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Executive Summary

The Puget Sound Action Agenda lays out the work needed to protect and restore Puget Sound into the
future. It is intended to drive investment and action. The 2012 Action Agiesrttie result of over a year

of work with state and federal agencies, tribal governments, local governments, representatives of the
business and environmental caucuses, and other interested partners. It builds on the first Action
Agenda, created in 200&8nd progress since then.

Why is Action Needed

Puget Sound is a national treasure and the lifeblood of people who live here. It has been so from time
immemorial. And now, on our watch, Puget Sound is in trouble.

Swimming beaches and shellfish beds @osed because of contamination. Dead zones are appearing in

South Sound and Hood Canal where the lack of oxygen is killing fish and marine life. Populations of

salmon once numbered in the millions have been reduced to the status of threatened or enddnger

The iconic species of Puget Sourtte southern resident killer whateO NN&A Sa a2YS 2F (KS
highest levels of PCBs and other bioaccumulative chemicals. They, along with the wild Chinook salmon
they eat are now in danger of disappearing from
our waters forever. Tribal nations that depend
on Puget Sound resources to sustain their
culture, traditions and ways of life find these A healthy Puget Sound will support our Wwel
uses, many of which aguaranteedby treaties,  being and quality of life, the health of our
increasingly imperiled. communities, and a thriving economy in the

~Northwest both now and in the future. While
Threats to Puget Sound health have the poteintia;, & & 2 yoi $ ELISOG t dzacé

to grow at the same rate as our burgeoning " -
_ A -onditions hefore European settlers first
human populatiomn 6 dzi U KSé R?2 YQ?J q(d 5& uz2 CH P ﬁl.dzNEJt
) arrived, we do want'to derive many tife
challenge is to accommodate the more than 1.5 benefits offered th f health
million new people expected to live here by same benetits oriere em, from a heaitny,

2025, and adapt to a changing climate, without ViPrant Puget Sound in the 2rentury and
increasing pressures on Puggound from beyond.

habitat and land use, stormwater, toxic

pollution, and transportation.

A Healthy Sound Supports a Healthy Economy

¢KS RIY3ISNE (2 tdASG {2dzyRQa KSIFfGK INB y2G YSNBft
works for us. The foss filter rain water of pollutants and bacteria, marshes and wetlands absorb high

waters in storms and buffer our homes and businesses from damage. We experience these benefits

from Puget Sound every day and most of us will not really notice these teunsfil they are gone.
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C2RIFe Q& AYQSalYSYy(l AY mtefz@ebelimmlmdetdayfiRfmlmfaf Rl O f &
AVFEdSYyOS (KS KSFEAGK 2F 2 akAy3dazy. {dF {803
economy tomorrow. Together the ports of a (UI— u Aa "2 dZNJu u F '

Seattle and Tacoma make the Sound the second  Pget Sound forever will be a
largest US harbor for container traffic, including

$28 billion in stateoriginated exports and 34,000 thnvmg natural SyStem1 with clee
jobs. There are 68 state parks ahdational marine and freshwaters, health

parks,as well awildlife refuges, forests and . .
other public lands that border Puget Sound. and abundant natlvspeCIeS’

These assets help drive approximately $9.5 natural shorelines and places fc
billion in travel spendig, including 88,000 . : :
tourist-related jobs that bring $3 billion in pUb“C enjoyment’ and a vﬂ_aram
income to the region. economy that prospers in

The average annual commercial value for Puget pl’OdUCtIVG harmony with a

Sound crab, shrimp, mussel, oyster, geoduck and KSFft uKe { 2d
other clams is $44 million, and recreational o _
shellfishing is valued oservatively at $42 T Governor Christine Gregoire

million per year. Recreational fishing in Puget
Sound is valued conservatively at $57 million a
year and commercial fishing is valued at $4 million a year.

Nearly 71% of all jobs and 77% of total income in Washington State are ifothrelPuget Sound Basin.
Puget Sound is a place where employees want to live, work and build a family.

By investing in Puget Sound restoration we will create@ngn jobs and economic benefits that go
beyond the jobs associated with individual prdj@nplementation. Restoring salmon populations, for
example, increases recreational, commercial, and tribal jobs, as well as wholesale and retail jobs.
Restoration projects in estuaries and riparian areas create almost twice as many jobs per $1 million
spent than infrastructure projects such as roadwork.

We already are seeing our investments in Puget Sound help to strengthen our economy and create jobs.
In 2010 the investment in Puget Sound protection and restoration was in excess of $239,667,446 in
funding, which created 6494 jobs across 434 projects. We can and must build on these successes in the
years to come. There is still time to turn the tide towards protection and restoration of Puget Sound.
Now is the time to act.
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ALREADY MAKING A BHRENCE

The task is daunting; but we know that we taand ara making a difference.

1 Atthe tip of the Key Peninsula, the 94 acres and 1 mile of undeveloped shoreline
Devils Head has been, despite development pressure, permanently protected.

1 In Henderson Inlet, in the South Sou@d0 acres of shellfisgrowing tiddandswere re
openedfor harvest without weather restrictions.

1 The City of Tacoma has reduced the pollution in stormwater runoff by controlling
sources and removing the legacy of contaminated sediment from stormwater pipe
holding vaults.

1 Puget Soundsia national leader in low impact developmerfseattle Public Utilities'
Natural Drainage Systems Program has won national recognition in this area.

1 In Kitsap County, two new higgfficiency street sweepers remove more than 2,000 1
of road dirt and debs every year removing pollution near its source.

T Ly tdzaSG {2dzyRQ& Y2480 KAIKE& dzNBI yAl
improving sediment quality. Levels of toxic metals like mercury and leads in Elliott
sediments are lower than they weten years ago, and levels of PCBs and PAHSs ar
lower too.

What is the Action Agenda

The Action Agenda is a complete picture of Puget Sound recovery including strategies-and sub
strategies, ongoing activities and néarm actions. The strategies and sstrategies are intended to be
durable, but will be adated as needed. It is made up of strategies,-stitegies, ongoing program
activities, and neaterm actions and organized primarily into four broad categories.

A. Freshwater and Terrestrial Protection and Restoratjomhich includes strategies and axis
related to land development and restoration, stewardship of working forest and agriculture
lands, floodplains, salmon recovery, , and fresh water flows;

B. Marine and Nearshore Protection and Restoratiowhich includes strategies and actions
related toshoreline protection. alteration, and restoration, marine area protection and
restoration, working waterfronts and public access, and biodiversity and invasive species;

C. Pollution Prevention and Cleanypvhich includes strategies related to reducing tdkieats,
polluted runoff from urban and rural lands, wastewater management; shellfish bed restoration,
oil spill preparedness, andlean up.

D. Strategic Leadership and Collaboratiowhich includes much of the core work of the Puget
Sound Partnership agenas well as some partners, including strategies related to setting
priorities, performance management, science and ecosystem monitoring, and promoting
stewardship.
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E. Funding Strategywhich describes hoicreased financial capacity to implement priority
ongoing and nevactions in the Action Agenda can be achietl@dugh new sources of funding,
using existing funding more strategically and efficiently, and through the development of
innovative, markebased programs.

In each category, strategies and sstbategies describe the overall, lotigrm directions and

approaches that are needed for Puget Sound protection and recovery. Strategies identified by local
areas, where available, are included at the strategy orstrditegy level. Crossutting issuesuch as
salmon recovery and climate adaptation are discussed throughout. Emerging opportunities and future
considerations are also listed for strategies or-stilategies as appropriate.

Ongoing program activities and nei@rm actions are nested undestrategies and sustrategies.
Ongoing activitiegrovide the foundation for recovery efforts and create the regulatory, policy, and
incentivebased framework upon which the netarm actions are built. Funding should not be
reallocated away from those pgoams at this time.Nearterm actionst NS O2y d&A RSNBR
F3SYRI®¢ ¢KS&aS IINB AYLRNIFIYyG yS¢ AyAGAlI GA@SaAx
improve implementation of ongoing programs or ensure these programs have adesaigrces to
deliver on their objectives.

K a

S
ONJR

Targetviewsthroughout the Action Agenddescribe each recovery target, the current status of the
ecosystem relative to each target, and show the logic behind how we think the strategies and actions in
the Actin Agenda will lead to achievement of the targéfbe target views cut across relationships in

the ecosystem to show how strategies and actions map to the recovery targets, and which strategies
and actions are most important to achieving progress towardets.

Twocompanion document@accompany the 2012/2013 Action Agenda. Highlights from the 2012/2013

Action Agenda, including the Strategic Initiatives, can be foufithénAction Agenda for Puget Sound:

Highlights of the 2012 Action AgendRriorityséa Sy OS I O A2y a4 | NB RSaAONAROGSR A
companion documentPriority Science for Restoring and Protecting Puget Sound: A Biennial Science

22N tflry FT2NJIHAMMTHAMO

Strategic Initiatives for 2012/2013

The role of the Action Agenda is not justlay out all of the work that must be done. It also has to
prioritize those critical areas where we know we have the opportunity, and the need, to act now to
make meaningful progress. Cutting across the entire Action Agenda, three strategic initre®iethis
need. They are focused strategic sets of related actions where we can address the most significant
problems, with viable solutions, in a way that will create meaningful improvements for Puget Sound.

Strategic initiatives are meant to deliverogress at a substantial level on the priority actiernsow.

They will be the focus of Partnership spending and resources, and of our efforts to increase funding,
seek changes in policy, report success and challenges, and educate and engage tisothaet
community in the recovery effort.
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The three strategic initiatives are:

1

T
1

Prevention of pollution from urban stormwater runof€ we have many of the tools we need to
do this but need the capacity to ramp up efforts, we must stop contaminating PugetdSo
Protection and restoration of hab#t ¢ we must save the best of the habitat that we have left;
Recovery of shellfish bedsshellfish health begins on land through reduction of pollution from
rural and agricultural lands and maintenance and repafaiing septic tanks.

The specific actions to include within each strategic initiative will be drawn from the strategies and
actions developed during the Action Agenda update process, and informed bieti@tpolicy
RAaOdzaaAz2ya adzOkellfishdnitidtive She E@BXDSIib\jSAtNERE on stormwater, and the
process to address shortcomings in the implementation of salmon recovery efforts indentified by tribes
and NOAA in 2011. They are under development with partners and will be addweelfinal Action

Agenda.

Improvements

from the 2008 REPORTING ON TARGEATUS AND PROGRES!
Action Agenda AT

The 2012 update to the Action
Agenda contains important,
strategic advances.

Recovery targets seWhen
establishing the Partnership, the
Legislature established six recovery
goals for RBget Sound. In 2010, the
Leadership Council adopted 20
indicators covering these six goals.
In 2011, the Leadership Council
adopted sciencéased recovery
targets for 18 of the indicators.
These targets articulate the
conditions we expect to achieve by
2020. They provide more precision

g2

for a healthy Puget Sound so we -
Oy S@Ffdzr S ¢6KSGIKSNI 6SQNS
desired trajectory.

8
;
2
5

O
‘:ao““"”“a
Puget Sour_ld Rec. Fishing Permit
Vital Signs =

GKS [ S3Iratl (dNBQA

The indicators and targets have been incorporated into a Vital S
Dashboard to help track and communicate efforts toward reco
goals: http://www.psp.wa.gov/vitalsigns/index.php
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There are a number of additional improvements in this Action Agenda.

1 Strategies and actionkgically aligned with goals and target®egional strategies and actions
focus on goals and recovery targets and are refined to incorporate progress, new information,
and lessons learned since 2009. The scientific and logic basis for actions needmd¢o re
Puget Sound are more thoroughly illustrated.

1 Crosscutting issues for salmon recovery and climate change adaption integraidu
integration of the salmon recovery plan is called out and initial climate change adaptation needs
are identified.

9 Locd partners engagedLocal partners organized to provide considerable input on both regional
and local priorities.

1 Ongoing programs called ouDngoing programs are recognized as a critical foundation for
recovery and many examples are given of importangoing work. New efforts are
distinguished separately.

1 Near term actions with performance measures clearly identifielll nearterm actions have
one assigned owner, a completion date and performance milestones that are outcome based, or
output based wheever possible.The intent of the measures is to ensure that performance
measurement is meaningful for regional decisioaking.

1 Action Agenda document simplifiedlhe Action Agenda has a simpler structure that better
aligns with other large ecosystem resition programs. It will transition to an dime format.

Locally Developed Information in the Action Agenda

City and county governments will be the primary implementers of many of the priorities, strategies, and
actions identified in the Action AgendBhe Partnership has supported local areas to form local

integrating organizations (LIOs) and 8 out 10 LIOs are now recognized by the Leadership Council. These
LIOs, and representatives of the LIOs still in formation, have helped to update the Actiorafgyend

more clearly articulating local information, priorities, and actions.

Local priorities are reflected throughout the Action Agenda. Each LIO or forming LIO has a profile that
describes work talate to identify local ecosystem threats and strategied actions for addressing

those threats. Local strategies that have been agreed upon or are in consideration are presented with
the related soundwide strategies or sglrategies. Many local areas were not able to identify Near

Term Actions at this time hiIs does not mean that actions and strategies are not important in these
areas; instead it reflects the differences between the local area processes.

The following table summarizes the local priorities described in the profiles.
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LIO

San Juan Islands: San Juan Action Agenda
Oversight Group

Priority Pressures Identified

1 Major oil spills

1 Runoff from the built environment
(including septic systems)

1 Shoreline development (including
armoring)

Tier 1 Strategies

il

=a —a

= —a

PRIORITIES IDENEIPBI

Work with the Puget Sourf@iartnership on oil spill prevention and readiness programs within Puget So
and with Canada.

Maintain local oil spill readiness and response programs in alignment with a regional readiness and
responseprogram.

Create effective compliance mechanismsstormwater

Implement best management practices to reduce pollution of source wastes by residential runoff and
point sources.
Provide information and work with landowners regarding the importance of retaining and restoring ne
vegetation, trees andround cover and geologic processes.

Improve on compliance and enforcement capacity

Identify and implement shoreline protection tools including land preservation via acquisition and
conservation easements, restoration, and protection of marine areas temsigth treaty rights.

Strait of Juan de Fuca: Strait Ecosystem
Recovery Network

Priority Pressures

1 19 identified

Highest Strategic Priorities
1.

2.

Elwha River Ecosystem Recoverimplement Elwha River Ecosystem Recovery Efforts and associatec
projects.
Sdmon Recovery Plan@Puget Sound Salmon Recovery Plan, Hood Canal/ Eastern Strait of Juan de |
Summer Chum Recovery Plan, Puget Sound Steelhead RecoveryrRi@velopment); Implement N.
Olympic Peninsula Lead Entity (NOPLE) for Salmon and Hoddd@andinating Councils Lead Entity
(HCCE.E) 3year Work Plans.

Oil Spill Prevention, Preparedness, and Respog$mplement and promote improvements in oil spill
prevention, preparedness, and response programs, policies, or capabilities for the lérie&tStrait of
Juan de Fuca and adjacent waters.

Shoreline Master Program Updates, Implementation, and Intergovernmental Coordinafit®iferson
County, Clallam County and cities of Port Townsend, Sequim, and Port Angeles).

Stormwater Management Progmra Updates and ImplementatiorfClallam, Jefferson, Port Angeles,
Sequim, and Port Townsend).

Instream Flow Ruleg Adopt and/or implement Instream Flow Rules for Water Resource Inventory Are
(WRIAS) 17, 18 East, 18 West, and 19.

South Central LIO: SduiCentral Action Area
Caucus Group

Priority Pressures
Sound wide Level

1 Land development
I  Shoreline alteration

10 Priority Strategies

A.
B.

C.

Acquire and/or Protect higivalue habitat and land at immediate risk of conversion.

Change Shoreline Management Act (SMA) statutes and regulations to limit residential shorelinegrm
FYR 2@8SNBIGSNI O20SNF IS FyR LINBY23GS a3aNBSye¢ 2
Develop a strategic funding proposal for habitat restoration and protection priorities.

Fund and implement stormwater retrofits, improvements to operations/maintenance of existing
stormwater infrastructure, and additional source control measures.

The 2012013 Action Agenda for Puget Sound
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LIO

1 Stormwater
1 Loss of floodplain function

South Central

Habitat conversion

Climate change

Dams, levees, and tidegates
Legacy toxic contaminants
Current use and release of excess
toxics and nutrients

=a =4 -8 - -2

PRIORITIES IDENEIPBI

Implement salmon recovery habitat protection and restoration recommendations.

Incorporate low impact development (LID) requirements into stormwater codes and develop and
implement LID incentive@

Keep toxics and excess nutrients out of stormwater runoff and wastewater.

Restore floodplains to recreate ecosystem function.

Restore and protect Local Toxics Control Account funding under the Model Toxics Control Account (
for local toxics cleanupctivities.

Work with local governments to develop and implement policies and regulations that advance Action
Agenda implementation.

South Sound LIO: Alliance for Healthy South
Sound

Priority pressuresA detailed is in place and
being refined

Interim, unranked ecosystem restoration priority actions

Strategiclnitiative: Habitat Acquisition and Protection

f
f

f
f

Strategic Initiative: Urban Stormwater/Runoff

f
f

f

f

1

Strategic Initiative: Rural/Agricultural Runoff

f
f
f
f

Straegiclnitiative: Salmon Recovery/Habitat Restoration

Secure perpetual public ownership of McNeil Island

Implement Conservation Plans for McLane Creek, Goldsborough Creek, Skookum Creek, Nisquially
(and Restoration) Plan

Bayshore Acquisition at Oakland Bay

Protect existing, functioning drift cells in South Sound

Complete upgrade aVastewater Treatment Plants in South Soun@TT, Shelton, Soloiftp Chambers)
Urban Total Maximum Daily Loads (TMDLs): Complete and Implement Deschutes TMDL and Implen
Oakland Bay TMDL

Achieve a balance of local, state and federal funding for full implementation of NPDES municipal sto
permits, retrofitting and stormwater management on a watershed basis.

Work with Eatonville to manage their stormwater and domestic water consistent with salmon recover
objectives.

Oil spill response preparation and training

Implement South Puget Sound Dissolved Oxygen Study

Totten/Skookum TMDL

Reopen Shellfish Beds (Henderson, Burley Lagoon, Minter, Oakland Bay, North Bay)

Improve Operations and Management of septic systems in all 4 counties (e.g. Henderson inlet progr:
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LIO
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PRIORITIES IDENEIPBI

Implement 3year work plans (top tier/high priority projects)

Restore Chambers Creek, Sequalitchew Creek Estuaries, and Deschutes Estuary

Fully implement the 2011 Nisqually Fall Chinook Stock ManegePlan

Clean up Budd Inlet Industrial Pollution

Implement all South Sound nearshore projects described by the PSNERP process

Restore function to drift cells in South Sound with a focus on BNR ownership

Reconfigure-b through the Nisqually lowlands te@onnect the flood plain throughout the valley

Hood Canal LIO: Hood Canal Coordinating
Council

Very High Pressures/Threats

1 Residential / Commercial
Development)

91 Transportation / Service Corridors

1 Climate Change / Severe Weather

High Pressures/Threats

1 Shoreline Infrastructure (Marine and
Freshwater)

1 Shoreline Levees (Marine and

Freshwater)

Water Withdrawal / Diversions

Invasive Species

Wastewater

Stormwater

Timber Production

Oil / Hazardous Spills

=a =4 -8 —a —a -9

Top Priority Actions

f
f
f

Complete Integrated Watershedanagement Plan

Complete the In Lieu Fee (ILF) Mitigation Program

Phase | of a regional Hood Canal Pollution Identification and Correction to determine the needs for a
comprehensive regional program.

Continue pursuing a stormwater retrofit program ttentify and prioritize stormwater retrofit
opportunities throughout the Hood Canal watershed.

Convene a climate change symposium to identify unique vulnerabilities and potential adaptation stra
for the Hood Canal Action Area.

Target funding to higest Tier | salmon recovery projects between 2@D24, as listed in the Hood Canal
Three Year Work Plan.

West Sound (North Central Action Argd.|O
in formation. (Work groups and West Sound
Watersheds Council assisting with profile)

Priority pressuredeing refined. These include
land development, shoreline alteration,
stormwater, and wastewater

46 priority strategies have been identified to date to address the pressAm®ns that align to the 2012 Strategic
Initiatives:

Protection of habitatn support of salmon recovery

1

f
f
f

Ensure that restoration plans for every SMP include alternatives to traditional shoreline armoring, an
incentives for the removal of existing armoring.

Develop and implement periodic surveys of eelgrass and forage fish sigavatiitat

Develop a funding strategy for replacing the SR3 culvert with a bridge on Chico Creek.

Develop a local chapter of a Steelhead Recovery Plan.

The 2012013 Action Agenda for Puget Sound
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LIO

PRIORITIES IDENEIBI
1 Develop a detailed protection and restoration plan for the upper Chico Creek watershed.
Prevention éwater pollution from urban stormwater runoff

9 Provide training for 80% of LID professionals in Kitsap County,
1 Design and construct high priority retrofit projects treating 10 acres of pollution generating imperviou
surfaces

Protection of water quality ad nearshore habitat from rural and agricultural runoff

I Repair failed OSS using funds from the Craft3 septic loan program

1 Conduct sewer infrastructure feasibility study for sewers in areas such as Ostrich and Phinney Bay

1 Report on the number of failing gtic systems identified using PIC methodology, the number repaired &
associated improvements in water quality by December 2013

1 Identify potential pump out stations and develop needs assessment to address marine vessel sewag

1 Expand a pilot shoreline ownshellfish gardening program. Concurrently, report on the results and act

from PIC shoreline monitoring affecting shellfish growing areas.

Whatcom LIO: WRIA 1 Policy Boards

Priority PressuresVork in progress to refine
key pressures by watershed

Asignificant amount of work is underway across WRIA 1 to advance habitat protection, habitat restoration,
reduction of pollution, resolution of instream flow and out of stream water use, infrastructure development an
maintenance, and port development. Atdded list of strategies in the profile reflects the work that is underway.
The next step in the LIO process will be to sequence, establish relative priorities, identify near term actions, r
needs, and timelines.

Island County/Watershed: Island
Caunty/Watershed (WRIA 6)

Priority PressuresNork started to identify anc
prioritize pressures

Over 60 draft strategies have been identified and will be refined. Actions will be developed from the refined w
See the profile for the strategy information

Stilly Snohomish Watershed (Whidbey Basir|
Action Area)

Priority PressuresVork started to identify and
prioritize pressures

The LIO was recently formed. During 2011, an ad hoc group identified over 100 draft potential strategies. Ov
next year, he strategies and actions will be further developed.

Skagit Watershed (Whidbey Basin Action
Area): LIO in formation

Initial work started to identify and prioritize

pressures

The Skagit LIO is in formation. Potential strategies and their importanceneez discussion. See the profile for t
complete list.
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Science in the Action Agenda

After completion of the first Action Agenda in 2008, the Partnership, including the Science Panel,
embarked on identifying and building more rigorous and systenagjiroach to future iterations of the
Action Agenda. The Partnership adopted the Open Standards for the Practice of Conservation (The
Conservation Measures Partnership, 2007) as the adaptive framework to use moving forward
(Partnership's Strategic SciendarP(2010)).

The Open Standards process provides a common means of understanding and supporting the critical
role of science, and each step in the Open Standards process has scientific, performance and policy
inputs. Multiple other scientific inputs tthe Action Agenda content and press are summarized in
Appendix D

Climate Change in the Action Agenda

Adapting to our changing climate means understanding how climate change may affect priority recovery
issues using that knowledge to take steps Wit reduce or avoid the negative impacts of climate

change, as well as seize opportunities that exist now. Adaptation is part efdomngisk management,

not a onetime effort.

Climate change pressures in Puget Sound include changes in streamflog dindi volume,

temperature, loss of snowpack and glacial retreat, sea level rise, and ocean acidification. In 2012 and
2013, the Puget Sound Partnership and the Puget Sound Institute are working with UW Climate Impacts
group to synthesize and update a griogy body of climate change science.

The recently released, NS LI} NAy 3 F2NJ I / KFEy3IAy3d [/ EtAYFOGSY 21 AKAY
Response Stratedypril 2012), summarizes risks and impacts across the state, including theatih

conseqguences from imeased injuries and disease due to higher temperatures, heat waves and more

frequent extreme storms, increased storm event damage costs and disruptions, reduced water supply,

loss of fish, wildlife, and natural systems, and losses to agriculture and fodestries. Specific

impacts to natural resources and Puget Sound communities will vary.

The state climate response strategies and actions are integrated into the 2012 Action Agenda as much
as possible. Each strategy or ssthategy of the Action Agela contains a description of climate change
impacts and related state strategies. Where possible now, a climate change adaptation step was
included in neaterm actions. Climate change next steps are included in the future opportunities and
emerging issuefor each strategy section.

alye FTRIFILIWGFGA2Y aGNIrGS3ASa FNBE O2yaARSNBR ay2 NB13
existing stresses on communities, economy, and environment while also helping reduce -cétatad

risks. All of the ActioAgenda strategies, stdirategies, ongoing programs and nd¢arm actions are

GoX¥YEyYyé GKIG 020K KSt LI NBRdAzOS SEAaiGAy3a adNBaasSa 6K
strategies and actions outlined in state climate response, and help ingolethe state higkpriority,

overarching response strategies
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Fully integrating climate change into the Action Agenda will require looking at the implications of a
OKIyaAay3a OftAYIGS 0S@82YyR HAaun® 5STAYAlGAZ2sute 2T | 4K
LINEPANBaas @FftdzS GSNya fA1S GLNA2NRGEeéxS aSO2t23A0!I
to be adjusted, as well as existing policies, plans and tools that may not include climate change
considerations.

Using the Action Agenda frive Investment and
Progress

The Action Agenda was created to drive

investment and action. All of the work it RANKING SUBTRATEGIES
describes is important and needed to protect

and recover Puget Sound. At the same time, then 2012 the Partnership working with the
Partnership recognizes the need to think Ecosystem Coordination Board and the Scie
practically about how work might be sequenced, pane| undertook an unprecedented effort to

both for maximum efficiency and because = yaate asciencebased assessment of the
resources are scarce and declining. The Action

Agenda should be used to guide decision makin@XpeCted. ecr(ljloglcfal |rr;‘pactdof eac;h sub h
related to allocation of funding or other trategy in the Action Agenda, and to gathel

resources in the following way. assoma_lted m_formatlon _on |mpI¢me_ntat|0n
issues including potential contribution to

Focts on the Strategic Initiatives Strategic human welbeing and economic vitality. The
initiatives are the highest priorities for 2012 and result of this initial effort is a preliminary
2013. First consider whether the new or ranked list of sukstrategies based on expecit

discretionary funding source can supportan  ecological impacts. The science community
unfunded or partially funded priority regional or and the Partnership are committed to workir
related local action in amor more of the to improve the ecological ranking process, a

strategic initiatives. Strategic initiatives are the have committed to creating a finalmied list
top priority for funding an_d t_h_e_al!ocatlon of of substrategies in summer 2012.
other resources. Strategic initiatives also should

guide the development of policy agendas.

Maintain Effective Ongoing ProgramsThe Ation Agenda builds on the ongoing work of partners to
protect and restore Puget Sound. Funding should not be reallocated away from those programs at this
time. Following this Action Agenda Update, the Partnership will conduct an evaluation of ongoing
programs in accordance with RCW 90.71.370, which may result in ongoing program funding
recommendations.

Prioritize the Science Needed to Better Understand a Complex SystEmsure that the science needed
to successfully implement priority actions is fundet implemented. First fund and implement the
biennial science work plan.

Use the Lists of Subtrategies Ranked Based On Ecological Criteria (when available) and Local
Priorities as One Piece of Information for Decision Makind the funding sourcerather resource
cannot be used to support implementation of a strategic initiative, refer to the ranked list ef sub
strategies and related implementation information. Extract the-strategies eligible for funding by the
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source in question and generaflynd near term actions or local actions related to the highest ranked
sub-strategies first except where implementation information or local priorities may be used to justify
funding actions related to lowemanked substrategies. A final list of stairategies ranked based on
ecological criteria will be available in summer 2012.

The Need for Funding

Increased financial capacity to implement ongoing and new actions in the Action Agenda and the
Biennial Science Work Plan is required to achieve recovety.gidas demands that we develop and

secure stable, diverse funding sources. Increased capacity can be achieved through new sources of
funding, using existing funding more strategically and efficiently, and through the development of
innovative, markebasd programs. It is particularly important to support and adequately fund the
ongoing programs that support Puget Sound recovery. These efforts form the backbone of the recovery
effort. Most of the Soundwide and local net@rm actions also need fundingdwners of these actions

are cautious about committing to them without an explicit understanding that funding is a requirement
for successful implementation.

The Action Agenda includes a funding strategy and specific funding actions to address this need.

The Future of the Action Agenda

The Action Agenda is a living document. Future updates will build on lessons learned and strengthen
our shared responsibility to protect and recover Puget Sound. Our ongoing work to strengthen the
Action Agenda and theartnership includes improving the science basis, continued climate change
integration, improving the prioritization process, increasing specificity on local priorities and actions,
understanding program and action effectiveness, setting interim targetstoitees, continued

refinement of neasterm actions and measures of progress, and cultivation of business and private
sector interests, including markéiased solutions and diversified funding.
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« Cover photo: Creative Commons, courtesy of FunnyFence on Flickr.

Introduction

The 2012 Action Agenda is thesult of over a year of work with state and federal agencies, tribal
governments, local governments, representatives of the business and environmental caucuses, and
other interested partners. It builds on the 2008 Action Agenda, and progress sincedloesate a
complete picture of the work needed to protect and recover Puget Sound. The Action Agenda is not a
regulatory document; it does not establish regulatory requirements. It is a leadership and coordinating
document, meant to focus the region anod a shared agenda for Puget Sound recovery.

The Action Agenda is organized into five Sections.

Section 1is the Context for Recovery. It describes the 2020 recovery tatpetsurrent state of Puget
Sound relative to each target, and climate champgojections.

Section 2describes the 2012/2013 priorities for the Action Agenda, the three Strategic Initiatives, which
are:

1 Prevention of pollution from urban stormwater runof we have many of the tools we need to
do this but need the capacity tomgp up efforts we must stop contaminating Puget Sound;
Protection and restoration habitat ¢ we must save the best of the habitat that we have left;
Recovery of shellfish bedsshellfish health begins on land through reduction of pollution from
rural ard agricultural lands and maintenance and repair of failing septic tanks.

= =4

Section 3s the heart of the Action Agenda. It describes the strategiesssakegies, ongoing program
activities, and neaterm actions needed to protect and recover Puget Squasiwell as future
opportunities. This section includes an overview of how the strategies and actions were developed,
discussions of the roles of science and climate chaaugg a description of the ongoing process to
develop a ranked list of Action Agdasubstrategies. Strategies and Actions are divided fivie
categories:

A. Freshwater and Terrestrial Protection and Restoratjomhich includes strategies and actions
related to land development and restoration, stewardship of working forest and dignieu
lands, floodplains, salmon recovery, and freshwater flows;

B. Marine and Nearshore Protection and Restoratiowhich includes strategies and actions
related to shoreline protectioralteration, and restorationmarine area protection and
restoratiorn; working waterfronts and public accessd biodiversity and invasive species;

C. Pollution Prevention and Cleanypvhich includes strategies related to reducing toxic threats,
polluted runoff from urban and rural lands, wastewater managemshelifish bed resration,
oil spill preparedness, araddean up

D. Strategic Leadership and Collaboratiowhich includes much of the core work of the Puget
Sound Partnership agency, as well as some partners, including strategies related to setting
priorities, performance maagement, science and ecosystem monitoring, and promoting
stewardship
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E. Funding Strategywhich describes hoicreased financial capacity to implement priority
ongoing and nevactions in the Action Agenda can be achiettedughidentifyingnew sources
of funding,using existing funding more strategically and efficiently, dedelopingnnovative,
marketbased programs.

Section 4contains local profiles and local strategies and actibnsal strategies and actions also are
incorporated throughout Sectin3, nested within the relevant Puget Souwitle substrategies

Section 5contains five appendic€s ! LILJSY RAE ! LINPGARSE f23A0 Y2RSt a
strategies included in the-& sections; Appendix B provides an overview ofRthgetSound National

Estuay Program Management Conference; Appendix C provides a table of all Bl@arActions in the

Action Agenda; Appendix D provides an overview ofstliencebasisof the Action Agenda; Appendix E

provides a glossary of acronyms, terrasd definitions Appendix F provides a Federal Respanse

Habitat Matrix and Appendix G provides the Action Agenda-Surhtegy Rankings.

Finallythere are two companion documents to the 2012/2013 Action Agenda. Highlights from the
2012/2013 Action Aenda, including the Strategic Initiatives, can be foun@lhie Action Agenda for
Puget Sound: Highlightsf the 20122013 Action Agend. Priority science actions are described in the
OGA2Y ! 3SYRI Qa ©OroityJcighkeXof ReRt@ridydavaSstiing Puget Sound: A
Biennial Science Work Plan f8011-2013 It provides a strategic focus on the science needed to
recover and protect Puget Sound
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Cover photo: Creative Commons, courtedgesf Smitton Flickr.

Recovery Context: The Current Stat|

of Puget Sound and Climate Change
Projections

al Skt dKeé Shom fritioning dnd NS

resilient A functioning ecosystem serves the PRESSURES ON PUGEIND
needs of fish and wildlife and of human
populations. When ecosystem condit®are Recovery targets consider both indicators of

stressed, such as through pollution or resource the stautorily-established Puget Sound goal
depletion, it can become more difficult to meet 54 the pressures on the Puget Sound

all of these needs. Resilient means that the ecosystem that may make recovery difficult
ecosystem is flexible or adaptable to changes Ecosystem pressures identify human activiti

over time that may be caused by humans or . .

natural circumstanes. Having some redundancythat mgy impact the physical, SFructqraI, and
of species and habitats in the ecosystem (e.g., ecological processes and functions in _th.e.
species live in multiple locations), as well as a  €c0system. Many of these human activities

representa‘tive samp|e of the Species and also may pI‘OVide direct and indirect benefits
habitats that were historically present in the the ecosystem and/or may be relatively neui
ecosystem, can improve the resiliency bét to the ecosystem but provide benefits in terr
ecosystem. of human quality of life. The goal is not to

eliminate human pressuresn Puget Sound,

So what does this mean for Puget SouBtsed 1t to understand and manage them toward

on the statutory goa_lls, a healthy Puggt Sound ecosystem protection and recovery.
supports our wetbeing and quality of life, the

health of our communities, and a thriving

economy in the Northwest, both now and in the

future. Ina healthy Puget Sound, native species

are abundant and diverse, and have the habitat they need to thrive. Moreover, Puget Sound waters are
also clean and plentiful enough to fully support drinking water and recreational uses, fish and shellfish
harvest,and other activities, without causing health concerns or posing environmental risks for fish or
ATt REATFSD 2KAES S R2y Qi SELISOG tdASH {2dzyR (2
arrived, we do want to derive many of the same benefits @tethem, from a healthy, vibrant Puget

Sound in the 2% century and beyond.
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Current Status of the Ecosystem

The Partnership has adopted indicators for the statuteeityablished goals and recovery targets for 18
of the chosen indicatorsThese indictors and targets are presented on the Puget Sound Vital Signs.

The Vital Signs are updated annually. The State of the Sound, a performance report reviewing the
ecological health of the Sound, the funding for the Sound, and the status of the Action Agenda
implementation, is updated every two years. The next update is set for November 2012. The Vital Signs
are next scheduled for updating in September 2012 as part of the State of the Sound process.

The table below presents the indicators, recovery targetd current status as reported on tloairrent

Vital Signs (unless otherwise noted). The current status information is helpful in developing the
strategies and actions needed to reach 2020 targets and recovery goals.
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GOAL INDICATOR 2020 RECOVERY TARGET CLRRENT STATUS

1. Healthy Ol <=l There are two targets for managing-site sewage systems: Local health jurisdictions and the Department of Health are
human 1 Inventory and fix all ossite sewage systems in marine recovery areas and ot gathering and mapping data for egite sewage system inspection
1

population designated sensitive areas and be current with inspestian95 percent. Initial results will be availde in 2012 and sen@nnually thereafter.
Extend this work to cover 90 percent of Puget Sound's unsewered marine
shorelines.

S\l szl All monitored beaches currentlyabout 70 locationg meet health standards for ~ Almost half of routinely monitored beaches (about 70 lozas)

what is called enterococcus, a type of fecal bacteria. consistently met the standards between 2004 and 2010; anothe
third met the standard except for one or two years. However, in
given year from 20042010, 7 to 15 beaches failed to meet
standards, resulting in the issuance of health advisorigheo
public.

Shellfish beds The target for shellfish beds is to have a net increase of 10,800 acres of harvest Around Puget Sound, there are an estie@tL 90,000 acres of

reopened shellfish beds, of which 7,000 acres must be from beds presently classified as classified commercial and recreational shellfish beds. According

prohibited. the State Department of Health, abo&6,000 acreg approximately
19 percentc are closed due to pollution sources (primarily fecal
bacteria from humans, livestock apets).

Puget Sound The index and targets are being developed with anticipated adoption in-20132  Indicator in é&velopment.
e o

2. Human LEAmilii=Re2 The quality of life index will address aesthetics, recreation, culture, and the ecor

quality of life Puget Sound The Sound Behavior Index will be a measure of two elements: the public's chan Data will beavailablein 2012.

behavior index behavior to reduce human impacts on Puget Sound, and social capital. Social ci
represents the bonds that bring groups of peopled organizations together; it can
be measured, and correlates to a variety of social indicators including health, civ
participation, and educational achievement. The index is under development.

Recreational The Leadership Council chose not to set a target for recreational fishing license: This indicator is the number oécreational angling and crabbing
this time. Desired future conditions will be reflected in the quality of life index.  licenseholders.

Commercial The Leadership Council chose not to set a target for commercial fisheries harve This indicator ipounds of all salmon caght in commercial harvest
i EHES I ERES ST this time. Desired future conditions will be reflected in the quality of life index.

SIS o [Tl (SIS Ta o (@[3 Tolo) &[0 61iMN Stop the overall decline and start seeing improvements in wild Chinook abundar Data to be available in 2012.
two to four populations in each bioggeaphic region.

Achieve arend-of-year census of southern resident killer whales of 95 individuals The historic population of Southern Resident Orcas may have

Orcas
which would represent a 1 percent annual average growth rate from 2010 to 202 numbered around 200 individuals, but by /2611, the population
totaled fewer than 90 whales. There are currently 17 female orc
capable of bearing young, and orcas generally wait three to five
years between pregnancieslso, about three orcas disappear frol

the population every year; generallijeir fates are unknown.
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GOAL INDICATOR 2020 RECOVERY TARGET CLRRENT STATUS

Pacific herring 1 Achieve increased spawning biomass for each genetic grouping to a minim: Overall, the number of heimg in Central and Southern Puget Sot
1 5,000 tons for Cherry Point stock has been relatively stable for the past 40 years. However, the
I 880 tons for Squaxin Pass stock population of one large and important stock of Padikering, the
9 13,500 tons for all other stocks combine Cherry Point stock in North Puget Sound, has declined by 90 pe
since 1973.
The Leadership Council has not yet set a target for this indicator.
N o) (=To d=1a Lo | BSTTOICUIERETRAToIi 1ol The target has three parts: Currently more than a quarter of all the shoreline around the So
restore habitat 1 The amount of armoring removed is greater than the amount of new armoril is armored with bulkheads and seawalls affecting important
added, for a net decrease tatal armored shoreline. shoreline processes such as sediment supply and transport.
{1 Efforts should be focused on feeder bluffs (highly erodible bluffs that supply reduce the total amount of armoring, it will be necessary to
sediment to beaches). minimize the red for new armoring by properly locating new
§  Jurisdictions should require the use of "soft shore" techniques for all new ar structures and strategically remove existing armoring in key
replacement armoring wherever feasible. locations. Additionally, using "soft shore" designs for new and
replacement armoring will reduce some of the impacts associate
with traditional hardarmoring.
Eelgrass Increase the acres of eelgrass in Puget Sound by 20 percent from the 2000 to 2 Though some larger Puget Sound eelgrass beds are stable or
baseline period an increase from about 53,100 acres to about 63,700. possibly increasing size, many of the smaller more widely
dispersed beds are in decline.
=R EVE ool The target has three parts: The rate of forest conversion to developkthd-coverfrom 200k
and cover 9  The proportion of basiwide growth occurring within Urban Growth Areas is i 2006 was 2,176 acséyear. For the riparian corridor aspedhe
least 86.5% (equivalent to all counties exceedjjoal by 3%) and all counties footnotes under the target options note that 13,000 riparian acre
show an increase over their 20@D10 percentage. (equivalent to 268 stream miles) are currently in medium or higr
1  Average annual loss of forested land cover to developed-tamver in nor density development and 2,100 acres (equivalent to 43.3 strean
federal lands does not exceed 1,000 acres per year and 268 miles of riparic miles) were caverted from vegetated to developed from 1996 to
vegetation are restoredr restoration projects are underway 2006.

1 Basinwide, loss of vegetation cover on indicator land base oveyad period

. The 20012006 rate of change from vegetative to developgadd
does not exceed 0.15% of the 2011 baseline land area. ' ge from veg N Ul

was 0.26% of the indicator base lands for a six county area (nar
in the footnote on p. 15); 8Bercentof the basirwide new growth
from 2000-2010 occurred withirdrban Growth Areas.

Floodplains There are two targets for floodplains: Data will be available in 2012. Based on other studies, the Natic
1 Restore, or have projects underway to restore, 15 percent of Puget Sound Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) estimates tha:

floodplain areas. almost three quarters of wetlands have been lost in Puget Soun

1 Have no net loss of floodplain function, in any watershed éf@mple, due to  the vast majoriy of which occurred in floodplains. Floodplains ha

conversion for development). been lost through a combination of shoreline armoring, levees, ¢

residential, commercial, industrigdnd agricultural development.
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GOAL INDICATOR 2020 RECOVERY TARGET CLRRENT STATUS

Estuaries There are two targets for restoring large river estuadesl the salmon that depend A number of efforts are now under way to restore estuarine hab
on them: because it is believed to be a bottleneck to the recovery andess
1 Meet the10-year salmon habitat recovery goals in the Nisqually, Skagit, of wild salmon and other species. Local groups working with the
Stillaguamish, Skokomish and Elwha river deltdere information about those support of state and federal partners are working hard, watershe
goals can be found at the Washington State Salmon Recovery homepage by watershed to set local acreage targets, find willing landownel

Restore 7,380 acres of river delta marsh and swamp throughout Puget Sou work through intense local politics, and restore ftabas part of

about 20 percenbf the total restoration need. their salmon recovery planning proceseé the Habitat Work

Schedulg These efforts are technically complex, and require
public-private partnerships in a complex landscatrong local an

state organization is necessary to lay thewgrdwork to leverage

and maintain federal investment.

This indicator has the following rivepecific targets: Low stream flows affect salmon runs, wildlife, and our water sug
9 Maintain stable or increasing flows in highly regulated rivers: Nisqually, Cec Summers in the Puget Sadinegion are often glorious, with

Skokomish, Skagit, Green comfortable temperatures and little rain. One result of this great
1  Monitor low flow in the Elwha River after dam removal. weather is that the flow of water from rivers and streams around
f  Maintain stable flows in unregulated rivers that currently are stable: Puyallu the Sound also declines, affecting salmon runs, wildlife, and our
Dungeness, Nooksack. water supply. There arether manmade reasons for lower summe
Restore low flows to bring the Snohomish River from a weakly decreasing t stream flows, such as new wells that tap ground water and new
to no trend. buildings and development that cover up the ground and decree

Restore low flows to bring the Deschutes River, North Forkagtiimish River, S€epage reducing the amount of water that would reach the
and Issaquah Creek from a strongly decreasing trend to a weakly decreasir Stream in summer.

trend.
Marine water The Leadership Council adopted the Marine Water Condition Index as an indica Because dissolved oxygen concentrations are a result of many
quality determine if the overall water quality of Puget Sound is getting better or worse o natural and human influences, we cannot simply measure disso

time. However, they only set a target for one of the 12mgpnents of the index: oxygen and understand how much humans contribute diredthis
dissolved oxygen levels, specifically related to how much humans are contributil target requires a combination of monitoring data, studies on the
dissolved oxygen problems. The target for improved water quality in the Sound i sources of nitrogen and sophisticated mathematical models to
keep dissolved oxygen levels from declining more than 0.2 raitlig per liter in any determine whether human inputs are contributing to a decline in
part of Puget Sounds a result of human inputs. dissolved oxygen.

The Washington Department of Ecology athlers are currently
working on such studiesnitial results will be available sometime i
late 2012. At that time we will understand whether humans
contribute to low levels of dissolved oxygen and what managem
actions may be necessary to address thémthe future we will
update these results using better models and more recent estim
of nitrogen loads coming into Puget Sound.

The 2012013 Action Agenda for Puget Sound Recovery Contexg Page8



Freshwater quali

Marine sediment
quality

GOAL INDICATOR 2020 RECOVERY TARGET CLRRENT STATUS

To improve the quality of freshwater that flows into Puget Sound, the Leadershiy Fresh Water Quality IndexA score of 80 or higher (out of 100)

Council establishethree major targets: indicates that water quality is generally meeting our goals for

1 Atleast half of all monitored streams should score 80 or above on the fresh sediments, ntrients, temperature, dissolved oxygen, fecal colifor
water quality index. bacteria, and other conventional pollutants (the index does not

1 wSRdzOS (KS ydzYoSNJ 2F GAYLI ANBRE g laddress toxic contaminants for a number of technical reasons).

1  Protect (i.e. allow no degradation of) any small streams that are currently ra general, fresh water quality index scores for the major rivers in
& S E OS f rbiSlogidat corfliion, and improve water quality in streams ran PugetSound have slowly improved since the index was first
GFFANE 4842 30ORSIBNI 108DRIYBS aI22RE D established in 1995 and now average in the ik range. Scores

in small urban streams are lower.

Impaired Waters:Washington's most recent complete lisft
impaired waterg2008) shows 1,272 "listys" on 501 different river
and streams in Puget Sound (an individual stream may be listec
impaired for more than one pollutant or impaired in more than o
location). Since 2008, 54 listings (about 4.2 percent) have been
addressed by formal Cleddp Pans. An additional five listings wel
removed for other reasons. Since about 1998, a total of 570 listi
in Puget Sound have been addressed (about 31 percent) by fori
CleanUp Plans.

Biological ConditionScientists studying small streams have
developed a way to summarize the overall condition of the aqual
biological community using a measure called the Benthic Index
Biological Integrity, or "BBI" for short. Data for this measure are
more sparse than for conventional water pollutants, but Kingri@y
recently reported that, for small wadeable lowland streams, 37
percent of sites ranked "good" or "excellent" and 63 percent ran
"fair or poor."

¢KS tdza3Si0 {2dzyR t I NIYySNBRKALI KI & oRS ¥/ This status report focuses only on the second targee Sediment

include sediment quality that supports functioning, healthy communities of sedin Quality Triad index (SQTI), as an overall summary of sediment

RsStftAy3d AYyDBSNISoNI iSadé ¢KA&a Aa | (qualityinPuget Sound.

is very complex. Accordingly, the Leadership Council adopted several different

measures based on accepted scientific methods for assessing marine sediment

quality. All Puget Sound regions and bays should:

1 Have sediment chemistry measures reflecting "minimum exposure", as defi
by having a Sediment Chemistry Index (SCI) score 8.>93

1 Have combined measures of sediment chemistry, toxicity, and the health of
bottom-dwelling marine life reflecting "unimpacted" conditions, as defined b' Of the three regons resampled between 2004 and 2012, two (Hc
having a Sediment Quality Triad Index (SQTI) score of >83. Canal and Strait of Georgia) showed declining SQTI scores due

poor biological community values; the other, Whidbey Basin,

Eight regions were sampled between 1997 a@02in Puget Soun
(Hood Canal, Strait of Georgia, Whidbey Basin, Central Sound,
Sound, San Juan Islands, Strait of Juan de Fuca, and Admiralty
Four of the eight regions met or exceeded the target value for
sediment quality.
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GOAL INDICATOR 2020 RECOVERY TARGET CLRRENT STATUS

1 Have no chemistry measurements exceeding Sediment Quality Standards s showed an improvement. Results are not yet available for the

in WashingtorState remaining regions diter because they are being analyzed or will
sampled.

Toxics in fish The Leadership Council (LC) adopted several different sets of targets related to Results are mixed. In recent years, four of the five species of sa
reducing toxic contaminants in fisfhey include: were almost always below the threshold. But 15% of adult Chinc
1 Reducindevels of PCBs and related compoundsaimen, herring, and English salmon that were sampled, and 100% of juvenile Chinook exce¢
sole (a bottomdwelling flatfish) below: the threshold. Tis is most likely because Puget Sound Chinook
a threshold related to fish health, and salmon spend more time in Puget Sound close to PCB sources
a threshold related to human health. are more likely to eat contaminated prey (e.g. herring). The othe

1
1
1

Reducing concentrations of two other classes of toxic contaminants (abbre\ four species of salmon tend to spend more of their life in the Pa
asPAHsand EDCs), in herrirmd English sole below several different threshc Ocean wiere PCB levels are lower.

for harmful effects in fish. For Pacific herring, from 382% of sampled fish exceeded the

GKNBakK2tR tS@Sta FT2NJ O2yidl YA

The Vital Signs report focuses only on one chemical in the first target (PCBs) as most urbanized basin showing the highest levels. Nearly all (95¢
relates to the fish health thresholdAs data become available for the other targets English sole from urban baysoeeded the threshold, compared tc
those results will be added to the report. only 30% which exceeded the threshold in rural bays (still above

target).
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Climate Change Projections in Puget Sound

Climate change is key part of Puget Sound recovery context. The climate is already changingyéind we
increasingly experience the effects of climate change. In 2012 and 2013, the Puget Sound Partnership
and the Puget Sound Institute are working with UW Climate Impacts group to synthesize and update the
growing body of climate change science that Baserged since publication @éfncertain Future: Climate
Change and Its Effects on Puget Saar2D05. This new information will become part of tRaiget

Sound Science Updafine climate change pressures summary below is drawn from the R0gét

Sound Sence UpdatéChapter 3), with additional review by the Climate Impacts Group.

Climate change pressures in Puget Sound include:

I Changes in streamflowiming and volume Watersheds with streamflow based mostly or
partially on snowmelt ar@rojectedto have the greatest hydrological shifts associated with
climate change. Impacte streamflowinclude earlier peak streamflows, decreasing runoff in
late springand summer,andincreasing runoff in falkndwinter.

1 Temperature changegOver the last centyr(19002000) average aitemperature in the Puget
Soundregionincrease®.3’F. Average annual and seasonahiperature isexpectedto
increase over the coming century, although natural climate variations will continue to cause
substantial variability étween years and decadd2elative to 19761999 average annual
temperature in thePacificNorthwest is projected to increase about 2°F by the 2020s (range:
1.1°F to 3.4°F), ZF by the 2040s (range: 1.6°F to 5.2°F),m8%- (range: +2.8°F to +9.7°F) by
the 20808. Most modelsprojectan enhanced seasonal precipitation cycle with wetter winters
YR RNA SNJ &dzy Y S N& Ergd natidrdl 2adafoks piekiBtatidotiivill akgiQ &
difficult to distinguish the influence of climate change on Nomstvprecipitation in the next
few decade$

9 Loss of snowpack and glacial retredihelossof snowpack and glacial retreate one of the
most farreaching impacts of rising temperatyrffecting water availability for both people and
wildlife. Under amoderate warming scenario (the A1B greenhouse emissions scenario), average
spring snowpack in Washington State is projected to decrease 29% by the 2020s, 44% by the
2040s, and 65% by the 2080s, relative to the average for-2906’.

This decline in smapack contributes to lower spring runoff in snded rivers and streams and
lower summer streamflows. Wmer spring temperaturealso reduce late spring and summer
streamflowsby shifting the timing of pealsnowmeltrunoff earlier into the spring season

! Snover, AK., P.W. Mote, L.C. Whitely Binder, A.F. Hamlet, and N.J. Mantu&Jr&@#9in Future: Climate Change and Its Effects on Puget
Souwnd. Climate Impacts Group, Center for Science in the Earth System, Joint Institute for the Study of the Atmosphere andr@gaitg,of
Washington. Available altittp://cses.washimton.edu/db/pdf/snoveretalpsat461.pdf

2Source:Snover, A.K., P.W. Mote, L.C. Whitely Binder, A.F. Hamlet, and N.J. Mantu&Jr2@0fain Future: Climate Change and Its Effects on
Puget SoundClimate Impacts Group, Center for Science in the Earthr8ydoint Institute for the Study of the Atmosphere and Oceans,
University of Washington.

% Mote, P.W., and E.P. Salathé. 2010. Future climate in the Pacific NortiGkiesitic Chang&02(:2): 2950, doi: 10.1007/s1058810-98487.

* Mote and Salathé 2ID (see previous)

® Elsner, M.M., L. Cuo, N. Voisin, J. Deems, A.F. Hamlet, J.A. Vano, K.E.B. Mickelson, S.Y. Lee, and D.P. Lettenrphéati @ 6f Bhst
century climate change for the hydrology of Washington Statenatic Chang#02(1-2): 225260, doi: 10.1007/s1058810-98550.
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1 Sea Level Ris&lobal sea level is rising due to ocean thermal expansion and melting ef land
basedicesheets A medium estimate of sea lewése n the Puget Soundegionis +6 inches
(range of3 to 22 inchesby 2050 and-13 inchegrange of6 to 50 nched by 2106. Changes at
specific locations within Puget Sound will vary from these regional projections depending on
local factors, including uplift or subsidence ratb&jor impacts associated with sea level rise
are likely to be inundationf low-lying areasflooding, erosion and infrastructure damageith
the largest impacts occurring when storm and/or river flooding events converge with high tides
Shifts in or loss of coastal habitat types is another major concern associated with sea level rise.

1 Ocean AcidificationAs the global
ocean absorbs atmospheric carbon  Climate changscenarios are modeled estimate:
dioxide, these increasing of how climate change and related impacts ma
coanegtratub)ns atre_reduc'”g 0c€an  ynfold in thePacific Northwesin the coming
pr and carbonate ion decadesAs such, lonate change scenariob¢y
concentrations, resulting in ocean " - L )

are projections not specific predictionsWhile

acidification. Impacts of ocean e . .
acidification include altered marine  SCi€ntistsexpect thatthe direction oftrends(e.g.,

food web, loss of shellfish increasing or decreasing) in temperature,
production, and impacts to the snowpack, sea level rise, and other important
growing environment for sea grasses variableswill remain consistenover the 2

like eelgrass. century or longer, thespecific valuege.g., specific

_ _ temperature changes) will change over timg
Puget Sound climate is also affected by largemodeling capabilitieincreasegreenhaise gas
scale patterns of natural variability, emissions change, amlir understanding of glob

particularly the_ !EI Niﬁo/Souther_n Qscillation and regional sensitivity to climate change
(ENSO) and edic Decadal Oscillation (PDO). increases

While it is not clear at this time how climate

change will affect the frequency or intensity

of ENSO or PDO, we should expect continued

yearto-year and decad¢o-decade variability in regional conditions evertlslongterm mean around
which we vary is affected by climate change.

Climate Change Impacts and Risks in Puget Sound

In the recently released, NB LI NAYy3 F2NJ I / KFIy3IAy3d /EAYFGSY 21 aKAa
Response Stratedipril 2012), risks and impi&cacross the state are summarized as presented below.

Specific impacts to natural resources and Puget Sound communities will vary. Where local information is
available, it is presented in the subjesgiecific parts of the Action Agenda or in the localfige. Part of

the work underway with the UW Climate Impacts Group will be to update and call out geographically

specific changes and risks.

® Mote, P.W., A. Petersen, S. Reeder, H. Shipman, and L.C. Whitely BindeBe20D8vel Rise in the Coastal Waters of Washington State
Report prepared by the Climate Impacts Group, Center for Science in the Egtein Soint Institute for the Study of the Atmosphere and
Oceans, University of Washington, Seattle, Washington and the Washington Department of Ecology, Lacey, Washington.
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1 Severe consequences to human heaftbm increased injuries and disease due to higher
temperatures, heat waves gglining urban air quality, and smoke from more frequent wildfires.
More frequent extreme storms are likely to cause river and coastal flooding that could lead to
increased injuries and loss of life.

91 Increased damage costs and disruptiottscommunities fransportation systems, and other
infrastructure. Damage to roads, bridges, ports, rail, power and communication transmission
systems, and communities due to extreme storms, flooding, erosion, landslides, sea level rise,
and storm surges could occur. Inget Sound counties, structures valued at $29 billion are
located in flood hazard areas. Ports, rail, highways, wastewater treatment plans, and other
infrastructure could require retrofits or relocation to accommodate rising sea levels and
stronger coastastorms.

1 Reducedsummerwater supply. Increasing temperatures will significantly reduce snowpack in
the Cascade and Olympic Mountains. This will lead to reduced summer streamflows, reduced
soil moisture, higher summer stream temperatures, and an irsgdaisk of drought for
2 AaKAY3d2yQa o6 GSNJ dzASNESX Ay Of dzZRAy 3 I ANRA Odz G dzN
water demand could increase the potential for conflict among users.

1 Loss of fish, wildlifeand natural systemsSpecies will be foed to move northward or higher in
elevation, and some will perish. Higher summer stream temperatures and rediogesiare
projected to increase lethal stream conditions for salmon and other coldwater species.
Increased forest fires will destroy habit&ading to erosion and degraded water quality. Sea
level rise is projected to eliminate valuable habitat, and increasing ocean acidity and upland
runoff threatens shellfish aquaculture.

9 Losses to agriculture and forest industriegicreased disease, peastweedsand fire, along with

NERdzOSR &dzYYSNJ 6F GSNJ adzldL)f ASax NS | f NBIFIRé | ¥FF
and yields are also likely to be impacted.
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« Cover photo: Creative Commons, courtesgagigydaron Flickr.

The 2012/2013 Strategic Initiatives

The role of the Action Agenda is not just to lay out all of the work that must be done. It also has to
prioritize those critical areas where we know we have the opportunity, and the need, to act now to
make meaningful progress. Cutting across the eftcon Agendathree strategic initiativesneet this
need. They are focused strategic sets of related actions where we can address the most significant
problems, with viable solutions, in a way that will create meaningful improvements for Puget Sound.

Strategic initiatives are meant teliver progress at a substantial lewsl the priority actions; now.

They will be the focus of Partnership spending and resources, and of our efforts to increase funding,
seek changes in policy, report success andehagés, and educate and engage citizens in the recovery
effort.

The three strategic initiatives are:

1 Prevention of pollution from urban stormwater runof€ this is an immense
challenge, and although we have many of the tools and technologies for stoenwat need
to make much fuller use of them if we are to stop contamimatfrom flowing into the Sound

1 Protectionand restorationof habitat ¢ we must stop destroying habitat, protect what
we have left and substantially restore the critical habitatst thva have lost

1 Recovery of shellfish bedsshellfish harvesting is both a treaty right for tribes and a vital
industry in our region. It is also a treasured tradition for countless northwest families. Shellfish
health begins on land, through reductioif pollution from rural and agricultural lands and
maintenance and repair of failing septic tanks

The pecific actiongo includewithin eachstrategic initiativewere drawn from thestrategies and

actions developed during th&ction Agenda updatprocess and informed bhigh-level policy
RA&AOdzaaAz2ya adzOK Fa (KS D2@SNYy2Nna {KSttFAAK LyAd
process to address shortcomings in the implementation of salmon recovery efforts identified by tribes

and NOAA iR011. Theywere developed by Subcommittees of the Ecosystem Coordination Board and
reviewed and adopted by the Leadership Council

The Strategic Initiatives are described in detail in the Action Agenda Highlights document. For ease of
reference thecontent is summarized here in Tabl&3 In addition, throughout the Action Agenda
symbols illustrate the subtrategies and actions that are part of each Strategic Initiative

\!# Prevention of pollution from urban stormwater runoff
A Protection and restoration of habitat

@ Recovery of shellfish beds
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STRATEG| #

Table 1: Prevention of Pollution from Urban Stormwateufoff - Strategies and Actions

SUBSTRATEGY

Implement and strengthen authorities
and programs to prevent toxic
chemicaldrom entering the Puget
Sound environment.

w

Fish Consumption RatdScology will, as soon as possible, establish

accurate default fish consumption rates that are reflective of actual

consumption rates of vulnerable populations who consume fish and
shellfsh from the Sound at a subsistence level and children who, by
virtue of lower body mass may be disproportionately affected by toxi
in their food supply. Ecology will complete the rulemaking processe|
Sediment Management Standards, incorporating itveised and
accurate fish consumption rate, no later than the end of 2013; the wi
ljdz- t AGe NbzZ S akKltf 68 3IdzARSR 6

Consumption Rates Technical Support Document and other appropr
relevant information as it becomesvailable. Ecology will report to the
Leadership Council at least quarterly, beginning in October 2012, on
plan and progress towards adoption of a fish consumption rate.

Manage urban runoff at the basin an
watershed scale.

Watershed Basedt@mwater Management.To ensure all funds
(existing and new) are used efficiently and effectively, Puget Sound
Partnership (PSP) will work with the ECB to commission an evaluatis
the feasibility, cost, and effectiveness of transitioning the existing
municipal stormwater jurisdiction by jurisdiction permit approach usir
a3ASYSNI £ LIS NI dbasadimunicipd stapmwaté NB K S
management. PSP will work with interested parties, particularly Eco
and local governments, to ensure their perspectived aoncerns are
addressed and accounted for when developing the scope of work fo
their evaluation.

Prevent problems from new
development at the site and
subdivision scale.

NPDES Municipal Permitcology will issue municipal permits for
westem Washington and provide financial assistance to permittees f
implementation, particularly for code changes, stormwater system
mapping, operations and maintenance, inspections and enforcemen
This will require additional resources to Ecology for peowirsight,
technical assistance, and enforcement. Ecology will provide incentiv,
NPDES permittees who, by interlocal agreement, lead or carry out
regional or watershed scale NPDES implementation.

Prevent problems from new
development at the sé and
subdivision scale.

Stormwater Management Outside Permitted Are&ology, in
coordination with the state Department of Health, will identify two hig
priority shellfish growing areas degraded by urban stormwater
discharges and work with local ggmments and other key parties to
reduce these impacts to the areas.

Fix problems caused by existing
development.

Stormwater Retrofit ProjectEcology will lead a process to identify hig
priority retrofit projects that will contribute to the reovery of Puget
Sound and complete conceptual design to a stage sufficient to seek
project implementation funding. The work will build on retrofit
prioritization work by WSDOT, King County and others, and will be
replicable in other urban and suburbareas around the Sound

Control sources of pollutants.

Compliance Assurance Prograatology and local governments will
increase inspection, technical assistance, and enforcement program
high-priority businesses and at construction sites.

Provide focused stormwateelated
education, training, and assistance.

LID Training and CertificatioBcology will provide focused training for
local government staff on LID project review, and inspections and
approvals, as well as to local goveremh staff and private sector on
maintenance. Develop new professional certification for stormwater
maintenance specialists. Provide business staff and contractors with
training on source control, spill recognition, spill response, and erosi
control.

Provide focused stormwateelated
education, training, and assistance.

Education for the Next Generation of Stormwater ProfessiofTéis.
Tulalip Tribes willevelop a neaterm plan to provide sustainable wate
resource management academic currigul in all Puget Sound counties
for future stormwater professionals that is inclusive of tribal treaty rig
history, civics, and emphasizes continuing improvements in stormwe
management in the context of the larger issues of sustainable water
resourcemanagement and climate change.
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STRATEG| # |
D 6.1

SUBSTRATEGY

Implement a longeerm, highly visible,
coordinated publieawareness effort
using the Puget Sound Starts Here
brand to increase public understandi
2F tdz384 {2dzyRQ&
threats. Conduct regionalyaled
communications to provide a
foundation for local communications
efforts. Conduct localigcaled
communications to engage residents
local issues and recovery efforts.

[y

| NTA#|

NTA

Phase 2 of Puget Sound Starts H&8P and partners implement Phas
of PugetSound Starts Heteampaign. PSP, STORM and Ecology ensl|
that messages reflect the demography, regional identity and issues {
the Puget Sound.

STRATEG| #

Table 2: Protection and Restoration of HabitaStrategies and Actions

| SUBSTRATEGY

1.2

Support local governments to adopt
and implement plans, regulations, ar
policies consistent with protection an
recovery targets, and incorporate
climate change forecasts.

| NTA #|

Land Use Planning Barriers, BMPs and Example Pd&ic&ecember
2012, Ecology and Commerce, working with local governments, will
identify the primary barriers to incorporating policies consistent with
implementation of the Action Agenda into local land use planning an
decisions and identify best practices and assistareztled to overcome
these barriers. This will address implementation of protection strate
encouraging compact growth patterns, increased density, water qual
standards, redevelopment, and rural lands protection. By Decembel
2013, Ecology and Comnme= will distribute example growth policies th
include best practices that are consistent with protection and recove
targets and the Growth Management and Shoreline Management Ac

1.3

Improve, strengthen, and streamline
implementation and enforcem of
laws, plans, regulations, and permits
consistent with protection and
recovery targets.

ECB Address Regulatory Exemptiditte ECB will address regulatory
exemptions to provide effective oversight and mitigation sequencing
activities that impat the ecosystem.

4.2

Provide infrastructure and incentives
to accommodate new and fe
development within urban growth
areas.

All of substrategy A42 is a priority for the habitat protection and
restoration strategic initiative.

5.1

Improve data ad information to
accelerate floodplain protection,
restoration, and flood hazard
management.

Floodplain Protection and Policy Team Actid?SP will advance
floodplain protection and restoration by facilitating actions, policy
changes, and program chaggnecessary to reduce critical barriers to
habitat protection and restoration. Funding will be focused on the pl
that have the greatest potential to recover floodplain functions.

5.3

Protect and maintain intact and
functional floodplains.

Levee Vegetation PSP will continue to work with the Army Corps of
Engineers to craft a regional variance to their vegetation on levees p

6.1

Implement high priority projects
identified in each salmon recovery
g G SNA K Syea @orki{plKnNB5

All ofsubstrategy A6.1 is a priority for the habitat protection and
restoration strategic initiative.

Update Puget Sound instream flow
rules to encourage conservation

All of substrategy A7.1 is a priority for the habitat protection and
restoration stategic initiative.

1.2

Support local governments to adopt
and implement plans, regulations, ar
policies that protect the marine
nearshore and estuaries, and

incorporate climate change forecasts

Update Local Shoreline Master Prografsology will ppvide funding
and, with WDFW, technical assistance to local jurisdictions to update
local shoreline master programs by current deadlines, with all updatt
complete by 2014. A key deliverable for Ecology and local governme
to implement SMPs in a maanthat validates achievement of no net
loss of ecological function and guides Puget Sound toward shoreline
armoring target.

13

‘ 7.1

Improve, strengthen, and streamline
implementation and enforcement of
laws, regulations, and permits that
protect the marineand nearshore
ecosystems and estuaries.

Hydraulic Code Rules Revisi®y December 2014, WDFW will use be
available science to revise Hydraulic Code Rules (chaptet Z2OVAC)
and clarify conditions under which hydraulic projects must be condu
to prevent or mitigate the impacts to fish life and habitat.

The 2012013 Action Agenda for Puget Sound
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SUBSTRATEGY

STRATEG| # |
2.1

Permanently protect priority
nearshore physical and ecological
processes and habitat, including
shorelines, migratory corridors, and
vegetation particularly in sensitive
areas such as eelags beds and bluff
backed beaches.

| NTA #|

Protect 10% of BlufBacked Beache®SP will promote acquisitions,
easements, or other protective covenants to permanently protect at
least 10% of blufbacked beaches with high sediment supply or other,
priority nearstore habitats facing potential shoreline development
pressure by June 2014.

2.2

Implement prioritized nearshore and
estuary restoration projects and
accelerate projects on public lands.

Implementation of Projects Identified by PSNEBPDecember 2014,
DFW and the Corps will advance implementation of projects identifie
Puget Sound Nearshore Ecosystem Restoration Project (PSNERP),
including those described in the Strategic Restoration Conceptual
EngineeringFinal Design Report. Implementation witicur both through
Corps programs as anticipated through the General Investigation pr¢
and through other norCorps federal, state, tribal and local programs
2013.

2.3

Remove armoring, and use soft
armoring replacement or landward
setbacks whenranoring fails, needs
repair, is non protective, and during
redevelopment.

Homeowner Incentives for Landward Setba@ksilding on work done t¢
date, P will convene a process with partners to develop and
recommendncentives that help homeowners permantty remove
armoring and encourage setback of houses by June 2014. Incentive
could include, but would not be limited to financial, regulatory, low
interest loans or grants. This work will help restore nearshore proces
promote landward retreat of homefacing sea level rise, and promote
progress toward shoreline armoring target.

Prevent and rapidly respond to the
introduction and spread of terrestrial
and aquatic invasive species.

Invasive Species Early Detection and MonitoriygJune 2014he
Invasive Species Council, in consultation with WSDA, will develop al
detection and monitoring program plan for priority invasive species il
Puget Sound. The Council will coordinate the plan and implementati
efforts with the Puget Sound Coordited Ecosystem Monitoring
Program.

5.3
8.1

Prevent and reduce the risk of oil
spills.

Evaluate Risk Assessments for Update NeEdslogy will evaluate
existing Puget Sound marine transportation oil spill risk assessments
identify any gaps in marine fedy and work with experts to develop an
apply appropriate risk reduction measures.

Table 3: Recovery of Shellfish BedStrategies and Actions

SUBSTRATEGY

#
3.1

Protect intact marine ecosystems
particularly in sensitive areasd for
sensitive species.

| NTA #|

Outfall Strategy on Stat®wned Aguatic Land®NR, in collaboration
with Tribal Governments, Ecology, DFW, and DOH, will develop and
implement a strategy to reduce impacts from outfalls on statened
aquatic lands in Puget Sod.

Control wastewater and other source
of pollution such as oil and toxics fro
boats and vessels.

No Discharge Zone Evaluation and Petitoenlogy, in collaboration wit
State Parks and EPA, will administer grants to fund the developmaer|
petition to EPA to establish a No Discharge Zone to prohibit recreati
and commercial vessels from discharging sewage in all or parts of P
Sound

1.6

Implement and strengthen authoritie
and programs to prevent toxic
chemicals from enterinthe Puget
Sound environment.

Water Quality EnforcemenEcology, working with DOH, wilcrease the
capacity for enforcement, and enforce all regulations pertaining to
pathogens and contaminanthat pollutethe waters of the state to
ensure achievemerdf approved shellfish growing water certification.

15
3.2

Ensure compliance with regulatory
programs designed to reduce, contrg
or eliminate pollution from working
farms.

Priority Areas for Voluntary Incentive and Regulatory Progrdrne
State Consefation Commission and the Washington State Departme
of Agriculture, Ecology, and Health will identify priority areas to bette
target and coordinate implementation of voluntary incentive and
regulatory programs for rural landowners, srmatireage landowers,
and working farms.

The 2012013 Action Agenda for Puget Sound
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STRATEG| # |

SUBSTRATEGY

53

Improve and expand funding for en
site sewage systems and local OSS
programs.

Regional OSS Homeowner Loan Progfa@H, Ecology, and PSP will t
evaluate options and support proposals to fund a unified -sedftaining,
low-interest loan program in the Puget Sound region to help OSS ow
repair and replace their systems by June 2014.

5.3

Improve and expand funding for en
site sewage systems and local OSS
programs.

Regional OSS Program Funding Sol€eH will evalate approaches
and mechanisms (e.g., a regional flush tax or sewer surcharge) to
generate and distribute funds to Puget Sound counties to implement
their OSS management plans and programs by June 2014.

Improve water quality to prevent
downgrade andhchieve upgrades of
important current tribal, commercial
and recreational shellfish harvesting
areas.

Pollution Control Action Tearicology, working with DOH, WSDA, EF
and the Tribes will form a Pollution Control Action Team (PCAT) to
respond quickly Wen areas are identified where water quality probler
threaten shellfish areas. They will initiate community outreach and
education, pollution identification, inspection, technical assistance to
local agencies and landowners and finally, enforcemene t&am will
focus its work in priority areas and support PIC programs where they
established. The first effort will be in Drayton Harbor and Portage B:

7.3

Ensure environmentally responsible
shellfish aquaculture based on soun
science.

Shellfsh Model Permitting Progranthe Department of Ecology will
62N)] 6AGK GKS D2@SNyz2NRa h¥Ffao
and facilitate a state team to develop and implement a Model Permit
Program that ensures early and continued coordinaiomong state anc
federal agencies, tribes and local governments for permitting and
licensing of shellfish aquaculture.

9.4

7.1

Develop and implement local and
tribal pollution identification and
correction programs.

Pollution Identification and CorrectidirogramsDOH and Ecology will
administer EPA grants to help counties and tribes set up sustainable
programs to identify and correct nonpoint pollution sources to improy
and protect water quality in shellfish growing areas and at marine
swimming beachesThese sustainable programs will have ongoing
monitoring to identify pollution sources and assess effectiveness of
efforts, a local sustainable funding source, and a compliance assura
component.
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« Cover photo: Creative Commons, courtesy of Washington State Department of Transportation on Flickr.

Strategies and Actions to Recover

Puget Sound to Health

This section presents a complete picture of Puget Sound recovery including strategies-and sub
strategies, ongoing activitieand nearterm actions. The strategies and ssivateges are intended to
be durable, and will be adapted as needed.

How are the Strategies and Actions Organized?

The Action Agenda is made up of strategies;suhtegies, ongoing program activities, and neam
actions.

Strategies and actions are ordgaed into five broad categories

A. Freshwater and Terrestrial Protection and Restoratjamhich includes strategies and actions
related to land development and restoration, stewardship of working forest and agriculture
lands, floodplains, salmon recoverymdafreshwater flows;

B. Marine and Nearshore Protection and Restoratiowhich includes strategies and actions
related to shoreline protectioralteration, and restorationmarine area protection and
restoratiory working waterfronts and public accessd bidiversity and invasive species;

C. Pollution Prevention and Cleanypvhich includes strategies related to reducing toxic threats,
polluted runoff from urban and rural lands, wastewater managemshelifish bed restoration,
oil spill preparedness, ardean wp;

D. Strategic Leadership and Collaboratiowhich includes much of the core work of the Puget
Sound Partnership agency, as well as some partners, including strategies related to setting
priorities, performance management, science and ecosystem monitonimgpeomoting
stewardship

E. Funding Strategywhich describes hoincreased financial capacity to implement priority
ongoing and nevactions in the Action Agenda can be achietl@dughidentifyingnew sources
of funding, using existing funding more straitegly and efficiently, andevelopingnnovative,
marketbased programs.

In each category tsategies and sulstrategies describe the overall, lotgrm directions and

approaches that are needed for Puget Sound protection and recoBtrgtegies anéctions identified

by local areas are included where availalileosscutting issues such as salmon recovery and climate
adaptation are discussed throughoUEmerging opportunities and future considerations are also listed
for strategies or sustrategiesas appropriate.

Ongoing program activities and nei@rm actions are nested under strategies and -sifategies.

1 Ongoing activitiehave been and continue to libe foundationfor recovery efforts All
ongoing work that is related to Puget Sound reagvigs within the framework of the Action
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Agenda. The ongoing programs listed in the 2012 Action Agenda are mainly state agency
programs. They are examplesnd are not intended to be a complete inventory. Ongoing work
must continue to be funded in ordéo achieve recovery goals. The Partnership will begin an
evaluation of ongoing programs after the Action Agenda is adopted.

f Nearterm actionst NB 02y aAiA RSNBR . KS¢ KiSogcstayt BMESinitiaives, R |
critical next steps in ongoing wigrand targeted efforts to improve implementation of ongoing
programs or ensure these programs have adequate resources to deliver on their objectives.

Finally,recovery target viewghroughout this sectiondescribe each recovetgrget, the current stata

of the ecosystemelative to each target, and show the logic behind hee/think the strategies and

actionsin the Action Agenduwiill lead to achievement of the targetd.he target views are presented as

graphical depictions of this thinking in the foBn¥ G NB a dzf Ga OKI Ailiistrae ¢tKS NBad
relationships between strategies and actions, pressures on the ecosystem, and ecosystem conditions.

The Partnership has received feedback that the results are difficult to read and could be improved as a
communication toal Each target vievincludes a detailed explanation of how to read the diagrams.

These diagrams can be improved in the future.

HowWere the2012 $rategies andActionsDeveloped?

As the recovery targets were emerging, work begaarteure the strategies and actions in the Action
Agenda would make meaningful progress towards achieving recovery. Five interdisciplinary teams were
formed to focus on developing and refining strategies and actions related to achieving the recovery
targets for the focus pressures of: 1) land development, 2) loss of floodplain function, 3) shoreline
alteration, 4) urban stormwater runoff, and 5) wastewatdese teams included representatives of the
business, environmental, academénd public interestammunities state and federal agencigand

Tribal governments. They met through the summer and fall of 2011 and used a process based on the
Open Standards for the Practice of Conservatidtp://www.co nservationmeasures.oryto develop
strategies and actions, building from the 2008 Action Agenda and considering the guiding principles for
ecosystem management in Puget Sound. Other strategy areas, such as oil spill preparedness and
response, toxic cleamp, and invasive species, were assigned to staff leads who worked with standing or
ad hoc groups to refine and update the existing strategies if and as needed. Well over 100 people
participated in this process, which included upwards of 50 intensive mgetnd discussions.

