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SUBJECT:
Briefing on Endangered Species Act efforts – Shared Strategy and Biological Review of Tri-County Model.
BACKGROUND:


On March 7 of this year, staff presented an overview of the elements of the Endangered Species Act as they relate to chinook salmon and bull trout, a history of the listing of these species as threatened, and regional and local efforts to address the listing.  The previous briefing ended before a discussion of the “Shared Strategy” could occur, so this report will begin with a description of what “Shared Strategy” is, it’s current status.  The second part of the report will address the “Biological Review” of the Tri-County Model 4(d) Rule Response Proposal.  The report concludes with a look at how these two efforts impact the WRIA processes, and a summary of current and future issues as they are known at this time.  

I.  Shared Strategy

Shared Strategy is a Puget Sound-wide effort to coordinate ESA recovery planning in the Puget Sound ESU (Environmentally Significant Unit).  It has become formally organized under the Puget Sound Salmon Forum, a non-profit organization.  Fundamentally it is driven by the needs of the National Marine Fisheries Service and the US Fish and Wildlife Service to pursue a recovery plan for the various species they have declared threatened under the ESA , and the recognition by these agencies that a successful recovery plan will require cooperation from local jurisdictions and counties.  The materials included here are derived largely from the most recent Shared Strategy “Forum Council” meeting held on May 2 in Everett.  The full presentation from May 2 is attached to this staff report as a slide-show handout.

NRPOS Committee members will recall from the previous briefing that the federal agencies charged with identifying threatened and endangered species and their needed habitats are also responsible for preparing plans for their recovery.  Local governments are to avoid contributing to “take” under the act, which at a minimum calls for avoiding harm to the species and its habitat, but recovery planning is ultimately the responsibility of the federal agencies. 
In performing recovery planning duties, the federal agencies are obliged also to ensure that their actions are in accordance with their trust responsibilities for Tribal rights guaranteed in various treaties signed with the United States government.  These treaties, and court decisions that followed from them, have established that the Treaty Tribes and the state of Washington are “co-managers” of salmon populations in the state.  The listed salmon species that are the focus of Shared Strategy recovery planning are among these populations.  The state and Treaty Tribes, therefore, join the federal agencies, local governments, and a number of stakeholders as influential in the development and implementation of recovery plans for chinook and bull trout in Puget Sound..  The focus of Shared Strategy is on how to combine the efforts of local governments to avoid harm to protected species and their habitat with the efforts of the co-managers and the federal agencies on harvest and hatcheries into a regional recovery plan for Puget Sound.  

For background, the membership and functions of the PSSF Board and Development Committee are as follows:

PSSF Board Membership
· Honorable Dan Evans, former governor and U.S. senator
· Marie Mentor, Laird Norton Trust Company and Pacific Rivers Council
· Honorable Ralph Munro, former Washington Secretary of State 

· Jerry Grinstein, Principal, Madrona Investment Group

· Billy Frank, Jr., Chair, Northwest Indian Fisheries Commission (NWIFC)

· Colin Moseley, Simpson Investment

· Herman Williams, Jr., Chair, Tulalip Tribe 

PSSF Board Functions
· Formal responsibility for the non-profit organization (Puget Sound Salmon Forum). 

· Formal authority to hire and direct forum staff and consultant resources. This responsibility could be delegated to subcommittee of board and connected to the Development Committee.

· Approve and oversee funding approach for Shared Strategy effort.

· Assist the Development Committee in evaluating the political support for recovery and the necessary elements. Provide support for the Shared Strategy in response to requests from the Development Committee. 

Development Committee Membership
· Bob Lohn, Regional Administrator, National Marine Fisheries Service (Donna Darm)
· Ken Berg, Western Field Office Supervisor, U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service (USFWS)

· Bob Kelly, Director, Nooksack Tribe

· Lorraine Loomis, Fisheries Manager, Swinomish Tribe

· Randy Kinley, Chair, Lummi Fisheries and Natural Resource Commission

· David Troutt, Natural Resources Director, Nisqually Tribe

· Terry Williams, Natural Resources Director, Tulalip Tribe 

· Jeff Koenings, Director, Washington Department of Fish & Wildlife (Bob Everitt)

