Attachment 2

6.8 CONCLUSIONS OF INDIVIDUAL EFFECTS OF THE INDIVIDUAL MODEL

PROGRAMS

The flow control facilities proposed in the stormwater program would control peak flows and the duration of erosive flows from new EIAs in any sub-basin. Where significant clearing or development has already occurred (>50% of landscape in the Tri-County area), development and redevelopment activities would reduce peak flows and durations because the flow duration standard is to match historic (i.e., forested) flow peaks and durations. 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. It would also generally maintain, but could degrade, chemical and nutrient water quality conditions. 

The Stormwater Management Program would contribute toward maintaining habitat access, pool quality, off-channel habitat, refugia, and floodplain connectivity. It would not, however, address the large woody debris condition. This program would contribute to maintaining road density, drainage network, and forest cover conditions in rural areas, and it would contribute to maintaining riparian reserves.  The Stormwater Management Program partially meets the requirements of the MRCI limit formulated by NMFS and substantially addresses potential impacts associated with new development and construction of new stormwater discharges. It relies on other programs (primarily Land Management) to maintain or improve PFC and meet the MRCI limit. 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.

The Land Management Program would generally protect existing mature riparian forest and immature riparian forest, allowing the immature forest to mature over time. This protection would be provided through MZ regulations and CMZ designations designed to protect or improve natural stream process. 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.

An important objective of the Land Management Program is to not preclude future restoration opportunities. Areas within the MZ that are cleared, but not developed, would generally be protected against new development and retained in a condition that would allow incremental natural reforestation or preserve the MZ area for restoration activities.

Improvement of riparian conditions in the long-term (either by maturation of existing vegetation or habitat restoration) would maintain or contribute to improvement of many habitat indicators that are affected or driven by riparian vegetation. Habitat indicators that could potentially be improved through improved riparian buffers include peak/base flows, water temperatures, streambank stability, chemical and nutrient water quality, large woody debris recruitment, off-channel habitat, refugia, floodplain connectivity, and riparian reserves. Maintenance and long-term maturation of MZs would have different effects on habitat indicators in wider streams or rivers (e.g., Puyallup, Snohomish, and Middle Green River where shading by riparian vegetation has relatively little effect on water temperatures).

Large woody debris is of particular importance to channel and habitat formation processes. The Land Management Program would maintain or improve the potential for large woody debris recruitment through riparian protection. In previously developed areas, large woody debris may be improved over time as redevelopment that includes provisions of the Land Management Program occurs.

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.

WRIA Based Planning and Monitoring and Adaptive Management Programs have the potential to guide effective actions that would contribute to maintenance or improvement of PFC. In particular, these programs are necessary to identify additional regulatory, programmatic, or capital actions that would be necessary in addition to the early-action programs in both the near term and long term. The role of adaptive management is clearly included in the Model; however, the processes for achieving monitoring and adaptive management are not clearly defined.

The Habitat Acquisition and Restoration Funding Program is a key component of the Model for habitat restoration. It has the potential to substantially contribute to the salmonid habitat conservation and restoration in the region. Through the WRIA Based Planning Program, appropriate projects can be selected and funded to improve valuable habitat components. The 1% funding level would provide cumulative benefits over time if allocated in accord with salmonid recovery priorities. Particularly following completion of the WRIA conservation plans, funding would be expected to be used for scientifically planned projects. The dependability of the funding commitments under the proposed program relies heavily on the annual reporting requirement and the consequences of non-compliance are unclear. Buying power under the Model could deteriorate over time if unspent Tri-County funds are carried forward into succeeding years without adjusting for inflation.
8.3.2 Individual Program Recommendations

Stormwater Program

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. Some alternatives include extended detention and streamflow augmentation using wells, but

insufficient information exists on the regional technical and economic feasibility of such practices.

The maintenance or improvement of several PFC indicators relies on jurisdictions to apply the land use

decisions element of the Stormwater Program. Specifically, the element requires that jurisdictions use

best available science to guide land use planning and zoning decisions. Adding more specific guidance

for land use decisions would strengthen the Stormwater Program.

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.