At the same time, updates to the local area strategies and actions were underway. This work both
informed the Soundwide strategies and actions, and defined local priorities for and contributions to
Puget Sound recovery. Over 30 megs were held in local aref®m June through September 2011.
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GUIDING PRINCIPLERRFECOSYSTEM MANAGEW IN PUGET SOUND

Input from the tgic forums and action area meetings in 2008 led to the development of the follow
principles for ecosystem management. The principles, refined by the Leadership Council, Scienc
and Ecosystem Coordination Board, were used to develop the stragggities and actionsThey were
reviewed by the Science Panel in 2011 and reflect only modest addition related to human commi

A.
B.

C.

Address threats and choose opportunities with the highest potential magnitude of impact.

Address threats with the highekvel of urgency. (How imminent is the threat; will it result il
an irreversible loss; how resilient are the resources that are affected?)

Use strategies that have a reasonable certainty of effectiveness and reflect a balanced
precautionary and adaptivepproach.

1 Actions should have a realistic expectation that they will be effective in addressing the
identified threat.

9 Actions and decisions about the use of resources should err on the side of caution to
irreversible ecological consequences.

9 Actions should be designed so they can be measured, monitored, and adapted.

. Use scientific input about the importance, urgency, and reversibility of threats; opportuniti

for management impact; effectiveness of actions; and monitoring and adaptaiiodesgning,
implementing, and evaluating strategies.

Use strategies that are cost effective in making efficient use of funding, personnel, and
resources with realistic expectations of achieving results.

Address the processes that form and sustain ecosysterdsrerease ecosystem resiliency
rather than focus narrowly on fixing individual sites. Consider the Salish Sea ecosystem
perspective.

. Attempt to address threats at their origin instead of reacting after the damage has been d

Anticipate and prevent ptalems before they occur, and plan for extreme events. (With moi
people coming to the region and a changing climate, a proactive strategy is increasingly
important.)

Consider the linkages and interactions among strategies.

1 Address multiple threats and &ir interactions with strategies that work together. We
cannot afford to look at problems or develop solutions in isolation.

1 Watch out for unintended consequences. Evaluate strategies so actions to address o
problem do not cause harm to other ecosystenogesses, functions, and structure, as w
as social and economic considerations.

9 Integrate salmon recovery actions with ecosystem management actions.

Account for the variations in ecosystem conditions and processes in different geographic
of PugetSound. Some parts of Puget Sound are fairly intact while others are severely dec
andrebuilding strategies need flexibility to encompass regional differences. Ensure that n
region or economic sector bears the entire brunt of the responsibilityniplementing
solutions.

Account for human communities and values as fundamental, central elements of the Pug
Sound ecosystem (i.e., the Puget Sound s@walogical system).
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Public Review of the Draft Action Agenda

Subjectfocused workshops on draft Action Agenda conteete heldin September 2011, attended by
approximately 100 sybct experts from a wide range of interests. Six public open houses were held
around the Sound around the same tim&he Ecosystem Coordination Board and Leadership Council
were briefed on draft Actiolgenda content in Septembedctober, and Novembef011 and theDraft
Action AgenddJpdatewas released for public review and commemntDecembet8, 2011.

Ninety comment lettersvere received during the public comment perittéht closed on February 3,
2012, and over 1,000 comments were received by eorgilostcard.

Highlevel concerns raised by commenters included:

T 2KAES GKS tIFINIYSNEKALI ySSRSR (2 dakKz2the G KSANJ

document was too long and should be simplified, shortened, and focused on clear priorities;
9 The prioritization process described in the draft Action Agenda would mix ecological with other
criteria and would not produce clear information for decision makers to use;

1 Salmon recovery and salmon recovery actions should be more prominent;

1 Links betweentsategies and actions and achievement of the 2020 recovery taayetsot
clear enough, and interim milestones to track progress towards recovery are needed

1 More integration of the Soundwide and local work is needed

9 Actions needed to be specific andlie performance measures

In addition, commenters offered numerous comments on specific sections and wording and on specific
strategies, sukstrategies, neaterm actions and performance measuresA summary of responses to
comments is availablenline (http://www.psp.wa.gov/action_agenda 2011 update home.php

The Partnership addressed the hilglvel concerns by creating the strategic initiatives and an Action
Agenda Highlightsatument. Salmon recovery is prominently featured through the strategic initiatives
and iconography throughout thaction Agenda. The work of the local integrating organizations
advanced between the draft and final Action Agenda. Local strategies andsadtiche extent

available and relevant, are woven throughout the strategies andsstgttegies. Local nederm actions
with measures are included where available. The Partnership has added an action to dietezlop
milestonesto track progress towarsirecovery targets

g 2
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for implementation progress. The will help identify where additional regional support and resources are
needed. It is not intendg to grade implementers on their work. All ne@rm actions have one assigned
owner, a completion date and performance measures. The Partnership is continuing to work with
partners to identify measures that are strongly linked to progress in reachin20®@ ecosystem

targets. The monitoring of progress and performance management will continue to improve, yet we
have made substantial strides in this document from the 2008 Action Agenda.

After the initial public comment on the Action Agenda, the Pardhg made the revised draft Action
Agenda available for additional public review in May and June 2012. This review was focused on
identifying any refinements to near term actions (or additional actions) that might be needed. At the
same time, subcomntites of the Ecosystem Coordination Board were working to identify the content
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of the three Strategic Initiatives. When this work was complete the Partnership made the final draft
Action Agenda package, including the Strategic Initiatives, availablelitc gomment in early July,

2012. Thirty-three sets otomments were received during the July review period. These comments

were considered by the Ecosystem Coordination Board and final changes were considered and adopted
by the Leadership Council in Aisd.

SCIENCE IN THE AGTAGENDA

After completion of the first Action Agenda in@&) the Partnership, including the Science
Panel, embarked on identifying and building more rigorous and systematic approach to fi
iterations of the Action Agenda. The Partnership adopted the Open Standards for the Pr:
of Conservation (The Consation Measures Partnership, 2007) as the adaptive frameworl
use moving forward (Partnership's Strategic Science Plan (2010)).

The Open Standards process provides a common means of understanding and supportil
critical role of science, and a meawsidentify where in the project management cycle scier
Is relevant and needed. Each step in the Open Standards process has scientific, perforn
and policy inputs. The choice of what actions to take and their priority and sequencing a
ultimately policy choices. These choices are grounded in scientific information so that de
makers can make the most informed decisions possible, and understand the certainty ar
uncertainties in their choices.

There are multiple other scientific inputs to tAetion Agenda content and process,
summarized in Appendix D.

In the 2008 Action Agenda, the Partnership recognized that climate change would need 1
incorporated into future versions of the Action Agenéar this update, the Partnership is

working wth the University of Washington Climate Impacts Group to set the Puget Sounc
region and the Action Agenda on a path for adapting our work in the face of a changing c

How is Climate Change Adaptation Incorporated into the
Strategies and Actions?

Adapting to our changing climate means understanding how climate change may affect priority issues
for the Partnership and usingdhknowledge to take steps that will reduoe avoidthe negative

impacts of climate change, as well as seize opportunities that existAdayptationis part of longterm

risk management, not a onme effort.

The Department of Ecology recently reledseNBE LI NAy 3 F2NJ I / KFy3IAy3I [ fAYLE(
Integrated Climate Response Strategpiil 2012). Adaptation steps reduce the vulnerability of human

and natural systems, increase the capacity to withstand or cope with changes in climate, anartnansf

the system to be compatible with likely future conditions. Many adaptation strategies are considered
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and environment while also helping reduce climagéated risks. In addition to thetate strategy, there
are local adaptation strategies that should be considered where relevant.

All of the Action Agenda strategies, ssifpategies, ongoing programand nearterm actions are the

GoHBY Yy $E Al Madidhsthathalp redyice existing stresses while reducing climate risks. They are
similar to the strategies and actions outlined in state climate response. The state climate response
strategies and actions are integrated into the 2012 Action Agenda ak amipossible. Each strategy or
sub-strategy of the Action Agenda contains a description of climate change impacts and related state
strategies. Where possible now, a climate change adaptation step was included-temaaactions.

Climate change nexteps are included in the future opportunities and emerging issues for each strategy
section. In the 2012 Action Agenda, a few nEam actions are specifically targeted at incorporating an
adaptation need. For example, B2.3 NTA 1 Landowner Incentivesrfdwhrd Setbacks is designed to
address both current shoreline armoring, as well as sea level rise. Action A5.1 NTA 4 Prioritization of
State Highways with Floodplain Impacts specifically includes incorporating the Washington Department
of Transportatior2011 Climate Impacts Vulnerability Assessment Report

Fully integrating climate change into the Action Agenda will require looking at the implications of a

changing climate beyond 2020 for the letggm (e.g., 2050 and latermediumterm (2020) and near

term (2-3 years)goals and trajectorieC 2 NJ SEI YL S K26 oAff GKS RSTFAYAG
change in a changing climate? How will climate change alteni® measure and evaluate progréss

Wemayy SSR (2 NBFTAYS Ot daicalBinpodantt Ad 38SS,§60 3 BNARR NRKIAET K
valugg¢ | & g-&dldate strategiethat are based on existing policies, ptarstools that may not

include climate change consideratiomis.a region with high natural climate variabilitye will need to

recognize the impacts of climate fluctuations as well as change, to ensure appropriate approaches and

metrics for planning and evaluation

Int NBLIF NAY3 F2NI I / KFEy3IAy3a [/ fAYFIOGSY 2| aKApfl3G2y { a1
2012), seen overarching higpriority climate change response strategies are identified.

1. Protect people and communities from climate change impacthis includes enhancing core
public health capacity and enhancing emergency response capacity to address imgtyeasin
extreme floods and fires.

2. Reduce risk of damage to buildings, transportation systemsd other infrastructure This
includes reducing flood damage by restoring floodplains and capturing more water, supporting
local efforts to prepare for coastal fldong and storm surges, considering climate change
impacts when siting new development and infrastructure, and planning for relocation if
structures are damaged by floods or other impacts.

3. Reduce forest and agriculture vulnerability to climate change imfgad his includes enhancing
surveillance and eradication of pests and disease, promoting identification of and transition to
plant species that are resilient to new climate conditions, conserving productive and adaptive
farmland and forests, and reducingrést and wildland fire risk in highly vulnerable areas.

4. Improve water management to address climatelated supply reductionsThis includes
promoting integrated water management in vulnerable basins, implementing enhanced water
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conservation and efficrecy programs, ensuring sufficient cold water in salrbearing streams
during critical seasons, and incorporating climate change realities into agency denehary.

5. Safeguard fish and wildlife and protect critical ecosystem services that support huarah
natural systems.This includes protecting and restoring habitat and improving the ability of
species to migrate to more suitable habitat as the climate shifts, protecting sensitive and
vulnerable species and their habitats, and reducing existingsssesn fish, wildlife, plantand
ecosystems.

6. Reduce the vulnerability of coastal communities, habitat, and speciEfis includes preventing
coastal habitat degradation and destruction and seeking opportunities for upland habitat
creationas sea leveldse, and reducing shellfish vulnerability to ocean acidification by reducing
land-based contributions of carbon and polluted runoff to the marine environment.

7. Support the efforts of local communities and strengthen capacity to respond and engage the
public. This includes identifying existing and new funding mechanisms to support adaptation
work at the local level, developing an institutional structure to improve coordination and
support an integrated approach, supporting information gathering on clirmapacts and
ensuring scientific information is easily accessible, and engaging the public in determining
appropriate responses to climate change.

Locally Developed Information in the
Action Agenda

City and county governments will be the primaryplementers of many of the priorities,
strategies, and actions identified in the Action Agenda. Since 2008 with the developmd
of the first Action Agenda, local areas have been working toward both a structure and
approach to implement, as well as intadg, local community efforts to advance the

I OGA2y ! ASYRI @ ¢CKS t I NIYSNAKALI KI&a ad
integrating organizatiorss(LIG) and have had these LIOs recognized by the Leadership
Council. These LIOs have helpedpolate the Action Agenda by more clearly articulating
local information, priorities, and actions. By April 2012, LIOs have been established in
of 10 local areas in Puget Sound.

Throughout 2011 and early 2012, Partnership staff worked closely with leaal area to
develop an approach for identifying and prioritizing local strategies and actions that he
to restore Puget Sound to health. The result of this work is portrayed in the 2012 Actio
Agenda in the following ways:

f An updated profile for ed¢ - I NBEF Aa AyOf dZRSR
22NJ Ay3 02 t 0 YR wSO2@SNJtdzAas
LINRPFAE Sa O2y y T 2 Nareltdidergify localy S| O
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Locally Developed Information in the
Action Agenda

ecosystem pressures and strategies and actfonaddressing those threats.
Information from the local areas was used by strategy conveners to help develq
the Soundwide strategies in the 2012 Action Agenda. Local strategies that have
been agreed upon or are in consideration are presented with theted

Soundwide strategies or subtrategies.

For those LIOs that identified and prioritized néarm actions, these are listed
with related Soundwide actions. Many local areas were not able to idemtégr
term actions at this time. This does not metrat actions and strategies are not
important in these areas; instead it reflects the differences between the local ar,
processes. Local netarm actions are indicated with a label that delineates the

I NBFZ F2NJ SEFYLXS a1l /¢ RStAYySIGSa |
Most local areas identified scientific needs. These are included in the 2012 Bie
Science Worklan (BSWP).

It is important to note that work is ongoing in all local areas. Each area is at a unique f
in the process of identifying their priorities andrntabuting to the Action Agenda. Some
areas have prioritized strategies and actions with performance measures, others are
working to further refine content and add specificity around actions, while others are
beginning to establish their LIO and define qumibritize strategies and actions. The table
below provides an overview of the current status of each area as it relates to Action
Agenda engagement.

LOCAL AREA ‘ STATUS LOCAL AREA STATUS

LIO developedstrategies South Central LIO developedstrategies anc

Hood Canal

and actions identified;
undergping prioritization
and further refinement

actions identified and
prioritized; undergoing
further refinement

Island

LIO developedstarting to
identify strategies and
actions and discuss
prioritization

South Soud

LIO developedstrategic
initiatives identified refining
and prioritizing strategies
and actions

West Sound
(North Central)

LIO in formationgtrategies
and actions identified;
undergoing prioritization
and further refinement

The 2012013 Action Agenda for Puget Sound

Stillaguamish/
Snohomish

LIO developedstarting to
identify strategies and
actions
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Locally Developed Information in the
Action Agenda

San Juan Islands |LIO developedstrategies Strait of Juan de | LIO developedstrategies anc
and actions identified and || Fuca actions identified and
prioritized; actions to be prioritized
further defined

LIO in formationstarting to | Whatcom LIO developediefining
identify strategies and strategies and actions
actions

In the next two years, each local area will continue to move forward in defining prioritie
implementing actions, and conbuting to a cleaner, more vibrant, and community
oriented Puget Sound.

What Are the Priorities For Action?

RCW 90.71 requires PSP to prioritize actions necessary to recover Puget Staamcpriorities also are
needed to directllocation of incrasingly scarce fedal, state and local resources. Based on feedback
from the ECB and others in April, the prioritization process will be further refined and completely.by Ju
However, broad support was expressed for three strategic initiatives whéchsted below. The

content of these initiatives will be developed along with the finalization of the prioritization process.

The three Strategic Initiatives are:

1 Prevention of pollution from urban stormwater runoft; this is an immense challenge,can
although we have many of the tools and technologies for stormwater, we need to make much
fuller use of them if we are to stop contamination from flowing into the Sqund

1 Protection and restoration of habitat, We must stop destroying habitat, protect whae
have left and substantially restore the critical habitats that we have lost

1 Recovery of shellfish bedsshellfish harvesting is both a treaty right for tribes and a vital
industry in our region. It is also a treasured tradition for countless norsthfanilies. Shellfish
health begins on land, through reduction of pollution from rural and agricultural lands and
maintenance and repair of failing septic tanks

Setting priorities involves balancing ecological, econparid humanrwell being factors sthat we are

focused on actions that will make the greatest progress toward recovery for the time and resources
spent. The three strategic initiatives encompass priority actions that address the most serious threats to
Puget Sound health, and will improkiaman welbeing and support economic development and job
creation. The pecific actions includéwithin eachstrategic initiativewere drawn from thestrategies

and actions developed during thection Agenda updatprocessand informed byhigh-level pdicy
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process to address shortcomings in the implementation of salmon recovery efforts identified by tribes
and NOAA in 2011They were developed byuBcommittees of the Ecosystem Coordination Board and
reviewed and adopted by the Leadership Council.

The strategic initiatives are described in detail in the Action Agenda highlights document. Their content
also is summarized in Section 2 of the Actigerda. Finally symbols throughout the Action Agenda
illustrate the substrategies and actions that are part of each strategic initiative.

Future Prioritization Efforts

In addition to establishing the 2012/2013 Strategic Initiatives, as part of thismA&tenda update, the
Partnership has begun an effort to create a more systematic and replicable approach to prioritization,
including creating a transparent, durable framework for the prioritization progessnething that can

be refined and used yeartaf year if desired; and reaching out to technical experts to gather specific
information on each neaterm action to inform priority setting. The ambition of this priority setting
process is that it will be explicitly information based, transparantreplicable, andhat it will help

illustrate where gaps in knowledge or uncertainty are particularly relevant to our understanding of what
various actions might achieve.

Following direction from the ECB, the Science Panel and staff developed a tosbtlidtproduce a
ranking of Action Agenda stdirategies based on their expected ecological impact. In February and
early March 2012, the ECB agreed that two other kinds of criteria were important for prioritization but
would not be included in calculatirgnks of sukstrategies. These were protection of tribal treaty

rights and implementation issues (e.g., availability of funding, infrastructure considerations, job
creation, human welbeing).

This process followed five wadbtablished steps for dedis support:

1. Meet with decision makers to identify what is important in their decisidnsFebruary, Science
Panel and staff scientists met twice with the ECB in facilitated meetings to identify key criteria
for evaluating sukstrategies

2. Chamse an andyytical approachg The Science Panel chose a vesliablished, simple but robust
method that has been used many times to support environmental dec#ioa variety of
different settings.

3. Determine how much different key criteria should influence aesgiAgreeing on weights is an
important step for decision makers. Because the ECB identified a suite of ecological outcomes
(e.g., protection, restoration, reducing pressurefects on multiple parts of the ecosystem) as
important, they asked the Sciea Panel to develop preliminary weightings for these. The
Science Panel developed weightings for these and for strategic outcome criteria for ECB
consideration.

4. Collect information on the choices based on the key critefize Partnership engaged 40
sdentists nominated by the membership of the ECB in evaluating the 73tsalegies of the
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Action Agenda using the criteria developed by the ECB, Science Panel, and staff. Staff met with
the scientists after receiving their survey data to discuss diffesithey encountered and to
identify ways to resolve any data problems.

5. Applyananalytic method to the information to develop ranking®ata from the survey were
incorporated in the analytical method to develop a score for eachsttdtegy. Rankings elb
strategies were based on this score.

Expected ecological impact, of course, is not the only factor that should be considered in setting
priorities. The ECB emphasized in their discussions that information on the funding status and potential
economt costs (or economic benefits), human wading impacts, and implementability would also be
needed for each subtrategy to set responsible priorities. This information was gathered by a broadly
distributed survey sent to the Ecosystem Coordination Bo&tdte Caucus, Salmon Recovery Council,
Business Caucus, Environmental Caucus, and tribes:tfastpeople provided information in response

to this survey and their responses were compiled.

The result of this effort was a preliminary ranked list of-striategies based on their expected

ecological impacts, and accompanying information on economic, humasbeialy, and

implementation issues. The ECB considered the preliminary list of rankestratdgies at their April 6
meeting. There was broashsedsupport for the effort to date and the goal of establishing a ranked list;
however, participants were concerned thahe scoring process had not left enough time for the science
community to develop a common understanding of what eachstwdtegy is inteded to accomplish,
andthey notedsome other more technical concerns. There was particular concern about creating a list
that ranked substrategies across issue asathat is, land development related stdtrategies with

marine and nearshore strategiesith species recovery strategies, with stormwater and other pollution
abatement and control strategies.

Despite these concerns, participants expressed strong support for continuing to work on the ranking
effort to improve the quality of a final ranke$t. In response to this interest, the Partnership worked
with the expertswho had participated in the initial ranking effort to make some initial revisions to the
ranking tool to address concerns. Adjustments were made to the ratings for ecosystemrpsess
discussions were held to ensure that those participating in the rankingladsistent understanding

of the substrategies and what implementation of sutrategies would mean, and the instructions for
ranking were refined. After this effort, parbf the ranking effort were rdone. The results of this
second ranking effort are included in the Action Agenda in Appéadix

The Partnership will continue to work with the science community on the ranking process and will
publishthree lists of substrategies ranked based on exped ecological impadh this Action Agenda
update The information on economic, human wiedling and implementation issues gathered as part
of this initial process will be compiled with the final ecological impact ranlsogkecision makers have
all of the information in one place.

Using the Action Agenda to Drive Investment and
Progress
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The Action Agenda was created to drive investment and action. All of the work described is important
and needed to protect and recev Puget Sound. At the same time, the Partnership recognizes the need
to think practically about how work might be sequenced, both for maximum efficiency and because
resources are scarce and declining. The Action Agenda should be used to guide destisigir@hated

to allocation of funding or other resources in the following way.

Focus on the Strategic InitiativesStrategic initiatives are the highest priorities for 2012 and 2013. First
consider whether the new or discretionary funding source caipsut an unfunded or partially funded
priority regional or related local action in one or more of the strategic initiatives. Strategic initiatives are
the top priority for funding and the allocation of other resources. Strategic initiatives shoulduadko g

the development of policy agendas.

Maintain Effective Ongoing ProgramsThe Action Agenda builds on the ongoing work of partners to
protect and restore Puget Sound. Funding should not be reallocated away from those programs at this
time. Followinghis Action Agenda Update, the Partnership will conduct an evaluation of ongoing
programs in accordance with RCW 90.71.370, which may result in ongoing program funding
recommendations.

Prioritize the Science Needed to Better Understand a Complex SystEmsure that the science needed
to successfully implement priority actions is funded and implemented. First fund and implement the
Biennial ScienceWork Plan.

Use the Lists of Subtrategies Ranked Baseamh Ecological Criteria and Local Prioritias Che Piece of
Information for Decision Making If the funding source or other resource cannot be used to support
implementation of a strategic initiative, refer to the ranked list of stitategies and related
implementation information that will be completl insummer2012. (The list is not available now.)
Extract the sukstrategies eligible for funding by the source in question and generally fundteear
actions or local actions related to the highest ranked-strategies first except where implemenian
information or local priorities may be used to justify funding actions related to loaeked sub
strategies.

How Will theActionAgenda be improved in the Future?

The Action Agenda is a living document. Future updates will build on lessoredlesd strengthen
our shared responsibility to protect and recover Puget Sound. Our ongoing work to strengthen the
Action Agenda and the Partnership includes:

9 Science basis

o Completea risk analysis for Puget Sound that idaeesithe highest risks inepgraphic
areas.

o Establish quantitativéinks between actions and recovery targets, including a better
understanding of the strengths of the relationships between individual actions,
predicted results, and anticipated changes in the ecosystem

o Continueintegrationand increasemphasis on climate change adaptatipsisice aking
action now reduces the costs of current and future climate impacts

9 Priority setting
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0 Refine the ecological ranking process and develop a process to integrate ecological,
community, and economic criteria into a prioritization method.
o Continueand increasespecificityon local priorities and actions.
9 Program and action effectiveness
o Complete a rore rigoraus evaluatiorof strategy effectiveness, ongoing programs, new
actions.This wok eventuallywill includethe ability to discuss investment priorities that
span ongoing programs and new wakd better identif interim milestonestowards
achievement of targets.
1 Performance management
0 Set interim target milestones. This work will beiir012.
o Continue refinement of neaterm action definitions and measures of progress to be
outcome based.
1 Engagement of business and privaector interests
o Continue innovation in developing markieased solutions and funding beyond
government sources.
o Cultivatebusiness and philanthropic partnerships
o Further engage farmers and other key stakeholders.
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STRATEGIES AND ANSIOO RECOVER

PUGET SOUND TO HEALT

A: UPLAND AND
TERRESTRIAL
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Upland and Terrestrial

The protection and restoration ofpland and terrestrial systems is fundamental to the health of Puget
Sound, yet land development and associated human land use activities have damaged many of the
underlying processes that support these systerfike elements of a successful approach taaogland
terrestrial systems must ensure that land use and land development practices are carried out in a
sustainable fashion; flood hazards do not harm people, residences, and transportation; freshwater
guality and quantity supports freshwater and terrgat food webs and human uses; groundwater levels
as well as river and streamflow levels are sufficient to sustain people, fish, and wildlife; salmon are
abundant and populations are significantly increasing throughout Puget Sound; species are protected
and biodiversity is enhanced; and naoiative species do not impair the complex functions of the Puget
Sound ecosystem.

This chapter describesvenoverarching strategies that are essential to the protection and restoration
of upland and terrestrial systesn

Alc¢ Focus land development away from ecologically important and sensitive areas;
A2 ¢ Protect and restore upland, freshwater, and riparian ecosystems

A3 ¢ Protect and steward ecologically sensitive rural and resource lands;

A4 ¢ Encourage compact regnpal growth patterns and create dense, attractive, and mixed
and transit oriented communities;

A5 ¢ Protect and restore floodplain function;

A6 ¢ Protect and recover salmon;

A7 ¢ Protect and conserve freshwater resources to increase and sustain ax#ability for
instream flows.

=A =4 =4 =4

=A =4 =

The 2020 ecosystem recovery targets most related to the protection and restoration of upland and
terrestrial ecosystems are:

Land development;

Land cover, forestland and riparian;
Floodplains;

Summer stream flows;

Wild Chinook salmon.

= =4 =4 =8 =9
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Redue Pressures on Puget Sound

from Land Development

The Challenge

Land cover and land developmearie essentiakontributors to the health oboth terrestrial and aquatic
ecosystem processes and habitats. Due to land conversion fr@wilgand development pressures,
many Puget Sound habitats have been reduced in size, diminished in gardiffagmented and the
ecosystem processes (e.g., water quality, flamd retention) that form and sustain these habitats have
been degraded andisrupted. During the past 50 years, Puget Scusslost at least twethirds of its
remaining old growth forest, more than 90 percent of its native prajaesl 80 percent of its saltwater
and freshwater marshes (PSP Topic Forum Discussion Papert Habitaand Use, 2008).

Essential to our ability to protethe resourceghat remainwill be encouraging density in urban areas,
protecting rural working lands, and avoiding sprawl. Population growth and residential and commercial
development are elementsf a healthy economy and are not per se what threatens Puget Sound health
and recoveryrather, it iswhereandhowthe growth and development occtinat canresult in adverse
pressures on ecosystem functions.

Tools to protect key ecosystem processedude regulatory programs, acquisition programs, partial
acquisition of development rights or conservation easements, and conservation leasing. Special
designations such as Wilderness, Wild and Scenic Rivers, and Outstanding Water Resources can be used
to ensurelongterm protection. Acquiring development rights from highly productive working resource
lands, such as farms and forests, is an effective way to protect ecosystem processes/structures while
ensuring longerm productivity of working landscapes@ rural communities.

There are a number of stairategiesin thissectionfor which the Mtional Estuary ProgramWatershed
Grant has identified pilot projects to fundecology and Commerce, the lead agenaiesHat grant, will
continue tofund and povide technical support for pilot projects at the local leaehed at
implementation of these sulstrategies.

ClimateChange

Many of the impacts of climate change have links to land cover and land development. In particular this
includes risks to fistwildlife, and natural systems from habitat degradation and loss, as well as risks to

the agriculture and forestry industries. NS LJ- NAy 3 F2NJ I / KFy3Ay3a [/ ftAYLFGSY
Climate Response Strate@pril 2012) identifies several higiniority, overarching strategies with a

connection to reducing pressures from land development. These include:
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1 Reducing forest and agricultural vulnerability to climate change impacts. This strategy includes
conserving productive and adaptive farmland aotebts.

1 Safeguarding fish and wildlife and protecting critical ecosystem services that support human and
natural systems. This strategy includes protecting and restoring habitat.

The strategies, subtrategies, ongoing programand nearterm actions inSections A4 directly
implement the state climate response strategy. More detail on the agricultural and forestry straiegies
included in Section A3. Additional climate adaptation work will continue to be needed in the future.

Relationship to Recaevy Targets

In October2011,the Partnershig Beadership Council adoptéahd cover andlanddevelopment

recovery targets Broadly speaking, the indicatoasid targetsmeasure the where, how, and extent of
land development and conversio8rategies forreducing pressures frodand development include

efforts toidentify andfocus land development away from ecologically important and sensitive areas;
protect and steward ecologically sensitive rural and resource lands; and encourage compact regional
growth patterns and create dense and attractive communities.

Theland cover and land development targete:

9 Land cover dashboard target: By 2020, average annual loss of forested land cover to developed
land cover innon-federal lands does not exceed 1,08€res per year and 268 miles of riparian
vegetation are restored or restoration projects are underway.

1 Land developmentiessure reductiotiargetl: Basinwide, by 2020, loss of vegetation cover on
indicator land base over ayear period does not excedill5percentof the 2011 baseline land
area.

1 Land development pressure reduction target 2: By 2020, the proportion of-badegrowth
occurring within Urban Growth Areas is at least 86.5 percent (equivalent to all counties
exceeding goal by Bercent)and all counties show an increase over their 2€0M10
percentage.

LocalPriorities

Some local areas have prioritized land development strategies.

South Central Theme
1 To effectively deal with pressures andéhts, desired outcome and
actions will have to be tailored to land uses and development patf
while working toward a Soundwide target
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West Sound From working strategy list
1 Methodically monitor and report key metrics related to population
growth anddevelopment for adaptive management and to minimiz
urban sprawl
1 Develop framework for identifying and prioritizing areas for
conservation identify areas at risk and strategies to protect/prever
their development

Hood Canal High Priority
In coordinationwith the US Navy and other partners, HCCC will complete |
In Lieu Fee (ILF) Mitigation Program by June 30, 2012.

Whatcom, Hood Canal, These areas have all identified general strategies to focus land denefdp
StillaguamiskSnohomish, Island, away fromecologically important and sensitive areas
and Skagit

Al. Focus land development away from ecologically img@ort
and sensitive areas

Protecting high quality ecological areas is less expensive and more effective than trying to repair or
restore danaged areas. In an effort to maintain a balance of development and protection, the sub
strategies recognize that population growth is an integral part of the regional economy, but aim to focus
land development away from areas in the Puget Sound that askogically vulnerable and important to
maintain. In the near term, the stgirategies focus on identifying what lands are ecologically important
and where they are located in Puget Sound, making this information available to local jurisdictions, and
equipping them with information they need to make decisions consistent with the overall strategy of
focusing development away from ecologically sensitive areas.

Identify and prioritize areas for protection, restoration, and best suitable for (low
impact) development

Ongoing Programs

The Puget Soun&/atershed K I NI O S NWQ) hsekstnghQad Wader Rlow, Water Quality and
Biodiversity importance of Puget Sound Basin lands and watendrigpartant tool used to identify
ecologically sensitive areaThis assessmenivhen used in conjunction with other watershed
information and data can help identify which areas should be protected from new development and
those areas appropriate for low impact developmehpplying the information in the Characieation
should directand development away from ecologically importameas and the results are used in
several of the strategies in A1, A2, A3, and Ade Characterization incorporates many of the same
data sets used in related regional analyses cmted by Department of Natural Resour¢@NR)
(Aquatic Landscape Prioritization), The Nature Conservéviaghington Department of Fish and
Wildlife (WDFW)Washington Biodiversity Council, and Washington Habitat Connectivity Working Group
and is therefoe an important and appropriate tool for identifying ecologically important lands for the
purposes of this effortIn addition to the Watershed Characterization tool, use of the strategy
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assessment of the Puget Sound Nearshore Ecosystem Restoration Ar@pstproduced by the
Washington Wildlife Habitat Connectivity Working Group, and the Puget Sound Salmon Recovery Plan,
with each of its 14 watershed chapteshould help to tailor information to each watershed and support
decisions for what areas to peect.

The Puget Sound/atershedCharacterization is a set of spatially exphgitter and habitaassessments

that provide information for regional, countgnd watersheebased planning. It is a coarseale
decisionsupport tool that will enable betteraind use decisions and more effective protection,
NEBAG2NI GA2Y S YR O2yaSNBIFGAZ2Y 2F 2dz2NJ NBIA2yQa SO2
entire contributing drainage area of Puget Sound and represent the physical, chemical, hydrologic,
wildlife, freshwater and nearshore habiteind human attributes of this landscape that support and
interact with the structure and function of ecosystems in Puget Sound. Although based on generalized
data, they provide a regionalcale perspective on the spadtudistribution of these attributes and

impacts that is not generally provided by other available tools. The intended audience is local planners
and watershed managers, tribebe Partnershipand other state agencies, city and county

governments, and otheresource managers includiddGOs

ThePSWC, which was a highiority action in the 2008 Action Agenda,a decisiofsupport tool, not a
decisionmaking tool. It is structured to provide an overview of likely conditions, problems, and
opportunities basd on GIS information, organized and analyzed in accord withestblished

scientific principles. These analyses can be refined to help support a variety of actions, such as final
decisions on priority efforts, designations of changed Urban Growth Aseapgecific orthe-ground

actions, typically requiring further levels of local data and information and expertise not provided by the
regionalscale maps or tablesThe Watershed Characterization Technical Assistance Team (WTAT) is
funded in 2012 to deMep solution templates and integrate these templates within a decision support
framework for water flow, water quality ahhabitat data and assessmermgy, from Watershed
Characterization Project and PSNERP, and other watershed ataverage locabgertise, the WTAT

will work with thet I NIi y SINNBEKSANIOENE dzLJE O2y aAadAy3a 2F 20t 320
established to review and comment on the effectiveness and usefulness of Puget Sound
Characterization products. The templates and decisigaport framework is designed to address

specific solutions to known environmental problems, using refined knowledge of ecosystem processes,
and initial field testing and monitoring to apply and adaptively manage proposed solutions. The goal is
to achievemeaningful changes in the local regulations affecting development practices throughout
Puget Sound, in concert with upcoming local governnt&mwth Management AcGMA) review and

update processes.

Stream typing mapsalso part of the 2008 Action Agendeere developed and are maintained by DNR

for purposes of implementing the Forest Practices Act and Rules. The maps classify streams and other
water bodies in terms of whether or not they are used by fish, and perennial or seasonal flow. They are
providedas a starting point to help forest landowners identify and type streams on their property.
Forest landowners are required to determine, in the field, the water types within their harvest area and
include them on their forest practice application. Whilereolocal government entities (LGE) also use
these maps for land use regulation, DNR does not require their use nor do they maintain the maps
specifically for LGEs

The stream typing maps are updated through a concurrence process managed by DNR. peateary

be updated by following a specified protocol and the priority for water type updates is streams and
other water bodies on forestland subject to the Forest Practices Act and Rules.
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The Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife (WDFW) maintaiosnber of GIS databases that

contain information on the known location of Priority Habitats and Species (PHS) in Washington State.

PHS is a source of best available science that can inform local planning activities, development projects,
conservation straggies, incentive programs, and numerous other land use applications. This data has

Ffa2 0SSy dzaSR Ay &aS@SNIf fFyRaOl LIS kegardlaaYSyida A
assessments, the Biodiversity Conservation Opportunity Framework Maps aRdigie¢ Sound Basin
Characterization. This database is available online in an interactive map and management

recommendations to guide how to protect priority habitats and species isaaisitable oHine. Please

visit http://wdfw.wa.gov/conservation/phs/

5 b wNatural Heritage Programollects and manages statewide ecosystem data. The Natural Heritage
database has spatial information about important native, intact, and rare ecosystems. The program has
published a draft field guide ta/ashingtonecological systems, available through the DNR website, and

KIa 188 SELISNIAaS Ay GKS &adlisSqa SOzaeaisSvyasz AyOf

Many local communities at the watershed, city or county level, have detailed ddtanaps that help
inform local planning. Much of this data is a finer scale that the Soundwide work.

Key Ongoing Program Activities

Ecology and WDFW complete the Puget Sound Basin Characterization by 2012.

DNR, in consultation with Ecology, WDFW, ancesilwill continue to process stream typing
updates for streams in the Puget Sound basin through 2013.

1 DNR, working with key partners, shall seek to secure adequate and sustainabkleriong
funding for the Natural Heritagerogram.

1
T
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SALMON REOVERY

Protection of Habitat¢ A Salmon Recovery Plan PriorityProtecting our existing habitat that
supports salmon recovery efforts is a key priority for the Recovery Plan. The habitat restt
components of the Plan are based on an assumption thatexisting habitat, as of 2005, wo
be preserved. The Plan also identified more assessment needed to understand how and
whether the existing habitat protection infrastructure (regulations, incentives, technical
assistance, and education/outreach) ismgsuccessfullwo papers released in 2011 illustra
the need to do a better job in protecting and restoring critical salmon habitat in Puget Sot
The first was a report released by the National Marine Fisheries Service that assessed P
Sound Chinodlo Salmon Recovery Plan implementation progress since it was federally apy
in 2007. Closely following the NMFS report, the Treaty Tribes of Puget Sound and the Cq
NBf SIFASR I LI LISNJI (i x Orig8rg habitatNGSs|; tile@ecmatti Kainion
NE&A2dz2NOSE FyR NBO2YYSYRFGA2ya FT2NJ OKI y13
How are these priorities integratedThese two papers sparked a new intensive effort to
respond to declining salmon runs. The federal agencies that have trust responsibilities tc
tribes have been elveloping a new action plan to address the need to do a better job, and
that plan is developedi K St I NJstsatBgickoriotitd@mtect habitatmay be expanded
to incorporate the resulting actions.

NearTerm Actions

Al.1 NTA1: Apply Watershed Characterization Resul®y 2012, Ecology, in collaboration with

Commerce, will support local and regional entiti@sse of the PSBC results by creating

easy web access to the information and artenagency Watershed Technical

Assistance Team and by 2013, The Watershed Technical Assistance Team, managed by

Ecology, will develop draft solution templates and a decisisapport framework
which will guide watershed planning and land use decisions byal@overnments.
Development will occur in coordination with Commerc&/DFW, DNRand local
government representatives

Performance measur®y 2012 PSBC data is available to all local governments and team

established. By 2013, status of standard develepinand status of decision making
framework.

Al.1 NTA 2: WebhBased Data Tool to Support Land Use Decisi@ysDecember 2012he Puget
Sound Institute will work with the Puget Sound Partnership and other state, federal,
Tribes,local, and academic parters to develop a wekbased tool to improve and
support spatial landscape data collection, sharing, aahalysis to improve the

ability of agencies to make land use decisions based on watershed assessments and

other local characterizations

Performance masure Web-based tool completed by Dec 2012
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AL.1WS1  West Sound Inventory of Transportation Infrastructure ProjecBy January 2013, the
West Sound Watersheds Council and West Sound LIO will develop a process for the
review of transportation infrastucture projects that addresses environmental impacts
and key fish passage barriers.

Performance measurddentify process for the review of transportation infrastructure
projects that addresses environmental impacts and key fiskgge barriers by Janyar
2013.

AN Support local governments to adopt and implement plans, regulatipasd policies

consistent with protection and recovery targets, and incorporate climate change
forecasts

Land use planning typically occurs on a jurisdiebgiurisdiction basis, with some coordination across
cities and counties through countywide planning policies and occasionally on ecowity scale

through broader regional initiatives. Typically, a number of jurisdictions are involved in making land use
and develpment decisions that affect a single ecosystem or watershed. Through this strategy and the
corresponding suistrategies, the Action Agenda is working to encourage local plans, regulatimhs
policies to be defined within a holistic watershbdsed planmg framework. This suftrategy has the
explicit purpose of incorporating relevant ecologicedter quality, sediment qualityplanning and land
development information into local decisienaking processes.

Ongoing Programs

There arehree main legslative acts that govern planning and land developing in the Puget Sound
region¢ the Growth Management AGMA), the State Environmental Policy Act (SEdM)the
Shoreline Management AGBMA). This Action Agenda builds off of these programs and itlest
actions intended to accelerate, focus, and/or address gaps.

Currently the Departments oEcology, WDFYénd Commerce provide ongoing technical assistance to
local jurisdictions to develop and adopt planning goals and policies that incorporatestaosy
characterization information and protection strategies. Ecology and Commerce are désdsmn the
Watershed Protection and Restoration Grant, providing fiassugh money to local jurisdictions to
implement thePSWCThese goals and policies encage compactirbangrowth patterns,increased
density,strategicredevelopmentandresource andural lands protection. Ecology and Commerce are
also collecting permitting and planning data from local governments to compare planned growth with
watershed baracterization informationOver time, it may be appropriate for state and federal grant
programs to expressly prioritize projects consistent with Puget Sound ecosystem recovery goals,
including establishing priorities for projects that encourage compeamivth patterns, density and
redevelopment, and rural lands protection.

Regionakscale planning and coordination is facilitated by the Puget Sound Regional Council (PSRC). The
PSRC provides the central Puget Sound counties (King, Pierce, SnohomidsapidcKies and towns,

L2 NIiax (GNAoSasx GNryaixd F3SyOiasSasz FyR (GKS adarasS ry
future ¢ which includes the welbeing of people and communities, economic prosperity, and a healthy
environment.
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This substrategy is aimed abelping local governments act in wstyat are consistent with Puget Sound
recovery and aitdentifying and providing incentives to local jurisdictions for implementing, monitoring,
and enforcing regulations and permits that are consisigith the broader recovery targets for Puget
Sound. Material to be used for identifying and providing these incentives inclual@ss not limited tq

the San Juan Initiative recommendations, programs being implemented through the salmon recovery
plan, and material developed as part of the discussions around habitat protection at the federal, state,
tribal, and local levels through the Recovery Council.

Local governments operate in a highly dynamic environment with various levels of laws and regulations
governing planning for land development. They must balance economic and ecological pressures along
with adherence to local, regionalndstate laws and regulations. Further, local conditions,

demographics, and preferences factor into local land uses@@ts. In our resoureeonstrained

environment, the ability of local governments to implement and support the land cover and land
development strategies is both the single most important success factor and also the most challenging
State funding foGMA implementation, educatiorand traininghas been, as of 2012, nearly eliminated
during state budget reductiondNearterm actiontwo under this substrategywill convene all partners

for a broadbased discussion of state and local funding needs andresipilities, and specific strategies

for providing funding for local planning efforts that can be adopted during the 2013 legislative session.

NearTerm Actions

AL1L.2NTA1 Land Use Planning Barriers, BMBad Example Police®y December 2012, Ecaly
and Commerce, working with local governments, will identify the primary barriers to
incorporating policies consistent with implementation of the Action Agenda into local
land use planning and decisions and identify best practices and assistance needed
overcome these barriers. This will address implementation of protection strategies,
encouraging compact growth patterns, increased density, water quality standards,
redevelopment, and rural landprotection. By Decembe&013 Ecology and
Commerce willdistribute example growth policies that include best practices that are
consistent with protection and recovery targets and the Growth Managenand
Shoreline Management Acts

Performance raasure Example growth policies distributed or not; extent toathbcal
land use planning and decision makbecome moreonsistent with the Action Agenda
over time

Al12NTA2: FEinancial Support for GMApdates. Commerce will coordinate broad partner
discussion of ways to promote state financial support for logglvernments for GMA
comprehensive plan updates, implementation, training, and education. A proposal for
financial support will be developed by December 2012 for discussion by the 2013
legislature.

Performance raasure A proposal for financial supportrflocal governments for plan

and regulatory updates, implementation, training, and education will be completed by
December 2012 with goal of adoption by June 2013
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2WEel Improve, strengthenand streamline implementation and enforcement of laws, plans,
regulations, and permits consistent with protection and recovery targets

Local, stateand federal permitting programs all affect the type and kind of impact land development
can have on the Puget Sound region. ldentifying ways to strengthen andhéitreaelements of these
permitting processes by making permitting decisions more predictable and effiaihty making sure

that information on where ecologically sensitive lands are located is considered, could help direct
development to areas that anmore ecologically resilient and encourage dense, compact growth
patterns.Streamlining, in this case, is not intended to advocate the elimination of regulations, but rather
efforts to help regulations be implemented more predictably and efficiently.

NearTerm Actions
A13NTALlL: ECB Address Requlatory Exemptiomee ECB will address regulatory exemptions to

provide effective oversight and mitigation sequencing for activities that impact the
ecosystem

Performance raasure By September 9, 2012 identéiny regulatory processes that are
currently moving forward and require immediate attention (e.g., the HPA rulemaking,
SMP updates, NRCS practice standards for nutrient management and ripairan buffers,
and others),By December 2012 identify the statutesgulations, policies that need to

be changed, by June 30, 2013 develop the approach necessary to make the changes
identified

Ensure full, effective compensatory mitigation for impacts that cannot be avoided

When impacts cannot be avoidetljs critical to achieve and maintain full compensatory mitigation.
Historically, this has been very difficult to achipgstimates vary but local, regional, and national
studies show that most mitigation projects fail to fully achieve their intendedsgarad are not
effectively replacing lost or damaged resources, habitatsl functions. To address this concern,
Ecology initiated the Mitigation that Works effort which included a stakeholder process to develop a
shared vision for successful mitigatiand development of a number of sheand longterm
recommendations related to improving the mitigation process and mitigation success.

Work underthissud@ G N> 1 S3&8 gAtf F20dza 2y 2 WiadhtoyTHatWokseJ SY Sy (i |
initiative, which includes efforts to establish and implement a waterstaded approach to mitigatign

support development and piloting of innovative compensatory mitigation tools including mhdsstd

techniques and other approachesnd improve effectiveness monitogrprograms for mitigation sites.

NearTerm Actions

Al4 HC 2 HCCC In Lieu Fee Mdimn. Hood Canal Coordinating Council (HCCC)n coordination
with the US Navy and other partners, wilihplementthe In Lieu Fee (ILF) Mitigation
Program. HCCC, workingith its partners in this processwill be in position to
iImplement high priority actions from the ILF for 2013 and beyond.
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Performance reasure Complete ILF Mgation Program by June 201RICCC, working
with its partners in this process will be in pios to implement high priority actions from
the ILF for 2013 and beyond.

Emerging Issues and Future Opportunities

9 Further incorporation of climate change considerations could include, but would not be limited
to addressing habitat connectivity to presermigration corridors, adding refugia considerations
into land development planning, evaluating whether modifications to GMA, SMA, SEPA and
other state programs are warranted, and integrating adaptation work into local plans.
Continued improvements in thstream typing maps and uses.

Evaluating the effectiveness of regulations.

Identify when and how to provide direction to local governments when local planning is
inconsistent with recovery needs.

= =4 =4

A2. Protect and restore upland, freshwateand riparian
ecosystems

One of the primary strategies for the Action Agenda is protection of ecologically sensitive or vulnerable
lands in the Puget Sound region. This series oksiabegies is aimed at different facets of ecological
protection. Protection in tls context means identifying pieces of land that are of high ecological value
and protecting them from development or further development assist in meeting these goals the
Puget Sound Characteristics and Puget Sound Nearshore Ecosystem RestoratafFP30jERP), as

well as the help of the Puget Sound Watershed Technical Assistance Team, will be enlisted.

LocalPriorities

South Central Theme Local land use and environmental standards are essential fotahab
protection and there is a need for better alignment between state standar:
and the targets being set for Puget Sound recovery;

Top Priority Strategies

1 Acquire and/omrotect highvalue habitat and land at immediate ris
of conversion.

9 Develop a stragic funding proposal for habitat restoration and
protection priorities.

1 Work with local governments to develop and implement policies &
regulations that advance Action Agenda implementation

San Juan Islands Tier Two
1 Restore native vegetation, trees, duground cover.
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West Puget Sound From working priority list
91 Participate in and support an effort led by Forterra to conserve 7,!
acres of forest and 1.8 miles of shoreline on Port Gamble Bay, thi
the Kitsap Forest and Bay Project.
Hood Canal FromGeneral Priorities
1 Permanently protect larger tracts of forests
¢ Participate in and support an effort led by Forterra to conserve
7,000 acres of forest and 1.8 miles of shoreline on Port Gamt
Bay, through the Kitsap Forest and Bay Project. This spans tv
action areas.
¢ Dabob Bay, Stavis
1 Implement and enforce existing regulatory programs of the counti
(SMP, CAO, County Comprehensive Plan) and state
1 Improve financial and technical assistance programs aimed at
fostering voluntary stewardship and improving/development
standards
Whatcom From working priority list
1 Continue updating and implementing local CAO, GMA
¢ Continue implementing, enforcing, and monitoring land use
measures adopted for watersheds with designated overlay zo
¢ Continue implementing, forcing, and monitoring land use
measures adopted for watersheds with designated overlay zo
¢ Implement habitat restoration projects.

Protect and conserve ecologically important lands at risk of conversion

There are a significant number ofiyate and public land protection programs and mechanishwal,

state, federal, andprivate acquisition grant programs, land banks, and land conservancies use land
protection mechanisms such as fee simple acquisitions, conservation easearahteases The
preservation of intact, wellunctioning land is a key strategfhe main challenges within the sub

strategy of protection through acquisition of property interests are ensuring sufficient land protection
resources and implementing funding strategjithat prioritize ecologically important landsspecially as
local jurisdictions continue to face revenue losses and local services are reduced, offsetting funding in
the future may be required.

Ongoing Programs

In 2007, the Washington State Legisl&tereated the Habitat and Recreation Lands Coordinating Group
(lands group) to improve the visibility and coordination of state habitat and recreation land purchases
and disposals. The lands group is comprised of representatives from state natural remgemcees,

non-profit organizations, local governments, legislators, private interests, and others. This group uses an
established process for making state habitat and recreation land purchases and disposals more visible
and coordinated The process ha$itee components:
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1. The Annual State Land Acquisition Coordinating Forum brings toge#iteragencies, local
governments, nofgovernmnent organizations, landownergijlbes, and citizens to learn about
and share ideas on proposals Bate habitat and recration land purchases and disposals.

2. The Biennial State Land Acquisition Forecast Report gives information abctatééand
purchases and disposals that are being planned around the state.

3. The Biennial State Land Acquisition Monitoring Report showshehetate agencies achieved
their initial acquisition project objectives.

The Washington State Recreation and Conservation Office (RCO) provides staff support to the lands
group and also supports several grant programs that support the protection ofataitl recreation

lands. In 2009, using the authority die Partnershif fiscal accountability legislation (RCW 90.71.340),
the RCOPSPstaff, stakeholders, and thevo RCO funding boards (Recreation and Conservation Funding
Board and Salmon Recoverynding Board) identified policies to align the grant processes with the 2008
Action Agenda. This work resulted in the following changekree of the largest RCO grant programs
(Aquatic Lands Enhancement AccouiitiEA, Salmon Recovery Funding Board g§RRashington

Wildlife and Recreation ProgramV{WRP Habitat Conservation Account)

1 Prohibit funding for any project designed to address the restoration of Puget Sound if that
project is in conflict with the Action Agenda (effective January 1, 2@1h0);
1 Consider whether projects are referenced in the Action Agenda

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USkW&scooperatively with landowners, communities, and
tribes to foster voluntary stewardship efforts on private lata$ielp conserve species. Anety of

tools are available under the Endangered Species Act (ESA) idiefpand ladowners plan and
implement projects to conserve species. Qoel is the Cooperative Endangered Species Conservation
Fund (section 6 of the ESA), which provides tgrémstates andterritories to participate in a wide array

of voluntary conservation projects for candidate, proposed, and listed species. The program provides
funding tostates andterritories for species and habit conservation actions on nefiederal Ands.
WashingtonDepartment ofHsh andwWildlife (WDFWhas four grant programs available through the
CESCEF, including the Habitat Conservation Plan Land Acquisition, Habitat Conservation Planning
Assistance, and Recovery Land Acquisition Grants

In addifon, using special designations protect high priority lands is an important tool for Puget Sound
recovery. Numerous special designation programs can be used to protect intact priority areas. These
includethe federalWilderness AgtWild and Scenic ®irs Act Outstanding Water Resources,

Department of Natural Resources (DNR) Natural Heritage Sites, Marine Protected Areas, Marine
Conservation Areas, Shellfish Protection Districts, and WDFW Priority Habitat Species areas, and many
others.

The 2008 Ation Agenda included an action to advocate for proposed Wilderness designations,
specifically, supporting the Alpine Lakes Wilderness addition and the Pratt River Wild and Scenic
designation this is arongoing effort. In addition, special designatioravé been suggested for other
areas including, Wild and Scenic designation of the Middle Fork Snoqualmie River, Wild and Scenic
designation of lllabot Creek in the Skagit basin, and Wilderness and Wild and Scenic designations for
rivers and lands on the Qhpia Peninsula and the Nooksack River basin. These ongoing protection
efforts are critical and need additional and ongoing support.
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NearTerm Actions

A2.1 NTAL: Community Forestry Conservation AG@NR will work with Congress to encourage
passage of te Community Forestry Conservation Act (HR 1982 and S 1105 of the
112th Congress), which would enable ngmofit conservation organizations to use
bonds to purchase private working forests for lorigrm environmental and economic
sustainable management by(.3.

Performance reasure DNR seeks passage by December 2013

A2.1 NTA: Updated Avoidance and Minimization Guidandecology will reinforce the importance
of avoiding and minimizing impacts to wetlands, particularly those with high
ecological valueand that are difficult to replace, by developing and implementing
updated avoidance and minimization guidance.

Performance measur&uidance complete or not

A2.1 NTA 3: Port Gamble Land ConservatioRorterra, working in collaboration with Kitsap
Couny, the Port Gamble S'Klallam Triband the Suguamish Tribe, will coordinate
funding and participation to secure the conservation of ~7,000 acres of land near Port
Gamble, including ~2 miles of shoreline by March 2013.

Performance measur®y August 2012apply for state and festal funding. By March
2013, exercise option agreement

A2.1 NTA 4: Funding Mechanism for Properties at Imminent Risk of ConversP&P will work with
the ECB funding committee to consider the development of a funding mechanism t
rapidly acquire properties with high ecological value and imminent risk of conversion
by 2013.

Performance measur®iscuss the issue with the ECB funding subcommittee by
December 2012 and determine if a proposal should be developed. If a propogs is t
developed, new measures would be developed by February 2014

A7 Implement and maintain priority freshwater and terrestrial restoration projects

Numerous upland and riparian restoration efforts are underway in the region. While it is important to
focus on those that give the Puget Sound a big lift for recovery, it also is critical to recognize the
potential for local strearbased restoration efforts to both make marked improvements to ecosystem
health, contribute to salmon recovergs well agurther regional awareness of the benefits a healthy
Puget Sound creates for people and improve individual understanding and commitment to actions that
will protect and restore Puget Sound. There is nothing like healthy salmon returning to the stream in
your neighborhood to bring home the way we all are connected to Puget Sound.
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Once installed, restoration projects need to be maintained and monitored over time to ensure that they
are functioning as intended, and adapted where needed. Innovative maintemaetteds such as
partnerships with conservation organizations and citizen volunteers should be considered.

Freshwater restoration projects cover rivers, streams, lakes, and wetlands; within that body of work, a
major focus of the Action Agenda is the rijgar restoration needed to reach the recovery target. These
gains will come from implementation of existing high priority projects in the salmon recoveryybege
work plans that are part of the NOAspproved Chinook Recovery Plan, other adopted speews/ery
plans.flood hazard management plans, road decommissioning plans, Shoreline Master Programs,
Growth Management Act programs, alatalwatershed assessments

Locallmplementing Organizations will need to look across these existing local platentdy the
highest priority projects in each are&Vhen prioritizingiver and streanprojects for implementation
local organizations shoultbnsider the hierarchicakstorationstrategy of Roni et al., (2002), including
(1) habitat reconnection (e.gculvert improvements, ofEhannel connections), where prior
disconnection is among the problen{&) road work (e.g., removal, improvemen() riparian
vegetation restoration(4) instream habitat restoration (e.g., wood and boulder placemg(&)

nutrient enhancementand (6) habitat creation (e.g.,-Btream with wood and boulders, efhannel).

Private landowners should continue to be encouraged to undertake restoration projects. Existing
programs need to continue, expand, and be coordinated tther and effectively encourage private
landowners to undertake and maintain restoration projects. Incentives for industrial and commercial
landowners may also be needed. There are numerous landowner programs that include incentives and
technical assisince. The Conservation Commission, Conservation Districts, DNR, Washington State
University Extension, Washington Sea Grant, local governments, angovenmnmental organizations

offer programs. Examples include direct financial incentives (e.g., grabsidized loans, costhares);

indirect financial incentives (property tax relief); technical assistance (referrals, trainings, design
assistance), recognition/certification for products or operations, and conservation leasing.

SALMON RECOVERY

Habitat Restorationg A Salmm Recovery Priority Habitatrestoration is an important part of
recovery and needs to be done in a way that targets priority areas for ecosystem functior
Restoration priorities for each watershed are called out in Voluroétie Salmon Recovery
Planand then furtherdevelopedout in each of the annual thregear work plans

How are these priorities integratedThisstrategyof the Action Agenda includes restoration
riparian habitat not covered by the floodplastrategy, fish passagend otherupland actions.
Habitat restoration related to estuaries and the nearshore are in Section B. The Action A
incorporatesthe three-year work plans as part of what is needed to recover the Puget Sat
Section A6.1 Additionally, specific restoratigorojects are part of priorities of the Local
Integrating Organizations
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Ongoing Programs

Ongoing programs related to this strategy inclygfegrams that implement species recovery plans
(including salmon recovery thregear work plans implemented liie 15Lead Entities), flood hazard
management plans, road decommissiopplansfish passage barrier removal via the Forest and Fish
Agreement and other requirementShoreline Master Programs, Growth Management Act programs,
DNR Aquatic Landscape Prioritizatiangd watershed assessments

TheNooksackribe has been engagéal a wide variety of elk enhancement projects, and has
successfully worked with partners to develop and implement continuing elk habitat enhancement and
protection projects. The tribal priority is protection and restoration of terrestrial ecosystems.of el

Major funding sources includeacific Salmon Recovery Funding throtighNational Oceanic and
AtmosphericAdministration (NOAAWhich provides funding for elements necessary to achieve overall
salmon recovery, including habitat projects and otheiatigs that result in sustainable and

measurable benefits for salmon and other fish species; and Puget Sound Acquisition and Restoration
(PSAR} state capital progranwhich implements many of the Action Agenda and Salmon Recovery

t £ FyQa KI todpitdrites. GtReasiggifiddnfundingsources include the Estuary and Salmon
Restoration Program (ESRP) and Family Forest Fish Passage Pfogtanber of commenters noted

that more work is needed to strengthertesvardship incentive programs to irease the ability of

private landowners to undertake and maintain restoration projedhis is an issue for discussion in
future Action Agenda updates.

NearTerm Actions
A2.2 NTA 1: Prairie and Oak Woodland Restoratio@/DFW in consultation with DNR,SFWSand

Joint Base Lewis McCord, will implement priority prairie and oa&odlands
restoration projects

Performance measur&umber of priority projects implemented; Milestones: Maintain
a prioritized list of restoration activities. Work witbush Sound partners to fund the
restoration activities. Update list with completed action items.

A2.2 WS 12: West Sound Priority Watersheds for Protection and Restorati8y. February 2013,
the Suquamish Tribe will develop a detailed protection and restoratiplan for the
upper Chico Creek warshed. By December 2013, thelhe will seek funding to
undertake similar work for the high priority, refugia Curley and Blackjack Creek
watersheds.

Performance measur®&yFebruary 2013, protection and restoration ipfr the Upper
Chico Creek watershglly December 2013, funding in place for plans for Curley and
Blackjack Creek watersheds.

AvAS  Implement restoration projects in urban and developed areas while accommodating
growth, densty, and infill development.
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Restoration in urban areas al@needed. Examples of work include replanting native vegetation,
removing nonrnative invasive species, tree planting and maintenance, removal of bulkheads and bank
regrading, setting aside portions of private lots for opgpace, dayighting of creeks, and other stream
restoration efforts. Many of these activities are supported by local conservation and volunteer groups
and neighborhood groups. Actions associated with retrofitting stormwater infrastructure also
contributeto freshwater restoration and to improvement and maintenance of water quality.
Restoration actions in urban areas need to be considered in concert with the needs of these areas to
accommodate anticipated growth.

Ongoing Programs

Many cities, countiesand organizations in urban and suburban areas have programs to encourage
planting native vegetation and resiag creeks and streamdProtection of ecologically sensitive and
important areas are also designateddiritical area ordinances and shoreline ragement programs

NearTerm Actions
None; work in the neaterm will focus on implementation of ongoing programs
Emerging Issues and Future Opportunities

9 Further incorporation of climate change considerations could include, but would not be limited
to, planning restoration projects in freshwater and terrestrial ecosystems. For example,
projected changes to hydrological regimes from climate change

A3. Protect and Steward Ecologically Sensitive Rural and
Resource Lands

Private forest and agriculturédnds provide critical fish and wildlife habitat and other ecosystem
functions, especially in highly productive lower elevation riparian areas. These lands, however, are at
significant risk of conversion to ndarm andnon-forest uses, particularly resédtial and commercial
development.

Maintaining the vibrancy of agriculturedsucialto recovering Puget Sourahd instrumental in

providing a high quality of life in the region. Howevarpfing inthe Puget Sound basin faces an
uncertain future.Globd competitionfor agrialtural commodities has reduceatices for Puget Sawl

farm products while costs d&nd and raw materia continue to rise. Low profihargins have fored

many farmers out of businessd farmland is beip converted to other uses ain alarming rate Rural
areas have &ow density ofimpervioussurfacesand farmland provides greater flood plain function than
developed areasThe continued loss of farms in the regiand conversion tmon-farm uses is not only
detrimental to individuhfarmers and to the regional fareconomy; but is detrimental to theecovery

of Puget Sound.
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Climate Change

Asidentifiedit NELJI NAyYy3I F2NJ /EAYIFIGS / KFEy3aSyYy 2 aKAy3aazy
(April 2012), climate change impacts amdst lands include larger and more frequent fires, mountain

pine beetle outbreaks, and changes in geographic range, granthproductivity. Key impacts on
agriculture include changes in crop productivity, decreases in water availability, increasedfsira

extreme events, reduced livestock productivity, increased stress from invasive weeds, diseases, and
pests, and global economic impacts related to food production, processmgigiransportation.

A high priority overarching state response stratégto conserve productive and adaptive farmland and
forests.

Forestrelated adaptation strategies include:

9 Conservation and restoration of healthy, resilient forests across ownership boundaries and large
geographic ranges

9 Maintaining and protecting fiest species and genetic diversity

1 Protecting, expanding and managing urban forgsts

1 Building capacity and support for maintaining, enhancing, and restoring resilient and healthy
forests

Agriculturerelated adaptation strategies include:

Protection ofproductive agricultural land

Reduction of impacts of severe droughts and flgods
Prevention and control of invasive spegies

Engagement of agricultural communities in adaptation efforts

=A =4 =4 =4

The Action Agenda strategies for forest and agricultural landersation help to implement the state
strategy.

Forest Lands

According to the Washington State Forestland Database, developed by the University of Washington
Rural Technology Initiative (RTI), about 972,000 acres of private forestland in western \\tashnegt
threatened with conversion. Population pressures, changing forest ownership patsechshe desire

for rural housing sites are fragmenting once continuous forests into smaller tracts that are economically
and environmentally unsustainable. Thet@uatial risk of private forestland conversion is highest in the
Puget Sound region. Forest a@msion also eliminates major opportunities to leverage forest carbon
sequestration to address climate change and also negatively affect biodiversity, fiskesoescesand

open space’

" Retention of High/alued Forest Lands at Risk of Conversion tefdoest Uses iWashington State, Final RepoPtepared for the
Washington State Legislature and Washington DNR by the College of Forest Resources, University of Washington, March 25, 2009
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Agricultural Lands

In 1950, there were about 1.4 million acres of farmland in the region. Today, less than 600,000 acres
remaing a 58percentloss. If this rate of loss continues, wl lose the last acre of farmland in ssvof

the Puget Sound counties by 2050 and the last acre in 20@be fifteenyear period from 19820

1997, the Puget Sound regitwst nearly 20% of its farmland and haffits dairy farm$.

Analyses indicate that an acre converted from agriculttcalrban development produces ten to fifteen
times the runoff and runofborne pollutants, including far higher concentrations of heavy metals,
petroleum and other key pollutants. Farmland also promotes aquifer recharge and uses far less water
than an equivalent area of urban development. At the same time, many satbearing rivers and

streams traverse farmland, which often resutsdegraded or removed habitar changedo habitat.

This creates a challenging dynamic between protecting farmland froenuibvelopment while also
recognizing that some farmland is located in prime salmon habitat.

Development in rural areas presents a particularly concerning pressure on the ecosystem because it is in
those rural areas (including both forested and agriaaltlands) where higlgquality habitat and

significant ecological processes remain partially or largely intact. Rural area forest cover and agricultural
land is being converted to housing and other usefsvracre and smaller patchwork patterns. The

network of infrastructure (primarily roads, but also other utilities) constructed to serve such

development further fragments the landscape, and interrupts or modifies the delivery, moveareht

storage of water, sediment, woody dehrénd nutrients and impairs functions ofish andwildlife

habitats for feeding, breeding, rearingind migrating for numerous specien addition, sea level rise
projections pose a threat to potential future loss of agricultural lands, particularly in the Skagit,
Snohomish, Blaguamish, and Nooksack deltas.

SALMON RECOVERY

Protection of Working Landg A Salmon Recovery Plan Prioritfhe Recovery Plan calls for
the protection of working lands within the context of how these workingds contributeto
salmon recovery. Many of the watershed plans in Volume Il specifically call out this need
also speak to the fact that some working lands are located in areas critical to salimon
example some estuarine habitat is currently beifagmedc¢ and that it is important to find
solutions to both sustain working lands and recover salmon. Watershed chapters such a:
Whatcom, Skagit, Stillaguamish and Snohomish are areas where this is called out

How are these priorities integratedTherestoration of habitat needed for salmon recovery i
generally reflected in the strategies and actions associated with the protection of working
as well as the restoration of habitat. However, more discussion and agreement about th
slightly diferent areas of focus is needed. Where working lands are the same as the lanc
needed for habitat restoration, more flexibility and creativity in conservation tools may be
needed to achieve both restoration and farmland protection

8 WSDA personal communication.
° Dennis Canty, Pacific Northwest Director, Aneeri€armland Trust, Comment Letter to PSP, August 2011
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LocalPriorities

Several local integrating organizations prioritized forest and agricultural land conversation efforts.

Whatcom From working pority list
9 Limit forest and farm conversions to other uses such as residentiz
commercial, and/or industrial uses
Hood Canal From General priorities
1 Protect, fosterand incentivize sustainable, working forests and fau
(e.g., extinguishing developmerights and other programs):
Dosewallips, East Jefferson and Tahuya forest protection efforts
9 Form a Hood Canal forests and forestry focal group to develop ar
implement balanced approaches to conserving forests and forest
9 Form a Hood Canal agriculturecéd group (or three affiliated sub
regional groups) to develop and implement balanced approaches
conserving agricultural lands
Stillaguamishg Snohomish Conservation of forest and agricultural land is important in thesesusnd
watersheds, Skagit Watershed related strategies are under discussion.

Use integrated markebased programs, incentives, and ecosystem markets to
steward and conserve private forest and agricultural lands

There are numerous incentive programs available for landowreesnitourage stewardship and
conservation. However, they are not well coordinated, lack adequate funding, tend to be opportunistic
rather than strategic, and are not being fully utilized or targeted at most important laimdaddition,

the eligibility requirements may not address the resource impackfe strategies contained in this

Action Agenda support the prioritization of incentive programs toward the higpestity ecologically
sensitive and important lands.

Ongoing Programs

Programs include thBesignated Forest Land and Open Space Tax Program as well as the Forest

Riparian Easement Program, Riparian Open Space Program, the Family Forest Fish Passage Program and
the newly established voluntary stewardship program established by HB 1886 inthde2fislative

session, among others. There are also numerous federal incentive programs offered thedugdl N

Resources Conservation ServicR@pand other federal programs

Department of Natural ResourceBNR offers and administers a variety l@hdowner assistance
programs targeted primarily at private forest landowners. The Forest Stewardship Program is a
nationwide program which provides advice and assistance to help family forest owners manage their
lands. The program is cooperatively fudday theUnited Stated Department of Agriculturd $DA

Forest Services and state forestry agencies and offers stewardship assistance, technical assistance,
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educational materialsaand financial/cosshare assistance. At DNR, the Forest Stewardship Pragram
administered bythe Small Forest Landowner Office (SFLO)

The Voluntary Stewardship Program at the Washington State Conservation ComifWéSi6@ created

in 2011, requires counties across the state to either opt into the program or resume the pafcess
updating their critical areas on agricultural lands under exisBngwth Management ACGMA

processes. Counties who opt in must designate their priority watershed, then designate a lead agency
to coordinate other local entities toward developingvark plan, which identifies critical areas on
agricultural lands as well as an outreach plan to offer landowners incentives to protect critical areas.
These coordinated efforts will enable resources to be targeted toward the most ecologically important
areas, improving the efficient application of these incentives.

The USDA offers programs to support the conservation of private forest and agricultural lands through
economic incentives and markbased programs. The Conservation Reserve Enhancement Progra
(CREP), administered by the Farm Services Agency amMdSt€is a voluntary land retirement

program that helps agricultural producers protect environmentally sensitive land, decrease erosion,
restore wildlife habitat, and safeguard ground and surfaegern The Environmental Quality Incentives
Program (EQUIP) is a voluntary program that provides financial and technical assistance to agricultural
producers through contracts up to a maximum term of ten years. EQUIP provides financial assistance to
help dan and implement conservation practices that address natural resource concerns and for
improvements tosoil, water, plant, animal, giand related resources on agricultural land and ©ion

industrial private forestland.

Thereare also a wide variety of fancial incentivedbased programs for private forest and agricultural
landowners in Washington administered through other state agencies. For example, the Conservation
Reserve Enhancement Program offered by the Farm Service Agency focuses on improvatgrthe w
guality of streams that provide habitat for endangered salmon by planting trees along riparian buffers.
bl GdzNF £ wS a2 dzNDOS & EQURyfavidebl 88dhnical Asgistancd hidd furidisg¥er
conservation practices on private, norh Y Rdza G NA I f F2NB aGa 2 NlstatedNA Odzt § dzNJI
TheWashingtorDepartment of Fish and Wildlife (WDF#30 administers a financial incentive program
for private landowners called the Landowner Incentive Program (LIP). LIP is a compgeditiy

program to provide financial assistance to private landowners for the protection and restoration of
habitat to benefit specieat-risk on privately owned lands. Funds are a direct appropriation from
Congress passed through thed Fish and Wildld Service (USFWS) to state fish and wildlife agencies in
a nationally competitive process. Currently, there are no funds for LIP.

Market-based approaches will help achieve this-stifategy. A common theme among five repotts
addressing the preservatigonservationand stewardship of important resource and habitat lands is
consideration of ecosystem markets for farm and forest land services as a mechanism for conserving
and stewarding these valuable lands at higtk of conversion by keeping them ewonically viable

The Washington Conservation Markets Study, issued by the Washington Conservation Commission in
response to SSB 6805 (2008), specifically evaluated the feasibility of conservation markets in
Washington to pay farmers and foresters for @ommental benefits from conservation projects on their

© http://www.cfr.washington.edu/nwef/documents/ForestincentivePrograms. pdf

" The Washington Conservation Mark&sudy (2009), issued by the Washington Conservation Commission; Washington Biodiversity

Conservation Strategy, Sustaining our Natural Heritage for Future Generafashjngton Biodiversity Council, (December 2007); and

Retention of HiglValued Forest Lals at Risk of Conversion to NBorest Uses in Washington State, College of Forest Resources, UW (March
HANnoT ¢KS /+Fa0FRS [FYR /2yaSNBlIyOeQa /IadFRS 1 3SyRI 6Hnnp0 FyR GKS
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limiting, are beginning to emerge in Washington, including markets for wetlaadson credits,

biodiversity conservatiorand development rights. Currently, however, these markets are

uncoordinated and operate with different procedures and by various organizagiaheast eight state

agencies have conservation markets withinithmirview¢ and some centralized organization and

management of these markets may be beneficial.

Key Ongoing Program Activities

1 DNR and the Conservation Commission will continue to direct stewardship funding, consistent
with current statutory and regulatry requirements, to ecologically important areas as defined
by the Puget Sound Basin Ecosystem Characterization and other assessment and
characterization information.

9 The Conservation Commission will continue assessing existing stewardship incergnaansro
to identify changes to better include underserved landowners, including small farmers and
owners of norworking rural lands.

1 The Conservation Commission will continue working with other entities including Washington
State University (WSU) Extensi@onservation Districts, and counties to improve and expand
public recognition for voluntary private sector stewardship of lands.

NearTerm Actions

A3.1 NTAL: Use of Agriculture Conservation Program FunBg.December 2013, the Conservation
Commission Wl enhance use of conservation and habitat restoration program funding
from a variety of sources, (i.e., CREP and EQUIP) that are currently underused by and
not tailored for western Washington growers

Performance raasure By August 15, 2012, the Comnidsswill work withconservation
AAadNAROGAa (2 SYyKIyOS GKS dzasS 2F GKS /2YYAaa
(CDPS) for project identification. By Sept 30, 2012, 12 Puget @stints will enter

data into the CPDS system (increase of 5 from pteaad identify projects that, when
implemented, will address threats to Puget Sound. By December 2013, there will be a

50 percentincrease in the use of the CPDS to link projects to funding sources. By June

2013, the Commission will work with consdima districts, Ecology, federal agengies

and others to identify opportunities for improvements to agriculture conservation

program funding.

A3.1 NTA2:  Landowner Incentives for TDRs and Ecosystem MarKetalogy and Commerce, in
coordination with DNR ad the State Conservation Commission, will provide technical
support and fund local projects to identify and implement landowner incentives,
including Transfer Development Right§ DRs and ecosystem services markets.

Performance reasure Amount of techrgal support and local funding provided.
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A3.1 NTA3:  Forest Watershed ServiceBNR will support pilot market transactions for delivery of
watershed services from private forest landowners to downstream water beneficiaries
in at least the Snbhomish and Nigually watersheds

Performance measur&wo pilot transactions completed by December 2012

Retain economically viable working forests and farms

Forest lands: The key recommendation frtme 2008 NW Environmental Forum on protecting

Washington foests led by the UW College of Forestry is the establishment of a legislatively appointed
¢Fal C2NOS (2 RANBOG YR LINRBRdAzOS 'y 2@SNYIff LI I Y
regulatory, taxand forest land protection initiatives.

Agricultuial lands: As described earlier, since 1950 we have lost more than half of the farmland in the
Puget Sound region. Effectively preserving agricultural land will involve tackling a complex set of
interrelated issues including real work to ensure that adtize continues to be a viable, and vibrant,
industry in Puget Sound.

Ongoing Programs
Key Ongoing Program Activity

1 DNR will incorporate analysis of thipérty certification standards when DNR recalculates the
sustainable harvest on state trust land2014.

NearTerm Actions
A32NTA 1: Working Forest StrategyDNR will lead a collaborative process to develop a

comprehensive strategy for retaining economically viable, letegm working
forestlands.

Performance reasure Initiate collaborative strategipy October 2013

A3.2 NTA 2 AgricultureSrategy. PSP, in collaboration with WSDEcology, the Conservation
Cammission, and agricultural parters will develop a Puget Sound agricultural strategy
by December 2013. This strategy will identify needs foaimtaining the health of the
industry, and key areas where the agricultural industry can contribute to the
protection andrestoration of Puget Sound. lill be included in the 2013 Action
Agenda.

Performance reasure Convene an advisory committee andegon scope and

approach by September 2012; convene at least 3 workshops to solicit information from
agricultural partners by March 2013 (north Puget Sound, south Puget Sound, peninsula),
produce a draft strategy by July 2013 for inclusion in the 2013 Alctibn Agenda;

review the strategy with the Action Agenda and in at least three additional workshops
with agricultural partners in Qaber 2013. Include the finalgriculture stategy in the

2013 Action Agenda update.
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Emerging Issues and Future Opporttias

9 Assessing the ecological functions and values that can be achieved on working farms in the
Puget Sound region, and the risks to these functions and values associated with conversion of
farmland to nonfarm uses

1 Continued development of incentive ke approaches and conservation markets to conserve
land and ecosystem functions while promoting the ldagn sustainability of farming in the
region

1 Identify and map all land within the Puget Sound basin that is currently in agricultural use to
create abaseline.

1  Work directly with farmers to better understand ecological and economic issues and viable
solutions.

A4.Encourage compact regional growth patterns and create
dense, attractive and mixedise and transHoriented
communities

Encouraging compacirbanpatterns would direct development away from working farms and
forestlands and protect food anftber production, wildlife habitat, ecosystem functions and water
guality. Compact development patterns reduce impervious cover that leads toffyollution, and
decrease shoreline development that leads to erosion and habitat destruction. Finally, compact
development is more energy efficient, reducing energhated pollution including green house gas
emissions.