· Curt Smitch, Governor's Policy Advisor for Natural Resources 

· Tom Fitzsimmons, Director, Washington Department of Ecology (Dick Wallace)

· Honorable Ron Sims, King County Executive (Pam Bissonnette)

· Honorable Chris Endresen, Commissioner, Kitsap County

· Honorable Pete Kremen, Whatcom County Executive and Chair WRIA 1 Joint Board (Jeff Monsen)

· Honorable Chuck Mosher, Bellevue City Council Member and Vice-President Washington Association of Cities (Honorable Don Davidson, Damon Diessner)

· Steve Lewis, Retired President, Weyerhaeuser Real Estate Company

· Paul LaCroix, Executive Director, Western Washington Farm Crops

· Jay Manning, Board President, Washington Environmental Council

· Shawn Cantrell, Regional Director, Friends of the Earth

· Bill Ruckelshaus, Chair, Salmon Recovery Funding Board 
Development Committee Functions
· Set policy direction for implementation of the Shared Strategy process.

· Direct staff group comprised of Forum staff, consultants, and loaned agency staff.

· Determine, in consultation with the Board of Directors and Forum Council, if there is sufficient commitment at all levels for each step of the Shared Strategy.

· Direct the development of a proposed recovery plan that captures the interests and needs of the Forum Council and other participants in recovery. 

· Develop and direct strategic approaches to near-term issues and actions raised by the Forum Council. 

Shared Strategy Goals and Objectives    
Goal:  
Develop a Recovery Plan for the Puget Sound region that meets the needs of fish and people
Objectives: 
· Recover and maintain an abundance of naturally spawning salmon at harvestable levels
· Develop a recovery plan for the Puget Sound region  that respects and builds on existing efforts

· Build a partnership across watersheds with local communities, federal, state, tribal and private interests across the region

· Provide the process to integrate local efforts to improve habitat with harvest and hatchery management

Measuring recovery
The federal resource agencies and co-managers have developed tools for evaluating the health of salmon populations.  These are expressed as “Factors for Recovery”, as follows:

· Abundance – number of fish at various life stages

· Productivity – number of returning fish per adult spawner

· Spatial Distribution – geographic distribution of fish and habitats

· Diversity – of different life traits

To date, numerical planning “targets” and “ranges” addressing the abundance and productivity parameters have been generated for most of the basins in Puget Sound.  Additional work is planned to address the need for guidance on spatial distribution and diversity goals.   While these targets and ranges are not official recovery goals, they do provide an initial sense of the magnitude of effort that will likely be necessary to achieve recovery to delistable and harvestable levels.  The following table shows the targets and ranges
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Low productivity

1

 High productivity

2

  Population  Mean spawner  abundance for  1996 - 2000  Planning Range for  Abundance  Planning targets for abundance  (w/productivity in parentheses)   NF Nooksack     120  16,000  –  26,000 (1.0)  16,000 (1.0)  3,8 00 (3.4)   SF Nooksack     200  9,100  –  13,000 (1.0)    9,100 (1.0)  2,000 (3.6)   Lower Skagit  2,300  16,000  –  22,000 (1.0)  16,000 (1.0)  3,900 (3.0)   Upper Skagit  8,920  17,000  –  35,000 (1.0)  26,000 (1.0)  5,380 (3.8)   Upper Cascade     330  1,200  –  1,700 (1.0)    1, 200 (1.0)     290 (3.0)   Lower Sauk     660  5,600  –  7,800 (1.0)    5,600 (1.0)  1,400 (3.0)   Upper Sauk     370  3,000  –  4,200 (1.0)    3,030 (1.0)     750 (3.0)   Suiattle     420  600  –  800 (1.0)       610 (1.0)     160 (2.8)   NF Stillaguamish     660  18,000  –  24,000  (1.0)  18,000 (1.0)  4,000 (3.4)   SF Stillaguamish     240  15,000  –  20,000 (1.0)  15,000 (1.0)  3,600 (3.3)   Skykomish  1,700  17,000  –  51,000 (1.0)  39,000 (1.0)  8,700 (3.4)   Snoqualmie  1,200  17,000  –  33,000 (1.0)  25,000 (1.0)  5,500 (3.6)   NL Washington     194*      Cedar     398*      Green  7,191*      White     329*      Puyallup  2,400  17,000  –  33,000 (1.0)  18,000 (1.0)  5,300 (2.3)   Nisqually     890  13,000  –  17,000 (1.0)  13,000 (1.0)  3,400 (3.0)   Skokomish  1,500*      Dosewallips  No data yet  3,000  –  4,700 (1.0)     Dung eness     123*  4,700  –  8,100 (1.0)     Elwha  1,319*       

                                                

 

1

  The low productivity number in both the range and the target represents one adult fish  return per spawner, also called the equilibrium point of 1:1 (recruits per spawner).  

