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Survey Background: Nonhighway and Off-Road Vehicle Activities Program 

Applicant survey Due Dec 19, 2025 

Introduction 

RCO is considering policy changes to NOVA for the 2026 grant round (November of 2026). We 
aim to get preliminary feedback from applicants via the accompanying survey. 

No decisions are being made currently. If policy proposals are developed based on this survey, 
the Recreation and Conservation Funding Board will consider those in April of 2026, after a 
public comment period. 

Use this document alongside the survey to gain more context and definitions for each of the 
survey questions. 

The survey questions are general in nature, to help us scope out useful options. If/when we 
move forward, we will develop more detailed policy proposals you will see sometime in early 
2026. 

The survey questions assume at least a good familiarity with the NOVA program, its policies, and 
the evaluation criteria, and funding outcomes. 

If you have questions about the NOVA program, or anything in this survey, or need help 
completing it, please email or call Adam Cole at adam.cole@rco.wa.gov or 360-725-3939. 

If needed, you can also reference the following program materials and history: 

• NOVA Websites: Education/Enforcement, “Trails” 

• Education and Enforcement Program Manual 

• “Trails” Program Manual (Nonmotorized, Nonhighway Road, ORV/Motorized) 

https://forms.office.com/g/bk3pdTcCRV
https://rco.wa.gov/grant/nonhighway-and-off-road-vehicle-activities-education/
https://rco.wa.gov/grant/nonhighway-and-off-road-vehicle-activities-program-trails/
https://rco.wa.gov/wp-content/uploads/2019/06/NOVA-EE-Manual13.pdf
https://rco.wa.gov/wp-content/uploads/2019/06/NOVA-Manual14.pdf
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• Recreation and Conservation Funding Board Materials on NOVA Changes (see item 8D) 
here https://rco.wa.gov/wp-content/uploads/2025/10/RCFB-Draft-MeetingMinutes-
June2025.pdf,  

• June 24 RCFB meeting: Recreation and Conservation Funding Board - TVW 

Question 4 - 5 

We are considering options to increase the impact of NOVA grants, improving efficiency, and 
reducing workload for applicants in obtaining grants. The goal is to reduce the number of grants 
an organization needs to fund the NOVA supported work within their jurisdiction. Larger grants 
may also create greater impact, for example, through larger work crews, taking advantage of 
economies of scale, and funding longer-term projects while retaining staff. Essentially allowing a 
deeper dive into the needs on the landscape through a larger contribution from NOVA. 

This question aims to see what applicants favor in terms of “larger grants.” 

“Larger grants” are: 

1. increasing grant limits 

2. creating opportunities for “longer-term grants” 

3. or allowing “combination grants,” allowing combine scopes of work that are currently 
required to be applied for separately in the 4 NOVA funding categories (Education and 
Enforcement, Nonmotorized, Nonhigway Road, and ORV/Motorized) 

4. or implementing all of these concepts at once (a higher limit, combination, and longer-
term grant). 

Terms in this question: 

“Raising grant limits modestly.” This means increasing the amount an applicant may request in 
each funding category by around $50,000. Here are the current grant limits: 

• Education and Enforcement: $250,000 per biennium 

• Nonmotorized, Non-highway Road: $200,000 (maintenance-operations, and 
development and land acquisition projects) 

• ORV/Motorized: $250,000 (maintenance-operations), no limit on development and land 
acquisition projects. 

“Longer-Term Grants.” This means creating an opportunity for some grants in each funding 
category to not have to compete in the subsequent biennium. For example, if a grant is funded 

https://rco.wa.gov/wp-content/uploads/2025/10/RCFB-Draft-MeetingMinutes-June2025.pdf
https://rco.wa.gov/wp-content/uploads/2025/10/RCFB-Draft-MeetingMinutes-June2025.pdf
https://tvw.org/video/recreation-and-conservation-funding-board-2025061082/?eventID=2025061082
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highly in one biennium, it could be resubmitted next grant round for the same amount and 
scope of work for the same or nearby facility and be funded first over those that must compete. 
Long-term grants may offer applicants a more stable funding solution to their operations.  

However, we are only considering offering this as a limited part of the overall NOVA funding. For 
example, a longer-term grant may be offered to only a select number of projects (3-5?) in each 
fund category based on one or more predetermined policy variables such as high rank but 
limited to no more than one longer-term grant to any single applicant or agency, thereby 
ensuring more than one applicant or agency receives them. If successful, this option could be 
expanded in the future. Longer-Term grants are only being considered for maintenance 
operations, and education and enforcement grants.  

