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Introduction
Overview of the Snohomish Basin 10-Year Conservation Plan and 3-Year Work Planning

The Snohomish River Basin Salmon Conservation Plan (Plan, 2005) is a multi-salmonid strategy that emphasizes two Endangered Species Act
(ESA) listed species, Chinook salmon and bull trout char, as well as non-listed coho, all of which are used as proxies for other salmonids in the
Basin. The Plan, developed by the 41-member Snohomish Basin Salmon Recovery Forum (the Forum), incorporates actions across habitat,
harvest and hatchery management to bring the listed wild stocks back to healthy, harvestable levels.

The Snohomish River Basin 3-year Work Plan update is a combination of documents that provides direction and a technical foundation for
salmon recovery in the Basin. This work is outlined for the next 3 years and derives from the 10-year Plan. Included in the 2013 3-year Work
Plan update are: a narrative, a spreadsheet containing all of the capital, programmatic, harvest and hatchery actions that outline our strategy for
the next three years of the recovery process, and a map showing the locations of habitat restoration projects in the Basin.

The Puget Sound Partnership has established the following 3-Year work plan goals:

1.

To provide a forum for watershed groups, the Recovery Implementation Technical Team (RITT), and Puget Sound Partnership (PSP) staff to
discuss the work, status, and needs of salmon recovery in each salmon recovery watershed chapter and regionally;

To have a tool that documents the work, status, and needs of salmon recovery per each salmon recovery watershed chapter for the next
three years that can be rolled up into a regional statement of the funding and capacity needs, current status, and existing work underway;
To be a tool for identifying priority projects for current and future funding opportunities;

To document changes in the implementation of each salmon recovery watershed chapter.

These goals will be addressed through using the work plan to create clear linkages between Plan Strategies / benchmarks and implementation

progress in order to identify priorities actions and highlight these actions on our work list.



The Snohomish Basin uses the 3-Year Work Plan to meet these goals:
1. Run aninclusive work planning process that is representative of the diversity of work being conducted throughout the basin.
2. Utilize the work plan as a communication tool for :
e Project and program sponsors
e Basin staff
e Technical and Policy Development Committees
e The Snohomish Basin Salmon Recovery Forum

The Snohomish River Basin Three-Year Work Program identifies work planned over a three-year period to advance salmon recovery through
habitat protection, restoration, hatchery operations, harvest management, and integration of multi-H activities. For 2013, the total list of
projects reflects actions being taken by project sponsors throughout the basin as well as projects that could take place given different funding
levels, the opportunistic nature of restoration, and recommendations from the Plan. The project list is largely self-selected by project sponsors,
based on guidance from the Plan (priorities by Sub-basin Strategy Group), landowner willingness, match and other readiness criteria. Therefore,
this list represents a comprehensive list of actions project sponsors are actively working to advance. These actions are informed by
recommended specific sequencing laid out in the ten-year Plan, but are not to be considered a definitive list of projects that will absolutely take
place over the next three years.

All projects in the work program are consistent with the priorities laid out in the Plan. In addition to capital and operating projects, the work
program highlights protection measures, harvest, hatchery, and H-integration needs in the basin. The narrative is structured by the questions
posed by the Puget Sound Partnership and Recovery Implementation Technical Team:

e Watershed Context — an overview of the watershed characteristics, the plan and the people involved in implementation.

e Background/Planning/Logic of the Recovery Plan — a description of the watershed population and habitat goals and strategies and the
changes to our implementation approach.

e Barriers and obstacles for implementation — including a discussion of the adaptive management and monitoring plan development and
an assessment of recovery progress over the next 10 years.

In previous years’ updates, the basin developed fairly comprehensive implementation tracking information. For 2013 the information being
requested by the region has shifted, as a result of their push for watersheds to implement the RITT Common Framework, resulting in
comprehensive adaptive management plans. With this information, the Forum decided to reduce the amount of effort put into implementation
tracking for 2013, with a return to more detailed tracking the following year, in advance of the push for another Puget Sound Acquisition and
Restoration (PSAR) funding request. However for 2013, the Snohomish Basin did focus on further refining the Harvest, Hatchery and H-
integration information and conversations over 2012/2013, which is reflected in this update.



Section I - Watershed Context

Q1: Provide a brief overview of the characteristics of your Chinook Salmon Recovery areas

Watershed Characteristics

Formed by the convergence of the Skykomish and Snoqualmie Rivers, the Snohomish River flows for 21 miles through a broad alluvial valley and estuary
before discharging into Possession Sound. Its 1,865 miles lie within eastern central Puget Sound and is nearly evenly split between two counties (King and
Snohomish). With over 1,700 identified rivers and tributaries, it is the second largest watershed in Puget Sound. Its major rivers, the Skykomish,
Snoqualmie and Snohomish are home to 9 salmonid species in the watershed, 3 of which are listed: Chinook salmon, bull trout char, and steelhead trout.
Within the Puget Sound Evolutionary Significant Unit (ESU), Snohomish Basin Chinook populations comprise the Skykomish Chinook and Snoqualmie
Chinook. Listed steelhead populations include the: Snohomish/Skykomish River Winter-run steelhead, Pilchuck River Winter-run steelhead, North Fork
Skykomish River Summer-run steelhead, Snoqualmie River Winter-run steelhead, and Tolt River Summer-run steelhead. Within the Snohomis/Skykomish
Core Area, four populations of bull trout include: North Fork Skykomish River, Salmon Creek, South Fork Skykomish River, and Troublesome Creek.

e Snohomish County hosts the Lead Entity.

e The Snohomish Basin Salmon Recovery Forum (Forum) is the citizen’s committee. The 41 member committee includes high level decision making
representatives from federal, state and local governments; the Tulalip Tribes, 7 special purpose districts, and 11 special interest groups including 4
farmers and 3 citizens. The Snohomish Basin Salmon Recovery Forum provides a forum for coordinating and responding to the Endangered Species
Act listings at the local level and promotes the implementation of the Snohomish River Basin Salmon Conservation Plan.

e The Snohomish Basin Salmonid Recovery Technical Committee (TC) is an autonomous group that primarily consists of lead technical staff from
federal, state, local and tribal governments as well as other groups in the basin. The Technical Committee provides support for the protection and
enhancement of the abundance, productivity, diversity and spatial structure of all salmonids in the Snohomish River Basin.

e The Policy Development Committee (PDC) consists of forum members, alternates and staff and generally supports policy development for the
Forum. The Policy Development Committee identifies, analyzes and develops policy options and implications and makes recommendations to the
Forum.

e The Project Working Group (PWG) acts as a subcommittee to both the Technical and Policy Development Committees and was initiated by project
sponsors in the Basin, seeking to work together on implementation issues surrounding restoration projects.

e Despite the extensive engagement of different entities in the technical and citizen’s committees, there are a few additional entities identified that
members agree should be engaged that are not currently. For the Forum, small industrial timber operators could be included. For the Technical
Committee, the Department Natural Resources could be included.