2

 The high productivity number represents the number of spawners at the poi nt where the  population provides the highest sustainable yield for every spawner. The productivity  ratio is in parentheses for each population and represents the relationship of recruits per  spawner (e.g., 3.8:1 for Upper Skagit)  


It is important to note that the preferred condition is in the far right column – fewer spawners needed when each produces more than one returning spawner.  It is also important to note the assumptions that went into these targets:

· Targets developed based on healthy watershed conditions.

· Assumes fully functioning estuary, all freshwater habitats at properly functioning conditions, access restored to blocked habitat.

· Based on poor ocean conditions over past several years.

It should also be noted that the chart does not yet include numbers for populations in the the Lake Washington, Green River or White River watersheds.  Numbers are expected this summer.  In the case of the Green population, the numbers are complicated by the hatchery fish in the system that have spawned with wild fish.  In the case of Lake Washington populations, accounting for a system with a lake as part of the migration pattern has complicated the analysis.

Challenges Presented by the Targets and Ranges

The May 2 Shared Strategy meeting materials included the following challenging statement:
Local governments and watershed groups have the knowledge to determine how specific goals for fish can be reached and the conditions necessary for successful implementation

The materials further suggested that this major task be handed back to local governments acting through the watershed planning processes, with the following statements:
· Work through inclusive watershed group to assess the actions.

· Identify the social and economic costs for achieving a population recovery goal.

· Work with Shared Strategy to reach consensus on a goal that meets ESA and addresses treaty trust responsibilities.

· Participate to integrate habitat actions with harvest and hatchery programs into a recovery plan and its successful implementation.
· First examine existing actions and planned efforts for results toward the target.

· How much do these efforts accomplish in addressing fish population needs through improvements to estuary, freshwater habitat quality, and restored access?

· What additional changes would be necessary to achieve the target?

· What are the social, economic, and cultural implications of attaining the targets? 

· What will your watershed contribute?

Shared Strategy seeks to have this work completed by 2004.  This is before the scheduled completion of the WRIA Conservation Plans now underway in the King County watersheds.  These plans will be completed in 2005.  Notably, there are no goals yet for the Green River or the Cedar, and no commitment from any WRIA Forum to pursue recovery.  The current planning process seeks conservation, not necessarily recovery.
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Further, the underlying assumptions that lead to the numbers (e.g. “fully functioning” estuaries) raises many questions about the whether the numbers are realistic.  On the one hand, the numbers have been described as based on the continued presence of significant man-made structures, but the assumptions contradict that statement.  The task of assessing these “realities” appears to be one which Shared Strategy seeks to transfer to local WRIAs to undertake. (See second arrow above).
The leadership of Shared Strategy have asked that the Committee provide a future meeting time at which this subject can be discussed in more detail.

II.  Biological Review of Tri-County Model
In May of last year, the Tri-county Model 4(d) Rule Response Proposal was issued.  Since that time, the proposal has been undergoing a review for its ability to contribute to the conservation and possible recovery of chinook salmon in the region.  The Biological Review was published on April 19 0f this year, and is subject to review and comment until June 12.