LocalPriorities

Although no local irdgrating organizations identified compact development as a prioritysstdiegy,
West Sound identifies the need to encourage infill developmentwititin priority conservation areas
to address historic and potential new development patterns, legacy dotd redevelopment to ensure
no net loss of ecosystem function

Integrate growth, infrastructure, transportation, and conservation planning at sub
regional levels and across jurisdictions

Regional planning alliances similar to the Puget Sound Redimuncil, Thurston Regional Planning
Councijor Skagit Alternative Futures could plan for growth and corresponding infrastructure needs and
concurrent ecosystem protection and recovery strategies at scales that are more efficient and provide
more opporunity for examining and optimizing future planning scenarios and alternatives that reduce
sprawl, increase density in urban areasd promote and plan for regional transit solutiorfSor

example, they could tackle issues related to which jurisdictionmdions of jurisdictions are best

suited to accommodate projected growth, develop regional economic development strategies which
could allow for revenue sharing and minimization of competition among local governments, address
inequities of tax structur¢hat occurs with new development (e.g. fiscal zoning) and annexation issues.
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The neaiterm action under this sulstrategy is for the Department of Commerce to develop a
Soundwide program to support integrated regional plannifige program would providiinding,
incentives, and assistance to local governments to create new alliances, or support existing regional
alliances that undertake integrated and sophisticated regional planning to guide state, metropolitan,
and local investments in ecosystem protectj land use, transportatigrand housing, as well as to
challenge localities to undertake zoning and land use reforms.

Incentives for participation could include expert policy institutes, training, technical assistance and
additional fundingand/or exra points when applying for fedal or state Puget Sound funds. The
program should define desired outcomdsr example, a regional capital facilities plan, a regional
economic development strateggr regional transit solutions that encourage transitented
communities.

NearTerm Actions

A4.1 NTA 1l: RegqionalSustainableCommunities ProgramCommerce will develop a Soundwide
program to undertake integrated regional planning that will guide state and local
Investments in ecosystem protection, land usiansportation and housing, similar to
the federal sustainable communities program. Draft scoping document will be
completed by January 2013 for discussion with the Leadership Council to advance for
decision making.

Performance measur€ommerce will deler a proposed program scope to Puget Sound
Partnership by Jarary2013. Based on the scoping document and discussions with the
Leadership Council, Commerce will develop additional milestones to advance the
program by February 2013.

Provide infrastucture and incentives to accommodate new and-development
within urban growth areas

Barriers toachievingdense and vital urban centers can include restrictive development regulations,
environmental constraints, legacy pollution, land ownership pateinadequate infrastructure, lack of
coordination between cities and special purpose governments, lack of urban amenities, lack of grocery
stores, lack of schools, public perceptipasd fear of political riskslf we are to achieveompact urban
patternsthat direct development away from working farms and forestlands and protédiife habitat,
ecosystem functions and water qualityerall in the Puget Sound, we must work to encourage new and
re-development in urban growth areas while at the same timmeognizing the potential for protection

and restoration of critical habitats within UGAs

Infrastructure gapsiso can present hurdle tare-development in urban growth areawhether it is

water supply, sewer treatment capacity, or transportation noyements. Beyond such functional
infrastructure, investments in urban amenities and recreational facilitiesaamake a large

difference in how cities attract additional population and private investment. Infrastructure is expensive
and is a growingoncern as cities address both existing and planned future developthent.

2Doug Peters, Commerce, Comment Letter to PSP, August 2011
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NearTerm Actions

No nearterm actions identified

Enhance and expand the benefits of living in compact communities.

Accommodating growth inside urban growth areas likely i@guire increasing density in some places.
To ensure this space is actually used, we must determine how to achieve truly livable density that is
attractive to families. While there are currently no ngarm actions identified for this subtrategy, i

will be a critical effort to begin to better understand this issue and to work with local governments to
achieve and support density in the right places.

NearTerm Actions

No nearterm actions identified
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Target View: Landevelopment

The land surrounidg Puget Sound is home to several million people who live, work, and play in our
region. The needs for homes, office buildings, stores, and agricultural lands to support our lives must be
taken into consideration as we strive to preserve working forestslabitats, and reduce polluted

runoff into streams and the Sound.

In 1990, Washington State passed the Growth Management Act (GMA), which requires local
governments to comprehensively plan for the location and manner of land development. Although the
GMA has been successful in addressing our growth needs, there still are many pressures to develop in
our rural areas which would furtheffect some of our high quality remaining habitat. WatersHesed
approaches to locating where development occurs withiban Growth Areas (UGA)s and how it occurs
within UGAs are essential to minimizing pressures to ecological processes, habitat structures, and
ecosystem functions.

A functioning, resilient Puget Sound ecosystem includes landscapes that provide impaitéat and
hydrology functions and a land base to support the built environment for a growing human population.
The 2020 target for land development has two parts:

1 For avoiding development of ecologically important areas:
o0 Basinwide, by 2020, loss of vetation cover on indicator land base over-gé&ar period
does not exceed 0.1percentof the 2011 baseline land area.
9 For directing growth to urban growth areas:
0 By 2020, the proportion of basiwide growth occurring within Urban Growth Areas is at
least86.5percent(equivalent to all counties exceeding goal byedcent)and all
counties show an increase over their 262010 percentage.

There are several Action Agenda strategies related to the land development target, including:

1 Protect and restore uphd, freshwater, and riparian ecosystems (A2.1, A2.3)

1 Encourage compact regional growth patterns and create dense, attractive and-usrezhd
transit-oriented communities (A4.3, A4.1, and A4.2)

1 Focus development away from ecologically important and seagiearshore areas and

estuaries (B1.2, B1.1, B1.3)

Protect and restore nearshore and marine ecosystems (B2.1, B2.2, B2.4)

Maintain and enhance the community infrastructure that supports salmon recovery (A6.5)

Protect and restore marine ecosystems (BB2,1)

Focus land development away from ecologically important and sensitive areas (A1.3, Al1.4, Al.1,

Al.2)

Protect and steward ecologically sensitive rural and resource lands (A3.2, A3.1)

Protect and restore floodplain function (A5.3, A5.2, A5.4)

Protectand restore native diversity and abundance of species (B5.1, B5.2)

Use, coordinate, expand, and promote financial incentives and programs for best practices at

ports and in the marine industry that are protective of ecosystem health (B4.1)

=A =4 =4 =9

= =4 =4 =9
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In the following results chain, or logic model, yellow polygons identify strategies and actions from the

Action Agenda that we believe will contribute significantly towards meeting the target. Arrows to the

blue boxes describe the intermediate results the strategiesauihns are expected to achieve. The

purple boxes show the reduced pressure on the ecosystem that is expected to occur, the green ovals

show the areas of the ecosystem where the change will be observed, and the dark green square shows

the recovery target. See the results chain for the land cover target for a depiction of how reducing land
RSOSt 2LIYSyid GKNBFGa O2yiNARO6dziSa (2 TFdzidzZNB SO2aeai
recovery targets for land cover.
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Target View for Reducing the Pressure of Land Development
V. June 28, 2012
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Other key strategies for making progress toward the land development targets include: community I
infrastructure supporting salmon recovery (A6.5), protect & restore marine ecosystems (B3.1, B3.2), protect &
restore floodplain function (A5.2, A5.3, A5.4), effective compensatory mitigation for impacts that cannot be
avoided (Al.4), protect & restore nearshore & estuary ecosystems (B2.2, B2.4), protect & restore native
diversity & abundance (B5.1, B5.2), steward & conserve private lands (A3.1), and best practices at ports (B4.1)
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Target View: Land Cover

Land cwoer is an essential indicator of ecosystem health because of its importance for both terrestrial
and aquatic ecosystem processes and habifatging the past 50 years, Puget Sound lost at least two
thirds of its remaining old growth forest, more than 9€rpent of its native prairies, and 80 percent of
its saltwater and freshwater marshes. From 12906, approximately 60,000 acres of foreswvered
lands were converted to developed land.

A functioning, resilient ecosystem includes a mosaic of forestlaagkicultural lands, open space,
natural lands (i.e., forest, prairie), and developed lands and related infrastructure to support habitat
needs, support natural processes, and generate ecosystem services.

The 2020 recovery target for land cover in fetexl lands and riparian areas is:

T

average annual loss of forested land cover to developed-tamv@r in norfederal lands does
not exceed 1,000 acres per year and 268 miles of riparian vegetation are restored or restoration
projects are underway.

Thereare several Action Agenda strategies related to the land cover targets:

T
1
T

)l
)l
)l

Focus land development away from ecologically important and sensitive areas (Al1.3, Al.2)
Protect and restore upland, freshwater and riparian ecosystems (A2.1, A2.2)

Encourage compacegional growth patterns and create dense, attractive and mixeel and
transit-oriented communities (A4.2, A4.3, A4.1)

Manage surface runoff from forest lands (C4.1, C4.2)

Protect and steward ecologically sensitive rural and resource lands (A3.1, A3.2)

Facus land development away from ecologically important and sensitive nearshore areas and
estuaries (B1.2)

In the followingresults chain, or logic model, yellow polygons identify strategies and actions from the
Action Agenda that we believe will contribu@gnificantly towards meeting the target. Arrows to the

blue boxes describe the intermediate results the strategies and actions are expected to achieve. The
purple boxes show the reduced pressure on the ecosystem that is expected to occur, the green oval
show the areas of the ecosystem where the change will be observed, and the dark green square shows
the recovery targets.
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Puget Sound Recovery -- Land Cover Target View
V. June 28, 2012
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Other key strategies for making progress toward the land cover targets include: controlling water guality impacts from timber
harvesting (C4.1), maintain forest roads & implement road abandonment plans (C4.2)
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Protect and Restore Floodplain

Function

The Challenge

Floodplains play a vital, often unrecognized role in the health of tlgePsound ecosystems and
watershed. Floodplains support a variety of key ecological functidnsy slow and store flood waters,
filter our water, generate economically and culturally valuable fisheries, produce fertile soils for farming,
recharge our agifers, create a variety of recreational opportunities, grdvide critical habitat and
sustenance for a diverse array of terrestaald aquatic lifeFloodplains are one of the most productive
ecosystems in Puget Sound, yet they are also one of the deggaded portions of the Puget Sound
ecosystem, and these impacts have significant consequences for people and rizgweral factors

have impeded floodplain recovery (and related salmon recovery and water quality goals) to date. These
factors includea lack of public support, high costs associated with restoration, and the existence of
divergent and uncoordinated agency godBespite the tens of millions of dollars spent on ecosystem
recovery and flood risk reduction, habitat remains in decline &mlifrisks continue to mount.

Local, stateand federal agencies employ a variety of programs to address floodplain management
issuexd2YSGAYSa Ay O2y iGN} RAOG2NE 4l eaod Cft22R NAxail N
take fish and wildlife negs into account get caught up in ESA conflicts that prevent or delay
construction and add mitigation costs. Habitat restoration projects developed as-pimglese

projects are opposed by communities concerned with maintaining farmland or water managemen
infrastructure. Progress on both sides has been too slow and arguably outweighed by the increased
costs associated with continued development. The net result has been a continued decline of
ecosystem functions and increase in human flood risks. Yetgiint floodplain management goals

flood hazard mitigationclean water, salmog are not inherently at odds with one another. Those
portions of the river corridor that present the greatest risks to people (i.e., incur the most flooding and
erosion) areoften the same areas where salmon habitat, water filtering wetlands, groundwater
recharge and flood storage are most likely to occur.

ClimateChange

Asidentifiedint NSLJI NAy3I F2NI /fAYFGS / KFy3aSy 2| akKay3adzy {i
(April 2012), flood frequency is projected to increase progressively from the 2020s through the 2080s,

with the largest increases predicted for mixed raimow runoff basins located in Puget Sound. Flooding

can cause widespread damage to communities angerty.

The state response strategy identified several high priority, overarching strategies related to floodplain
protection and restoration. These include:
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Protecting people and communities from climate change impacts

Reducing the risk of damage to lalifigs, transportation systems, and other infrastructure. This
strategy specifically calls for reducing flood damage by restoring floodplains and capturing more
water

1 Safeguarding fish and wildlife and protecting critical ecosystem services that suppattand
natural systems

Reducing the vulnerability of coastal communities, habaad species

Supporting the efforts of local communities and strengthened capacity to respond and engage
the public

= =

= =

The substrategies and actions in the Action Agenda faalbrotection and reconnection of floodplains.
Specific actions related to climate change are included.

To protect and restore floodplains Puget Soundnd address the issues described abdkies section

outlinesa series ofour comprehensive subtrategies. Throughout these subtrategies, two

predominant themes are (1) floodplains provide myriad functions and services that both benefit and
create risks to society, and (2) only through recognizing these services and risks and managing them in a
holistic, coordinated fashion will we break through the status quo and put the region on a path to

making people safer and the Puget Sound ecosystem healthieaitéeving both the ecosystem and

human well being targets that must be a part of Puget Slolkrcovery).

Relationship to Recovery Targets

The Partnership defines a functioning, resilient ecosystem to indhesawater floodplains that support
natural processes and deliver ecological services to keep people and property safe during fleod flow
support fisheries production, and provide water filtration and ground water rech&rgae

t | NJi y Siedd¢shipibanakttwo recovery targets for floodplains in the Puget Sound that it aims
to achieve by 2P0:

9 15 percent of degraded floodplaareas are restored or floodplain projects to achieve that
outcome are underway across Puget Sound

1 No additional loss of floodplain function in any Puget Sound watershed relative to a 2011
baseline

Given their vital role in maintaining the health and fupaing of the Puget Sound, it is important that
intact floodplains be protected anthat floodplain areas that have been developed are restored or are
managed in a way to recapture as much of the affected functions as posshuestrategies in this
secfon are designed to help achieve the targets.

3 eadership Council Resolution 2ad ¥ 4! R2LIIAY 3 + wnun $02a8adGSYy NBO2@SNE (I NBSG F2NI ¥
http://www.psp.wa.gov/downloads/LC Resolutions/Resabuti 201113.pdf
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Local Priorities

Several local areas prioritized protection and restoration of floodplains.

South Central Top Priority
1 Restore floodplains to recreate ecosystem ftioic

South Puget Sound Strategic Initiative: Salmon Recovery/Habitat Restoration
1 Reconfigure-b through the Nisqually lowlands to reconnect the flo
plain throughout the valley

Hood Canal From General priority list
1 Restore floodplains and channel médgjon zones

Stillaguamish and Snohomish  The Stillaguamish, Snohomish and Skagit river systems are significant in
Watersheds, Skagit Watershed Sound. Floodplain protection and restoration strategies are under discuss

A5. Protect andrestore floodplain function

Improve data and information to accelerate floodplain protection, restoratipand
flood hazard management*

Complete and ufto-date information is foundational tochieving floodplain recovery. Al sub
strategies and NT/Aassociated with floodplain protection and recovery assume that decision makers
have access to reliable data on floodplain locasi@monditions, and recovery priorities.

NearTerm Actions

A5.1NTA 1. Floodplain Protection and Policy TeaAttions. PSRwill advance floodplain protection
and restoration by facilitating actions, policy changes, and program changes necessary
to reduce critical barriers to habitat protection and restoration. Funding will be
focused on the places that have the greatest potai to recover floodplain functions.

Performance MetridBy Decembe2012, PSP convenes a Puget Sound Floodplain

t NPGSOUA2Y |yR wSO2@0SNE t2fA0& ¢Sy G2 Sa
WTFE22RLI | Ay Fdzy Ol A 2 foadpliing reotey tatéx;\BYi Beeeihbe T
2012, work with local levee owners to identify the barriers to implementing levee

setbacks and habitat friendly levee management practices and work with key parties to
address barriergncluding an evaluation of eimges that could be made to P8¢ that

requires damaged levees to be reconstructed in place rather than use the funding to do a
levee setbackBy June 2013, identify the policy and program changes of federal, state

and local flood risk management, floadtigation and ecosystem protection and

restoration programs to foster mulabjectivefloodplain management.

By June 2013, identify floodplain areas; prioritize those most important for protection,

*During the comment period, some commenters recommended combiningsategies A5.1 and A5.2; these changes were not made at this
time but will be considered in future Action Agenda updates.
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restoration, Airmland preservation or other compatible and raympatible uses; and
identify the implementation steps needed to protect functioning floodplain areas. By
June 2013, draft an action plan to address the programs and target programmatic
recommendations fdegislative change, rule amendments, and administrative changes,
needed to achieve the floodplains pressure reduction target using the results in the July
2010 "Floodplain Management: A Synthesis of Issues Affecting RecbRegeb

Sound" reporand other relevant and timely information.

Align policies, regulations, planning, and agency coordination to support mibénefit
floodplain management, incorporating climate change forecasts

Floodplain management policies have been developed over meogdes. Some of these policies

conflict with Puget Sound recovery goals and present obstacles to achieving the floodplain restoration
target. Flood risk management and ecosystem recovery are not mutually exclusive goals yet have been
historically pursed independent of one another.

One of the principle challenges to achieving the 15 percent restoration goal is the sheer cost involved in
floodplain restoration projects, most of which will involve expensive infrastructure work. Asking
agencies to coolidate their programs to pool funding and achieve greater efficiencies is easy in theory;
however, agencies are required to use ecbshefit analyses focused specifically on their programmatic
mandate when making decisions about which projects or activitidsnd. Developing a more holistic
approach to cosbenefit analysis that speaks to multiple agency goals will be critical to enabling a
coordinated, multiagency approach to funding floodplain projects that will make people safer and our
ecosystem hedhier. Creating a decision making framework that enables agencies to identify projects
that meet multiple program goals is a critical step toward being able to coordinate floodplain
investments and finance floodplain recovery projects.

Projected changeim weather patterns are expected to cause an increase in the frequency and
magnitude of flooding, increased sediment delivery to our rivansl a rise in the Puget Sound sea level.
These changes have significant implications for infrastructure and t&hdruses in floodplains and
nearshore environments. Restoring floodplain functions can help mitigate this impact while creating
more resilient communities. At the same time, our floodplain ecosystems will need to adapt to these
changing conditions. @orporating climate change forecasts into floodplain management strategies
implies having a deeper understanding of what the potential is for localized impact to climate change,
identifying how these impacts can be accounted for in existing planning mesesnd most

importantly appropriately reflecting the value of floodplain protection and restoration into decision
making The strategies delineated in this section represent the {tamgh solution and the NTAs
represent only the beginning of a much lemgonversation needed to identify the full setrededed
actions.
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SALMON RECOVERY

Protecting and Restoring FloodplainsA Salmon Recovery Plan Prioritiyunctioning
floodplains are critically important for salmon across the Puget Sound and need to be pr¢
and restored. Specific floodplain protection and restoration areas are idenftiieall the
mainstem, natal, watersheds in Volume Il. Two key issues that have come out of salmon
recovery but are relevant to the greater recovery effort are the Biological Opinion (BiOp)
08 bh!lkbaC{ 2y C9a! Q& bl G mANFPjandtie2A@EnR Cdip
of Engineers Levee Vegetation Management Standards.

1 NMES BiOp on FEMA NFIP: BiOp indicated that the development that has been &
Ay (GKS Ff22RLIX IFAya | ONRPaa GKS tdzasSi
BiOpis an important document in the information related to the need to protect anc
restore floodplain habitat.

1 Levee Vegetation: the allowable amount and size of vegetation along Corps certifi
levees impacts the riparian habitat for many critical salAbearing streams and rivers
Opportunities may exist to increase riparian vegetation, consistent with Corps of
Engineer levee maintenance standards (or variances to these standards with the
approval of levee owners). Work has been done to reinforce the $eaitiance but
more work is needed to ensure this can be used

How are these priorities integratedThe Action Agenda strategies and actions generally re
the themes and actions identified in the original salmon recovery plan through the need t
protect and restore floodplains into functioning ecosystems. As all Chinook salmon popt
need to get to a low risk status, prioritization of floodplain areas for protection, restoratior
farmland protection should be considered a sequencing questinraddition, identification of
these areas should consider those already important for salmon in the Salmon Recovery
Finally, prioritization efforts should not slow down the existing work to protect and restore
floodplain areas known as importanepthe Salmon Recovery Plan.

As with the integration of working lands priorities, consideration about the flexibility of
conservation tools may need to be more clearly articulated. The watershed chapters hav
specific information about where floodplain tesation gains could be made.

Ongoing Programs

Key Ongoing Program Activity

1

In coordination with the Corps of Engineers and local levee owners, PSP is currently leading the
development & new regional levedased vegetation standards; the standards are expected to

be complete by 2012. The standards will need to be evaluated by the Corps and other federal
agencies to determine if it supports recovery. PSP will work to change the fedécgl o

failing that, to use the framework as a state guideline to encourage local governments to pursue
an alternative approach.
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NearTerm Actions

Nonec¢ work in the near term will focus on implementatioh ongoing programs

Protect and maintainintact and functional floodplains

In Puget Sound, protection of the remainiimgact habitat functions of floodplains and restoration of
lost functions is noted as a high priority in many listed speciesvery plan@and the Action Agenda
calls for sevial nearterm actions supporting these outcome#lost of the intact and functional
floodplains are in undeveloped areas. The focus of thisstalbegy is on ecosystetavel programmatic
actions that contribute to maintaining and protecting floodplaitigs also important to note thani
parallel to theprotection and restoration of floodplainghere needs to be an effort to change the
demand for development in dense/Urban Growth Areas (UGAS)

The Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) impiemhenNational Flood Insurance Program
(NFIP). NFIP issues flood insurance to homeowners and greatly influences the type and extent of
development in floodplains. In late 2008, the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) issued a
Biological Opinion (Bff) finding that the NFIP jeopardizes the existence of several Puget Sound species
listed underthe Endangered Species AESA NMFS has identified seven actions for FEMA that would
bring the NFIP into compliance with the ESA, the third of which callFEWA to modify its

implementation of the NFIP minimum criteria to prevent and/or minimize the degradation of channel
and floodplain habitat. NMFS set a deadline of September 22, 2011 for work by FEMA and 122
communities in Puget Sound to implement thigian.™® FEMA, with concurrence from NOAA Fisheries,
has prepared additional guidance that is intended to clarify certain aspects of the BiOp and that should
be considered with the BiOp when compliance actions are undertaken. FEMA and local jurisdietions
working to ensure their policies and procedures prevent and/or minimize degradation of existing
channel and floodplain habitat functions.

Ongoing Programs

FEMA and NOAA technical assistance teams are currently working with other local, steddeaad
governments to implementhe BiQp and provide tools and mechanisms to promote consistency with
other regulations by 1Q 2012nd on an ongoing basis as needé@dperformance metric is the number
of NFIP communities with BiOp compliance packages apgroy&EMA.

Key Ongoing Program Activities

1 DNRWDFW and other state agencies, tribes, local governments, andgaurernmental
entities use applicable federal and state grants, local government funds, and private funds to
purchase development rights fromorking forest and farm landowners ftands at risk of
conversion in &y Puget Sound watersheds.

35 http://www.psp.wa.gov/downloads/LC2010/111910/05e FEMA BiOP Memo.pdf
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NearTerm Actions

A5.3 NTA 1: EEMA Annual Reporting for NFIP Bi@®y. 2012, FEMA will complete augmented
annual reporting requirements relative to the olgations of the 122 communities in
Puget Sound to abide by the NMFS NFIP BiOp, including policy sufficiency,
implementation effectiveness, and othe-ground implementation effectiveness.

Performancaneasure (status of FEMA reporting requirements)Z8.2, FEMA
reporting requirements are complete.

A53NTA2: CAO Updates on Frequently Flooded AreBg.2013, Ecology, Commerce, and other
interested state agencies will develop a strategy for and lead effective state
engagement with local governmentsithe next round of CAO updates on frequently
flooded areas.

Performancemeasure By 2013, strategy is complete

A5.3 NTA 3: BiOp Compliance and Floodplain TargBiy 2013, PSP will evaluate how BiOp
compliance contributes to achieving the Floodplaiterget by December 2013. This
includes policy analysis of jurisdictional compliance, development that has occurred
since the BiOp, and recommendations for next steps.

Performanceneasure By 2013, evaluation is complete.

A5.3NTA 4 Levee VegetationPSP will continue to work with the Army Corps of Engineers to craft
a regional variance to their vegetation on levees policy.

Performance measureBy June 2013, new language for regioreiance developed and
adopted.

Implement and maintain prioriy floodplain restoration projects.

The target identified for Puget Sound recovery calls for a 15 percent restoration of floodplains. This is an
ambitious goalbut, because of the importance of floodplains to overall Puget Sound recovery, an
absolutely citical one. Achieving it will require overcoming key barriers in order to deliver the
necessaryl) public support(2) funding, and3) interagency coordination. It will take significant
commitment and collaboration from agencies and a new approachaligns flood risknanagement

efforts and programs so that the necessary support and funding is garnered to accelerate recovery
actions.

Floodplain forested lands are critically important habitat and provide several indispensible ecosystem
services.The ecosystem services includenfall diversion and storage to stem the flow of water to
reduce downstream flood damagsurface water qualitprotection; groundwaterrecharge and

mitigation oferosion and sedimentation deposit

The production of arde soils is one of the most valuable ecosystem services society gets from
floodplains. The result is that the majority of farmland in Puget Sound is located in floodp@amsse
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of therich, fertile soil. However, gricultural land use can significantlter the functionality of
floodplains In their rating of existing floodplain function in Puget Souhd NMFS found that
agriculturedominated water resource inventory areas (25 percent or greater agricultural use) had
G L2 2 NE -BINA NEI2EGNRARarsials@ experience the direct social and economic costs of
floods when they occur As we look to the future there is an opportunity to change agricultural
management practices to make it more compatible with recovering floodplain functi@uerdinating
with these floodplain agricultural interests can enhance stewardshgpiti€al floodplain habitat while
maintaining viability for critical resource lands.

It is important to locate new and replacement public infrastructure (e.qg., bridgedsraails, treatment
plants) outside of floodplains and ensure that the design of new or replacement infrastructure optimizes
and enhances floodplain functiorRepairs to infrastructure that cannot be relocated should be the least
disruptive of floodplaiffunction as possible.

Ongoing Programs

There are several grant programs and other finance mechanisms that create incentives for protection,
enhancement, or restoration of floodplain function on forest and agricultural lands, some of which are
listed belav.

TheFamily Forest Fish Passage Progr@®FPP) is a cesttare program that helps small forest

landowners renovate barriers on their land to allow fish passage in small waterways. Artificial barriers in
streams can prevent many fish from reachingamibf upstream habitat, and can be devastating to

species such as salmon. As a public resource, fish are protected by state Forest Practice Rules which
require landowners to restructure fish barriers by 2016 in a way that allows unobstructed fish passage.
The program provides €300 percent of the cost of removing the barrier, with the funding provided
varying based on the quality of the habitat, number of salmon and trout species benefiting from the
correction, and project cost. This program allows workorgst lands to remain viable while supporting
ecosystem function.

TheForestry Riparian Easement ProgrdffREP) compensates eligible owners of small forest lands in
exchange for a 5@ear conservation easement on qualifying timber. Landowners agrisat@ timber
unharvested during the easement period, while still maintaining property rights and full access. The
riparian benefits of the forested lands are maintained by the state. This program allows landowners to
benefit from helping to preserve localaterways, thereby improving rural communities while helping to
restore flood protection in these areas.

TheAquatic Lands Enhancement Accoy#tLEA) program is targeted atestablishing the natural, self
sustaining ecological functions of the waterftpproviding or restoring public access to the water, and
increasing public awareness of aquatic lands as a finite natural resource and irreplaceable public
heritage. Typical projects include removing bulkheads to restore natural beach function, restoring

Saddzk NASazx yR NBalU2NAy3dI akK2NBtAyS F2NJ alfyz2y KIFo

management of stat@wned aquatic lands, these grants are available to local agencies, state agencies,
and Native American tribes.

'8 Smith, C.J. 2005. Salmon Habitat Limiting Factors in Washington State. Prepared for the Washington State Conservati@nCommiss
Olympia, Wakington. Inhttp://www.psp.wa.gov/downloads/LC2010/072010/03b_Floodplain_Management Report%20Judge%20Final

July%202010.pdf
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ThelLand and Water Conserviain Fund(LWCF) provides funding to preserve and develop outdoor
recreation resources, including parks, trails, and wildlife lands. Project goals typically involve protecting
wildlife habitat or renovating parks. Funded by revenue from federal salekeasihg of ofishore oil

and gas resources, these funds are available to local agencies, park and recreation districts, school
districts, speciapurpose districts, state agencies, and Native American tribes.

TheSalmon Recovery Funding Boai8RFB) fundiparian, freshwater, estuarine, neahore,

saltwater, and upland projects that protect existing, high quality habitats for salmon. It also funds
projects to restore degraded habitat to increase overall habitat health and biological productivity of the
fish. Funds come from the sale of state general obligation bonds and federal Pacific Coastal Salmon
Recovery Funds (PCSRF). These funds are available to state and local agencies, conservation districts,
Native American tribes, neprofit organizations, priate landowners, regional fisheries enhancement
groups, and special purpose districts.

TheEstuary and Salmon Restoration ProgrdBESRP) provides grants to protect and restore the Puget
Sound neasshore. The program was created by WDFW to support the emgmriorities of the Puget

Sound Nearshore Ecosystem Restoration Program. Typical projects include protection of nearshore and
wetland habitat, restoration of salmon habitat and estuaries, and removal of bulkheads. Funding comes
from the State Building @atruction Fund. Federal funding also has been received from the NOAA's
Community Based Restoration Program and USFWS. Federal funding for projects in Puget Sound is
expected from EPA. Funds are available to local, state and federal agencies, Nativamtribgs,

academic institutions, private institutions and nprofit organizations.

TheWetlands Reserve PrografWRP)provides grants tassisteligible applicants in the restoration,
creation, protection and enhancement of wetlands on their propertytigh a voluntary,
environmentally safe and cost effective mannEhe WRRs administered by the Natural Resources
Conservation ServiglRCShrough consultation with the State Technical Committeeaddition to

WRP, the NRCS has several ottmarservéion programshat help reduce soil erosion, enhance water
supplies, improve water quality, increase wildlife habitat, and reduce damages caused by floods and
other natural disasters’

Puget Sound Acquisition and RestoratifSAR) funds were requestedthg Governor as part of her
initiative to protect and restore Puget Sound by 2020 to accelerate implementation of the Puget Sound
Salmon Recovery Plan. Funding has been provided by the legislature through the capital budget to
protect and restore habitain Puget Sound with a focus on acquiring and protecting critical habitat and
restoring habitat function. These funds are available to state and local agencies, conservation districts,
Native American tribes, neprofit organizations, private landowners,gienal fisheries enhancement
groups, and special purpose districts. In 2011, the program was revised to prohibit state agencies from
using PSAR funds to acquire land.

Key Ongoing Program Activts

1 RCO, PSP, and Puget Soleadl entitieswith local and rgional partnersmplement relevant
habitat restoration projects identified in Salmon Recovegear workplans(see Section A6).

NRG programshttp://www.wa.nrcs.usda.gov/programs/index.htm|
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1 Snohomish Sustainable Lands Strategg Skagit Tidegate Initiativare multi-benefit
approaches that enable agriculturafiastructure improvements and/or provide regulatory
certainty in exchange for restoration actions.

NearTerm Actions

A5.4 NTA 1 Prioritization of State Highways with Floodplain Impact&/SDOT will identify and
prioritize the state highway facilities (gproximately 500 structures and 185 miles of
highway) that have the biggest impacts on floodplain function and connectivity,
including consideration of WSDOTs 2011 Climate Impacts Vulneralibsessment
Report, by December 2014 (or 18 months after fundisgbtained)

Performanceneasure By June 2013, obtain funding for the analysis. Complete the
analysis and present the results to the Ecosystem Coordination Board and Leadership
Council by December 2014. By February 2015, identify future actions dowinaerce
measures for integrating the prioritization work into the WSDOT deemsaking

process for repair and replacement projects.

A5.4 NTA 2 Ag Land Ecosystem Services Markd&g.December 2013, the State Conservation
Commission, working with Comsvation Districts and Watershed Groups and counties
will have three pilot projects underway that demonstrate ecosystem services markets
associated with flood hazard prevention and agricultural lands in floodplains

Performancemeasure By November 2012YSCC will have convened discussions and
identified candidate areas; By December 2013, three pilot projects demonstrating
ecosystem service markets for floodplains are in place.

A54NTA3: Candidate Areas for Land Swapge State Conservation Commissiaiil work with
conservation districts, agricultural community, watershed planning groups, and local
jurisdictions to use the outputs from the characterization work (A5.1 NTA 1) to
identify potential land swaps (i.e., county land use and conservation digs) and
identify candidate areas available to expand for agriculture outside of priority
floodplain areas by June 2013.

Performanceaneasure By December 2012, the Commission will convene interested
parties in at least two organizing meetings to ident§ndidate areas. By June 2013,
potential land swaps will be identified fiwe candidate areas available to expand for

agriculture.

Emerging Issues and Future Opportunities

1 The Floodplain Protection and Policy Team could tackle additional key itemsssuch a
o Developa decision making framework that enables agencies to identify «gescy
floodplain project priorities based on their ability to meet multiple goals and delineates
a coordinated funding approach, including cehiare mechanismsor floodplain
friendly modifications to flood protection infrastructure in a cestective manner.
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o Identify federal, state, local, and private funding to develop case studies that are
illustrative of the benefits of a mulbbjective approach to floodplain restoraticand
implement a pilot program to fund projects that leverage the work of the case studies.

0 Assess the disincentives for reestablishing habitat land on agricultural lands.

1 Support changes tetate comprehensive flood management planning and project fundi
policies to ensure that plans and projects supported with state funding fully incorporate
projected changes to sea level rise, flood frequency and volumes, sediment regimes and other
issues that could be a major threat to human safety and floodplaisystem health.

The 2012013 Action Agenda for Puget Sound Upland and Terrestrial Page76



Target ViewFloodplains

A functioning, resilient ecosystem requires freshwater floodplains that support natural processes and
deliver ecological services to keep people and property safe during flood flows, support fisheries
production, and provide water filtration and groundwater recharge. Floodplains are lush regions that
provide food and fresh water, as well as good agricultural land through soil and habitat formation. We
also know that improving riverside and floodplain habitat is ya &rt of virtually all recovery plans for
salmon.

Unfortunately, many floodplains in Puget Sound have been lost through a combination of shoreline
armoring and levees, as well as residential, commercial, industrial and agricultural development. Better
management of floodplains is essential for recovering salmon and Puget Sound.

The 2020 target for floodplains is:

1. Restore, or have projects underway to restore, 15 percent of Puget Sound floodplain area.
2. Have no net loss of floodplain function, in any arahed (for example, due to conversion for
development).

The Action Agenda strategies most related to achieving the recovery target for floodplains are:

1 Improve data and information to accelerate floodplain protection, restoration, and flood hazard
managment (A5.1)

1 Align policies, regulations, planning, and agency coordination to supportbauéfit floodplain

management, incorporating climate change forecasts (A5.2)

Protect and maintain intact and functional floodplains (A5.3)

Implement and maintain giority floodplain restoration projects (A5.4)

Provide infrastructure and incentives to accommodate new ardeneclopment within urban

growth areas (A4.2)

Focus land development away from ecologically important and sensitive areas (Al1.2, Al.4)

Focus landievelopment away from ecologically important and sensitive nearshore areas and

estuaries (B1.2)

f LYLX SYSy(d KAIK LINA2NRGE LINRP2SOGa ARSYUATFASR
plan (A6.1)

= =4 =

= =4

In the followingresults chain, or logic model, yellgwlygons identify strategies arslib-strategiesfrom

the Action Agenda that we believe will contribute significantly towards meeting the target. Arrows to

the blue boxes describe the intermediate results the strategies and actions are expected to adliieve.
purple boxes show the reduced pressure on the ecosystem that is expected to occur, the green ovals
show the areas of the ecosystem where the change will be observed, and the dark green square shows
the recovery targets.
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Puget Sound Recovery -- Floodplain Target View
V. June 28, 2012
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Protect and Recover Salmon

TheChallenge

Salmon are a symbol of the Pacific Northwest and Puget Sound. The tribal cultures of the Pacific
Northwest developed around the salmon as an abundant and critical resource. In addition, salmon
have been an integral part of the Puget Sowedsystem for thousands of yeays critical food source
for local wildlife and a source of nutrients for the streamside forests.

When early settlers arrived the salmon were initially viewed as an inexhaustible resource. However we
know now that wasot true. A history of habitat destruction, overharvesting, and poor hatchery
practices have led to a significant decline of the salmon. Puget Sound Chinook, Hood Canal Summer
Chum, Puget Sound steelhead and Puget Sound bull trout are all now listedthedederal

Endangered Species Act.

There are currently 22 Chinook populations remaining, with estimated abundancepatdéntor less

than historic levels. In 2005, Recovery Plans were completed for Puget Sound Chinook Salmon and Hood
Canal and &stern Strait of Juan de Fuca Summer Chum. ThaserdlOceanic andAtmospheric

Administration (NOAAJpproved plans, along with the 2006 NOAA supplement and the watershed
three-year workplansguideimplementation of thesalmon recoverylan. In addiion, there is a draft

bull trout recovery plan that is being updated and finalized by the US Fish and Wildlife Service.

TheChinook and Hood Canal Summer CHReovery Plans articulate a letegm (50 year) approach

with consistent funding, an integratiaaf the different management decisions across harvest, hatchery,
habitat protection, and habitat restoration, and a flexible adaptation approach that incorporates new
information. The salmon recovery plans call for protection and restoration of habitpeifcally

estuaries, floodplains, riparian areas, and the nearshore), improved access to habitat, sufficient water
flows, improved water quality, harvest management, hatchery management, as well as integration of
habitat, harvest and hatchery actions.
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Tribal Treaty Rights

A treaty is a legally binding contract between sovereign nations. Treaties are recognized und
P o{® /2yatAlddziAzy | & (KS -56 tilds iNdfeBn Washiagtod T
signed treatiesvith the U.S. government, ceding most of the land that is nhow western Washin
which allowed the peaceful settlement of the territory. In the treaties the tribes reserved the |
to fish, hunt, and gather shellfish and other natural resources iof &lieir traditional places to
preserve the tribal way of life. The courts have found that the treaty rights to hunt and fish in
usual and accustomed areas is a property right. Those rightdgtesthe property rights of all
other citizens of the Statef&Washington. The unique legal status of tribes and presence of tril
reserved rights and cultural interests throughout the state creates-aanagement relationship
between tribes and the state agencies responsible for managing and protecting dishaltfish
2F GKS aidrisSo ¢KS GNARO0oS&aQ GNBFGE NRAIKGaA

¢KS GNAROSaAaQ GNBlFGe NrAIKGa KIFIBS 6SSy | FFAN
in numerous rulings including the 1974 U.S. asWngton case known as the Boldt decision. Th
ruling upheld tribal treatyreserved rights, established the tribes asmanagers of the salmon
resource with the state of Washington, anda#firmed the tribal right to half of the harvestable
number of sémon returning to Washington waters every year.

The tribes note for those rights to have meaning, however, there must be salmon for treaty tr
to harvest. Salmon populations continue to decline at an alarming rate despite massive harve
reductions, h&chery mitigation and a huge financial investment in habitat restoration during th
past four decades. A primary cause of the decline is that salmon habitat is being damaged ai
destroyed faster than it can be restored. This trend shows no sign of impewvesnd has led to
the loss by some tribes of basic ceremonial and subsistence fisheries, a cornerstone of tribal
culture.

In the summer of 2011, the treaty Indian tribes in western Washington launched the Treaty R
at Risk initiative that calls on éhfederal government to take charge of salmon recovery. The
federal government has both the obligation and authority to recover salmon and protect triba
treaty rights. Tribes want the federal government to align its agencies, programs and authorit
lead a more coordinated and effective salmon recovery effort. A white paper developed for tF
effort cites numerous examples from across western Washington of continued loss of habitat
to shoreline armoring, timber harvesting, an increase in paved |lamsfilling and diking of
estuarine wetlands. The Treaty Rights at Risk initiative is a call to action, intended to galvani
energize response by federal, state, local and tribal governments and policy makers to rever:
decline of our salmon ahtheir habitat.

Chinook and Summer Chum recovery work is an ongoingitéwnyeffort by tribes, state, federal and
local government, noigovernmental organizations, businesses and private landowners. Much of the
work to implement the recoverplans is already underway and needs continued or more support.
Challenges in implementing the approved salmon recovery plans include:
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1 Regional concerns about the lack of habitat protection: In the spring and summer of 2011,
NOAA/National Marine Fishes Service (NMFS) and the Northwest Indian Fisheries Commission
(NWIFC) each published documents that present strong critiques of the existing habitat
protection systemThese documents highlight the need to improve regional habitat protection
efforts so hat ecological functions for salmon are sustained.

1 Underinvestment in capital projects: When the Chinook Plan was completed in 2005 the
estimated annual investment for the first ten years wag@illion for Chinook anbull trout
for capital and somean-capital actions. The investment rate has consistently been less than
half of this estimated needlhe Summer Chum plan also estimated a need of $136 million for
the first ten years for capital and nezapital actions.

9 Addressing other barriers to habiteestoration: Potentially conflicting values for how best to
manage the lands including resolving agricultural land needs with salmon habitat needs,
addressing the impacts of transportation infrastructure such as highways and railroads, and
permitting chdlenges for restoration projects.

1 Underinvestment in human infrastructure: Implementation of salmon recovery programs
requires a robust human infrastructure within watersheds and regional entfieslocal
communities to agree on technically and commuyrsupported salmon recovery strategies and
actions it is necessary to have people on the ground who can facilitate those conversations with
all the relevant jurisdictions, tribes, and other stakeholders and also push for implementation of
the high prioriy actions. Current staffing reductions are reducitite ability to implement
harvest, hatchery, habitat restoration, and habitat protection actions.

1 Lack of investment in several specific priorities identified in the Recovery Plans: Resolving
technicaland policy uncertainties about water availability and implementation of protective
water quantity measures, resolving uncertainty about whether the regional water quality
actions address the needs of salmon, furthering our understanding of watershed tsthiias
and trends, as well as project effectiveness to improve adaptive management, and a
coordinated approach for making decisions associated with harvest, hatchery, habitat
restoration, and habitat protection management.

ClimateChange

While Pacifisalmon have persisted in the face of exceptional climate variability for thousands ofcyears
involving such largscale factors as the advance and retreat of glaciers covering huge swaths of western
North America; future climate change projections aretibling when considered in combination with

the impacts that human development has had, and continues to have, on the landscapes of Puget Sound
and elsewhere (Francis and Mantua 2003).

Pacific salmon have complex life cycles and highly diverse sutvatabges, but all species rely to some
degree on functional freshwater, estuarine, and marine habitat for successful reproduction, growth, and
development. Impacts of climate change are likely to affect Pacific salmon across all of these habitats,
but recent studies (e.g. Beechie et al. 2008; Mantua et al. 2008) have identified summertime stream
temperatures, seasonal low flows, and changes in the frequency and magnitude of peak flow events as
key pressures limiting the productivity of salmon populationfeshwater environments. By the latter

half of this century, most watersheds in Puget Sound are likely to experience higher summertime water
temperatures, lower summertime flows over longer periods of time, and higher peak flows occurring
earlier in the winter/spring transitional period (Mantua et al. 2008). Particularly for species such as
steelhead, coho, sockeye, and stretype Chinook that rely heavily on freshwater for rearing over the
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first one to two years of life, these changes have the pasno significantly impact productivity. For
othersq such as pink, chum, and ocetype Chinoolg changes in freshwater environments will likely
have relatively less impact.

Climate change is also expected to have a range of complex impacts on the ew@ironment.

Projected warmer ocean temperatures are likely to increase stratification, yet potential increases in
winds may counteract this impact and actually improve upwelling of the nutrients that drive oceanic
food webs. In sum, though, the resof multiple stresses including altered thermal structure and
increasingly acidic waters is likely to be negative for the marine environment in general (Miles 2009),
and by extension, for Pacific salmon specifically.

Francis and Mantua (2009) find thatgeneral, salmon populations in regions with healthy habitat are

likely to persist in the face of climate change as long as the time scale of environmental change does not
exceed the rate at which they are able to adapt. Salmon recovery actions thatdaduwabitat

restoration and protectiorg particularly in lower elevation watersheds (Battin et al. 20QWith the

intent of maintaining and increasing functional habitat are thus an important component of a larger

suite of strategies to improve the cagity of salmon populations to withstand climate change impacts
expected over the next half century, and beyond.

t NBLI NAYy3I F2NIF /[ KFEy3IAy3a [ fAYFGSY 2FaKAay3az2y {4
2012) identifiedigh priorityresponsestrategies related to salmon recovery:

1 Improving water management to address climatelated water supply reduction.This
includes ensuring sufficient cold water in salmon bearing streams during critical seasons.

9 Safeguarding fish and wildlife and proténg critical ecosystem servicahat support human

and natural systems

Reducing the vulnerability of coastal communities, habitat and species

Supporting the efforts of local communitieand strengthen capacity to respond aadgagethe

public.

= =4

The Stge Strategy calls for reducing natimate stressors to help fish, wildlife, plans and ecosystem be
more resilient to the effects of climate change. The strategies and actions throughout the Action Agenda
are designed to achieve this need. It also calisrfanaging species and habitats to protect ecosystem
functions and provide sustainable cultural, recreational, and commercial use in a changing climate. This
means incorporating climate change information into existing and new management plans, refining
vulnerability assessments, conserving genetic diversity.

Salmon Recovery Plan and Action Agenda Integration

The Puget Sound Partnership is charged to integrate the recovery plans into the overall ecosystem
recovery effort, and the Action Agenda updatéhis opportunity to detail that effort. This integration
includes:setting arecovery targebased on the existing Chinook recovery ggoadisling recovery specific
information to the Action Agendstrategies and actions with the strong nexus to salmonvecy as

well asidentifyinghow those actions address salmon recovery priorities (and where ecosystem and
salmon recovery priorities might diffeifjentifying actions that are particular to salmon recovery such
as hatchery and harvest managemempreseanting salmon recovery funding specific needs in the
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overallfunding strategy priorities, anselecting a strategic initiative focused on salmon habitat
protection.

Relationship to Recovery Targets

Salmon recovery goalShe Leadership Council adoptadecovery target for Chinook based on the
Recovery Planlangterm goal toachieveharvestableselfsustaining levels of Puget Sound Chinook

For Chinook,lte Recovery Plan states that the Puget Sound Evolutionarily Significant Unit (ESU) of
Chinook vill have a negligible risk of extinction if: 1) All watersheds improve from current conditions,
resulting in improving status for the fish; 2) At least two to four Chinook populations in each of five bio
geographical regions of Puget Sound attain a lolwsiatus over the longerm; and 3) At least one or

more populations from major diversity groups historically present in each of the five Puget Sound
regions attain a low risk status. Each of the individual watershed chapters includes details on population
targets 50 years out from 2003.

Strategy and Action Integration

Many strategies in the salmon recovery plan have other ecosystem benefits. Likewise, many of the
strategies in the Action Agenda are essential for salmon recovery. With this Action Agetade, the
Partnership has taken the following steps to integrate the amd help achieve the recovery targets

1) ldentify which Action Agenda strategy categories had the strongest nexus to salmon recovery
based on theChinook and Summer ChuRecovery Rins.The vast majority of strategies and
actions in the Action Agenda will support salmon recovery by improving ecosystem function.

2) Identifying relevant sections of the Recovery Plans that should be used in developing strategies
and substrategies. Irparticular, the actions for land protection, nearshore and estuary
restoration and freshwater flows were called out.

3) Check the praraft Action Agenda strategies and ndarm actions to make sure that salmon
recovery needs, or differences needing resiint are identified. In some cases, modifications
to the strategies and actions were made before the draft (e.g., some of the land use and
floodplain strategies and actions). Each strategy area has a call out box that summarizes the
related salmon recovergriorities, consistency and differences between the two plans.

4) Ask the Local Integrating Organizations working on the profiles and local priorities to be sure to
consider the recommendations in their watershed chapters.

5) Update the Action Agenda text an@ar-term actions based on input during the public review
process. The strategic initiative concept on habitat was broadly supported during the review,
sub-strategies were clarified, and the netarm actions in A.6 and elsewhere were significantly
strengthened as a result of the review.

FundingStrategy Integration
Funding is a key need for salmon recovery as well as for implementation of the Action Adejata.

funding sources for salmon recovery include Pacific Salmon Recovery Funding through N@a#Aafor
projects and other activities, Puget Sound Acquisition and Restoration (PSAR) for capital projects, and
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the Estuary and Salmon Restoration Program (ESRP), and local match through jurisdictions and other
local partners. These funds, especially theal match, are becoming increasingly difficult to provide.

The following elements of the fundirgrategy have the strongest connection to tRecovery Plan
funding needs

1 EL. Maintain and enhance federal funding for implementation of Action Agenidaites. A
nearterm action is included tocrease Pacific Coast Salmon Recovery Funds

1 E2. Focus federal agency budgets and national programs on Action Agenda priorities

1 B3. Maintain, enhance and focus state funding for implementation of Action Agenoldties. A
nearterm action is included to renew and increase Puget Sound Acquisition and Restoration
Funds.

1 E4. Maintain and enhance local funding for implementation of Action Agenda prioiegar
term action is included in FS3 is designed tovjate a mechanism to support local funding

Biennial Scienc&Vork Plan integration

Salmon recovery scientific needs are reflected in the Biennial SciencePlanrk

Local Priorities

Salmon recovery efforts occur in all local areas. Some local ititegErganizations call out salmon
recovery as a priority.

Strait of Juan de Fuca Top Priorities

1 Elwha River Ecosystem Recoveimnplement Elwha River Ecosyste
Recovery Efforts and associated projects.

1 SalmonRecovery Plans (Puget Sound Salmon Recovery Plan, Hc
Canal/ Eastern Strait of Juan de Fuca Summer Chum Recovery F
Puget Sound Steelhead Recovery Rlandevelopment); Implement
N. Olympic Peninsula Lead Entity (NOPLE) for Salmon and Hood
Coadinating Councils Lead Entity (HA]} 3year Work Plans.

South Central Theme There needs to be a more concerted effort to effectively advocate
federal and state funding (including preserving current funding) for salmot
recovery. In addition, the is a need for an integrated funding strategy for
Puget Sound with salmon recovery and stormwater as central elements.
strategy should also be aligned with land use and regulatory changes

Top Priority
1 Implement salmon recovery habitat protection@nestoration
recommendations.

South Puget Sound From Strategic Initiative: Salmon Recovery/Habitat Restoration
1 Implement 3 year work plans (top tier/high priority projects)
1 Fully implement the 2011 Nisqually Fall Chinook Stock Managem
Plan

The 2012013 Action Agenda for Puget Sound Upland and Terrestrial Page84



Hood Caal High Priority
1 Hood Canal Coordinating Council Lead Entity for salmon recover
target funding to highest Tier | salmon recovery projects between
20122014
Whatcom From working strategy list
1 Continue implementing WRIA 1 Salmonid Recovery Plandtinga.

West Puget Sound From working strategy list
1 Integrate harvest and hatchery plans into local recovery planning
1 Engage regional leaders in funding solutions for high price, high
priority capital projects (e.g. SR3 Bridge at Chico)
9 Assist with reginal and local Steelhead Recovery Planning
San Juan Islands, Skagit Implementation of the salmon recovery plans is an important action these
Watershed, Stillaguamish and areas.
Snohomish Watersheds, Island
Watershed

A6. Protect andrecoversalmon

PEF] LYLX SYSy(d KAIK LINR2NRGE LINR25OGa ARSYGATFA
three-year work plan

In addition to the strategies and actions identified in the watershed chapters of the original Puget Sound
Chinook Recovery Plan, each of the watershassociated with a chapter in the Recovery Plan annually
updates their proposed salmon recovery project list. This list always looks three years out and is
referred to as thehree-year workplan. The watershed community prioritizes these projects based

the strategies outlined in their chapter.

The pace of implementation of these projects has been much slower than originally envisioned in the
plan due to both financial and other barriers to implementation. The following-tezar actions are
intended to address some of these key barriers.

Ongoing Programs
Key Ongoing Program Activities

1 Updating and implementing the thregear work plans is a key ongoing program. Several local
integrating organizations identified implementation of their local #eear work plan as a
nearterm action. While not all thregrear work plans are listed as nearm actions in 2012,
the plans are being implemented.

NearTerm Actions
A6.1 NTA1 Secure Annual Chinook InvestmermSP, in collaboration with the Salmon &eery

Council, will secure the annual investment as required to fully implement the
approved Puget Sound Chinook Salmon Recovery Plan, and work to align that funding
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in support of the highest priority protection and restoration projects as identified by
salmon recovery lead entities. This investment strategy will be developed as part of
the overall Puget Sound recovery funding strategy.

Performance measureBy December 2013, the $120 million as estimated in 2005 is in
place from a variety of federal, & local and private sources. By January 2014, update
the estimate needed to implement the plan and make the related administrative
changes to the NOA&pproved recovery plan, and adjust the performance measure to
reflect the estimate. Obtain the new amal investment by December 2014.

A6.1 NTA 2 Restoration Permit BarrierdBy June 2014dentify and address barriers to faster
permitting of salmon recovery restoration projects so that the majority of restoration
projects can begin construction withione year of completing design and securing
funding. By September of 201PSP will initiate this process and identify a lead and
next steps.

Performanceneasure: By September 2012, PSP identifies a lead and by December 2012
works with that lead to conlpte a scope of worlBy June 2013, at least three major
barriers and ways to address them have been identified. By Decembeisg€jis3to

address the barriers are in place.

A6.1 NTA 3: BNSF Railroad Cooperative AgreemeBy. December 2013, PSP, in eblbration with
the Salmon Recovery Council, will develop a cooperative agreement with Burlington
Northern Santa Fe Railroad to enable the implementation of high priority salmon
recovery projects that intersect with the railroad right of way.

Performance reasure Convene a workshop with salmon recovery, other ecosystem
recovery project implementers, and PSNERP to document progress to date with BNSF
and identify next steps to develop an agreement by December 2012. Initial agreement
framework with BNSF compéel by June 2013. Cooperative agreement in place by
December 2013.

A6.1 SJI19:  San Juan County Lead Enti§an Juan County Lead Entity for Salmon Recovery will
target funding to highest Tier | salmon recovery projects between 2214, as listed
in the San Juan Salmon Recovery thrgear work plan for WRIA 2. Projects include
acquisition and conservation easements, protection and restoration actions

Performance measur&oo be determined.

A6.1 STRT 1: Elwha River Ecosystem Recoveimplement ElwhaRiver Ecosystem Recovery Efforts
and associated projects:
a. Stock preservation and weir operation
b. Monitoring (adults, juveniles, smolts)
c. Habitat restoration projects

Performance measure: Continuous weir operation and monitoring of salmonids (adults
juveniles, and smolts) on the Elwha River
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A6.1 STRT 2: Straits Salmon Recovery Plarimplement N. Olympic Peninsula Lead Entity (NOPLE)
for Salmon and Hood Canal Coordinating Councils Lead Entity (HHELC&ear Work
Plans
a. North Olympic Peninsulaead Entity (NOPLE)y2ar Work Plan
b. NOPLE Elwha revegetation project
c. NOPLE Dungeness River floodplain restoration, Phase Il
d. NOPLE Elwha Engineered Log Jams
e. Hood Canal Coordinating Council (HCCC)ydaBWork Plan
f. HCCC LE Snow Creek aabir®n Creek estuary restoration

Performance measure: Initiate or significantly advance all of the four specific Priority
Actions identified by the Strait ERN for the Strait Action.Area

A6.1 HC 6: Hood Canal Salmon Recoveiyood Canal Coordinating CoaihLead Entity for salmon
recovery willcontinue totarget funding to highest Tier | salmon recovery projects, as
listed in the Hood Canal Thre¥ear Work PlanProjects include acquisition,
protection, and restoration actions.

Performance measurd&o ke determined.

A6.1 WS 9: West Sound SR3 Chico Creek Culvert ReplacenBsnDecember 2013, the West
Sound LIO, in coordination with Washington Department of Transportation, will
develop a funding strategy and schedule for replacing the SR3 culvert wiilidge on
Chico Creek.

Performance measur®y December 2013, funding strategy and schedule completed

Implement the high priority salmon recovery actions identified in other parts of the
Action Agenda and the Biennial Science Work Plan

The vastmajority of strategies and actions in the Action Agenda will support salmon recovery by
improving ecosystem function. Full implementation of the Action Agenda will support salmon recovery.

NearTerm Actions

A6.2 NTA 1: Implement the Puget Sound Feds Agency Action PlanFederal agencies with
authorities in Puget Sound will work to implement and account for actions listed in
the federal agency action plan and matrix to protect and restore habitat and respond
to the concerns raised by treaty tribeis western Washington.

Performance measur®y December 2012, EPA will work with Puget Sound Federal
Caucus agencies to identify priority activities from the federal action plan and matrix
which can be achieved in the near term and develop a tool fokitrg and reporting on
the progress of these actions. Work will also continue on all activities identified in the
matrix.
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A6.2 NTA 1: Develop a Statéduthorities Matrix. PSP will lead a collaborative process with State
Agencies to develop an authoritiesatrix in response to the Tribal Treaty Rights at
Risk paper.

Performance measure: PSP will complete the matrix by March 2013.

268  Implement harvest, hatcheryand adaptive management elements of salmon
recovery.

The Chinook recovery plans have uniqutions related to harvest management, hatchery management
and adaptation.

Ongoing Programs

1 Harvest managementHarvest of salmon in Puget Sound ist@naged by the Treaty Tribes
and the State of Washington. Fisheries are focused on healthy wildanghlsatchery salmon
but there is some incidental take of listed stocks as well. The National Marine Fisheries Service
reviews the plan that guides fisheries management decisions made by tmacagers to
evaluate its potential impact on recovery. Thangprehensive Management Plan for Puget
Sound Chinook: Harvest Management compdrmibmitted by the Puget Soundhes and the
state of Washington was approved by NMFS in 2011 and will be in effect through 2014.

1 Hatchery managementTo evaluate the impaaif hatcheries and hatchery actions on recovery
of listed species, NMFS requires each hatchery to submit a Hatchery Genetic Management Plan
(HGMP). This plan describes the operation of the hatchery and evaluates the potential impact
of those operations omecovery of listed species. Draft plans have been submitted to NOAA for
review by the tribal and state hatcheriesRiget Sound. In addition thalies and the state of
Washington are working together to write Hatchery Action Implementation Plans §lHihkR
consolidate descriptions of hatchery programs from each watershed into a single document that
addresses conanager priorities, legal requirements of the Puget Sound Salmon Management
Plan and Endangered Species Act, and recommendations of thedraftientific Review
Group. These plans also will describe how the hatchery actions will integrate with harvest
management and habitat actions to work towards achieving salmon population goals.

1 Monitoring and adaptive managementonitoring of salmon ppulations and habitat is
ongoing work that needs to continue. Ongoing work also includes development of the adaptive
management plans that document the changes in the limiting factors and salmon populations,
as well as incorporates this information intaplementation. This work is being conducted by
both by the Recovery Implementation Technical Team (RITT) and watershed groups, but needs
funding to advance. There is also a significant gap in our understanding of how landscape
changes impact our ability t@cover salmon. Continued and increased investment in watershed
based habitat status and trends monitoring, as well as project effectiveness monitoring is key to
improving our adaption efforts. Work has begun to integrate these and other salmon recovery
monitoring needs into the broader Puget Sound Monitoring Program.

Key Ongoing Programs

1 Harvest: Implementation of the Comprehensive Management Plan for Puget Sound Chinook:
Harvest Management component.
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9 Hatcheries: Completion and implementation of Hatgh@&enetic Management Plans
1 Adaptive Management and Monitoring: The coordinated adaptation work of the watersheds,
RITT and NOAA.

NearTerm Actions

A6.3 NTA 1:

A6.3 NTA 2

Implementation of Hatchery ActionsWDFW and the tribes, in coordination with
NOAA Fisherieswill advance implementation of hatchery actions by completing and
approving Hatchery Genetic Management Plans by December 2013.

Performancemeasure By August 2012, emanagers (tibes and WDFW) complete
Hatchery Genetic Management plans (HGMPs) ftgaatt the first ten key Puget Sound
hatchery programs and submit them to NOAA Fisheries; By April 2013;Rsh&Aes
issues permits for at least the first ten key HGMPs; By December 26h2n@gers
complete and submit the balance of the HGMPs to NBgt#eries; By December 2013,
NOAA issues hatchery permits for updated Hatchery Genetic Management Plans

Salmon Recovery Monitoring and Adaptive Management PIdASP, in coordination
with the Puget Sound Recovery Council and the Puget SowsgldRal Implementation
Technical Team (RITT), will facilitate and support salmon recovery watershed groups
to complete and implement monitoring and adaptive management plans for each
Puget Sound Salmon Recovery watershed chapters by June 2014. Thisrididaoof

the approved Chinook Recovery Plan to improve the quality and success of plan
implementation.

Performance measurdlonitoring and adaptive management plans for three
watersheds by March 2013; implementation performance measures for these three
watersheds by June 2013; Monitoring and adaptive management plans for remaining

eleven watersheds by July 2014; Implementation performance measures for these eleven

watersheds by September 2014. All fourteen watersheds will be complete with steps 1

and 2of the RITT Framework (Step 1: Modify the generic portfolio of elements (common

framework) based on individual watershed chapter; Step 2: Develop conceptual model
for watershed chapter by Dec 2012.

Protect and recover steelhead and other imperiledisenid species

Puget Sound steelhead were recently listed as threatened under the Endangered Species Act and
planning for the recovery of Puget Sound steelhead is now underway. The ongoing coordination with

baC{z
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watersheds to develop a Puget Sound Steelhead Recovery Plan needs to continue.

NearTerm Actions

A6.4 NTA 1:

Steelhead Population Identify Report and Viability CriterBy July 2012, NOAA via the
Puget Sound Sedhead Technical Recovery Team will finalize a population
identification report and viability criteria for steelhead populations within the Puget
Sound Steelhead Distinct Population Segment.
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Performance measur&teelhead population and identification mpand viability
criteria completed by July 2012.

A6.4 NTA 2: Steelhead Recovery Pla@omplete development process for a Puget Sound steelhead

recoveryplan by 2015. PSP will assist and facilitate the Puget Sound Salmon Recovery

Council in the initial &2ps needed in order to submit a draft Puget Sound steelhead
recovery plan to NOAA for federal review by December 2014. These plans will be
inclusive and integrated and will look at various implementation actions to achieve
recovery, including actions likéhe designation of Wild Steelhead Management Zones
where consistent with the objectives identified in the watershed specific recovery
plans. WDFW and the tribes, by agreement of the-cmanagers, will work to establish
3 streams (one in each Technical Reery Team identified Major Population Group)
where no juvenile hatchery steelhead would be released, no recreational fisheries for
steelhead would occurand habitat protection and restoration actions would be
accelerated. This early steelhead recoveryction would consider information already
compiled for the Steelhead Recovery Plan that is under development.

Performanceneasure: PSP to convene meetingslantify steelhead recovery plan lead,
plan costs and funding by October 2012, RFP out to drafiters for populations by
December 2012, Chapters feb2opulations completed by July 2013, and remaining
chapters drafted by July 2014 with Plan submitted to NOAA by December 2014.

A6.4 WS 11: West Sound Steelhead Recovery Chapty.July 2013, the st Sound Watersheds
Council will develop a local chapter of a Steelhead Recovery Plan. The Council will
propose a budget and implementation strategy for its local chapter of the Recovery
Plan by December 2013.

Performance measuré&ocal chapter developday July 2013, budget and
implementation strategy for local chapter by December 2013.

Maintain and enhanceghe community infrastructue that supports salmon recovery

Implementation of the salmon recovery plans requires a robust infrastructure witbal watersheds
and at the Soundwiddederal,tribal, and state level to implement the habitat, harvest and hatchery
actions.Both the capacity and the implementing structutesdo the work in the best way possible are
needed.The following is a listfentities to be kept strong and integrated for salmon recovery:

Ongoing Programs

1 Lead EntitiesLead Entitieare responsible for local coordination related to managing and
advancing watershetbvel strategic restoration protection and restoration aitas. Their work
includes managing the thregear work plans that articulate ne&&rm recovery actions and
adapting local strategieRRCQlocal match)

9 Local Jurisdiction€ities and counties are responsible for many of the decisions about habitat
protection and land use management as well as key participants in habitat restoration actions.

Local jurisdictions include counties, cities, and special districts such as drainage and public utility

districts.
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1 Comanagers The tibes and WDFVere responsibldor determining appropriate harvest rates
and implementing the recommendations of the Hatchery Science Review Group (HSRG)

T hdiKSNJ adFdS +3SyOASasz y2ilof e I f#eflddetidrSand 2 NI &
coordination) and the Recreation a@bnservation Office (grant management for protection
and restoration projects)

1 Tribes Strongly connected to salmon recovery through tribal treaty rights, technical expertise,

cultural values, and political work.

NOAA The federal agency responsible foe Chinook, Summer Chum, and Steelhead plans

Other federal agencies: Notably USFWS (responsible for Bull Trout), Army Corps of Engineers

(water resources), FEMA (floodplain management), EPA (water pollution and other water

resources).

1 Project SponsorsA broad array of sponsors implement habitat restoration projects including
but not limited tolocal governments, regional fisheries enhancement groilg trusts, tribal
governments, and conservation districts.

1 Puget Sound Partnershiphe state agenapat, by statutg administers the regional salmon
recovery program. This includes coordination of the annual updates to the Chinook recovery
strategy and relatedhree-year work plan from each Puget Sound salmon recovery watershed,
facilitating regional aggement across Puget Sound on the distribution of available salmon
recovery fundsassisting the watersheds in developing and submitting to the state Salmon
Recovery Funding Board an annual prioritized list of salmon recovery projects for funding,
staffingand facilitating thework of the Puget Sound Salmon Recovery Councitlaad
Watershed Leads to support regional collaboration and decision making on salmon recovery
plan implementation, facilitating the Regional Technical Implementation Team (RIT®yidepr
scientific guidance on salmon recovery implementation, as well as faodjtagional
discussions and strategy development for implementation of priority actions in and funding for
the salmon recovery plan.

= =

Current budget constraints have resudten loss of staffing at all levaisentioned aboveimpacting our
collective abiliy to implement salmon recoverfrunding for this capacity, including for keeping the
entities engageds increasingly difficult.

NearTerm Actions

A6.5 NTA 1: Lead Enty and Partner Funding Strategidy Decembe2013 PSP in collaboration with
the Salmon Recovery Council and RCO, will identify a funding strategy and approach
to support salmon recovery lead entities and the associated partner programs
essential to implemating the salmon and steelhead recovery.

Performancemeasure: Strategy and approach completed by DecePi&x
Emergingssuesand FutureOpportunities
1 Integrate climate change scenario information, including water availability and sea level rise, in
three-year work plans and funding programs. This could include adjusting prioritization criteria

for project sponsors and funders.
9 Addressing liability issues for private landowners with restoration projects on their land.
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Tribal Habitat Priorities

Puget 8und Tribes engaged in an intensive coordination process among themselves to identify priority
actions that need to be taken to address the continued loss of salmon habitat. Although there is close
agreement between the Tribal Habitat Priorities and theatggic initiatives in the Action Agenda, there

is more work to be done to ensure that progress is mateP will work with Tribes through the
Partnership Tribal Comanagement Council to address additional items in the Tribal Habitat Priorities
listed below(D2.2 NTA 1).

1) The Puget Sound Management Conference under the leadership of the PSP Leadership Council, the
Ecosystem Coordination Board, and Salmon Recovery Council, supported by the PSP staff, will do the
following to protect the ecosystem processesquired to support the habitat necessary to meet salmon
recovery goals of viable, harvestable populations.

a)

b)

c)

d)
e)
f)
9)
h)
i)
)

K)

Establish quantitative metrics for habitat at each life history phase for each population to ensure harvestable surplus
and a viable salmon population

Identify necessary changes to Federal, State, tribal and local statutes, regulations and policies that allow the
continued loss of habitat including, but not limited to, eliminating the single family and agricultural activity
exemptions from the ShorellManagement Act and the Growth Management Act.

LYL SYSyid FyR FdzyR (KS NBO2gSNE LX ya F2N tdASG {2dzyR
Puget Sound Chinook salmon and Strait of Juan de Fuca/Hood Canal summer chum salmportwisinge,

harvestable populations.

Modify Flood Control and Coastal Emergency Act (BB84o provide funding for levee sbiacks to enhance flood

plain functions.

Require all affected agencies to clearly identify, define, implement and enforce catargitnetrics for essential

habitat required under existing authorities.

Develop a comprehensive funding strategy for Puget Sound recovery with focus on new dedicated sources of
funding.

Develop a comprehensive public outreach, awareness, and behawngehprogram to promote public stewardship

of Puget Sound resources.

Prevent large oil spills and reduce the incidence of chronic oil spills through enforcement of existing rules and madify
legislation where required to ensure protection.

Adequately fund ad strengthen spill readiness and response capacity.

Update state water quality standards by ensuring promulgation of new human health criteria with an accurate fish
consumption rate before undertaking implementation rule development and by developing munréeria of fine
sediment.

Implement water resource management rules (establish instream flows) in critical watersheds.

2) Implement and improve consistency, coordination of enforcement and alignment of federal, state and local
regulations for the protecton of priority nearshore, estuary and floodplain habitat.

a)

b)

The appropriate entities shall ensure effective coordination and enforcement of existing regulations.

(1) EPA will enforce CWA and ensure that delegated responsibilities to WDOE are effectivelgedchar

(2) WDOE will enforce Water Quality Standards and the State Water Pollution Control Act.

(3) NOAA will ensure that the conditions of the DNR HCPs are met.

(4) NOAA will monitor the implementation of the FEMA BIOP to ensure compliance.

(5) WDOE will enforce water rigpermits, beneficial use requirements and illegal withdrawal regulations.

(6) WDFW will enforce Hydraulic Code provisions.

(7) WDNR will enforce Forest Fish Rules and commitments under HCPs.

(8) Federal and State agencies will act to ensure that habitat held intmguarantee reserved treaty rights
supporting the tribal way of life is not degraded to the point that additional restrictions are required.

(9) Ensure that best management practices result in meeting water quality standards.

Where inconsistencies exist toeeen current regulations and the desired ecosystem protection and restoration, the
affected agencies will consult and align their authorities to achieve this objective.
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c) Develop strategy to achieve zero discharge of waste water into Puget Sound, indlndiigerm targets by Action
Area identifying specific facilities for conversion.

d !'tA3y CSRSNItZ {GFELGST FyR €20t 3SyOASaQ NBaz2daNDSa | yR
restoring projects.

e) NOAA will develop a Biological Opinmmthe impact of dikes/levees on Chinook production.

f)  NOAA OCZM will ensure that the SMA protects shoreline processes essential to the productivity and capacity for
harvestable viable salmon populations.

3) Increase opportunity, focus and effectiveness of int&ve based approaches, including ndimancial
incentives, for the protection and restoration of priority floodplain, wetland, estuary and nearshore habitat.

a) lIdentify and prioritize key habitat.

b) Protect key habitat through land purchase, conservatiosesaents, purchase of development rights or tax incentives
such as tax credits or reductions.

c) Develop measurable standards that must be met by those applying for or receiving incentives.

d) Develop regulations that allow continued land use consistent withgatitn and recovery targets, but make
conversion to other uses prohibitive.

e) Develop programs that recognize good stewards of key habitat and help them identify efficiencies, new markets, etc.

4) Address key institutional, financial and community barriers teigrity habitat restoration projects.

a) Establish a sound wide taxing district to support actions, monitoring and adaptive management of Puget Sound
protection and restoration projects.

b) Implement a program to illustrate the value of a healthy Puget Sd&aabystem to Public Health and the economic
well being of the residents.

c) Streamline permitting requirements for ecosystem restoration projects with agreed long term beneficial results.

d) Overcome institutional barriers to align funding sources to implemengd scale projects including implementation
of projects identified by PSNERP.

e) ESA Listing Services will ensure that federal agencies consult on actions that impact listed species.

5) Hatchery production will augment harvest and supplement natural stock restiion in a manner that is
compatible with habitat protection and restoration, as well as preserving and enhancing the genetic and life
history diversity of natural production.

a) WDFW and tribal fishery resource managers will develop hatchery managemesttipémecognize the
requirements in each watershed, take into account habitat and harvest plans, and provide for sustainable production
from both hatchery and natural sources.

b) WDFW and Tribal fishery resource managers will complete Hatchery Genetig&faeat Plans (HGMPs) for NOAA
review and approval.

6) Develop and implement monitoring programs critical to the evaluation of viable salmonid population (VSP)
parameters, key indicators of freshwater and marine habitat and ecosystem response to salmon regover
efforts which will be comparable in detail to monitoring harvest and hatchery practices.

a) Apply the RITT Adaptive Management Framework throughout Puget Sound.

b) Spawning ground abundance, smolt migration abundance and total abundance for natural andhatigie
populations will be estimated.

c) Monitor key habitat status and trends indicators for floodplain, channel migration zone, wetland, estuary, nearshare
and Salish Sea habitat including stream flow, temperature, habitat extent and condition, preyeatador
abundance and associated species complexes.

d) Monitor effectiveness of restoration projects, Best Management Practices and buffers.

e) Establish geographically appropriate measures to evaluate actions (reach, drift cell, etc).

f)  Monitor the implementaton and effectiveness of regulations intended to protect salmon habitat and make changes
as necessary.

g) Implement a comprehensive Puget Sound marine salmonid survival study focused on management needs for
associating key habitat indicators with returninguadances.
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Target ViewWild Chinook Salmon

Salmon remain an important part of the ecanie and cultural identity of Puget Sound. The goal of the
NEIA2YyQa NBO2 @3SNE LpergentprababilitKthall PugekS8ud Chihgok salmahp G2 o
can persist on their own for 100 years. This equates to an abundance of 60,580 to 271,640 wild Puget

Sound Chinook salmon, depending on the productivity of the Chinook populations.

Puget Sound Chinook have an approved plan developed by local watershed coiesnanid are one of
the few species in Puget Sound that have numerical targets and benchmarks for recovery. Chinook
salmon are generally at less than 10 percent of their historic levels in Puget Sound river systems, with
some below one percent. An estingat eight to 15 populations of Chinook have been lost entirely.

The 2020 recovery target for wild Chinook salmon is:

1 We stop the overall decline and start seeing improvements in wild Chinook abundance in two to
four populations in each biogeographic regio

The Action Agenda strategies most related to the wild Chinook salmon target are:

Protect and recover salmon (A6.1, A6.2,5A6\6.3 A6.9

Protect and restore marine ecosystems (B3.2, B3.1)

Implement species recovery plans in a coordinated way (B5.1)

Prevent, reduce, and control the sources of contaminants entering Puget Sound (C1.3, C1.6,
C1.1, C1.4)

Effectively prevent, plan for and respond to oil spills (C8.1, C8.2, C8.3)

Address and clean up cumulative water pollution impacts in Puget Sound ¢@a12,

Use a comprehensive approach to manage urban stormwater runoff at the site and landscape
scales (C2.4, C2.2)

Implement and maintain priority floodplain restoration projects (A5.4)

Permanently protect priority nearshore physical and ecological presessd habitat (B2.1)
Reduce the concentrations of contaminant sources of pollution conveyed to wastewater
treatment plants (C6.1)

1 Provide infrastructure and incentives to accommodate new ardeneclopment within urban
growth areas (A4.2)

=A =4 =4 =A =4 =4 =9

=A =4 =4

In the followirg results chain, or logic model, yellow polygons identify strategies andtsatiegies from

the Action Agenda that we believe will contribute significantly towards meeting the target. Arrows to

the blue boxes describe the intermediate results the stragegind actions are expected to achieve. The
purple boxes show the reduced pressure on the ecosystem that is expected to occur, the green ovals
show the areas of the ecosystem where the change will be observed, and the dark green square shows
the recovenytargets.
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V. June 28, 2012
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Other key strategies for making progress toward the Chinook salmon target include a number of pollution prevention &
control efforts: preventing, reducing, controlling sources of pollution (C1.1, C1.3, C1.4, C1.6); managing urban stormwater
runoff at the site & landscape scales (C2.2, C2.4); improving pretreatment of discharges to municipal wastewater (C6.1);
effectively preventing, planning for, and responding to oil spills (C8.1, C8.2, C8.3) addressing and cleaning up cumulative
water pollution impacts (C9.1, C9.2)
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Protect andConservd-reshwater

Resources

The Challenge

Surface water flows and groundwatiewelsin most watersheds of Puget Sound have babkered as a
result of dams and other hydrologiaalodifications, loss and change of vegetativeerpwater
withdrawals for municipal, domestic, commercial, industrial, and agricultural water supplies, and in
some cases, ovallocation of water rights. Climate change will compound these problemeducing
snowpack and groundwater infiltration, in@sing stormwater runoff, raising streai@mperatures, and
concentrating pollutants in water bodies. As a result, Puget Sound adusditats are degraded, native
species have declined, and there is an uncertain future water séipphuman consumptionespecially
in rural areasLowwater flows are identified as priority issues for salmon in 14 of the 19 Pagend
Water Resource Inventory AreA&/RIA)

Climate Change

Increasing temperatures will significantly reduce snowpack in Cascade and OlympiaidsuThis will

lead to reduced summer streamflows, reduced soil moisture, higher summer stream temperatures, and
an increased risk of drought for water users, including agriculture, municipalities, and fish and wildlife.
Increased water demand couldcirease the potential for conflict among users. Coldwater fish species
including salmon, steelhead, and bull trout are especially at risk.