Q2: Describe the process for developing your 3-year work plan narrative and project/activity list. Who are the stakeholders involved and
what are their roles? Are harvest and hatchery managers involved in your planning group or have they had an opportunity to comment or

consult on your 3ywp?

Table 1: 3 Year Work Plan Development Process

Timeline

Activity

November-December

Project information gathered - Solicit project information from basin sponsors via Habitat Work Schedule — Over 30 different
organizations participate in updating and providing project information for top, high priority projects for salmon recovery.
Project information includes restoration, acquisition, acquisition/restoration combined, hatchery, harvest, and H-integration
projects. HWS primarily hosts the habitat projects.

o Step 1—Project Sponsors update project information in HWS and add new/additional projects (Nov/Dec)

January-February

Watershed approval of the 3-year work plan process — any proposed changes to the information in the plan (e.g. PSP
Guidance changes) or process are vetted through committees (TC, PDC, Forum)
Project information gathered - Solicit project information from basin sponsors via Habitat Work Schedule — Over 30 different
organizations participate in updating and providing project information for top, high priority projects for salmon recovery.
Project information includes restoration, acquisition, acquisition/restoration combined, hatchery, harvest, and H-integration
projects. HWS primarily hosts the habitat projects.

o Step 2 — Solicit new projects for the 3 year work plan (Jan/Feb)

February-March

Data QA/QC - Individual communications (phone calls, emails, meetings, etc.) with all project sponsors who have projects on
the 3-year work plan to obtain additional information that is not captured in HWS but required for the 3-year work plan.
The Lead Entity also requests information on non-HWS projects (e.g. harvest, hatchery, h-integration) at this time.
H-integration, Harvest, and Hatchery Information collected: Co-managers consulted (phone calls, emails, meetings, etc.) to
identify changes to hatchery, harvest, and h-integration components for the 3-year work plan.

Synthesis and Analysis: Information is analyzed by Basin staff and used to update the project spreadsheet and narrative
portions of the 3-year work plan.

April-May

Final 3-year work plan approval
o Project Working Group - review and provide feedback to basin staff
o Technical Committee - review and provide feedback to basin staff
o Policy Development Committee - review and provide feedback to basin staff
o Snohomish Basin Salmon Recovery Forum - Final approval of the 3-year work plan for submission to PSP




Section II: Background/Planning/Logic of the Snohomish River Basin Salmon Conservation Plan

Section II: Q1 - What are the recovery goals for your watershed for Chinook salmon? Include information on both population goals (VSP
parameters) and habitat goals.

Watershed Population Goals

For Chinook Salmon, the Forum adopted planning targets set by the co-managers and supported by Shared Strategy. In the Snohomish River basin, the
planning range is approximately 75-80% of historic Chinook population estimates over a 50 year timeframe. The Snohomish River Basin Salmon
Conservation Plan is a multi-species plan and therefore other species are also considered in recovery. For Bull Trout, the forum agreed to work toward
targets set by USFWS. Actions to protect and restore Chinook habitat will also protect and improve bull trout habitat, which formed the foundation for
USFWS’s letter of concurrence for bull trout recovery. For Coho, the Forum wants to take action that help keep coho populations viable and avoid future
listings under the ESA. The following tables provide explanation of the adult and juvenile abundance recovery targets identified for the basin for Chinook
and bull trout char, as part of the Plan (2005).

Table 2: Chinook Spawner Abundance and Recovery Targets and Ranges for the Snohomish River Basin (Plan, p. 4-4)

Mean spawner High productivity

Population abundance for Low productivity planning Low Productivity planning target for planning target for
range for abundance abundance (productivity in parenthesis) abundance (productivity in
1996-2000 :
parenthesis)
Skykomish 1700 17000-51000 (1.0) 39,000 (1.0) 8700 (3.4)
Snoqualmie 1200 17000-33000 (1.0) 25000 (1.0) 5500 (3.6)

Table 3: Chinook Juvenile Migrants Recovery Targets for Snohomish River Basin (Plan, p. 4-6)

Current Recent Number of Juvenile Migrants
Population Averages of Juveniles

(from 2005) Low Productivity High Productivity
Skykomish 350,000 3,600,000 2,000,000
Snoqualmie 230,000 2,100,000 1,300,000

Table 4: Recovery Target for Snohomish-Skykomish Core Area Bull Trout Populations (Plan, p. 4-10)

Estimated existing number of local populations (not including populations with primarily resident forms) 3
Estimated existing number of local populations with >100 adults 1
Recovered minimum number of local populations with >100 adults 3
Recovered minimum number of core area adult abundance target (adjusted for natural habitat limitations) 500




Regional Context for listed Chinook salmon: The Snohomish Watershed is within the Whidbey Basin Major Population Group (MPG) which includes the
Skagit, Stillaguamish and Snohomish watersheds and a total of unique 10 populations within the 3 watershed areas. In the their final supplement to the
Chinook recovery plan, NOAA fisheries and the Puget Sound Technical Recovery Team (PSTRT) identified that to achieve recovery of the ESU (a viable ESU

for Puget Sound Chinook salmon), all 22 populations need to improve and within the Whidbey Basin the Suiattle (very early) and 1 each of the early,
moderately early and late forms of Chinook must be at low risk of extirpation. Both the Skykomish and Snoqualmie populations are considered “late
forms”. NOAA did not prioritize populations that must get to low risk from among the Whidbey Basin Major Population Group, though at least one

Snohomish Basin population at low risk of extirpation would likely be necessary.

Snohomish Basin VSP Strategies and Actions

NOAA fisheries defines a viable salmon population as one that has a negligible risk of extinction due to threats from demographic variation, location,
environmental variation, and genetic diversity changes of 100 years. The four components or parameters of a viable population are: abundance,
productivity, spatial structure and diversity. Table 5 below highlights the strategies and actions described in the Plan to improve harvest, habitat, and
hatchery management to address each of the viable salmon population parameters.

