization Assessment Services and after a
competitive bid process, selected Matrix Consulting Group (http://www.matrixcg.net/) to review
the Department’s budget and to conduct the organization and management review.
While the Proviso states that this assessment is to be completed by May 1, 2018, the Department
advanced the deadline to January, 2018 so that it could begin to implement findings this
biennium (where feasible) and use it to help develop the long-term plan and 2019-21 budget
submittals.
Matrix Consulting Group completed their first draft of the assessment during the reporting period
and completed the final report on January 11, 2018—see attached. At the time of writing this
report, the Department had just received the final copy and will begin its review of the suite of
recommendations and findings and will engage the Fish and Wildlife Commission about their
priorities for implementation on January 18, 2018. The Department will provide an update in the
next quarterly report regarding the implementation of the recommendations. Matrix Consulting
Group is available to provide a briefing to the appropriate legislative committees if there is
interest in a work session.
Long-Term Plan
Under the Proviso, the Department is to develop “[a]dditional revenue options and an associated
outreach plan designed to ensure that the public, stakeholders, the commission and legislators
have the opportunity to understand and impact the design of the revenue options.” To address
this requirement, the Department used a procurement work request, through the State’s Master
Contract for Facilitators and Facilitation, and after a competitive bid process, selected Ross
Strategic (https://www.rossstrategic.com). Under this contract, Ross Strategic will assist in
writing an outreach plan, and facilitating a new Budget and Policy Advisory Group to help the
Department develop a long-term revenue plan. The long-term plan is due to the Legislature on
May 1, 2018.
To date, Ross Strategic has helped the Department make the following progress on contractspecified tasks:

1

Task 1 – Outreach Plan. Ross Strategic presented a draft outreach plan to the newly
established Budget and Policy Advisory Group. The purpose of the outreach plan is to
ensure the public, stakeholders, the Fish and Wildlife Commission, and the Legislature
understand WDFW’s budget issues and can provide input and influence revenue options.
The plan will define goals, objectives, and strategies for each audience to ensure there is
ample engagement in the development of revenue recommendations that will go to the
Fish and Wildlife Commission, the Governor, and ultimately the Washington State
Legislature for the 2019 legislative session. While the outreach plan will be finalized in
February, 2018, many of the key tactics are being implemented already.
Task 2 – Facilitation Services. On December 6, 2017, Ross Strategic facilitated the
initial meeting of a newly established Budget and Policy Advisory Group (hereafter
referred to as ‘Advisory Group;’ membership attached). The Department announced this
initial Advisory Group meeting on November 17, 2017 and the meeting was open to the
public.
During this initial meeting, the Department provided the Advisory Group an orientation
to the Department’s budget and introduced the approach for the zero-based budget
analysis and how it will inform the development of the long-term revenue plan. Future
meetings of the Advisory Group are devoted to the zero-based budget analysis and the
long-term revenue plan. The next Advisory Group meeting is currently scheduled for
February 7, 2018 in Olympia.
Task 3 – Long-Term Revenue Plan. Ross Strategic will use subsequent Advisory
Group meetings to help provide WDFW revenue options for a long-term plan to stabilize
WDFW’s funding.
 Subtask 3.1 Develop Options that Amend Existing Fees. Identify technical and
politically-viable options to amend existing hunting, fishing, and other fees to achieve
financial stability. Comparisons will be made to fee structures in 15 others states as
well as assessing impacts to residents and nonresidents.
 Subtask 3.2 Develop Options for New Revenue for Hunting and Fishing Fees.
Identify technical and politically-viable options to create new revenue sources to
support hunting and fishing activities that are currently not fully supported by existing
revenues and fund sources.
 Subtask 3.3 Develop Options for New Revenue for Conservation. Identify technical
and politically-viable options to create new revenue sources to support fish and
wildlife conservation activities currently not fully supported by existing revenues and
fund sources. Analyze the suite of conservation programs used by other state fish and
wildlife agencies with the Advisory Group and explore their viability in Washington
State.
 Subtask 3.4 Prioritize the Options. Assess impacts on: achieving financial stability;
the public; fishing opportunities; hunting opportunities; and on timeliness and ability
to achieve the intended outcomes.
Task 4 – Develop Public Outreach Material on WDFW’s Budget and Revenue
Options. Ross Strategic will work with WDFW to develop outreach material that
2