Members will recall that the notion of the model was initially conceived as a basic set of standards and programs for the entire region that could be adopted as a limitation on the “take” prohibition regarding chinook salmon and bull trout that were contemplated to be adopted in the National Marine Fisheries Service “4(d)” rule.  Agreement on the model, however, was not forthcoming, and NMFS issued its rule with a series of exceptions that the model addressed only in part.   The Biological Review was pursued to provide some independent analysis of the value of the various elements of the model to the goal of recovering chinook.  As now published, the Biological Review is expected to be used primarily to inform individual jurisdictional decisions about actions that can be taken to benefit salmon, and to confirm the science behind the model as meeting GMA requirements for use of “best available science”.  The BR also provides comparisons of elements of the model with the “MRCI” limit adopted in the NMFS 4(d) rule.  This report will provide some highlights.
Members will recall that the model contains the following six elements:

· Land Management (Management Zones)
· Stormwater Management

· Regional Road Maintenance

· Watershed planning

· Monitoring and Adaptive Management

· Habitat Acquisition and Restoration Funding Program
The MRCI (Municipal, Residential, Commercial and Industrial development) limit elements are as follows:

· Avoid “inappropriate areas” – steep slopes, wetland, areas of high habitat value

· Avoid stormwater discharge impacts

· Protect riparian areas to attain or retain “properly functioning conditions”

· Avoid stream crossings

· Protect historic stream meander patterns & channel migration zones

· Protect wetlands, wetland buffers and wetland functions

· Preserve ability of streams to pass peak flows

· Landscape with native vegetation

· Prevent erosion and sediment run-off

· Assure that water supplies for people don’t interfere with water for fish

· Comply with all other state and federal environmental & natural resource laws and permits

The key findings and conclusions of the Biological Review as to the individual elements of the model are copied verbatim in Attachment 2.  A sampling of some key comments and conclusions include the following:
General effects of model program
The Model is likely to conserve habitat and habitat functions supporting listed salmonid

species consistent with the ESA and the NMFS 4(d) Rule for threatened salmonids. The Model and the authority of local jurisdictions is not adequate to directly address all provisions of ESA and the NMFS 4(d) Rule for threatened salmonids.

The three early action programs would primarily maintain existing habitat conditions or minimize the effects that development and local government activities potentially have on salmon and bull trout habitat. These programs would do little to improve previously degraded habitat, but would tend to maintain the opportunity to improve previously degraded habitat. Improving previously degraded habitat conditions would be accomplished primarily by the Model’s long-term programs. Most of the habitat improvement is expected to be accomplished through the Habitat Funding and Acquisition Program that will be guided in part by the Monitoring and Adaptive Management Program and the Watershed Based Salmonid Conservation Planning Program (WRIA based planning).

Concerns about water supply, temperatures and base flows:

The stormwater program would control peak flows and the duration of erosive flows from new EIAs in any sub-basin.
The Model does not directly address sub-basin-scale protection of base flows, which would rely on jurisdictions to implement regional facilities or other actions.
 The Stormwater Management Program would contribute to maintaining water temperature, sediment and turbidity conditions, although water temperatures could be degraded in cases where ground water discharge is substantially affected. 
 Existing habitat conditions, except for base flows, would generally be expected to be maintained through the Stormwater Management Program in the short term. In the long term, flow controls and stormwater CIPs would be expected to improve peak flows and durations; in turn, this would improve channel conditions. The Stormwater Management Program would allow continued development to degrade base flows.
Identifying practicable alternatives for maintaining or improving base flows in the Tri-County region would strengthen the Model because the early-action programs would not be likely to maintain base flows. 
There is a need for a focused assessment involving several years of instream flow monitoring in subbasins primarily developed under the flow duration standard to confirm that flow duration controls prevent deleterious effects to PFC for peak flows and flow durations.

The Model does not address water supply criteria, in part because counties and cities in the Tri-County region have varying degrees of authority and responsibility for water supply. According to Central Puget Sound Regional Water Suppliers' Forum (2001), the region does not currently have a structure or process for making collective regional water resource management decisions that encompasses the complex set of issues, interests, and participants related to domestic water supply and instream flows. It is important to ensure that a process is developed to engage participants, link all ongoing related water elements, and facilitate water management decisions that must be made to address both short- and long-term challenges.

Riparian cover in Management Zones

The Land Management Program would generally protect existing mature riparian forest and immature riparian forest, allowing the immature forest to mature over time. 
The Land Management Program would not protect existing conditions from degrading in the OMZ where the OMZ is in a forested condition. Potentially, the entire OMZ could be cleared as long as the 65% retention standard for the entire MZ of a site is met.