One of the high priority, overarching strategies ilNS LJ- NAy 3 F2NJ | / KFy3Ay3 [/ fAY
IntegratedClimate Response Strate@ypril 2012) is to improve water management to address climate

related supply reductions. This strategy includes promoting integrated water management in vulnerable
basins, implementing enhanced water conservation and efficipnograms, ensuring sufficient cold

water in salmorbearing streams during critical seasons, and adapting water management and planning
practices to reflect changing water availability and flow timing.

Recommended actions include, but are not limiteddeyeloping guidance on whether and how to
incorporate projected climate information and adaptation actions into planning, policy and investment
decisions related to approval of new or changing existing water rights, adoption of instream flow rules,
implementing weltcoordinated land and water policies, fostering climagady utility initiatives,

improving existing water infrastructure, and adoptingtgpdate water conservation technologies.

The substrategies in this section help to implement the stateategy, as do strategies in Sections5A1l
and C2 of the Action Agenda. Additional adaptation work will be needed for this strategy in the future.

The 2012013 Action Agenda for Puget Sound Upland and Terrestrial Page96



SALMON RECOVERY

Freshwater¢ A Salmon Recovery Plan Priorifkdequate water availability is critical for
salmon. Water availability for salmon recovery also includes the timing and the type of fl
(e.g. peak flows, raton-snow events, water levels during summer vs levels during spring)
Recovery Plan calls for resolving technical and policy uncertainties around water availab
flow, and the implementation of protective water quantity measures

How are these puwrities integrated: While the Action Agenda strategies and actions have ¢
actions around instream flows and water availability, the Recovery Plans@dugher
emphasis on resolving the water availability issues than is highlighted in the ActionaAgen
The flow work has not advanced in the region as articulated in 2005. More work is need:
address the concerns around instream flows for salmon recovery

Puget Sound watershedsquirea comprehensive approach to protecting yeaund, instream flows

for people and instream uses. This is particularly important imtheasing human population in the
regionand concomitantprojected increases in water demand. Current approaches to managing stream
flows, groundwater, water use, tad use, and stormwater management are fragmented and the many
programs that address water quantity are not coordinatdthny of the programs for managing water

FNB Fdzy RAy3d FTNRY (KS {GlFG§5Qa DSYSNIf CdzARZ I yR
fundamental realignment in poli¢yegulation and funding structurés needed at the state level to

repairthe system, one that ensures the protection of natumgtirologic processes and associated

habitats within Puget Sound watersheds. Some of treesiens will also help improve water quality.

Relationship tdRecovery argets

Puget Sound has a specific recovery target for summer stream flows that support salmon habitat needs,
other ecosystem needs, and provide water for people. This target includeses of rivespecific sub
targets to be achieved by 2020:

1 Maintain stable or increasing flows in highly regulated rivers (Nisqually, Cedar, Skokomish,
Skagit, Green)

1 Monitor low flow in the Elwha River after dam removal

f Maintain stable flows in unigulated rivers that currently are stab{Buyallup, Dungene¥s
Nooksack

1 Restore low flows to bring the Snohomish River from a weakly decreasing trend to no trend

1 Restore low flows to bring the Deschutes Rivbiorth Fork Stillaguamish River, and Issdégua

Creekfrom astronglydecreasingrend to a weaklydecreasingrend

The strategies in this section are designed to help achieve the taRyeti®cting and improving stream
flows also will help support recovery targets related to insects in small streaitd<hinooksalmon

8 These stations are high in the watershed and do not reflect significant water resources activity downgwe@xample, ogoing work is
increasing late summer/fall flows in the Dungeness Riegvnstream of this gagedentified as critically limiting to recovery of listed species.

The 2012013 Action Agenda for Puget Sound Upland and Terrestria Page97

KT



abundancgwhich in turn supports recovery targets for Puget Sound resident killer whales), and
freshwater quality

LocalPriorities

Some local integrating organizations identified conservation of freshwater resources as a hii prio

Strait of Juan de Fuca Top priority
1 Instream Flow RulesAdopt and/or implemeninstreamflow rules
for WaterResourcdnventory Areas (WRIAs) 17, 18 East, 18 West
19
West Puget Sound From working pority list
1 Rank, fund and construct water reuse projects in the West Sound
emphasize reusing water for consumptive use first
1 Identify opportunities to conserve groundwater within aquifers anc
reserveinstreanf £ 2 6T 5S@St 2L g i SRNBRKE
Whatcom From working priority list
1 ContinueimplementingWRIA 1 Watershed Management Piahase '
1 Implementinstream flow restoration projects

Hood Canal From General prioiigs
1  Workwith WRIA planning units to implement priority actions

A7.Protect and conserve freshwater resources to increase and
sustain water availability for instream flows

The aim of this strategy is tedelop coordinated, watershedased water managememtpproaches
accounting for existing ecosystem goals, water managdrmagreements, projected future climate
conditions and water availability, projections of future instream flow demaads maintaining low
flows in tributaries This strategy approaches freshwater protection and conservation froee
perspectives:

1 Reguation, monitoring, and enforcement
1 Water demand and conservation
1 Ground water supplies and recharge

Update Puget Soundhstream flowrulesto encourage conservation.

A critical tool for protecting and conserving freshwater resources is rulemékingstream flows. The
Washington State Department of Ecology (Ecology) has authority to set instream flows under several
statutes¢ Chapters 90.22, 90.54, and 90.82, of the Revised Code of Washington. Tii;stream

flow€ is used to identify a spd stream flow (typically measured in cubic feet per second, or cfs) at a
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specific location for a defined time, and typically following seasonal variations. Instream flows are
usually defined as the stream flows needed to protect and preserve instresoumees and values, such
as fish, wildlife, water quality, aesthetics, and recreation.

It is important to note that instream flows are intended to set limits on the use of other, less senior
water users. Often instream flows, once established, will moirtet for much of the time. Instream

flows can help to stop the decline of stream flows. However, other programs are needed to restore flow
levels so that instream flows can be met more often.

Instream flows are most often described and established ormdl legal document, typically an

adopted state rule. Ecology establishes in stream flow rules through the Administrative Procedures Act
(RCW 34.05). In areas of the state where watershed planning has occurred, local planning units can
make recommendatins to Ecology for instream flow rules to be established or, for existing rules,
amended. The Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife (WDFW) progitesdal assistanda

the form ofinstream flow studiesflow studyinterpretation and analysis light of hydrology and
speciesspecific ecologydeveloping instream flow recommendations based on interpretation of

instream flow study results, and explaining instream flow ecology and methods to stakeholders.

azal 2F GKS 61 (SNBEAKSRI4 5748, 9, 40313 (12, {32145/aRdNT aré w
currently covered by instream flow rules. Only four of these rules, however, address {eenitpt
groundwater withdrawals that can have a cumulative effect on stream flows, especially in lat@esum
For example, the instream flow rule flennedy, Goldsborough WRIA Idas codified in 1988 and has

not been updated. In general in the Puget Sotegion, there is limited data on actual water use and

the effects of groundwater withdrawal on streaftows. This lack of data can make it hard to

understand and communicate how additional water withdrawals might impact senior water right users,
and listed species.

An additional challenge to updating instream flow rules isdbgree of local suppband/or opposition

to the rulemaking process within any given basin. The degree of support or opposition can greatly
influence both the cost and timequiredto adopt or update a rulgas evidenced by recent rut@aking
activity in WRIA 17 and/RIA18. New instream flow rules often limit access to groundwater supplies,
raising concerns among home builders, realtors, and property owners. To address this challenge, it will
be important to work with local officials, legislators, tribes, and stakeholdersaotr agreement on
regulatory approaches and solutions to water supply problems. Finding solutions to the growing
demand for water can take longer than developing the rule language itself. Education and outreach
efforts are also critical for building publunderstanding and support. Outreach strategies would be
GFAf2NBR FT2NJ ALISOAFTAO o6l arayaos 902t 23eQa adlkFT¥Ay3
due to budget cutg there are currently only two instream flow rule writers for this \watatewide.

Ongoing Programs

9 02 f waarshed Plan Implementation and Flow Achievement Capital Grant PregraWWatershed

Planning Operating Budget Graintslude specific technical approval criteria such as amount of water

added to instream flows ahimprovements to fish habitat.

t SNF2NXIyOS YSIadaNBa FTNRY 902ft232Qa 2 G4SN wSaz2dzND

adopted (Q6, 2002011 biennium), number of instream flow rules adopted, zero percent of monitored
stream flows below criticaldw levels, and 1,250 acfieet of water saved for instream flow (for each
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period, 20092011 biennium). Additional measures include percentage of Hood Canal summer chum
and Puget Sound Chinook stocks with spawner escapement (number of fish returnisggear or

river to spawn) exceeding their 1993 preESA listing base period. An increasing number of
populations with spawner escapement exceeding the popul@ipneESA base period would indicate
progress toward a healthier Puget Sound ecosystem.

Ongoing programs also establish minimum flow regimens on rivers where flows are controlled by dams.
In general, these rivers have stable or positive trends relative to minimum flows. Note that minimum
flow requirements for dam releases is just one mitigatfor a variety of negative environmental

impacts that dams can cause. There are six Puget Sound rivers where flows are highly controlled by
dams: the Cedar River, the Elwha River (although this will change in the future as the dams are
removed), the Gree River, the Nisqually River, the Skagit River, and the Skokomish River. Two
additional Puget Sound rivers, the Deschutes River and the Snohomish River, are slightly regulated by
dams.

Key Ongoing Program Activities

1 Ecology will continue to support ifgmentation ofthe recommendations from approved
watershed plans prepared under the Watershed Planning Act (RCW 90.829 extent
possible within legislativelgpproved funding levelgonsistent with the Action Agenda and
coordinated with other localestoration and protection effortsApproved watershed plans in
Puget Sound include Nooksack, San Juan, Island, Nisqually, SkeRosesVallips, and
Quilcene. Other areas stopped the RCW 90.82 planning process (Kitsap, Kennedy
Goldsborough, Chambeflover, Deschutes, Lower Ska§i@mish, Upper Skagit), and still other
areas are not expected to participate in RCW 90.82 planning (Stillaguamish, Snohomish, Cedar
Sammamish, DuwamigBreen, PuyallupVhite). Work is needed to provide support and
funding forflow-protection and enhancement actions in approved watershed plans.

1 Ecology will renew efforts to require metering in all new and existing diversions in the Puget
Sound region and use metering data in making water availability decisions, modeling
groundwder, and updating instream flow rules.
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NearTerm Actions

A7.1 NTA 1:

A7.1 NTA 2:

A7.1 NTA 3:

A7.1 STRT 6:

Set Instream Flows in Priority Watershed&cology, with support fronWDFW, will by
2020 set flow rules in the remainingrprity Puget Sound watershedthat currently do
not have ingream flow rules:

1. Dungeness River portion of WRIA 18 (currently in progre$s be completed

by 2013);

2. WRIA 16;

3. The western portion of WRIA 17 (Sequim Bay watershed); and

4. The western portion of WRIA 18 (ElwHslorse watershed planning area).

Priority will be given to critical basins or those with known significant problems
meeting instream or owof-stream demands. Note that including the Elwha River in
an instream flow rule may be delayed because of the need to develop a method to
determine and seinstream flows in the Elwha after dam removal and river
stabilization.

Performance measure: Done or not

PEP Development and ImplementatioBcology will develop and implement the
comprehensive basin flow protection and enhancement progra(REP) called for in
the recovery plans for Puget Sound Chinook and Hood Canal/Strait of Juan de Fuca
summer Chum. By 2014 Ecology will identify néarm flow recovery targets and
initiate a PEP program for a high priority watershed.

Performance measur&®one or not

Water Code Compliance and EnforcemeBtology will establish a strong program for

Puget Sound watersheds to increase water code compliance and enforcement. This
LINEINFY gAff AyOfdzRS GKS ONBthfipasiions.2F 9 02f 2 =
¢tKSAaS LRaArAdGA2ya g2dd R 0S AAYATIFINI G2 aol GSNJ
but also different because of the absence of adjudication and increased focus on

mitigation strategies. By 2013, Ecology will develop a program plameet this goal.

This plan will include identifying funding sources, a schedule, duties, and geographic

jurisdiction for compliance officers, who will be local contacts to water users, provide

a local compliance presence, protect the resource, support gation, reduce water

use, and protect senior water rights, including instream flows.

Performancaneasure Done or nat

Strait Instream Flow RulegAdopt and/or implement Instream Flow Rules for Water
Resource Inventory Areas (WRIAs) 17 Hast, 18 West, and 19

a. Adopt and implement Dungeness Instream Flow and Water Management Rule
b. WRIA 18 East stream flow improvements

c. Implement WRIA 17 Bream Flow and Water Management Rule

d. Adopt Instream Flow Rule®f WRIA 18 West

e. Adopt Instream Flow Rules for WRIA 19
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Performanceneasure Initiate or complete 66% of the Priority Actions identified by the
Strait ERN for the Strait Action Area

Decrease the amount of water withdrawn or diverted and per capiteter use.

The previousub-strategyfocused on regulation and monitoring of freshwater resources through
implementation of instream flow protection programs; thsigb-strategyconsiders freshwater resource
protection through demand and conservation gtrgies. Managing demand and promoting
conservation will be critical as the human population increases in the Puget Sound region. Population
stress on water supply will be further exacerbated by predicted decrease ingackvand increased
frequency of doughts brought about by climate change. The Aieam objectives for water demand
and water conservation address four key sectors: municipalities, agriculture, industry, and rural
domestic water users. Demand and conservation goals will be met throcgimlination of
implementation/enforcement of rules, voluntary participation in conservation programs, mdrke¢d
approaches to adjust water usage, and deployment of current and emerging water conservation
technologies.

Ongoing Programs

Key Ongoing Progm Activities

1 The Partnership willupport municipal water systems' implementation of Washington
5SLI NGYSydG 2F ISIHEGKQa 2SN ! aS 9FFAOASyOe wd
goals, metering, and reportg from all municipal suppliers.

1 Ecolay will support an increase in periodic audits of industrial water users.

NearTerm Actions

None Workin the nearterm is focused on implementation of ongoing programs.

Implement effective management programs for groundwater.

A critical approaclo protection and restoration of freshwater resources includes management of
groundwater in conjunction with surface water to better account for the interaction between the two.

Work on groundwater should emphasize monitoring of groundwater resouicelsiding exempt wells)

and use projections, and completion and implementation of groundwater management plans

throughout Puget Sound. It will require an emphasis on work in areas without current groundwater
management plans that are at high risk of grdumter pollution and/or current or future demand. The

I NAGAOFE 1 1ljdzA FSNI wSOKFNHS ! NBF o6/ !w! 0 LINRINIY 0dzy
potential vehicle for coordinating protection of groundwater resources across Puget Sound counties to

support instream flows.
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NearTerm Actions

A7.3 NTAL: Exempt WellsEcology will work with tribal mtions, local governments, and other

partners to develop and support a consistent approach to making decisions about
exempt wells, and to ensure that both thphysical and legal availability of water is
considered in decisions. This will include workshops on exempt well issues to be
completed by 2013.

Performance measure: Done or not

Emerging Issueand Future Opportunities

In addition to the specific ongoingogram activities and nederm actions described above, there are a

number of ideas for future work that might be undertaken to address protection of freshwater flows in
Puget Sound. These ideas should be an ongoing part of the regional discussibfiestvater flows,

and may inform future funding decisions, programmatic priorities and guidance, and/or may become

nearterm actions in future Action Agenda cycles. They include:

T

Establishment of a stable dedicated funding source for water resourcagesment. The
dependence on General Funds for these initiatives must be reduced for progress to be made. A
funding program should address funding both for state agencies and for local governments to
help build partnerships that can make progress in impletimgrwater resource elements of the
Action Agenda.

The proper balance between establishing new instream flow rules and updating existing rules
Ecology currery has no resources to update existing rules. Diverting resources to update
existing rules woul slow establishment of new instream flowi general, this is a very

resource challenged area of the Action Agenda.

Development of additional information on the effects of groundwater withdrawals on stream
flows and completion of groundwater resourcesassments/water mapping.

Application of more holistic, watershed aimtegratedwater budgetand planningrased
approaches that would examine all the water needs in a watershed (e.g., growth,
industry/agriculture, stream flows) and all the potential watesources (e.g., reclaimed water,
stormwater, and rainwater harvesting) and work to best match needs and resources

/| 2YaAARSNY A2y 2F I O2YLINBKSyairAg@dS at dAaASH {2dzyR
water issues in the basin, including wateghts, water quality, land use permitting, habitat
protection, and watershed managemerand provide a mechanism to deploy relevant programs
to increase the likelihood that instream flow targets will be met. Some commenters on the draft
Action Agenda suggted that additional enforcement authorities are needed to ensure

instream flows are met.

Use of water acquisition through, for example, water right leases and purchases, to
restore/protect flows.

Consideration of new implementation mechanisms for plannihgse might include

consideration of watershed districts, which would have independent revenue (e.g., taxation
authority) and the ability to review all permits for conformity with the plan and to step in where
a proposal has a watershedde impact andake the lead for planning, for example for flood
hazard mitigatioror water supply planning.
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1 Work with stakeholders and partners to build on existing pubtigcate models, to support

utilities adoption of demand management strategies (such as tierethgratructures) to
discourage inefficient and unnecessary use of municipal water, particularly idiftited areas

or low flow periods.

More specific incorporation of climate change projections throughout Puget Sound.

The potential for work wittfCanadan partners in the development of groundwater management
programs for transboundary aquifers such as the Abbotsfuchas Aquifer.

9 The need to ensure adequate flow in both mainstem rivers and tributaries.

= =
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Target View.Summer Stream Flows

Summer streamléws support salmon habitat needs, other ecosystem needs, and water for people. The
summer (June through October) lowest-88y average flow is a statistical measure of flow that has
been linked to salmon habitat needs.

Summers in the Puget Sound regime often glorious, with comfortable temperatures and little rain.
One result of this great weather is that the flow of water from rivers and streams around the Sound also
declines, affecting salmon runs, wildlife, and our water supply. There are othenmade reasons for
lower summer stream flows, such as new wells that tap ground water and new buildings and
development that cover up the ground and decrease seegagelucing the amount of water that
would reach the stream in summer.

Of course, streanidws vary from year to year. But there are good measurements available for most of
the rivers in the Puget Sound basin. The 2020 recovery target for summer stream flows is to meet the
following riverspecific targets:

T

=a =4

=a =

Maintain stable or increasing flows highly regulated rivers: Nisqually, Cedar, Skokomish,
Skagit, and Green.

Monitor low flow in the Elwha River after dam removal.

Maintain stable flows in unregulated rivers that currently are stable: Puyallup, Dungeness, and
Nooksack.

Restore low flows tdring the Snohomish River from a weakly decreasing trend to no trend.
Restore low flows to bring the Deschutes River, North Fork Stillaguamish River, and Issaquah
Creek from a strongly decreasing trend to a weakly decreasing trend.

The riverspecfic targets for stream flow are displayéd the following graph. All flows are from U.S.
Geological Service gages. Most gages are near the mouth of the river, except the Deschutes River and
Dungeness River gages are higher in the watershed.
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Average Change in Low Water Flows in 13 Puget Sound Rivers
Percent per year, 30-day average summer low flow, 1975-2010
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The Action Agendstrategies most related to the summer stream flow target are:

T

T
T
)l
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Protect and conserve freshwater resources to increase and sustain water availability for
instream flows (A7.1, A7.3, A7.2)

Focus land development away from ecologically important and sensiteas (Al1.1, Al1.2)
Promote appropriate reclaimed water projects (C6.5)

Use a comprehensive approach to manage urban stormwater runoff at the site and landscape
scales (C2.3, C2.5)

Upland and Terrestrial Page106



In the followingresults chain, or logic model, yellow polygons identifgtegies andsub-strategies from
the Action Agenda that we believe will contribute significantly towards meeting the target. Arrows to
the blue boxes describe the intermediate results the strategies and actions are expected to achieve. The

purple boxes sow the reduced pressure on the ecosystem that is expected to occur, the green ovals
show the areas of the ecosystem where the change will be observed, and the dark green square shows
the recovery targets.

( STRATEGIES
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Puget Sound Recovery -- Summer Stream Flow Target View
v. June 28, 2012
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Protect and Restore Mrine and

NearshoreEcosystems

The protection and restoration of marine and nearshore ecosystems is vital to thédondealth of

Puget Sound and the quality of life of its residentstdilisal human activities have dramatically affected
and damaged many of these systems, and in order to successfully protect and restore our marine and
nearshore ecosystems we need to ensure that priority restoration and protection efforts are carried out;
working waterfronts remain economically viable; citizens can easily access Puget Sound; eelgrass beds
are able to flourish; marine and nearshore habitats continue to sustain diverse species and food webs;
and nonnative species do not impair the complexétions of the Puget Sound ecosystem.

This chapter describesxoverarching strategies that are essential to the protection and restoration of
nearshore and marine systems:

1 Bl1c¢ Focus development away from ecologically important and sensitive nearaheas and
estuaries;

B2¢ Protect and restore nearshore and estuary ecosystems;

B3¢ Protect and restore marine ecosystems;

B4 ¢ Protect and steward working waterfronts and improve public access to Puget Sound;
B5¢ Protect and restore the native divergiand abundance of Puget Sound species;

B6¢ Prevent and respond to the introduction of invasive species.

=A =4 =4 =4 =4

The 2020 ecosystem recovery targets most related to protection and restoration of marine and
nearshore ecosystems are: shoreline armoring; estuagielgrassPacific herring; orcas; anchinook
salmon.

B1-3 LocaPriorities

Protection and restoration of marine shorelines and estuaries is a priority for all Local Integrating
Organizations. The agreed upon strategies, or example ideas under discassipresented below.
Some LIOs also have associated #iean actions that are listed with the related Soundwide sub

strategy.
San Juan Tier 1 Strategies
Islands 1 Provide information and work with landowners regarding the impoctof retaining

and restoring native vegetation, trees and ground cover and geologic processes.
Improve on compliance and enforcement capacity

Identify and implement shoreline protection tools including land preservation via
acquisition and conservation saments, restoration, and protection of marine areas
consistent with treaty rights.

|l
|l
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Strait of
Juan de Fuca

South Central
Puget Sound

South Sound

Hood Canal

Tier 2 Strategies

1 Identify and implement shoreline protection tools including land preservation via
acquisition and conservation easements, restoration, and protectionasfrma areas
consistent with treaty rights. (Same as Tier 1 above)

1 Provide convenient landowner access to technical assistance for maintaining view
shoreline access, and ecological function of the shoreline.

91 Shoreline regulatory strategy (update CAO ahtPH

1 Implement San Juan Marine Stewardship Area Monitoring Plan.

From High Priority Strategy list
1 Shoreline Master Programpdates,implementation, andntergovernmental
coordination (Jefferson County, Clallam Coyuatyd cities ofPort Townsend, Sequim,
and Port Angeles).

From additional 19 Strategic priorities

1 Aquatic Resources Habitat Conservation Pidbavelop and implement Aquatic
Resources Habitat Conservation Plans (HCP)

1 Marine Resource Plans (Clallam and Jefferson MR@p)ement Marine Resources
I 2YYAGGSSQa ' QlAazy tftly F2NI/ €Lttt Y
Commission Regional Projects

From High Priority Strategy list

1 Change Shoreline Management Act (SMA) statutes and régnusdato limit residential
GK2NBfAYS FNY2NAYy3 YR 20SNBI GSN 020
replacements:

1 Seek better alignment of state standards for stormwater, Shoreline Master Progra
and floodplain development regulations with Soundwide ttsgand Action Agenda
priorities

f LYLX SYSyid &aaINBSyé¢ aK2NBtAYyS NBLX I OSY
fund/implement shoreline restoration plans

1  Work with local governments to develop and implement policies and regulations tt
advance Actin Agenda implementation

From South Sound Strategic Initiative: Habitat Acquisition and Protection
9 Secure perpetual public ownership of McNeil Island
I Implement Conservation Plans (McLane Creek, Goldsborough Creek, Skookum C
Nisqually Potection (and Restoration) Plan
1 Bayshore Acquisition at Oakland Bay
9 Protect existing, functioning drift cells in South Sound

From South Sound Strategic Initiative: Salmon Recovery/Habitat Restoration
I Restore Chambers Creek and Sequalitchew Creek Eestuari
I Restore Deschutes Estuary
I Implement all South Sound nearshore projects described by the PSNERP proces!
1 Restore function to drift cells in South Sound with a focus on BNR ownership

From general priorities under development
1 Implement and erdrce existing regulatory programs of the counties (SMP, CAO, C
[ 2YLIPO FyR aidlidSa 6w/ 2Qa yR 21/ Qao
1 Improve financial and technical assistance programs aimed at fostering voluntary
stewardship and improving re/development standards
Complete and begimtimplement county SMP restoration plans and MRC plans

1
1 Consult with landowners and public about potential high priority PSNERP projects
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advocate for funding for high priority projects with landowner support
1 Restore estuaries by removing infrastructure asdting back levees/revetments whe
feasible

West Sound Draft Strategies under development

9 Prioritize and protect marine and nearshore ecosystems by improving shoreline
permitting compliance monitoring and enforcement

1 Align regulatory programs acrossi@s/counties for better coordination on
development, and address publicly owned shoreline; Improve communication,
planning, and integration between County and City SMPs and Navy INRMPs

1 Identify priority areas that are compromised by armoring, and enagararmoring
removal and erosion control alternatives that better protect and restore nearshore
ecosystem processes

Whatcom, These areas are still developing strategies and actidhsg. types of strategies under discussic
Stillaguamish & include, for example:

Snohomish 1 Continue implementing local CAO, GMA, and SMP plans

Watersheds, 1 Complete a nearshore and estuary strategic plan for assessment, restoration, anc
Island protection projects that is coordinated with other plamgi efforts (e.g., Salmon
Watershed, Recovery, Shoreline Management)

Skagit 1 Evaluate need to protect ecosystem processes and quality of life needs when
Watershed considering tidal energy projects

1 Protect high value habitat: unique spawning areas, juvenile rearing areas, eelgras
and bird habitats

1 Complete large scale estuary restoration projects

1 Implement projects to remove bank armoring where appropriate and/or use "greet
armoring techniques,

1 Update Fish and Wildlife Habitat Conservation Areas of the Critical Area Ordinanc

1 Create incentive program for landowners to remove existing bulkheads or replace

with soft shore armoring.
I Complete and implement Shoreline Master Program updates on schedule; implen
restoration components of shoreline management plans

B1l.Foaisdevelopmentaway from ecologically important and
sensitive nearshore areas and estuaries

The Challenge

There is perhaps no better vantage point from which to appraise the health of Puget Sound than in the
NEIA2YQa YINRYS 41 (SNdGeisingaiizy ¥ SENE K2 NBEIKBEEXEY G adKI
recovery depends foremost on protecting and restoring the areas, species and ecosystem processes that

are most essential for ecological function. To that end, many entities have set separate priorities f

habitat protection and restoration efforts in the region, from the local level to the entire basin. Similarly,

other entities have championed the need to better protect certain species or key members of the food

web through recovery plans or other assted efforts (see Section B5 for further details). The

challenge facing the planning community (and this section of the Action Agenda) is to consolidate
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independent assessments into a more cohesive and coordinated policy directive that articulates where
and how, in the face of pressures associated with human population and economic growth, we will
direct shoreline and marine development and which places we will strive to recover or set aside.

The Growth Management Act (GMA) and the Shoreline ManageméerfSMA)direct local jurisdictions

to plan for growth and development while ensuring no net loss of critical amedgsheir associated
ecosystemgwetlands, streams, slopes, etor) of shoreline ecosystem functions and processes.
Development regulationdorne out of those plans, ar@halways effective in achieving environmental
objectives. An integrated approach to planning and permitting that involves all levels of government and
the private sector is needed

Climate Change

Sea level rise and storaurge will increase the frequency and severity of floodargsion, and

seawater intrusiorg increasing risks to vulnerable communitiadrastructure, and coastal ecosystems.
Combined with increased ocean acidity and warmer marine temperatures, clchatege will have
profound effects on marine nearshore and estuaries.

Sea levein the Puget Soundegionis expectedto increases incheqrange of3 to 22 inchesby 2050

and by13 inchegrange of6 to 50 inchelby 2106°. Changes at specific locatiomithin Puget Sound

will vary from these regional projectionslajor impacts associated with sea level rise are likely to be
inundation, flooding, erosion and infrastructure damagath the largest impacts occurring when storm
or river flooding events carerge with high tides

Priority Response Strategies identified iNB LI NAy 3 F2NJ / f AYFGS / KFy3Sy
Climate Response Strate@pril 2012 related to the marine nearshore and estuaries include:

1 Reducing the risk of damage taildings, transportation systems and other infrastructure
This includes supporting local efforts to prepare for coastal flooding and storm surges, as well as
considering climate change impacts when new development and infrastructure are sited.

1 Safeguardig fish and wildlife habitat and protecting critical ecosystem services that support
human and natural systemsThis includes protecting and restoring habitat and reducing
existing stresses on fish, wildlife, and ecosystems.

1 Reducing the vulnerability of@astal communities, habitat and specied.his priority includes
protecting people, property, and infrastructure from coastal hazards and avoiding new
development in highly vulnerable areas. It also includes preventing coastal degradation and
destruction,as well as seeking opportunities for upland habitat creation as sea levels rise.

The state adaptation strategy identifies several coast and ocean adaption strategies with related actions.
These strategies amecommended to help:

9 Limit newdevelopmentin highly vulnerable areas

 Protecti KS &aK2NBfAYyS FNRBY NARaAy3d &Sl fS@Sta dzaay3

& K I NRearmiorhg, Bdawalls, and dikes;

¥ Mote, P.W., A. Petersen, S. Reeder, H. Shipman, and L.C. Whitely BindeGe20D&vel Rise in the Coastal Waters of Washington State
Report prepared by the @Glate Impacts Group, Center for Science in the Earth System, Joint Institute for the Study of the Atmosphere and
Oceans, University of Washington, Seattle, Washington and the Washington Department of Ecology, Lacey, Washington.
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1 Accommodateising sea levels through engineering and construction practices or riigng

height of piers or buildings

Manageretreat from highly vulnerable sites

Restoreand maintaining wetlands, preserving sediment transport processes, and preserving

habitat for vulnerable specieand

1 Enhancemonitoring and research of ocean chemisthyanges and effects on marine
ecosystems.

= =4

Strategies for implementation include:

1 Leadngby examplethrough development ofa state framework to guide decisiemaking and
protect people, assets, and natural areas from coastal hazards

1 Avoiding developmert in highly vulnerable areas and promistg sustainable development in
appropriate, less vulnerable areag&xample actions include providing guidance, updating maps
and information to help local jurisdictions, identifying incentives and regulatory tootsdiace
risk exposure, providing updated guidance, assessing damage costs and removing incentives
that encourage rebuilding in atsk areas.

9 Accelerating efforts to protect and restore nearshore habitat and natural procesdesample
actions include ideriflying priority conservation and restoration areas that can increase natural
resiliency and protect vulnerable communities, developing restoration and protection
guidelines, and identifying policy options to avoid or minimize shoreline hardening, espétiall
Puget Sound to promote green shoreline and landward setback programs.

1 Building local capacity to respond to climate impacts by providing tools to assess vulnerability
and advancing research, monitoring and engagement effoEsample actions include
completion of a sedevel rise and vulnerability assessment that includes Puget Sound, and
assisting of coastal planners.

Many of the substrategies, ongoing programs and ndarm actions in the Action Agenda help
implement the state Climate Responseditigy.

Relationship to Recovery Targets

Protection and restoration of nearshore and marine systengsitisalto achieving recovery targets for
estuaries, and shoreline armoring. The target for estuaries is that all Chinook natal river deltas meet 10
year salmon recovery goals ({®n percentof restoration need as a proxy for river deltas lacking
guantitative acreage goals in salmon recovery plans) and 7,380 quality acres are restoredithegiy

2020. For shoreline armorintne recovery targetd that from 2011 to 2020 the total amount of

armoring removed is greater than the total amount of new armoring, with an emphasis on
removing/preventing new armoring at feeder bluffs and use of soft shore techniques for all new and
replacement armoring ungs it is demonstrably infeasible.

Nearshore and marine protection and restoration also will contributetteer recovery targets including
eelgrass recovery, floodplainscas herring and wild Chinook salmon.
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Use complete, accurateand recent nformation in shoreline planning and decision
making at the sitespecific and regional levels

2 AKAYy3AG2yQa ySINBK2NBE a0ASyO0S O2YYdzyAaides (GKNRIZAK
Restoration Project (PSNERP), has outlined a comprehensive set of proseudi restoration priorities

to improve sediment supply and other critical ecosystem processes f@dhad (Cereghino, in

progress). Thegeriorities have not yet been reconciled with potentially complementary analgads

efforts by thesalmon recover watersheds as part of the federalipproved Chinook Salmon Recovery

Plan local conservation inventories, and othHwbitat andnatural resourcespecific rankingscluding

the Puget Sound Watershed Characterization ProjEaissub-strategy seeks tonite and apply the

results across disciplines from the basin to local scale. Such consolidation will clarify what areas have the
greatest potential to aid recovery and which areas have teastdwill help planners, decisiomakers

and the publido evaluak wherebestto apply protective measuresestore,and direct development.

This sukstrategy is an important part of climate change adaptation.

Ongoing Programs

PSNERP g KA OK KIFa 06S02YS isépa@harshi Betwidn 0@ WS ArmiNgBAE NI Y S
Engineers (USACE), state, local, and federal governongamizations, tribes, industrieand

environmental organizations with the goal of guiding the restoration and protection of Puget Sound
nearshore ecosystems. The project aims to achieve aedhanderstanding that can guide and

coordinate restoration, including a recommendation to Congress for authorization through the Water
Resources Development Act of a comprehensive plan to implement ecosystem restoration throughout
the Puget Sound nearshare

The Chinook Salmon Recovery Plan watershed chapters each contain nearshore and estuary restoration
priorities. This program and the salmon recovery thyear work plans are more fully described in
Section A6.

The Shoreline Master Programs (SMPs) aentify local protection and restoration prioritieSMPs
include:

9 Goals for shoreline use, economic development, public access, circulation, recreation,
conservation, and historical/cultural values;

1 Environmental designations of shorelines basedlogir physical, biological and development
characteristics; and

1 Policies and regulations for shoreline uses, shoreline modification activities.

Statewide 260 local programs must be updated by 2014, including programs in all of the Puget Sound
counties

Northwest Straits Initiative also provides marine nearshore data and information through marine
resource committees in a seven counties.

In addition, the strategies and actions in Section B1 which relate to watershed characterization and the

Departmert of Natural Resourc€DNR Aquatic Landscape Prioritizatiawll document sciencdased
priorities for protection, restoration, enhancement and managed growth that reconcile sediment supply
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priorities with highvalue areas for salmon, shellfish, and @tmatural resourcesThe product of this
effort is likely to beanaps or other documents showing the sciefizesed priorities for protection,
restoration, enhancement, and managed growth at a drift agls(naller)scale

Key Ongoing Program Activity

1 DNRIs cevelopngand implemeningan Aquatic Reserves network wide comprehensive
inventory and monitoring program to inform the adaptive management of Aquatic Reserves and
the larger Puget Sound recovery effoithis work will inform and support efforts liye
Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife (WDFW), the Department of Ecology (Ecology), and
PSP to develop a network of marine protected areas in Puget Sound.

NearTerm Actions

B1.1 NTA1 |Integrated Nearshore Priorities?SP will lead the integradin of existing sciencéased,
geographic priorities for nearshore protection, restoration, enhancement and
managed growth by July 2014. This includes identify@reas where local inventories
and sedimentsupply priorities overlap withhigh-value areas fosalmon, shellfish, and
other natural resources at the drittell scale. The outcome of this effort will be
agreed upon maps or other documents showing the sciefieesed priorities for
protection, restoration, enhancement, and managed growth at a dcll (or below)
scale, as well as outreach to implementers to consider this information as part of
prioritization efforts including capital projects

Performance measur®y December 2012, PSP will convene an interagency workgroup
and complete scoping fane technicalwork of integration,Data integration work

complete by August 2013 and quality control checks and revisions by December 2013.
The integrated product, including data and maps, are presented to all salmon recovery
watersheds, LIOs and locamMgonments by June 2014

B1.1 NTA2 Human UsePatterns in Marine AreasEcology will identify human use patterns for
marine areas in Puget Sound by 2013, to support marine spatial planning.

Performance measureHumanuse mapping completed by June 3013.

B1.1WS3  West Sound Eelgrass and Forage Fish Surv@y<2013, The West Sound Watersheds
Council, in coordination with the Suquamish TripbBNR and others, will develop and
implement periodic surveys of eelgrass and forage fish spawning habitatar a
scientifically rigorous methodology, and update spawning habitat maps

Performance measurdp be developed.
Support local governmats to adopt and implemenplans, regulations, and policies

that protect the marine nearshore and estuariesnd incorporate climate change
forecasts
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Federal and state resource management agencies and local governmentsuresat best available
science to support their decisions for development and redevelopment in nearshore and marine
environments. Larger jigdictions may have the resources to research and develop their own seience
based decisiomaking guidelines, but smaller municipalities rely on state governnment,

governmental organizationtNGO$, or collaborative partnerships to provide handbooks amablel
ordinances Over time, this subtrategy will need to focus on climate change adaptation integration.

Ongoing Programs

Ecology is producing the Shoreline Master Program Handbook, which is designed to assist local
government planners in meetingetrequirements of the SMA (RCW 90.58) and revised gilidlance
(WAC 1726, Part Ill). Handbook chapters provide recommendations for various components of the
SMP process and are based on best available science.

The State of Washington Aquatic Habi@tidelines Program anDFWdeveloped technical assistance
guidance in 2009 for local governments to integrate local land use planning and state salmon recovery
efforts. Thg ' YR | &S tfFyyAy3a F2N {FfY2y> {GSSdnforsd R | yR
habitat protection and recover§Knight 2009) contains information on state salmon recovery efforts,
sources of best available science, and model policies and development regulations for implementing
salmon recovery. The best available sciencevatershed processes, riparian and wetland

management is translated into planning tools, model policies and model regulations that can be
incorporated into GMA and SMA planning programs to protect salmonids and prevent further loss or
degradation of habita The objective of the guidebooktis further the goal of recovering naturally
spawning salmon in Puget Sound by incorporating recovery efforts with local land use planning and
decisionmaking.

The Aquatic Habitat Guidelines Program has also endorgddtepaper by Washington Sea Grant
Protection of Marine Riparian Functions in Puget Sound, WashifBtennan et al., 2008 he
whitepaperprovides shoreline planners and managers with a summary of current science and
management recommendations to inforthe protection of ecological functions marine riparian areas.

In a broader document that addresses functions of all nearshore habitats, the Aquatic Habitat Guidelines
Program WDFW and others in the scientific community produced a summary of best alaaience

for the nearshore environment. The documeRtptecting Nearshore Habitat and Functions in Puget
Sound: June 2010 Revised Edjtmmovides a synthesis of current science on several important

nearshore habitats and processes, and directiomsvioere to find data and specific recommendations

for moving through the mitigation sequen¢EnviroVision et al. 2010). The goal of the document is to
help local planners prepare SMP updates and also to assist Ecology in their review to ensure that SMP
updates are based on good science.

Finally, &y and county governments that are updating their shoreline master programs are required to
develop a restoration plan that identifies locations for preservation. Jurisdictions that border Puget
Sound and thedrgest riverdPuget Sound riverare documenting priority areas for protection and
acquisition. Government agencies and some city or county governments support mitigation banking or
in-lieu fee mitigation programs. Although these programs are designetfdet development impacts,

they can generate funds to help leverage protection and conservation efforts because they involve
acquiring property or development rights for conservation purposesddition, strategies and actions

in B1.1 will help ensuréhait local governments have complete and accurate information to inform
planning
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The Northwest Straits Initiative through its seven marine resource committees also provides information
on local shoreline resources.

SHORELINE MASTER BR&M

The state Shoreline Management Act, adopted by voters in 1972, ensures that a{ thfeus
public, interest groups, local, state and tribal governmeqgork together to ensure our
shorelines:

1 Are kept safe and unpolluted;

1 Are developed and managed figirand

TDA DS 2dzNJ OKAf RNBY | YR FdzidzNBE 3ISYSNI (A2
Washington.

The mechanism for putting new shoreline development regulations and policies in place

OFfft SR | daK2NBfAYyS Yl aid S NhustNRupdsitedby2014, h
including programs in all of the Puget Sound counties. These updates are a unigque oppc
G2 ONBFGS | LRAAGAOS FdzidzNBE F2NJ 2 aKAy3

Master programs are defined in the Shoreline Management Act a¢he comprehemive use
plan for a described area, and the use regulations together with maps, diagrams, charts,
other descriptive material and text, a statement of desired goals, and standarfiRCW
90.58.030(3)(a)] SMPs include: goals for shoreline use, ecom@vétopment, public access,
circulation, recreation, conservation, and hist@icultural values; environmental designatio
of shorelines based on their physical, biological and development characteristics; and po
and regulations for shoreline usgshoreline modification activities. Every SMP is unique, i
many newer SMPs are integrated to some degree into local comprehensive plans and
development regulations.

Ecology oversedbe Shoreline Master Program, maintaining review and approval aityho
while providingtechnical assistance andher support for SMP updates. Ecolaggo tracks the
update process and provides information to help residents participate in updates in their
community. Seehttp://www.ecy.wa.gov/programs/sea/sma/st_guide/SMP/SMPintro.htioi
more information.

NearTermActions

B1.2 NTA 1: Update Local Shoreline Master Prograntscology will provide funding and, with
WDFW, technical assistance to local jurisdictions to update local shoreline master
programs by current deadlines, with all updates complete by 2014. A #eljverable
for Ecology and local governments is to implement SMPs in a manner that validates
achievement of no net loss of ecological function and guides Puget Sound toward
shoreline armoring target.
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B1.2 STRT 4:

B1.2WS 2

Performance measurdp be developed.

Sraits Shoreline Master ProgramsShoreline Master Program Updates,
Implementation, and Intergovernmental Coordination (Jefferson County, Clallam
County and cities of Port Townsend, Sequim, and Port Angeles)

a. City of Port Townsend SMPstormwater educdion

b. City of Port Townsend SMebulkhead removal

c. City of Port Townsend SMPrestore native marine riparian vegetation

d. City of Port Angeles SMP Update

e. City of Sequim SPM Update

f. Jefferson County SMPAnnual Restoration Planning Summit

g. Jéferson County SMR Assess shoreline restoration progress

h. Jefferson County SM@ldentify and implement shoreline armoring, riparian
enhancement, fill removal and culvert replacement projects

i. Jefferson County SMP update

j- Clallam County SMP impleméation

k. Clallam County SMP adaptive management

[. Clallam County SMP update

m. Ecosystem valuation

n. Enhanced shoreline protection

0. Finfish aquaculture speaker forum

Performance measuredevelop the economic baseline (Ecosystem Valuation) for the
ecosystem functions that will be monitored by the No Net Loss indicators for all 5 local
jurisdictions within the Strait Action Area; Alternative Option: Initiate or complete 30% of
the new Priority Actions identified by the StfaRN for the Strait Actickrea.

West Sound SMP _update alternatives to shoreline armoribgiring the Shoreline

Master Program (SMP) update process for all North Central / West Sound jurisdictions
in 201213, the West Sound Watersheds Council will ensure that restonafans for
every SMP include alternatives to traditional shoreline armoring, and incentives for
the removal of existing armoring.

Performance measur&he goal is for no net gain in shoreline armoring within any West
Sound jurisdiction over the neito years.

=¥ Improve, strengthenand streamlineimplementation and enforcement of laws,

regulations, and permits that protect the marine and nearshore ecosystems and
estuaries

Nearshorerelated regulatory authorities include Washington Sthiedraulc Code Shoreline

Management Act (SMAEBrowth Management Act, and the State Environmental Protection Act (SEPA).
At the federal level these regulations include the Clean Water Act (CWA), The Endangered Species Act
(ESA), the Coastal Zone Management 8ZiMA), and others.
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The Hydraulic Code administered\WDFWand the SMA administered by Ecology are the two principal
state regulatory authorities for shoreline armoring in Washington State. Recent data baged on
Hydraulic Project ApprovéHPA)rogramissued byWDFWindicate that construction of bulkheads (i.e.,
shoreline armoring) in Puget Sound is occurring at a brisk pace. Habitat losses and displacement along
Puget Sound shorelines continue to occur as a result of bulkheading. Such losses tectattitoe:
degradation of nearshore ecosystem processes and function.

Ongoing Programs

A number of issues continue to limit the effectiveness of the HPA program at protecting shorelines
within the context of shoreline armoring. WDFW currently lacks egguy authority to (1) address the
need for a bulkhead (i.e., perceived need for armoring continues to supersede protection of shoreline
functions); (2) require alternatives to traditional bulkheads, even indmergy environments; and (3)
address cumuldate impacts or impacts that continue beyond the longevity of the perwiiich is
typicallyfive years. Under the current regulations, protection of personal property will continue to
supersede protection of shoreline processes and function along marorelgtes.

Comprehensive updates of local SMPs are required of all Puget Sound jurisdictions biN@@12

shoreline rules based on the SMA and as outlined in WAQ@8&Be expected to limit the amount of

new shoreline armoring. New provisions regardihgreline stabilization structures and development

include: allowing armoring only where it is demonstrated necessary to protect a primary structure;

reducing the adverse effects of new shoreline modifications by limiting their number and extent; giving
PNEFSNBYOS (G2 Y2RAFAOFIGA2ya (GKFG KFEFGS | af SAaSNI AY
FYRZ IABAY3I LINAR2NRGE (G2 Gaz2¥ié¢ 20SN) GKI NR¢ aK2NBf
development attempt to limit the amount of new or embed stabilization and the need for future

stabilization during the life of a development. Replacement of erosion control structures must be

designed, located, sized, and constructed to ensure no net loss of ecological functions.

NearTerm Actions

B13 NTA 1: HPA Capacity Effectivened®y December 2012VDFW will use the results @ LEAN
analysis to apply existing and new HPA capacity to more effectively protect fish life.

Performance measur€omplete LEAN process and begin to implement
recommendaibns by December 2012.

B1.3 NTA 2 Hydraulic Code Rules Revisiddy December 2014, WDFWIlWuse best available
scienceto revise Hydraulic Code Rules (chapter 2200 WAC) and clarify conditions
under which hydraulic projects must be conducted to peavt or mitigate the impacts
to fish life and habitat.

Performance measur®ulemaking complete

B1.3SJI7:  SJI Technical Assistancgan Juan County Community Development and Planning
Department (CDPD) and the Town of Friday Harbor will make ongoicgneal
assistance (best management practices) availablesite to 100% of permit
applicants, with a goal of 75% of customers avoiding hard armoring or otherwise
implementing soft armoring techniques by 2014. This work will leverage the effort
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underway va EPA grant funding and shoreline workshops coordinated by Friends of
the San Juans, San Juan Islands Conservation District, and Washington Sea Grant.

Performance measur&echnical assistance (best management practices) available on
site to 100% of permapplicants, with a goal of 75% of customers avoiding hard
armoring or otherwise implementing soft armoring techniques by 2014

B1.3SJI 8  SJl Technical Assistance Capacign Juan Community Development and Planning
Department (CDPD) and the Town Bfiday Harbor will provide capacity for technical
assistance related to compliance with environmental regulations by 2013.

Performance measurdp be determined.

B2. Protect andrestore nearshore and estuary ecosystems

Conserving intact areas can alléov robust and longasting protection of nearshore processes,
functions, and habitatgndA & 2 FiSy RSAONAOGSR o6& ySINBK2NB NBaidz2N
oSaitde . & aSidAy3a I aiR SanbeitBrhaintait écdsysterfudtibnirigleddl St & Ay
in the absence of other restoration or management actions. Furthermore, protection of intact areas
complements existing efforts to restore habitats degraded by human activities by both enabling

restoration and increasing its effectiversegiccelerating protection and restoration are specifically

identified as part of climate adaption.

Restoration of nearshore processes, structure and function also plays an importarReckmnt

research and analyses of Puget Sound marine and nearshemmnments such as tH2010Puget
Sound Science Upddtave pointed to particular stressors or pressures that need to be addressed in
order to recover ecosystem health.

Salmon recovery nearshore and estuary projects are listed in Section A6.1 astharsalmon
recovery threeyear workplans for the watersheds, as well as several Soundwide actions.

Permanently protect priority nearshore physical and ecological processes and habitat,

including shorelines, migratory corridors, and vegetatiomaicularly in sensitive areas
such as eelgrass beds and bluff backed beaches

Thissub-strategy seeks to accelerate the implementatiompabrity projects that addresproblems
identified for Puget Sound nearshore (e.g., shoreline armoring) environreadtsnoveacquisition and
restoration efforts forward.Specific locations identified by the analysis of Soundwide restoration
priorities identified in B1.1 can be applied to targeted protection and conservation activities and
programs. The landscape seafioritization unites goals of multiple programs and disciplines from the
basin to the local scale. If the priorities identified in B1.1 are incorporated into local comprehensive
plans and zoning ordinances, the prioritization can help planners, régionaractitioners, and
decisionmakers direct growth away from existing areas of high ecological value and towards areas
where resource conservation is not the primary objective.
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While the protection of undeveloped lands and shorelines is a well edtablisonservation strategy,

the same concept can be applied to the preservation of ecological processes and structures in marine
contexts that face pressure from developmeResidential and commercial development along
shorelines often includes overwatetrgctures such as docks, fixed piers, bridges, floating breakwaters,
moored vessels, and pilings. One key impact of overwater structuties séiading of nearshore

habitats. Shading affects the growth of eelgrass and other nearshore pleatisrovide braging areas

and shelter for marine birds, juvenile salmon, forage fish, and shellfish. Sladitigerefore impact

the distribution, behavigrand survival of fish and other aquatic wildlife that occupy adjacent shoreline
habitats. Sharp gradients bifht and shadow, such as those that occur near overwater structures,
affect feeding behavior and efficiency of visual foragers (e.g., salmon, Dungeness crab) as well as fish
schooling and migratory movements. Natural wave energy patterns can be altgradlbiple rows of
pilings in nearshore waters, which change the distribution and deposition of sediments. Overwater
structures also have the potential to introduce contaminants into sensitive areas because older
creosote or coppertreated wood pilings odecks are known to lead toxics such as polycyclic aromatic
hydrocarbons and copper arsenate compounds.

SALMONRECOVERY

Protecting and Restoring Nearshore and Marine Habitgdh Salmon Recovery Plan Priorit
high priority of the Reovery Plans is the protection and restoration of estuaries and the m
nearshore areas. These areas are vitally important for salmon spawning and rearing hab
well as prey habitat. Each watershed plan (Volumeldtifieslocal priority actios, including
the need to link with local Shoreline Management Plans. The San Juan Islands prioritiza
tool, South Sound tool, and other tools are specifically detailed in Volume I

How are these priorities integratedThe Action Agenda strategiesdactions emphasize the
protection and restoration of these areas althoutte initial focus wasn the PSNERP
information for selecting areas of focus rather than the Recovery Wdile these two
approaches are connectexhd continued effort is needetb maintain the connection and
strengths of eaclas identified in Section B1.1.

Ongoing Programs

Avariety ofprograms andnechanismsare used tgrotect and conserve nearshore habitats in Puget
Sownd. Acquiring property and development rights is a central mission for land trusts such as the Trust
for Public Land$sorterra, Jefferson Land Trust, and others.

The new provisions of th&horeline Management AcBA regarding overwater structures (asitlined

in WAC 1726-231) state that structural shoreline modifications must be built to avoid, or if that is not
possible, minimize and mitigate impacts to ecological processes and functions and critical areas
resources. A variety of measures to redumpacts are offered, such as using glass inserts, grading or
reflective panels on piers and docks; using a nsgdhth orientation; reducing width and increasing
height; and locating structures in deeper water
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As part of their Aquatic Leasing Progrdhe Department of Natural Resourcd3NR has recently
updated their leasing policies to better protect nearshore habitat. Among the policies, applicants are
required to follow a set of habitat stewardship measures to proteitical aquatic habitats. Easures
apply to both the design and use of materials for overwater structures.

The Northwest Straits Initiative and marine resource committees provide education, outreach and
conduct restoration projects. These projects are implemented with both prisad public landowners.

Key Ongoind’rogram Activity

1 Through the habitat stewardship measures of the Aquatic Lands Habitat Conservation Plan, DNR
will condition aquatic use authorizations to ensure new or retrofitted ewater structures do
not impact elgrass bedand/or other covered habitats and species

NearTerm Actions

B2.1 NTA1 Protect 10% of BlufBacked Beache®SP will promote acquisitiongasements, or
other protective covenantgo permanently protect at least 10% of blutbacked
beaches with high sediment supplpr other priority nearshore habitat§acing
potential shoreline development pressure by June 2014.

Performancemeasures: Bgept 2012, identify location of bleficked beaches with high
sediment supply and development praegsor other priority nearshore habitats facing
development pressurgBy December 2012, convey the location information to salmon
recovery watershed groups and LIOs for consideraBgrDecember 2012, conveate
least one meeting witkeachAction Area (IO) with bluff backed beachgBy May 2013,
identify candidate locations and local projecedincorporate into salmon recovery
three year worlplans if appropriate for each area. Qb projects awarded grants by
March 2014 By June 2014 ny new regutory protectionsarein place By August 2014,
10 % of the blufbacked beaches with high sediment supply or priority nearshore
habitats facing development pressure are protected.

B2.1 NTA 2. Community Use Dock IncentiveBor stateowned aquatic landsPNR, in consultation
with WDFW and Ecology, will identify potential permit, economic, and social
incentives for encouraging community use docks as an alternative to single family
docks by July 2013.

Performance measuréncentives identified by July 28

B2.1 NTA 3: Overwater Structures Design Guidand®NR, in consultation with the Aquatic Habitat
Guidelines Interagency Group, will publish design guidance on construction, repair and
rebuilding of overwater strutures to increase light by 2013

Perbrmance measureuidance adopted by 2013.

B2.1 SJI 10: San Juan Lead Entity Shoreline Protecti®an Juan County Lead Entity for Salmon
Recovery will identify priority habitats for acquisition by 2013 in updates to the
Salmon Recovery strategy, and Wikad acquisition of, or establishment of
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conversation easements for 25% of priority habitat shoreline miles with willing
sellers/owners by 2014.

Performance measurédentify priority habitats for acquisition by 2013 in updates to the
Salmon Recoveryrategy, lead acquisition of, or establishment of conversation
easements for 25% of priority habitat shoreline miles with willing sellers/owners by
2014

=¥ Implement prioritized nearshore and estuary restoration projects and accelerate
projects on pubic lands

Restoration projects fomarine am nearshore environmentsccur through a variety of programs and
entities including:

City and county governments

Tribal organizations

State resource agencies (€5 C2 Q&4 9aldz2r NB FyR {HftY2y wSadz2NIi
Federal agencies (e.g., EPA, NOAZEWSJSACE)

Congressional appropriations or authorizations (e.g., America Reinvestment and Recovery Act)
Non-governmental organizations (e.g., People for Puget Sound, Puget Sound Restoration Fund
Northwest Straits litiative)

= =4 =4 =4 -8 =9

Prioritization of restoration projects in Puget Sowatursat multiple levelsas described in Section

B1.1 These efforts include the Puget Sound Nearshore Ecosystem Restoration Project (PSNERP) at the
Soundwide scale, cities and countiesaiigh Shoreline Management Plan (SMP) updates, and basin or
watershed scales primarily through the local salmon recovery eff@®tegram goals range from

protecting habitat to restoring water quality and native species. Many organizations also partner to
collaboratively secure funding and restore priority are@ser time, it may be appropriate to continue

to investigate more funding opportunities for restoration programs and projects including use of US
Army Corps of Engineers authorities.

Some of theéSoundwide restoration priority areas ocaum local,state, or federaly owned land These
public lands provide opportunities for restoration without economic investment for acquisition,
landowner negotiation, or access permission. Such projects o&tiebe implemented more quickly

than similar projects on private lands and should be the focus of governments &ugstSound. As
governments implement highisibility restoration projects in publicly used spaces, they provide models
for future restoratin efforts on public or private lands.
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SALMON RECOVERY

Marine and Nearshore Habitat RestorationA Salmon Recovery PlaPriority: Habitat
Restoration is amtegralpart of recovery ananust be conductedn a way that targets priority
areas for ecosystem functions. Restoration priorities for each watershed@néfied in
Volume llof the Salmon Recovery Pland then further fleshed out in each of the annual thi
year work plans. There are robust river dakstoration plans associated with salmon recov
(e.g. in the Nisqually, Snohomish, Stillaguamish, Skagit, Dungeness, and Elwha chapter:

How are these priorities integratedThe Action Agenda strategies incorporate the actions i
the three-year work pan as part of what is needed to recover the Puget Sound. Additiona
specific restoration projects are part of priorities of the Local Integrating Organizations. F
salmon recovery perspective, derelict vessel and creosote log removal are loostiggiand
should sequenced as later actions

Ongoing Programs

The PSNERP effort described in B1.lingllbidea recommendation to Congress for authorization
through the Water Resources Development Act of a comprehensive plarpternent ecosystem
restoration throughout the Puget Sound nearshore.

The Estuary and Salmon Restoration Program (ESRP) provides funding and technical assistance to
restore PugeBound. It was established by the Legislature in 2006 and is implementkd by
Washington Department of Fish and WildI¥®WDFW. The goal of the program is to use the science
driven strategies of PSNERP to move from opportunistic project funding to strategic ecosystem
restoration.

In addition, WDFW tracks nearshore restoratigrojects funded by the Estuary and Salmon Restoration
Program to determine the efficiency and effectiveness of grant projects. The program tracks project
activities, provides supplemental funding to exemplary projects, and provides incremental fuading t
larger projects. The prograaisoincludes projecbased learning, which is similar to adaptive
management in that funding is provided for projects that are meant to resolve technical uncertainty or
increase the efficiency or effectiveness of currerdtogation methods.

DNR operates statewide Aquatic Restoration Program that funds restoration and enhancement
projects in freshwater, saltwater, and estuarine aquatic systerhgse projectare on, adjacent to, or
have a direct benefit to statewned ajuatic land. The goal of the program is to protect and restore
healthy ecological conditions. Funded projects are those that havettngviability, have a direct
benefit to stateowned aquatic land, are based on sound technical knowledge, and are segyrthe
community.

WDFW also frequently conducts restoration on state lands to restore impaired habitats. State and local
parks departments currently conduct smaller scale restoration on puldighed lands.
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DNR operates the Dredged Material Managmt Program including oversight of all disposal activities
200dzZNNA y 3 2y -oivied aquidizdahds TD&mograniiis focGsed on protecting aquatic
environments and DNR manages disposal at eight sites around Puget Sound. Recently, some estuary
restoration projects have demonstrated the use of clean dredged sediment from these disposal sites
(e.g., Fidalgo Bay Habitat Restoration Project)

DNR also manages a Creosote Removal Program to remove créesisel debris from marine and
nearshore vaters. Creosotdreated wood is associated with existing or abandoned overwater structures
(i.e., pilings or decks) and is known to lead toxics such as polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons and copper
arsenate compoundd he progranwas launchedn 2004with funding from a variety of sources.

Volunteers from Marine Resources Committéd&shington State UniversiBeachWatchers, People

for Puget Sound and local parks staff have inventoried and removed cretwsated material from

Puget Sound beaches and ovaiter structures.

The salmon recovery watershed thrgear workplans and related funding described in Section A6.1
include nearshore and estuary restoration projects.

Key Ongoing Program Activity

1 DNR, in collaboration witthe Department oEcologyEcology)WDFW the Department of
Veterans Affairs, and the State Parks Department, deiploy Puget SoundCorps crews on
protection and restoration projects on statavned lands.

NearTerm Actions

B2.2 NTA 1: Implementation of Projects Identified by RERPBY December 2014)¥DFW and the
Corps will advance implementation of projects identified by Puget Sound Nearshore
Ecosystem Restoration Projed®ENERRIncluding those described in the Strategic
Restoration Conceptual Engineering - Final Design Repmplementation will occur
both through Corps programs as anticipated through the General Investigation
process, and through other neorps federal, state, tribal and local programs by
2013.

Performance measure: Number of projects funded; number imgriéed; amount of

various nearshore habitats restored; Milestone: Final Feasibility Report for the PSNERP
Gl is completed by August 31, 2012, advancing projects for construction authorization
throughthe Corps process

B2.2 NTA 2: State Parks NearshoreeRtoration. State Parks will identify opportunities to provide
nearshore restoration by December 2012. Based on this assessment, State Parks will
refine its performarce measures for this action including setting serannual
estimates of the numbers of prects or linear feet to be restored by March 2013. By
December 2015, State Parks will restore nearshore habitat ideetif including
removal of hard armoring at state parks

Performance measur®y December 2012, identify opportunities; By March 2013,
identify numbers of projects or linear feet target; By December 2015, complete projects.
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B2.2 NTA 3: Prioritizing Restoration on Stat®wned Aquatic LandDNR will develop a strategy to
prioritize restoration projects on stateowned aquatic lands incluaig those within
protected landscapes such as Aquatic Reserves to ensure maximumterng benefit
from habitat restoration.

Performance measur&NR restoration project prioritization criteria developed by 2013
(done or not), List of near and loterm projects developed by 2014 (done or not).

B2.2 NTA 4: Creosote Piling Inventory and Remova8NR will complete a derelict creosote piling
inventory of Puget Sound. DNR has removed 10,000 pslisigce 2007 and will
remove anadditional 3,000 pilings by 204, prioritizing removals near important
herring spawning beds.

Performance measurénventory completed by 2013 (done or not); 3,000 gitemoved
by 2017 (done or not).

Remove armoring, and use soft armoring replacement or landward setbacks when
armoring fails, needs repair, is non protective, and during redevelopment

Shoreline property owners are inherently interested in maintaining the quality of their homes, beaches
and nearby habitats. Given dynamic erosion process and the exposed nahgaobifronts, over time
shoreline property owners must occasionally consider development options to better protect their
structures and other investments while limiting adverse impacts to nearshore habitat. Such decisions
are not particularly rare Everyyear, more than one mile of shoreline in the Puget Sound is newly
armored, and an even greater amount of armoring is replac®ften, the decision to newly armor one
stretch of beach has a ripple effect on nearby properties. While some fraction of tlaosdermoring
efforts may be required to safeguard property from imminent harm or risk, the remaining instances
present an opportunity to employ better habitsupporting alternatives, like sefthore armoring,

landward setback of structures at risk antther techniques that the public, contractors and others

might be inclined to use, if they were made aware of them and convinced of their effectiveness.

Because bulkhead removal and ssftore techniques may become more difficult or less effective in the
face of sea level rise, other, more assertive techniques like the landward setback of homes and other
structures may have greater lofigrm benefits for shoreline properties and allow for landward

migration of beaches, tidelands and associated ecosyst8osh an anticipatory approach (and NTAS)

are consistent with the Washington State Integrated Climate Change Response Strategy (2012), which
stresses the importance of creating opportunities for coastal habitat creation upslope as sea levels rise.

Ongoing lPograms

As described above, the new provisions of the SMA regarding shoreline stabilization structures and
development outlined in WAC 1#8¢c  NXBIj dZANB aK2NBf AyS 2dz2NAaRAOGAZ2Y A
shoreline modifications. Some local SMRsvide incentives that allow greater flexibility for

development and expansion of existing development if bulkheads are removed or replaced with soft

shore techniques, but these approaches have not been widely implemented.
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Citesand countesare begiming to provide guidance and incentives to waterfront landowners for-soft
AK2NB FFNY2NARAYy3a GSOKyYyAljdzSad Ly Hnanndp GKS /Ade 27F {
developed theGreen Shorelineguidebook for lakefront homeowners. The guidebookalies

alternatives to conventional shoreline armoring, emphasizing aesthetic and environmental benefits of
plants and beaches. In 2010, U.S. EPA, under the Puget Sound Watershed Management Assistance
Program, awarded the City of Seattle a fg@ar grantof more than$500,000 to research incentives for
removing bulkheads and improving the ecological function of residential shorelines along Lake
Washington. Theity proposed to pilot Green Shores for Homes credits and loeddlyeloped incentives

on Lake \eshington. San Juan County will participate as a project partner and wilGréen Shores for
Homes in marine coastal locations. The Islands Trust, a federation of local governments within the
British Columbidulf Islands, has also joined this initi@tas a transboundary partnand Washington

Sea Grant also is a partner and coordinates this effidre goal of implementing Green Shores for
Homes simultaneously in British Columbia and Washington, as well as in urban freshwater and rural
marine shorehes, is to provide models for other jurisdictions within the Salish Sea to protect shoreline
ecological function from future impacts of growth.

In addition to revising the existing regulatory structure for redevelopment of existing bulkheads,
incentivesprovide a norregulatory approach to addressing ecosystem degradation caused by shoreline
armoring. Voluntary or incentive programs are those programs that encourage stewardship through
rewarding desired behavior. Voluntary programs for shoreline armanay include grants, property

tax reductionsor low interest loans. Such a program requires the development of local outreach and
communication strategies.

Finally, he Green Shores for Homes progréonthe City of Seattle and San Juan County incdude
funding for the development of incentives. The goal is to invite those homeowners in the areas classified
as amendable to the Green Shores for Homes approach and encourage them to patrticipate.

NearTerm Actions

B2.3 NTA 1: Homeowner Incentives for Lamdard SetbacksBuilding on work done to datePSP
will convene a process with partners to develop and recommend incentives that help
homeowners permanently remove armoring and encourage setback of houses by June
2014. Incentives could inclued but would nd be limited to financial, regulatory, low
interest loans or grants. This work will help restore nearshore processes, promote
landward retreat of homes facing sea level rise, and promote progress toward
shoreline armoring target

Performance measur®y ecember 2012, identify the group and complete the scoping
process including holding at least two meetings with partners; By June 2013, complete
technical steps including identifying where to target the program for highest ecological
value; By December 201i8entify draft possible incentive options for discussions; By
June 2014, present options and recommendations to ECB and Leadership Council
including miles of bulkheads that could be replas#ti soft armoring or setbackand a
homeowner outreach plan.
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Implement a coordinated strategy to achieve the 2020 eelgrass recovery target.

Eelgrass beds are essential spawning areas and nurseries for herring, other forage fish, and salmon, and
generate food consumed throughout the marine food web. The diataeage of eelgrass beds in Puget
Sound is a key indicator for ecosystem health, along with their spatial distribution throughout the areas
where salmon, Dungeness crab, and other species migrate and grow. In 2006, there were approximately
50,000 acresf eelgrass beds in Puget Sound. Although the total acreage has been relatively stable for a
few years, these eelgrass beds are concentrated into a few areas, and some regions of Puget Sound,
such as Hood Canal, have experienced localized losses. MamyPoilet Sound habitats have shrunk in

size, diminished in quality, fragmented, and the processes that form and sustain them have been
disrupted.

In the longterm, climate change is anticipated to lead to greater stress on eelgrass followed by decline.
Hardened shorelines will be particularly problematic for eelgrasseatevel rises. Population growth is
alsolikely to increase stressors on eelgrasstrient loading that can lead to excessive phytoplankton

growth also stresses eelgrass, by limitigdptito eelgrass beds, polluted runoff from land and polluted
wastewater, or spills, from boats and vessels can damage eelgrass beds as can anchoring of commercial
and recreational boats and vessels. Finally, the effects of using of herbicides to Zosteo& japonica

(a Class C noxious weed) on native marine eelgrass beds is not well understood, and should be
monitored.

Giventhe diversityof eelgrass stressors in Puget Sound, the preferred approach is to pursue multiple
strategies concurrentlthat explicitly addressmproving informationprotection, and restoration.

Ongoing Programs
Key Ongoing Program Activities

DNR carries out a variety of programs to support eelgrass protection and recovery, and will emphasize
the following activities:

9 Estimate the total area of eelgrass in Puget Sound anniaittuding assessment of eelgrass
bed connectivity and shoot densitghd provide feedback on the effectiveness of efforts to
protect and restore this critical habitat. This information will track pregroward the
t I NOYSNBRKALIQAE GFNBSG (G2 AYyONBI a SidsSeStimadswii & | NB |
be produced within one year of sampling in order to assure that information is delivered in a
timely manner to guide management actions

1 Synthesiz and publish guidance based on the best available science describing key eelgrass
stressors in Puget Sound

1 Through the habitat conservation measures of the Aquatic Lands Habitat Conservation Plan,
condition aquatic use authorizations to ensure new oroétted over-water structures do not
impact important habitats such as eelgrass and kelp beds

1 Research how other estuaries have recovered seagrasses and identify proprietary tools
implemented in other successful eelgrass recovery efforts that can beykgphere to prevent
further damage to or loss of eelgrass on statened aquatic lands

1 The Northwest Straits Initiative e example of other partnera/ho alsoparticipate in eelgrass
monitoring and recovery.
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NearTerm Actions

B2.4 NTA 1:

B2.4 NTA 2:

Eelgrass Bovery Target StrategyDNR, working in collaboration with PSP, will
convene partnersn state and local governmentyibes, the federal agencies, BC
Canada, and nogovernmental and business groups to develop a brdaased
strategy to achieve the 2020 egtass recovery target and track progress.

Performance measur&trategy options identified by Dec 2012, Strategy developed by
September 2014 (done or not).

Identification of Eelgrass Restoration Sitd3NR will identify and recommend sites

that are suitable for eelgrass restoration in Puget Sound. Sites will be selected using
habitat suitability analysis, hydrodynamic modeling, and eelgrass resilience to local
stressors. This will include identification of sites on stad&ned aquatic landswith a
focus on areas with longerm protections already in place

Performance measurdlaps defining potential eelgrass restoration sites; site
evaluations; final recommendatioqscomgdeted by May 2014done or not); state
aqguatic land work complete kjuly 2014 (done or not).
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Target View:Shoreline Armoring

A functioning, resilient ecosystem requires dynamic shorelines maintained by coastal processes such as
shoreline erosion and ecological exchange between terrestrial and aquatic systems. The natural
shoreline of Puget Sound is constantly changing due primarily to the action of waves and tides. On
unarmored shorelines of the Sound, sand and gravel from bluffs erode into the intertidal areas, are
transported by waves and currents and ultimately sugggiment to form and maintain beaches and
spits. However, on some shorelines in the Sound, these processes are altered by bulkheads, seawalls
and other methods used to prevent erosion. Currently, more than a quarter of all the shoreline around
the Sound isrmored with bulkheads and seawalls affecting important shoreline processes such as
sediment supply and transport. The natural processes that occur on unarmored shorelines are
important because they support vital functions like providing habitat for egies such as herring, surf
smelt and salmon.

Shoreline armoring in the Sound is frequently associated with residential development as many
landowners install armoring to protect their properties. Removing existing armoring is both costly and
difficult, and is best accomplished on a scale larger than individual parcels. Public shorelines can provide
high potential for removal actions. To reduce the total amount of armoring in the Sound, it will be
necessary to minimize the need for new armoring by propkrtating new structures and strategically
remove existing armoring in key locations. Additionally, uésudt shore designs for new and

replacement armoring will reduce some of the impacts associated with traditional hard armoring.

The 2020 target foshoreline armoring has three parts:

1 The amount of armoring removed is greater than the amount of new armoring added, for a net
decrease in total armored shoreline;

9 Bforts should be focused on feeder bluffs (highly erodible bluffs that supply seditment
beaches), and;

1 Jdrisdictions should require the use @foft shore techniques for all new and replacement
armoring wherever feasible.

The graph below shows the extent of shoreline armoring in Puget Sound through 2010.
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Puget Sound Shoreline Armoring Summary
in feet, 2005-2010
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Source: Randy Carman, Washington Dapt of Fish and Wildlifa

There are several ActiorgAnda strategies related to the shoreline armoring target:

9 Protect and restore nearshore and estuary ecosystems
o Remove armoring, and use soft armoring replacement or landward setbacks when
armoring fails, needs repair, is non protective, and during retigpment (B2.3)
o Implement prioritized nearshore and estuary restoration projects and accelerate
projects on public lands (B2.2)
o Permanently protect priority nearshore physical and ecological processes and habitat
(B2.1)
1 Focus land development away from émgically important and sensitive areas
o Improve, strengthen, streamline implementation and enforcement to protect marine
and nearshore ecosystems and estuaries (B1.3)
o Improve local government ability to implement plans, regulations, and permits
consistentwith Puget Sound recovery (Al1.3)
0 Support local governments to adopt and implement plans, regulations, and policies that
protect the marine nearshore and estuaries, and incorporate climate change forecasts
(B1.2)
0 Use complete, accurate and recent inforneettiin shoreline planning and decision
making at the sitespecific and regional levels (B1.1)
o Ensure full, effective compensatory mitigation for impacts that cannot be avoided (A1.4)
1 Protect and reovery salmon by maintaining and enhancing the communigstnficture that
supports salmon recovery (A6.5) and implementing high priority projects in-freaework
plans (A6.1)
9 Increase access to Puget Sound (B4.2)
o]
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In the following results chain, or logic model, yellow polygons identify strategies and attionthe

Action Agenda that we believe will contribute significantly towards meeting the target. Arrows to the
blue boxes describe the intermediate results the strategies and actions are expected to achieve. The
purple boxes show the reduced pressuretba ecosystem that is expected to occur, the green ovals
show the areas of the ecosystem where the change will be observed, and the dark green square shows
the recovery targets. The ecosystem benefits of meeting the shoreline armoring target are
demonstraed in other results chains presented in tdiscument;see especially the targets and

strategies related to eelgrass and herring.
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Puget Sound Recovery -- Shoreline Armoring Target View

v. June 28, 2012
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PRESSURE REDUCTION RESULTS &
2020 PRESSURE REDUCTION TARGET

g Shoreline Armoring Decreased

From 2011 to 2020, the total amount of
armoring removed is greater than the
total amount of new armoring in Puget
Sound (total miles removed> total miles
added); feeder bluffs receive strategic
attention for removal of existing
armoring and avoidance of new
armoring; and soft shore techniques
are used for all new and replacement
armoring unless it is demonstrably
infeasible.
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Marine & nearshore
infrastructure does not
degrade nearshore
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Other key strategies for making progress toward the shoreline armoring target include: protecting and recovering salmon (A6.5, A6.1),
implementing and maintaining priority freshwater and terrestrial restoration projects (A2.2), and increase access to Puget Sound (B4.2)

1
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B3. Protect and restore marine ecosystems

Protect intact marine ecosystems particularly in sensitive areas anddensitive
species

The conservation of marine environments that provide rare or unique habitats, culturally and historically
important sites, recreational and commercial fisheries, and recreational enjoyment in Puget Sound is an
important part of conser@on and recovery Marine Protected Areas (MPAs) are one management tool
often used by federal, state, and local agencies to provide long term protection for marine resources.
They can be effectivi@ols when properly designed, effectively managed, andmorted by marine

resource users and managers.

Ecological responses to MPA establishment have been documented by numerous scientific studies in
Washington and other temperate marine environments. Responses include greater target species
densities, biomas species size, and species richness within the boundaries of the MPA, replenishment
of fish stocks in surrounding areas, increased reproductive rates due to larger fish sizes, increased
ecosystem resilience, and reduced risk of population collapse.oRgsp in deep water pelagic and soft
sediment habitats remain uncertain though studies are ongoing.

Ongoing Programs

There are 127 MPAs in the marine waters of Puget Sound and the outer coast. They are managed under
a variety of names (e.g., marine reges, marine sanctuaries, fishery conservation zoagsatic

reserve$ with ranging degrees of protection established for diverse purposes. AimesisihgMPAs

restrict fishing and shellfish harvest to some degraed tree-quarters of MPAs restrigton-harvest

activities to some degree such as vessel anchoring or recreational access.

In 2008, to further a Puget Sound Action Agehid& the Washington State Legislature convened a
MPA Work Group to inventory current MPAs in Washington, assessnheagement, and determine
ways to improve the use and effectiveness of MPAs in Washington as a management towbrk he
group conducted a performance evaluation of existing MPAs and provided a set of recommendations
that address(1) coordination and caogistency regarding goals, criteria for establishment, management
practices, terminology, and monitoring practice®} ihtegration of science, local governments, and
NGOs into establishment and management decisions; &)dnfrovements to MPA effectivess in
Washington. Thevork group analysis and recommendations are detailed in a 2009 published report by
Fish and Wildlif¢Van Cleve et al. 2009).

NearTerm Actions

B3.1 NTA 1: Marine Protected Aredfectiveness.By June 2014, PSP, in collaboratiorimWWDFW
and DNR will identify the threats, coverage gap@sd conservation concerns
addressed by existing Puget Sound marine protected areas and assess the potential
effectiveness of these MPA® protect threatened species and habitats, including
rockfish and forage fish.
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Performance measur@roduce a written summary of threats and conservation concerns
addressed by current RAs by September 2012; Completeassessment of

effectiveness and coverage gaps by September 2013. PSP delivers recommertdations t
managing agencies to improve overall coordination and design of MPA network by June
2014.

B3.1 NTA 2: OQutfall Strategy on Stat®©wned Aquatic Land€DNR, in collaboration with tribal
governments, Ecologg$wDFW, and DOH, will develop and implementtaasegy to
reduce impacts from outfalls on statewned aquatic lands in Puget Sound.