Table 5: Viable Populations Parameters for Habitat, Harvest, and Hatchery Strategies (Plan, p. 7-2, table 7.1)

Abundance Productivity Spatial Structure Diversity
Restoration and preservation
. . actions that benefit habitat quality . . . . .
Restoration and preservation . . . Restoration and preservation Restoration and preservation actions to
. . . . and survival; focused on improving L . o
actions focused in subbasins with . o strategy across the basin including address the life history needs of the
. . . rearing habitat in and downstream . . . .
Habitat high current and/or potential . . smaller mainstem and large Skykomish and Snoqualmie populations;
. . of spawning reaches; i.e. large . . . . . . .
use; i.e. large mainstems, . . tributaries with rearing and actions that provide for habitat needs of
woody debris, edge habitat, . . e . .
estuary, nearshore . . spawning populations all life history trajectories.
estuarine marsh, floodplain
connectivity.
. . . ) Maintaining average annual harvest
Set a low Maximum Harvest Rate; Most harvest is on a mixture of fish g & .
L . . . rates below 21% (FRAM) is expected to
reduction in the annual harvest Harvest practices that allow for from all portions of the basin to increase average age at sbawnin
Harvest rate to below 21% (FRAM) to continued population growth prevent disproportionate harvest of . geag P . &
. . § ) . e . average size, average fecundity, and
take advantage of habitat gains rather than fixed escapement. fish using a specific portion of the . .
. . . representation of all age classes in the
and rebuild run sizes basin. .
population.
Incorporation of natural origin fish
Mass marking of hatchery salmon | into hatchery broodstock to Use Skykomish-origin stock at the
to allow easy visual identification | increase fitness of integrated Use weir and trapping protocols at Wallace River and Tulalip hatcheries to
Hatchery and release of wild fish; programs | population. Reduce hatchery hatchery facilities that prevent reduce losses in population diversity and
designed to permit time-and-area | releases to levels that maximize blockage and migration delays. genetic fitness of the Skykomish wild
selective harvest of hatchery fish. | potential risks of predation and population.
competition with wild salmon.




Habitat Goals

Building on the long-term vision and recovery approach, the Forum recommends significantly improving habitat conditions in the next 10 years. The Forum
agreed to pursue quantitative 10-year habitat improvement milestones for the nearshore, estuary, mainstem and lowland tributary sub-basin strategy
groups, shown in the tables below. For the Mainstem primary restoration sub-basin strategy group, the Forum recommends that 40-60% of the habitat
milestones be accomplished in the Snohomish County portion of the basin and 40-60% in the King County portion of the basin. In addition to these targets,
the plan recommends improving other habitat conditions across the basin: fish passage, forest roads, forest cover, riparian habitat, impervious surfaces and
water quality coupled with regulatory and policy actions as well as technical assistance.

To understand the watersheds progress toward these goals, please see the habitat protection (p. 9) and restoration (p. 12) tables under questions 2-4.

Table 6 — 10-Year Habitat Gains Needed in Key Sub-Basin Strategy Groups (Plan, p. 1-6)
Sub-Basin Strategy Group and Habitat

Current Intact (2005) Needed Gain in Next 10 years (Including  Total Needed at Year 2015

Condition Current Path Gains) (2005-2015)

Nearshore Beaches and Shoreline 8.4 miles At least 1 mile At least 9.4 miles
Estuary: Tidal Marsh 1,483 acres 1,237 acres 2,720 acres
Mainstem Primary Restoration:
Restored Edge Habitat 236 miles 10.4 miles 246.4 miles
Restored Riparian Habitat 5,991 acres 256 acres 6247 acres
Restored Off-Channel Habitat 350 acres 167 acres 517 acres
Large Woody Debris N/A 41 new log jams

Table 7 — Riparian Forest and Off Channel Habitat Gains in Other Sub-Basin Strategy Group (Plan, p. 1-6)

Sub-Basin Strategy Group and

Riparian Forest (acres)

Off Channel Habitat (acres)

Sub Basins 50 year 10 year 50 year 10 year
Mainstem —Secondary 31 6 27 6
Restoration

Rural Streams — Primary 0 0 49 10
Restoration

Rural Streams — Secondary 0 0 203 41
Restoration

Urban Streams 379 75 0 0




Section II - Q2 - What is the current strategy to accomplish the recovery goals and what assumptions is this strategy based on? Q3: What new
knowledge or information has changed your strateqgy, assumptions or hypotheses since your recovery chapter was written? Q4: How is the
sequencing and timing of actions or projects done in such a way as to implement the strategy as effectively as possible?

For Section Il - Background/Planning/Logic of the Plan - questions 2-4 were answered by the “H’s” identified in the recovery plan - habitat protection,
habitat restoration, hatchery, harvest and h-integration. Each “H” section describes hypothesis/assumptions, associated strategy and approach, sequencing
and timing, summarized 3-Year outcomes, funding needs, changes between 2012 and 2013, and finally Pace/Status of each of the “H’s”. This includes any
new information that may have changed our implementation strategies or hypotheses in the Plan.

Habitat Overview: Sub-basin Strategy Groups Identify Protection and Restoration Priority Areas

As part of the development of the habitat strategic framework in the Snohomish River Basin Salmon Conservation Plan, each of 62 sub-basins and
nearshore areas was assigned to one of twelve Sub-basin Strategy Groups (SBSG), based on three main factors: basin location (geomorphic characteristics,
land-use, role in supporting salmon life history stage), condition of watershed processes (hydrology, sediment, and riparian), and current and potential
salmonid use (Appendix A). For each SBSG, the Plan has a unique hypothesis and tailored recovery strategy through the identification and prioritization of
specific preservation and restoration actions. These prioritized strategies can be found in Appendix B.
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Habitat Protection

Habitat Hypothesis/Assumptions: The loss of rearing habitat quantity and quality along the mainstem rivers, estuary and nearshore is thought to be the
primary habitat factor in the decline of Snohomish Basin Chinook salmon. In other words, the basin is thought to contain sufficient high-quality spawning
habitat to support recovery, but subsequent juvenile production is thought to be severely limited by the disconnection of floodplain and estuarine habitats
and degradation of nearshore habitat. To achieve a net gain of salmon habitat, restoration actions must be coupled with the protection and preservation of
existing functional habitat. Protection actions to preserve high priority habitat and watershed function are given the highest priority within every Sub-basin
Strategy Group (Appendix B).