In heavily urbanized areas with little existing functional riparian habitat, MZ regulations would have little effect on stream habitat functions. Special or key habitat areas retaining substantial biological functions should receive greater protection. Improvement of degraded conditions in urbanized areas would ultimately rely on jurisdictions to implement riparian restoration projects in key areas identified through the Monitoring and Adaptive Management, WRIA Based Planning, and Habitat Acquisition and Restoration Funding Programs.
Criteria should be determined for designation and protection of high-priority riparian areas in urban areas. The criteria should include current or potential chinook salmon and bull trout use, land-use, and riparian existing condition characteristics. Where high-priority areas are identified, additional protective measures may need to be defined. This may be accomplished simply by requiring application of a standard greater than the prescriptive urban standard to the sub-basin of concern or protecting such areas through habitat acquisition or conservation easements.
Habitat Acquisition and Restoration are key actions
The Habitat Acquisition and Restoration Funding Program is a key component of the Model for habitat restoration. 
If the Stormwater Management and Land Management Programs are implemented independently, they should incorporate the Watershed Based Salmonid Conservation Planning, Monitoring and Adaptive Management, and Habitat Acquisition and Restoration Funding Programs as proposed in the Model. Only in this manner will improvement of previously degraded habitat conditions toward PFC occur on a

broad scale.

The Model is a regional program that requires a commitment of resources from each participating local jurisdiction, state, and federal entity in terms of number and technical expertise of staff (and support funding).

Effective implementation of all programs would be necessary to maintain and potentially improve PFC conditions at a watershed scale.

Responsiveness to MRCI limit
The Model does substantially address 4 of the 12 MRCI Limit considerations, partially addresses 7 considerations, and does not address 1 consideration (Water Supply). Because the Model does not substantially address all of the MRCI Limit considerations, jurisdictions applying for this limit should reference or provide additional programs or other measures that include:

Protection of isolated wetlands and sensitive areas addressed through existing state and federal laws and regulations;

Promotion of native landscaping;

Development of regional monitoring protocols through processes such as Phase I and Phase II NPDES municipal stormwater permits (ideally, specific monitoring protocols, parameters, schedules, and responsibilities would be developed by the Washington Department of Ecology); and 

State and federal land management agencies’ should commit to the Land Management Program and Rural 65/10 Residential Site Standard proposed in the Model (or other equally or more restrictive standards), individually or in partnership with local jurisdictions to provide local protection of PFC.

Suggested additional work
The Model requirements apply equally to Puget Sound shorelines and estuaries, as well as to freshwater systems. However, incorporating reasonable and appropriate management objectives and actions that focus on the needs of Puget Sound shoreline habitats would strengthen the Model.

The Model would be improved by inclusion of an agriculture management program that would provide a more consistent and efficient means for jurisdictions to apply for 4(d) coverage. Long-Term Programs
In addition to these general discussions, the Biological Review looked at selected subbasins in WRIA 9, namely Soos Creek, Newaukum Creek and the Middle Green in the Rural Area, and Jenkins, Hamm and Longfellow Creeks in the Urban Area.  The “bottom line” of this analysis is that salmonid habitat can be improved only through maturation of riparian vegetation along these streams and implementation of habitat acquisition and restoration projects.  Regulatory approaches alone would maintain existing conditions, and eventually contribute some improvement to the extent that those regulations protect existing vegetation in buffers so that it can mature.    Urban streams would only be improved by active habitat restoration efforts.
The Biological Review is a substantial document.  This report includes a few tables from the report that committee members might find of interest.  Also attached is a press release from Ron Sims, indicating his intention that the county not pursue 4(d) coverage at this time.
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Table 7-1.  Summary of Synergistic Program Effects on PFC

	PFC Element
	Degree of Effect on PFC Indicator
	Effect on Rural Habitatc, d
	Effect on Urban Habitatc, d
	Synergy Among Programs Necessary to Maintain/ Improve PFCe

	
	Stormwater Management
	Land Management
	Regional Road Maintenance
	

PF
	

AR
	
 
NPF
	

AR
	

NPF
	

	Peak Flows and Durations
	primary
	secondary
	secondary
	maintain
	maintain – improve 
	improve
	maintain – improve
	improve
	no

	Base Flows
	primary
	secondary
	secondary
	degrade
	degrade
	maintain
	degrade
	maintain
	no