Performance measur&trategy development, including an implementation work plan,
will be complete by December 2013

Implement and maintain priority marine restorabn projects

Priority restoration actions for the marine environment include the removal of derelict fishing gear,
vessels, and creosoteeated wood. Derelict fishing gear includes nets, lines, crab and shrimp
traps/pots, and other recreational or conercial harvest equipment that has been lost or abandoned in
the marine environment. Modern nets and fishing line made of synthetic materials have been in use
since the 1940s and take decades, even hundreds of years, to decompose in water. The derelat gear
entangle divers, trap or wound fish, shellfish, birds, and marine mammals, and result in other
environmental hazards.

Ongoing Programs

The Northwest Straits Initiative started a comprehensive program to locate and remove harmful derelict
fishing geafrom Puget Sound in 2002. In July 2009, the Northwest Straits Initiative received $4.6 million
federal stimulus grant through the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARRAg Aladional
Oceanic and Atmospheric Administratids@AA to work fulktime to essentially rid Puget Sound of

derelict commercial fishing netsvhichhad been accumulating for decades. As of September 30, 2011,
the Northwest Straits Initiative has removdd88 derelict fishing netand 2,886 crab potfrom Puget

Sound, restorig566 acre®f marine habitat. It is estimated that about 1,000 derelict fishing nets

remain in shallow sutidal areas of Puget Sound and the Northwest Straits are continuing removal
operations as funding allow&n a separate note, support for contindigear losgprevention efforts in
Washington is strong. In 2012, state law was amended to require more timely reporting of lost or
abandoned fishing nets. Despite the success of efforts to remove derelict gear in shallow waters, the
development of safe andffective techniques to remove nets in waters deeper than 100 feet is needed
to reduce the entanglement risks they pose to rockfish and other deepwater species.

DNR manages a Derelict Vessel Removal Program (DVRP) to address the problem of derelict or
abandoned vessels Washington State'waters. Derelict and abandoned vessels can pollute nearshore
and marine waters with fuel and oil spills, threaten human safety as a navigational hazard, and impact
aquatic habitats The goal of the program is to rem@high priority vessels that are 200 feet or less and
provide funding and expertise to assist public agencies in the removal and disposal of vessels across the
state.
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Key Ongoing Program Activities

1 DNR will meeGovernment Management, Accountability, aRdrformance GMAR
expectations for derelict vessel removals annuatig willapplyUnited States Coast Guard
(USCgLarge Derelict \&sel Task Force recommendatidadPuget Sounavithin one year of
recommendations being issued

NearTerm Actions

B3.2 N'A 1:

B3.2 NA 2:

Legacy Net Removal he Northwest Straits Foundation will work with WDFW, DNR,
tribes, fishers and others to remove approximately 500 known remaining legacy nets
in shallow subtidal waters by December 2013.

Performance measur®y December 2012, ppximately 250 nets will be removed from
waters of Island, San Juan, and Kitsap Counties. By August 2013, approximately 170 nets
in Whatcom County will be removed. By December 2013, remaining nets in Hood Canal
and other counties will be removed.

Deep Water Net Removalhe Northwest Straits Foundation will complete
development and at least one pilot implementation of a new methodology for deep
water net removal by December 2013. To date, approximately 130 nets are known to
existinPugetSdzy R Ay ¢ 0 SNE TR&SHaS May bekdegyadingn p Q &
important habitat for listed rockfish species. Pilot removal operations will focus on
concentrations of known deepvater nets in documented rockfish habitat in the San
Juan Islands.

Performanceneasure: By December 2012, identify known deater nets for pilot

removal operations. By September 2013, develop up to three possible removal options in
partnership with WDFW, DNR, NOAA, tribes, fishers, and others. By December 2013,
pilot chosen removaiption on identified nets.

Emerging Issues and Future Opportunities

In addition to the specific ongoing program activities and seam actions described above, there are a
number of ideas for future work that might be undertaken to address pressuréiseonearshore and

marine ecosystems in Puget Sound. These ideas should be an ongoing part of the regional discussion
about Puget Sound protection and recovery, and may inform future funding decisions, programmatic
priorities and guidance, or may becomearterm actions in future Action Agenda cycles. They include:

1 Whetheror notwe haveeffectivestatutory and regulatory tools in place to meet the shoreline
armoring target. In particular, some interests believe that a number of targetadtory
charges are needed to ensure we can adequately support nearshore protections to meet
recovery targets. These could include (1) revising RCW 77.55.141 to give WDFW the ability to
protect sediment supply and other shoreline processesl (2) revising RCW 90.880 so that
all bulkheads must go through the shoreline permitting process.

1 Whetheror notwe haveeffectiveset of tools in place to ensure that pernhiolderswill meet
permit conditions, particularly those associated with mitigation of shoreline ingpads

The20122013 Action Agenda for Puget Sound Marine and Nearshore Pagel36



understanding of what is needed to protect nearshore physical and ecological processes
continues to expand and planning and permit writing move to incorporate this information, a
potential gap remains around permit implementatomchecking back and omitoring to ensure
that conditions are met and continue to perform over time. In addition to asking for
information from permitholderson their ongoing compliance with permit conditions, some
have talked about the idea of requiring bond posting for gfiae permits as a way to ensure
that permit conditions are met.

1 Opportunitiesmay exisfor state and local governments to carry out compliance monitoring

related to nearshore and marine protection and restoration to identify shared priorities and

pool resources potentially increasing the efficiency of monitoring and allowing for additional
monitoring investments.

Development of no anchor zones in specific areas of Puget Sound as needed.

Integrate climate change, including sea level rise into nearshoregon and restoration

planning and implementation. This will include evaluation of shoreline management laws,

integrating sea level rise criteria into project identification, development and funding, evaluating

infrastructure at risk, further developmeimif coastal retreat options, and developing policies

and information to guide insurers in dealing with properties in vulnerable areas, providing more

assistance to coastal planners, and continuing to raise awareness.

1 Further identification of feasible stedlevel policy programs to avoid or minimize shoreline
hardening. As called out in tistate climate response strategy, options will need to include
streamlining local and state permitting processes to provide incentives for green shorelines and
soft armaing practices.

9 Identification of how to incorporate recovery targets into review of Shoreline Master Plans.

= =
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Target View: Estuaries

River delta estuaries are where river floodplains meet the sea, creating a uniquely important
environment that provides aekding and resting habitat for young salmon, migratory birds, and many
other species.Young salmon that can rear longer in delta estuaries have been observed to grow faster
and are more likely to survive their ocean migration

In Puget Sound there are 1&ge rivermouth estuaries: nine larger deltas drain the Cascade

Mountains, and seven smaller deltas drain the Olympics. Of the approximately 62,000 acres of mapped
KAald2NROIf &6k YL FYR YINBKZ 2yfeé Iy SttheBRagiti SR mn X
and Snohomish once contained over 37,000 acres alone (compared to around 1,620 acres for all the

Olympic deltas combined). Across the region, estuaries and tidal wetlands have been diked, drained, or

filled, either converted to farms and agulture, or developed into modern ports and industrial sites. In

the most highly developed river mouth estuaries, such as the Duwamish and Puyallup Rivers, estuarine
habitat covers only a minute fragment of its original extent, and may never be recovered.

The 2020 target for estuaries is that all Chinook natal river defsksack, Skagit, Stillaguamish,
Snohomish, Duwamish, Puyallup, Nisqually, Skokomish, Dungeness and makethd 0 year salmon
recovery goals (or 10 percent of restoration need axpror river deltas lacking quantitative acreage

goals in salmon recovery plans); and 7,380 quality acres are restored basin wide, which is 20 percent of
restoration need. The graph below illustrates the acres of estuarine habitat that need to be restored
from 2006¢ 2020 to achieve the 2020 recovery target.

Acres of Estuarine Habitat Restored in 16 Major River Deltas in Puget Sound
Years 2006-2020

larget

1,380 acres

aguregate
7000 Arres

N

Source: Mational Estuary Program Unline Reporting Toal {NEPORT), Ervironmental Protection Agency

Green columnstsow acres restored in each yeard the orange line represents the cumulative acres restored between 2006
and 2011. The dashed line projects the restoration requir@dhieve thedrget of 7,380*quality acres restored by 2020. The
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figure represents restoration projects completed between 2006 and 2011 within the 16 major Puget Sound river mouth
estuaries, as defined by the Puget Sound Nearshore Ecosystem Restoration Project (PSNERP)

*The target of 7,380 acres represents only 20 percent of the total estimated estuary restoration needed for a fullyrfgnctioni
resilient ecosystem.

There are several strategies related to achieving the recovery target for estuaries, including:

1 Focudevelopment away from ecologically important and sensitive nearshore areas and

estuaries (B1.2, B1.3)

Prevent and respond to the introduction of terrestrial and aquatic invasive species (B5.3, B5.4)

Use, coordinate, expand and promote financial incentaed programs for best practices at

ports and in the marine industry that are protective of ecosystem health (B4.1)

91 Provide infrastructure and incentives to accommodate new ardeneclopment within urban
growth areas (A4.2)

1 Improve, strengthen and streamk implementation and enforcement of laws, plans,

regulations, and permits consistent with protection and recovery targets (A1.3)

Protect and maintain intact and functional floodplains (A5.3)

Implement prioritized nearshore and estuary restoration projextd accelerate projects on

public lands (B2.2)

1
1

= =4

In the followingresults chain, or logic model, yellow polygons identify strategiessabetrategies from

the Action Agenda that we believe will contribute significantly towards meeting the target. Atoows

the blue boxes describe the intermediate results the strategies and actions are expected to achieve. The
purple boxes show the reduced pressure on the ecosystem that is expected to occur, the green ovals
show the areas of the ecosystem where the chamgebe observed, and the dark green square shows

the recovery targets.
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Puget Sound Recovery -- Estuary Restoration Target View

( STRATEGIES j SUB-STRATEGIES
>
Al Focus land Al.3 Improve,
development strengthen,
away from streamline
ecologically implementation

& enforcement
B1.3 Improve,
strengthen, streamline
nearshore & marine
impl. & enforcement

important and
sensitive areas

AS.
Protect AS5.3 Implement &
and maintain priority
RestorE_ floodplain
Floodplain restoration projects
Function

A4

Encourage
compact A4.2
regional Infrastructure
growth & incentives
patterns within UGAs
dense, accommodate
attractive new &

communities re-developmen

B1. Focus
ool

P
away from B1.2 Local plans,
important, regs, policies
sensitive protect
nearshore nearshore &
areas & estuaries

estuaries

B2.2 Implement
prioritized
nearshore and
estuary restoration
projects and
accelerate projects
on public lands

B2. Protec
& restore
nearshore
& estuary
ecosystems

B4 Protect!

& steward B4.1 Best

working practices at
waterfronts ports, marine
& improve industry

public

access B5.3 Prevent,

rapidly respond to

invasives'
B5 Protect, introduction &
res:!Jre spread
native -
diversity & BS_.4 Invasive
abundance species research &
of species information

v. June 28, 2012

PRESSURE ECOSYSTEM COMPONENTS &
RED. RESULTS 2020 RECOVERY TARGET
Estuary Acreage Increased
By 2020, all Chinook natal river
deltas meet 10-year salmon
recovery goals (or 10 percent of
Transpo. restoration need as proxy for
L corridors river deltas lacking quantitative
transportaélon !nfrasrrugture ‘ moved, acreage goals In salmon recovery
movec or improve modified plans) and 7,380 guality acres are
pilot projects demonstrate restored basin-wide, which is 20
multi-benefit floodplain ey rarees (& percent of restoration need.
|, floodgates
—r 5 removed [
salmon habitat recovery I or setback
projects implemented ~
Ressid.,
comm.
land dev reflects estuary | devel. | |4
restoration priorities | supports
T estuary estuary
" " function acreage
GMA, SMA, other plans & 3 restored Nearshore
regs are implemented & Agriculture Systems
enforced ——r——1 supports | | |
estuary estuary
function connectivity
Local plans, restored
policies,
regulations
R less need
1 code enforcement for
| stafftrained hardened
s nave = shorelines
| resources o
| enforce regs,
: implement GMA &
| sma, provide
| raining & education \
L
RReRRESEERE )
: Freshwater 1
v 1
s |
PSNERP priority projects . )
implemented
Pressures
protective practices reduced at
> used at ports, ports, marine
marine industries industries
Results of invasive species control
e Em— invasive
ecies Inty e | | notenterPuget | species do
i Sond 3 not harm
"o 1 Puget Sound
oo e habitats or
it I s species

The20122013 Action Agenda for Puget Sound

Marine and Nearshore Pagel40



Protect and Steward Working

Waterfronts and Improve Public
Access to Puget Sound

The Challenge

2 aKAYy3ld2y {dFrGSQa SO2y2Ye Aa Ay lchatghal m@itinfef @ 02y Yy S
industry, including deepwater ports for international trade, shipbuilding facilities, boatyards, and

marinas. We must identify ways in which the economic vitality of working waterfronts can be

promoted, advanced and fostered while sitt@neously achieving environmental benefits. It is

important to design Puget Sound protection and restoration strategies in a manner that recognizes the
O2y(NROdziAZ2Y 2F GKS YINRGAYS AYyRdzAGNER (2 GKS NBIA

Public access to Puget Saunffers the general public the opportunié¥o reach, touch, and enjoy the

g GSNRa SR3AST G2 GNY @St 2y (GKS 6l GiSNR 2F GKS adalrid
I R2F OSy (i t 2 Ok62RRA4). iThis agceds,/and mubsequently use angmeejot, is
important to the healthandweld SAy3 2F G(KS NBIA2yQa OAGAT Sya & Al
such as swimming, boat lauriolyand beachcombing to everyone. Public access also provides a means

to get up close and personal with the swiraing environment through activities such as bird and whale

watching and low tide hikgwhich provides hands on education experiences and further promotes the

desire to maintain the health of the Sound.

The most common type of public access to shoediis physical access, such as that provided by trails,
docks, promenades, and bridges. Physical access may be implemented through dedication of land or
easements, cooperative agreements, or acquisition of land along the shoreline. Public access aan also b
visual, such as via viewing towers and bridges or breezeways between buildings. A third type of access is
¢cultural accessto interpretive, educational, or historical features of the shoreline.

Public access to Puget Sound and its shorelines is #medtby numerous pressures. Geographic
aspects such as natural topography, ongoing coastal erosion, and natural weathering make
implementation and preservation of beach accesses challenging. In addition, anthropogenic sources
such as population growth, patization of coastal land, and waterfront commercial development all
create demand for and limit public access to shorelines. It will be important to find ways to create and
preserve public access as the natural and built environment around the shorefiReget Sound

continue to change.
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Climate Change

Asdescribedin NB LI NAYy 3 F2NJ / EAYFGS / KFEy3aSyYy 2FakKAay3dgzy {d
O! LINAf HAMHUZ GNRaAy3d &Sk fS@Sta O2dzZ R Ifibd SOG L2 N
low-lying port land and surrounding transportation networks. The severity of impacts will depetite

local rate of sea level rise, the proximity to rivers subject to flooding, and the dependetie= mdrt on

vulnerable transportation links. Maras and waterfront recreation facilities could also require more

frequent repairs and modifications. Changes in the water level and coastal erosion could submerge or
undermine fuel tanks for marinas and other facilities, which often locate their tanke tdotheir

2LISNF GA2yadé LYy RRAGAZ2YS NRaAy3a aSlk f Svidilers SNRAA
coastal sediment transport systems. This could result in larger volumes of sediment delivery that require

more frequent dredging.

A top priority response strategy related to ports is to reduce the risk of damage to buildings,
transportation systems and other infrastructure. In addition, Port best practices that protect ecosystem
health are part of other priority response strategies urmthg reducing the vulnerability of coastal
communities, habitats and species.

Relationship to Recovery Targets

Protecting and stewarding working waterfronts will contribute towards progress on tafgetsxins in
fish, marine sediment quality, anth@reline armoring. Protecting and stewarding working waterfronts
and increasing public access to Puget Sound will contribute to humaitheied targets, yet to be
established.

Local Priorities

For the 2012 Action Agenda Update, Local Integrating GQzgaons did not identify working
waterfronts and public access as top prioriti€#se Whatcom LI@& discussing strategy to
coordinate/collaborate with Port of Bellingham and City of Bellingham on restoration projects and
opportunities for public access context with the waterfront redevelopment.

B4. Protect and steward working waterfronts and improve
public access to Puget Sound

Use, coordinate, expandand promote financial incentives and programs for best
practices at ports and in the marinmdustry that are protective of ecosystem health.

ThePorts of Seattle and Tacoma are important gateways for international trade, and other major ports
in Puget Sound include the Ports of Everett, Bremerton, Bellingham, Olympia, and Port APgytdes

and marinas have an important role to play in the protection and recovery of Puget Sound. Many ports
are involved in habitat restoration and mitigation projects across a variety of scales and locations, from
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shoreline in marine industrial areas to uplanwperties. The transition from a primarily resousce

based economy has left some Puget Sound communities with degraded and polluted waterfronts from
old industrial activities, in addition to pollution created bynthinedSewer Overflows (CS€)and

stormwater runoff. Many ports take on these types of cleanup projects through the Model Toxics
Control Account (MTCA) or Superfund action, which prevents the spread of toxic plumes from
abandoned industrial sites.

A significant number of large ports around Pu§eund require maintenance and/or new project

dredging as part of their ongoing operations. Dredging is also a significant component of cleanup
projects. For toxics control and reduction, it is critical that dredging and dredged material management
pradices ensure no degradation of the environmental quality of urban bays and waterways. The
primary program that controls toxic substances from dredging is the Dredged Material Management
Program (DMMP), an interagency effort that oversees the disposalisadf dredged sediments.

Marinas and boatyards are critical to controlling waste generated by boat maintenance and repair
activities and are regulated liie AeanWater Act well as by state law governing hazardous waste
disposal. Without regulated mawas and boatyards, these activities would likely occur in areas where
hazardous wastes are released directly into the environment. Marinas are also key points of outreach
and education for recreational boaters, such as promoting best practices for kakge and waste

disposal.

Given the sizable presence of Department of Defense (DOD) naval facilities in Puget Sound, it is also
important to consider including DOD as a partner in programs that promote best practices for ports and
the marine industry thatre protective of ecosystem health.

Ongoing Programs

In 2005 the Clean Marina Washington program was launched to improve environmental protection at
marinas. Fiftynine marinas are currently certified under the program. In 2011, the Northwest Marine
Trade Association helped launch the Clean Boating Foundation,-anafihorganization aimed at

helping boatyards improve their environmental practices through a voluntary Certified Clean Boatyard
program.

In 2011 the legislature established a goal to gdaut copper bottom paint for recreational boats 65

FSSG YR dzyRSNJ 6& wHwnun 6{. pnocoOY a! FGSNI WI ydz NB
antifouling paint containing copper may not be sold in the state. Beginning January 1, 2020, the sale of
COpPlSNI I YOGATF2dzE Ayad LI AYGd AYGSYRSR F2NJ dzaS 2y NBONBL!

Puget Sound ports have completed numerous development projects involving land and water cleanup

and habitat remediation, and various projects are underway. Examples@iftig completed projects

AyOf dzZRS t 2Nl 2F ¢FO02YIFQa Of SIydzZld 2F (GKS F2NX¥SNJ YI
Ghée¢ ! @Sy dzS YAGAIl (A2 y-impdbiBedefopniedt fedtites.OK Ay Of dzZRSR f 2 ¢

Key Ongoing Program Activities
1 The Bellingham Bayeimonstration PiloProgrambegan in 1996 to improve the environmental

health of Bellingham Bay through cleanup of polluted sediments, restoration of historically lost
habitat, control of pollution sources, and revitalization of undélized waterfront poperties.

The20122013 Action Agenda for Puget Sound Marine and Nearshore Pagel43



The Pilot includes 12 cleanup sites around Bellingham Bay and several habitat restoration
projects. Clean up milestones for the Bellingham Bay Demonstration Pilot Project vary by
individual project components. Progress on cleanup of contaméhsites in Bellingham Bay
FNE @ASglofS Fd GKS 5SLINIYSYyd 2F 902t238Qa 69
http://www.ecy.wa.gov/programs/tcp/sites_brochure/blhm_bay/sites/bdday sites.html
Ecology will focus efforts on three significant cleanup and habitat restoration projects in
Bellingham Bay: Cornwall Ave., Whatcom Waterway, aifd\Gll.
1 Elliott Bay/Lower Duwamish cleanup: the U.S. Environmental Protection Agencys(EPA)
scheduled to release its feasibility study for the Lower Duwamish cleanup in early 2012. A fact
sheet with various cleanup alternatives and their associated expected time frames for
completion is available here:
http://www.epa.gov/region10/pdf/sites/|dw/factsheet oct2010rev.pdf
9 Ecology will focus efforts on continuing to control pollutant sources and remediate toxics in the
Lower Duwamisland East Waterway
1 Port Angeles#iarbor Cleanup: Several sites in Port Angeles Harbor are in various stages of
AYy@SaidAalGA2yY FYyRk2NI Ot Sl ydzld 2F G2EAQO O2y il YAY
Further information is available here:
http://www.ecy.wa.gov/programs/tcp/sites _brochure/psi/portAngeles/psi_portAngeles bay.ht
ml
1 Ecology, in conjunction with the Clean Boatyard Washington program, will work toward
ensuring PugeSound boatyards meet the requirements as described in the Boatyard General
Permit with a goal that 10fercentof Puget Sound boatyards covered under the Boatyard
General Permit will meet the benchmarks for copper and zinc in stormwater dischargesdy 201
1 Puget Sound ports and marinas covered under thgdwal Pollution DischargeHimination
YstemL Yy Rdz& G NAFE {G2NX¥gFGSN) LISNYAG & A stdrmwatdry LI & & A
pollution prevention plamequirements.
1 Washington Sea Grant will coondite and host the third national Working Wateshts
conference in March 2013 in Tacoma.

Other ongoing activities and netgrm actions related to working waterfronts are described in C1
(control of pollution sources to Puget Sound), C9 (cleanup of canéded sites within and near Puget
Sound).

NearTerm Actions

Nonec¢ work in the near term will focus on implementatiofiongoing programs. Ng-term actions
related to cleanup of working waterfrontdsoare addressed in C9.

Emerging Issues and Futurg@ortunities

1 Exploration (and funding) for research and innovation to identify lower impact methods of
shoreline armoring in an urban industrial context.

1 Support for the recommendations containedhifarine Spatial Planning in Washington: Final
Report and Recommendations of the State Ocean Caucus to the Washington State Ledislature
particular Recommendation 4 which includes (among others) the following objectives:

o Foster and encourage sustainahlises that provide economic opportunity and preserve
coastal heritage without significant adverse environmental impacts
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0 Preserve and enhance public access to, commercial and recreational uses of, and other
values for marine waters and shorelines
o Protect and encourage working waterfronts and support the infrastructure necessary to
sustain waterdependent uses such as marine industry, commercial shipping,
commercial, tribal and recreational fisheries, and shellfish aquaculture
1 Exploration obpportunities br stormwater treatment pilot projects and development of
innovative treatment methods at public ports; and support expansion of innovative and
effective stormwater treatment projects currently in use.
1 Identification and adoption of low impact developmegrthniques to maximize effectiveness in
the context of working waterfronts.
1 Explicitly incorporate climate change impacts and the recommendationsPremaring for
Climate Chang@April 2012) including working with ports to determine shamd longterm
strategies to protect port infrastructure and transportation linkages to ensure movement of
commerce and international trade.

Increase access to and knowledge of publically owned Puget Sound shorelines and the
marine ecosystem

Much of Puget Sounchsrelines are privately held. Ecology maintains information on public access to
Puget Sound in the Coastal Zone Atlas and the Trust for Public Lands has done additional analysis to map
and evaluate public access to Puget Sound.
https://fortress.wa.gov/ecy/coastalatlas/UICoastalAtlas/Tools/PublicAccess.aspx

In June 2012, the Puget Sound Partnership will launch a mobile application and website to disseminate
maps, descriptions, and directions to all publiokyned shorelines, to make this information more

accessible and easier to use.

The marine ecosystem is accessed directly by boaters and divers and by residents who travel or
commute by ferry boat and who vignarine education centers such as the Seattle Aquarium or the Port
Townsend Marine Science Center.

Ongoing programs such as the Shoreline Master Program (SMP) require consideration of public access to
Puget Sound shorelines as part of local SMP uplatied agencies, such as State Parks and WDFW,
provide an maintain both shoreline and marine access points.

NearTerm Actions

B4.2 NTA 1: State Parks Interpretive Experiencelsicrease passive, active and virtual interpretive
experiences on Puget Souratology, threats, vital signs, and recovery actions at State
Parks and other publically owned lands that provide access to Puget Sound. Maximize
opportunities to connect Park visitors with the regional ecosystem recovery effort.

Performance measur&yDecember 2012, review existing interpretive plans for Puget
Sound interpretive experience opportuniti®y June 2013, identify potential funding
sources for implementation of unfunded elements identified through interpretive plan
review. Future metricavill depend on acquisition of funding

The20122013 Action Agenda for Puget Sound Marine and Nearshore Pagel45


https://fortress.wa.gov/ecy/coastalatlas/UICoastalAtlas/Tools/PublicAccess.aspx

Emerging Issueand Future Opportunities

There are a number of opportunities to explore additional strategies and investments to improve access
to Puget Sound. Many of these were suggested by commenters durimpt@ent period on the draft

2012 Action Agenda update and can be followed up on and considered for the next update. These
include:

1 Revising grant criteria and allowable expenditures so that sites acquireghulitic funds for
conservation purposes witbnsistently include public access compatible with restoration and
protection objectives.

1 Making a concerted investment to preservepair and maintain parks, nature centers, fishing
piers, trails, promenades and other shoreline access points throughaget Sound.

1 Creaing programs to subsidize free or low cost admission to the Seattle Aquarium, Port
Townsend Marine Science Center, Poulsbo Marine Science Center, Arthur D. Feiro Marine Lab,
MAST Science Center in Redondo, Point Defiance Aquarium, M#gr@enter in Bellingham,
Nisqually Reach Nature Center, Makah and Suguamish Museums and similar facilities where the
public can connect with and learn more about the Puget Sound marine environment.

In addition, public access strategies and actionsn&id to incorporate changes in sea level rise as
needed.
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Target ViewEelgrass

Eelgrass is a marine plant that grows in the shallow waters of Puget Sound. It flowers and produces
seeds, unlike seaweed, and expands quickly in the spring and summetig shiw its growth in the

winter in response to lower water temperature and light. Eelgrass is important because it provides food
and habitat for birds, fish, crabs, shellfish and other marine organisms. It also dampens wave energy
thereby protecting shalines from erosion and improving water quality.

Eelgrass and other seagrass species are used as indicators of estuarine health throughout the world
because they respond sensitively to many natural and huosarsed environmental factors that affect
water quality and shoreline sediment. Changes in the abundance or distribution of this resource are
likely to reflect changes in environmental conditions. They are also likely to affect many other species
that depend on eelgrass habitat.

One way to improve Pugi&ound is to increase the amount of eelgrass that grows in its waters. Though
some larger Puget Sound eelgrass beds are stable or possibly increasing in size, many of the smaller
more widely dispersed beds are in decline. Although research is underwegnitty, the reason for this
decline is not fully understood.

The 2020 recovery target for eelgrass is:

9 toincrease the acres of eelgrass in Puget Sound by 20 percent from the 2000 to 2008 baseline
period- an increase from about 53,100 acres to aboB8i/®0.

Acres of Eelgrass in Puget Sound
in thousands, 2000-2020

Target

l? -
63,700 acres _, o

g hlEgl

2000 2002 2004 2006 2008 2010 2012 2014 2016 2018 2020
Sowrce: Aguatic Besource Division, Mearshore Habitat Program, Washington State Department of Natural Resources

The black bars in the graph represent the margin of error for the estimated acreage, showing the uppermost and lowermost
potential value for each year. In 2004, DNR maodified its survey methodology and the precision of the estimates improved.

The20122013 Action Agenda for Puget Sound Marine and Nearshore Pagel47



The Action Agenda strategies most related to the eelgrass target are:

Implement a coordinated strategy to achieve the 2020 eelgrass recovery target (B2.4)

Permanently protect priority nearshore physical and ecological processes and habitat (B2.1)

Effectivey prevent, plan for and respond to oil spills (C8.1, C8.2, C8.3)

Use, coordinate, expand and promote financial incentives and programs for best practices at

ports and in the marine industry that are protective of ecosystem health (B4.1)

1 Use complete, accate and recent information in shoreline planning and decision making at the
site-specific and regional levels (B1.1)

1 Use a comprehensive approach to manage urban stormwater runoff at the site and landscape

scaleqC2)

= =4 =4 =4

In the followingresults chain, or lgic model, yellow polygons identify strategies and actions from the
Action Agenda that we believe will contribute significantly towards meeting the target. Arrows to the
blue boxes describe the intermediate results the strategies and actions are expedaetieve. The

purple boxes show the reduced pressure on the ecosystem that is expected to occur, the green ovals
show the areas of the ecosystem where the change will be observed, and the dark green square shows
the recovery targets.
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Puget Sound Recovery —- Eelgrass Target View
V. June 28, 2012
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Protect and Regire the Native

Diversity and Abundance of Puget
Sound Species

The Challenge

t dzZ3S0 {2dzyRQad GSNNBaGNARIFIE YR FNBaAKglI GSNI aLISOASaA
biologically rich food wethat requires protection and responsible stewardsko maintainfunctionand
minimize disruption.The biodiversity of Puget Sound has provided valuable health, economic, and
cultural benefits to humans, beginning with the earliest native residents. Many of these benefits are
guantifiable in pounds ofigh harvested or boarfeet of timber produced. Other benefits, such as
ecosystem services, are more difficult to quantify but are beginning to gain recognition through new and
innovative metrics. The intrinsic value of biodiversity, such as its scesitybor contribution to quality

of life, may never be fully measured but is nonetheless universally recognized as an important asset to
protect. Rotection and recovery afiative species is an integral part of maintaining overall species
diversity throudpnout Puget SoundCurrently sixteen Puget Sound species are listed as federally
threatened or endangered and sixteen additional species are on the state endangered and threatened
species lists. The Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife (WDFW)talsiglé species as

sensitive, and approximately 35 Puget Sound marine fish and bird species are candidates for review and
possible listing as State Endangered, Threatened, or Sensitive species.

One of many things that threaten biodiversity is the intratian of invasive plants and animals. Itis
significantly less expensive and more effective to prevent or rapidly respond to introductions of invasive
species than to control and eradicate them once they have become established; however prevention

and rapd response present many challenges especially in the context of the international shipping that
occurs in Puget Sound. In recent years, a number of invasive species have taken hold in Puget Sound
despite efforts to prevent them. These include such sgseas Japanese knotweed, Spartina, nutria, and
New Zealand mud snails. Knotweeds are noxious weeds that spread quickly, particularly along rivers and
streams, where they can owtompete native plants and destroy habifar spawning fish. Spartina is a

cord grass that outompetes native vegetation and converts mudflats into sisplecies meadows.

Spartina destroys important habitat for migratory shorebirds and waterfowl, increases the threat of
FE22RAY3 YR aS@OSNBf e | FHEEG e idvasBe radéskhieSiehdne a KSt  F A
health of marine and freshwater habitats. New Zealand mud snails are a highly invasive threat to
freshwater andorackish water environments. They can dominate river and lakebed habitat by achieving
densities éd more than 100,000 per square meter.

Substrategies in this area address recovering native species and preventing and rapidly responding to
invasive species.
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Climate Change

Climate change will have significant impacts on biodiversity including ceamdpbitat, types of

species and where they are found in Puget Sound, and on sgifeiegcles and predateprey

interactions. Already reduced populations may be further weakened formerly healthy
populations may declin@varmer temperatures allow norative plants, animals, insects and

pathogens to expand their range and enhance winter survival. Native habitats will experience an
increase in disturbances such as wildfires, floods, drought, or disease or insect outbreaks opening them
up to more frequeninvasion by opportunistic nonnative species that are adapted to survive in changed
habitats. Ocean acidity will likely have significant impact on marine ecosystems, impairing the ability of
organisms to form shells or skeletons. This will affect spetipsriant to the food web like shellfish,
corals, and pteropods (a food source for salmon, herring, and whales). This stress will provide
opportunities for nonnative specide become established and flourish.

Several of the high priority response straegint NB LI NAyYy 3 F2NJ I+ / KFy3IAy3a [ fAY
Integrated Climate Response StratéDyaft April 2012)relate directly to biodiversity and invasive
species:

9 Safeguarding fish and wildlife and protecting critical ecosystem services that stgmmman
and natural systems.This means protecting and restoring habitat, protecting sensitive and
vulnerable species and their habitats, and reducing existing stresses on fish, wildlife, plants and
ecosystems.

1 Reducing the vulnerability of coastal conumities, habitat and speciesThis includes
preventing coastal habitat degradation and destruction and seeking opportunities for upland
habitat creation.

1 Reducing forest and agriculture vulnerability to climate changEhis strategy includes
enhancing sureillance and eradication of pests and diseases.

1 Supporting the efforts of local communities and strengthening capacity to respond and
engage the public.

The specific strategies and actions related to biodiversity and invasive sfmmatieson the conseation,
restoration, and improvement of ecological functions and processes, and ways to help species and
ecosystems recover from the impacts of climate change and extreme eRedscing nostlimate

stressors to help build the resilience of natural systamcritical. Actions include protecting and

restoring connections between rivers and floodplains, restoring estuaries, managing freshwater
withdrawals, maintaining stream flows, reducing existing pollution and contamination, and maintaining
and restoringstream flowsFor example, reducing stormwater pollution improves water quality and
aquatic habitat, increasing the resilience of aquatic species to additional stresses from climate change.
In addition, the state response strategy callstiiking early ation to eliminate or control nomative

species that take advantage of climate changes, especially where they threaten native species or current
ecosystem function.

The strategies and stdirategies, ongoing programs and ndarm actions in this sectioaf the Action

Agenda are similar to those Rreparing for Climate Changed will help minimize impacts of climate
change in Puget Sound.
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Relationship tdRecoveryTargets

Protection and recovery of native Puget Sound species is important for achilegingcoventargets
associated with toxics in fish, marine sediment quality, shoreline armoring, orcas, wild Chinook, Pacific
herring, and eelgrassControl of invasive speciesuget Sound basin also will suppetovery targets

for biological heah of wadeable, lowland streamshellfish bedsandeelgrass acres.

LocalPriorities

For the 2012 Action Agenda Update, in general, Local Integrating Organizations did not identify invasive
species prevention and response as a top priority. Promotivegsine species eradication efforts is one

2F GKS {GNIXAG 2F Wdzadhy RS CdzOF Qad wm¢p {GNFGS3IAO0 t NAR?2
Stillaguamisksnohomish, and Skagit are discussing invasive species strategies, including the need to
continue suport for local prevention and eradication programs.

B5. Protect and restore the native diversity and abundance of
Puget Sound specieand preventand respond to the
introduction of terrestrial and aquatic invasive species

Implement species recoverglans in a coordinated way

Recovering atisk native species is vital to restore the biological health and integrity of Puget Sound.
Implementation of existing species recovery plans will be most effective if overlapping actions within
these plans aréentified and redundancies eliminated.

Existingerrestrial speciesecoveryplans include:

9 Fisher littp://wdfw.wa.gov/publications/00228/wdfw00228.pdf

T Marbled Murrelet
(http://ecos.fws.gov/speciesProfile/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=B08C

9 Northern Spotted OwlH({itp://ecos.fws.gov/docs/recovery plan/100915.pdf

1  Western Gray Squirrehitp://wdfw.wa.gov/publications/pub.php?id=00179

9 Streaked Horned Larkifp://wdfw.wa.gov/publications/pub.php?id=00391

Existingreshwaterspeciegecoveryplans include:

1 Oregon Spotted Frog
(http://ecos.fws.gov/speciestdfile/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=D02A
1 Western Pond Turtleh(tp://wdfw.wa.gov/publications/pub.php?id=00398
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Existing marine species recovery plans include:

1 Puget Sound Chinodkalmon littp://www.nwr.noaa.gov/SalmorRecoveryPlanning/Recovery
Domains/PugeSound/PSChinookPlan.cfn)

1 Hood Canal Summer Chuhitp://www.nwr.noaa.gov/SalmorRecovenPlanning/Recovery
Domains/PugeSound/HoodCanalPlan.cfn)

1 Sea Otterlittp://wdfw.wa.gov/publications/00314/wdfw00314.pJf

9 Southern Resident Killer Whalgtf://www.nwr .noaa.gov/MarineMammals/WhalesDolphins
Porpoise/KilletwWhales/E SAstatus/upload/SRKYRecovPlan. pdj

1 Puget Sound Rockfish Conservation Plan://wdfw.wa.gov/conservation/fisheries/rockish/)

T Marbled Murrelet (ittp://ecos.fws.gov/docs/recovery plan/970924.0df

Each plan lays out a specigsecific approach to ensure salfistaining populations at appropriate levels

of abundance. Recovery plans generally include an assessment of the stock status and an evaluation of
the factors that contribute to declining populations and measures to mitigate them. These plans also
recommend specific actions to protect species habitatdgeheir food and forage requirements, and
protection from human disturbance and harvest management.

In addition, WDFW has identified management recommendations for 101 species and five priority
habitats. These can be foundl&tp://wdfw.wa.gov/conservation/phs/mgmt _recommendations/

Many of the actions to protect and restore habitat and to improve fresh and marine water quality and
guantity described in other sections of tetion Agenda echo the types of actions called for in species
recovery plans.

Ongoing Programs

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) is the lead federal agency for protecting and restoring
biodiversity in Puget Sound, and has jurisdiction under tidaBgered Species Act (ESA) for all federally
listed species except for salmon, steelhead, and marine mammals. The USFWS has subsgidedial
funding to protect and restore species biodiversig well as estuary restoration in Puget Souritke
USFWalso implements and funds research on the impacts of climate change on biodiversity in Puget
Sound.

The National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) has jurisdiction under Section 10 of the
EndangeredeciesAct and its implementing regulatits require habitat conservation plans (HCPs) for
salmon, steelhead, and marine mammadtements oHCPs includeut are not limited to

1 An assessment of impacts likely to result from the proposed taking of one or more federally
listed species.

1 Measureghat the permit applicant will undertake to monitor, minimize, and mitigate for such
impacts, the funding available to implement such measures, and the procedures to deal with
unforeseen or extraordinary circumstances.

9 Alternative actions to the taking thahe applicant analyzed, and the reasons why the applicant

did not adopt such alternatives.

Additional measures that thg.S Fish and Wildlife Service may require.

Both the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and NOAA prioritize restoration actions wittsin pla

=a =4
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At the state level, WDFW consenaasd protecs native fish and wildlifdy:

9 Protecting Puget Sound species and habitats by regulating construction projects in or near water
that may harm fish and their habitat, and enforcing environmental, fiskand,hunting laws

1 Identifying and implementing hatchery reform actions to reduce risks to native salmon and

steelhead.

Ensuring fishery impacts on native fish are reduced to levels consistent with conservation goals.

Initiating new and enhancing existingrggerships with conservatigrinvasive specieand

20KSNI 2NBIFyATFGA2ya (G2 KStL) O2yaSNWS 2+ aKAy3Iiz

Protecting, acquiring and restoring the habitat of species.

Participating in Shoreline Management Act and Growth Management Act effoitsal

governments.

Completing and implementing the highest priority conservation actions.

Developing an integrated climate change response and adaptation strategy for species, habitats

and ecosystems to maintain healthy and sustainable fish and wilathipulations and to prevent

the loss of critical ecological functions.

= = = =4
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Federal law requires states tievelop comprehensive Wilife conservation strategiegknown as Wildlife
Action Plans (WAPIn order to receive federal fundgthrough the WildlifeConservation and

Restoration Program ahState Wildlife Grants program. The purpose of these strategies or plans is to
conserve wildlife and vital natural areas before they become too rare and costly to protect.

25C2 Q& [/ 2 YLINBKSY aichStratehyl(GNCS)TrBatekangninrR ldBrotactispecies
and habitats in greatest need of conservatiomvesfrom species management to an ecems

based management approach; angpandthe emphasis on biodiversity conservation, at the statewide
and eo-regional scaleigcluding Puget Sound lowlands, the Cascade and Olympiegmns

Through adaptive management, the strategy willthe following:

Reexamine and redefine the relative priority of wildlife species and associated habitats
Help coordnate land acquisitions among state and local agencies
Improve coordination among federal and state agencies in conservation planning
Complete habitat assessments at the local level
Provide good biological information to local planners and decision matiénggrove their
ability to administer the Growth Management Act and other locally administered land use laws;
FyR SELI YR STFF2NIa (2 KStLI 20t 328SNyvYSyia d
important habitats by providing them with good habitat mppg products.
9 Better integrate the management of marine and aquatic ecosystems with terrestrial ecosystems,
both within WDFW and among state and federal agencies
1 Incorporate management recommendations into operational work plans within WDFW and
other corservation partners
f LYO2NLRNI GS aLISOAFAO O2yaSNBI A2y | OGA2ya Aydz
and monitor project budgets and priorities
1 Prevent the introduction of new aquatic invasive species and control or eradicate established
populations

=A =4 =4 =8 =4
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Finally, both the Pacific Coast Joint Venture and the U.S. North American Bird Conservation Initiative
(NABCI) seek to advance protection and recovery of bird populations across their migratory range and
provide significant opportunities for cobbaration with public and private entities in British Columbia

and beyond. fie Pacific Coast Joint Ventudevelops partnerships between public and private agencies
and organizations to pool financial and management resources to fund and carry-the-ground

projects to protect lowland wetlarsland upland habitats. The U.S. North American Bird Conservation
Initiative Committee uses a similar model to ensure the f@rg health of North America's native bird
populations. This Committee works with crossder partners to advancitegrated bird conservatign
based on sound science and ceffiective management

NearTerm Actions

B5.1 NTA1 Develop and Implement Species Plam¥evelop (where necessy) and implement
actionable plans for imperiled Puget Sound species.

Performance measur&lumber of actionable plans for imperiled species currently
lacking such plans

B5.1 NTA 2 Fish and Wildlife Action PlanVDFW, in coordination with the US Figind Wildlife
Service and the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, will complete a
Fish and Wildlife Action Plan for Puget Sound by June 30, 2013. This action will carry
2dzi GKS F3SyodeQa /2YLINBKSYaiaA@dS 2aNdughf A TS
Cascades and Northwest Coast emmions to integrate terrestrial and aquatic species
specific recovery plans, existing management tools, and interagency conservation
plans into a unified ecosystem approach to set priorities focused on conseraind
restoring critical habitat, improve biodiversity protection and restoration efforts and
better coordinate them.

Performance measuréd completed Fish and Wildlife Action Plan for Puget Trough by
June 30, 2013

Create amore integrated planningapproachto protect and enhance biodiversity in
the Puget Sound basin

Multiple state and federal agencies, local governments,-pafit organizations, and tribes operate
programsand create planthat either explicitly benefit biodiversity in Washingt&tate or have the
potential to impact biodiversity An integrated approach to identify programmatic overlap and gaps is
important for maximizing the impact of biodiversity work in Washington State, minimizing duplication of
effort and maximizing coordation of resources and synergies across plan implementation.

Existingstate biodiversity plans and/or programs and policies that benefit biodiversity include:

Washington Biodiversity Conservation Strategy

25C2Qa /2YLINBKSyaA@dS gyt Rt AFTS [/ 2yaSNDIFGAZ2Y
25C2Q4a tNA2NRGE I FoAGlrdG FyR {LISOASa

The Washington Natural Heritage Plan (produced by the Washington Natural Heritage Program
in the Department of Natural Resourcd3NR)

= =4 =4 =4
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http://www.nabci-us.org/about.htm#1
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Forest Practices Act (administered by DNR)
Washington Wildlife and Recreation Program
2 aKAY3d2Yy LY@l aA@S a{thdSaid Srategic Rlaiey OA £ Qa Ly @ RSNA
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The Washington Biodiversity Council (2€810) (the Council)

(http://www.rco.wa.gov/biodiversity/about _the council.shtincreated a comprehensive framevk for
aSOdzNAyYy3 21 aKAy3dz2y {ilQGSQa 0A2RAOSNEAGEY (GKS 21 a
(http://www.rco.wa.gov/doc_pages/other_pubs.shtml#biodiversityrhe conepts and

recommendations described in the strategy are instructive for crafting an integrated planning approach

to biodiversity. In 2010, Governor Gregoire asked the Natural Resources Cabinet to absorb the
.A2RAQDGSNEAGE | 2dzy OA f codpletedtBisEardsiaol i JUNS201S ldy handing off 2 dzy O A
ongoing projects to member agencies. Without a single point of contact for biodiversity policy work in

the state, coordination and collaboration to carry out the biodiversity conservation strategemilin

a challenge.

Ongoing Programs

Priority Habitats and Species (PHS) PrograhePHS prograntttp://wdfw.wa.gov/conservation/phs)
serves as the backbone of WDFW's proactive approach to theeoaation of fish and wildlifelt is the
principal means by which WDFW provides important fish, wildlife, and habitat information to local
governments, state and federal agencies, private landowners and consultants, and tribal biologists for
land use planing purposes. Using the best available sciettmPHS program identifies which common
and atrisk species and habitat types are priorities for conservation, where these habitats and species
are located, and what should be done to protect these resosisghenland use decisions are madghe
program is supported by l&st of priority habitats and speciesjaps management recommendations
andtechnical assistance stafThe database may be directly accessed at
http://wdfw.wa.qgov/mapping/phs/.

Landowner Assistance

1 WDFW Private Landowner Assistand®FW enrolls private landowners in a voluntariyate
lands accesprogramand participants may request technical assistance from WDFW staff to
help improve fish and wildlife habitat on their lands. Department staff may also be available to
help landowners apply for or implement federal programs administered by tha Barvice
Agency (FSA) or the Natural Resource Conservation Service (NRCS) (for example, Conservation
Reserve Program (CRP) and Environmental Quality Incentives Program YEQMHYY. has
developed guidance documents for the inventory, assessment, andtiaédion of fish passage
barriers and for the design of road culverts for fish passa@giditionally, biological and
engineering assistance may be available from WDFW to help assess and review new and
replacement fish passage structures.

1 IncentiveBased_andowner Conservation PrograrNR providefinancial and technical
assistance to communities and forest stewardship assistancerenmdustrial private
landowners as well aechnical assistance on leases of statened aquatic landgMore
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information is available here
http://www.landscope.org/washington/programs/wa_programs/watersheds/dnr/#Jdmz
I Hnancial and technical assistanoeludes:

0 Helping rual landowners to remove or fix fish passage barriers.

o Compensating small forest landowners for not harirggtimber along riparian
corridors.

o Offering private landowners the option of donation or compensation to preserve
timberlands on islands of timbevithin rivers or streams.

o0 Helpingnon-industrial private forest landowners maratheir propertiesto improve
timber production, forest health, wildlife and fistabitat, water quality, aesthetics, and
fire safety.

0 Supporting the Washington RegisterMditural Areas to recognize voluntary
participation to protect and conserve priority species or ecosystems, as identified in the
Washington Natural Heritage Plan

Local Habitat AssessmemWashington Department of Fish and Wildlife has developed a suliitalifat
assessment tools. One of these ranks relative habitat value across a whole county or watershed. The
Local Habitat Assessment (LHA) methodology produces acaded map that is easy to interpret and

use to inform local land use planning initias/at a variety of scales. WDFW has collaborated with
several Puget Sound jurisdictions to produce LHA maps for whole counties, watersheds, or smaller sub
areas. Assessments have been completed in Skagit County, the Birch Bay watershed in Whatcom
County, ad Kitsap County.

1 Puget Sound Basin Characterizati?édDFWs LHA is being integrated into a Puget Sound
Characterization that applies several ecological assessments including water flow, water quality
and the Puget Sound Nearshore Ecosystem Restoratioad®rdhe Puget Sound Watershed
Characterization is a collaborative effort between Ecoldg®FW, and the Puget Sound
Partnership that covers the entire Puget Sound Basin. The project is producing landsakgpe
assessments that provide scientific infornat on which areas are the most important to
protect for water resources and habitats.

Biodiversity ScorecardVashington Biodiversit€ounciland University of Washington researchers
collaboratedto develop a draft scorecard model trackthe status d the state's biodiversity, similar to
t {t Q4 RI &Ko ZTheNivdehcghBide® thei statdiof species and ecosystems, ecosystem
processes, human activities, and ecosystem servidgs.project is now housed with the Washington
Natural Heritage Pragm (at DNR).

Conservation Opportunity Mapshese maps assess the distribution of important species, plant
communities, and ecological systems, and overlay that with human population trends. They provide
high-level guidance on where to invest in biodis#y conservation activities in Washingt&tate
1 WDFWhas developed a data viewer application for the maps using ArcGIS, which enables users
to see the data underlying the maps.
1 The Washington Natural Heritage Program is enhancing the map viewer aarth&cope
Washingtorsite to include these maps and data.

Biodiversity Conservation Toolbox for Land Use Plarnfasstoolbox aims to put biodiversity

conservation information for Washington plannensone place. It is organized in six main categories to
address the primary needs that planners identified: resources, guidance documents, case studies, policy
language, data and maps, and training and conferences.
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1 The Washington Department of Commercepwth Management Services, now hosts this
toolbox on itsCritical Areas and Best Available Scigrage

Green Bylaws ToolkiThe Canadian Environmental Law Clinic publishe&tleen Bylaws ToolkifThis
is a comprehensive resource that will help local governments protect threatened ecosystems. The
Toolkit explains how to use a myriad of toqlsom planning to regulatory bylawsto protect wetlands,
grasslands and other important ecosystems.

Biodiversity Project Websit€hewebsite was created to provide a hub for biodiversity information in
Washington State.
1 LandScope Washingtpadministered by the Washington Natural Heritage Program, now hosts
the contenton stewardship and incentives, education, and Washington's ecoregions

Aquatic Habitat Conservation PMn 5 kirafzd@nservation plan includesanagement measures to
minimize impactson state owned landfom over water structures, log booming, and shellfish
aquacultureand to meet the requirements of the federal Endangered Species Act. The plan is being
finalized and implemented.

Forest Practices Habitat Conservation Plah NNE Ay 3 2dzi 5bwQ&a C2NBad t NI O
Plan (FPHCP) maintains and restores aquatic and riparian habitat in forests to meet the requirements of

the federal Endangered Species Act, as well as those dfdaeal Clean Water ACCWA) for species

included in the plan.

WDFW and DNR will integrate the Forest Practices Application and Hgsliaroject Approval
permitting procesdgo protect fish and other natural resirces as well as redugeaperwork burdens and
uncertainty for applicantsandenhane compliane and effectiveness monitoring. Teduce relianceon
the state General Fund, the agencies will assess fees for services to cover administrative costs.

NearTerm Actions

None; work in the neaterm will focus on imfgmentation of ongoing programs.

Prevent and rapidly respond to the introduction and spread of terrestrial and aquatic
invasive species

The goal of this subtrategy is to 1) gain an undegstding of invasive species presence and extent in

Puget Sound terrestrial and aquatic ecosysttmsH 0 LINB @Sy i (GKS Ay INRRdAzOGAZ2Y
KAIKNTNRA]l AyOdlFairodsS aLISOASa G2 GKSasS SoOz2zaeadsSvyat o
detected; 4) stop invasive species already here from spreading to other locations; and 5) complete

eliminate them as soon as possible, wherever possible.

Accomplishing these goals requires the following elements:

f !' F2NHzYy 2 LINRPOARS LRftAOent SPSt LI IyyAy3d FyR R
coordination, collaboration, and inforntian sharing among federal, state, tribal, local, and
private partners

The20122013 Action Agenda for Puget Sound Marine and Nearshore Pagel58


http://www.commerce.wa.gov/site/418/default.aspx
http://www.greenbylaws.ca/
http://www.landscope.org/washington/
http://cfpub.epa.gov/npdes/cwa.cfm?program_id=45

1 Cooperatiorand collaborationwith Canadian provincial and federal partners to align invasive
species management programs across the international border

1 Education and outreach that irgases awareness of the invasive species problem and offers

solutions

A Puget Sound invasive species monitoring program

A Puget Soundarly detection and rapid response system

Prevention efforts that target the highest risk pathways, such as hull fouliddpallast water

Maintained or enhanced programs to control, contain, or eradicate existing infestations

Asking and answering research questions that fill critical information gaps

= =4 =4 =4 =4

Ongoing Programs

Efforts to prevent and respond to invasive species ireP8gund are focused on a number of ongoing
programs.

1 The Washington Invasive Species Colftiwl Council).The Washington Invasive Species Council
(WISC) is the legislativedgtablished forum to provide polidgvel planning and direction for

regionalinvasive species efforts and coordination, collaboration, and information sharing among

federal, state, tribal, local, and private partners. Their strategic plan sets priorities, identifies
gaps and provides goals, recommendations, and actions to adiffresggnificant threat
invasive species pose to recovering Puget Sofiray element of thisub-strategy is

YEAYGFAYyAy3 OFLIOAGe G2 &dzlL2 NI GKS / 2dzyOAt Qa

direction, coordination, and information sharing among member agencies and stakehdlters.
Councilprovides structure and infrastructure for catinated efforts to prevent and manage
invasive specieisicluding integration of invasive species policies and protocols into existing
LINEP OSaasSa adzOK |a GKS {dFGS 9y GANRYYSY(l f
Assistance Joint Aquatic Resauiermit Application (JARRPAM)ajor funding sources include the
Vessel Response Account and contributions from member agencies.

VVVVVV

f BasimgARS RSGSOGA2Y I yARseddhdlelanient X ZrihEngegothg STF2 N

olaAyngARS RSGSOGA2Y YR N}YLAR NBalLkRyasS S¥
effectivenes ¥ (1 KS adlrdSQa FroAftAGe (2 LINSEssyld |y
ongoing programs:

0 Washington State Department of Agriculture (WSI2A)ls and works withWDFW to
monitor for and eradicate Spartina infestatioNySDA also leadbe monitoring for and
eradication of invasive knotweed infestations, as well d&btnsect, plant pathogens,
and weed pestdn addition, he WSDAprevents the introduction of invasive aquatic
plants through its quarantine and inspection program, and controls other invasive
aguatic plants.

o WDFWregulates pathways and practices thatroduce nonnative animals, classifies
non-native animals and responds to newly found animal invate@ugh its Aquatic
Invasive Species Prevention and Enforcement, and Ballast Water Management
programs.The state ballast water inspection and compliapcegram works to
minimizethe risks associated with hull fouling and ballast water discharges, two
significant pathways for the introduction and spread of marine invasive species. The
state general fund is the primary resource contributor.
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o Washington Sta Noxious Wee&ontrolBoard classifies the threats related to
terrestrial and aquatic plants and works with local weed boards and landowners to
control and eradicate invasive plants infesting private property.

o Washington State Department of Ecolo@e¢bgy) provides technical and financial
assistance to local governments and lake associations to manage and eradicate
freshwater invasive weeds such as Brazilian elodea and Eurasian mmiléalbition, the
902t 238 022 NRA Y I rél&el toth&ES. BnitilonmSrmaiProfedtian2 NI &
 3Sy0eqQa 09t! 0 +S3aSf DSYSNIf tSN¥YAG F2N YI
normal operation of vessels.

0 Washington State Department of Transportation (DOT) controls terrestrial and aquatic
weed species alongthe §taS Q& YI 22 NJ KAIKgl & O2NNAR2NE I &
corridors serve as primary vectors for introduction and spread.

Funding sources for this work includes the Aquatic Invasive Species Prevention and Enforcement
Account, Freshwater Aquatic Alga2 € G N2 f | OO02dzy i adlrasS 3IASySNI € 7
grants.lt is essential to maintain and, in soroases, enhance these base prograReducing
GKSANI OF LI OAGe gAft 2Ly (GKS LGS (2 Fdz2NIKSNI A
economy and eosystem.For example, tunicate managementist funded after FY2042011

9 Cooperation and collaborationt is important to cooperate, collaborate and identify
opportunities to improve coordination, strengthen existing partnerships, and develop new
partnerships across jurisdictional boundaries and levels of government including tribes, and with
non-profit organizations and private businesses, and with neighboring states, regional
organizations, and Canadian entities to enhance public awareness, aigraprs and maximize
limited resources to address common invasive species threats to Puget Sound.

NS NIt¢ SNY ! OGA2Yya

B5.3NTA 1: Invasive Species Baseline Assessmé@&y December 2014, the Invasive Species
Council, in consultation with WSDA, will expand ibaseline assessment to include an
FRRAGAZ2YIE mp 2F GKS /2dzyOAf Q& LINA2NRGE AYL
locations of species, details about management programs, and identifies gaps that
exist.

Performance measuré00% complete by Decembet, 2014

- 25% complete (Sep 30, 2012);
- 31% complete (Dec 31, 2012);
- 38% complete (Mar 31, 2013);
- 44% complete (Jun 30, 2013);
- 44% complete (Sep 30, 2013);
- 56% completéDec 31, 2013);

- 69% complete (Mar 31, 2014);
- 88% complete (Jun 30, 2014);
- 88% comfete (Sep 30, 2014)

A B5.3NTA 2: Invasive Species Early Detection and Monitorifgy June 2014, the Invasive Species
Council, in consultation with WSDA, will develop an early detection and monitoring
program plan for priority invasive species in Puget Sdurfhe Council will coordinate
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the plan and implementation efforts with the Puget Sound Coordinated Ecosystem
Monitoring Program.

Performance measurePlans will be developed for five species. Secure fundiktginh
2013; Issue request for proposiire contractor bylJune2013; Identify existing invasive
species monitoring efforts and protocols used in Puget Soubétsmbef013;

Develop conceptual monitoring plan that identifies targeted species and locations, and
estimated costs to implement bjune2013; Seek funding opportunities to implement
monitoring plan byOctober2014

B5.3 NTA 3 Managing Invasive Speciesl/in Boats and ShipsVDFW will prepare implementable
recommendations for managing invasive species transported on and in theshufll
recreational watercraft and commercial ships.

Performance measur€omplete a management plan with recommendations by June
30, 2015
- Issue request for proposals aselect contractor: June 2012;
- (Qomplete assessment of néndigenous marine specigsPuget Sound:
December 2012;
- Develop/identify standard methods for designating higdk watercraft in Puget
Sound: June 2013;
- Identify BMPs for hwater watercraft cleaning: December 2013;
- ldentify other nonawatercraft biofouling vedairs for future research: 6/30/2014;
- Draft management plan reviewed by stakeholder group and Washington
Invasive Species Council: December 2014

B5.3NTA 4: Ballast Water Treatmen&fectiveness.By June 2015/VDFW will complete an
assessment of and makecommendations to improve the effectiveness of open sea
exchange and treatment in meeting state ballast water standards.

Performance measur€omplete report and make available to resource managers and
the public by June 30, 2015.
- Issue sukaward to Unversity of Washington to analyses samples amticot
data analysis: 12/31/2012
- University competes analysis of archived samples and identifies research gaps:
6/30/2013
- WDFW collects new samples to fill research gaps: 12/31/2013
- Dratft report reviewed bytate Ballast Water Work Group: 12/31/2014

B5.3 NTA5: Zebra/Quagga and New Zealand Mud Snail PlaBg June 2015, WDFW will develop
plans to respond to 1) a potential zebra/quagga mussel invasion in the Puget Sound
Basin and 2) limit the spread of New Zaad mud snails.

Performance measureComplete zebra/quagga mussel invasion management plan by
June 30, 2028omplete plan to limit spread of New Zealand mud snails by June 30,
2015.
- Assess EPA grant opportunities and/or department legislation refprest
project funding: 6/30/2013
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- Secure project funding; and issue contract to prepare management plans;
6/30/2014

- Draft management plans reviewed by Puget Sound Science Panel and
Washington Invasive Species Council: 12/31/2014

Answer key invasive spres research questions and fill information gaps.

Key auestions related to invasive species include: How invaded are Puget Sound terrestrial and aquatic
ecosystems, and mat is the full extent othe problem and level of risk®nswers to these questiortan

be used to develomore targetedresponsestrategies. The aim of this sulstrategy is to provide a

strong scientific basis for managimyasive speciesinderstanding the effects of climate change on the
spread and distribution of invasive speciesdrrestrial and aquatiecosystems, and targeting specific
pathways and species for management. Organizations that will play a role in answering these questions
include Puget Sound Science Panel and Puget Sound Institute.

bSINIE¢SNY ! OlAz2ya

B5.4NTA 1: Environmental and Economic Impact of Invasive SpeciEse Washington Invasive
Species Couril, in consultation with WSDAwill complete a risk assessment to
evaluate the environmental and economic impacts of invasive species in the Puget
Sound marine and earshore ecosystems and incorpo&t & K2 NI td SNY Of A Yl {
considerations.

Performance measur&Vorkgroups will be convened by December 2012. WISC will
revise performance measures to denote the number of pathways that will be considered
by September 2013. Draft pathway analysis bélsubmitted to the Science Panel by
August 2014. Final study will be completed by June 2015.

Emerging Issues arfduture Opportunities

91 Development of biodiversity markets
1 Amitigation bank for protection of prairie habitat
1 Expansion of technical assistaeto support localgvernment efforts to plan and manage for
biodiversity conservation
1 Implemeningthe Washington Biodiversity Council recommendations for a sustainable
leadership strategy by identifying a single state agency or entity to coordinaté Bagad
biodiversity
1 Investigating whether and how invasive responses could be handled n@e2 £ 2 38 Q& ! |j dz &
Invasive Species Management General Permit so there is no delay responding to an early
detection of an invasion
Addinginvasive species preventi protocolsascomponents of JARRAview
Increasing vessel inspections related to ballast water discharges
Implementing recommendations from NS LI NAy 3 F2NJ / fAYFGS / KFy3Sy
Integrated Climate Response Stratedis includes, but wouldot be limited to:
o0 More explicitly incorporating climate change considerations into existing and new
management plans for protecting sensitive and vulnerable species. This could include

= =4 =
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modifying protection and recovery plans to accommodate migrationvelsas longer
term shifts in species range associated with climate change and its effectauld also
include conservation of genetic diversity by protecting diverse populations and genetic
material.

o Conducting and refining species and habitat vedbdity assessments to determine
appropriate management approaches in a changing climate.

o0 More explicitly incorporating climate change considerations for species, habitats and
ecosystem processes into land use, water and other natural resource planming a
regulatory activities.
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Target ViewPacific Herring

Pacific herring are a vital component of the marine ecosystem, and are a key indicator of the overall
health of Puget Sound. Healthy stocks of herring indicate that the food web in Puget Sound is
functioning to provide a prey base for fish, seabirds, and marine mammals; that nearshore and open
water habitats are functioning properly; and that fisheries for bait and other products are available for
Puget Sound residents.

Herring are one of a numbeff emall, schooling fish species caltéorage fiski that are preyed upon by

larger predators for food (other species include surf smelt, Pacific sand lance, and northern anchovy).
The Puget Sound Partnership has focused on Pacific herring as a keylsenfugiet Sound health.

Herring are one of the most abundant forage fish species, and their populations have been tracked since
the 1970s.

Overall, the number of herring in Central and Southern Puget Sound has been relatively stable for the
past 40 yeas. However, the population of one large and important stock of Pacific herring, the Cherry
Point stock in north Puget Sound, has declined by 90 percent since 1973. There are many factors that
may have contributed to this decline, including pollution, oigtihg, changes to the natural shoreline,
parasites, changes in abundance of predators or prey, and disease. Some scientists think the decline
may be part of a natural cycle, related to larggale ecosystem conditions.

Efforts to help the recovery ofh@rry Point herring have been taken, but we have yet to see their
population turn around. More needs to be done to understand the causes of the decline. For herring in
the rest of Puget Sound, appropriate fishery management is important to ensure corndinudtthe
commercial and sport harvest. In addition, we need to protect the water quality and habitats essential
to the welltbeing of all herring populations.

Further, as prey for virtually every large predator in Puget Sound, healthy herring popsipligna
significant role in a healthy food web. Herring are particularly susceptible to some types of toxic
contaminants, such as PAHSs (s&exics in Figh. In addition, levels of some types of contaminants,
ddzOK & t/ . & o0aSsS$sS infisrigstedas thk ghentalsiniogep theyfodd\Bain AfrBm
herring to salmon, birds, seals, orcas, and humans.

The 2020 recovery target for Pacifierring is: to increase the overall amount of spawning herring

throughout Puget Sound to about 19,0000 meeting targets specified for Cherry Point (5,000 tons),
Squaxin Pass (850 tons), and all other stocks (13,500 tons).
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Spawning biomass of Pacific herring stocks in Puget Sound
In tons, 1973-2020
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Source: Washington State Department of Fish and Wildife

The graph represents the tons of adult Patifiring estimated to be in Puget Sound, based on annual surveys. The estimated
number of tons that spawn each year is called the spawning biomass. The herring targets are grouped based on results of

genetic studies that indicate Cherry Point and Squaxin Pass herring stocks are genetically distinct and that all otlder sample
Puget Soud herring stocks are not genetically distinguishable from each other.

The Action Agenda strategies most related to the Pdu#fidng target are:

Protect intact marine ecosystems particularly in sensitive areas and for sensitive species (B3.1)
Implemert species recovery plans in a coordinated way (B5.1)

Effectively prevent, plan foand respond to oil spills (C8.1, C8.2, C8.3)

Implement a coordinated strategy to achieve the 2020 eelgrass recovery target (B2.4)

Clean up contaminated sites within and néauget Sound (C9.2)

=A =4 =4 =4 =4

In the following results chain, or logic model, yellow polygons identify strategies and actions from the
Action Agenda that we believe will contribute significantly towards meeting the target. Arrows to the
blue boxes describe the imtmediate results the strategies and actions are expected to achieve. The
purple boxes show the reduced pressure on the ecosystem that is expected to occur, the green ovals
show the areas of the ecosystem where the change will be observed, and the darksgjuare shows

the recovery targets.
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Puget Sound Recovery -- Pacific Herring Target View
V. June 28, 2012
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[ Cleaning up contaminated sites (C9.2) is also a key strategy for making p rogress toward the Pacific herring target j
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Target View:Orcas

Orca whales are an iconic species of the Pacific Northwest. We are thrilled when we see a killer whale
breaching (jumping) high out of the water or when a resident pod swims majesticallgtatederry.

Orcas also are at the top of the marine food chatheir main diet is Chinook salmon, as well as cod,
herring and other fish species. Therefore, their health is a great indicator of the overall supply and
quality of living organisms in theo@nd.

The orcas in Puget Sound are generally known as southern resident orca whales and are actually a large
extended family, or clan, comprised of three pods: J, K and L pods. They are often seen during the
summer in the protected inshore waters of talish Sea, especially in Haro Strait west of San Juan

Island, the Strait of Juan de Fuca and in Georgia Strait near the Fraser River. Orcas can live as long as 80
to 90 years.

The historic population of southern resident orcas may have numbered ar2@@dahdividuals, but by
mid-2011, the population totaled fewer than 90 whales. Current potential threats to resident orcas
include reduced quantity and quality of food, high levels of environmental contaminants possibly
affecting immune and reproductivegystems, human disturbance (especially boat traffic and noise
disturbance), and the threat of oil spills. Further, there are currently only 17 female orcas capable of
bearing young, and orcas generally wait three to five years between pregnancies. Alsothabe

orcas disappear from the population every year; generally their fates are unknown.

The 2020 target for orcas is, despite these challenges:

1 To increase the number of southern resident orcas to 95 individuals. This would represent a one
percert annual population growth rate from 2010 to 2020.

The Action Agenda strategies most related to the orca target are:

9 Effectively prevent, plan for and respond to oil spills (C8.1, C8.2, C8.3)

1 Prevent, reduce, and control the sources of contaminantermg Puget Sound (C1.4, C1.6,
Cl1.3,C1.1)

1 Implement species recovery in a coordinated way (B5.1

In the following results chain, or logic model, yellow polygons identify strategies and actions from the
Action Agenda that we believe will contribute siigpantly towards meeting the target. Arrows to the

blue boxes describe the intermediate results the strategies and actions are expected to achieve. The
purple boxes show the reduced pressure on the ecosystem that is expected to occur, the green ovals
showthe areas of the ecosystem where the change will be observed, and the dark green square shows
the recovery targets.
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Puget Sound Recovery -- Orca Target View

v. June 28, 2012
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STRATEGIES AND ANBIOO RECOVER
PUGET SOUND TO HEALT

C: REDUCE AND CONITF
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TO PUGET SOUND
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Reduce ad Gontrol the Sources of

Pollution to Puget Sound

Reducing and controlling the sources of pollution to Puget Sound is of paramount importance to the
longterm health of the Puget Sound ecosystem and its residents. Human and animal wastes, fertilizers,
pesticidesand the toxic chemicals that run off pavement during storms and are discharged from
industrial facilities can enter the water and harm aquatic life, and also pose several health and safety
problems to humans. A successful approach to pollutidduget Sound must ensure that toxics in

marine waters and sediments, and in mammals, fish, birds, shellfish and plants, do not harm the
persistence of these species; urban stormwater runoff, as well as agricultural and forest runoff, is
effectively contolled and managed in an integrated way; loadings of toxics, nutrients, and pathogens do
not exceed levels consistent with healthy ecosystem function; shellfish populations are healthy and
abundant; the threat and severity of aipills is minimized; and olegacy of pollution impacts in Puget
Sound are addressed and cleaned up.

This chapter describesne overarching strategies that are essential to reduce and control the sources
of pollution to Puget Sound:

C1c¢ Prevent, educe and controthe source®f toxiccontaminans entering Puget Sound
C2¢ Use a comprehensive approach to manage urban stormwater runoff at the site and
landscape scales

C3¢ Prevent, reduce, and controbgriculturalrunoff;

C4c¢ Prevent, reduce, and control surfangnoff fromforestlands

C5¢ Prevent, reducgand/or eliminate pollution from decentralized wastewater treatment
systems

C6¢ Prevent, reducegand/or eliminate pollution from centralized wastewater systems

C7 ¢ Abundant, healthy shellfish for ecosystem health &mdcommercial, subsistence, and
recreational harvest constient with ecosystem protection;

(8 ¢ Effectively prevent, jgin for, and respond to oil spills;

@ ¢ Address andleanup cumulativewater pollution impacts in Puget Sound

1
T

= =4 =

= =4

1
1

The 2020 ecosystem reeery targets most related to reducing and controlling the sources of pollution
are: freshwater water quality; marine sediment quality; toxics in fish; insects in small streams; dissolved
oxygen in Puget Sound; management ofsitle sewage systems; swinmmgi beaches; shellfish bed

recovery.
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Prevent,Reduce and Controlkhe

Sources of Contaminants Entering
Puget Sound

The Challenge

For decades, humans have released toxic chemicals, nutrients, and pathogens into Puget Sound and its
watersheds through aariety of activities. Concerns about the possible harmful effects of these

O2y il YAyYylyila tSR G2 GKS ONBFiAz2y 2F 2 aKAy3adz2yQa
years before the federal Clean Water Act, as well as the Puget Sound Water Qutidityity in 1985.

While these and other federal and state efforts have been important at addressing threats to water

guality, many sources continue to release contaminants to the water, air, and lands of the Puget Sound
basin.

Contaminants of concermmf Puget Sound include excess nutrients, pathogens, sediments, and toxic
chemicals. Humanaused releases of excess nutrients, pathogens, and sediments can harm aquatic life
and the human uses of fresh and marine waters. A number of toxic chemicalbyusathans (e.qg.,
pesticides, industrial chemicals) are released to the Puget Sound environment where they harm or
threaten harm to biota and humans. Among toxic chemicals, persistent, bioaccumulative, toxic (PBT)
chemicals raise special challenges becdheg remain in the environment for a long time and

accumulate in people and in the food chain. They also can travel long distances and generally move
easily between air, land and water. Prevention is especially important for PBT chemicals, since they can
remain in the environment and continue to harm wildlife. One example is PCBs, which were banned
more than 30 years ago, but remain in the environment and continue to harm wildlife and people. An
effective way to reduce and control problems from all typépollution is to prevent the initial release

of contaminants to the environment.

In 2007, Washington became the first state in the country to ban specific polybrominated diphenyl

ethers (PBDES) because of human health and environmental concerns.rddently, Washington State

Syl OGSR flFga oFlyyAya (KS dzas8 2F oAalLIKSyz2f ! o6.t!10
the use of lead wheel weights to balance tires, and restricting the amount of copper in vehicle brake

pads. Startingin 201%; y dzfF I OG0 dzNBNE 2F OKAf RNBYQad LINRRdzOOa& AY
Ecology if their products contain chemicals on a list of chemicals of high concern to children, under the

/| KAt RNByQa {I TS t NPRdzOGA ' OG o/ {t! 0o

The 2012013 Action Agenda for Puget Sound Reduce and Control the Sources of Pollution to Puget Soiadjel71



PUGET SOUND TOXIGSBSSMENT

In 2011, the Department of Ecology, in coordination with PSP and other organizations, completedyeanulti
study of toxic chemicals in Puget Sound. The 17 chemicals evaluated in this study were selected based ol
threat or known harm to biota, the broad range of conveyance pathways, and the availability of monitoring
These chemicals of concern inclugetals, petroleum, persistent bioaccumulative toxic (PBT) chemicals sucl
PCBs, and contaminants of emerging concern, including endocrine disrupting compounds. Of the 17 chen
only five have been restricted natiemide under the federal Toxics Ssthnces Control Act (TSCA). Additional
contaminants of emerging concern, such as those from pharmaceutical waste, personal care products, ant
pollution, may also be important toxic threats to Puget Sound, although much less is known about tkarezp(
and effects of those contaminants in Puget Sound.

The Puget Sound Toxics Assessment found that:

9 Levels of copper, mercury, PCBs, PBDESs, dioxins and furans, DDT and related compounds, and PAH:
levels in the Puget Sound basin associated ditbumented or potential adverse effects to a variety of
aguatic organisms.

9 Sources of toxics are varied and include vehicles, pesticides, industrial air emissions, combustion emi
and leaching or offjassing of toxics from products in the environrheimdustrial, commercial, and
institutional point sources do not account for the largest releases of toxic chemicals; a variety of diffuse
sources account for the majority of toxic chemical releases.

9 Runoff and leaching from roofing materials appearbé¢ca large source of release of metals

1 Vehiclerelated releasesg from wear of vehicle components, combustion of fuel, and leaks of motor oil ai
fuel ¢ contribute large amounts of a variety of contaminants (e.g., copper, zinc, PAHSs, dioxins and fura

1 Toxic chemicals move into Puget Sound aquatic habitats through numerous pathways, including surfac
runoff, air deposition, discharges from industrial sources and wastewater treatment plants, groundwate
discharges, CSOs, spills, contaminated sedimentsaage with oceanic waters, and biological transport.

9 Surface runoff or stormwater is the primary way that many of the contaminants evaluated in this study
Puget Sound. Runoff from commercial/industrial lands typically has the highest concerdraboie to the
large of forests in the Puget Sound basin, considerable loads of contaminants are delivered to aquatic
environments in runoff from forestovered lands.

9 Atmospheric deposition of contaminants to surface waters is an important loadingvagtfor PBDEs and
some PAHSs.

The assessment concludimt:

9 Priorities for source control actions should focus on copper, PAHSs, bis(ethylhexyl)phthalate, and petrol

9 High priority should be given to implementing control strategies to prevent the imélahse of contaminant:

9 Source control strategies should focus on reducing or treating stormwater inputs, especially identifying
controlling contaminant releases from existing and new developments

9 Source control strategies should be developed arourtthoing contaminant inputs from vehicles

9 Field investigations should be conducted to improve information about runoff and leaching from roofing
materials

For more information see Ecology reports:

1 Assessment of Selected Toxic Chemicals in the Puget Soim@®B@82011 (Publication No. 123-055)

9 Primary Sources of Selected Toxic Chemicals and Quantities Released in the Puget Sd@udRadion No
11-03-024)
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This strategy is focused on sourceduction efforts to keep chemicals and other contaminants from
being used or generated in the Puget Sound region or released to the Puget Sound environment. This
strategy includes reducing and restricting the use of tokemicals, controlling initial releases of
contaminants to the Puget Sound environment, and improving how businesses and other entities use
and manage chemicals and other contaminants through technical assistance, education, inspections,
and targeted enfecement efforts. Other strategies in Priority C deal with efforts to control specific
pathways of delivery, such as wastewater and stormwater pollution, and to clean up areas where
pollution has occurred. For instance, while this strategy includes appesdor reduced releases of
contaminants to wastewater treatment plants, much of what we think of as wastewater controls is
presented in strategies C5 and C6. Similarly, controlling sources contaminants to reduce the levels of
pollution entrained in stormvater and surface runoff is addressed in this strategy but other aspects of
management of urban stormwater and runoff from agricultural and forest lands are presented in
strategies C2, C3, and C4.

Substrategies and actions to reduce the release of coritamts to the Puget Sound environment
include governmental and negovernmental actions tanplement and strengtheauthorities and
programs to prevent chemical releag® the Puget Sound environmerdggopt and implement plans
and control strategies to atfess air pollutant emissions and discharges from vesselsase
compliance with and enforcement of environmental laws and standategelop safer alternatives to
chemicals; and provide education and technical assistance

Climate Change

Climate chage impacts on precipitation timing including seasonal streamflow, more severe winter
flooding, and more frequent and extreme storm events, will likely increase runoff from stormwater.
Preventing, reducingand controlling contaminants before they reachdisand water is important part
of preparing for this increase in runoff.