Land Management Program

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.

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.
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. The existing Model requires individual jurisdictions to identify their own programs. The Model does not directly address agricultural activities. However, agricultural activities that meet the definitions of development would be

subject to the requirements of the Model. Agricultural land use is addressed through other laws and regulations (e.g., GMA, Fish and Wildlife Habitat Conservation Areas), and the MRCI Limits do not specifically address agriculture. However, farming activities in the Tri-Counties constitute an integral

and significant part of the rural and suburban landscape. Attainment and maintenance of watershed-scale PFC in most WRIAs will require jurisdictions to identify programs and regulations to address agricultural activities.
Long-Term Programs

We recommend that the Model include a process for achieving adaptive management in the Monitoring

and Adaptive Management Program.

The Model would also be improved by including a process for routine incorporation of new scientific

Information derived from monitoring and other independent investigations into appropriate policy revisions.
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.

Regional monitoring protocols (or a definitive process and timeline for establishing them) should be

provided in the Monitoring and Adaptive Management Program to assure that consistent and useful

monitoring programs would occur across jurisdictional boundaries. 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).

The Habitat Acquisition and Restoration Funding Program requires additional safeguards to ensure that

projects with mixed salmonid and non-salmonid benefits (category 2) are correctly credited toward achieving a jurisdiction’s 1% commitment. Furthermore, unspent funds carried forward should be adjusted for inflation to avoid deterioration of buying power.
8.4.2 Recommendations

Effective implementation of all programs would be necessary to maintain and potentially improve PFC

conditions at a watershed scale.

Certainty of the Model’s overall performance relies on jurisdictions to provide implementation details for

numerous elements and programs, as identified throughout this review. We recommend that the Tri-County effort coordinate with NMFS and the USFWS (Services) to develop a standardized checklist and

template for jurisdictions to complete their individual adaptations of the Model. This would include features needed to provide implementation certainty, such as planning and implementation commitments,

adaptation of regulations to local conditions, funding sources, schedules, standards for quantifiable goals,

and non-compliance response.

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 localprotection of PFC.
The Model relies on the Monitoring and Adaptive Management Program to validate and adapt its

performance. The Model programs should provide specific regional protocols, or identify the process by

which regional protocols will be established, so consistent and useful monitoring programs will occur

across jurisdictional boundaries. Jurisdictions will also need to provide information on other regulatory

programs that are supplemented by the Model, but that are essential to success of the overall conservation

program.

In general, the Model programs could be improved by further defining how they will incorporate new

internal and external scientific information through the Monitoring and Adaptive Management Program.

For example, by stating the frequency and process by which additional literature reviews and scientific

evaluations of these concepts will occur. This is done in part in the Regional Road Maintenance Program

and in general in the Monitoring and Adaptive Management Program.

The Model programs should include a process to ensure that adaptive management actually occurs on a

routine schedule following appropriate guidelines. Providing additional guidance on the frequency of

review, and the process for adaptive management review of policies, would improve the Model.

Including sunset provisions for established policies and regulations would be one means of ensuring

routine review that could incorporate appropriate adaptive management provisions.

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.

8.5 CONCLUSIONS

It is our conclusion that the Model does contribute to the persistence of existing habitat functions and the

improvement of additional habitat functions, where they have been previously degraded. This

improvement is likely to provide substantial habitat improvement in the long term. However, we do not

have the information available to quantitatively assess the impact of the Model on salmonid populations.

We conclude that 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).

Implementation details appropriate for numerous program elements are not included in the Model.

Coordination of the jurisdictions with NMFS and the USFWS (Services) can develop standardized

checklist and template to complete individual adaptations of the Model. These would include features

needed to provide implementation certainty, such as planning and implementation commitments,

adaptation of regulations to local conditions, funding sources, schedules, standards for quantifiable goals,

and non-compliance response.

The funding that is necessary to accomplish habitat improvement and restoration would be provided by

the Habitat Acquisition and Restoration Funding Program and federal funding sources. Although there

are substantial uncertainties as to the appropriate funding levels and mechanisms, the funding program

would provide an accrual of habitat benefits over time.