	Temperature
	primary
	primary
	secondary
	degrade
	degrade – maintain
	maintain
	degrade – maintain
	maintain
	yes

	Sediment, Turbidity, Substrate
	primary
	primary
	primary
	degrade – maintain
	maintain –improve
	maintain –improve
	maintain –improve
	maintain – improve
	yes

	Chemicals/Nutrients
	primary
	primary
	primary
	degrade – maintain
	maintain – improve
	maintain – improve
	maintain – improve
	maintain – improve
	yes

	Physical Barriers
	primary
	primary
	primary
	maintain
	improve
	improve
	improve
	improve
	yes

	Large Woody Debris
	insignificant
	primary
	secondary
	maintain
	maintain –improve
	maintain –improve
	maintain –improveg
	maintain – improveg
	no

	Pool Frequency, Pool Quality, Width/Depth Ratio, Bank Condition
	primary
	primary
	primary
	maintain
	maintain –improve
	maintain –improve
	maintain –improveg
	maintain – improveg
	yes

	Off-Channel Habitat,  Refugia, Floodplain Connectivity
	primary
	primary
	secondary
	maintain
	maintain –improve
	maintain –improve
	maintain –improveg
	maintain – improveg
	yes

	Drainage Network, Road Density/ Locationb
	secondary
	secondary
	insignificant
	degrade
	degrade
	degrade
	degrade
	degrade
	--f

	Disturbance History
	primary
	primary
	insignificant
	degrade
	maintain – degrade
	maintain
	maintain – degrade
	maintain
	yes

	Riparian Reserves
	secondary
	primary
	insignificant
	degrade – maintain
	maintain –improve
	maintain –improve
	maintain –improveg
	maintain – improveg
	no


a See Section 7.2.10.

b Criteria for drainage network and road density are not appropriately defined for Puget Sound lowland streams; however, these determinations assume that continued road development will degrade these indicators.

c See definitions of improve, maintain, and degrade used in this biological review, in Section 3.1. 

d In most cases, improvement of indicators will depend on (1) habitat restoration implemented through the long-term programs, and (2) maturation of riparian vegetation in the long term.  

e If more than one program has a primary effect, then synergy is assumed to be necessary to maintain or improve indicators.

f No programs have a primary effect on these indicators; additional regulatory and programmatic measures will be necessary to maintain or improve indicators.

g Properly functioning conditions for these indicators cannot be achieved because the urban MZ standard limits the degree to which these indicators can be improved.  However, these important habitat indicators can be improved relative to existing conditions (see table footnote d above).  
Table 7‑2. Analysis of Tri‑County Model and MRCI Limit Evaluation Considerations

Addresses MRCI Considerations a




Additionally





Addressed





by Regional





Road


MRC1 Limit
Stormwater
Land
Maintenance
Overall


Consideration
Management Management
(Limit 10)
Model b
Discussion

1. Sensitive Areas
partially
partially
partially
partially
Although the Model does not substantially






address this consideration outside of the






management zones, other provisions of state






and federal law provide for protection of






sensitive areas.

2. Water Quantity/
partially
partially
partially
partially
The technical requirements of the

Quality




Stormwater Management, Land






Management, and Regional Road






Maintenance Programs would generally be







expected to maintain water quality and







quantity on a site scale, as discussed in







Chapter 6, except for base flows, which







would be degraded. Certainty of watershed







scale protection of water quality and quantity







would depend on jurisdictions demonstrating







how they will use Stormwater Planning and







Capital Improvements, Source Control and







Public Education Programs, Watershed







Planning, Adaptive Management, and







Habitat Funding to identify, fund, and







implement additional regulatory,







programmatic, or capital actions.

3. Riparian Zones
partially
partially
partially
partially
As discussed in Section 6.3.12, the Land






Management Program is expected to






maintain riparian reserves at current levels in






the short term, and maintain or improve






riparian reserves in the long term, primarily






due to the MZs. However, the regulations do






not ensure protection of riparian vegetation






out to 1 ‑SPTH (site potential tree height)






from the IMZ c.