Strategy/Approach: All areas of the basin have a role to play in recovery. Overall, the role of sub-basins in protection is to maintain base levels of habitat
structure and function necessary to support habitat forming conditions throughout the watershed. Within Sub-basin Strategy Groups, protection actions
should focus non-specifically on protection of habitat forming processes, although the Plan does show key quantities of habitat to protect in the benchmark
tables. Protection of these processes ensures that restoration actions will build more habitat and improve VSP parameters.

Since 2005, staff have worked on seeking solutions to better protect habitat, along with partners in the Puget Sound Partnership, the tribes and others. A
first focus was on evaluating land cover change and seeking answers to why changes took place. Analysis of the changes was fairly straightforward, though
finding causality was very difficult and seeking change even more so. Further, political sensitivities around regulations and enforcement quickly divide
partnerships and become non-starters for many jurisdictions. Basin staff have maintained that some level of regulatory review/analysis is necessary, but it
needs to take place outside of the watershed and watershed groups, to maintain their balance and ability to move forward on many priorities and to ensure
a higher level of transparency and trust in the process. The Tulalip Tribes has embarked on a regulatory analysis, A Comparative Analysis of Resource
Management and Restoration Policies and Authorities of the Tulalip Tribes and Adjacent or Overlapping Jurisdictions, which is seeking to evaluate
protections across jurisdictional boundaries and evaluate potential conflicts and gaps to suggest potential actions forward. Parallel to this effort, the basin
acquired EPA funding to approach protection from a similar direction as was developed for the restoration part of the plan: work with partners to find
strategies that directly reduce the pressures on habitat that result in habitat losses. Partners hope that evaluating what kinds of pressures affect hydrology
(the focus of the grant), then applying strategies for acquisition, education/outreach, incentive programs and to a lesser extent regulations will result in
better protected habitat. Thus, setting targets and recommending strategies would allow more flexibility of partners to find actual projects and programs
that would result in protection, without blame or trying to enforce actions where site or area conditions do not match.

Sequencing and timing:
Habitat (overall): Protection is prioritized over restoration, from cost and ecological constraints. This overarching framework follows the direction in the
regional recovery plan. Where protection is not achieved, other Hs may need increased activity to fill the gap.

Despite the economic downturn of the last several years, development shows signs of expanding within the Snohomish Basin, potentially threatening loss
of habitat. Some ecological stressors associated with the spread of impervious surfaces associated with development, such as altered hydrologic and
sediment processes, will also be exacerbated by climate change. Simultaneously, limited natural resources (such as water and land) are placing different
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societal interests in direct competition. Until some of the approaches above provide different direction based on high risk of degradation and focused
strategies to advance protection opportunities or risk reduction, protection efforts as outlined in the Plan should guide activity in the interim.

Summarized 3-Year Outcomes: Habitat protection progress will greatly be advanced by EPA Puget Sound Watershed Management Assistance funds
Snohomish Basin partners (Snohomish County, Tulalip Tribes, and King County) received in 2010 (Project ID 07-NC-014). This 4-year grant will enable the
basin to develop a protection strategy for hydrologic processes. In addition to this grant, the Tulalip Tribes with partners in the Pilchuck River Sub-basin,
conducted a pilot project following the proposed strategy methodology. Lessons learned from this pilot project are being applied to the broader
Snohomish Basin project. At the end of the EPA-funded grant, the analysis will facilitate subsequent work guiding strategic habitat protection actions that
will abate threats to habitat. The Snohomish Basin is also working to establish cumulative effectiveness elements in the basin-wide monitoring and
adaptive management plan being led by the PSP and RITT. This monitoring will provide a systematic evaluation of habitat change, capturing both habitat
improvements and degradation, throughout the basin. In addition, the tribes’ regulatory review effort will shed light on gaps and conflicts that may affect
recovery efforts.

In advance of a more developed protection strategy and information about habitat change, several habitat protection projects are included in the 3-year
work program project list, illustrating the need for early action to advance protection efforts. These projects include the development of an acquisition
strategy along the nearshore, acquisitions along priority reaches of mainstem rivers to protect intact juvenile rearing habitat, and acquisitions in the rural
and headwater areas aimed at protecting hydrologic and sediment watershed processes (all identified as Tier 1 actions in the Plan). Additional non-capital
efforts encourage best management practice implementation and land-use specific stewardship, and outreach for general environmental awareness.
Analysis results from several projects highlight that habitat protection, in its current guise, may not be protecting habitat. The Treaty Tribes’ Treaty Rights
at Risk white paper, and the NMFS’ 2011 Implementation Status Report both point to losses in habitat, whether from structural issues within the regulatory
framework to implementation and enforcement of regulations. Work with the region and with the basin’s EPA-funded grant will be a large first step in
addressing this issue. Furthermore, with new protection strategies in place, effectiveness results will take time.

Funding: Funding requirements for habitat protection are difficult to summarize. Funds for acquisition are the most straightforward to calculate, but only
capture one approach out of many needed for protection. Costs for other tools often associated with personnel costs to provide technical assistance,
conduct landowner outreach, and interface on policy issues are much more challenging to calculate. Given that investments made in habitat protection
have broad societal benefits and costs, it is necessary to more rigorously evaluate funding mechanisms and formulate a funding strategy.

Changes between 2012 and 2013: This work plan continues to reflect the primary importance of habitat protection identified in the work plan and
sequencing issues related to habitat protection and restoration. With the funding of EPA’s Puget Sound Watershed Management Assistance Funds and
current efforts to investigate market-based mechanisms for protection, we anticipate that future work plans will be more strategic and directive in
identifying protection needs and linking goals to available tools. Greater effort to secure rights to real property in the headwaters by Forterra would
improve protection of habitat forming processes; however, acquisition of interest in real property has been considered a capital/restoration project in the
basin, because most properties require some level of restoration in the watershed.
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Pace/Status of Habitat Protection — this table has not been updated from the 2012 3-year work plan and reflects actions as of 2011. Therefore, activities that were
completed in 2012 are not captured.

3-Year Outcome Needed to
be on Track in 3 yrs?

Table 8: Habitat Protection (2012) 2005 Intact Status

Work Plan Meets this Need?