conveys WDFW’s complicated budget information in a manner that is understandable by
the general public and provides interested stakeholders additional details regarding
current revenue investments and the rationale for any new revenue proposals to fill
unfunded mandates or gaps. Ross Strategic will also work with WDFW to develop
outreach material for the proposed revenue options.
Zero-Based Budget Analysis
The Department completed a draft framework for describing its major work/service categories
(managing fishing opportunities, managing hunting opportunities, preserving and restoring
habitat, etc.), and shared that framework with the Advisory Group to get their advice and
feedback. The Department desires to use category descriptions that resonate with constituents,
and will use those categories to help explain budget expenditures and future needs.
As of writing this report, Department staff are currently compiling the budget and performance
data for each service category, and producing a qualitative narrative about service history, level
of funding, level of service delivery, and costs and benefits. The Department will complete this
analysis this winter to help build our 2019-21 budget proposal.
The Department will provide the complete Zero-Based Budget analysis along with our 2019-21
operating budget requests in early fall, 2018.
Outreach
Legislature
The House Agriculture and Natural Resources Committee held a work session on the Proviso on
November 17, 2017.
Fish and Wildlife Commission
Department staff have briefed the Fish and Wildlife Commission at each meeting relative to
progress on the Proviso.
On December 8, 2017, the Fish and Wildlife Commission was briefed on:
1. Matrix Consulting Group’s preliminary organization and management assessment;
2. Results of the first Budget and Policy Advisory Group meeting;
3. An overview of the Department’s budget and fund sources; and
4. A proposed process to engage the Commission for both the long-term revenue plan and
the Zero-Based Budget analysis.
The Fish and Wildlife Commission has scheduled work sessions throughout this winter to
engage in the development and review of Proviso work products.
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Tribal Coordination
During this reporting timeframe, Department staff briefed the Northwest Indian Fisheries
Commission, the Upper Columbia United Tribes, and the Columbia River Intertribal Fish
Commission about the scope of the proviso. In particular, the Department has asked for input
from these coordination entities to see how member tribes may want to engage and/or delegate
this task to the coordination entities. The Department is hoping to have a parallel process to
have government-to-government consultation, via the tribal consortiums, on the development of
Proviso work products.
Website Presence
The Department created two webpages to provide information about the Proviso. The first site is
on the budget information page at:
https://wdfw.wa.gov/about/budget/
The second site is for the Budget and Policy Advisory Group and contains the meeting handouts
and notes. This site can be found at:
https://wdfw.wa.gov/about/advisory/bpag/
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WDFW Budget and Policy Advisory Group Members
Name
Jason Callahan
Gary Chandler
Bill Clarke
David Cloe
Tom Davis
Mitch Friedman
Ron Garner
Andrea Imler
Eric Johnson
Fred Koontz
Wayne Marion
Andy Marks
Greg Mueller
Craig Partridge
Mike Peterson
Mark Pidgeon
Butch Smith
Jennifer Syrowitz
Rachel Voss
Dick Wallace

Affiliation
Washington Forest Protection Association
Association of Washington Business
Trust for Public Lands and Trout Unlimited
Inland NW Wildlife Council
Washington Farm Bureau
Conservation Northwest
Puget Sound Anglers
Washington Trail Association
Washington State Association of Counties
Conservationist
Rocky Mountain Elk Foundation
Coastal Conservation Association
Washington Troller's Association
Capitol Land Trust
The Lands Council
Hunters Heritage Council
Ilwaco Charter Association
Audubon Society, WA chapter
Mule Deer Foundation
Regional Fisheries Enhancement Groups
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City
Olympia
Olympia
Olympia
Spokane
Olympia
Seattle
Monroe
Seattle
Olympia
Duvall
Olympia
Auburn
Westport
Olympia
Spokane
Kent
Ilwaco
Seattle
Yakima
Olympia