4. Stream Crossings
not intended
substantially
substantially
substantially
The Land Management Program allows for a






stream crossing only if there is no other






practicable alternative with less impact on






riparian habitat or to the listed species. The






crossing must allow for uninterrupted






movement of wood and gravel and must be






designed according to WDFW and NMFS






guidelines. Regional Road Maintenance






BMPs are integral to maintaining stream






crossings.

5. Streambank
partially
partially
partially
substantially
Although each program only partially

Condition/CMZ




addresses this MRCI consideration, the






synergy between the Stormwater






Management and Land Management






Programs brings the Model to substantially






protect streambank stability and the CMZ.






As discussed in Sections 7.2.4, 7.2.8, and






7.2.9, the Stormwater Management Program






addresses erosive flows, while the Land






Management Program protects existing






streambank vegetation and connected






CMZs.






Certainty of watershed‑scale protection or






improvement of streambank conditions and






CMZs would depend on jurisdictions






demonstrating how they will use stormwater






planning and capital improvements,






watershed planning, adaptive management,






and habitat funding identify, fund, and






implement additional regulatory,






programmatic, or capital actions.​

6. Wetlands
partially
partially
partially
partially
Although the Model does not substantially

address this consideration, other provisions of state and federal law provide for protection of wetlands.

7. Peak Flow
not intended d
substantially
substantially       substantially      No new or expansion of permanent

Conveyance

streambank stabilization, erosion hazard



protection, or flood protection structures that



might increase water velocities, flood



potential, and channel erosion are



authorized under the Land Management



Program. The maintenance element of the



Regional Road Maintenance ESA Program



would preserve stream channel peak flow



conveyance.

8. Native
partially
partially
partially
partially
The Stormwater Management Program

Landscaping




would be expected to contribute toward






maintaining forest cover in rural areas. The






Stormwater Management Program does not






address forest cover in urban‑designated






areas, except through efforts to encourage






low impact development BMPs through the






land use element. The Land Management






Program would be expected to contribute to






maintaining forest cover within management






zones, but not throughout a basin.






Outside of MZs and rural areas protected by






the Rural 65/10 Residential Site Standard,






the Model does not appreciably require






native landscaping.

9. Erosion/
substantially
partially
substantially substantially
The technical requirements of the

Sedimentation



Stormwater Management, Land





Management, and Regional Road





Maintenance Programs would generally be





expected to control erosion and





sedimentation.

10. Water Supply
not intended
not intended
not intended not intended
The Model does not address water supply.





Counties and cities in the Tri‑County region





have varying degrees of authority and





responsibility for water supply.

11. Monitor/
Monitoring:
Monitoring:
N/A
Monitoring:
The Model does not fully address the

Enforce/Fund
partially
partially

partially
monitoring portion of this consideration. The


Enforcement:
Enforcement:
Enforcement:
Monitoring and Adaptive Management


substantially
partially
substantially
Program does not provide specific regional


Funding:
Funding:
Funding:
protocols or identify the process by which


substantially
partially
substantially
regional protocols will be established.' Thus,





consistent and useful monitoring programs





across jurisdictional boundaries can not be





assured.





Development inspection and enforcement,





clearing/grading review, stormwater facility





inspection, and stormwater planning review





elements required by the Stormwater





Management Program would partially





address this consideration, but would rely on

jurisdictions to provide implementation details when applying for MRCI limit coverage. The Habitat Acquisition and Restoration Funding Program establishes a funding process, but would rely on additional safeguards to ensure projects and programs (i.e., HCP, etc.) with mixed salmonid and non‑salmonid benefits are not over‑credited toward achieving the 1 % commitment by a jurisdiction. Although the Regional Road Maintenance ESA Program includes compliance monitoring, scientific research, and biological data collection, these elements do not improve the Model's conformance for MRCl development activities beyond roads.