Nearshore Beaches and Shoreline:

Riparian Areas (focus reaches) 297 acres

Edge Habitat (focus reaches) 22 miles Snohomish Basin
Estuary: Tidal Marsh Watershed

Riparian Areas (focus reaches) 165 acres g:‘;{:;:;:ﬁg;jr; q

Edge Habitat (focus reaches) 27 miles Watershed

Forest Cover 687 acres Characterization and

Mainstem-primary:

Riparian Areas (focus reaches)

5,991 acres

Edge Habitat (focus reaches)

236 miles

Forest Cover

116,633 acres

Mainstem-secondary:

Riparian Areas (focus reaches)

2,497 acres

Edge Habitat (focus reaches)

79 miles

Forest Cover

44,935 acres

Rural Streams Primary:

Habitat loss is not systematically
monitored throughout the basin.
Current status information
includes:

e Mainstem riparian habitat loss
pilot project (Skykomish River
only, Middaugh 2010)

o High resolution land cover
change analysis (Pierce, WDFW,
2011)

e King and Snohomish Counties

Characterization of reach-
scale processes within
protection priority sub-
basins work elements
completed. Tulalip Pilchuck
protection pilot project
advances the larger
Snohomish EPA grant.

Tulalip Tribes comparative
analysis of resource
management and
restoration policies and
authorities project is

Riparian Areas (focus reaches) 709 acres € o .
critical areas monitoring developing tables of
Forest Cover 18,286 acres e Acquisition reporting overlapping jurisdictional
Rural Streams Secondary: authorities and where they
o are consistent, in conflict,
Riparian Areas (focus reaches) 258 acres or where gaps exist.
Forest Cover 36,624 acres
Urban Streams !)evelopmen'F and
implementation of Status
Riparian Areas (focus reaches) 137 acres and Trend (Cumulative
Forest Cover 8,558 acres Effectiveness) element of
Basin Monitoring Plan
Headwaters Primary Protection
Riparian Areas (focus reaches) 1,318 acres
Forest Cover 61,865 acres

Yes
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Habitat Restoration

Hypothesis: The loss of rearing habitat quantity and quality along the mainstem rivers, estuary and nearshore is thought to be the primary habitat factor in
the decline of Snohomish Basin Chinook salmon. In other words, the basin is thought to contain sufficient high-quality spawning habitat to support
recovery, but subsequent juvenile production is thought to be severely limited by the disconnection of floodplain and estuarine habitats and degradation of
nearshore habitat.

Strategy/Approach for the first 10 years: The Plan calls for actions focused on restoring and preserving watershed processes across the basin, with special
emphasis on rearing habitat improvements in these high-priority environments. For the first decade of Plan implementation, a generalized allocation of
resources between the strategy groups includes:
e 80% of basin-wide capital project resources should be directed toward restoration and protection efforts in the Nearshore, Estuary, and
Mainstem Sub-basin Strategy Groups (SBSG).
o 15% of basin-wide capital project resources should be funded toward restoration and protection efforts in lowland tributaries.
o 5% effort should be directed toward effort in headwater areas.

The 10-year target allocation is not only based primarily on ecological prioritization, but also reflects practical and political considerations.

There have been no major changes in our restoration strategy or hypothesis since the adoption of the Plan in 2005, though we have recognized that we are
behind in our implementation of restoration targets and that as habitat is lost, additional restoration may be needed. The watershed does not yet have a
way of creating this balance sheet. See Table 5 for more information on restoration target tracking.

Sequence/Timing:

Habitat: Protection is prioritized over restoration, from cost and ecological constraints. This overarching framework follows the direction in the regional
recovery plan. Where protection is not achieved, other Hs may need increased activity to fill the gap. In a recent presentation to the Snohomish Forum,
the co-managers outlined that habitat quality and quantity are still limiting freshwater production in the basin, that the populations may still show density
dependence and that changes in hydrology may susceptible to scour due to the increasing frequency of high flows in the rivers. This information points to a
critical need to bring the larger scale riverine and estuarine projects to completion to build more habitat and resilience in the system. Funding is still
limiting addressing this need.

One consideration for sequencing is project priority. The Snohomish River Basin Salmon Conservation Plan lays out a robust framework that prioritizes
restoration actions (Appendix B). This work plan further refines this prioritization scheme by adding implementation progress, sponsor capacity, and a
rough sequencing element to more clearly categorize projects into most pressing need, pressing need, need (Appendix C). Through this process, Tier 1
projects with sponsor capacity, that address lagging benchmarks are identified as being our most pressing needs — the most critical projects to complete
soon. These projects tend to be projects in the mainstem primary sub-basin strategy group that will restore off-channel or edge habitat, estuary projects to
restore tidal marsh, and nearshore projects to protect or restore beach habitat. Projects identified as being a pressing need include Tier 1 actions that
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address benchmarks that are currently on pace to meet 10-year benchmarks (e.g., mainstem primary riparian restoration) and Tier 2 and 3 actions that are
not on pace to meet 10-year benchmarks (e.g., mainstem secondary, rural, and urban riparian restoration). While advancing these projects are not as
urgent as those categorized as most pressing need, it is important that we maintain our current pace for Tier 1 actions currently on pace, and accelerate our
implementation rate for lower tier projects that are behind in implementation. The final category of projects, those identified as need, reflect projects that
are part of the plan and are needed to reach recovery. It is important that we continue to advance these projects too.

Prioritization alone does not identify which projects should be implemented in what order. At this time, additional sequencing considerations are being
addressed to varying degrees on the Subbasin Strategy Group scale. Estuary monitoring partners are working collaboratively to coordinate which projects
will apply for what funding, and projects are coming on-line at different times. In the nearshore, the nearshore sediment assessment has guided priorities
and action which are now applying for construction funds, where new fund sources highlight beach and backshore restoration provide an opportunity. For
large, mainstem river projects, sequencing is presently driven by the capacity of the project sponsors able to implement projects of this scale, landowner
willingness and balancing agricultural, flood and restoration interests. The project working group has voiced general support for coordinating and
sequencing projects on a smaller scale, particularly to reduce in-basin competition for funds.

Summarized 3-Year Outcomes:

NEARSHORE, ESTUARY, MAINSTEMS

e In the Nearshore SBSG, the sediment design and permitting is nearly complete and has identified four nourishment projects that will be advanced for
construction in 2014. These projects, along with the Port’s expansion of Jetty Island will put the basin almost on track to meet the nearshore 10-year
target. In addition, the Tulalip Tribes has identified an 1100 foot armored portion of Mission Beach in which they are investigating as a potential beach
restoration project.