Contaminant related strategies and actions are generally addresd&eparing for a Changing Climate:

2 aKAy3IGd2y {dFGSQa LyidS3aNI S Rnthefphoriisiiategies ® éetdeey 3 S {
the vulnerability of coastal communities, habitat and species, as well has those to address stormwater
covered in Action Agenda Section C2.

Relationship to Recovery Targets

Preventing the introduction or release of contamina to the water, air, and lands of the Puget Sound

basinis essential to achieving several recovery targets. These inehgiging that by 2020, the levels of

specific toxic chemicals, including PCBs, PDBESs, and polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbonsn@PdtHsj, a
endocrinedisrupting compounds, are below threshold levels in fish tested in Puget Sound; marine

sediments in Puget Sound bays and regions show minimal impacts from toxic chemicals in marine

sediment quality indicators; shellfish beds are restdai@dharvest; and swimming beaches are safe for

swimming (meet standards)lhese strategies also help achieve other recovery targets, including

decreasing the number of impaired freshwater bodies, improving the average benthic invertebrate
indexscoresob n f 26fFyR 61 G§SNBKSRa FTNRBY aFFANE (G2 da3I22RZ
achieve by 2020.
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Local Priorities

South Central Top Priority
1 Keep toxics and excess nutrients out of stormwater runoff and
wastewater.
Strait of Juan de Fuca From 19 Strategic Priorities

1 Toxic Source Reduction Progranisiprove, develop, and implemen
toxics source reduction programs and projects

StillaguamishSnohomish The inportance of controlling toxics has been discussed as potential strate
Watersheds, Island Watershed these three areas.
and Skagit Watershed

C1. Prevent, educe and control the sources of contaminants
entering Puget Sound

Implement and strengthen authorities and programs to prevent toxic chieals from
entering the Puget Sound environment

Based on a priority of EPA Administrator Lisa Jackson, EPA has announced plans to reauthorize TSCA to
NEF2NY YR a0NBy3IidKSy GKS STFSOUA@GSySaa 2F (GKS ylI
environmental agencies from other states, and various NGOs are involved in thediS@Aefforts.

EPA is also implementing a Phthalates Action Plan, which includes issuing rulemakings under TSCA by

2012 to regulate eight phthalatedJIltimately, keeping tgic substances out of our waters will require

more effective federal legislation. Until TSCA and other federal statutes are updated, states need to

continue to address chemicals of concern.

Ecology has a Reducing Toxic Threats initiative that aims tergréhe use of toxic chemicals, assist
businesses to reduce or manage the amount of toxic chemicals that enter the environment, and clean

up toxics that have polluted the air, land, or water. Key focus areas include reducing the use of toxics in
productsand preventing toxics from entering stormwater. In its efforts to reduce and help phase out

PBT chemicals, Ecology develops Chemical Action Plans (CAPs), which identify, characterize, and
evaluate all uses and releases of a specific toxic chemical, andebommend actions to protect

human health and the environment. Past CAPs have addressed lead, mercury, and PBDEs. Ecology
began focusing specifically on PAHs in 2010 as part of the Puget Sound Toxic Loading Study and plans to
complete a CAP for PAHg2012.Results from the Puget Sound loading analysis idewtifyd smoke
creosotetreated lumber and vehicle emissions as the largest sources of PAHs in Puget Sound

These federal and state toxics control programs are complemented by an arrayosf teduction

initiatives of local hazardous waste programs and environmental organizations such as the Washington
Toxics Coalition and People for Puget Sound. These efforts are further discussed in the technical
assistance and education sglrategy below C1.4. To be fully effective, federal, state, and local entities
in the U.S. will also need to collaborate with Environment Canada to address transboundary sources of
toxic contaminants in Puget Sound. This-strategy helps reduce the release of togfemicals to the
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Puget Sound environment by continuing and enhancing programs that prevent the release of chemicals.
FaSR 2y GKS LINA2NAGASE 2F 902t238Qa wSRdzOAy3 ¢2E
Toxics Assessment, the ngarm actions in this sulstrategy focus on preventing pollution that enters
Puget Sound from Bew key sources: vehicles, pesticidasd toxic pollutants in air emissioalso
discussed in C1.3Actions to address pesticide use are covered here and uheéeagricultural runoff
strategy (C3). The Department of Ecology and its partners are specifically focusing in the near term on
addressing chemicals of concern in Puget Sound as evaluated in the Puget Sound toxics assessment.
However, it will also be iportant to better understand and characterize any potential threats to Puget
Sound from contaminants of emerging concern, such as pharmaceuticals, personal care products, and
micro-plastics, and then develop appropriate toxaduction strategies to addreshe most important
problems.

Ongoing Programs

hdSN) GKS ySEG TS¢ eSINaRI 902ft238Qa wSRdzOAy3a ¢2EAOD
reform of TSCA, develop rules by December 1, 2012 to implement the state law relating to brake friction
material, complete and implement the CAP for PAHSs, establish a mercury lamp product stewardship

program, and complete a CAP for PE@Sfluorooctane sulfonatea PBT chemidalKey performance

metrics in evaluating the success of toxics efforts includentimaber and volume of chemicals of high

concern to children replaced with safer alternatives and reduced environmental levels of toxics in fish,

the primary exposure route to humans through consumption. Statewide, Ecology also has an overall

target of redicing the amount of hazardous materials used by 2 percent per year, and a specific target

of collecting or capturing an additional 1,500 pounds of mercury over @iit3. Ecology has been

g NRSR I ¢2EAOA& | YR bdzi NA Sy grand) WHicl providebl®ndingfar ! Q& b |
toxics reduction efforts in Puget Sound. This grant can be used to help implemeriermaactions

identified in the Action Agenda to reduce toxic threats.

Key Ongoing Program Activities

1 By December 1, 2012, Ecology @ilvelop rules to implement the state law relating to limiting
copper used in vehicle brake friction material and will track the pounds/year of copper reduced.
Brake pads and shoes manufactured after January 1, 2015, must not contain asbestos, lead,
cadmiun, mercury, or chrome (VIBrakes manufactured after this date must also be marked to
indicate the amount of copper they contain.

9 The auto shred task force chartered by Ecology will issue its recommendations regarding how to
reduce the amount of toxic @micals present in all shred residue from shredding automobiles
and other metal objects by 2012. In 2013, Ecology will begin implementation of the
recommendations for an all shred residue program to reduce the amount of toxic chemicals in
shred residue.

9 After the completion of the PFOS CAP in 2&k®logy will review the PBT list and prioritize the
next PBTs for CAPs with a myitiar schedule. Ecology will also determine if it is necessary to
revise the PBT Rule to update the list of PBTs. Rulemakinigl e required if revisions are
needed.

NearTerm Actions

C1.1NTA1l: PAH and PFOS Chemical Action Pl&t®logy, working with its partners, will complete
a PAH CAP by 2012 and a CAP for PFOS or all perfluorinated compounds (PFCs) by
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2014, and begirto implement the recommendations from the Plans. (Wood smoke
actions in the PAH CAP will build from the control strategies outlined in the Tacoma
SIP for fine particulates. The PAH CAP may also include recommendations to reduce
PAHs from incomplete comisiion and/or other sources. The PFOS/ PFC CAP will
include an evaluation of safer alternatives and recommendations for reducing use of
PFOS and/or PFCs.)

Performance measur®AH and PFOS or PFC chemical action plans completed or not;
pounds/year of PAFeduced

CL.1NTA2 Mercury Lamp Product StewardshifEcology will establish a mercury lamp product
stewardship program by 2013.

Performance measur@rogram established or not; poungdsryear of mercury
collected

Z» CLINTA3 Fish Consumption Rate&cology will, as soon as possible, establish accurate default
fish consumption rates that are reflective of actual consumption rates of vulnerable
populations who consume fish and shellfish from the Sound at a subsistence level and
children who, by virtueof lower body mass may be disproportionately affected by
toxins in their food supply. Ecology will complete the rulemaking processes for
Sediment Management Standards, incorporating the revised and accurate fish
consumption rate, no later than the end d2013; the water quality rule shall be guided
08 902ft238Qa {SLIISYOSNI HnaiMechriklBupfbrt CA &K / 2y 3
Document and other appropriate relevant information as it becomes available.
Ecology will report to the Leadership Council at legstarterly, beginning in October
2012, on the plan and progress towards adoption of a fish consumption rate.

Performance measur&cology establishes accurate default fish consumption rates as
soon as possible; rulemaking process for Sediment Managenarestls complete by
the end of 2013; reports to the Leadership Council at least quarterly, beginning in
October 2012.

C1.1NTA4 Estimates of Copper in PesticideBhe Washington Department of Agriculture will
work with Ecology to review and refine estiates of the agricultural and non
agricultural release of copper from pesticide use in the Puget Sound basin and publish
a summary report by December 2012. This report is one element as part of a process
to evaluate copper loading in Puget Sound.

Performance measureBy December 2012, WSDA publishes a report describing
opportunities to refine estimates of agricultural and regricultural release of copper

from pesticide use in the Puget Sound basin. This will involve evaluating the 2004 report
completed 6r the San Francisco Bay estuary, reviewing the assumptions used in the
Puget Sound loading study, assessing changes in registration status of copper containing
pesticides, and comparing and contrasting use patterns in Washington and California.
Copper radase information is used to evaluate surface water monitoring data collected

in 2012.
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C1l.1 NTA5: Pesticide Use SurveyBy December 2013, Washington Department of Agriculture, in
partnership with the USDA National Agricultural Statistics Service anordmation
with PSP, will complete survey work and publish a report of refined estimates of
primary releases of copper from neagricultural pesticide use in the Puget Sound
basin. This includes conducting a pesticide use survey of homeowners within the
Puget Sound basin. In addition, WSDA will survey commercial and public applicators
to provide a more complete profile of urban pesticide us&he results will be used to
further refine the estimates for urban pesticide use (including copper compounds) as a
source of toxic chemicals released to the Puget Sound environment This work is one
element as part of a process to evaluate copper loading in Puget Sound.

Performance measur®y November 2012, survey drafted and distributed to 9500
homeowners. Report pdoced by December 2013. Discuss findings and next steps with
the Leadership Council by March 2013. Copper use information is used to evaluate
surface water monitoring data collected in 2012.

C1.1NTA6 Emerging Contaminant€Ecology and PSP will assemliformation on chemicals of
emerging concern, beyond the 17 chemicals of concern in the Puget Sound Toxics
Loading Studies, including PBTs, endocrine disruptors, other chemicals, and
nanotechnology and nanomaterials, and will recommend actions to (1)tbet
understand the threats to Puget Sound and (2) address the highest priority problems.

Performance measureéBy December 2013, Ecology will publish recommendations for
actions to understand and address emerging contaminants.

In addition, actions relatto removal of creosote pilings and derelict vessels are described in B3.

Promote the development and use of safer alternatives to toxic chemicals

Governmentalandno@ 2 @S NY YSy Gt 3INBSY OKSYAAGNE | yRn IANBSY |
for Environment Program help evaluate and promote products and process alternatives that are cost

effective and safer for the environmenGreen chemistryefers tothe design of chemical products and

processes that reduce or eliminate the use or getieraof hazardous substances. Green design or

Design for Environment refers to an approach for designing products or processes that minimizes

negative environmental impacts throughout the life cycle of the product; often this includes replacing

toxic mateial inputs with less toxic or netoxic alternatives. This stgirategy complements the sub

strategies focused on reducing the use of toxic chemicals through regulations, enforcement, technical
assistance, and education by ensuring that safer alternativgoroblem chemicals, formulations, and/or

products are available for businesses and consumers to use.

Ongoing Programs

Activities to support the development and use of safer alternatives to toxic chemicals include developing

new alternatives througlgreen chemistry approaches, conducting assessments of alternatives, and

providing guidance and training to assist organizations with their efforts to find safer alternatives.

902t 23804 wSRdzOAY3 ¢2EAQO ¢ KNBI {dtiesrofated th spirngtbe Kl & A
development of safer alternatives to toxifeg 2011¢13 and beyond, including:
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implement recommendations, including establishing a greemastry center.

1 Guidance Developmeni/ork with certain member states of the Interstate Chemicals
Clearinghouse (IC2) to develop a chemical alternative assessment guidance dodtcotrgy
also plans talevelop a case study portfolio.

1 Alternatives AsessmentPerform an assessment of five chemicals to identify safer alternatives
(if grant funding is received).

f Education and Trainindrain businesses on GreenScrébviersion 1.3a tool to help
businesses to evaluate the toxicity of various chemic#ian staff on a Quick Chemical
Assessment Tool (a tool based upon the GreenScYderevaluate alternatives to toxic
chemicals), and conduct a green chemistry workshop for high school teachers.

Overall, by reducing toxic chemicals in products and jotomg safer alternatives, Ecology aims to
achieve the following statewide, quantitative performance targets:

1 Reduce the annual pounds of hazardous materials used by two percent per year.
9 Collect/capture an additional 1,500 pounds of mercury in FY&o¥20.3.

As part of its Phthalates Action Plan, EPA intends to conduct a Design for Environment and Green

Chemistry alternatives assessment by 2012 to assist with phthalate rulemakings under TSCA and the
identification of safer alternatives.tEl Q& | f a$sBaddfentiivil eSent data onet hazards
associated with the eiglghthalai S& F2dzy R Ay 902f 23&Qa fHildeh 2F OKSYA

Key Ongoing Program Activity

1 The EPA Design for Environment Program will complete an assessnadteriadtives to
commercial uses of phthalatés 2012 as part of its Phthalates Action Pl&y. 2013Ecology
will interpret the data provided\ y°  9phthal@té alternative assessment, as well as other
sources, and recommend alternatig to phthalates in spéic applications Ecology will also
incorporate the information on safer alternatives into its guidance materials and technical
assistance efforts and recommend and take actions to reduce phthalates entering Puget Sound.
Future efforts will incorporatelte recommendations of the Sediment Phthalate Workgroup,
which provided recommendations on sediment recontaminated by phthalates in stormwater.

NearTerm Actions

C1l.2NTA1 Chemical Alternatives AssessmenBy 2013, Ecology will work with the Interstate
Chemicals Clearinghouse (IC2) to develop a guidance document on chemical
alternatives assessment and, depending on funding availability, will complete
assessments of five chemicals to identify safer alternatives.

Performance measur@&raft guidance docuent issued in September 2012

C1.2 NTA 2: Toxics in Roofing MaterialBy 2013, Ecology will establish a task force that will
oversee a study evaluating toxic materials (including toxic metals and, possibly,
phthalates) in roofing materials and recommelstrategies for promoting lesgoxic
alternatives or ways to use materials that minimize releases of toxic materials to
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from manufacturers on the presence of toxic cherals in roofing materials. Using any
data from manufacturers or previously published studies, Ecology will create and
implement a sampling strategy to assess the release of contaminants from different
roofing materials. The task force will use this infoation to develop its
recommendations.

Performance measur&cology will have a draft report of study findings by June 2013.
The Task Force will have recommendations on strategies to promote safer roofing
alternatives by December 2013.

C1l.2NTA3 Green Chemistry Road Magn 2012, Ecology and business, government, and
academic stakeholders will finalize and begin implementing a green chemistry road
map for Washington, including efforts to establish a Washington State green
chemistry center. By 201Ecology will host a green chemistry conference in the
region.

Performance measur&reen chemistry road map developed or not; green chemistry
center established or not; greehamistry conference held or not.

858 Adopt and implement plans and contratrategies to reduce pollutant releases into
Puget Sound from air emissions

One of the ways that toxic chemicals enter Puget Sound is through air emissions. Sources include
vehicle emissions, air emissions from business and industry, and combustiaioamisom wood

stoves and fire places, among others. There are numerous woodstoves contributing to emissions; for
example, in Pierce County, there am®re than 25,000 uncertified stoves in th& quality non

attainment area alone Statewide, Ecologyascompleted close to 9,000 retrofits on school buses and
publicly owned fleet$o reduce diesel emissions, resulting in large gains for public health; however,
private fleets and vehicles are still large contributors to regional air quality isftreste heavy duty

trucks, locomotives, shipand construction equipment all contributarge quantities of soot, PAHSs, ails,
andother toxics to the environmentand much of that ends up washing downstream into Puget Sound.
This sukstrategy focuses on adopg air quality plans and requirements to reduce toxic air emissions,
such as through SIPs to meet stricter National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS), and
implementing the plans to achieve the reductions needed to meet the air quality goals. Ovenglee
term, there is also a need to improve air quality laws, regulations, and guidance to protect public health
and the environment from air toxics.

Ongoing Programs

Air quality requirements will be tightening over the next several years, as EPA adoptsr quality

standards for fine particulates and ozone, and as the boundaries ec&ttaimment areas in Puget

Sound and elsewhere are subsequently redrawn. EPA adopted revised air quality standards for nitrogen
dioxide (N@) and sulfur dioxide (Sin 2010 and is currently reviewing the air quality standards for fine
particulates (PM 2.5). The ozone standard will likely be revised next in 2013. After adopting standards,
EPA designates neattainment areas, which are geographic areas that do nottrtiee standards, and
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then states need to prepare revised SIPs that outline emissions reductions and control strategies needed
to meet the standards.

With the changes in air quality standards over the next several years, the number of nonattainment
areasin Washington is expected to increase from one to four or more. The Tacoma/Pierce County State
SIP for fine particulates is due in 2012, and the necessary regulations will be adopted in 2013. New non
attainment areas for fine particulates are expectedie designated in Washington in 2012, and this will
lead to modeling of particulate emissions and the identification of control strategies by 2014. Additional
monitoring for NQand SQwill begin in 2012, driven by the revised standards. Ecologyois als

continuing its efforts to reduce diesel emissions. Through the state budget process, Ecolsgyunad

$7 million to assist local governments to outfit their diesel equipment with technology that would allow
them to shut down their main engines whitentinuingto keep lights and radidsinctional. Ecology is

also working with fire districts and emergency departments to reduce diesel idling emissions from fire
trucks, emergency vehicles, and aid units.

An important aspect of air quality managementhe region is intefjurisdictional coordination, as

sources of air pollutant emissions come from both within and outside the Puget Sound basin. For
example, the NW AIRQUEST Consortium (Northwest International Air Quality Environmental Science and
Technobgy Consortium), which encompasa¥ashington, Orgon, Idaho, Montana, Alaska, British

Columbia, anddlberta seekdo develop, maintain, and enhance a sound scientific basis for air quality
management decisiomaking in the Pacific Western Region of Ndktherica The SIPs that Ecology
develops for specific neattainment areas within Puget Sound consider the effects of transboundary air
pollution and information from regional data centers such as NW AIRQUEST.

Key Ongoing Program Activities

1 Ecology wiltomplete development of a SIP for the Tacoma/Pierce County air quality non
attainment area for PM 2.5 by 2012, and will adopt the necessary regulations by 2013.

1 Ecology will completa statewideanti-idling regulationby July 1, 2013 tceducepetroleum
emissiongo the air. The regulations would be designedrexuce diesel soot, PAHm:d
greenhouse gasdsom petroleumpowered engines and equipment.

NearTerm Actions

None; work in the neaterm will focus on implementation of ongoing programs.

Provide education and technical assistance to prevent and reduce releases of
pollution.

This sukstrategy involves developing toxic chemical control and nutrient reduction strategies to
encourage homeowners, businesses, and others to adopt behaviorsethate their contribution to
pollution. Numerous government and ngovernmental organizations around Puget Sound have
education and technical assistance programs; these include local stormwater, wastewater, and solid
waste utilities; educational organizans such as Washington S8sant, Washington State University
extension, and other colleges, universities, and schools; anebrafit and communitybased
organizations. Examples of programs that are particularly relevant to toxics reduction include:
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9 Local source control prograris a partnership among Ecology and 25 local government
jurisdictions that focus business technical assistance to prevent stormwater pollution and
improve hazardous waste management practices. Local source control specidfissaia#
businesses stop pollution that could harm Puget Sound.

1 EnviroStardgs aprogram that originated in 1995 in whichdal governmentgn six Puget Sound
counties provide assistance and incentives for sinadinesssto reduce hazardous materials
and waste in orderto protect public health, municipal systems, and the environment

1 People for Puget Soundorks through education and action to protect and restore the land and
waters of the Puget Sound basin. The organization has developed a sedessbigets and
communication resources on toxics threatening Puget Sound.

PSPRStewardship Progranisi K St I NJeda&bk d0d dulfeach effort to help people
understand the threats to the Puget Sound ecosystem and what actions they can take to reduce
toxic contaminants, nutrients, and other pollution into the Sound.

1 STORMStormwater Outreach for Regional Municipalities) is a coalition of more than 60
municipal stormwater permitees in the Puget Sound region. These counties and cities work
collaboratiely to deliver relevant, vetted, coordinated stormwater messages and social
marketing to the region's 4.5 million residents. STORM is a principal partner in the Puget Sound
Starts Here campaign.

1 Puget Sound Starts Heig a partnership of local governmenthe Puget Sound Partnership,
Department of Ecology, and local organizations that are part of the Partnership‘sl&@&ork.

PSSH leverages the combined investments of all these organizatiwi®ovides consistent

public awareness and education messagcross the twelve county Puget Sound region. Using
state of the art communications techniques, it provides a regional communications umbrella to
support and enhance the effectiveness of local stormwater program delivery.

9 Take Back Your Medsagroup d organizations that support a statewide program for safe
return and disposal of unused medicines to reduce access to addictive drugs, prevent
poisonings, and reduce environmental contamination; it has a series of locations such as
pharmacies where media#s can be dropped off.

1 Washington Toxics Coalitioadvocates for policy changes to reduce toxic pollution, promotes
safer alternatives to toxics, and educates people to create a healthy environment. Informational
resources include strategies forreducin EA O& | G LIS2LX $Q&4 K2YSa | yR
products children use.

These and other programs have had success in reducing the use and releases of toxic chemicals to our
environment; however, funding constraints have limited the extent of impletaigon and, therefore,

the results that have been achieved. Several existing EPA grants for PugesBecifid funding can be
used for education and technical assistance; these include grants for work on toxics and nutrients,
watersheds, and public engament and stewardship, with Ecology ahé Partnershigserving as lead
organizations.

Ongoing Programs

902t 238048 wSRdzOAYy3 ¢2EAO ¢KNBFGa LyAlGAFrGAOBS KIa a
relate to education and technical assistanfor the 201113 biennium. Educatierelated objectives

Ay Ot dzRS RSOSt2LIAY3 + a4/ KSYAOLt A Ay 2FaKAy3G2yé NB
G¢2EAO CNBS ¢ALAE LK2YyS tAYyS FyR SYIFAtSZ  AYyONBIlI aAy
AYONBFaAy3 KAGa (G2 902t23eQa I ITFNR2dza 21 adasS IyR
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marketing strategy for sharing pollution prevention success stories. Statewide performance objectives
and activities related to technical assistance ude!:

1
1

f

Document 150,00@ondsin lead, mercury, and cadmium reductions from businesses reporting
via the Toxics Release Inventory (TRI).

Reduce annual pounds of hazardous waste generated overall by 4 percent annually, with a long
term goal of 80 percenttatewide reduction from 1990 levels by 2020.

Through the Local Source Control Partnership, fund local government agencies to conduct 600
small business technical assistance visits per quarter to explain hazardous waste requirements
to small businesses armtevent sources of polluted runoff to Puget Sound and the Spokane
River. (Ecology currently has funding from EPA to support local source control inspections in
the Puget Sound region.) Ecology prepares a biennial progress report on the Local Source
Contiol Program describing program activities and results.

Ecology staff will conduct 520 complianegated technical assistance visits during 2€13 to

help businesses determine how to manage their hazardous wastes and reduce toxics use.
Develop policy guidece on safe hazardous waste management and toxics use reduction for
hospitals, used paint recycling, and auto shred residue.

Create webbased dangerous waste workshop module for business technical assistance.
Receive and review 100 percent (approximaté@yof pollution prevention plans received
annually from businesses and facilities.

Visit or assist 100 percent of pollution prevention planner facilities using or producing waste
containing lead, mercury, or cadmium (about 25 toxic metal visits per gQarte

Conduct 24 detailed technical assistance projects annually and 20 energy assessments.

In addition to these toxics and hazardewaste focused programs, state, tribal, and local agencies and
non-governmental organizations across Puget Sound also édweation and assistance programs that
focus specifically on preventing and reducing water pollution problems, including the following two
ongoing program activities. Additional programs are discussed in other stratedection C.

Key Ongoing Prograrfctivities

T

EPA and Ecology will continue to support and expand the Local Source Control Partnership in
Puget Sound in which local jurisdictions provide education and technical assistance to small
businesses to prevent pollution and reduce sources ofipedl runoff.

Ecology will continue to support site visits and other technical assistance for pollution
prevention planner facilities in the state that use or produce waste containing lead, mercury, or
cadmium to help them to reduce their hazardous wastes

NearTerm Actions

C1l.4 NTA. Landscaper Accreditationthe landscape industry, in cooperation with other

stakeholders, will establish a sustainable landscaper accreditation program to
promote environmentally friendly landscape development and mainter@npractices.
Ecology will support this effort by providing staip funding. The industryed

program will be designed to improve habitat and water quality by reducing the use of
pesticides containing toxic chemicals, reducing the use of fertilizerdu@ng use of
water for irrigation, reducing runoff from landscaped properties, increasing natural
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stormwater filtration, reducing emissions from landscape equipment, and
encouraging the use of native or other plants that provide riparian shade, support
native pollinators, and require less pesticide, fertilizer, and water.

Performance measur®&y December 2013, the organization identified to administer the
accreditation program shall industry representatives will publish a report describing the
program andor next steps in establishing such a program.

Cl1.4NTA2 Environmentally Preferable PurchasinBy 2013, Ecology will work with the new
Washington Department of Enterprise Services to develop environmental opportunity
assessments for@lO contracts; these assessments will identify environmentally
preferable purchases that could help reduce toxic pollution while seeking best value
for the state. Best value includes looking at price, performance, availability and
environmental considerations when developg and awarding contracts.

Performance measure: dzY 6 SNJ 2 F O2YLJX SGSR aSYy@ANRYYSylGl
for Department of Enterprise Services contracts, number of environmentally preferable
purchases completed based on the assessments, pounds ofibazavastes reduced

per year

C1.4 NTA 3: Conduct Local Source Control Business Assistance VBitsluly 2013, local
governments, under contract with Ecology, will conduct at least 5,000 local source
control visits to help small businesses reduce stowvater pollution and improve
hazardous waste management.

Performance measur&lumber of local source control visits completed per.year

Control wastewater and other sources of pollution such as oidaxics from boats
and vessels.

Establishmenof aNo Discharge Zone (NDdng with sufficient and convenient pump out capacity and

an effective outreach and education program will reduce pollution from vessels. The availability of
sewage pumgput stations, the importance of the water body for humhbealth and recreation, and the

desire for more stringent protection of a particular aquatic ecosystem are important considerations in

the designation oNDZdor vessel sewage. Discharge of untreated or partially treated human wastes

from vessels send®xic chemicals as well as pathogens, such as fecal coliform and viruses, into the
water and increases human health risks. Excessive amounts of nutrients from vessel sewage exacerbate
the known nutrient and low dissolved oxygen problems in Puget Sound.

In addition to wastewater management, boats and vessels have the potential, because they are

operated in the marine environment, to be a source of other pollutants to Puget Sound. These include
oils, greases, paints, soaps and trash. Programs like the KZ@ma program, a collaboration between

Puget Soundkeeper Alliance, Northwest Marine Trade Association, EnviroStars Cooperative, Washington
Sea Grant, Ecology, DNR, and the State Parks and Recreation Commission work with marinas to help
boat owners reduceand eliminate all sources of pollution to Puget Sound.

The 2012013 Action Agenda for Puget Sound Reduce and Control the Sources of Pollution to Puget SoRadje183



Ongoing Programs

Using National Estuary Program grant funds, Ecologp@dO2 2 NRAY | S gAGK { Gt

Program to inventory and improve existing puopt facilities, gauge stakeholdsupport, and
determine the geographic scope ofNZ This work will culminate in a draft petition to EPA for the
designation of &DZby fall 2013, with a final petition by the end of 2016. Expected performance
measures include:

1 Improved pumpout capacity
9 Successful designation BDZin Puget Sound
1 Reduction in vessel sewage discharged into Puget Sound

NearTerm Actions

C1.5NTA 1: No Discharge Zone Evaluation and Petitigtology, in collaboration with State Parks
and EPA, will administer gras to fund the development of a petition to EPA to

establish a No Discharge Zone to prohibit recreational and commercial vessels from

discharging sewage in all or parts of Puget Sound.

Performance measur€ompletion of draft elements of anauation byJuly 2012
(Phase Completion of stakeholder outreach, surveys, geographicatitms by July
2013 (Phase lI;ompletion of draft petition to EPA by September 2013.

C1.5NTA 2: PumpOut Station ImprovementsEcology and DOH, with National EstuarsoBram

S t I

ANI YOG FdzyRAY3IAZ gAftt O22NRAYIFGS 6AGK 2 AKAY S

assist in construction, repair and monitoring of purmgut stations to meet
requirements of the NDZ petition.

Performance measureslumber of pumgout stations addedr improved. Amount of
sewage pumped out. Pump out capacity is able to support a NDZ designation.

Cl5WS9: West Sound Pump Out StationBy January 2013, Kitsap Public Health will identify
potential pump out stations and develop needs assessm&ntaddress marine vessel
sewage.

Performance measurd@p be determined.

Increase compliance with and enforcement of environmental laws, regulations, and
permits.

Local, state, and federal programs periodically inspect regulated facilities in PugettS@nsdire

compliance with applicable laws and regulations. These include air emissions control requirements

under the Clean Air Act and the relevant SIP (as discussed in C1.3 above), industrial wastewater

pretreatment requirements under the Clean WateastAdiscussed in C6.1), and hazardous materials and
waste management requirements such as the federal Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA)

and the state Dangerous Waste and Pollution Prevention Plan regulations. Tsisatagy helps
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assure corpliance with environmental laws governing hazardous materials and waste through targeted
enforcement of those laws. Many of the agencies that conduct compliance inspections, as well as some
not-for-profit organizations, also have technical assistance rarog that provide education, training,

and assistance to businesses seeking to prevent pollution and emissions and improve facility operations
(technical assistance efforts are discussed in strategy C1.4).

Ongoing Programs

Ecology has Puget Sousgecifc funding from EPA for work in this area, under the Toxics and Nutrients
grant award. Additional funding could allow Ecology staff to conduct more compliance inspections and
follow-up activities to prevent and reduce toxic releases. Ecology has propuséallowing

performance measures for its hazardous waste compliance program for the next two years (these are
statewide targets):

1 FY2012: Conduct 345 compliance inspections, including 5 treatment, storage, and disposal (TSD)
facilities and 82 large quity hazardous waste generators. Attain a 39.5 percent or less chance
of finding a significant environmental threat during a compliance inspection.

1 FY2013: Conduct 410 compliance inspections, including 5 TSD facilities and 82 large quantity
hazardous was generators. Attain a 37 percent or less chance of finding a significant
environmental threat during a compliance inspection.

1 Respond to and close out 100 percent of hazardwaste related complaints at Washington
facilities (approximately 12@80 comgaints per year).

NearTerm Actions

C16NTA 1: Hazardous Waste, Wastewateand Air Quality Compliance and Enforcement

LYONBIFasS 902ft23eQa KITINR2dza 41 a3S> IyR g1 3
enforcement programs in the Puget Sound.

PerformanceneasureNumber of compliance inspections completed per year, pounds of
hazardous wastes and air pollutants reduced per year, volume of wastewater discharges
reduced per year

C1l.6 NTA2 Compliance for Use of Toxics in Produdiscology will conduct copliance activities
for state laws banning the use of toxic materials (e.g., PBDES) in products, including
taking appropriate enforcement actions against noncompliant products.

Performance measur®y June 30, 2013, Ecology will publish a report on ptoduc
sampling and follow up actions taken.

C1.6 NTA3 Water Quality EnforcementEcology, working with DOH, wilhcrease the capacity for
enforcement, and enforce all regulations pertaining to pathogens and contaminants
that pollute waters of the stateto ensure achievement of approved shellfish growing
water certification.

Performance measureBy 2014 increase the number of inspections.
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Emerging Issues and Future Opportunities

Specific longeterm activitiesto control sources of toxics that werdantified during the Action Agenda
update process include the following:

T

If justified by findings from Puget Sound basin studies of pesticides, WSDA will work with
Ecology and other partners to tailor pesticide management in the Puget Sound basin. A WSDA
decision to adapt the management of pesticides in the Puget Sound basin will consider
information about pesticide use (e.g., uses of copper containing pesticides, homeowner use of
pesticides), refined estimates of pesticide contributions to toxic chertueding, and surface

water monitoring of pesticides.

Ecology will continue to work with EPA and other partners to evaluate, recommend, and
institute additional requirements to address threats posed by air toxics.

Options should be evaluated for expandihg phaseout of copper bottom paint to include

ships over 65 feet in length and/or commercial vessels of various sizes. A work group could be
formed to develop recommendations related to an expanded prage

Other ways that this strategy to reduce theurces of toxic chemicals entering Puget Sound could be
advanced include the following items:

T

Conducting scientific investigations of topics such as chemical causes of endocrine disruption
(apparent as reproductive impairment) in Puget Sound fish, etudf the amount, fate, and
transport of petroleum releases from drips and leaks, and gathering source data for PBT
chemicals that were not included in the Puget Sound Toxics Loading Study.

Exploring the possibility of additional authorities and/or volugtagreements to have the
private sector accept responsibility for product stewardship (e.g., targeting products that
contain chemicals of concern). (Ecology already plans to develop a product stewardship
program for lamps containing mercury.)

Initiating a broadbased effort to investigate additional ways to reduce the release of toxic
contaminants from vehicles and roadways (i.e., are there alternative means of ensuring the
mobility of people and goods that would decrease the loads of toxic chemicatseeldo the
environment?).

Developing a chemical action plan or similar assessment and plan for reducing the use and
releases of halogenated flame retardants. (This would be completed after a CAP on PFCs,
depending on funding availability.)

Addressing theise and application of sewage sludge.
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Redu@ Pressures on the Puget

Sound Ecosystem from Runoff from
the Built Environment

The Challenge

Urban sormwater runoff poses a high risk to the health of Puget Sound by causing two major problems.

First the runoff transports a mixture of pollutantsuch as petroleum products, heavy metdiacteria,
nutrients,and sediments from construction sites, roads, highways, parking lots, |and®ther
developed lands with the following results:

1 Urban sormwater is theleading contributor to water quality pollutiom urban creeks, streams
and riversin the state.

9 Urban stormwater is a significant contributor of toxics to marine sediment, including
contaminated sites undergoing cleanup.

9 Threespecies of salmofChnook, Summer Chum and Steelhead}l bull tout arelisted as
threatenedspecieaunder the federal Endangered Species (&3A)Loss of habitatlue to
stormwater and development is one of the causes.

91 Shellfish harvest at many beaches is restricted ohiiited due to pollution.Sormwater runoff
is often one of the causes.

1 Sormwater causeghe deathof high percentages of healtltpho salmon in Seattle creeks
within hours of the fish entering the creeks before the fish are able to spawn.

1 English sole amore likely to develop cancerous lesiarstheir livers in more urban areas.
Stormwaterpollutantslikely play a role.

1 Although more research is needed, there are some indications that urban stormwater runoff
may contribute to the decline of eelgrassmpgations.

Secondduring the wet winter monthshigh stormwater flowsespecially londasting high flows, can:

1 Cause flooding

1 Damage propertyand

1 Harm and render unusable fish and wildlife habligteroding stream banksgcouring stream
beds andwvidening stream channels, depositing excessive sedinsemt altering natural
streams and wetlands.

In addition, more impervious surface area meéwer opportunities forwater to soak into the ground.
As a resultgroundwaterdrinking water supplies may hoeplenished and streams and wetlands may
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not be rechargedThis can lead to water shortages for people and inadequate stream flows and wetland
water levels for fish and other wildlife.

SALMON RECOVERY

Managing and Reducing StormwaterA Salmon Recovery Plan Prioritynprovement in
water quality is identified in the salmon recovery plan with a call to resolve uncertainty ak
whether the regional water quality actions address the needs of salmon. Volume | identif
general concerns related to stormwater runoff. Waterstadpters for WRIA 8 and WRIA 9
have strategies/actions related to stormwater and water quality. One item that is of partic
interest in WRIA 8 and 9 but also in other watersheds is the issue @fparen mortality of
different species of salmon

Howthese prioritiesare integrated: TheAction Agenda contains more detailed strategies a
actions to addresstormwater runoff in the built environmerthan the Salmon Recovery Pla
While the Action Agenda addresses the general concerns in the RecoverihBlesolution
about the effectiveness of actions still needs to be addressed

A significant amount of the work corgted for the 2011 Action Agenda Update was informed by the
draft Stormwater Vision and Financing Strategy for Puget Sated ask 1: Urban Stormwater Runoff
Preliminary Needs Assessment Technical Memorar{@ctober 2010), and work by a subcommittee of
the Ecosystem Coordination Board focused on stormwater fundhmginteragency team of stormwater
professionals used these foundation documents to suggest the sluifstrategies and neaterm

actions contained in this sectioiihe purpose of th&tormwaer Visionis to suggest comprehensive
actionsand financing strategies that will redupelluted surfacerunoff from urban and ruralandsapes
to Puget Sound.

TheStormwater Needs Assessméighlights (1) the needs for regional local governments tibyfu
implement the municipal NPDES stormwater permit programs and (2) estimated costs to carry out
stormwater retrofits (described below in the sigrategy on existing development). Puget Sound
municipalpermit holdersinvested between $16€170 million in2009 to mplement the municipal

permits. hisfigurerepresents a significant portion of the total they spent on stormwater management.
While state and federal assistance via grants and loans are substantial (in Rie2DEpartment of
Ecology (Ecologg)sbursed $23.5 million for permit assistance andadditional$23.4 million for low
impact development and retrofit projectsthe state and federal portion of total costs pales in
comparison to what local governments spent.

TheEcosystem Coordinatiddoard ECB{ G4 2 N¥ 6 4§ SNJ Cdzy RAy 3 {dzoO0O2YYA(GGSSQ:
recommendations that include the need for greater overall investment in stormwater management in

the region and the need for more financial assistance to local governments, who currently sttbalder

majority of costsCurrent investments in addressing problems caused by existing development through
structural retrofits are not nearly sufficiemtthe cost to retrofit existing development for treatment

alone is estimated to cost, at a minimum,-$8 billion StormwaterNeeds Assessmént.ocal

stormwater utilities in many cases will need to be increased, and local governments need support to
successfully raise local stormwater rates. Concurrently, the level of investment by the state and federal
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governmentmustbe increased significantly to help share the burden of cestthat we can adequately
address the scope of stormwater problems and meet related 2020 ecosystem recovery.targets

In addition to the strategy and sedirategies presented heréhe strategies to reduce land
development pressures (Al, A2, A3, A4, A5, and B1 and 2) plus the toxics control strategies in C1 are
essential to addressing stormwater.

Climate Change

Declining snow pack and loss of natural water storage, changesdippaéon timing including seasonal
streamflow and more severe winter flooding, and more frequent and extreme storm events will likely
strain our stormwater systems and increase the amount of polluted runoff flowing to Puget Sound.
Potential mpacts inclde:

1 Winter flooding could strain the capacity of urban drainage infrastructure and result in more
frequent combined sewer overflows.

9 The intrusion of seawater due to increased melting of polar ice caps coupled with higher storm
surges could damage equimt and strain the capacity of wastewater and stormwater systems.

1 Backflow of water through stormwater pipes could cause localized flooding Hyiograreas.
Drainage of lowying areas will become more difficult and stormwater management may
requireinstallation of tide gates, control works, or pump systems.

To reduce the risk of damage to buildings, transportation systems, and other infrastructunigis

priority overarching response strategy identifiedneparing for a Changing Climate: Wasjton

{GF GS5Qa limAté Bespaihsé Srieghfil 2012) whichdirectly relates to stormwater This

means identifying vulnerable areas and taking proactive steps to reduce risks to infrastructure and
avoiding risks whesdting new infrastructuresupporting local efforts to prepare for coastal flooding and
storm surges and considering climate change impacts when new developments and infrastructure are
sited.

Specific strategies related to stormwater include:

1 Managing water resources in a changiofymate by implementingntegratedwater resources
managementapproaches in highly vulnerable basinsThis includes developing guidance for
whether and how to incorporate project climate information and adaptation actions into
planning, policies and ingement decisions. This will ensure that investments made now are not
increasing future vulnerability and causing unintended consequences.

1 Building the capacityof state, tribal and local governments, watershed/regional groups, water
managers, and commuméts to identify and assess risks and vulnerabilities to climate change
impacts on water. This includes making sure utilities have tools and modeling to integrate
climate impact information into stormwater planning and design.

1 Enhance the preparedness ofansportation, energy and emergency service provides to
respond to more frequent and intense weatheelated emergenciesThis includes early
warning and adjustment of routine maintenance and inspection to prepare for more frequent
and intense storms anddbds.
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The stormwater strategies and actions in the 2®LBet Sound Partnershiction Agenda will need to
be adapted over time to address climatkange effects. This includes infrastructure siting and design, as
well as prioritization criteria

Local Borities

San Juan Islands Tier 1 Strategies
1 Create effective compliance mechanisms for stormwater
1 Implement best management practices to reduce pollution of sou
wastes by residential runoff and neguoint saurces.

Tier 2 Strategies

1 Restore native vegetation, trees, and ground cover.

1 Provide information to landowners about pollutants around the hc
and farm and provide information on proper storage and care.

1 Encourage Low Impact Development for new developnzer
retrofits.

1 Provide information and work with the public regarding Low Impa
Development (LID) so they can implement LID on their own
properties, including farms.

9 Ensure coordination between planning and health departments ol
issuance of septic perits.

1 Implement San Juan Marine Stewardship Area Monitoring Plan,
including the Stormwater Monitoring Plan.

Strait of Juan de Fuca Top Priorities
I Stormwater Management Program Updates and Implementation
(Clallam, Jefferson, Port Angeles, Sequim, and Rmwnsend).

South Central Key theme
To successfully advocate for state and federal funding for stormwater
investments in Puget Sound, there needs to be a more refined assessmel
total need and priorities across the region for retrofits, operation and
maintenance, and source control.

Top Priorities

1 Fund and implement stormwater retrofits, improvements to
operations/maintenance of existing stormwater infrastructure, anc
additional source control measures.

9 Incorporate low impact development (LID) requirents into
stormwater codes and develop and implement LID incentives.

1 Keep toxics and excess nutrients out of stormwater runoff and
wastewater.

South Sound Strategic Initiative: Urban Stormwater/ Runoff
1 Achieve a balance of local, state and federal fagdor full
implementation of NPDES) municipal stormwater permits, stormw
retrofitting and stormwater management on a watershed basis.
1 Work with Eatonville to manage their stormwater and domestic wi
consistent with salmon recovery objectives.
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Hood Canal High Priority
1 HCCC is pursuing a stormwater retrofit program to identify and
prioritize stormwater retrofit opportunities throughout the Hood
Canal watershed.

Sample General Strategies

1 Revise development code to incorporate current stormwater
managment practices, specifically by adopting and incorporating
most current Ecology stormwater manual.

1 Adoption of low impact development (LID) practices to be used a:
first choice to the maximum extent practicable in new developmel
redevelopment, ad retrofitting

1 Retention of natural land cover as the most effective way to preve
stormwater runoff.

West Sound High Priority

1 Adopt and implement the most current stormwater and LID
regulations and design guidance

1 Implement new stormwater program refations that address vestin
and create incentives for developers (upland areas in particular) t
conserve ecosystem function.

1 Implement stormwater and LID Retrofit Plan projects in priority ar
and continue stormwater and LID retrofit planning in otlpeiority
areas.

Whatcom Strategies under development
1 Implement NPDES municipal and industrial permits
I Continue implementing comprehensive stormwater management
plans
I Coordinate and support implementation of education and outreac
plans associated withrban landscapes

Skagit Watershed, Stillaguamish All three areas have discussed the important of implementing NPDES pel

Snohomish Watersheds, Island stormwater retrofits in dense urban areas, and supporting low impact
Watershed development efforts.

Relationship tdRecoveryTargets

The 202Cecosystem recovertarget for runoff from the built environment isative communities of

insects in smabtreamsof wading depth This target was chosen because runoff from the built
environment, also known agrban runoff, directly affects the structure, habitat, and fish and wildlife in
small, wadingdepth lowland streams of Puget Sound. Insects found in these small streams serve as
strong indicators for the relative biological health of Puget Sound freshvgateam systems. If
communities of native insects in these streams are plentiful and diverse, other biological components,
including salmonids, should be healthy as w&lfunctioning, resilient Puget Sound requires lowland
streams that support the salnmids and invertebrates native to this region, as indicated by benthic index
of bioticintegrity (BIBI) scores. The NA S (i & (yl262& %00 pekcéntioEPugedSound lowland
stream drainage areas monitored with baselinédBBscores of 4216 or beter retain theselexcellenf
scores and mean-BlI scores of 30 Puget Sound lowland drainage areas improveftinéo Hood @
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The Puget Sound Stream Benthos, a website developed by officials from the City of Seattle, King County,
Pierce County, Snomish County, and otheqrovidesa database that allows sharing of benthic
macroinvertebrate data among organizations and provides tools for calculating metrics and indices. The
database fulfills thgyoalof storingmacroinvertebrate data in a manner thallows for reliable

comparisons across sites and programs over time.

The stormwater runoff strategies in this section are designed to help achieve the target. In addition,
these strategies help achieve targets Fand development, land use and lanolver, freshwater quality,
shellfish beds, toxics in fish, and marine sediment qualiindly, although more research is needed,
there are some indications that urban stormwater runoff may contribute to the decline of eelgrass
populations.

C2. Use a cmprehensive approach to manage urban
stormwater runoff at the site and landscape scales

Manage urban runoff at the basin and watershed scale

Urban runoff cannot be fully managed at the

site and parcel levels alomgit is also In addition to the sukstrategies listed in this
necessary to managenoff at the broader  saciion, the region must have a robust, effectivi
bas_m and waterghed Sca'?s- Numerous program to regularly monitor and assess the
regional and national studies show that as .
: ) . effects of stormwater runofbn receiving waters
native vegetation and soils are replaced by .
and the effectiveness of best management

rooftops, roadsand other hard surfaces, . X
numerous environmental indicators decline. Practices (BMPs), programs and permit

Local land use decisiofise., location, type requirements in mitigating these effects. The
and intensity of development) directly affect 0Ngoing monitoring and assessment work of th
urban runoff quantity and quality within Stormwater Monitoring Work Group, Washingtc
watersheds. This suftrategy addresses the Stormwater Centeand partners are described ir
need to protect native vegetation, soils, and strategyD4.

high quality habitat; site new development

appropriately and better connect land use

and stormwater management.

1 Protect native vegetation and high quality streamBrotecting native vegetation, soils and high
jdz f AGe KFEoAGEFGS LI NIAOdzE I NI & A yBIdBesthoygh y 3 & G N
actions outlined in sections A and Bquires mapping locations of these streams, and carrying
out strategies to protect the stream3$his involves using tools such as the Puget Sound
Watershed Characterization Project (Watershed Characterization), growtiageaent and
shoreline planning, critical areas and other land development regulations, proposed LID
requirements in municipal National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permits,
stormwater management manuals, land conservation programs, landoincentive programs,
and other measures. More information on strategies and actions related to watershed
characterization is described in strategy Al.1.

1 Site new development appropriatelyNew development needs to be sited appropriately, using
the watershed characterization study, Growth Management Act (GMA), Shoreline Management
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Act (SMA), State Environmental Protection Act (SEPA), and other tools. The Watershed
Characterization, other watershed plans, and, where needed, finer scale analyses caad be us
identify areas most appropriate to protect, develop and restore through structural retrofits,
legacy pollutant removal, and other mean#/heredevelopment is targeted, smart growth
concepts can ensure that compact, mixese, masdransit supporteddevelopment increases.
More information on these issues is in A2, A3 and A4.

9 Better connect land use and stormwater managemeiiand use planning and stormwater
management need to be integrated. Development of watershed plans based on Watershed
Characteization data that integrate land use planning and stormwater management could be
accomplished by either (1) reactivating and funding Clean Water Act (CWA) Section 208 planning
to include major land uses (urban, agricultural/rural, and forestry) and watsurce elements
such as stormwater, combined sewers, wastewater, water supply, reuse arpaneinsources;
or (2) supporting and funding the development of stormwatéans, watershed plans, &vater
Resource Inventory Are@MRIA plans that address thtill spectrum of water resource
elements and land use on a regional basis. The impacts of land use decisions on stormwater
runoff and receiving waters should be evaluated. Regulations should be aligned with watershed
plans, including municipal, industriahd construction NPDES permits, Faoint source control
programs, critical areas ordinances, SMA, SEBAand the GMA if warranted.

Ongoing Programs

Watershed Characterizatiomhe Puget Sound Watershed Characterization (Watershed
Characterization)a collaborative effort between EcologySPandWashington Department of Fish and
Wildlife (Fish and Wildlifé¥ designed to provide local governments with better information to improve
land use planning and resource protectiainthe watershed scaleThe Watershed Characterization is a
regionatscale perspective thativides the Sound geographically into three areas: thmest important

to protect,those most beneficial toestore, and those most suitable for development. It is designed to
describe anulti-scale framework for landse planningThe result§rom the assessmentshouldhelp
guide the protection and restoration of watersheds and the habitats they suppbg.Watershed
Characterization effort includes an outreach componentxplain therole and proper application of
these assessments.

NearTerm Actions

C21NTA1l:  Watershed Based Stormwater Management.o ensure all funds (existing and new)
are used efficiently and effectively, Puget Sound Partnership (PSP) will work with the
ECB tcwommission an evaluation of the feasibility, cost, and effectiveness of
transitioning the existing municipal stormwater jurisdiction by jurisdiction permit
I LILINR F OK dza Ay 3 &3Sy S Maséd muikiNarstoimavateér (2 61 G SNE
management. PSP will wonkith interested parties, particularly Ecology and local
governments, to ensure their perspectives and concerns are addressed and accounted
for when developing the scope of work for their evaluation.

Performance measure: To be determined.

C21NTA 2: Protect Best Remaining Streanising County, in cooperation with agencies populating
the Puget Sound Stream Benthos database, will identify and map remaining streams
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with B-IBI scores of at least 426 and develop an overall strategy and tailored actions
to protect these areas by September 2013.

Performance measuréMap of targeted streams by March 2013; strategies and actions
to protect targeted stream drainages by September 2013.

C2.1 NTA 3: Stormwater System Mappindging County in cooperation withd®logy, local
governments, WSDOT, and Department of Natural Resources, will help improve
dzy RSNARGI YRAY3I YR YIyYylF3aSYSyid 2F GKS NBIA2Y(C
developing protocols, methodology and definitions for stormwater system mapping.
Following canpletion of this work, seek funding to develop a geeferenced
RFdGFolasS 2F (KS {2dzyRQa NB3IdzZ i SRZ Ydzy A OA LI

Performance measur@rotocols, methodology and definitions to guide mapping and
documentation efforts by Ma2013 seek fundig to develop geoeferenced database
by December 2013.

Prevent problems from new development at the sitend subdivision scale

New development at the site and sulivision scale can be a significant source of stormwedtated
problems.Effective management of sediment on construction sites using Best Management Practices
(BMPs) and other tools from the Stormwater Management Manual for Western Washington (or a local,
equivalent manual), inspections, and enforcement (when needed) can preventesaidamd other
contaminants from reaching surface waters, where they can cause harm. Appropriate design, siting,
installation, and maintenance of permanent BMPs is critical to ensure they perform as designed. This
sub-strategy includes federal Clean Watart ACWA) National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
(NPDES) permits for municipalities, state highways, industries, construction sites, and boatyards;
continued transition to low impact development; and ensuring new development outside NPDES
permitted areas uses standards and practices equivalent to those used within permitted areas.

1 Stormwater NPDES Permitederal CWA NPDES permits are in place for municipalities, state
highways, industries, construction sites, and boatyardsNRIDES stormwatgrermits for
western Washingtomust be ssuel, implemened, oversea, compled with, and improvel
over time according to federally established timelinglsinicipal stormwater permits need to
contain requirements for low impact development (LID), monitgriand structural retrofits.
Theneed to bring in additional local governments under municipal permits to cover more land
area of the basishould be evaluated-unding is needefbr municipal permittees to carry out
permit requirementsPermits for federdand tribal lands/facilitiealso need to be&onsistent
with state-issued NPDESormwaterstandards and permitsThestate-approved stormwater
manualsshouldbe updated as neededncluding planning for climate change

1 Low Impact DevelopmentThe reginal transition to low impact development should continue,
Technical guidance and educational materst®uld ontinue tobe developed and revise to
help transition the region to the use atDand othergreen infrastructureapproachesState
approved runoff manuals shouldantinue to refine how these techniques are modeled, sited,
designed and maintaine@uidance to local governments on integrating LID into codes and
standards should also continue. This work includes providing information on projests, c
performance, longevity, maintenance needs, and how best to integrate LID facilities into existing
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drainage systems. Refining and providing incentfee&1Dandother green infrastructure
approachess part of this sukstrategy Local governmentsieed fundingreview of development
proposals, inspections, enforcemenaind maintenance of facilities.

1 Consistent, BasiWide Management of New DevelopmenTo protect and restore resources
and beneficial uses everywhere in the basgncjuding shellfish haest areas and salmon
habitat, ensure that new development outside NPBEESmitted areas includestormwater
managemenstandards and thresholds that are technically equivalent to the Stormwater
Management Manual for Western Washingtdimsure that local@/ernments located outside
NPDE®ermitted areas carry out stormwater management programs that are consistent with
the NPDES municipal stormwater permit for western Washington.

Ongoing Programs

NPDES permit&cology administers NPDES stormwater perfoitsnunicipalities, industries,

construction sitesboatyardsand the Washington State Department of Transportation (WSDOT).

Municipalities with populations over 100,000 are covered by NPDES Phase | permits. In Puget Sound,

this includes King, Pierce aBttiohomish counties and the cities of Seattle and Tacoma. Municipalities

with populations under 100,000 located in urbanized aressdefined by U.S. EPA rule® covered

under Phase Il permitén 2012, there were 76 local governments in Puget Sourdreal by the

western Washington Phase Il permit. An NPDES municipal stormwater permit also exists that covers
2{5h¢Qa GNIYALRNIFGAZ2Y FI OAf A (EdoBgy mdgimtainkthey (G KS t KI &
Stormwater Management Manual for western WashingttheNBS 3A 2y Qa A0 2NX g+ SN G SO
which contains minimunnequirements technical standards and best management practices for new

and raedevelopmentprojects Ecology also issues and oversees NPDES permits for construction sites,
industries, and batyards.

In 2009, the state legislatumdirected Ecology to work with stakeholdersestablisha stormwater

technical resources center. The Washington Stormwater Center, jointly managed by Washington State
University (WSU) Extension, the City of Puyalind the University of Washington (UW), Tacoma Urban
Waters will providdgechnical assistance to municipal and industrial stormwa&tBDE$ermit holders,
educationand training research and monitoring of LID practices, and review and approval of new
stormwater BMPs.

Low Impact Developmen®roviding the right tools to transition the region to the use of LID techniques

is key. WSExtensiort YR t {t X gAGK KStLI FNRBY NBIA2Yylf LINBFS
2y [ L5 GKS ay0O5 aB9Pdz/fhOF2NDUz#AzZRB(G {2dzyRdé 2 { ! 9
professional training and certificate programs. Seattle and other local governments have developed
guidance, educational materials, and checklists for ongoing maintenance of systems. PSP pgndevelo
GLYGSANI GAY3 [L5 Ayid2 [20Ft [/ 2RSay ! DdzARSo0221 ¥F2
into their codes and standards. Ecology plans to provide new standards and training on maintenance of
systems. Many local governments, developans builders, and consulting engineers provide leadership

by designing and building innovative LID projects.

aa
Ed

Key Ongoing Program Activities

1 Ecology reissues updated municipal NPDES stormwater permits for western Washington and an
updatedSiormwater Management Manual for Véstern Washingtoiy July 2012.
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1 WSU Extension and PSP reissue the updaliedrechnical Guidance Manual for Puget Saynd
July 2012
1 PSP issues tHategrating LID into Local Codgsidebook by July 2012.

NearTerm Actions

C22NTAL:

C22NTAZ2:

C22NTA 3:

C22NTA 4:

C2.2 SJI 3:

NPDES Municipal PermitEcology will issue municipal permits for western
Washington and provide financial assistance to permittees for implementation,
particularly for code changes, stormwater system mapping, operations and
maintenance, inspections andnforcement. This will require additional resources to
Ecology for permit oversight, technical assistance, and enforcement. Ecology will
provide incentives to NPDES permittees who, by interlocal agreement, lead or carry
out regional or watershed scale NFL3 implementation.

Performance measureéReissued, improved municipal permits by July 2012; additional
resources to Ecology by July 2013; financial assistance provided to permittees by
December 2013; incentives provided to permittees for regional implietien by
December 2013.

Stormwater Treatment StandardsEcology will evaluate under which circumstances
(i.e., for which pollutants, from which land uses) discharges to Puget Sound should be
required to provide treatment beyond sediment raoval (i.e., TSS removal) to help
meet 2020 recovery targets.

Performance measurdgvaluation with supporting documentation by March 2014

Stormwater Management Outside Permitted Areag&cology, in coordination with the
state Department ¢ Health, will identify two high priority shellfish growing areas
degraded by urban stormwater discharges and work with local governments and other
key parties to reduce these impacts to the areas.

Performance measuréireas identified by September 2QB3sistance provided to nen
permitted local governments by December 2012; documentation of reduced impacts by
March 2014 and at conclusion of projects.

New Development Under Earlier Stormwater Prograniscology will initiate a process
to assess projected implications and impacts of current state law concerning the level
of stormwater control from new development approved under earlier stormwater
programs.

Performance measurdRFP issued by August 2012; project lead awarded and project
leadto develop new milestones to deliver a report on projected implications and impacts
by at leastDecember 2012.

SJ Improve $rmwater Permit ReviewSan Juan County Community Development
and Planning Department (CDPD) and the Town of Fridaybor will improve the
stormwater permit review process with pralisturbance site review and followip site
visits at 50percentof properties permitted between 2012015.
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Performance measur@re-disturbance site review and folleup site visits at 50%f
properties permitted between 2012015

C2.2 STRT 5: Straits Stormwater Management ProgramStormwater Management Program
Updates and Implementation (Clallam, Jefferson, Port Angeles, Sequim, and Port
Townsend)

a. City of Port Townsend Stormwater Magement Plan

b. City of Sequim Stormwater Management Plan

c. City of Port Angeles CSO reduction

d. City of Port Angeles NPDES Stormwater Management Program implementation
e. Jefferson County Public Education Plan implementation

f. Jefferson County low imact development and BMP staff training

g. Jefferson County low impact development and BMP training for development
community

h. Clallam County stormwater technical assistance

i. Clallam County outreach and education

j. Clallam County stormwater monitoringnd data analysis

k. Clallam County stormwater management staff training

I. Clallam County land use analysis

m. Clallam County Stormwater Management Plan

n. Speaker forum on reducing stormwater impacts from roads

Performance measurédoption of LID inceéives and ordinances by all 5 Strait Action
Area local jurisdictions; Alternative Option: Initiate or complete 25% of the new Priority
Actions identified by the Strait ERN for the Sthaition Area

Fix problems caused by existing development

Most development within the Puget Sound basin was built prior to the use of local and state stormwater
manuals that require management of stormwater discharges. This development, unless already

retrofitted, may be presumed to be discharging untreated or utrdated stormwater, and inadequate
management of high flows. Stormwater discharges from existing development can be mitigated through

a variety of means: Structural retrofits, regular and enhanced maintenance to remove legacy pollutant

loads, and/orrede8 f 2 LIYSy (i L2t AO0ASad ¢KS a! Nblky {d2NX¥gF G§SNI
¢t SOKYAOIt aSY2NlyRdzYé 6hOi206SNI HAaMAn0I AY | adzNBSe
was highly effective: 234,000 tons of total solids were removed in 2009. Tabdged to be due to

GLI ald dzy RSNFdzy RSR YIAYyilaSylryO0Sé 2F adG2N¥ol SN aeald
conservatively, an estimated §B85.6 billion is needed to upgrade existing stormwater systems within

municipal permit areas for treatment. ThELJ2 NI &Gl 6S&8 GKF G GLINA2NARGAT I GA:
Ayo@SaayYSyid NBIJANBRO YR GKIFG aF OOStESNYGA2Yy 2F GK
AYy@SaiGAaraaAz2y StSYSyida 2F GKSX LISNYAOG LINMRINIYI AY
NEGONRBFAGAS A& NBuategy Mduger Sxihgproblénis irdin efisting development

through structural retrofits; ongoing regular maintenance and enhanced maintenance; and

redevelopment policies and activities.
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9 Structural Retrofit Overtime, existing development needs to lpgraded, as needed, with
flow control and treatment techniquethat contribute towardaneeting 2020 ecosystem
recovery targetsStructural retrofits shoulddcus on areas that would benefit most, and assess
whether structural upgrades or other meaifs.g., source control, maintenanoe)ll achieve
objectives.This work should includesaesg thelevel of effort needed (i.e., number of
projects and acres retrofitted) to meet goaksdequate, new funding will be nded toensure
significant progress is made.

1 Maintenance Stormwater pollution prevention plans must be carried out alictormwater
systemaeed to beregularly inspected and maintained to function to engineering design
standardsRemoving legacy loadi®m portions of the systems needs to be assessed and carried
out, buildingzy / Ade 2F ¢ O2Yl Q& a i dekhnicalayid fiNdBcvaR @1 £ 2 F
assistanceshould be providedo local governments.

1 RedevelopmentEnsure that redevelopment policden stateapproved stormwater manuals
and permitsare fully implemented and bring about improvements to runoff from existing
development. Revise policies as needed as one tool to upgrade stormwater controls on existing
development.

Ongoing Programs

Retofit: Local governments in Puget Sound run capital improvement programs and, as funding becomes
available, undertake projects to improve their stormwater systems. While flood prevention and property
protection are most often targeted, many programs andjpcts also address water quality, fish habitat,

and discharges to shellfish harvest areas. Municipal phase | permit holders are required to run structural
stormwater programs that include construction of new and improvements to existing facilities.

Themunicipal NPDES permits require that existing stormwater systems be upgraded when certain
GKNBaAK2ft Ra I NB NBIOKSR Rdz2NAYy3I | NBRS@St2LIYSyd LN
2LIR NI dzyAGeé (G2 AYLINRODS SEAAGRecHEedratediy g 4§ SNI Ay F NI

redevelopment within the basin is fairly low.

Maintenance Local governments, industries, and boatyards regularly maintain their permanent BMPs
according to permit requirements and to ensure they continue to perform as designedeghiar,
systematic, ongoing maintenance is critical to the functioning of systems, since unmaintained
stormwater infrastructure can actually export pollutants.

Several local governments, such as the City of Tacoma, have undertaken enhanced maintenance
adivities to remove legacy (orlol§S A A RAY 30 LRt f dziyda FNRY GKSAN aea
be highly effective at removing large amounts of pollutants in a-effsttive manner.

NearTerm Actions

C23NTAL: Stormwater Retrofit ProjectsEcology will lead a process to identify high priority
retrofit projects that will contribute to the recovery of Puget Sound and complete
conceptual design to a stage sufficient to seek project implementation funding. The
work will build on retrofit prioritization work by WSDOT, King County and others, and
will be replicable in other urban and suburban areas around the Sound.
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Performance measurdRFP issued by August 2012; new regional stormwater retrofit
prioritization process and list of projects by Bmaber 2013.

C23NTA2: Map, Prioritize and Restore Degraded Streantsing County, in cooperation with
agencies populating the Puget Sound Stream Benthos database, will identify and map
AGNBIY RNI AYI-BlSéoress and develdps b pribidid list, strategies and
actions to improve scores of 30 of these streams.

Performance measurevlap of targeted drainages by March 2013; prioritized list for
restoration and strategies, actions, and budgets by September 2013.

C23NTA3: Legacy Pollutat Removal Ecology, in cooperation with local governments, will
provide guidance and financial assistance to local governments to help them remove
legacy pollutant loads from their stormwater systems.

Performance measureShared guidance; financial &stance to permittees by December
2013.

C2.3HC4: HCCC Stormwater Retrofit ProgratrdCCC will develop the Hood Canal Regional
Stormwater Retrofit Plan to coordinate stormwater and low impact development
retrofit efforts on a regional scale. Stormwateeetrofit and LID practices improve
water quality, help protect shellfish beds, decrease flooding risks and increase aquifer
recharge

Performance measur@&y the end of 204a list of prioritized stormwater retrofit
projects will be available to deterndrfeasibility for implementation

C2.3WS5: West Sound Stormwater Retrofit Project®8y December 2015, Kitsap County Surface
and Stormwater Management Program, in coordination with jurisdictions and other
partners, will design and construct high priorityetrofit projects treating 10 acres of
pollution generating impervious surfaces.

Performance measur&y December 2015 tre&0 acres of impervious surface.

@727 Control sources of pollutants

Stormwaterrunoff from urban and rural areais a significat sourceof toxics, nutrients, and pathoges
deliveredto Puget SoundEven small concentrations of polluted runoéin beharmful tofish and other
aquatic life)

Proper control and treatment of this stormwater, as discussed in earlier strategieactiods, is critical

to Puget Sound recovery. It also is important to reduce the amount of contamination that becomes
caught up in the stormwater stream. Many pollutants, such as dissolved metals, are very expensive and
difficult to remove from the storwater stream through treatment BMPs. Other pollutants, like

pathogens, are commonly found in stormwater, and, like other pollutants, cause problems in receiving
waters. It is far more cosgffective to minimize the introduction of pollutants to stormwatdat to rely

only on stormwater flow control and treatment. This ssiibategy includes on local pollution and control
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programs; inspections, technical assistance, and enforcement; and development and implementation of
total maximum daily loads (TMDLS).

9 Local Pollution and Control Program&ocal programs should be developed and implemented
to identify, trackand control/eliminatesources of stormwaterelated pollutantsLocal
governments need guidance andgoing financial assistante carry out this wak. In addition,
pollution identification and correction programs are discussed more fully in C.9.4.

1 Inspections, Technical Assistan@and EnforcementNeeded work includesacrying out
periodic inspections of businessasd industriesvith high likelihad of discharging pollutants of
concern, workng with property owners & operators tase best management practices to
reduce discharges, andingtechnical assistance, incentives and enforcement to achieve
compliance.Information from local pollution idetification efforts, watershed plans, and
regional monitoring activitieshould be used tadentify pollutant hotspots/areas to restore.

Local governments need guidanaegoing financial assistante carry out this workin
addition, strategies and acti@related to source control of toxics are discussed in Strategy C.1.

1 TMDLsWater quality implementation plans to eliminate impairments to water quality from
stormwater discharges need to be developed and implemented. TMDLSs need to contain
monitoring, andfollow up work should be conducted to ensure plans are achieving goals. Local
governments need guidance andgoing financial assistante carry out this workln addition,
strategies and actions related to TMDLs are described more full.1n

OngoingPrograms

Local governments carry out source control actions through their illicit discharge detection and
elimination programs (a requirement in all NPDES municipal permits). These programs can be effective
tools to identify and address sources of illedescharges to stormwater systems. In addition, NPDES
phase | permit holders are required to run source control programs, wi@infHead to reductions in
pollutants running off properties through site visits, assistance, and enforcement (when needed).

Nea-Term Actions
C24NTA 1: Compliance Assurance Prograifacology and local governments will increase

inspection, technical assistance, and enforcement programs for Figlority
businesses and at construction sites.

Performance measurdncreased nuter of inspections, technical assistance, and
enforcement activities by December 2012

C24NTA 2: Vehicle Leak Detection Prograrding County, in cooperation with Seattle, WSDOT,
the STORM advisory committee, and PSP will lead a regional discussidevielop
options and recommendations for a new program to inspect and eliminate privately
owned vehicle drips and leaks by June 2014. This work builds on the related work of
existing grants to STORM and Seattle on vehicle leaks and drips.

Performance measa: By September 2012 convene first forum. By December 2013,
convene up to three additional forums and use information from the STORM and Seattle
grant-funded efforts to identify opportunities, challenges, options and
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recommendations. By June 2014, compkerecommendation report for policy changes,
public education and behavior change campaigns, and funding needs, and present
recommendation report to the ECB, Science Panel, and Leadership Council for
consideration. By September 2014, based on feedbacktfre ECB and Leadership
Council, PSP will work with regional partners to identify a lead for next steps and
measures

C2.4 SJI5:  SJl Coordinated Best Management PracticBan Juan County Public Works will

convene Community Development and Planning egmnent (CDPD), Department of

Health and Community Services (DHCS), and the San Juan Islands Conservation District
(CD) to identify and coordinate best management practices for stormwaterssie

septic systems, and animal wastes with community particifat by 2013.

Performance measur€DPD, DHCS, CD, and the Town of Friday Harbor will publicize
information by the second quarter of 2014 at the DHCS, CDPD, and Town permit
counters and associated websites, with a goal to target 100% of applicants egdte
2014. San Juan County will provide for identified best management practices in County
Code by 2014.

C2.4 SJlI6: SJI Stormwater MonitoringSan Juan County Public Works Stormwater Utility will lead

and work jointly with the Stormwater Committeethe Water Resources Committee,
the Marine Resources Committee, and the Town of Friday Harbor to implement an
annual strategic monitoring plan by 2013 to measure levels of fecals, heavy metals,
POPs, and PAHSs in priority basins.

Performance measurdn the first year postmplementation, monitor 100% of priority
basins, with monitoring actions ongoing after 2014.

Provide focused stormwaterelated education, training, and assistance

Cities and countierely ona variety ofeducation trainingandtechnical and financial assistance
resources to deliveeffective local stormwatemanagemeniprograms. Byroviding these resources, in
addition developing supplementaguidance and model ordinances, stormwater can be more
effectively managed throughouhe region.

Focused information, educatigmnd training on stormwatespecific issueshould be providedor
multiple audiences:

)l
T

Citizens (especially homeownerdnportance of problemsources of contaminantsnd effects
their role in helping to sek problems.

Legislators and elected officialsssuesfunding needsresults of significant studies and reparts
product bans & phaseuts.

Local government staffTraining on permit activitiesncludinginspections and maintenance,
source controlspil response, andlID implementation.

BusinessesSource control trainindyest management practices, proper material disposal, and
other technical assistance.
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A variety of techniques, such as sharing of science and research, social marketing, pigoriizasues
and contaminants, media with vetted messages, proven BMPs and program strategies, classes, and
training workshops should be used.

Support for and participation iRuget Sound Starts Here (PSSTORM and other regionalograms
designed tdacilitate coordination and implementation of municipal stormwapeiblic education &
stewardshipprograms should be encouragediransportationirelated topicsneed to be included in this
effort.

Ongoing Programs

The PartnershipEcology, local governmentVashington Sea Grant, WSU Extensama, norprofit
organizationgarry out a broad stormwaterfocused behavior change campaigimese programs
emphasize problems, sources, solutions and roles, funding needs, and stormwater management on
residential prperties

Puget Sound Starts Heiis a partnership of local governments, PSP, Ecology, and local organizations
thatare partofi KS t | NIEGEBI&tEoRK APEEHIeverages the combined investments of all these
organizations and provides consistent paldivareness and education messages across the twelve
county Puget Sound region. Using stafethe-art communications techniques, it provides a regional
communications umbrella to support and enhance the effectiveness of local stormwater program
delivery.

The Washington Stormwater Centserves as a central resource for integratdldDES education,
permit technical assistance, stormwater management and new technology research, development, and
evaluation.

NearTerm Actions

C25NTA 1: LID Training andéitification. Ecology will provide focused training for local
government staff on LID project review, and inspections and approvals, as well as to
local government staff and private sector on maintenance. Develop new professional
certification for stormwater maintenance specialists. Provide business staff and
contractors with training on source control, spill recognition, spill response, and
erosion control.

Performance measurd?rovide stormwaterelated training by June 30, 2013 and follow
up training gportunities by June 30 2014.

In addition, actions related to stormwatdocused education are described in.D7

C25NTA 2: Education for the Next Generation of Stormwater Professiondlie Tulalip Tribes will
develop a neaiterm planto provide sustinable water resource management
academic curriculum in all Puget Sound counties fiaiure stormwater professionals
that is inclusive of tribal treaty rights, history and civics, aethphasizes continuing
improvements in stormwater management in the coext of the larger issues of
sustainable water resource management and climate change.
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Performance measur&BD

C25WS 4: West Sound LID Trainin@y December 2014, Kitsap County Surface and Stormwater
Management Prograng with direct assistance fronand close coordination with other
stormwater utilities and agencies in the Countywill provide training for 80% of LID
professionals in Kitsap County, including plan review staff, designers, installers,
inspection, and maintenance staff.

Performance masure:Training for 80% of LID professionals in Kitsap County by
December 2014

Emerging Issueand Future Opportunities

1 More explicitly incorporate climate change information astate climate adaptation strategies
into Puget Sound stormwater strategi€ghis includes downscaled climate projections for
streamflows, sea level rise and salt water intrusion, as well as consideration of extreme weather
events for planning, designing and siting stormwater infrastructure. Examples include
prioritization critaia for retrofits and adaptation of basiscale hydrologic models.

T Additional local governments should be evaluated for coverage to bring more land area
under theNPDES permits over time.

T Providing LID training at colleges.
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Target Viewlnsects in Smalbtreams

Runoff from developed lands and clearing of trees along waterways can harm the health of small

streams that support salmon, other aquatic life, and wildlife. Water insects (benthic

macroinvertebrates) are an indicator of biological health oéatn systems, and a common method for

guantifying this indicator is the Benthic Index of Biotic Integrity8B, which produces a numerical

@rtdzS G2 AYRAOFGS F aidNBFYQa SO02t23A01t O2yRAGAZ2Y

The 2020 recovery target related to urban runoff is for 10@pat of Puget Sound lowland stream

drainage areas monitored with baselind® scoresof 42 ¢ 2NJ 0 SGGUSNI (12 NBGFAY (K¢
andmeanB. . L 402NBa 2F on tdASG {2dzyR t2¢tFyR RNIAYLl 3
informationon the BIBI scoring system is available la¢ tPuget Sound stream benthos website
(www.pugetsoundstreambenthos.oygan ongoing project tetore and analyze data from

macroinvertebrate sampling progmes. Soundwide results have not been reported, but King County

RFEGlI aK2g¢g GKIFG o2dzi o1 LISNOSyd 2F airidsSa NB Nras
NI SR aFFANE 2NJ aLR2NWE

The Action Agenda strategies most related to achieving the sggdarget for urban runoff are:

9 Provide infrastructure and incentives to accommodate new ardeneelopment within
urban growth areas (A4.2)

I Use a comprehensive approach to manage urban stormwater runoff at the site and
landscape scales (C2.1, C2.2, 0225)

1 Prevent, reduce, and control the sources of contaminants entering Puget Sound (C1.2, C1.4,
C1.6)

f LYLX SYSy(d KAIK LINA2NRGE LINRP2SO0a ABSBYUATFASR
work plan (A6.1)

1 Prevent, reduce, and control agricultural ruh¢€3.1, C3.2)

1 Prevent, reduce, and contrslurface runoff from forest lands (C4.1, C4.2)

In the followingresults chain, or logic model, yellow polygons identify strategiessabetrategies from

the Action Agenda that we believe will contribute sigraihtly towards meeting the target. Arrows to

the blue boxes describe the intermediate results the strategies and actions are expected to achieve. The
purple boxes show the reduced pressure on the ecosystem that is expected to occur, the green ovals
showthe areas of the ecosystem where the change will be observed, and the dark green square shows
the recovery target.
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Puget Sound Recovery -- Insects in Small Streams Target View
v. June 29, 2012
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Prevent, Reduce, and Control

Agricultural Runoff

The Challenge

Improperly managed surface water runoff from farms can convey a varigigliutants to groundwater

and Puget Sound. These pollutants include sediment, pathogens, pesticides and other chemicals, and
excess nutrients. Nutrients can pose particular risks because they can support and enhance production
and accumulation of alghlooms. As the algae die and decompose, they deplete the water of available
oxygen, contributing to the death of aquatic organisms, such as fish and shellfish. In Puget Sound, inlets
with few freshwater inputs and deep basins that have limited exchantiesurrounding waters such as
South Puget Sound and Hood Canal are particularly vulnerable. Excess nutrients can also contaminate
drinking water from both surface and groundwater sources.

Agricultural and rural areas constitute about-38 percentof the Puget Sound, these lands include
commercial agriculture, small farms, and rural development and they can produce significant sediment,
nutrient, pathogenic, and chemical loads to stormwater through-poimt sources. Strategies in this

area seek to prade both incentives and tools to farmers to help them apply best management
practices to improve the quality of surface water runoff, while ensuring that working farmland can be
maintained and agriculture in the Puget Sound remains economically viabtécuRaly challenging are

the large number of small acreage farms. These farms typically contain small numbers of animals,
including cows, horses, sheep, or goats. Wastes from these animals, if not properly managed can be a
significant source of pollutedunoff. Small agricultural operations such as those found in many areas of
Puget Sound may not meet eligibility requirements for federal incentive programs.