12. State and
partially
partially
partially
partially
Based on the introductory text for each

Federal Laws




program, the Model appears to be consistent






with, and appropriately incorporates or relies






on, most state and federal laws, including






the GMA, CWAINPDES, and Puget Sound






Water Quality Management Plan. No






apparent conflicts with other laws were






noted, except that the Rural 65/10






Residential Site Standard and Land






Management Program do not account for the






fact that most non‑conversion forest






activities may be undertaken without local






permitting (RCW 76.09.050).

a The Regional Road Maintenance ESA Program is evaluated in a separate biological review. Implementation of the Watershed ‑

Based Salmon Conservation Planning, Monitoring and Adaptive Management, and Habitat Acquisition and Restoration Funding

Programs is assumed to be intrinsic to the Stormwater Management and Land Management Programs.

b Substantially = the Model or program appreciably addresses the consideration. Partially = the Model addresses a portion of the

MRCI consideration but its overall performance against the consideration is not conclusive. Not intended = program is not intended

to (and does not) address this consideration.

c See (a) at end of Table 6‑2.

d MRCI consideration (G) states "MRCI development ordinance or plan adequately preserves the hydrologic capacity of permanent

and intermittent streams to pass peak flows." The Stormwater Management Program does not address modifications to stream

channels because activities below the ordinary high water mark are subject to state and federal law. See, e.g. RCW Ch.77.55, 33

C.F.R. Part 322.

' National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Permits will require monitoring plans, but the NPOES Permit process does not provide 

for regional monitoring protocols and coordination.
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Table of targets and ranges











Low productivity


1


 


High productivity


2


 


Population


 


Mean spawner 


abundance for 


1996


-


2000


 


Planning Range for 


Abundance


 


Planning targets for abundance 


(w/productivity in parentheses)


 


NF Nooksack


 


   120


 


16,000 


–


 26,000 (1.0)


 


16,000 (1.0)


 


3,8


00 (3.4)


 


SF Nooksack


 


   200


 


9,100 


–


 13,000 (1.0)


 


  9,100 (1.0)


 


2,000 (3.6)


 


Lower Skagit


 


2,300


 


16,000 


–


 22,000 (1.0)


 


16,000 (1.0)


 


3,900 (3.0)


 


Upper Skagit


 


8,920


 


17,000 


–


 35,000 (1.0)


 


26,000 (1.0)


 


5,380 (3.8)


 


Upper Cascade


 


   330


 


1,200 


–


 1,700 (1.0)


 


  1,


200 (1.0)


 


   290 (3.0)


 


Lower Sauk


 


   660


 


5,600 


–


 7,800 (1.0)


 


  5,600 (1.0)


 


1,400 (3.0)


 


Upper Sauk


 


   370


 


3,000 


–


 4,200 (1.0)


 


  3,030 (1.0)


 


   750 (3.0)


 


Suiattle


 


   420


 


600 


–


 800 (1.0)


 


     610 (1.0)


 


   160 (2.8)


 


NF Stillaguamish


 


   660


 


18,000 


–


 24,000 


(1.0)


 


18,000 (1.0)


 


4,000 (3.4)


 


SF Stillaguamish


 


   240


 


15,000 


–


 20,000 (1.0)


 


15,000 (1.0)


 


3,600 (3.3)


 


Skykomish


 


1,700


 


17,000 


–


 51,000 (1.0)


 


39,000 (1.0)


 


8,700 (3.4)


 


Snoqualmie


 


1,200


 


17,000 


–


 33,000 (1.0)


 


25,000 (1.0)


 


5,500 (3.6)


 


NL Washington


 


   194*


 


 


 


 


Cedar


 


   398*


 


 


 


 


Green


 


7,191*


 


 


 


 


White


 


   329*


 


 


 


 


Puyallup


 


2,400


 


17,000 


–


 33,000 (1.0)


 


18,000 (1.0)


 


5,300 (2.3)


 


Nisqually


 


   890


 


13,000 


–


 17,000 (1.0)


 


13,000 (1.0)


 


3,400 (3.0)


 


Skokomish


 


1,500*


 


 


 


 


Dosewallips


 


No data yet


 


3,000 


–


 4,700 (1.0)


 


 


 


Dung


eness


 


   123*


 


4,700 


–


 8,100 (1.0)


 


 


 


Elwha


 


1,319*


 


 


 


 


 


                              


                  


 


1


 


The low productivity number in both the range and the target represents one adult fish 


return per spawner, also called the equilibrium point of 1:1 (recruits per spawner).


 


2


 The high productivity number represents the number of spawners at the poi


nt where the 


population provides the highest sustainable yield for every spawner. The productivity 


ratio is in parentheses for each population and represents the relationship of recruits per 


spawner (e.g., 3.8:1 for Upper Skagit)


 