¢ In the Estuary SBSG, project sponsors continue to advance multiple large tidal marsh projects. Projects and planned work indicate the tidal marsh
acreage needed to meet 10-year benchmarks may be under construction by 2015. Recent work by Snohomish County, the tribes and agricultural
interests is bearing fruit through the Sustainable Lands Strategy, potentially giving estuary projects much-needed political approval to advance. Funding
continues to be the key factor limiting estuary restoration projects, with their typically high cost per acre to restore, at ~$36.9k per acre. The difficulty in
advancing these large projects due to political and funding constraints may suggest the need to shift the basin’s investment strategy until such issues can
be overcome in the future.

e Construction is complete or nearly complete on several large-scale Mainstem Primary SBSG restoration projects. Project sponsors continue to achieve
good spatial distribution of these projects, as work is being advanced in the Snohomish, Pilchuck, Snoqualmie, Skykomish, and Tolt rivers following the
strategy of implementation along focal geomorphic units identified early in the Near-term Action Agenda process. Despite this effort, the ability to meet
10-year benchmarks at the end of the 3 year period covered by the work plan is unclear. Completed projects have been removed from the plan while
assessment and feasibility studies continue to identify new projects to move toward construction. While we appear to be on pace to meet riparian
benchmarks based on project implementation data, riparian loss since the adoption of the plan appears to be significant enough to require more
restoration (WDFW, SnoCo reports). Maintaining the pace of riparian restoration will be important despite these issues. Other issues include funding
levels and the coordination and balance of competing interests in these river systems.

13



e The Mainstem Secondary SBSG is not well represented by the project list. Though this was identified in the plan as a secondary category, it is still
imperative that work be accomplished in all areas of the basin in order to achieve overall recovery, including those identified as secondary. King County,
USFS, Forterra, and others are starting to evaluate actions that would direct activities within this SBSG including a newly proposed acquisition by Forterra.
Limited funding resources make it challenging to see progress in many of the secondary areas given an overall need to continue to advance some of the
actions in the primary restoration groups.

LOWLAND TRIBUTARIES

e Work in Rural Streams SBSG is coordinated among multiple basin partners and assessments direct restoration priorities. In the Rural Primary Subbasin
Strategy Group, the habitat and geomorphic assessment in West Fork Woods Creek Subbasin is nearly complete and will direct actions by a number of
project sponsors. Work in Cherry Creek also has a long history of collaborative and sustained effort, and actions there have advanced including the
Waterwheel Creek project which created a re-meander of the tributary and increased off channel habitat. While many riparian and fish passage
opportunities are identified in this work plan, opportunities for restoring side-channel habitat are lacking.

e In the Urban SBSG, efforts have been funded largely through sources outside the basin’s purview. Such projects are not always reported by these
sponsors, though actions are taking place. As mentioned in Table 5, implementation in the 3-year Work Plan does not appear to be on-track to meet the
10-year targets. Staff will need to evaluate progress in the urban areas more closely for implementation monitoring.

HEADWATERS AND OTHERS

e On page 8-7 of the Plan, the recommended 10-year strategy for prioritizing and replacing fish passage culverts is to replace 60 culverts within a half mile
of focus reaches (mainstem rivers, estuary and nearshore). Many more culverts have been prioritized and replaced. Implementation monitoring is
needed to evaluate where these culverts have been replaced, the biological benefit of this work relative to other priorities, such as where off-channel
habitat is potentially a higher priority for addressing productivity. Basin staff will need to evaluate whether to lower the sequence rank of culvert projects
in the future to reflect the level of effort and need in the basin.

Funding®: |dentified 3-year funding needs are about $51.6 Million for about $116 Million” in total project costs, roughly equaling the Forum annual funding
goal of $15 — S17M per year, using the total cost of identified restoration projects, subtracting the Mukilteo Creosote project as an outlier due to the high
total cost, then subtracting funds already in-hand. This method takes into consideration that some projects, such as Qwuloolt are already fully funded, yet
remain on the list as a continuing activity. Of the identified funding needs, roughly 79% is allocated to the nearshore, estuary and mainstem rivers; roughly
13% to the lowland tributaries; and 8% to the headwaters. This allocation does not match the allocation of effort identified in the Plan, mostly because of
efforts by Forterra to secure easements and acquisitions in the headwaters areas in support of protecting the hydrologic and sediment processes in the
basin. While anticipated funding needs generally correspond with both overall funding targets and allocation splits, it is important to highlight that past
analysis of restoration funding has identified that we have been implementing the habitat part of the Plan at a rate of 34% per year. As is expected given
the past funding deficit, implementation monitoring updated in 2012 (not updated from the 2012 3-year work plan and reflects actions as of 2011). (Table
7 below) confirms that we are not on pace to meet our benchmarks. Even assuming no net loss in habitat function (optimistic, given the discussion under

! Information in this draft is based on April 24, 2013 project list. Information is also calculated on funding estimates by basin staff as this data was not formally collected in
2013 with a focus instead on Total Project Cost in the list. This also affects the allocation of funds by SBSG.
* Total project cost of $116 M includes Mukilteo Creosote project (~$21M). If these were excluded the total project costs would be ~$97M.
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protection above), we will need to increase the rate of implementation significantly to meet our 10 year-benchmarks. The current backlog of project work
stands at ~$90M and it is unlikely that we will be able to address this deficit with the proposed work plan. Basin staff will be conducting a more in-depth
analysis of implementation and funding in advance of revising our funding strategy in 2013/2014. Regardless, unless investment in salmon recovery is
significantly increased implementation of the 10-year plan will take 30 years, seriously impeding the recovery process and reducing the likelihood that the
Forum’s attempt at using resiliency to mitigate some of the effects of climate change would be operative.

Changes between 2012 and 2013: In 2012 and 2013, twenty-seven projects representing approximately $28.8 Million worth of assessment, planning and
construction were completed or are fully funded and scheduled to be completed during the 2013 construction season (Appendix E). This number
underestimates the amount of work accomplished last year, because many projects remain on this list due to maintenance needs and several of the
projects were fully funded outside of last year. Thirteen additional projects were removed from the list due to a need for further prioritization, lack of
sponsor capacity to advance the project, landowner willingness changes, project is being addressed under a different project, change in sponsor priorities,
and no reason identified. Nineteen new habitat capital projects were added to the work plan in 2013.