Maintenance of agricultural land also is critical. Strategies and actions oriented towardstfmotand
stewardship of ecologically sensitive rural and resource lands and maintaining the vibrancy of
agriculture are discussed in A3.3.

Climate Change

Declining snow pack and loss of natural water storage, changes in precipitation timing may likely

exacerbate runoff concerns from agricultural lands. A high priority overarching response strategy

identifiedint NBLJI NAYy3 F2NJ I / KFEy3Aay3d /fAYFOASY 2FaKAy3azy
(April 2012directly relates to runoff:

1 Safeguard 8h and wildlife and protect critical ecosystem services that support human and
natural systems.This includes reducing existing stresses on fish, wildlife, plants, and
ecosystems. Reducing polluted runoff improves water quality and aquatic habitatbthere
increasing the resilience of aquatic species to additional stresses from climate change.
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Implementing the agricultural runoff strategy in the Action Agenda helps prepare for climate change.

SALMON RECOVERY

Agricultural Runoff¢ A Salmon Recovery PlaPriority: As described in Action Agenda Sectic
C2,improvementin water quality is identified in the salmon recovery plan with a call to res
uncertainty about whether the regional water quality actions address the needs of salmor
Volume | identifies general concerns related to stormwater ruriddveral watershed chaptel
specifically mention rural runoff from areas such as agricultural landseding to be
addressed.

How these priorities are integratedThe Action Agenda contains more detailed strategies ¢
actions to addreseural runoff than the Salmon Recovery Plafore work is needed to addre:
rural runoff priorities asidentified in the specific watershed chapters addition,the
resolution about the effectiveness of actions still needs to be addressed.

Relationship to Recovery Target

Reducing pollution from agricultural lantspart of the overall effort t@chieve recovery targets for
freshwater quality, shellfish bed recovery, freshwater aquatic habitat, swimming beaches, dissolved
oxygen in marine waters, eelgrass recovery, araline sediment quality

Local Priorities

Controlling and managing agricultural runoff is generally identified as important in the Skagit and
StillaguamiskSnohomish Watersheds. Both areas note the importance of working cooperatively with
the farming ommunity.

C3 Prevent, reduce, and controlgxicultural runoff

Target voluntary and incentivdased programs that help working farms ctibute to
Puget Sound recovery

Numerous programs, guidelines and technical assistance opportunities ekisliptéarmers identify
potential pollution impacts from farming activities and implement best management practices to
reduce, control or eliminate pollution.

For example, Conservation Districts (CD) and local United States Department of Agriculture (USDA
Natural Resource Conservation Service (NRCS) offices currently work with farmers to develop voluntary
Farm Management Plans (farm plan). A farm plan identifies the resources on the property and the
possible impacts to those resources from agricultucgivities, identifies the practices the landowner
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can undertake to correct these impacts, and identifies the state or federal funding programs the
landowner may apply for in order to help implement the practices. If the landowner chooses to
implement the pactices consistent with the plan, the landowner will address the resource impacts. The
practices a landowner might undertake include streamside fencing, manure composting, pasture
renovation, and weed management techniques. The planning evaluates sd#icgharacteristics such

as the size of the farm, types of soil, slope of the land, proximity to streams or water bodies, types of
livestock, or crops, resources such as machinery or buildings, and available finances. Once the farmer
decides what chares he or she wants to make on their property, they work with the local Farm Planner
to set a tentative implementation schedule.

Another program to address impacts to water quality due to agricultural activities is the Conservation
Reserve Enhancementdgram (CREPEREP is administered by USDA's Farm Service Agency (FSA)

and is a voluntary program that helps farmers protect environmentally sensitive land, decrease erosion,
restore wildlife habitat and safeguard ground and surface water resources. r @RIEP, eligible farmers
can receive financial compensation when they enter into ten to fifteen year contracts to keep valuable
resource land out of production and technical and financial assistance (up to fifty percent) to install
restoration measures s as riparian plantings along streams.

Thesencentivebased programs, publicized by local programs, CDs and NRC&;rantly

AYLE SYSYGSR Ay Iy ctsatidl jaeNdndimynkrisaels Out thddalZHOS NJ
Washington State University\SU Extension staff for information and assistan€gonsequently,
service deliverys not targetedo specific locations to address specific resource con¢aunsh as
degraded riparian areas and water qualiffhese programean bebetter targeted to adress priority
resources concerns and better coordinateith regulatory efforts to makéhem more effective

Ongoing Programs

The primary objective of these actions is to enhance the targeting of ongoing landowner incentive
programs to address specifiesource concerns on commercial and raommercial farms. In order to

better target voluntary, incentive, and technical assistance programs and promote their use in Puget
Sound, the State Conservation Commission has worked with all the Puget Sound &mrs&xigtricts

to develop a Puget Sound Conservation District Action Agenda. This document links the work of the 12
Conservation Districts in the Puget Sound basin to the specific threats identified by the Puget Sound
Partnership. Funding is then progilby the State Conservation Commission to the CDs to implement
on-the-ground activities that address the identified threats. In this way, specific CD work and landowner
activities can be directly linked to specific Puget Sound threats.

The State Conseation Commission (Conservation Commission) also is working with counties and other
state agencies to implement the Voluntary Stewardship Program (VSP). This new program is intended to
address the contentious issue of the protection of critical areaagyicultural lands while maintaining

viable agricultural production. The VSP provides counties with an alternative to protecting critical areas
from agricultural activities through the Growth Management Act process. If they decide{0,0pt

counties musidentify, in accordance with specified criteria, watersheds that will participate in the VSP
and nominate, watersheds for consideration by the State Conservation Commission as state priority
watersheds.

Once a county has optdd to the VSP and funding inade available, the county must also identify a
watershed group to develop a work plan that will identify how critical areas in the watershed will be
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protected in the context of agricultural activities. The work plan is submitted to the State Conservati
Commission for approval in consultation with affected state agencies. The work plan must include
measureable goals and benchmarks for the protection of critical areas. The watershed group must show
progress on these goals and benchmarks every fivesyeaimplement adaptive management if

progress is not being made.

NearTerm Actions

C3.1 NTA 1:

C3.1 NTA2

C3.1 NTA 3:

Water Quality Best Management PracticeBy December 2012, the Department of
Ecology, Department of Agriculture and State Conservation Commission, after
conferring with federal, tribal, and local partners will work on a solution to improved
implementation of best management practices that protect water quality.

Performance measur®y December 2012 develop a plan to improve BMP
implementation.

Effectiveness of Incentive ProgramBy December 2013, the State Conservation
Commission, in consultation with Ecology and the Washington State Departments of
Agriculture and Health, Conservationi€ricts, federal agencies andibes, will report

to the Governor and the Legislature on the effectiveness of incentive programs to
achieve resource objectives. The report will include a section from Ecology on
compliance with water quality standards.

Performance measur®y December 2012, hold two cooring meetings to evaluate

the effectiveness of the agultureincentive programs. By June 2013, produce a draft
report with recommendations on necessary changes. Between June 2013 and November
2013, present théraft report to the agenciesribes, andstakeholder groups for

comment. By November 2013 present the report to the ECB and Leadership Council.
Following presentation of the final report to the legislature and governor, the WSCC will
work with the other entities on strategies to implement tekeommendations in the

report.

Voluntary Stewardship PrograniThe Conservation Commission, Ecology, and WSDA
should support implementation, funding, and assistance to those Counties
participating in the Voluntary Stewardship program, agll as new capacity for
enforcement of state and federal water quality regulations.

Performance measur®y December 2012, the WSCC will identify potential funding
sources. By June 2013, funding will be made available to the four counties in the
Program.

In addition, actions associated with Washington State departments of Ecology, NWE8Iand the
Conservation Commission in identifying priority areas for implementation of voluntary, incentive, and
technical assistance programs for rural unincorpedatandowners, small acreage farms, and other
working farms are described in A3.1.
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Ensure compliance with regulatory programs designed to reduce, contokeliminate
pollution from working farms

The Washington Water Pollution Control ARCW 9@8,administered by the Department of Ecology
(Ecology)prohibits the discharge of pollutants from all lands in the state, including agricultural. lands
The Washington State Department of Agriculture (WSDA) inspects dairy operations and ensures their
compliance under the Dairy Nutrient Management Act, RCW 90.64.

Ongoing Programs

Ecology has the responsibility to control and prevent the pollution of streams, lakes, rivers, ponds,
inland waters, salt waters, watercourses, and other surface and undergnoatets of the State of
Washington. Ecology also is authorized to provide grants to address pollution problems.

Ecology identifies priority areas for work to address agricultural runoff through a variety of processes,
including ambient monitoring and thetate Water Quality Assessment, which lists the impaired waters

in the state. To address these impaired waters, Ecology may develop a Total Maximum Daily Load /
Water Cleanup Plan or may work to directly implement the practices necessary to solve #dre wat

guality problems. In many cases, incentive and technical assistance programs are available to help land
owners identify and implement best management practices; some of these programs provide financial
assistance. Ultimately, Ecology uses a combinaifdools¢ education, technical and financial

assistance, and compliance actions to ensure water quality standards are met. In conducting this work,
Ecology often works with and may provide funding for other entities such as CDs or WSU Extension.

Water quality best management practices (BMPs), referenced by RCW 90.48, is a legal term that refers
only to those combinations of pollution controls used to prevent and control water pollution that
achieve compliance with water quality law. Regulations irsNifggton State specifically define water

quality BMPs as those approved by the Department of Ecology (WAR01AD20), and those that are
applied to attain compliance with the water quality regulations (WAG2(rBA510).

Dairiesmustcontrolthe use ofnutrients and limit bacteria discharge on their dairy operations in order

to eliminate runoff from their fields getting into surface water or to minimize leaching into groundwater.
Nutrients and bacteria may come from dairy manure, commercial fertitizether nonagricultural
sourcesNutrient controls are intended to prevent nutrients from reaching surface water and thus helps
to prevent reductions of dissolved oxygen or changes in pH. Bacteria controls are intended to prevent
bacteria from reachingusface water which protects human health from harmful organisms, and
supports safe shellfish production. Preventing nutrients and bacteria from reaching groundwater
protects human health from contaminated drinking water and protects surface water frormpate
contamination through hydraulic connectivity between groundwater and surface water

To protect Puget Sound from dairy discharges of nutrients and bacteria, WSDA inspects all dairies and
identifies those that have infrastructure conditions or manageingractices that may result or have the
potential to discharge nutrients and bacteria to waters of the state, both surface and ground. If risks are
identified, WSDA works with the dairy operation to identify structural improvements or changes in
managemat practices that will reduce and eliminate the risk of discharge. WSDA inspections may
include referrals to technical assistance agencies or may result in enforcement when needed.
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WSDA inspections evaluate dairies to ensure that operators properlctadhgnsfer, treat and store

manure and contaminated water. Proper collection, handling and storage of dairy generated manure

and wastewater and protect water of the state and Puget Sound from nutrient and bacterial

contamination. WSDA evaluates nutriefit y I 3SYSy i 2y RIANASE o0& NBJASGHA
their nutrient application timing, methods, locations, amounts, and the crops grown on their fields.

WSDA monitors the nutrient levels and operators response in management from year to yeakasd t
compliance actions as needed. This recordkeeping requirement helps the dairy operator to focus on

applying just enough nutrients for their fields in each growing season. Fall soil tests show how much

nitrogen and phosphorus are left on fields afteogremoval and thereby help inform the operator on
management adjustments for future improvements.

Finally, there is a specific permit focused on addressing pollution from animal feeding operations. The
Concentrated Animal Feeding Operation (CAFO) Naitieollution Discharge Elimination System

(NPDES) permit is administered by Ecology. This permit is required for all animal feeding operations

that discharge to waters of the state. Animal feeding operations are defined as operations that confine

and feed animals for a total of 45 days or more in anyr@nth period where vegetation or post

harvest residues are not sustained in the normal growing season over any portion of the facility where
FYAYFE&a FNB O2yFAYSRO® 9 O 2 t itdsFoused greeNshirindithat )t SYSy G A y
manure is stored, handled and applied properly and at agronomic rates to prevent discharges to surface

and groundwater. This includes discharges from application fields, waste storage facilities and animal
confinement areas.

NearTerm Actions

C3.2 NTA 1: Priority Areas for Voluntary Incentive and Regulatory Prograrike State
Conservation Commission and the Washington State Departments of Agriculture,
Ecology, and Health will identify priority areas to better target awdordinate
implementation of voluntary incentive and regulatory programs for rural landowners,
smallacreage landowners, and working farms.

Performance measur®y Dec. 31, 2012, the WSCC will convene at least two meetings to
identify priority areas. Bjune 30, 2013, WSCC will implement voluntary incentive
programs in 5 target areas.

C3.2 NTA 2: Dairy Lagoon Assessmeri®y July 2013, WSDA will complete the current NR@#led
lagoon assessment of all known dairy waste storage ponds, finalize risk
basedevaluations and prioritize lagoons based on the findings. The assessment ranks
lagoons on potential risk to water resources. Lagoons identified as high risk will be
provided technical assistance to address the problem.

Performance measur€&ield assessent and risk evaluation of up to 500 lagoons
completed by July 2013; Number of lagoons with identified risks are identified and
operators made aware of available technical assistance by September 2013.

C3.2 NTA 3: Dairy Rule Final Agronomic ApplicatiorBy December 2012, WSDA will adopt a final
rule defining records required by dairies to show agronomic applications (Chapter
90.64.010(17)) and create a penalty matrix for both discharge and records violations.
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Rule adoption supports efficient program inl@mentation by clarifying for dairies and
stakeholders the expectations for recordkeeping as well as the basis for penalties.

Performance measuré&inal rule adopted or not
C3.2NTA 4: CAFQO PermiBy December 2012, Ecology will issue an updated Cpd@it.

Performance measur&stimated Public Comment Draft Date: July 2@&s#mated
Permit Issuance Date: November 20E8timated Permit Effective Date: December 2012

Emerging Issues and Future Opportunities

Reducing nutrient pollution in Washitayn State, particularly in areas like parts of Puget Sound where
harmful algal blooms and depressed oxygen levels affect both aquatic life and human use and health, is
important.

Currently, only dairies or facilities covered under the CAFO permit hau@eatgnts and oversight to
control nutrient applications. Monitoring nutrient applications from all sources, including manure,
fertilizer, tilledtin cover crops, and other organic soil amendments is needed in Washington State to
ensure beneficial applicain of nutrients are conducted

Existing technical assistance to agricultural operators should be augmented with focused nutrient
management education to thirgdarty applicators of manure and fertilizers as well as major crop

growers. Thebjective shou be to increase awareness across the industry sectors of the importance of
accounting for all nutrient sources, of making necessary applications at the right time, in the right place,
in the right form and in the right amounin addition, education ondid conditions and appropriate
measures to take to prevent runoff into adjacent or nearby surface water should also be communicated
to landownersand applicators. The dairy industry has found savings in their fertilizer costs by better
accounting of all sarces; there may be similar economic advantages for other agricultural growers.

Manure handling and storage of manure solids can include periodic transport from manure generators

to crop fields for stockpiling in preparation for spreading at a lateetiManure is an important source

of crop nutrients and improves soil health. Continued export of manure to crop growers is an important
element of sustainable agricultural practices and economy. However, improper transport and

stockpiling can result in noff of nutrients and bacteria as well as cause nuisance issues related to odor.
Only dairies currently have regular oversight on this practice. EXxisting technical assistance to agricultural
operators should be augmented with focused education to tmiatty haulers and applicators of

manure as well as major crop growers on handling and storage. Discussions among agencies may be
appropriate to review current standards for potential improvements in the standard as well as
implementation.
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Target ViewDissolved Oxygen In
Marine Waters

One important measure of water quality and a component of the Marine Water Condition Index is the
amount of dissolved oxygen in the water. Fish, crabs, and many other species living in Puget Sound need
oxygen to survive. As diglved oxygen decreases, animals become stressed. When levels of dissolved
oxygen get too low, fish and other animals may die, often in widespread "fish kills." An over abundance
of nitrogen can be a major cause of low dissolved oxygen since it fostavthgn marine plants and

algae. When these plants and algae die, their decay robs the water of oxygen. Nitrogen occurs naturally
in water, but we also add more through discharge from wastewater treatment plants, septic systems,
and runoff from developedand agricultural lands. One way we can improve marine water quality is to
reduce the amount of nitrogen we contribute from these sources. Linking the amount of nitrogen
pollution from humans to the growth of algae and the amount of dissolved oxygenicslcrit

protecting water quality.

The 2020 recovery target for improving water quality is to keep dissolved oxygen levels from declining
more than 0.2 milligrams per liter (mg/L) in any part of Puget Sound as a result of human inputs.

Because dissolveakygen concentrations are a result of many natural and human influences, we cannot
simply measure dissolved oxygen and understand how much humans contribute directly. This target
requires a combination of monitoring data, studies on the sources of nitragdrsophisticated
mathematical models to determine whether human inputs are contributing to a decline in dissolved
oxygen.

The Washington Department of Ecology and others are currently working on such studies. Initial results
will be available sometimanilate 2012. At that time we will understand whether humans contribute to

low levels of dissolved oxygen and what management actions may be necessary to address them. In the
future we will update these results using better models and more recent estinuditeisrogen loads

coming into Puget Sound. Together, model assessments and the Marine Water Condition Index will be
used to track current conditions and long term changes in dissolved oxygen and overall water quality of
Puget Sound.
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Ecology’s Marine Water Condition Index
Annual 1999-2010

1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2008 2010
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Source: Marme Maniteong Lnit, Washingion State Dapartment of Eealogy

The Marine Water Cdlition Index combines measurements relevant to water quality in Puget Sound. Changes in water quality
are reported with numbers greater than zero indicating improving water quality in green and numbers smaller than zero
indicating decreasing water quality red. Although the index is well suited to track changes in water quality in Puget Sound it
cannot be used to identify the specific sources of human contribution that are causing poor water quality.

The Action Agenda strategies most related to achigtire recovery target for dissolved oxygen in
marine waters are:

1 Prevent, reduce, and contralgricultural runoff (C3.1, C3.2)
1 Prevent, reduce and/or eliminate pollution from centralized wastewater systemg ,(C6.2,
C64, C6.3C6.9
1 Address and cleamp cumulative water pollution impacts in Puget Sound $0991)
1 Use a comprehensive approach to manage urban stormwater runoff at the site and landscape

scales (C2.5, C2.4, C2.1, C2.3,C2.2)
1 Prevent, reduce, and control the sources of contaminants émgelPuget Sound (C1.1, 21.
C1.3

In the following results chain, or logic model, yellow polygons identify strategiessabgtrategies from

the Action Agenda that we believe will contribute significantly towards meeting the target. Arrows to

the blue oxes describe the intermediate results the strategies and actions are expected to achieve. The
purple boxes show the reduced pressure on the ecosystem that is expected to occur, the green ovals
show the areas of the ecosystem where the change will berobde and the dark green square shows

the recovery targe
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Puget Sound Recovery -- Dissolved Oxygen in Marine Water Target View
v. June 29, 2012
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Three additional key strategies for achieving the target for dissolved oxygen in marine water are not shown in this diagram:
C1.1 Implement and strengthen authorities and programs to prevent toxic chemicals from entering the Puget Sound environment
C1.2 Promote the development and use of safer alternatives to toxic chemicals
C1.3Adopt and implement plans and control strategies to reduce pollutant releases into Puget Sound from air emissions
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Prevent, Reduce, and Contr8lurface

Runoff from Forest Lands

The Challenge

Approximately 6@5 percent of the Puget Sound basin is forested land. A significant amount of this
area is bein@ctively managed for timber production (nerational park/wilderness areas). Surface

runoff from forestry, particularly forest roads, stream crossings, delivery of water from road ditches and
the capturing of seeps and springs as part of road cuts, hagatemtial to deliver excess sediment to
streams. Forest harvesting also has the potential to affect the hydrology of a watershed, by affecting
evapotranspiration rates; and as a result of skid trails, yarding corridors and harvesting near unstable
slopes.

In Washington Statdprestpracticesareregulatedunderthe Forest Practices Acestablished by the
legislature, and by the rasadoptedby theWashington Forest Practices Bodtilie Board).The most
recent significant change in rules was adopted in July 2001. The 2@8irere informed by the Forests
and Fish Report, which was the product of a mstitikeholder effort to recommend improvements to
forest practices that would protect water quality and the aquatic and riparian habitat associated with
fish and riparian depadent amphibians on forestlands.

Theforest practices program meets the requirements of Endangered Species Act (ESA) through
establishing rules that are designed to meet tharest Practices Habitat Conservation Plan (FRHCP)
addition, the forest pradtes program, as guided by a well funded and robust adaptive management
program, was intended to bring these forested waters into compliance with state and federal water
guality requirementsThroughmeeting theForest PracticesHabitat ConservationPlan FPHCP) and the
Clean Water Act requirementthe State of Washington seeks to provide ldagn conservation of
covered specieby restoring and maintaining riparian habitat on nf@deral forestlangdmeeting water
guality standards andupporing an econanically viable timber industry

Climate Change

Declining snow pack and loss of natural water storage, changes in precipitation timing may likely
exacerbate runoff from forests. A high priority ox@ching response strategy identifiedRneparing for

b/ KFEy3AYI /tAYEGSY 21 akKAy3day {dGF GSQdrectly d SINTF G SR

relates to runoff:

1 Safeguard fish and wildlife and protect critical ecosystem services that support human and
natural systems.This includes reduce exististresses on fish, wildlife, plants, and ecosystems.
Reducing polluted runoff improves water quality and aquatic habitat, thereby increasing the
resilience of aquatic species to additional stresses from climate change.
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Implementing the forest runoff sategy in the Action Agenda helps prepare for climate change.

SALMON RECOVERY

Forest Land Runoff A Salmon Recovery Pldpriority: As described in Action Agenda Sectic
C2,improvementin water quality is identified in the salmon recovery plan with a call to res
uncertainty about whether the regional water quality actions address the needs of salmol
Volume | identifies general concerns related to stormwater rureéveral watershed epters
specifically mention rural runoff from areas such as forest roads as needing to be addres

How these priorities are integratedThe Action Agenda contains more detailed strategies ¢
actions to addreseural runoff than the Salmon Recovery Plafore work is needed to addre:
rural runoff priorities asdentified in the specific watershed chaptefs.addition,the
resolution about the effectiveness of actions still needs to be addressed.

Relationship to Recovery Targets

Management of runoffrom forest landgs part of the overall efforto achieverecovery targets for
freshwater quality, shellfished restoration reduction oftoxics in fish, and marine sediment quality.

Local Priorities

Controlling forest runoff is not specifically called out as a high priority for local integrating organizations.
Hood Canal has general priorities that inclualementing and monitoring the effectivenesskdrest
Practces HCPs and similar agreements BI®FS Northwest Forest Plan ande&scand Travel
Management Plans.

C4 Prevent, reduce, and controlsface runoff from forest
lands

Achieve water quéity standards on state and privately owned working forests
through implementation of the Forest and Fish Report

In 1999 the Forest and Fish Report included Clean Water Act (CWA) assurances granted by Washington
State Department of Ecology (Ecology)hvitie expectation that by 2009, research and monitoring

would demonstrate that water quality standards would be achieved or a trend towards that

achievement identified. I2009Ecology found there was insufficient data and information to

substantiate the assurance that water quality standards were being achieved in working forests. At the
same time, Ecology also found that the Forest and Fish program, eveitsadtiallenges, creates a well
established foundation for achieving full compliance with the water quality standards. Ecology extended
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CWA assurances, conditioned on achievement of 21 program milestones, with some scheduled to be
completed by as late as 20. These include:

9 Support rules and funding to implement the Forest and Fish Report

1 Support an adaptive management program to update rules and guidance as necessary, with
particular focus on water qualitselated rules

1 Consistent compliance and enforcent of Forest Practices Rules

1 Bring roads up to design and maintenance standards

Recent Progress

As of August 2011, 10 of the 21 program milestones have been completed. Washington State
Department of Natural Resources (DNR), Ecology, and the Forestshmbéperators continue to
make progress on completing key milestones towards maintaining CWA Assurances.

One of the main constraints to accomplishing the milestones on schedule is personnel capacity and

funding limitations at DNR and other agencies padners in the implementation of the Forest and Fish
Report.The Forest Practices Program has experienced decreased funding in the last two biennial

budgets, with an overall decrease of $4 million in FRY1Q@%nd an additional $2 million in FY¢18 from

state general fundsThis represents aatreaseof approximately 28 percenn state general fund

appropriations, andasA YL OG SR 5bwQa oAt AdGe G2 adzZdprryd GKS ||
compliance monitoring, and enforcement of the Forest PrastiRées.Compoundinghe decreased

state fundingexhaustion ofederal funding from the Pacific Coastal Salmon Recovery graotsred

as of 2011.

Federal funding through the Pacific Coastal Salmon Recovery Fund supported a substantial portion of
the Forest Practice&\MPbetween 2000 and 201RAveragingalmost $5 million a bienniuprand

spanninga period often years, this funding is no longer being provided by the federal

government. These funds supported the development of tools to aid implementatifoiihe Forests and
FishReport and in the last six years, went almost entirely to suppdP research and monitorind his

loss of funding has created a serious challenge for the Forest Pradatiggam to meetAMP

obligations. While those funding lass have been offset somewhat by the creation of the Forests and
Fish Support Account by the Washington State Legislature to supportaridaiorgovernmental
participation in the implementation of the Forests and Hdport,this does not completely bdge

program costs associated with tAeVIP.

Ongoing Programs

DNR is working to complete the remaining 11 milestones on a schedule to maintain CWA assurances
from Ecology. Among those remaining, a few have been a particular challenge for DNR and its
coopentors to complete due to funding and staffing resource limitations. These include obtaining an
independent review of the AMP, training and certification of staff and cooperators, assessing the
condition of small forest landowner roads, and completing @woperative Monitoring, Evaluation and
Research (CMER) research that drives the scibased adaptive management process. In the coming
years, DNR and the Forest and Fish Cooperators will continue to work towards these milestones. The
operational and proedural milestones have completion due dates by 2013, while a schedule of CMER
research studies stretches out through 2019.
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NearTerm Actions

C41 NTA 1. Forest Practices Adaptive Management Program Revi®MNR and Ecology will obtain
an independent perfomance review of the Forest Practices Adaptive Management
Program (AMP).

Performance measur&NR identifies date for the review by December 2013

C4.1 NTA 2: Forest Practices Adaptive Management ProgradNR will work to scure longterm
and dependablgunding for the Forest Practices Adaptive Management Program
(AMP), training, compliance monitoring, and enforcement.

Performance measur@&NR identifieglate for securing a stable base by December 2013

Maintain forest roads and implement roadbandonment plans for working forest

lands subject to the Forest Practices Rules on schedule,erslire federal forest
managers meet or exceed state standards for road maintenance and abandonment on
federal lands.

Forest Practices Rules include road neriance and abandonment provisions to prevent sediment and
hydrologyrelated impacts to public resources suchwaster qualityand fish habitat. The rules require
large forest landowners to develop and implement Road Maintenance and Abandonmes{fRI4AR

for roads within their ownership. Large forest landownarsrequired to have all roads within their
ownership covered under a DNfpproved Road Maintenance and Abandonment RRIMAR (WAC
222-24-051) by July 1, 2006, and to bring all roads into compliance with forest practices standards by
Octoberl, 2016(or with approved extension by 20210his includes all roads that were constructed or
lastused for forest practicesincel974 An inventory and assessment of orphaned roads (i.e., forest
roads and railroad grades not used for forest practices since 1974) also must be includeBMARe

In an effort to minimize the economic hardship on small forest landowfsss known asaimily forest

landowners) the 2003 Washington Legislature passed a Road Maintenance and Abandonment Plan bill

Ol . mnppv GKIFG Y2ZRAFASR (KS RSspecifleshovitBeyfoa® ¥ aavYl £ F
requirements applied to small forest landowners. Srfmlest landowners have the option to submit a

a O K S CRviARwihie&ch forest practices application or notification, rather than to provide a plan for

their entire ownershipThe RMAP checklist is a brief assessment of certain characteristicxls

proposed to be used under a forest practice applicatemd does not provide a complete inventory of

the condition of all of the | Yy R 2 doye& meddsi This means that specific roads on small forest

landowner properties need not be brought up to curtestandards until they are being actively used for

a forest practices activity.

To assist small forest landowners in achieving road maintenance requirements specific to fish passage,
the legislature created theamily Forest Fish Passage Prog{laRFPP) in 200BFFPP is a cesihare

program that provides 7o 100 percent of the cost of correcting fish barriefidhe program is managed

by three Washington State Agenci€®partment ofNatural ResourcesWashingtonDepartment ofFHsh
andWildlife, andRecreation anddonservationOffice).
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The Federal NorthwesofestPlan has been in place since the rii190s and has dramatically lowered
rates of timber harvest on federal lands within the range of the northern spotted owl. This has resulted
in less timber revenue to support maintenance of federal forest roads. In 2000, the U.S. Forest Service
Region 6 and Ecology signetflamorandum of Agreemerin which the U.S. Forest Service agreed to
develop road maintenance and abandonment plans for all federal forest roads within five years (2005)
and fully implement those plans within 15 yealy 015). Yet, continued reductions in federal funding

has created an estimated $300 million (2005 dollars) shortfall in the funds needed to upgrade roads to
current standards, repair fish passage barriers, and decommission roads no longer needed or
suppotable.

In November 2010, as part of implementation guidance on national regulatiofisdoel Management
Planningthe Deputy Chief for the U.S. Forest System set a target for eatitmnisl Forest to complete

LX Fya GKFG é2dAZ R aNRAIKG aAl S¢ GKS FSRSNIt F2NBad
System (NFS) is to: (1) identify the minimum road system needed for travel and the protection,
management and use of NFS landsd (2) identify roads that are no longer needed to meet forest
management objectives, and therefore scheduled for decommissioning. NFS expects to identify an
appropriately sized and environmentally sustainable road system that is responsive to edplogica

economic, and social concerns, which will include water quality effects from forest runoff. NFS staff is
expected to engage the public in the process, involving a broad spectrum of interested and effected
citizens, other state and federal agencies, &riohl governments.

Recent Progress

Sate and privae forest landowners have madesgnificant capital commitment to protecting public
resources and listed species through the RMAP requirenantletailed in the@010 HCRAnnualReport.

As of December 2010, approximately 18,475 miles have been improved to current standards, and recent
reports have estimated this to be a 70+% accomplishment kédaever, DNR does not have high
confidence in this number due to variable reporting methods and therefore will be compiling additional
RMAP implementation data in 20412 to be reported in future FPHCP annual reports. There are
currently 262 approved RMARtatewide. Between 2001 and 2010, over 3,700 fish passage barriers
were removed or replaced, which is about 54 percent of known fish barriers identified in RMAPs. As a
result, over 1,700 miles of fish habitat were opened in streams on forestlands. itioagddver 9,000

RMAP checklists have been submitted by small forest landowners associated with the approval of forest
practice applications.

As of 2010, over 193 projects were completed and up torBd8s of stream habitat @viously
inaccessible to $h were opened up througthé Family Forest Fish Passage Program (FRRRIP that
same time period,hte state of Washington has investadproximately$14 million in the program.For
the 2011 construction season, 39 barriers are planned for correatipening up 62 miles of habitat at a
cost of approximately $3.2 million. Due to reduced funding levels from $5 million in F2Q00%0 $2
million in FY 2012013 biennium, only nine projects are planned to be completed in the 2012
construction season.
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According to theé=Y 2010 Legacy Roads and Trails Accomplishment R&p3million was spent on
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decommissioned, and 788 miles of road storm proofing and maintenance were conducted. In addition,

five fish passage barriers were restored, opening a total of 12.2 miles of fish habitat. This is the greatest
commitment of legacy roads drtrails funding for the Pacific Northwest region in more than a decade.
Unfortunately, this level of effort is insufficient to address the backlog of NFS roads system repairs.

Given that more than 80 percent of the current NFS roads system was buoitel#580, and there are

over 90,000 miles of forest roads just in the Pacific Northwest region, it seems unlikely this restoration
effort will meet its commitment with the State of Washington to implement all necessary road
maintenance and abandonment b25. It was estimated in the 2000 MOA that Congress (at that time)
allocated less than 20 percent of the funding necessary for the United States Forest Service (USFS) to
adequately maintain their roads. More recent estimates in 2005 suggest a $300 mdt&log of work

on forest roads in Washington alone. With 2010 marking the greatest commitment of funding in a
decade, it appears that Congress will have to substantially increase funding in order to ensure road
systems on federal lands do not contributegoor water quality for salmon and people in the Puget
Sound Basin or threaten downstream habitat improvements that have been made.

The effort to appropriately size the NFS road network has begun, with nine of seventeen National
Forests inthe PacificNNII K¢ S&ad NBIA 2y KIF@Ay3a 6S3dzy GKS LINROSa&a
identify an appropriate road system.

Ongoing Programs

Large landowners mustring all roads into compliance with forest practices standards by October 31,
2016(or with approed extension by 2021).

DNR will continue to assure that small forest landowner raggisi for forest practices activitiese
brought up to forest practices standards as parttef checklist RMAProcess In addition, Forest
Practices wiltontinue to tack RMAPs and checklist RMAPs submitted by small landoweposting
progress in its annual published HCP repbRIR will report to the legislature in December 2013 on the
progress of checklist RMAP implementation.

The FFFPRasmore than 50dandownerproposed repair projects that are not funded. Several hundred
more barrierdikely exist on these smaller forest ownerships, in addition to those already waiting for
funding.However, this is not a complete inventoBvery year 58 100 new landownersreoll in the
program. The major factor limiting progress is funding. More than 30 local community conservation
organizations around the state provide project oversight and accountability, and work with the small
forestland owners t@nsure projects arédentified andinstalled according to plan. Minimal state

agencies staff provide the program structure, accounting, coordination and consistency. In terms of
stream habitat opened up per dollar spent, FFFPP has proven to be one of the soundest investments in
salmon recovery being made in Washington State.

When U.S. Forest Service received $20 million of 2010 funding for the Legacy Roads and Trails program
in the Pacific Northwest region, they planned three years of projects, assuming maintenance of that
budgd. In fiscal year 2011, however, that budget was reduced to $8.5 million. The fiscal year 2012
budget is uncertain, but unlikely to result in greater program funding given federal budget shortfalls. In
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short, a significantly more modest restoration effeetin be expected in Washington State in 2011 and
2012.

All' NFS units in the region are preparing plans for completion of the travel analysis by 2015. They will
each identify a road network that can be reasonably maintained under current budget constgaets,
management objectives, and responsive to ecological, economic and social concerns. In addition, each
unit has been asked to identify the capital budget needed to bring that appropriately sized road network
up to a level that can be maintained undée current budget. This will include road maintenance and
abandonment needs, and fish passage issues needing correction. This capital budget needs assessment
will provide an updated estimate of the true backlog of road maintenance needs on federaldaosstl

NearTerm Actions

C4.2NTA 1: Risk Assessment of Small Forest Landowner RoBIMR, in consultation with Ecology,
will design and complete a resource risk assessment of small forest landowner roads
for the delivery of sediment to waters of the state/NVork with stakeholders to propose
an approach to solving identified problems, and focus restoration efforts on small
forest landowner lands in the Puget Sound Basin.

Performance measur®esign resource risk assessment and implementation plan by
June 2Q4.

C4.2NTAZ: Accelerate Family Forest Fish Passage Prodrapiementation. DNR, in collaboration
with other agencies, will seek increased support for the Family Forest and Fish Passage
Program (FFFPP) based on the resource risk assessment and patortizand will
clear the current backlog of FFFPP projects within the Puget Sound Basin. This should
build on strong existing partnerships with federal agencies, such as USDA NRCS, US
FWS, NOAA Fisheries, EPA, and Bonneville Power Administration, assaalit@each
to private sector and nonprofit sector funding sources.

Performance measuré&dditional funding secured by July 2013; Initiate cleaning of
backlog and remove 75 fish passage barriers per year beginning July 2013

C4.2NTA3: Fish Passage Baers. WDFW will assess and prioritize fish passage barriers by
watershed within the Puget Sound.

Performance measur&umber of watershed habitat assessments and prioritization
analyses conducted.

C4.2NTA4: Enhance RMAP Databas®NR will continue to pdate the Large Landowner RMAP
database to ensure tracking of progress in bringing roads up to current standards by
2016 (or 2021 with approved extension).

Performance measur@MAP data base updated quarterly with reports from
landowners

C4.2 NTA5: RMAP Coordination with Federal PartnerBNR will work to secure executivievel
participation from U.S. Forest Service in annual RMAP coordination meetings with
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landowners, WDFW, Ecology, affected tribes, NORisheries, USFWS, affected
counties, watershedcouncils and other interested parties within each watershed (per
WAC 22224-051(11)). Participants will discuss opportunities to provide a coordinated
approach within each watershed resource inventory area by (1) prioritizing road
maintenance and abandonma planning and (2) exchanging information on road
maintenance and stream restoration projects.

Performance measur®y December 2013, DNR convenes 19 WRIA meetings annually
and includes USFS in the meetings for WRIAs where USFS owns land

The 2012013 Action Agenda for Puget Sound Reduce and Control the Sources of Pollution to Puget Soiatje223



Redu@ Pressues on the Puget

Sound Ecosystem from Wastewater

The Challenge

Pollution of the rivers, creeks, bays and open waters of Puget Sound comes from a variety of sources
and travels along many pathways. This section focuses on the potential for pollutiowéstewater
collection, treatment, and disposglthe system that is designed to collect and treat used water and

human waste from homes and businesses and, in some cases, wastewater from industrial processes and
urban stormwater. Essentially, everythirigat goes down a sink or is flushed down a toilet ends up in

the wastewater system. This includes not just human waste but also a wide range of household cleaning
products and chemicals and personal care products.

Wastewater management involves a spectrofrapproaches and technologies that can be used to
effectively treat sewage in different situations. In every case, the selected approach and technology
must be tailored to local site conditions and take into account such factors as development densities;
capital, maintenance and operation costs; and protection of public health and water resources.
Generally, wastewater is treated either through a wastewater treatment plant or through aiten
sewage system. Both types of systems are regulated andipediby state and/or local agencies.

Wastewater treatment plants (WWTP) are centralized facilities that use sewer collection systems to
serve densely developed areas; thgpically discharge treated effluent to surface water. -ke

sewage systems, oanonly known as septic systems, are decentralized or distributed systems that
serve small communities, areas of limited development, and individual properties. They are called on
site systems because they treat wastewater on or near the site where theewatdr is generated.
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100 WWTP that discharge to surface waters in the Puget Sound region. There ar8Gauge on

site sewage systems (LOSS) andentlban a half million small esite sewage systems (OSS) in the Puget

Sound basin. Wastewater treatment systems play a critical role protecting public health and water

quality, but they need proper management, operation, and maintenance to ensure gfdotiatment

and to protect the infrastructure investments.

Ten centralized Puget Sound facilities include combined sewer overflows (CSOs) as part of their sewage

and stormwater system. CSOs often are located in older parts of cities. Sewage andaséoriiow

through a single piping system to a sewage treatment plant. During heavy rainfall events the system can

6S 20SNBKSEtYSR YR Ad (GKSY RSAAIYSR (2 620SNFt26¢
outfalls. In some locations, these CSOralig have been associated with sediment contamination and

other impacts. Untreated wastewater also is discharged to Puget Sound from some boats and vessels.
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Strategies for reducing pressures on Puget Sound from wastewater include efforts to prevent and

control pollution from onrsite sewage systems, wastewater treatment plants, and boats and vessels.

They also include consideration of overarching approaches to promote watelstssdi and integrated
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ClimateChange

Reducing existing stresses on the ecosystem is an important part of climate change adaptation
strategies. Strategies to reduce pressure from wastewater from OSS and treatment plants, helps
implement thestate climate responsstrategies to:

9 Safeguard fish and wildlife and protect critical ecosystem services that support human and
natural systems,
1 Reduce the vulnerability of coastal communities, habitat, and species.

In addition, wastewater facilities can be vulnerable tmelie change impacts. Extreme weather events
could cause more frequent combined sewer overflow events and intrusion of seawater could damage
equipment and strain. Higher water tables and increased flood events may increase corrosion of
underground utilities Siting of retrofits and new facilities will need careful consideration.

Relationship tdRecovery argets

The 2020 targetfor the management of OSS&toinventory all OSS, fix all failures, and be current with
inspections at 95 percent of systems imrime recovery areas and other designated areas by 2020. The
target also calls on local health jurisdictions to expand these areas and programs to cover 90 percent of
t dZ3ASG { SemgrBdOarineafiorelines by 2020he strategies and actions are desid to help

achieve the target.

Three other targets closely associated with the management of wastewater are (1) improved water
guality and pollution controls to achieve a net increase of 10,800 harvestable shellfish acres; (2)
ensuring humasrelated contibutions of nitrogen do not result in more than 0.2 mg/l reductions in
dissolved oxygen levels anywhere in Puget Sound by 2020; and (3) ensuring that all monitored Puget
Sound beaches meet enterococcus (a pathogen associated with fecal matter) stanga&@?0b Other
pollution sources and management programs also directly influence progress toward these ecosystem
recovery targets.

Local Priorities

Several local areas have priorities related to decentralized wastewater treatment.

San Juan Islands Tier One
1 Implement best management practices to reduce pollution of sou
wastes by residential runoff and nepoint sources.
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Tier Two
1 Ensure coordination between planning and health departments ol
issuance ofeptic permits.

Strait of Juan de Fuca From 19 Strategic Priorities
1 Clean Water District Plans (Seqtilungeness Bay & Eastern
Jefferson County)implement SequirDungeness Bay and East
Jefferson County Clean Water Districts projects and programs,
including TMDL implementation strategy and/or-site sewage
management programs

South Sound From Strategic Initiative: Rural/Agricultural Runoff
1 Improve Operations and Management of septic systems in all 4
counties (e.g., Henderson inlet program)

Hood Canal Summarized general priorities

1 Identify where in the Hood Canal watershed the highest risk onsit
septic systems (OSS) are located and evaluate the risk of contrib
of nitrogen from OSS to Hood Canal. (Hood Canal PIC program i
of this and other actins)

1 Explore the current regulations related to wastewater and water
quality and assess potential additional or modified local or state
regulations.

1 Research and register low cost, low maintenance,-pmprietary
retrofit of existing OSS and new OSS thiél reduce nitrogen by at
least 80%

Repair or upgrade of OSS that are determined to be highest risk.

Continued involvement of county/state managers/planners in the

Aquatic Rehabilitation TAC to develop recommended actions to

address water quality in Hal Canal.

91 In coordination with state agencies (WDFW, Parks, address the n
for additional sanitary services at popular recreation sites around
Hood Canal.

= =

Whatcom From working priority list
1 Implement onsite sewage system operation and maintenance
programs including continued inspections of OSS, community
trainings, and low interest loan programs.
1 Implement water quality improvement projects identified in approy
Shellfish Protection District plans, including OSS operation and
maintenance and agricultat BMP technical and financial assistanc

C5 Prevent, reduceand/or eliminate pollution from

decentralized wastewater treatment systems
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They provi@ a high level of treatment and great flexibility developing and using properties where

construction of, or connection to, centralized sewer systems is not feasible or practical. They can be
designed and configured to treat sewage in most settings. Sys#es (peak design flows below 3,500
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gallons per day) typically serve single family residences or combined flows from fewer than a dozen
homes. The vast majority of these systems are very small. The typical designddreal®om home is
360480 gallors per day, and because of water efficiency measures such as low flow showers and
faucets, most of these systems operate at closer to 250 gallons per day. Large systems (peak design
flows up to 100,000 gallons per day) can be engineered to treat flowsumta 370 residential
connections.

Small orsite sewage systems traditionally consist of collection pipes, a septic tank, and a drainfield. In
this design, the septic tank holds and separates wastewater into solid and liquid components to allow
initial decomposition and treatment in an anaerobic (septic) environment. From the tank, the liquid
effluent flows into the drainfield, which is generally a series of perforated pipes or molded chambers
installed in suitable soil. The drainfield provides furthreatment by allowing the effluent to be

exposed to an oxygerich environment where bacteria and other microbes continue to treat
contaminants. The drainfield removes and inactivates pathogens as the effluent filters through the soil
layers before enteringhe groundwater.
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These systems oftemse devices to enhance aerobic treatment and msg filters to screen solids and

pumps to pressurize and digtute the septic tank effluent more evenly over the drainfield to promote

better soil treatment. Large agrite sewage systems are often engineered to include additional or other

types of treatment.

Whenona A0S &aSgl 3S aeadsSya Rahpoie growmyivatér brifitheredsl® LIS NI &
direct connection, nearby surface water. The pathogens and chemicals in sewage can make people sick,
contaminate shellfish and other water resources, and disrupt ecosystem functions. Oldite on

sewage systemand systems in sensitive areas often present higher risks. In addition, even properly

operating systems can leach excess nutrients into Puget Sound; an issue that needs further study and

action to address. Work is underway to better understand and docure sources, loadings, and

impacts of nitrogen on Puget Sound and the appropriate steps to effectively address this emerging

challenge.

CKSNBE INB Ylye AaGNI0S3ASa F2NIAYLINRGAY3I (GKS NBIA2
life-cyclemanagement and care of egite sewage systems, making sure they are properly sited,

designed, installed, operated and maintained. Overarching strategies include (1) implementing and

funding effective state and local esite sewage programs; 2) providirggwinterest loans to help

homeowners repair and replace failed and malfunctioning systems; 3) documenting problem areas and
pollution impacts and developing appropriate wastewater treatment solutions; and 4) improving

practices, partnerships, and professal services to effectively and efficiently manage and maintain on

site sewage systems.

Effectively manage and control pollution from esite sewagesystems.

The Washington Department of Health (DOH) adminidtezsstate rulefor OSS with peak deg flows
below 3,500 gallons per dayh@pter 246272A WAC) This is the vast majority of all systems in Puget
Sound. &cal health jurisdictions adopt and implemekhits rule to regulate and permit O&6the local
level. Among other requirements, theute sets standards for siting, designing, installing, operating and

The 2012013 Action Agenda for Puget Sound Reduce and Control the Sources of Pollution to Puget SoRadje227



maintaining OSS. Once systems are in use, OSS owners are resgonsipeating, monitoring, and
maintainingtheir systemgo make sure they function properly

Under the state rule, te 12 Puget Sounddal health jurisdictions are required tevelop anccarry out
comprehensse plans to help ensure that systeme properly managed, with emphasis on operation
and maintenanc€O&M) activitiesand geographic areas where Q&#Se an incrased public healthisk.
The local O&M programs adesigned and implemented differentily each countyand are applied
strategically to different types of systems, sensitive areas, and other situations (e.goftsake
inspections) on the basis of plibhealth risk and other criteria.

As part of the planning process, local health jurisdictions also are required to designate and protect
marinerecoveryareas(Chapter 70.118A RCWYarine recovery areas (MRAS) must be designated

when the local healtiofficer determines that existing OSS are a significant factor contributing to
concerns associated with the degradation of shellfish growing areas, marine waters listed by the
Department of Ecology for lodissolved oxygen levels or fecal coliform, or manvaters where

nitrogen has been identified as a contaminant of concern. The focus in marine recovery areas is to: (1)
find existing failing systems and ensure that system owners make necessary repairs, and; (2) find
unknown systems and ensure that thase inspected and functioning properly, and repaired if

necessary.

Ongoing Programs

The state and local OSS programs are designed to regulate the safe and appropriate use of OSS to
effectively treat sewage and to protect public health and water quabiygoing implementation of

these programs includes many activities and responsibilities. Some are unique to DOH, some are unique
to the local health jurisdictions, and some are shared. The work includes the following DOH
performance measures: (1) Reviewargl approving local rule changes and reviewing waivers to
ensure ongoing consistency with the state rule; (2) reviewing and registering proprietary products,
additives, and sewage tanks for use in the state; (3) regularly updating state standards amtguid
documents for alternative technologies; (4) contracting with and distributing state funds to help
implement the local OSS management plans and coordinatingaemial performance reporting; and
(5) adapting OSS management plan implementation apdnténg to align with and make progress
toward OSS performance measures adopted for GMAP and the Puget Sound Action Agenda.

All twelve Puget Sound counties have developed local management plans and submitted them to the
Department of Health for approviahnd nine counties have designated one or more marine recovery
areas.Based on the number of OSS systems noted in an earlier section of more than 500,000 and an
annual failure rate of percent the annual need should approach 5,000. Many system repairs o
replacements are financed privately or by lending institutions. Additionally, Ecology oversees funding to
LHJs, which is directed to owners to support repairs; LHJs issue permits for repairs/replacements to
many owners who sefinance repair work. Thesamount to hundreds of annual improvements and
personal investments.

The GMAP program identifies two measures for OSS. First the state tracks the numbsitef on

sewage system repairs or replacements funded by Ecology in Puget Sound countiesgéditie 88

every 6 monthsEcology passes funding to local health jurisdictions that identify the systems for repair

or replacement and oversee the work. Since 2007, performance has been at or above the target, and as
of December 2010, 388 systems have eepaired or replaced by local health jurisdictions through
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financial assistance from Ecolo@econd, the state tracks the status of OSS inventoried, inspected, and
fixed in marine recovery areas and other designated sensitive areas. The target, cungittiehe

Puget Sound recovery goal, is to inventory all OSS, fix all failures, and be current with inspections at 95

percent in marine recovery areas and other designated areas by 2020. The target also calls on local
health jurisdictions to expand theseNB I & YR LINBPIANF Ya (G2 O2@3SNI dn
sewered marine shorelines by 2020.

NearTerm Actions

C5.1 NTA 1:

C5.1 NTA 2:

C5.1 NTA 3:

C5.1 NTA 4:

Effectivenessof OSS RuldDOH, in consultation with local health jurisdictions (LHJS)
and other interests, will evaluate the efictiveness of the state OSS rule, identify
potential changes, and outline recommendations to the State Board of Health by
December 2013.

Performance measur@roject design completed by December 2012, draft results
compiled by September 2013, and recomdaions completed by December 2013

OSD&M ProgramBest PracticesDOH will work with LHJs to identify successes and
best practices, develop common performance standards, and recommend approaches
to improve corefunctions of local O&M progams

Performance measur@roject design completed by December 2012, draft analysis
completed by March 2014, and final analysis completed by June 2014. OSS inspection
levels at 60 percent by December 2014 in designated areas.

OSS Nitrogenréatment TechnologiesDOH will evaluate public domain OSS
treatment technologies for nitrogen reduction and develop standards and guidance
for their use if testing results indicate the technologies are effective and reliable. The
evaluation will be compléed by December 2014 and work on standards and guidance,
if needed, will begin after that.

Performance measur@®SS installed and testing initiated by August 2012, evaluation of
OSS technologies completed by June 2014, and plans for standards andeghbidanc
December 2014.

Centralized Treatment Outside UGASommerce, in partnership Ecology and DOH, will
identify shoreline areas outside urban growth boundaries where residential densities
are great enough that it may be appropriate to extermkntralized wastewater

collection systems and that are in close enough proximity to centralized treatment
that extension of infrastructure may be feasible. The goal of this effort is completion
of design of at a least one pilot project by 2014 and consttion of a least one pilot
project by 2016.

Performance measur®y June 2013, Commerce, in consultation with Ecology and DOH,
will produce draft criteria to identify shoreline areas outside urban growth areas that
may be appropriate to extend centradid wastewater collection systems. By Nov. 2013,
areas meeting those criteria will be magpand analyzed for suitabiligilot projects. By
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July, 2014 design for at least one pilot project will be completed. Construction for at least
one pilot project wi be completed by September 2016

C5.1S34 San Juan County OSS Progré&an Juan County Health and Community Services will
fully implement the Onsite Sewage System (OSS) Operation and Maintenance
Program Plan.

Performance measurd&00% of systems Bensitive areas in compliance and current
with inspections by 2014 and 60% of alternative systems cawidliy to have
inspections betweef0102014.

C5.1WS 7 West Sound OSS repairkitsap Public Health will report on the number of OSS failures
repairedusing funds from the Craft3 septic loan program by December 2013

Performance measur&umber of OSS failures repaired using funds from the Craft3
septic loan program by December 2013

Effectively manage and control pollution from large esite sewagesystems.

DOH directly regulates and permits largesite sewage systems (LOSS) with flows between 3,500 and
100,000 gpd (chapter 24872B WAC). DOH adopted a revised LOSS rule in 2011. Among other changes,
the expanded LOSS program consolidateE@SS permitting authority at DOH, requires annual

operating permits for all LOSS, and requires protection of public health and the environment. The rule is
structured to regulate and permit LOSS in different situations ranging from newly construct8dd.0OS
existing LOSS that have never been documented or permitted. The revised rule includes many new
requirements and approaches for siting, designing, constructing, operating, maintaining, repairing,
permitting and managing LOSS.

OngoingPrograms

The ovearching performance objective of the LOSS program is to regulate the systems and owners to
achieve effective longerm treatment and to protect public health and water quality. The program
includes a strong focus on Puget Sound. The work includes towifog DOH performance measures:

(1) locate, assess, and permit all LOSS with emphasis on marine recovery areas and other designated
areas; (2)annually review and renew operating permits; (3) issue permits for LOSS previously permitted
by Ecology as thgermits expire; (4) issue permits for LOSS previously permitted by local health
jurisdictions as the permits transfer to DOH; (5) work with LOSS owners as needed to address
deficiencies in order to achieve adequate treatment and compliance with the ralgpammit

conditions; (5) develop technical guidelines and standards for LOSS design and O&M, system
evaluations, document submittals, and other program activities; and (6) reset and report on the LOSS
performance measure for GMAP based on the new LOS8ndldatabase and make progress toward

the targets.

The state GMAP performance measure for LOSS addresses compliance with requirements of the revised
LOSS rule adopted by DOH in 2011. By the end of 2011, DOH had identified 277 LOSS in the Puget
Sound re®n, 263 of which were under permit. Compliance levels may drop as the new rule takes effect
and all LOSS came under the program, including many previously undocumented LOSS and LOSS
formerly permitted by Ecology or local health jurisdictions that aregfaming to DOH.
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NearTerm Actions

C5.2WS 6  West Sound Sewer FeasibilitiKitsap Public Health together with the municipality will
conduct sewer infrastructure feasibility study for sewers in areas such as Ostrich and
Phinney Bay by December 2013.

Perbrmance measureSewer infrastructure feasibility study conducted by December
2013.

(053 Improve and expand funding foon-site sewage systems and local OSS programs

Funding for proper operation and maintenance ofsite sewage systems and for replacamh of failing
systems is an ongoing challenge. The work is expenba/epst of replacing a system can be as high as
$40,000.

Funding assistance currently is comprised of a variety of grant and loan programs, including a $4.2
million state program adinistered by the Department of Ecology to help homeowners and small
businesses in the 12 Puget Sound counties repair, replace, or improve their existing systems. (See
discussion of performance objectives for ongoing OSS programs, above.) Since 8a@gthim has
funded replacement of 388 failing systems around Puget Sound. In addtafit3 (formerly Enterprise
Cascadiadffers low interest loans to homeowners and businesses in Jefferson, Kitsap, Mason, and
Clallam Countiet repair or replace ofsite sewage system$his program, funded in part through the
Department of Ecology, uses public and private resources to help owners fix or replace malfunctioning
systems. From 2007 through December 2010, 245 systems were improved using this mechanism.

Other Puget Sound counties have established their ownildgrest loan programs, as well. While
these programs have helped, eligibility for them can be constrained by the age and location of the
system, the income level of the homeowner, and otheresié. Additional and more reliable sources of
funding are needed to support local O & M programs prajramsto repair or replace failing onite
sewage systems.

NearTerm Actions

C5.3NTA 1: Regional OSS Homeowner Loan Progr@®H, Ecology, and PSRI\welp evaluate
options and support proposals to fund a unified, salfistaining, lowinterest loan
program in the Puget Sound region to help OSS owners repair and replace their
systems by June 2014.

Performance measur@roject design completed by Awy2012, draft analysis of issues
and proposed actions completed by March 2014, and final analysis completed by June
2014.

C5.3NTA2 Regional OSS Program Funding Sou®H will evaluate approaches and
mechanisms (e.g., a regional flush tax or sewarcharge) togenerate and distribute
funds to Puget Sound counties to implement th&'SS management plans and
programs by June 2014.
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Performance measur@roject design completed by August 2012, draft analysis of issues
and proposed actions completed lyarch 2014, and final analysis completed by June
2014.

C5.3NTA3 Funding Mechanism for Local OSS PrograB®H will work to authorize local boards
of health to contract with county treasurers to collect fees via property tax statements
to implement locd OSS plans and programs by June 2012.

Performance measur®ill introduced and legislation passed and signed by June 2012.
Emerging Issueand Future Opportunities

In addition to the specific ongoing program activities and steamn actions describedkmve, there are a

YdzYo SN 2F ARSFA F2NJ FdzidzNB ¢2N)] GKIFIdG YAIKG 0SS 02y
wastewater treatment needs and further reduce pressures on the Puget Sound ecosystem. These ideas
should be an ongoing part of the regairdiscussion about how to best address wastewater treatment

needs in the Puget Sound basin, and may inform future funding decisions, programmatic priorities and
guidance, and/or may become nearm actions in future Action Agenda cycles.

Many of thesddeas have to do with exploring potential future funding to ensure local health
jurisdictions can effectively oversee and administer programs for reliable operation, maintenance, repair
and replacement for osite systems. They include:

1 Evaluate fundingptions to help local governments with projects involving OSS conversions to
more centralized treatment and to decommission abandoned systems. Residences in older
neighborhoods in some cities remain on OSS even though surrounding, newer neighborhoods
areserved by centralized wastewater treatment. It can be difficult to convert these
neighborhoods to centralized treatmentoften individual homeowners do not have adequate
resources or incentives to wiotogether to fund conversigrutilities have little icentive to
convert older neighborhoods, and local governments do not have the resources to subsidize
these efforts.

9 Evaluate and discuss models and ways to engage private wastewater companies and public
utilities in OSS management as pilot projemt$n new working relationships

1 Explore approaches to expand funding options for LOSS

Other ideas raise a range of issues related to targeting technical and financial assistance, considering
cumulative impacts, and improving treatment technologies.

1 Identify priority areas around Puget Sound needing focused technical and financial assistance to
solve chronic sewage problems. Explore options to provide targeted technical and financial
assistance to solve these problems.

1 Revise the definition of OSS failuceaccount for cumulative impacts of multiple OSS. We need
to address situations where the cumulative effect of pollution from OSS in a community has a
significant effect on water quality, even though the individual systems do not meet the
traditional ddinition of failure (i.e., sewage that surfaces or backs up into a structlitgls may
be the case, for example, where it is clear that a certain neighborhood is creating water quality
impacts but no individual OSS in that area is failing.
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1 Obijectively egluate impacts of OSS for pollutants of concern other than fecal coliform, like
nitrogen and toxic chemicals, and update regulations and management plan guidance to address
these findings.

1 Work with OSS industry and others to develop new, affordable elm@bie technologies that

reduce nutrient and fecal coliform concentrations in OSS effluent

Work to develop cost effective ways to effectively separate urine from wastewater.

Develop standards of practice for OSS O&M service providers in the Pugetr§giom

Include assessment of cumulative impacts in planning and permitting for centralized and

decentralized wastewater systems in comprehensive pl&entralized wastewater

management options largely flow from the location at which the wastewatgenerated

inside or outside an urban growth area; served by centralized treatment or not. Options to

reduce wastewater generation through-tese of gray water, and to rase treated water

through reclaimed water projects are implemented largely on ah@clbasis. There may be

opportunities to take a more holistic approach to wastewater planning and thereby to better

and more efficiently provide needed treatment and use all water resources fully. This issue also

is discussed in strategy A8 on freshwedgailability. In the draft Action Agenda a series of near

term actions were proposed on this issue, and comments on the NTAs were mixed, and focused
on the interaction between GMA requirements and wastewater treatment planning. These
ideas should comiue to be considered and, ideally, ripened for inclusion into the next Action

Agenda.

1 Integrate climate change considerations into siting and design of new facilities and retrofits.

= =4 =
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Target View:On-Site SevageSystem
Management

For many people, espediathose in rural areas of Puget Sound;site sewage systems are the best

option for sewage treatment. When properly designed and installed, these systems provide a high level
of treatment. Proper care is the key to leteym performance of all sewagesatment systems. Older
on-site systems and systems located in sensitive areas often present higher risks. With newer systems,
advances in technology mean thaszmore need for regular maintenance to keep things working
smoothly. Poorly maintained 9gsns can break down, requiring costly repairs and polluting our prized
waterways and water resources. Regular inspections help protesitersewage systems and Puget
Sound.

The 2020 recovery target for esite sewage system management has two composehhe first is to
inventory and fix all orsite sewage systems in marine recovery areas and other designated sensitive
areas and to be current with inspections at 95 percent. The second part is to extend this work to cover
90 percent of Puget Souunsavered marine shorelines by 2020.

The Action Agenda strategies most related to achieving the recovery target-giteopewer system
management are:

9 Effectively manageral control pollution fromon-site sewage systems (C5.1)

i Effectively manage and contrpollution from large orsite sewage systems (C5.2)

1 Improve and expand funding for egite system maintenance, repair and replacement (C5.3)

91 Develop and implement local and tribal pollution identification and correction (PIC) programs
(C9.4)

1 Restore and mtect water quality at swimming beaches and recreational areas (C9.3)

1 Ensureabundant, healthy shellfish for ecosystem health and for commercial, subsistence, and

recreational harvest consistent with ecosystem protection (C7.1, C7.2, C7.3, C7.4)

In the followingresults chain, or logic model, yellow polygons identify strategiessabetrategies from

the Action Agenda that we believe will contribute significantly towards meeting the target. Arrows to
the blue boxes describe the intermediate results thategies and actions are expected to achieve. The
purple boxes show the reduced pressure on the ecosystem that is expected tcamcttive target
adopted for pressure reduction by 2020.
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Puget Sound Recovery -- On-site Sewage Systems Target View
v. June 29, 2012
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CG Prevent reduce and/or eliminate pollution from
centralizd wastewater systems

Centralized wastewater treatment facilities are regulated through National Pollution Discharge
Elimination System (NPDES) permits administered by EPA and Ecology under the federal Clean Water
Act and state regulations. Untreated wastater from municipal, industrial, and government facilities
contains a broad spectrum of pollutants, including nutrients and pathogens. Wastewater treatment
removes or transforms many, but not all, contaminants. Depending on the amounts and types of
treatment, treated wastewater can contain a variety of contaminants, including personal care products,
caffeine, endocrinanimicking chemicals, pharmaceuticals, and industrial chemicals.

Approximately 100 municipal and industrial wastewater treatment @agcharge to the marine

waters of Puget Sound and the Straits of Georgia and Juan deRdita rivers and other water bodies

in the Puget Sound watershed@’he combined daily discharge of treated wastewater to Puget Sound is
over 430 million gallons pelay. In addition, during wet weather events, CSOs in some older urban
areas of ten Puget Sound cities sometimes discharge mixed stormwater and untreated domestic and
industrial wastewater when conveyance or treatment plant capacities are exceeded.

Theeffectiveness of pollutant removal at treatment plans varies with the treatment technology and to
some degree the age of the treatment facility. Treatment effectiveness also depends on the amount
and types of contaminants in the wastewater treatment fidieis receive from residents and businesses.
Municipal facilities have traditionally focused on removing pathogens, biochemical oxygen demand,
toxic chemicals, and suspended solids with a primary objective of protecting human health. Industrial
facilities typically have systems customized to the exact composition of their wastewater and/or
discharge to municipal systems after greatment on site. In Puget Sound most municipal wastewater
treatment plants use secondary treatment technology, and few heaeded to install advanced

treatment technology to meet current discharge limits. All new facilities constructed in recent years
have been built with advanced treatment.

Reducing the amount of impervious surface also may reduce the frequency and ek@80s and
Inflow and Infiltration (1&l). Implementing the stormwater actions described in Section C2 will help
reduce the pressure on Puget Sound from wastewater.

Relationship tdRecovery argets

The 2020 target most associated with centralized wastew@ieatment is the larger Puget Sound

nutrient targett that the combination of all human sources must not contribute to dissolved oxygen
depletion more than 0.2 mg/L anywhere in Puget Sound. This is similar to state water quality standards.
Potential human contributions to oxygen depletion in areas of Puget Sound include wastewater

treatment plant discharges, esite wastewater systems, stormwater, and other sourcéke strategies

and actions are designed to help achieve this target, as wethas targets closely associated with the
management of wastewater: shellfish bed recovery; eelgrass recovery; swimming beaches; toxics in fish;
and marine sediment quality. As with the dissolved oxygen target, other pollution sources and
management programs adlirectly influence progress toward these ecosystem recovery targets.
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Local Priorities

Several local integrating organizations identified wastewater treatment as a high priority strategy.

Strait of Juan de Eca From 19 Strategic Priorities
1 Carlsborg Wastewater Treatment and Water Reuiseplement
Carlsborg Urban Growth Area Wastewater Treatment and Water
Reuse Strategy
South Puget Sound From Strategic Initiative: Urban Stormwater/Runoff
1 Complete upgradetaNastewater Treatment Plants in South Sounc
(LOTT, Shelton, Solo Point, Chambers)
Hood Canal From General priorities
1 Building from experience with the Belfair wastewater treatment pl
implement existing plans to improve wastewater infrastructure ia
Port Hadlock and Dosewallips areas.

Reduce the concentrations of contaminant sources of pollution conveyed to

wastewater treatment plants through education and appropriate regulations,
including improving pretreatment requirements.

Preventing surces of pollution conveyed to wastewater treatment plants will be a key part of reducing
the overall threat to Puget Sound. Work in this area will rely heavily on strategies and actions related to
reducing sources of toxics addressed in strategy Clirmhade developing safer alternatives for

chemicals in use, advancing programs to help prevent chemicals from entering the Puget Sound
environment, education and technical assistance, and other strategies.

Pretreatment programs, which are focused on ikimg with businesses and industrial facilities that

discharge wastewater to municipal treatment plants, also play an important role. These programs work

to prevent the introduction of pollutants that could interfere with treatment plant processes, impact

receiving water or biosolids quality, and/or threaten work@yafety. Effective implementation of the

pre-treatment program plays a vital part in ensuring contaminants are not conveyed to wastewater
GNBFGYSyid LXLFyda Ay | Yreatnéni éapadity or &ceepréhdedeqirdmernitsk S LI | y

Emerging chemicals are a particular issue fortpgatment standards, and are discussed in the
emerging issues list, below. In addition, some commenters on the draft Action Agenda expressed
concern that pe-treatment requirements, overall, are not protective enough for Puget Sound and
should be reevaluated and updated, this is an issue that warrants further discussion.

NearTerm Actions

None; work will focus on implementation of ongoing programs.
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Reduce pollution loading to Puget Sound by preventing and reductoghbined sewer
overflows.

Combined sewer systems are wastewater collection systems designed to carry sanitary sewage
(consisting of domestic, commercial, and industrial wastewater) and statar in a single piping

system to a treatment facility. In periods of rainfall or snowmelt, total wastewater flows can exceed the
capacity of the sewer collection systems and/or treatment facilities. When this occurs, the combined
sewer system is designed overflow directly to nearby streams, lakes, and harbors, discharging
untreated sewage and stormwater. These overflows are called combined sewer overflows (CSOs) and
can causeontribute towater and sedimentjuality problems.

Contaminants in CSOs daclude pathogens, oxygen consuming piahts, solids, nutrients, toxic
chemicalsand floatable matter all of which can harm the health of people, fish and wildlife. CSOs can
contribute to shellfish harvesting restrictioryntaminated sedimenimpairment of the aquatic

habitat, and aesthetic degradation due to unsightly floating materials associated with raw seVage.
Puget Soundities have combined sewage and storm collection systems

CSO control is a vital part of the statewide effort to redand control stormwater discharges. CSO
reduction programs are in place in jLkisdictionsin Washingtonin 1988 ,Ecology estimated thahe

average volume of untreated CSOs discharged to the state waters was 3.3 billion gallons per year. Since
then, Waslngton has made progress addressing this pressureijth a reduction of CSOs to less than

one billion gallons in 2009.

A number oftcommunities have been successful in controlling and reducing their CSOs completely and
the remaining communities continue make progress in CSO contr8ltrategies for controlling CSOs
include separation, storager treatment of flows. More recently égreere stormwater infrastructure

(GSI) has been used alone or in concert with other control strategies as a cost effgioach for

some CSO reduction projectslany different tools, including a variety of stormwater control strategies,
could be used to reduce pressures on the Puget Sound ecosystem from CSOs.
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CSOs and sanitary sewer overflows (SSOs). The priority focuses on enforcement of the Clean Water Act
and the codified CSO Control Policy which requires that CSO discharges to be reduced to a level that

does not catribute to violations of the water quality standards.

Ecology requires that CSO discharges be controlled to an average of one discharge per year per outfall,
O2yaraitsSyid 6A0GK (GKS 9t! Q& /{h /2yiNRBf t2fA020® !
facilities have been determined to meet this standard: Anacortes, Bellingham, Bremerton, and LOTT (in
Olympia). Other facilities are under permits or compliance orders to meet the standard: Everett

(estimated compliance date 2017), King County (estimatadpliance date 2030), Mount Vernon

(estimated compliance date 2015), Port Angeles (estimated compliance date 2015), Seattle (estimated
compliance date 2025), and Snohomish County (no estimated compliance date).

902t 238Qa ¢2NJ 2y ifgihhtIaditescurfedt @ denflignge2ny onPrpradiNI
technical assistance to facilities developing compliance plans and activities to ensure they meet their
compliance dates.
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NearTerm Actions

C6.2 NTA1 |Integrated Municipal Stormwater and Wasteater Plans PSP, in collaboration with
Ecology, will convene a group to make recommendations about use of integrated
municipal stormwater and wastewater plans to meet Clean Water Act water quality
objectives. This effort will recognize the use of inte¢gd approaches as a way to
prioritize allocation of resources to achieve the greatest environmental benefit, at the
earliest time, consistent with meeting Clean Water Act obligations and applicable
state laws, through appropriate sequencing of work.

Perfamance measureBy December 2012, conduct at least one initial meeting to scope
work plan; By March 2013, a work Plan approved by key partners; By December 2013,
recommendations for integrated stormwater an@stewaterplanning and

implementation made tohtte Leadership Council. These dates are dependent on
conclusions of current 2012 negotiations. If those negotiations are still in progress by
September 2012, PSP will work with the Leadership Council to set new performance
milestone dates.

Implement priority upgrades of municipal and industrial wastewater facilities.

EPA has delegated authority to Ecology to administer the Clean Water Act provisions for NPDES permits.
This includes both individual permits to discharge and general permits that caugple dischargers in
particular categories of sources (e.g., municipal stormwater permits). All wastewater treatment plants
that discharge to Puget Sound have individual NPDES permits, which are highly tailored to meet water
guality standards for thegdlutants in the discharge.

Ecology also is responsible for establishing Total Maximum Daily Loads (TMDLSs) or water cleanup plans
for impaired water bodies that are identified as not meeting state water quality standards. In marine
waters such as Pug&ound, TMDLSs require that contributions from the combined total of human point
and nonpoint sources cannot cause dissolved oxygen levels to fall below particular concentrations;
where concentrations naturally fall below these levels, the combined totall dfuman sources cannot
cause more than a 0.2 mg/L depletion at any time. Marine waters with measured concentrations below
the thresholds must be assessed to determine whether human activities are contributing to the low
levels or whether the low levetgsult from natural conditions. Through implementation of the TMDL
program, Ecology can identify when and where wastewater treatment discharge limits for individual
treatment plans must be lowered to achieve water quality goals; these studies alstentify areas

where nonpoint sources, including contamination fromsite sewage systems and polluted runoff, may
need to be reduced.
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Municipal and industrial wastewater treatment plants provide a critical element of Puget Sound
protection by giving us way to manage wastewater; however, outfall discharges into Puget Sound
prevent harvest from shellfish growing areas on statened lands, depriving thgtate of badly needed
revenue, half of which is used to restore and protect¢iet G S Qa | |j omligh theQAquatic VaRds ( K
Enhancement Grant program. Closures on private tidelands also reduce income for private shellfish
businesses and deprive residents of the opportunity to harvest shellfish at recreational sites. Closures
associated with outfalls arrequired regardless of permit discharge limits and regardless of permittees
compliance with permits. These closures are automatic, based simply on the presence of the outfall and
the associated potential for pollution. Many large outfalls are not peatto remove or relocate, but

others may be under used, no longer needed, or able to be combined with other nearby outfalls.

Ongoing Programs

To support TMDL or similar processes in Puget Sound, Ecology is carrying out a number of studies to
determinehow nitrogen from a variety of sources affects dissolved oxygen levels in South Puget Sound
and other areas with low levels of dissolved oxygen. These studies are a critical first step in determining
what will be needed to improve water quality. The résulf the studies may show that humaelated

sources of nitrogen need to be reduced to keep South Puget Sound and other regions healthy. If
reductions are needed, the study will also help determine where reductions might need to occur and
what actions migt be needed, such as upgrading wastewater treatment plans to advanced treatment.
These studies also will identify areas where nonpoint sources, include contamination from onsite
systems and polluted runoff, need to be reduced. The TMDL program anelddelearterm actions are
described in Section C9.

NearTerm Actions

None; work in the neaterm will focus on imf@mentation of ongoing programs; see C9 for additional
discussion of TMDLs and water cleanup plans.

Ensure all centralized wastewatdreatment plants meet discharge permit limits
through compliance monitoring, technical assistance, and enforcement where needed.

NPDES permit holders, including all WWTP that discharge to Puget Sound must report compliance in
Daily Monitoring Records (DMRsubmitted to Ecology. Ecology reviews these DMRs and also inspects
facilities for compliance.

9 02f 2 3& Qaall WX TPmaiitadin canfpliaiice with permits written to meet standardsiffor

permit limits. Consistent with this goal, Ecology recams WWTP for perfect performancehat is,

meeting every permit condition, every day, for an entire year. In 1995 only 14 plants in Washington
State were in full compliance with permit requirements; in 2010, over 100 plants were in full compliance
including 40 within the Puget Sound watershed.

2 KSYy @GA2trGA2ya INB F2dzyRx 902ft23@e8Qa 32+t Aa G2 S
guidance defines a major violation as any parameter violated by a permittee for the months in a row. In
thatcas€ 9O02f 2328 Q& LISNX¥AG YIFyFr3ISNIAYAGALIGSa O2yidl OG «
ensure a return to compliance. Ecology may issue enforcement orders if a permittee is unable to correct
GKS GA2tl A2y d 9 02t 2 dizda yda? and midodplaritsPevery ynd ye&rO G Y I 2 2

The 2012013 Action Agenda for Puget Sound Reduce and Control the Sources of Pollution to Puget So®adje240



One issue that gained some attention during development of this Action Agenda update is inflow and
infiltration. Excess water that flows into sewer pipes from groundwater and stormwater is called
infiltration and inflow, or I/l. Groundwater (infiltration) can seep into sewer pipes through holes, cracks,
joint failures, and faulty connections. Stormwater (inflow) can rapidly flow into sewers via roof drain
downspouts, foundation drains, storm drain crassinections, and through holes in manhole covers.

Most I/l is caused by aging infrastructure that needs maintenance or replacement. There is some
evidence that a substantial portion of excess water entering conveyance lines derives from side sewers
that connect individual homes and businesses to the collection system. This excess water takes up
capacity during peak flows that could otherwise be used for wastewater treatment alone and generates
the need to build added capacity in pipelines, treatment plaated other wastewater facilities.

Wastewater treatment providers manage inflow and infiltration as part of the overall maintenance of
the conveyance system; however where |/l derives largely from side sewers or individual homes or
businesses opportunis for centralized utilities to find and repair the sources of I/l can be limited, and
present funding challenges. NPDES permits do not necessarily specify a target for the percent of water
delivered to treatment plants that comes from I&l rather thanabgh wastewater. Permittees are
required to report 1&I in their annual reports to Ecology. 1&I levels are reviewed along with any permit
violations or Sanitary Sewer Overflows (SSOs). SSOs are considered spills and must be reported to
Ecology. Ecologyay issue a compliance order to plants that have multiple problems, and &I controls,
if appropriate, could be one of several actions required. Currently one plant in South Puget Sound is
under a compliance order. Recent permits added a new requiren@ttpermittees pressure test

force mains for exfiltration. Plants that have high levels of 1&l in the winter may be more likely to
produce exfiltration in the summer months, and some permits stipulate that any gravity sewers close to
water bodies must presure tested once per permit cycle.

Ongoing Programs
Key Ongoing Program Activities

1 Ecology, in accordance with NPDES permits issued under the Clean Water Act, will continue to
work with permittees to reduce SSOs in all areas of Puget Sound, with an sisphavarine
Recovery Areas.

1 Ecology will work with permittees reduce inflow and infiltration in centralized wastewater
collection systems in all areas of Puget Sound with an emphasis on watersheds with declining
baseflows or watersheds closed to additmvithdrawals or otherwise water stressed.

1 Ecology will work with permittees to reduce exfiltration in all areas of Puget Sound with an
emphasis on watersheds and marine waters where bacteria concentrations violate water quality
standards.

1 Ecology willamplete evaluations of I/l project effectiveness in Puget Sound Basin and review
evaluations from elsewhere to determine the potential effectieas of I/l reduction programs.
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NearTerm Actions

C6.4 NTA1 Water Quality Standards Updatd=cology has initiged rule making to amend the
Water Quality Standards to update and develop predictable regulatory compliance
tools that address short and lorterm source control programsThe proposed
changes will provide predictable regulatory tools to help entitiesrmply with existing
and new source control requirements or discharge limits. The changes will allow
compliance with requirements while they effectively work toward meeting permit
limits and control sources of pollutants.