“Combination Grants.” Combination grants in this context refers to grant applications that would 
combine scopes of work that are currently only eligible in one of the current fund categories 
(Nonmotorized, Nonhighway Road, ORV/Motorized. Allowing combination grants means 
eliminating the need to apply for NOVA funds by funding category. In other words, a single 
combination grant request could include maintenance, education and enforcement scopes of 
work that benefit Nonmotorized, Nonhighway Road, and ORV/Motorized users.  

If this change were to be implemented, RCO would still allocate NOVA funds per the statutory 
requirements of 30% to education and enforcement projects, and 70% equally divided by 
Nonmotorized, Nonhighway Road, and ORV/Motorized.  

This idea would benefit applicants by not having to apply for multiple grants in the same local 
for mixed use facilities.  

RCO foresees having a higher grant limit for combination grants if we more to this model.  

Question 7 - 8 

Larger grants may mean fewer awards each grant round, and potentially more concentrated in 
certain parts state, or by agency/applicant.  

A way to ensure the program is distributive in nature is to either create “set asides” for minimal 
funding geographically, and for “small agencies,” or for facilities that do not receive NOVA funds 
frequently. Therefore, RCO is considering two things: 

1) (Question 7) Establish Funding Regions. RCO could break up the state into several 
groupings of counties (for example) and allocate at least a minimal amount (or 
proportional, based on population or other data) for projects in each of those areas 
thereby ensuring state-wide grant-making.  
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2) (Question 8) First Time/Long Time Applicants. Identifying a limited amount of funds each 
grant round go to first time applicants, or to projects that have not been awarded funds 
over a period of time ensures the program maintains a distributive policy mechanism.  

Question 11 - 12 

The current definition of “Sport Parks” is “a facility designed to accommodate competitive off-
road vehicle recreational uses including, but not limited to, motocross racing, four-wheel drive 
competitions, and flat track racing. Use of off-road vehicle sports parks may be competitive or 
noncompetitive in nature.” 

Questions 13 

• The purpose of policy changes in the evaluation criteria is to address stakeholder feedback 
that NOVA is too focused on areas of the state with large recreational landscapes, that get 
relatively high use and are near population canters. 

• The evaluation criterion/criteria below and possible direction for change are only related to 
Nonmotorized, Non-highway Road, and ORV/Motorized categories. Not Education and 
Enforcement – unless otherwise noted. 

 

Evaluation 
Criterion 

Prioritizes Policy Concern To Do 

 
1. Need 
2. Need 

Fulfillment 

Need for 
funding based 
on conditions 
and user 
demand. 

Overly favors 
applicants with 
“larger 
landscapes” 
over small 
recreation areas 
and those with 
lower usage. 

Examine the criteria to 
balance need, usage, and 
support for remote or 
smaller recreation areas. 

8. Predominantly 
Natural 

Landscapes 
with no or little 
development, 
and views of 
predominantly 
natural scenery. 

Prioritizes 
forested areas 
over open 
landscapes near 
working lands 
and urbanized 
areas. 

Strike the criterion or 
include evaluative elements 
that prioritize diverse 
recreational contexts. 

9. Project 
Support 

Projects with 
demonstrated 
user support 

Benefits areas 
with high use 

Modify criterion in line with 
new project support 
criterion in other RCO 
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Evaluation 
Criterion 

Prioritizes Policy Concern To Do 

often in the 
form of letters 
of support. 

near urban 
areas. 

programs that focus on 
agency outreach to diverse 
groups and how input is 
reflected in the project 
proposal. 

11. Matching 
   Shares 

Prioritize 
projects that 
provide match. 

Benefits 
projects close 
to urban areas 
where 
volunteerism 
and donations 
are high. 

Strike the criterion, reduce 
the weight of the criterion, 
or introduce variables that 
“even the playing field” for 
outlying recreation areas or 
lesser used areas. 

12. County 
Population 
Density 

13. Proximity to 
People 
(these are 
statutorily 
required) 

Prioritizes 
projects near 
population 
centers. 

Disadvantages 
projects in less 
populated areas 
of the state. 

Reduce the weight of the 
criteria from 2 points to 1. 
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Question 14 

Current Detailed Match Criterion in NOVA (excluding Education and Enforcement) 
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Question 20 

Current Detailed Need and Need Fulfillment in NOVA (excluding Education and Enforcement) 
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Question 22 

Current Detailed Predominantly Natural Criterion: 
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Question 26 

Current Detailed Project Support Criterion: 
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Question 31 

Current Detailed Planning Criterion: 
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Question 33 

Current Detailed County Density and Population Proximity Criterion: 
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