Pace/Status of restoration benchmarks® : The following table shows implementation — or activity — progress toward the Plan’s restoration targets as of the
2011 restoration season. This table does not reflect additional work that has been accomplished in 2012 or 2013. Tracking implementation of restoration
actions is part of an iterative process in monitoring, reporting and adaptively managing the strategies and actions outlined in the Plan and will continue to
evolve in the future. The table neither reflects the effectiveness of the projects implemented (achieving full ecological function), nor does it reflect the
overall changes in the watershed landscape (planted riparian areas vs. areas lost due to development or channel migration). Our restoration actions are
long-term investments toward achieving habitat conditions that will support healthy Chinook populations. Some actions, such as removal of a migration
barrier, realize immediate impacts, while others such as riparian plantings take decades to reach maturity. While building a mature riparian forest takes
time, the actions in the table are critical to our ultimate goal of restoring natural processes. The values in the table also have a range of confidence
associated with them. Confidence in the figures is eroded where we have less data on exact overlap with focus reaches, more project sponsors
implementing projects, a range of restoration methodologies and approaches to measuring outcomes, and issues of how to quantify restoration outcomes
where we “let the river do the work for us.” Again, monitoring these actions and their associated effectiveness will evolve and change over time, and both
project sponsors and the Technical Committee remain supportive of resolving these issues.

* Information for this table is from 2012. There have not been restoration gains that would have significantly changed the table in 2013 and the Forum decided to focus staff resources
elsewhere in 2013 as this information was not explicitly requested in the PSP guidance. This table will be updated in the next 3-year work plan update (2014) or when there has been
significant progress made toward the restoration benchmarks.
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This Habitat Restoration table has not been updated from the 2012 3-year work plan and reflects actions as of 2011. Therefore, activities that were completed in 2012 are
not captured even though progress has been made in some areas as seen on the completed projects list. In addition, projects that will be completed in 2013 are also not
captures. Those metrics have not been recorded in this table. Most notable is the Waterwheel Creek Restoration project which advances the targets identified in the

Mainstem Secondary sub basin strategy group.

Progress

Percent 10-

Currently on Target

Work Plan

Table 9: Habitat Needed Habitat since year to Meet 3-Year Outcome Needed to be Meets this
Restoration 2012 Gain in 10 years 2005 Benchmark Benchmark? on Track in 3 yrs? Need?
Nearshore
Desi .
Beaches/Shoreline At least 1 mile 0.2 mi 20% Progress Made 3 Designs, 3,700 ft. restored Unknown
Estuary: Tidal Marsh 1,237 acres 375 acres 30% Progress Made at least 646 acres Unknown
Mainstem-primary:
Restored Edge Habitat 10.4 miles 1.9 mi 18% No at least 6.5 mi. No
Unknown: lack of information about
Restored Riparian Habitat 256 acres 191 acres 75% Yes habitat loss/project performance Unknown
Restored Off-channel
Habitat 167 acres 25 acres 15% No At least 106 acres No
Unknown: lack of information about
Large Woody Debris 41 logjams 6 15% Progress Made habitat loss/project performance Unknown
Mainstem-secondary:
Restored Riparian Habitat 6 acres 0% No 4.5 acres No
Restored Off-channel 4.5 acres
Habitat 6 acres 0% No ) No
Rural Streams Primary:
Restored Riparian Habitat 13 acres 6 acres 46% Progress Made 5.3 acres Unknown
Restored Off-channel 75 acres
Habitat 10 acres 0% No ) No
Rural Streams Secondary:
met assuming Unknown, given lack of information
Restored Riparian Habitat 0 14 acres no habitat loss Yes about habitat loss Unknown
Restored Off-channel 25.5 acres
Habitat 41 acres 7 acres 17% No ) No
Urban Streams:
Restored Riparian Habitat 75 acres 21 acres 28% Progress Made 44.2 acres No
Restored Off-channel met assuming Unknown, given lack of information
Habitat 0 no habitat loss Yes about habitat loss Unknown
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Harvest Management

Hypothesis: The role of fishery management in the Plan is based on the premise that harvest can be limited to a rate that will not impede recovery as long
as other actions (habitat protection, habitat restoration, and hatchery management) are also implemented and integrated to promote recovery.

Strategy/Approach: Snohomish Chinook are harvested as part of large, mixed-stock fisheries from southeast Alaska to north Puget Sound and as incidental
catch in Puget Sound fisheries directed at harvestable hatchery Chinook and other salmon species. Harvest rates have declined more or less steadily since
the inception of the Pacific Salmon Treaty in the mid-1980s and especially beginning in the mid-1990s just before the ESA-listing of Puget Sound Chinook
salmon in 1998. The current harvest plan* assumes that sustained annual harvest rates below 21% (as measured by the Fishery Regulation Assessment
Model (FRAM®) will enable the Snohomish Chinook populations to increase in abundance and productivity consistent with the quantity and quality of
habitat available throughout their life cycle. The harvest management Plan also hypothesizes that this exploitation rate is low enough to allow gains in
spatial distribution, life history diversity, and better represent a natural distribution of age classes in the population.

Sequence/Timing: The harvest management plan was developed based on the production potential of the habitat in the period 1985-2000. Therefore, if
habitat stays the same or improves above this level, the harvest guidelines should be sufficiently conservative to achieve the goal of not impeding recovery.
On the other hand, if habitat degradation continues, then the guidelines may not be conservative enough. We expect the beneficial effect of harvest
management actions to be apparent within a short time period, while habitat actions will take longer to manifest themselves in improved population
performance. However, harvest management actions cannot contribute effectively to recovery without concurrent improvement in habitat.

Summarized 3-Year Outcomes: The most important outcome for the next three years is to limit both the preseason planned, and the postseason realized,
overall exploitation rates below the 0.21 (as measured by FRAM) guideline. This should be easier to reach with reduced Canadian and Alaskan interceptions
due to the new Pacific Salmon Treaty Annex (see below). In addition a number of harvest management tools are utilized to try to limit impacts on wild
Chinook salmon. For example these including pre-season planning and post season validation modeling, time-area management to ensure harvest is
limited when wild Chinook are most likely to be present, mark selective fisheries focusing take on hatchery fish, terminal area fisheries directing harvest at
specific stocks, in season management to close or restrict fisheries if thresholds are met, etc. A combination of management approaches are likely yneeded
in order to achieve the overall goals. Co-managers have completed sample collections and genetic analyses necessary to include the Skykomish population
in the DNA baseline for coast-wide stock composition analysis of Chinook salmon fisheries. Identifying the Snoqualmie population is a goal in the 3-year
plan and samples are being collected and analyzed for genetic distinction and incorporated into the coast-wide Chinook DNA Baseline, yet currently, we are
still unable to genetically distinguish the two populations. More genetic samples are being added and analyzed and some additional comparative analysis
may aid in our abilities to distinguish the Snoqualmie population.

