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Appendix F:  Survey Monkey Responses 
 

Survey Monkey Comments Summary 
The following summary highlights inputs from 130 survey respondents. The raw data list follows the summary, 
below. 
Question 1) Looking 10 years into the future, what outcomes should OWEB achieve through its 
investments and how will we know we have achieved them?  
With regards to outcomes, respondents said OWEB should take a whole watershed approach to support 
ecosystem functioning including species protection and diversity, water quality, and ecological connectivity 
across diverse landscapes (floodplains, in stream, uplands, urban and rural). OWEB should provide local 
support to councils and districts and promote good stewardship through citizen education, awareness and 
engagement efforts (particularly youth), and by offering landowner incentives. Set quantifiable measurable 
outcomes and support effectiveness monitoring to tell the story in 10 years, and document successes via 
photos and stories. Show how ecological, social and economic benefits are linked.  
Question 2) What tools and programs should OWEB have in its toolbox to help you achieve your 
goals? 
Many of the comments about tools and programs focused on support for local groups and of these, several 
were around technical assistance in the areas of: plan/project advice, grant writing, economic evaluation, 
volunteer training, monitoring, mapping, and project management and administration. OWEB is seen as a 
conduit for partners to share data and resources and leverage funding opportunities. As stated above, 
education and outreach is important to expand the stewardship ethic. Funding should be flexible and place-
based. Important tools are small and large restoration grants (some suggested expanding these grants to 
include maintenance) and acquisitions. Some funding should go to research. Many comments suggested 
OWEB move to an online application process, and some comments said OWEB should have tools/programs 
that focus on weeds. 
Question 3) What does OWEB need to do differently to achieve the benefits (ecological, 
social/community, and/or economic) that are important to you? 
Some commenters said OWEB should keep doing what it is doing, with some refinements: Continue to focus 
on triple bottom line benefits and now monitor economic impacts (without diminishing preference for ecological 
benefits). Provide support for local capacity and restoration efforts with additional guidance to local 
organizations so they can prioritize their own efforts and be accountable. OWEB should continue to invest in 
acquisitions with some changes to process and more engagement with land trusts as partners. (One comment 
suggested land acquisitions should be reduced.) Small grants are valuable; expand them. Improve efficiencies, 
access and flexibility of the grants program. Revisit the Regional Review Teams and look for ways to 
standardize scope, authority and representation. Education and outreach is important and should be a high 
priority.  
Question 4) If you were in charge of designing OWEB’s investment strategy, how would you design it 
to be specific and focused, while allowing opportunities to support new and creative ideas to achieve 
restoration outcomes? 
Many comments urged OWEB to continue to support local organization capacity – work closely with them to 
provide technical assistance, help with collaborative efforts, connect resources, simplify grant processes, 
communicate and help them meet priorities, and provide education and outreach tools. Education and 
engagement should be targeted at youth. OWEB should balance its investments between known beneficial 
activities in high impact areas with a smaller amount toward creative and innovative projects, e.g. small 
demonstration projects.  Outcomes should be identified and priorities should be set that align with state (e.g. 
Conservation Strategy) and federal priorities – with local control over how to achieve the outcomes. OWEB 
should continue to look for ways to leverage funds – comments about Special Investment Partnerships were 
shared with some suggested refinements and mixed reviews about how well they have worked to date. 
Similarly, land acquisitions received mixed reviews. Some comments referred to monitoring and research. 
Additional comments offered process suggestions related to applications, stakeholder engagement, Regional 
Review Teams and revisions to funding categories. 
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