* Guidelines for overall harvest impacts on Snohomish Chinook are included in the Comprehensive Management Plan for Puget Sound Chinook: Harvest Management
Component, 2010. The plan is effective through April 30, 2014. Co-managers are currently consulting with NOAA to renew the harvest plan for 2015 and beyond.
> The FRAM is used by state and tribal co-managers and the Pacific Fishery Management Council (PFMC) annually to evaluate the cumulative effects of all projected
harvest-related mortality on west coast Chinook and coho salmon stocks in all preseason proposed fisheries.
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Funding: The work necessary for planning and managing fisheries according to the harvest management plan is funded through federal, state, and tribal
fishery management programs. Coded-wire tagging, tag recovery, laboratory processing of tags, and database maintenance are funded mainly through
federal funds made available to state and tribal fishery managers for this purpose. Analysis of stock composition and exploitation rates is funded through
Pacific Salmon Commission implementation funds and by state and tribal co-managers in the domestic management process. These funds are mainly
region- or coast-wide programs, making it difficult to separate the portion of these funds that would be spent to manage Snohomish Chinook.
Determination of separate exploitation rates for the Skykomish and Snoqualmie populations, and subsequent development of separate rebuilding
exploitation rates for these, is dependent on funding and implementing a coordinated, coast-wide genetic sampling and data analysis program for Chinook
fisheries.

Changes between 2012 and 2013: The Chinook Annex to the Pacific Salmon Treaty was first implemented in 2009. This annex is reducing harvest levels
closer to the 0.21 RER figure for the Snohomish basin. Given the nature of treaties, this work will continue through the ten-year life of the treaty with few
revisions. The co-managers continue to negotiate harvest of Chinook salmon through the processes outlined in the treaty. The co-managers are beginning
consultation with NOAA fisheries on an updated Puget Sound Chinook Harvest Management Plan for 2015 and beyond.

Pace/Status: Table 10 is an updated table highlighting the work on the fisheries management program. There is some additional information added to this
table for 2013.
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Table 10: Fisheries
Management

Quantifiable Goal

Information about Progress

On Target to Meet Benchmark?

Priority
(High,
Medium,

3-Year Outcome Needed to be on
Track in 3 yrs.?

Work Plan
Meets this
Need?

Changes from 2012 update

Adoption of a preseason plan

RER established in the Chinook

Projected annual exploitation rates (total and southern

Consistent w/ plan but not always

Low)

The 2013 update includes an updated FRAM validation model

consistent with the rebuilding below RER (see Snohomish Chinook High Yes * which covers data up until 2010. This analysis with new data has
exploitation rate (RER) Harvest Plan (2010) U.S. (SUS) from preseason plan. FRAM 2012 Validation Analysis.xIsx - produced similar results to previous runs.
guideline covers data up to 2010)
Implementation of fishing plan Preseason proiected Post-season estimate of exploitation rate (from post Yes, recently (see Snohomish Chinook ) ) . The 2013 update includes an updated FRAM validation model
consistent with preseason ex Ioitatio: raJte season FRAM run) P P FRAM 2012 Validation Analysis.x|sx - High Continue attentlon. to In-season Yes * which covers data up until 2010. This analysis with new data has
plan P covers data up to 2010) management plus implementation produced similar results to previous runs.
of Pacific Salmon Treaty (PST) Annex
Samples continue to be collected for genetic analysis and
incorporated into the coast-wide/Puget Sound Genetic Samples are being added to the GAPS ) )
Analysis of Pacific Salmonids (GAPS) Chinook DNA Baseline, . . 1. Continue to collect genetic
. Chinook DNA Baseline but currently . . . - .
and other comparative analyses are underway. Samples have there is insufficient fidelity to samples from the spawning grounds Conversation with co-managers highlighted the concern that this
been analyzed yet still it is not possible to distinguish the distineuish the Sno ualmi\:-: opulation in the Snoqualmie and Skykomish to | No - not ableto | will not be accomplished on the stated time frame (5 years of
Attemot to develop a tool to Snoqualmie population. - o from tghe Sk komist? Re uI:r fFi)sher establish separate baselines for the | distinguish data by 2018) given the difficulty in distinguishing the
P P e Get 5 years of Snoqualmie Existing _basehr_1e samples collected were Sumc'?nt to identify y S & . 4 populations in the coast-wide Snoqualmie yet, | Snoqualmie population from the Skykomish, so the 2018 date
separately assess exploitation e . Snohomish Chinook and the Skykomish population, but and coast-wide sampling for this . . . .
. - specific exploitation rates : - ; L . . Med baseline. but we are was removed. Significant progress has been made in collecting
rates for the Snoqualmie o . insufficient to detect population structure within the purpose is not foreseen to occur until . . ; > > - -
. and productivity information. Snohomish basin. W. ble toi the ability t . . o . 2. Begin regular genetic stock collecting and samples to establish the baseline, yet it is not sufficient to
population. nohomish basin. We were able to Improve the ability to the population can be identified (while . S . . . . . . . . .
distinguish the Snoqualmie population with existing data from ) identification (GSI) fishery sampling analyzing more | identify the Snoqualmie population from the Skykomish at this
: other mixed stock analyses may be L . . . N : .
40% to 60%, however, the goal is to reach 80-100%, to be . in mixed stock fisheries. Process samples. time. Significant funding has been secured for this through PSC
) - S done, they would not be successful in . . . .
comparable to other regional populations that exist within the identifving the S Imi lation if samples once population specific Sentinel Stock and Hatchery Reform funding.
same basins given comparable sampling effort e.g. laenti ylng' .e noquaimie popufation 1 baseline is established.
Stillaguamish where similar analyses utilizing a similar number | done at this time).
of samples has achieved > 80% distinction.
No - not able t
.o . ° .ab eto The conversation with co-managers highlighted that there is
distinguish . . .
Snoqualmie vet | concern that this will not be accomplished on the stated time
Development of Snoqualmie- Separate Snoqualmie and . Work not started yet. Depends on the Depends on other work. Not ready N 4 frame, creating a RER by 2019, given progress on the above row.
. . - RER developed based on Snoqualmie data. Med . but we are g .
specific RER Skykomish - specific RERs. above. in three years. collecting and While significant numbers of samples have been collected, it
. & appears that a larger than normal sample size will be necessary
analyzing more I . .
if this is going to b