Performance measur®ule Initiatbn: October 25, 2011; Rule Adopted: June 30, 2013.

Promote appropriate reclaimed water projectdo reduce pollutant loading to Puget
Sound

Reclaimed water is derived from domestic wastewater and small amounts of industrial process water or
stormwater. The process of reclaiming water, sometimes called water recycling or water reuse, involves
a highly engineered, mulsitep treatment process that speeds up nature's restoration of water quality.
The process provides a hitgvel of disinfection andetiability to assure that only water meeting

stringent requirements leaves the treatment facility.

Reclaimedvater can be usedor a wide variety of beneficial uses such as irrigation, industrial process

and cooling water, toilet flushing, dust controgrestruction activitiesand many other nospotable

uses Reclaimed water also can be usasiresource to create, restgrandenhance wetlands, recharge
groundwater supplie, and increase the flows fivers and streamsReclaimed water is classified leds

on intended use. Class A reclaimed water must meet strict standards. Reclaimed water must not cause
a violation of state water quality standards.

Ongoing Programs

Expansion of reclaimed water programs will be a vital part of Puget Sound recov2g06lthe

Legislature directe@&cologyto adopt a rule for reclaimed water usg 2010. Currently this rulemaking

Ad RStF&@SR LISNI KS D2@SNYy2NRa RANBOGAGS LI I OAy3 |
can be adopted under that moratorium 2013. When finalhe rulewill providea consistent,

predictable, and efficient regulatory process. It algb encouragahe generation and beneficial use of

reclaimed water while preserving and protecting public health, the environment, and exiséter

rights.

Key Ongoing Program Activities

1 Ecology will resume the Reclaimed Water Rule no earlier than 2013 or as directed by the
Governor. The intent of this rule is to encourage the appropriate use of reclaimed water.

1 Ecology will develop matergthat describe the full range of beneficial uses for reclaimed water,
best and appropriate uses, and public health issues (in consultation with DOH) to expand market
demand for reclaimed water. The draft guidance document developed for the rule is@n hol
along with the Reclaimed Water Rule until 2013 at the earliest.
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1 As part of the future Reclaimed Water Rule, PSP and Ecology will develop a comprehensive
outreach and education approach to promote the appropriate use of reclaimed water, including
incentives for reclaimed water use where appropriate, and reduce barriers to reclaimed water
projects.

NearTerm Actions
None; work in the neaterm will focus on imfgmentation of ongoing programs.
Emerging Issueand Future Opportunities

In addition to thespecific ongoing program activities and néam actions described above, there are a

YdzYo SN 2F ARSIFAa F2NJ FdzidzNB 62N)] GKIFG YAIKEG 6S dzyR
need for centralized wastewater treatment and to further reduce prees on the Puget Sound

ecosystem. These ideas should be an ongoing part of the regional discussion about how to best address
wastewater treatment needs in the Puget Sound basin, and may inform future funding decisions,
programmatic priorities and guidae, and/or may become nederm actions in future Action Agenda

cycles. They include the following.

1 Consideration of whether increasing nutrient removal requirements should be applied through
the water quality based programs such as TMDL implementatiowhether Ecology should
pursue a revision in secondary treatment technology standards for new treatment plants and
upgrades at treatment plants that discharge to Puget Sound before all TMDLs are complete
Some stakeholders advocate requiring advancembsdary treatment (largely for nitrogen
removal) and/or tertiary treatment (largely for additional chemical treatment or other forms of
polishing) for all WWTPs that discharge to Puget Sound; others are concerned about making
such a large investment (anddreby precluding other needed investments) without specific
documentation that such treatment is needed to protect water quality.

1 Better understanding and addressing other contaminants of concern. Due to new detection and
sampling methods and new prodgcand consumption patterns we are increasingly aware of
chemicals that can threaten human and environmental health in effluents from wastewater
treatment plants at very low concentrations. These include pharmaceuticals, personal care
products, caffeine, riaral hormones, and other chemicals. We should better understand
where this is occurring and the impacts of these chemical in the environment and continue to
refine source control and wastewater treatmeire-treatment, and reclaimed watgsrograms
to address chemicals of concern.

1 Replacement of aging infrastructure

1 Integrate climate change considerations into siting and design of new facilities and retrofits.
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Improve Shellfish Health and Harves

The Challenge

Shellfish play a significant role iretibviological, cultural and historical context of Puget Sound. Healthy
AaKSttFTAaK 0SRa FNB SaaSyidalt G2 tdASG {2dzyRQa SO2
tribes have lived and harvested shellfish in Puget Sound for about 12,000 years¢lagol@gists have

uncovered shell middens dating back as far as 5,000 years. Shellfish provide sustenance and figure
prominently in tribal spiritual beliefs. In the 1850s tribal governments signed treaties with the US

government relinquishing land but reseéng rights to fish and harvest shellfish in usual and accustomed

areas except for staked or cultivated shellfish beds.

Commercial shellfish harvesting began during the California Gold Rush era and continues today
providing a significant source of joBad economic activity in Puget Sour@verall, Washington State

leads the country in production of farmed clams, oysters and mussels with an annual value of over $107
million. Across theatate, shellfish growers directly and indirectly employ over 3,280gbe and provide

an estimated total economic contribution of $270 million. In both Mason and Pacific counties, the
commercial shellfish industry is the second largest prigsietor employer, supporting more than 1,200
jobs and an estimated total annuahyroll that exceeds $27 million. In Puget Sound specifically, there

are about 270 recreational shellfish beaches open to harvesting. WDFW conservatively estimates that
$125 shellfish harvesting trips are made each year to Puget Sound beaches, provielimganomic

value of $5.4 million to the region.

In addition to the cultural, recreational, and economic contributions shellfish make in Puget Sound, they
also can play a role in improving the water quality of the Sound. Shellfish filtering can imgtare w

clarity so sunlight penetrates the depthahich can improve eelgrass and macroal(stached
seaweed)growth. Shellfish assimilate some of what they take in and pass on the rest as digested and
undigested material that settles to the bottom sedimenf hese filtering and recycling processes can
contribute to regulating the health of nearshore ecosystems and take on more importance as human
activities and related pollution increase in shoreline areas. They also provide structure to the nearshore
and refuge and forage opportunities and can help remove nitrogen from the water.

A significant number of shellfish bedee closedn Puget Soundue to pollution.The pollution is from a
variety of sources, but mostly from fecal bacteria from humans, livésto pets that gets into the
water and threatens the areas where oysters, clams and other bivalve shellfish @fori.to improve
water quality toenable there-opening of shellfish beds closed because of pollution has been ongoing
for many years and lsaachieved considerable success, especially since l@@&theless, gpanding

and promoting financial incentives and programs that protect, reopen, and enhance shellfish harvest
areas and that restore and enhance the native Olympia Oyster and Pinto Ahailboontributefurther

to local and state economies.

The significant economic contribution of the shellfish industry was a major motivating factor behind the
Washington State Shellfish Initiative announced on December 9, 2011. The initiative i€ayeane of
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industry. The NOAA policy establishes a framework to allow sustainable domestic aquaculture to

contribute to the U.S. seafood supply, supparastal communities and important commercial and

recreational fisheries, and help to restore species and habR#2AA sees aquaculture as a critical

component to meeting increasing global demand for seafood and maintaining healthy ecosystems.

The Washigton Shellfish Initiative is the first of its kind in the natig¢hile the initiative supports
D2OSNY2N) DNBI2A NP SCE HAAS (2T 2dzy RRA®E HanwnI Al | faz
value of shellfish resources on the coast. As envisiahednitiative will protect and enhance a

resource that is important for jobs, industry, citizens and tribes.

ClimateChange

Increased acidity in marine waters from carbon dioxide emissions and upland runoff is threatening the
aquaculture and shellfishdlustry. Ocean acidification is related to, but distinct from climate change,
although they share a common cause, increasing carbon dioxide in the atmosphere. Ocean acidification
is also a concern for harvest of wild shellfish and fish species that useenpdainkton as a food source.

Adaptation strategies outlinedin NB LI NAy 3 F2NJ / f AYFGS / KFEy3aSYy 2| aKAy
Response Stratedpril 2012) include enhancing our understanding and monitoring of ocean

acidification in Puget Sounchd coastal waters, as well as our ability to adapt to and mitigate effects of

seawater acidity on shellfish, other marine organisms, and marine ecosystems.

The Action Agenda includes support of a key action in the state response strategy: Suppontogkthe
of newly created Blue Ribbon Panel on Ocean Acidification.

Strategies in this arefmcus on implementing the Washington Shellfish Initiative. The collective actions
support working aquatic lands and improve water quality to protect and restorkfishebeds for

human consumption. Additional strategiaad actions that wiltontribute to the health and recovery of
shellfish harvesting areas also are addressed in Sections on wastewater, stormwater, and toxics.
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Relationship tdRecovery Targets

The shellfish recovery target is of a net increase of 10,800 harvestable shellfish acres from 2007 to 2020
in Puget Sound, including at least 7,000 acres where harvest is currently prohibited. The strategies and
actions in this section are essential for Rening shellfish beds and avoiding closures. In addition,
management of orsite sewage systems and freshwater quality will improve conditions for shellfish and
help achieve the target.

LocalPriorities

Several local areas prioritize shellfish bed oestion.

South Puget Sound From Strategic Initiative: Rural/Agricultural Runoff
1 Reopen Shellfish Beds (Henderson, Burley Lagoon, Minter, Oakli
Bay, and North Bay)

West Puget Sound Summarized from Working Brity List
1 Prioritize shellfish growing areas that are closed or have the pote|
to close, and initiate upgrades
1 Resolve issues identified in Washington Department of Health rej
"2009 Shoreline Survey of the Dyes Inlet Shellfish Growing-Area
Ostrich and Oyster Bays Addendum."
1 Address bacterial contamination in freshwater streams that create
Ot 28dzNB T 2ySa i GKSANI Y2dziKa
Creek, Miller Bay)
Island Watershed From working list of possible priorities
1 Implement shefish protection plans within Island Watershed/Cour

Stillaguamish and Snohomish ~ From working list of possible priorities

Watersheds 1 Improve shellfish water quality and increase harvestable, upgrade
shellfish acres in commercial production and use; dowte, expand
and promote financial incentives and programs for working aquat
lands that are protective of ecosystem health

Skagit From initial list of possible priorities
1 Support the Skagit Clean Samish Initiative and continuing funding
priority

C7. Ensure dundant, healthy shellfish forecosystem health
and forcommercial, subsistence, and recreational harvest
consistent with ecosystem protection
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Improve water quality to prevent downgrade and achieve upgrades of important
current tribal, conrmercial and recreational shellfish harvesting areas.

Protection and improvement of water quality and control of pollution will be critical to meeting the
recovery target for shellfish harvesting areas for Puget Sound.

The Department of Health monitoshellfish harvesting areas and classifies them as safe or unsafe for
harvest. As of the end of 2011 the Washington State Department of Health (DOH) managed the
classification of 326,000 commercial shellfish harvesting acres throughostatiee approximagly
MpnInnn AY tdaASIHI {2dzyRd ¢KSNBE 6SNB HpuInnn | ONB
Y/ 2y RAGAZ2Y Rt ban! LIONBOHSRBRAGK WwSAGNROGSRQ OflFaaat¥
classifications (see table below).

Department of Heah shellfish harvesting area classificatiorss of the end of 2011 (acres)

APPROVED‘ CONDITIONALLY APPED\ RESTRICTE PROHIBITEL TOTAL

Washington State 252,000 12,000 300 61,000 326,000

Puget Sound 190,000

Note: figures may not add up to total dt@rounding.

In 2011 DOHupgraded the classificationf 697 acres in fiveommercial shellfish areas. Over the same
time, 4,960acres were downgraded iwo areas.Poor water quality in the Samish Bay (Samish River)
and Pacific coast growing areasuked in significant classification downgrades.

Over the past 30 years, DOH has downgraded the classification of about 56,000 acres and upgraded the
classification of about 46,000 acres (see table below). Most of the downgrades took place between 1981
and 1995, when 45,000 acres were downgraded and 7,000 acres were upgraded. Since 1995, Health has
downgraded 11,000 acres while upgrading 40,000 acres. In Puget Sound, approximately 36,000 acres

or about 19percentof commercial and recreational shellfisbds¢ are closed due to pollution sources.

Department of Health shellfish harvesting area classifications, 1§@D11 (acres)

1981¢ 1995 1995-2011 TOTAL: 19812011

Area Upgrades 7,000 40,000 46,000

Area Downgrades 45,000 11,000 56,000

Note: figures may not add up to total due to rounding.

The Department of Health also lists shellfish beds that are threatened with downgrade each year. In

Hnmm 2808y FNBLA Ay tdasSh {2dyR 6SNB GGKNBIFGSySRE
Dyes Inlg Filucy Bay, Padilla Bay, Pickering Passage, Port Townsend Bagudn8kagit Bay.

Even with significant downgrades in 2011, in recent years, through etfbstate and local

government, tibes, private landowners, and shellfish growers, we haaek dnet increase of about

1400 acres of shellfish areas reopen for harvest due to pollution control. Strategies and actions in this
area are focused on capitalizing on the lessons learned from these experiences and increasing this trend.
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Ongoing Programs

The Department of Health is responsible for assuring that marine water is monitored and all potential
pollution sources are evaluated to ensure a safe shellfish harvest. To evaluate shellfish growing areas
and protect public health, each year Health comniyocollects over 10,000 marine water samples,
evaluates about 125 miles of shoreline, and inspects numerous wastewater treatment plants and
marinas.

Based on water quality and pollution source evaluations, Health identifies specific locations where
shelF A 3K KINBSaid Aa GUKNBIGSYSRE 2NJ a2F 02y OSNYy¢
guality standards; however, if pollution problems are not addressed, a downgrade is probable. Often
these areas require special attention to prevent a downegrad

Departments of Health, Ecology, Agriculture, the Partnership, the State Conservation Commission and
conservation districts, Washingid&Sea Grant and WSU Extensioigs, local health departments,

shellfish growers and many other stakeholders worlketbgr to maintain and improve water quality to
protect and restoe shellfish areas. Local antbal governments play significant roles in protecting and
restoring water quality in shellfish harvesting areas. Pollution Identification and Correction fAggra

(PIC) are localgiriven processes focusing on specific geographic areas to find and fix nonpoint water
pollution problems. PIC programs consist of a complete survey of all individual properties to identify
nonpoint pollution sources, comprehensive edtion and outreach activities, technical assistance to
homeowners, and financial incentives to encourage pollution control. These programs are widely
considered one of the best approaches to protecting and reopening shellfish beds. PIC programs have
been siccessful in reopening beds in Henderson Inlet in Thurston County, Oakland Bay in Mason County,
and in several growing areas in Kitsap County where the PIC program is most developed. PIC programs
are resourcentensive to accomplish all necessary aspeéthe comprehensive program, but

experience shows that this is necessary and effective in the long run. A major PIC effort is underway in
Skagit County in Samish Bay to recov60@ acres of downgraded beds.

Current funding for PlI@rograms comes from @@l and tibal sources, and from state and federadugts.

In 2011 and 2012 over $Bin EPA funds will be dispersed to counties to develop sustainable PIC
programs; stable lonterm funding and support from local and tribal governments and citizens awe als
necessary for these programs to continue to protect and reopen important commercial and recreational
shellfish harvest areas.

When shellfish growing areas are downgraded from nonpoint source pollution, counties are required to
form Shellfish ProtectioDistricts. In order to protect important shellfish resources, counties may also
voluntarily form Shellfish Protection Districts. The purpose of Shellfish Protection Districts is to bring
stakeholders together under a prescribed process to identify ssuof pollution, develop a plan, and

then implement that plan with accountability steps identified. The district may provide a funding
mechanism for local and state resources to contribute to the implementation, but the district may also
have a strong edtation and public involvement elements to change public behavior in such areas as
OSS correction, improved agricultural practices, or stormwater control. In most cases, generation of
funds is required to implement a Shellfish Protection District, and adtstmicts incorporate PIC

programs as part of the restoration process.

The 2012013 Action Agenda for Puget Sound Reduce and Control the Sources of Pollution to Puget So®adje249



NearTerm Actions

C7.1 NTA 1: Shellfish Best Practices LibrafpOH will work with the Partnership, Ecology, the
Conservation Commission, and Conservation Districts and local govensto create
a best practices library or menu highlighting successful locdlliwven efforts to assist
in the development of shellfish protection districts, shellfish protection programs, and
shellfish growing area restoration activities, such as the lderson Inlet, Oakland Bay,
and Samish Bay efforts.

Performance measur®y June 2013, complete survey of partners to identify practices
used to identify and correct nonpoint pollution problems that impact shellfish growing
areas (subject areas include-site sewage systems, agricultural practices, stormwater,
outreach and education monitoring). Develop best practices library by December 2013.

C7.1 NTA 2: Annual evaluation of shellfish restoration effortsThe Partnership will convene an
annual meetingof the Departments of Health, Ecology, Agricultut@nservation
Commissionand EPA to evaluate restoration efforts in slifish growing areas in
Puget ®und and report the results to the region.

Performance measuréet increase of , Z00 acres of harvésble shellfish beds, of which
1,750 should be from beds presently classified as prohibited

@ C7.1 NTA 3: Pollution Control Action TeamEcology, workingvith DOH, WSDA, ERANd the Tribes
will form a Pollution Control Action Team (PCAT) to respondcily whenareas are
identified wherewater quality problemsthreaten shellfish areas. They will initiate
community outreach and education, pollution identification, inspection, technical
assistance to local agencies and landowners and finally, enforcetndine team will
focus its work in priority areas and support PIC programs where they are established.
The first effort will be in Drayton Harbor and Portage Bay.

Performance measur®educe fecal coliform loading in each priority area to upgrade the
status of closed areas and prevent further degradation for those with a negative trend

In addition, strategies and actions related to controlling pollution from runoff and wastewater described
in C3, C4, C5 and C6, and to establishment of PIC progr&fsane directly related to improving water
quality and recovery of shellfish beds.

Restore and enhare native shellfish populations.

Native shellfish restoration efforts will focus on two species: native Olympia oysters and pinto abalone.

TheOlympiaoysteE (G KS t I OAFTAO b2NIKgSad O2FradQa 2yte yFaAa
Baja, California. For thousands of years, Olympia oysters provided sustenance for tribes and habitat for a

host of marine organisms. Until the late 1800syr@pia oysters were the most abundant bivalves in

Puget Sound, where they occupied thousands of acres of productive, diverse habitahaDxesting,

sediment loads, and pollution drove the oyster to near extinction. Today, it occupies a fraction of its
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former range and is a Candidate Threatened Species in Washington State and a priority species for
restoration.

Pinto abalone were once widely distributed throughout the waters of British Columbia and Washington
state. In recent decades, populations have ergbne sharp declines. Known for their large, muscular
foot and their pearlescent oval shell, pinto abalone are sfpawing, longived marine snails and are
typically found in nearshore rocky habitats in searposed or exposed coastal regions. Morentiéd

abalone species are found worldwide but the pinto, or northern, abalone is the only species found in
Washington State, where they range from Admiralty Inlet to the San Juan Islands and the Strait of Juan
de Fuca and are typically found at depths t@ab20 m.

The Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife (WDFW) regularly mstiimabundance of pinto
abalone at 10 index stations throughout the San Juan ArchipeRgta from surveys made in 2006
showed an overall mean abalone densify0d04 m2, which is well below the minimum densities for
successful reproduction.

Ongoing Programs

WDFW, NOAA, tribes and many other small and large local groups are involved in native shellfish
restoration. Programs focused on Olympia Oyster restoration aemt@id around the Native Oyster
Rebuilding Plan, which will result in restoration of 19 historic large natural oyster beds and associated
local ecosystems throughout Puget Sound by 2022. Abalone programs are focused on the work needed
to ensure there is @equate abalone production capacity to support restoratibiNR is involved in

native shellfish restoration efforts through the aquagasing program and the wildstock geoduck

fishery management program.

Key Ongoing Program Activities

1 The Washington Deptment of Fish and Wildlife, in collaboration with partners such as Puget
Sound Restoration Fund, shellfish growers, the Northwest Straits Commission and The Nature
Conservancy, and in collaboration with individual tideland owners, tribes, Marine Resource
Committees of the NWSC, Health and other state and local partners, will revise, update, and
continue to implement the Native Oyster Rebuilding Plan including accelerating restoration of
the Olympia oyster.

1 WDFW, PSRWashington Sea Grant, andiversty researchers, and SeaDoc Society in
conjunction with otherswill use a 3year NOAA grant to improve wild stock abalone hatchery
methods and increase production of genetically diverse and disease free juveniles-for out
planting. They also willeek additonal funding to staff and expand abalone hatchery capacities
and to develop remote nurseries and abalone food resources, thereby improving the
opportunity to build local stocks to naturally reproducing levels

NearTerm Actions

C7.2WS 13 West Sound Sh#ish Gardening By April 2013, Kitsap Public Health, in partnership
with the Puget Sound Restoration Fund, will expand a pilot shoreline owner shellfish
gardening program to at least one additional site, as an outreach tool for water quality
and shorelire issues. By December 2013, the program will be expanded to include two
additional sites. Concurrently, Kitsap Public Health will report on the results and
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actions from PIC shoreline monitoring affecting shellfish growing areas, e.g. number of
fecal sourcs identified and corrected.

Performance measur&hellfish gardening pilot program expanded to one additional site
by April 2013. By December, expand to two additional sites.

Ensure environmentally responsible shellfish aquaculture based on sounere.

Intensive shellfish aquaculture can put pressure on Puget Sound and there are concerns that these
activities may increase pollution, change the physical beach structure and substrate to the detriment of
native species abundance and diversity, digrthe food web, and affect other resourdmsed jobs such

as fishing or crabbing. In particular, the effects of geoduck aquaculture on the benthic environment and
fauna, food webs, water quality, and aesthetics are a concern. In 2007 the Washingsiatusg

passed HB 2220 to address these issues.

HB 2220 established a Shellfish Aquaculture Regulatory Committee (SARC) to advise the Department of
Ecology on revisions to Chapter 128, Part Il WAC (Shoreline Master Program Guidelines) regarding
geaduck aquaculture. Effective March 2011, the Department of Ecology published provisions that
require future local Shoreline Master Programs include an inventory of water quality data; known
sediment contamination; existing shellfish cultivation areas dwlifssh protection districts; and other

data that inform the siting of aquaculture. These provisions also require local shoreline conditional use
permits for new commercial geoduck aquaculture, provide guidance for permit content and
administration, andensure public and tribal notification of proposed geoduck aquaculture projects.

HB 2220 alsdirected Washington Sea Grant to review existing scientific information and commission
scientific researchwith SARC inputp examine key uncertainties relaldo geoduck aquaculture that

have implications for the health of the Puget Sound ecosystem and the wild geoduck population.
Ongoing studies include investigations of: the ecological and geochemical consequences of disturbances
associated with geoduck aqaulture; culturedwide interactions; and resilience of sefédiment

communities after geoduck harvest in Samish Bay.

In March 2010, the Washington State Legislature passed and the governor enacted a law on marine
spatial planning in Puget Sound andrag the Washington Coast requiring an interagency assessment
and report on information related to marine spatial planning and recommendations. This report was
completed in January 2011 and contains 21 recommendations related to implementing marine spatial
planning in Washington, including Puget Sound. Implementation of marine spatial planning will give
shellfish growers and upland owners greater certainty about where aquaculture will be permitted and
further reduce the likelihood of conflicts related tg@aculture. Continuing work is needed to clarify

the potentialimpacts of shellfish aquaculture and to help communities build consensus and
collaboration on the role of shellfish aquaculture in Puget Seund

Ongoing Programs

Key Ongaig Program Activities
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1 Washington Sea Grant and university researchers will complete the Geoduck Aquaculture
Research Program and provide ongoing forums to share results and final reports of the three
funded studies by December 2013.

1 Pacific Coast Shellfish Growers Associatatific Shellfish Institute, World Wildlife Fund and
the Food Alliance will promote and implement sustainable aquaculture standards and work with
IANRPGSSNI YSYOSNRE (2 AYyO2NLRNIGS SYy@ANRBYYSyilGlt O2
aquaculture activities

1 Ecolagy will reviewanynew aquaculture proposals for consiststwith the Coastal Zone
Management Act

NearTerm Actions

C7.3 NTA 1: Aqguaculture Shoreline Master Program Handbodkcology will publish an aquaculture
Shoreline Master Program Handbookation with special emphasis on geoduck
aquaculture and finfish net pen operations, update its aquaculture web resources to
make them more comprehensive, and provide direct assistance and training to local
governments on the aquaculture handbook When tfiaal findings of the Sea Grant
geoduck aquaculture research are available, Ecology will review them and other
appropriate, betted sound science, to determine if amendments to WAC-263re
warranted.

Performance measurdidandbook complete or notiumber of local governments
reached through training and technical assistance

C7.3 NTA 2: Areas Suitable for Future Shellfish Aquacultugecology will coordinate with
interested local governments, DNR, and stakeholders to support-pl@ning and
implementation of marine spatial planning and local shoreline master program
updates by: gathering, compiling an grourtduthing baseline information on current
aguaculture and filling data gaps and completing research to identify areas that are
suitable and ursuitable for future shellfish aquaculture. Ecology will support marine
spatial planning related to aquaculture by coordinating with interested local
governments, DNT, and stakeholders on gathering, compiling and grewuthing
baseline information on curent aquaculture and filing data gaps.

Performance measuréMapping completed.

C7.3 NTA 3: Shellfish Model Permitting Prograni.he Department of Ecology will work witthe
D2JSNY2NRa& hTFAOS 27F twléadazd fadlitattl@stad téa foa G YOS
develop and implement a Model Permitting Program that ensures early and continued
coordination among state and federal agencies, tribes and local governments for
permitting and licensing of shellfish aquaculture.

Performance measur&y June 22, sign operation agreement; by September 2012,
identify pilots; by November 2012, establish pilot project timelines

C73NTA4: Nitrogen Control Pilots Using ShellfistEcology will work with DNRthe shellfish
industry and researchers to create pilgrojects testing the use of mussel culture or
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other suspended or beach culture to help address nitrogen pollution in sensitive areas,
such as Quartermaster Harbor.

Performance measur&wo pilot projects initiated by January 2015

Enhancethepa t A 04 Q 02y ySOiGA2Yy (reatichdi®fvdstF A 8K YR A
opportunities.

When the public goes to Puget Sound beaches, they want to dig shellfish that are safe to eat and swim

in safe waters.Annually, tourists and residents purchase 160,000 lieeris harvest shellfish from
Washington waters, providingiore than$1 million in state revenues. WDFW estimates that the

125,000 shellfish harvesting trips made each year to Puget Sound beaches provide a net economic value
of $5.4 million to the regionlt will be important to increase this connection to shellfish and to help

people understand the connections between water quality and clean, healthy shellfish beds.

NearTerm Actions

C7.4NTA1 Shellfish Interpretive Programs and EvenBy June 2014, 8te Parks, in collaboration
with other public, tribal and private interests, will conduct shellfish interpretive
programs and events to help forge personal connections between clean, productive
Puget Sound waters, the shellfish we eat, and the iconic rethellfish occupy in
2 AKAYy3G2yQa OdzZ GdzNF f FyR Odzf Ayl NBE ARSY(GATER

Performance measur®y December 2012, develop interpretive concepts and action
plans with partners, and identify up to three pilot program locations. By October 2013,
implement and evalua pilot shellfish interpretive programs and events at selected
State Parks. By June 2014, expand programs to additional Parks, incorporating
evaluation results from pilot programs.

C74NTA 2:  Shellfish Messages, Evenend Materials Washington Sea Gramvill partner with
state and federal agencies on a planning process to develop shell&ed
messages, publicize events, and develop materials.

Performance measur®y September 2012, planning process is convened. Additional
measures will be set imé future.

Answer key shellfish safety research questions and fill information gaps.

Some obstacles to expanding shellfish harvest opportunities are lack of knowledge to better estimate
risk and delineate where and when shellfeste safe to eatActions under this sulstrategy will assist
implementing agenciet® better evaluae food safetyissues related to shellfish and noake better

decisions on shellfish area classification and status. Research to better define collateral environmental
benefits of shellfish aquactulre (like nutrient removal) ialso included in this sustrategy.

NeanTerm Actions
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C75NTA 1:

C75NTA 2:

C7.5NTA 3:

C75NTA 4:

Point Source Dilution Analyses Modelinghe Departments of Ecology and Health will
work cooperatively under an existing EPA grant to evaluate use of Ecology

SYGANRYYSyYyGlf Y2RSta FT2N LAY immardazNOS RA f dzi

shellfish area classification program.
Performance measur€omplete modeling study by June 2014.

Expand Biotoxin Monitoring Expand biotoxin monitoring to address the marine toxin

Ol dzZaAy3 da5A1 NNKSGAO ({iKvdlvestinkladiig DSP mta @uy A y 3 €
Marine Biotoxin Monitoring Program. In addition, we must purchase and install

special testing equipment to analyze shellfish extracts for this and other biotoxins. The
instrument will also be used to develop alternate tiection methods for Paralytic

Shellfish Poisons (PSP) that eliminates the sacrifice of live test animals.

Performance measur@urchase equipment and initiate monitoring by June 2012.
Include DSP monitoring into the Marine Biotoxin Monitoring Progradubg 2013.

Water Quality and Seasonal Harvest Restrictians 5h 1 = Ay O22 LISNI A2y

Northwest Fisheries Science Center, will conduct water quality studies of selected

05

I
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conditions with potential causes of illness that seasonally restricts harvest.

Performance measur€omplete field studies to calibrate model by December 2013.
Complete final model simulation report by June 2014.

Ocean Acidificaon Blue Ribbon PaneEcology, as part of the Washington Shellfish
Initiative, will manage the Governor appointed Blue Ribbon Panel on Ocean
Acidification to develop clear, actionable recommendations on understanding,
monitoring, adapting, and mitigatingocean acidification in Pugetdsind and
Washington waters.

Performance measur&yMarch 2012 convene the paneByOctober 2012submit
recommendations

Emerging Issues and Future Opportunities

1 Implementation of the Blue Ribbon Panel on Ocean Acalitin recommendations.
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Target View:Restoring Shellfish Beds In
Puget Sound

Around Puget Sound, there are an estimated 190,000 acres of classified commercial and recreational
shellfish beds. According to the State Department of Health, about 36,009@approximately 19
percentc are closed due to pollution. The pollution is from a variety of sources, but mostly from fecal
bacteria from humans, livestock and pets that gets into the water and threatens the areas where
oysters, clams and other bivalg&ellfish grow.

The 2020ecoverytarget for shellfish beds is a net increase of 10,800 acres of harvestable shellfish
beds, of which 7,000 acres must be from beds presently classified as prohibitedyraph below
illustrates recent data on the statud shellfish beds in Puget Sound, and relationship to the proposed
target.

. . Green and red bars represent the

Acres of Upgraded and Downgraded Shellfish Beds in Puget Sound annual upgraded and downgraded

2000-2020 acres, respectively, while black line

represents the net increase in

12,000 harvestable acres of commercial and
o 0 e s 108000 recreatioral shellfish beds in Puget

) Sound toward the 2020 goal of

10,800. Net increase is the upgraded

B,000 . acres in existing shellfish growing

! Het Gain 4691 .

. - areas (or the restoration of

4000 9 1338 unclassified acreage) to allow

2.000 1365 harvest, minus any downgrades in

classification that prevent harge

0 = - I Downgrades of the shellfish beds are

000 generally caused by fecal bacteria or
other pollutants in the water that
makes the shellfish unsafe to eat.

¥~ Samish Bay shelliish
bed dovwngrade of 4000+ acres

2004 2006 2008 2000 2012 2004 20016 2018 2020

Source: (ffice of Shellfish & Water Protection, Division of Environmental Health, Washington State Department of Health

The Action Agenda strategies most related to achieving the shellfish bed recovery target are:

1 Focus évelopment away from ecologically important and sensitive nearshore areas and
estuaries (B1.1, B1.2, B1.3)

1 Ensureabundant, healthy shellfish for ecosystem health and for commercial, subsistence, and

recreational harvest consistent with ecosystem protect{€7.1, C7.2, C7.4, C7.5, C7.3)

Address and clean up cumulative water pollution impacts in Puget Sound(C9.1, C9.4, C9.3)

Prevent, reduce, and contragricultural runoff(C3.2, C3.1)

Prevent, reduce and/or eliminate pollution from decentralized wastewatgitment systems

(C5.1,C5.2,C5.3)

= =4 =
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1 Prevent, reduce and/or eliminate pollution from centralized wastewater treatment systems
(C6.2,C6.3,C6.4, C6.1)

Prevent problems from new development (C2.4)

Prevent, reduce, and control the sources of contaminanteeng Puget SoundC{.1,C1.6,
C1.5)

Effectively prevent, plan for and respond to oil spills (C8.1, C8.2, C8.3)

Provide infrastructure and incentives to accommodate new anderéelopment within urban
growth areas (A4.2)

Prevent and respond to the introdtion of terrestrial and aquatic invasive specie5.5BB5.3)
Use, coordinate, expand and promote financial incentives and programs for best practices at
ports and in the marine industry that are protective of ecosystem health (B4.1)

= = = =4

= =

In the followingresuts chain, or logic model, yellow polygons identify strategiessarestrategies from

the Action Agenda that we believe will contribute significantly towards meeting the target. Arrows to

the blue boxes describe the intermediate results the strategiesamicns are expected to achieve. The
purple boxes show the reduced pressure on the ecosystem that is expected to occur, the green ovals
show the areas of the ecosystem where the change will be observed, and the dark green square shows
the recovery target
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Puget Sound Recovery —- Shellfish Beds Restored Target View
v. June 29, 2012
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Additional key strategies for achieving the target for shellfish beds restored are not shown in this diagram:
Focus development away from ecologically important and sensitive nearshore areas and estuaries (B1.1, B1.2, B1.3)
Increase compliance with and enforcement of envirenmental laws, regulations, and permits (C1.6)

Contral sources of stormwater and wastewater pollutants (C2.4, C6.1}

Control wastewater and other sources of pollution from boats and vessels (C1.5)

Effectively prevent, plan for and respond to oil spills (C8.1, C8.2, C&.3)

Restore and protect water quality at swimming beaches and recreational areas (C9.3)

Pravide infrastructure and incentives to accommodate new growth within UCAs (A4.2)

Prevent and respond to the introduction of terrestrial and aguatic invasive species (B5.3, B5.4)

Financial Incentives and programs for best practices at ports ad In the marine industry (B4.1)
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Effectively Prevent, Plan foand

Respond to Oil Spills

The Challenge

Over 20 billion gallons of oil and hazardahemicals are transported through Washington Sieéeh

year by ship, barge, pipeline, rail, and ro&kganizational failureequpment failure, and human error
canall lead to unintended and potentially disastrot@nsequences. Oil and chemical spills can threaten
t dzZ3S{ praddeyive and valuablecosystems.

These incidents can Kilsh, birds, and marine animals and coniaate beaches and shellfish. All spills
whether on land orvater canthreaten public health, safety, thenvironment, and ultimately damage
0 KS &efohding and quality of life.

Climate Change

The risk of vessel incidents and oil spills could incredtbeclimate change. Increased storm frequency
and severity could increase the risk of vessel incidents and oil spills, as well as reduce the ability to
respond quickly. Oil dispersion, movement on shore, and fate and effects could dmagesult of
changing ocean temperature and chemistry, as well as onshore conditions and haBttatsgthened
prevention and response readiness are part of adaptation needs.

Relationship to Recovery Targets

Prevention of majoand catastrophioil spills(generally hose of over 10,000 gallong)nd ensuring a

rapid, aggressive, and well coordinatedfective response tall spills that do occur, contributes to
achievement of virtually all the Puget Sound recovery targets. This is particularly important for achieving
the target forPuget Sound resident Orcas. The National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration
(NOAA) listing document for the species identified major oil spills as the single greatest acute threat to
their survival.

C8. Effectively prevent, plan fqrand respond to oil spills

The 2009 Washington State Legislat(lregislaturelirected the Puget Sound Partnership to provide
AYRSLISYRSYd FTROAOS |yR lFaasSaayvySyldu 2F 2FakKAy3adzy {
recommendations for any necessary improvemeits that end, the Legislature recommended the

appointment of a special advisory body with statewide representation. As a resutt, th&lZi y S NBA K A LJQ &
Leadership CoundiLeadership Counc#uthorized the formation of the Cross Partnership Oil Spill Work

Group (Work Group)n summer 2010.
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That broadly based stakeholder work group met for three full days during September and October 2010.
At the conclusion of the thirday, the group adopted four recommendations by consensus of the
attending members. Theeadership Council passed Resolution 20200n November 19, 2010

supporting the foumwork group recommendations.

Ongoing Programs

Engrosed Second Substitute House Bill 1186 (E2SHB 1186) was signed into law by Governor Gregoire in
April 2011 Eachof the four originalwork group recommendatioswas represented in théegislation

and/or finalstate budget In a letterto the, Director of theWashington Stat®epartment of Ecology
(Ecology)Governor Gregoire requested that the state oil spill programs poatto work closely with
PSRandthe work group during rulemaking for HB 1188s a result, the 2022013 Action Agenda

includes strategies and actions to facilitate and track completion of two rulemakings.

In addition, he 2011Washington State Legislae called foPSRandthe Cross Partnership &k Group

to continue their efforts to independently asses$th & G 1 SQ& 2 A f thel2icF013LINE I NI Y a
biennium. To that end, the work group met in May 2011 to establish the following consensugipsori

for future work:

9 Useof risk assessments ttevelop measures to reduce the riskrméjor oil spills
1 Enhane transboundary coordination and marine safety in our shared waters with Canada
1 Support the involvement of the state and local governmeratistabletopoil spilldrills

These priorities providehe foundation from whictPSP, Ecology, and Washington Department of Fish
and Wildlife (WDFW) developed the sstrategies and neaterm actions identified below.

Key Ongoing Program Activities

1 Strengthemmarine safety standards in our shared waters with Canada by consulting with
industry, federal agencies, tribes and others

1 Report on deployments of the industfyunded emergency response tug at Neah Bay.

T 9y3r3asS GKS tdaAS{ { 2 dzy Reroupintie groaeEmikvbrk jRidritie A £ { LIA £ §
described above.
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and Countermeasures Programs under the Clean Water Act.

Local Priorities

San Juan Islands Tier 1 Strategies
1 Work with the Puget Sound Partnership on oil spill prevention anc
readiness programs within Puget Sound and with Canada.
1 Maintain local oil spill readiness and response programs in alignn
with a regional eadiness and response program.

Strait of Juan de Fuca Top Priorities
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91 Qil Spill Prevention, Preparedness, and Respqrisglement and
promote improvements in oil spill prevention, preparedness, and
response programs, policies, or capabilities for thedfgrof the
Strait of Juan de Fuca and adjacent waters.

South Sound Strategic Initiative: Urban Stormwater/ Runoff
1 Qil spill response preparation and training
Whatcom Strategies in Development

1 Improve spill response capabilities in Lake Whatcom whtstsand

marinas and ports as identified.

StillaguamishSnohomish Strategies under Discussion

Watershed 1 Implement the MRC's tiered recommendations for Snohomish Ca
oil spill response and prevention

1 By 2014orchestrate localstate, and £deral responséo mitigate
unintended damages from spill response related impacts to interti
habitats (in the Port Susan MSA)

Prevent and reduce the risk of oil spills

While therelativerarity of major spill@and catastrophitias not led tabviouscomphlceng by industry

or a lack of vigilance by governmehwo decades of succebas led to limited funding for State

Programs to systematically analyze regional and indesgiggific patterns in oil spill risk by regulated

industries which would allow faubsequent targeting of prevention efforthis funding shortage is a

particularly concern considering the dramatic increase in ship and crude oil traffic that is projected to

occur over the next 10 yearsOngoing changes in marine transportation pattg, including the

substantial increase in crude oil exportation from VancouveraB@the proposed Gateway Pacific
CSNXYAYLFE Fd /KSNNE t2Ay0 Ay y2NIKSNY tdASG {2dzyR:Z
marine waters.

9 02 f gpil$ Faiam 20092015 Strategic Plan for its oil spill program identifisproving marine

safety by emphasizing a riblased approachas one of its five strategic initiatives. The first

recommendation in the joint report by Ecology atté Partnershipn lessas learned from th011
bFrddA2ylFf /2YYAaaArAzy 2y GKS 5SSLIFGSNI I 2NRAT 2y &LIAf
risk industry sectors to ensure that there is an appropriate level of investment reducing the risk of oil

ALIAT f adé nedtterm aclohd afe didcgssary for Ecology anditeaderspills community to

fulfill legislation directionaccomplistEcologf strategic plan andmplement the Cross Partnershipil
Spill Work Groupa NB O2YYSYyRIGA2Yy A

NearTerm Actions

(8.1 NTA 1. Traffic and Incident Trend€=cology will assess trends in ship traffic, vessel incidents
and incident notifications for use in targeting inspections and setting standards.

Performance measuré&cologypresents concise report to the Cross PSP Oil Spkl Wo
Group by July 2013
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A (8.1 NTA2: Evaluate Risk Assessments for Update Nedgsology will evaluate existing Puget
Sound marine transportation oil spill risk assessments, identify any gaps in marine
safety and work with experts to develop and apply apypriate risk reduction
measures.

Performance measea: Gaps identified by Ecology, PSP, technical consultant and/or
Cross Partnership Oil Spill Work Group.

C8.1 SdI: SJI Marine Manager Workshofan Juan Marine Resources Committee will convene
20 agenes and norgovernmental organizations responsible for oil spill prevention
and readiness at the 2012 Marine Manager Workshop, including participation from
the local, state, federal, and Canadian organizations. Workshop outcomes will include
a list of ageed upon recommendations for oil spill prevention.

Performance measurd:ocal jurisdictions will consider adopting highest priority
recommendations within their authority by 2014.

Strengthen and integratesill response readiness of theate, tribes, and local
government

LY Hnamn GKS / NR&a tI NIySNABKALI h dpartcipatidh inthblefol2 NJ D N2 dz
and worst case oil spill drills be restoredn@ake theoil spill responsaystem more robust.fle Work

Group recognizethat the responseystem issnhanced wherspillresponderssharpen their technical

skills and buildrust in one anotherby practicing in drillsogether. Given the rarity ahajor spills

requiring a Unified @mmand, ad the recent reduction in the particigion of state and local

governmentsn drillsdue to budget cutssomerelationships anexpertise hasleteriorated over time.

Thefollowing NTAseek to strengthen those relationships and thiéeetiveness of actual response

actions

Ongoing Programs
Key Ongoing Program Activities

1 Supportan appropriate level of tabletop drill participation Bgology and local government
1 Support the involvemenof localgovernmentin Northwest Area Committee meetingsd
updates ofthe AreaContingencyPlan

NearTermActions

C8.2 STRT 2: Straits Spill Prevention, Preparedness, and Respomsgwlement and promote
improvements in oil spill prevention, preparedness, and response programs and
capabilities for the benefit of the Strait of Juan de Fuca and adjacent waters
a. Improve transboundary coordination on oil spills
b. Establish Vessel of Opportunity Program in Neah Bay
c. Expand oil spill drills along Strait of Juan de Fuca and Coast
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Performance measurén sequence: (a) Ensure 1+ CANUSPAC exercise is coaddcted
incorporates transboundary movement of personnel and/or equipment; (b) Vessel of
Opportunity established in Neah Bay by July 2014 or referenced in contingency plans
approved by April 2014, (c) Strait ERN participates in worst case or deployment drill
planning process

Respond to spills and seek restoration using the best available science and technology

The Cross Partnership Wi GroupQ éverarching re@mmendation wasto improve the stali Sr@ponse
capacity by requiringthe regulated community to have timely accessto the best achievable technology
and training necessary &afdy, promptly and properly respond to a worst-case oil spill. The following
NTAs support implementation of legislative direction under HB 11860 2 f g&il8ndaking efforts, and

strengthen coordination with Caada during traasboundary spills.

The201lb | GA2Y I /2YYA&daAz2yQa wSLRNI 2y (GKS 5SSLIWI GSN
restoration decisions be based on transparent, independent sciencalangrovidecompensatiorfor

poorly understood marine impacts. In addition, it recommended that{i@mg monitoring of affected

resources take place for years followicatastrophicspills. This NTA seeks to promote studied

initiativesthat can be enlisted befe, during or after a spill to better ensure that appropriaiztural

resource damageompensation is realized anuiblicresources are properly restored.

Ongoing Programs

KeyOngoing Program Activity

[estN
~
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transboundary report

NearTerm Actions

(B.3NTA1l: WAC 173182 Revision to Achieve Protection from SpilRevise WAC 178382 to
conform with HB1186 from the 2011 session, requiring the best achievable protection
from the impacts of oil spillsand ensure implementation and enforcement of updated
oil spill regulations.

Performance measur€omplete rulemaking by Dec 2012.

C8.3NTA 2 Increase Natural Resource Damage Assessnyaiies Revise WAC 17883 to
conform with HB1B6 from the 2011 session, requiring Natural Resource Damage
Assessment values be increased.

Performance measur€omplete rulemaking by Dec 2012.

C8.3 NTA 3: Identify Species and Locations at Risk in SpilgDFW will establish planning efforts
for coordinated, scientific collection of ephemeral data by local and regional entities
for key species and locations at risk in oil spills to enhance response and NRDAR.
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Performance measur&lumber of ephemeral data plans developed for areas or facilities
in highrisk locations.Relevant training or preparation completed once the plan is in
place.

C8.3 Sa: Island Oil Spill Association Spill Readiness and Respdsknds Oil Spill Association
(IOSA) will maintain local oil spill readiness and response progsahrough 2014.
Identify remaining local response needs at the 2012 Marine Managers Workshop and
consider these, along with a funding and action plan, as part of the workshop
recommendations

Performance measurd&:o be determined.
Emerging Issues and Rue Opportunities

The forthcoming Washington Stalletegrated Climate ResponSgrategycalls for revising oil spill
geographic response plans to account for changes in shorelines, river conditions, and environmental
conditions caused by climate chanddese revisions should include geographic specific response
strategies based on risk assessments and considerations of changes in infrastructure and logistical
support.
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Address and Clean Up Cumulative

Water Pollution Impacts in Puget
Sound

The Challege

Water pollution in the marine waters and freshwater of Puget Sound comes from the introduction of

toxic chemicals, pathogens, nutrients, and suspended sediments. These contaminants can harm aquatic
life and pose health and safe problems in seafoodhlipuvater supplies, and beaches. There are many
contaminated sites within and near Puget Sound that have resulted from past and ongoing releases of
pollutants into the environment.

2 GSNJ ljdzZt t AGe RFEGE AYRAOLIFGS  iinde tolh&vEpolNdoA A 2 Yy Q& Y I N
challenges, but cleanup efforts have made some improvements.

T ¢KS S5SLINIYSYyld 2F 902t23eQa [2y3 ¢SNY ! YOASY
major rivers in Puget Sound using a Water Quality Index, which evaluatesaopollutants
such as temperature, bacteria, and dissalexygen, but not toxic pollutants. The Index shows
that conventional water quality pollution has madmallgeneral improvements since 1995, but
a majority of freshwater monitoring locations dethave good water quality (see chart).

RiversMeetingGoals 2000 2001 ~ 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 Average
Duckabush  [ICENIN I N2 o | o4 ] 80 | 85 | 88 ] o6 | sc N 80 |
Ewha  [INE IEEN [ 86 | 67 | 66 | 81 | 81 |
Skokomish - [INEEN IICEN IE | 67 | o2 | 89 | 8 | o4 | 86 |
snohomish - [CTN I NECI I [ 89| |81 | 85 |
Borderline Rivers 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 Average
Cedar |60 |
Uttt 87 | 86 | so | 85 ] 64 | 81 | 84 | |81 ] 56 |
Lower Skagit [INEENN
Deschutes
Nisqually [ 60| N
RiversNot MeetingGoals 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 Average
Green | 66 | | 68 | 60 | 69 | N
NCNEEUN 65 | 68 | ss | s7 | s2 | s4 | 61 | 51 | eo | 69 | 56 |
MU o | 58 | 57 | 55 | 51 | s8 J| so | s8 | 61 | 40 | 62 |
SIS 86 | [ 32 | 49 | 34 | N
stillaguamish - [IEEIN I 20N |60 |

Note: The Water Quality Index (WQI) is an aggregation of monthly measurements of typical water pollutants reported on a scal
100. Ahigher number indicates better quality. Anindex score of 80 or above indicates that water quality is generally meeting
321t 4T 6SG6SSy 7n FyR yn A& O2yaARSNBR aFFANE 2NJ Go2NRSNI

Source: River and Stream Ambient Monitoring Program, Washington State Department of Ecology

Figure 1:Annual Water Quality Index (WQI) Scores at Freshwater Monitoring Locations, 000D
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Sound basin thateguire clean up plans (TMDLs). Some waterbodies have multiple segments
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total of 1,272 Puget Sound river and stream impairments (individual segment and paramet
combinations). Bacteria (398 listings), dissolved oxygen (392), and temperature (341) are the
most frequently occurring impairments of Puget Sound rivers and streams. Impairments occur in
rivers and streams each of the 19 water resource inventory gi&&lAs) in the Puget Sound
basin. More than 60 percent of the total number of listings for Puget Sound rivers and streams
are in five watersheds: Nooksack (238 listings), Kitsap (160), Cedar/Sammamish (154),
DuwamishGreen (131), and Lower Ska§amish(113).

f 902t23@8Qa Hwnny ol GSNIljdz-tAGe FraaSaayvySyid ARSyil(A
Sound lakes. Approximately chalf of these listings relate to toxic chemical contamination.
These 67 toxiceelated impairments of lakes combined with B&kicsrelated listings for Puget
Sound rivers and streams indicate that toxic chemicals are the fourth most common type of
impairment in Puget Sound freshwaters.

1 Almost half offoutinely monitored beaches in Puget SoundqB0 beaches) consistently met
water quality standards every year from 22010 and another thirdnmet standards every
year except for one or two year$ollution sources have been addressed at several beaches
since 2004, and two permaneheachclosures were lifted in Island County2008. Despite
these efforts, problems remain. In 2010, @&centof monitored beaches in Puget Soufaded
to meetwater qualitystandardsand thus were unsafe for swimming.

1 Ecology has been working to cleanjp80toxic-contaminated sites locatedithin a halfmile
of Puget Sound, including 150 contaminated sediment sifesof December 2011, 664 of these
sites have been cleaned up or reported as cleaned updmjyogy, potentially responsible parties,
and other entities

1 Inurban bays and harbsin Puget Sound, marine sediment quality data indicate mixed trends
20SNJ GAYSO® 9 02t 2 3 &eQraserjtsiNbajoryeffort to tieGunditoxitsyertdiidgl G A &S
urban bays and prevent feontamination of sediments at cleanup sites including Elliatt 8nd
the Lower Duwamish in Seattle and Commencement Bay in Tacoma. Marine Sediment
Chemistry Index (SCI) scores have improved in Elliott Bay and Commenceménit Baglined
in Bellingham Bay and Bainbridge Basin from £997%o 200%10. The recen8Clscores for the
Bainbridge Basin and Bellingham Bay just meet the target score of 93.3, but the scores for Elliott
Bay and Commencement Bay are still below the target stotiéhe SCI score for Bellingham Bay
does not reflect sediment cleanup efforts theommenced after this sampling was conducted.

ClimateChange

Reducing existing stresses on the ecosystem is an important part of climate change adaptation
strategies. Strategies to reduce pressure from cumulative water pollution, helps implemestatbe
climate response strategies to:

1 Safeguard fish and wildlife and protect critical ecosystem services that support human and
natural systems,
1 Reduce the vulnerability of coastal communities, habitat, and species

X9 02f2380a al RYYS2NBRAYSWNRBIANI Y RIGEET & NBLENISR Ay (GKS tdAaASG {2dzyR
2011),www.mypugetsound.net/directorflistings/documents/doc_download/88xicsin-sedimentstarget-setting-briefsheet3-23-11-
final.html.
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Future sea level rise will need b@ congdered in the prioritization, design, and pegstoject
maintenance of cleaup sites near the shoreline.

This strategy is focused on efforts to correct water qualitg sediment qualitproblems related to

toxic chemicals, nutrients, and pathogens byoggliastic studies and targeted cleanup activities.
Implementing corrective actions to clean up impaired marine and fresh waters is essential for reducing
the harm from pollution in the Puget Sound ecosystem.-Studitegies in this section include completing
total maximum daily loadTMDL)studies that serve asater columncleanup plans for water bodies,
completing Cleanup Action Plansrastore and clean up contaminategpland and sedimendites

within and near Puget Sound, addressing water quality isstiewimming beaches and recreational
areas, implementing local pollution identification and correction programs, and developing-telomg
effectiveness monitoring program for water quality improvement efforts.

Many of the substrategies presented herare important components of programs to address water

guality problems that might be caused by pollution from urban runoff, wastewater discharge, and
agricultural and forest runoff. Other strategies in priority C deal with efforts to reduce the reléase o
chemicals to the environment and to control pathways by which pollutants are delivered to Puget Sound
waters.

Relationship to Recovery Targets

2020 targets related to dissolved oxygemuctions of more than 0.2 mg/L, all monitored Puget Sound
beaches meet marine water quality standards for bacteria, all Puget Sound regions and bays show
minimal impact from toxic chemicals in sediment, aletreases in the number of impaired waters in
Puget Sound freshwaters depend, in part, on clean up strategieacimhs. These strategies also help
achieve target$or shellfish beds restored, toxics in fish, water insects in freshyatdgrass, herring,
and orcas

Local Priorities

Several local areas identified priorities related to clean up.

Local Inegrang Organizatonlprioriies |

South Central Top Priorities
I Restore and protect Local Toxics Control Account funding under
Model Toxics Control Account (MTCA) for local toxics cleanup
activities.

Strait of Juan de Fuca From 19 Strategic Priorities

1 CleanWater District Plans (SequiBungeness Bay & Eastern
Jefferson County)implement SequirDungeness Bay and East
Jefferson County Clean Water Districts projects and programs,
including TMDL implementation strategy and/or-site sewage
management programs

1 Landfill Assessments, Closure, and RemediatAssess,, close, and
remediate, where necessary, solid waste landfills within the Strait
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Local Integrang Organizationlprioriies |

Juan de Fuca Action Area
1 Port Angeles Harbor Ecosystem Recovéliean up and restore Port
Angeles Harbor and watieont
South Puget Sound From Strategic Initiative: Urban Stormwater/ Runoff
1 Urban Total Maximum Daily Loads (TMDLS)
1 Complete and Implement Deschutes TMDL
1 Implement Oakland Bay TMDL

From Strategic Initiative: Rural/Agricultural Runoff
1 Implement South Bget Sound Dissolved Oxygen Study
1 Totten/Skookum TMDL

From Strategic Initiative: Salmon Recovery/Habitat Restoration
9 Clean up Budd Inlet Industrial Pollution

Hood Canal Top Priority
1 Phase | of a regional Hood Canal Pollution Identification and
Correctdn program is in progress to determine the needs for a
comprehensive regional program.

Examples from general priorities
1 Improve planning for and services of/between rural communities;
1 Improve financial and technical assistance programs aimed at
fosteringvoluntary stewardship and improving re/development
standards
West Puget Sound From working priority list
1 Expand PIC programs in Kitsap & Pierce Counties
1 Utilize PIC methodology for addressing sewage from failing septic
systems to improve water quality aqtotect public health
Whatcom From working priority list
1 Implement Nooksack River TMDL

C9. Address andtlean up cumulative water pollution impacts
in Puget Sound

Complete Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) studies and other necessary water

cleanp plans for Puget Sound to set pollution discharge limits and determine
response strategies to address water quality impairments

In Washington State, the Department of Ecology administers the water quality improvemogram

known as the Total Maximumaily Load (TMDL) procassder Section 303(d) of the Clean Water Act
TMDLsestablish limits on pollutants that can be discharged to water bodies. For impaired waters,
TMDLs serve as water cleanup plans, articulating the sources of pollution, howpailidfon needs to

be reduced to meet water quality standards, polluticeduction targets, and strategies to control the
pollution. The TMDL process is the primary regulatory program that EPA and Ecology use to protect and
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restore water bodies from thewnulative impacts of multiple sources of pollution, including point and
non-point sources.

Common water quality parameters evaluated in TMDLSs include dissolved oxygen and the nutrients
responsible for reducing available oxygen, suspended solids, temuperanetals, pesticides, and other
toxic chemicals and pollutants, all of which can harm aquatic organisms and their habitat. One of the
important cumulative effects of pollution from multiple sources is reductions in the availability of
oxygen in the wier, known as dissolved oxygen. When an excess amount of nitrogen, phosphorus,
and/or other nutrients enters a water body, it can result in a condition of depleted oxygen levels known
as hypoxia that causes stress to the environment depending on theigeard duration of the event.

In Puget Sound, there are chronic hypoxia zoneliding areas dflood Canal, Budd Inleand Sequim

Bay

This sukstrategy helps ensure that Puget Sound marine and fresh waters support aquatic life and
provide for otherbeneficial uses by ensuring that Ecology implements its responsibilities to develop and
implement TMDLs so that pollution sources are identified and corrective actions are taken to address
problems. These efforts to implement water cleanup plans to impreater quality in specific water
bodies through the TMDL process complement the sogpeific strategies discussed elsewhere in the
Action Agenda. In particular, strategies to control the sources and pathways that excess nutrients and
toxic chemicals mter Puget Sound include toxics source reduction (C1), stormwater runoff (C2),
agricultural runoff (C3), andastewater (6 and(5) strategies. These strategies outline particular
requirements, best management practices, assistance, enforcement, andteguegforts to reduce

sources of toxic pollutants, pathogens, nutrients, and other contributors to water quality issues in Puget
Sound and its watersheds.

Ongoing Programs

902f23& FyR 9t ! Q& anmd key Gdbind pleranis that advak&sHhidbbtratagy to
address water quality impairments in Puget Sound. These include the programs to develop and
implement TMDL studies for dissolved oxygen, temperature, suspended solids, and other water quality
contaminants; state and federal water qualftgancial assistance programs; and state and local non

point source control programs. Puget Soespkcific funding to advance this satrategy may be

available from the Pathogens Lead Organization grant award from EPA to DOH and Ecology and the
Toxics ad Nutrients Lead Organization grant award from EPA to Ecology.

Overall, there is apacklog of TMDLs needing to be completed, and Ecology is also in the process of
LINAZ2NRAGAT Ay3a FdzidzNE ¢ab5[ &addzRASE | yR Anenifa®lY Sy G+ (A
implementation activities in Puget Sound include the following:

TMDL Development (Continuing work to complete a TMDL)

Bacteria TMDLs for Sincliyes Inlets and Liberty Bay

5Aaa2ft SR hEe3ISy ¢a5[ F2NJ/tF Ny Qa / NBS]
Temperature TMDLs for Cranbgrdohns, Mill, and Soos Creeks

pH TMDL for White River

Multi-parameter TMDL for Deschutes River/Budd Inlet

=A =4 =4 =8 =9
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TMDL Implementation (Ongoing staff support for implementation plan activities for a completed
TMDL)

1 Bacteria TMDLs for Henderson Inlet Watershealyallup River, Skokomish River,
Nisqually/McAllister Creek, Oakland Bay, South Prairie Creek, Lower Skagit River Watershed,
{FYAAK . FaAys !yA2y wWAGBSNE b2NIK / NBS1=Z {6l YL]
Bear Creek, and Fauntleroy Creek
1 Temperature TMDLs for Upper White River, Skagit River, Snoqualmie River, Green River, and
Newaukum Creek
1 Phosphorus TMDLs for Campbell and Erie Lakes, Lake Sammamish, Lake Ballinger, Cottage Lake,
Lake Sawyer, and Fenwick Lake
1 Water bodies with multiple MDLSs:
0 Bacteria and temperature TMDLSs for tributaries to Totten, Eld, and Skookum Inlets
0 Multi-parameter and temperature TMDLs for Stillaguamish River
0 Multi-parameter and bacteria TMDLs for Snoqualmie River
o Biological oxygen demand and ammonia TMDLsrfoh&mish River estuary and
bacteria TMDL for Snohomish River tributaries
9 Bacteria, dissolved oxygen, and temperature TMDLSs for the- Besns watershed

Other Studies

1 South Puget Sound Dissolved Oxygen Stiidg (esulsts from the study will determine if a
TMDL, or other action, is needgd

1 Quartermaster Harbor Dissolved Oxygen Study (Ecddogyaluating available data and
modeling todeterminewhethera TMDL is neede address the dissolved oxygen impairmént

Key Ongoing Program Activities

9 Ecology wi continue ongoing work to complete TMDL assessments foriighity water
bodies in Puget Sound watersheds. Ecology also will continue to support implementation plan
activities for completed TMDLs for Puget Sound and adjacent watersheds.

1 Ecology wilcomplete the South Sound Dissolved Oxygen Study by August 2012. If the study
shows that something needs to be done to protect dissolved oxygen levels in South Puget
Sound, Ecology will initiate a plan to improve water quality. Ecology will completeitjat P
Sound Dissolved Oxygen Model in 2012, which will identify any other areas of concern in Puget
Sound.

1 Ecology will accelerate other ongoing efforts, including prioritizing watersheds needing TMDLSs,
to identify areas where enhanced wastewater treatmemty be needed. In Puget Sound,
results from TMDLs and water cleanup plans for Budd Inlet/Deschutes River will be available in
2013.

1 TheHood Canal Aquatic Rehabilitation Program is working to address the human contributions
to low dissolved oxygen problesnn Hood Canal, using the scientific findings from the Hood
Canal Dissolved Oxygen Program and others, to develop and advance corrective actions

NearTerm Actions

None; work in the neaterm will focus on imfgmentation of ongoing programs.
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Ckan up contaminated sites within and near Puget Sound

This sukstrategy helps reduce thesk to humans anthe Puget Sound ecosysteinom toxic chemicals

by cleaning up contaminated sites, focusing on contaminated sedimehe nearshoreand

contaminaed upland sites near marine and freshwater. Sediment sites are contaminated with

chemicals that have built up over time. These pollutants can enter the food chain and contaminate fish,
shellfish, seals, orcas, and humans that eat the fish and shel8istiiment sites also contain

contaminants that harm or kill the benthic community affecting the aquatic ecosystem and food sources

of other animals. Contaminated sites along Puget Sound shorelines and in upland areas of watersheds
also contribute to poiltion in Puget Sound, since stormwater runoff from those sites can contain toxic
chemicals and contaminants can leach into groundwater. Several regulatory programs govern the
cleanup of contaminated sites, including the federal Comprehensive Environniegpbnse,

Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA, known as Superfund) for cleanup of hazardous waste sites and
the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) governing the management and disposal of wastes,
as well as the state cleanup program adntigtied under the Model Toxics Control Act (MTCA) and the

state Sediment Management Standardscology is the primary regulatory agency that oversees

sediment and upland cleanup effordd/ashingtorDNR, as the land manager, works cooperatively with
Ecologyon cleanupof state-owned aquatic lands.

Cleanup activities are made more effective and efficient by effortd)tan{egrate with source control

(e.g., in agency water quality programs) to facilitate and protect investments in cleand®) link

cleanup activities and habitat restoration efforts. This linkage can be accomplished through Shoreline
Management Act (SMA) restoration plans, Natural Resource Damage Assessment actions, and Water
Resource Inventory Area (WRIA) restoration actions. Howthare are significant barriers to optimally
integrating source control, cleanup, and restoration activitiésr example, source control efforts on
private property (e.g., private pipes that connect to sewer systems) tend to be limited, funding is very
limited for SMA and WRIA activities (among other agency programs), and NRDA trustees can be
resistant to accept habitat related to cleanup sites as creditable habitat for NRDA purposes.

The January 2012 draft Washington Integrated Climate Change Respatse@\Sincludes the
recommendation tancorporate future sea level rise in the prioritization, design, andposject
maintenance of shoreline toxic cleanup sites.

Since 1988, a total @64 contaminated sites (both upland and sediment sites) have lmbssned up

within a half mile of Puget Sound, includioxer 100 since the Puget Sound Initiative began in 2006. A
specific emphasis has been placed on contaminated sediment sites in Puget Sourydour percent

of the known contaminated sediment sfén Puget Sound have been cleaned upeported cleaned up
and 41 percent of contaminated sediment sita® in the process of being cleaned #pOne hundred
percent of publicly funded toxic site cleanups are currently on schedule, exceeding the 80tperc

target. The number of cleanups that are completed each year has been declining over time, however.
One contributor to this decline may be the reduced availability of prigatetor funding to voluntarily

clean up sites; another factor may be thaesihave become more complex

One of the ways that contaminated sediment d@managed for cleanup and maintenance dredgsng
throughthe appropriatedisposal of dredged material. Dredging supports site cleanup activities or other
purposes, such as naation and maritime commerce. The Washington Dredged Materials

Z |nformation provided by Ecology Toxics Cleanup Program, September 2011.
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Management Program, an interagency program of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Seattle District),
EPA Region 10, Ecology, and Washington DNR, works to facilitate navigation and marine eommerc
while also protecting the aquatic environment. DNR manages and monitors 12 aquatic land disposal
sites for dredged materials on statevned aquatic land, including eight in Puget Sound and the Strait of
Juan de Fuca. Statewide, annual volumes of dreédgaterial disposal range from 120,000 cubic yards

to over 1.5 million cubic yards. Theogram implements sediment sampling, chemical and biological
testing, and test interpretation to evaluate the suitability of dredged material before approvingiit-for
water disposal.

Ongoing Programs

Major ongoing programs related to thissébi NI 1§ $3& Ay Of dzZRS 902t 23&8Qa ¢2EA
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the Puget Sound basin a®ll as base program cleanup activities that occur elsewhere around the state

and nation. Funding for contaminated site cleanup comes from the federal Superfund program, the

State and Local Toxics Control Accounts established by state law, and regppadibls. Efforts are

underway to update the fish consumption rate used for state cleatigd A this will result in changes

to sediment cleanup and other standards.

hyS 2F AYyAGALF (A @GS xl5Skaikdid Pladi&an §iRan WyterDafidm@iéh the n m m

cleanup and reuse of contaminated land in urban watersheds is coordinated with regional water quality
improvement efforts including TMDLs, CSO long term control plans, and green infrastructure to reduce
stormwater pollution, thereby connectg sourcecontrol efforts with cleanup and restoration efforts.
902f238Q& ! NblyYy 21 G4SNB LYAGAFGAGST 6KAOK 2NARIAYI
Legislature in 2007, focuses specifically on addressing the contamination of three majowatieast

the Lower Duwamish and Commencement Bay in Puget Sound, as well as the Spokane River. Federal,
state, tribal, and local cleanup activities are also occurring throughout the Puget Sound region, including
major cleanup locations in Bellingham, Bretoer and Elliott Bay and the Lower Duwamish Waterway

in the Seattle arealn Bellingham Bay, for example, a partnership of 15 federal, state, tribal, and local
stakeholders are working to expedite sediment cleanup, source control, and habitat restdi@tion

cleanup sites around the bay through the Bellingham Bay Demonstration Pilot organized by Ecology in
1996.9 02f 238 Kla |fa2 ARSYUGAFASR I aSNASA 2F G&LINRA2NJ
efforts for the Puget Sound Initiative, these lunde:

Anacortes Area (Fidalgo/Padilla Bays)
Budd Inlet

Dumas Bay

Everett Area (Port Gardner Bay)
Oakland Bay

Port Angeles Bay

Port Gamble Bay

=8 =4 =8 -8 -8 -8 9

In recent years, funding set aside for t8&ate and Local Toxics Control Accounts to support remediation
and related activities has also been used to support other causes related to the general fund. For the
201113 fiscal biennium, for example, the state legislature specified that the Local Toxics Control
Account could be used for shoreline update grants aneastfor reducing public exposure to toxic air
pollution; this means that there has been less money remaining to support site cleanup activities.
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Key Ongoing Program Activities

1 Performance measures for EPA include number of remedial action projectsetechpt
Superfund National Priority List sites, number of Superfund remedial site assessments
completed, number of brownfields properties cleaned up using brownfields funding (and other
brownfields measures), and RCRA cleanup measures such as contrdibmigiraontaminated
groundwater and complete construction of final remedies.

1 Ecologyontinuallyevaluates reportedcontaminated sitegnd their priorityfor cleanup and
restorationaroundPuget Sound. This inclusken initial investigation and an assesnt to
RSGSNX¥AYS (KS 02yl YA yAdappBoRriatad, EcDISHY will indtiate ¢leNdap NI y 1 A
planning, implementation, and monitoring activities for those contaminated aasdsinding
and resources are available

1 Ecology will continue to wonkith other organizations clean uandand restore contaminated
sites located withinon& | €t ¥ YAt S 2F t dzZ3SG {2dzyR® ¢t KAA& AyOf
the Puget Sound Initiative: Anacortes Area (Fidalgo/Padilla Bays), Budd Inlet, Dumas1ggy, Eve
Area (Port Gardner Bay), Oakland Bay, Port Angeles Bay, and Port Gamble Bay. It also includes
the following other major Puget Sound cleanup locations: Bellingham Bay, Bremerton area (Port
Washington Narrows), Elliott Bay, and Lower Duwamish Water&aglogy will consult with
DNR regarding cleanup activities on statened aquatic lands. Ecology will also ensure that
these and other cleanup sites within the Puget Sound area havecpostruction monitoring
plans in place that provide data on thefeftiveness othe cleanupremedy.

1 Maintain adequate funding to assucentinued, timely cleanup and remediation of toxic sites.
Assure thafunding toEcology providean appropriate level of state match to approved
Remedial Action Grant projects and thhe LTCA is protected for its intended statutory
purposes.

NearTerm Actions

None; work in the nearerm will focus on implementation of ongoing programs.

Restore and protect water quality at swimming beaches and recreational areas

Swimming inwater contaminated with pathogens and other pollutants can cause illness in humans, as
can contact with contaminated water through watkased recreational activities such as surfing, paddle
boarding kayakingkite boarding, and scuba diving. Water a&lshes can be contaminated by fecal
matter, which can contain harmful bacteria, parasites, and viruses. Sources of contamiajiand
include improperly disposed diapens animal wastestormwater runoff containingpuman oranimal

waste, malfunctiomg septic systems or sewage treatment pla@§0s, and wildlifgssues with
agricultural runoffstormwater pollution, orsite sewage systems, and centralized wastewater
treatment systems are discussed in strategi8g@). Marine waters can be contansited through
pollution carriedby freshwater streams as well as through other pathways. While swimming beaches
are most often usedby bathersduring warmer months of the year, othgopularwater-based

recreational activitiedike surfing, scuba divingna kite boardingbccur throughout the yeain Puget
Sound. As noted in the Challerggztion 26 percent of monitored marine beaches in Puget Sound
failed to meet water quality standardi® 201Q and others have failed to meet the standards in some of
the last few years.
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Additional funding is needed to create and implement a freshwater swimming beach monitoring and
notification program in the &get Sound region. Today, only ei39 counties throughout the state

monitor bacteria at freshwater swimming aehes. These localfynded programs provide information

to the public regarding health at public swimming beaches. Over the past few years, cities and counties
have discontinued these programs due to lack of funding.

Ongoing Programs

EcologRla y R Svatér quality programs, including the programs to develop and implement TMDL
studies, state and federal water quality financial assistance programs, and state and logalimon

source control programs are key ongoing programs that advance thisteategy. Under the TMDL

program, Ecology completes a Water Quality Assessment for EPA every two years that produces a list of
water bodies (called a 303[d] list) that do not meet water quality standards. In 2010, this assessment
focused on marine waters, and 2012 the assessment will focus on fregter. The DOHand
Ecologyadministered BEACptogram, as noted above, is the primary state program for monitoring and
notification of water quality contamination at marine beaches.

BeachEnvironmental Assessmnt, Communication& Health Program

Ecologyand DOHointly administer the Beach Environmental Assessment, Communication, & Health
(BEACH)rogram to protect people who enjoy Washington's saltwater beaches.BBACH program
monitors marine beaches fdiecal bacteria, notiesthe public when the results are high, and educate
the public on how to avoid getting sick from playing in saltwater. There is no comparable statewide
program for freshwater beaches; however, local public health agencies mayhHerewn programs

for freshwaterareas This sukstrategy helps ensure that swimming and other contact recreational
activities in both marine and fresh waters in Puget Sound does not pose risks to human health. It
provides for corrective actions to adels pollution problems that cause swimming beaches and other
contact recreation areas to not meet water quality standards for pathogens or other forms of
contamination.

NearTerm Actions
(9.3 NTAL: Freshwater Swimming Beach PrograBy 2014, Ecology aDOH will develop a

proposal to coordinate a monitoring and notification freshwater swimming beach
program for the Puget Sound region.

Performance measurd:o be determined.

(0.3 NTA2: Correct Pollution Problems at Marine Beachdscology and DOH willevelop a plan to
conduct pollution source surveys and correct pollution problems at marine beaches
used for swimming, surfing, diving and other recreational uses. Ecology and DOH wiill
coordinate with local, state and tribal programs that address pointusoe and
nonpoint source pollution to assure that activities are not duplicative

Performance measur& priority list will be developed and 10 shoreline surveys
completed by June 30, 2013 and 10 additional shoreline surveys completed by June 30,
2014
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In addition, neaiterm actions to address wastewater pollution, a key source of contamination of
swimming beaches, are discussed in strategeg36. Substrategies 6.1 (covering TMDLSs) an®.@¢
(covering local and tribal pollution identification and camtprograms) also are very important for
addressing water quality and public health issues at swimming beaches and recreational areas.

@ Develop and implement local and tribal pollution identification and correction
programs

Local agencies and teb across Puget Sound implement pollution identification and correction (PIC)
programs to determine the causes and sourcesarpointwater pollution in specific geographical
areas, and to take corrective actions to address the pollution sources, sathraach and education,
technical assistance, incentives for best management practices, and enforcef@néxample, the
YAGALF L) / 2dzy & pNRINIKY 5 AGKIANRKO (A8 Rrdey/ RSR o0& GKS |/ 2 dzy
Managementprogram and grants fim Ecology, developed2010 priority area work ligb identify
priority PIC project location® address bacterial water pollution, thereby protecting public health,
protecting shellfish resources, and restoring surface water quality. Thisteategy telps ensure that
Puget Sound marine and freshwaters support aquatic life and provide for other beneficial uses by
ensuring that pollution sources are identified and corrective actions are taken to address problems.
These activities are closely associatgth state requirements for local health jurisdictions to carry out
comprehensive plans to ensure that-site sewage systems are properly managed to protect public
health and sensitive waters; stgtrategies and actions related to ite sewage systemseafurther
discussed in strategysC

Ongoing Programs

With funding from EPA available from November 2011 through September P@iHand Ecology are
offering grants to county governments, local health jurisdictions, and tribal governments adjacent to
Puwet Sound to establish or enhance PIC programs to identify and address pathogen and nutrient
pollution from a variety of nonpoint sources, includingsite sewage systems, farm animals, pets,

sewage from boats, and stormwater runoff. Although this giortunity is focused on pathogens,

PIC programs can also be an important way that local communities can monitor and protect against
other pollutants, including toxic chemicals. The goal with federal funding of PIC programs is support for
the establishmat and/or enhancement of programs that can eventually be sustainable programs that
integrate across various local water quality programs, interests, and concerns. Local and tribal water
quality improvement programs funded from utility fees, Ecology ad ©R ¢ I G SNJ lj dzI f A G & LIN.
other water quality financial assistance may have similar objectives of identifying and addressing water
pollution issues.

Key Ongoing Program Activities

9 Local jurisdictions and tribes will establish or enhance PIC prodaaitientify and address
pathogen, nutrient, and toxic pollution problems in specific geographical areas that may arise
from a variety of sources, including-site sewage systems, stormwater runoff, agricultural
sources, and other nonpoint sources. Gramding available through 2014 can help these
agencies to design programs that integrate across multiple local water quality interests.

1 Ecology will continue to provide guidance and financial assistance to local governments to
establish and carry out Pfltograms.
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NearTerm Actions

C9.4 NTA1 Pollution Identification and Correction Program®OH and Ecologyill administer
EPA grants to help counties and tribes set up sustainable programs to identify and
correct nonpoint pollution sources to improve anprotect water quality in shellfish
growing areas and at marine swimming beaches. These sustainable programs will
have ongoing monitoring to identify pollution sources and assess effectiveness of
efforts, a local sustainable funding source, and a comptiarassurance component.

Performance measuré&ward PIC funds and distribute Agricultural BMP funds to at least
sixPuget Sound counties by July 2012. Metric for each program will be individually set
to reflect targets for numbers of BMPs implemented araintained and systems

repaired to address water quality

C9.4HC3 Hood Canal PIC Programy April 2014, HCCC will complete Phase | of a regional Hood
Canal Pollution Identification and Correction program to determine the needs for a
comprehensive regpnal programand advance funding proposal(s) for
implementation. The program will provide information about the sources of
pollution, including failing septic systems.

Performance measurépril 2014, complete Phase 1. Results of this Phase | approach
will allow development and implement of the regional program during Phase Il slated for
2014 and beyond.

C9.4WS8  West Soundseptic System Repairs Using PIRitsap Public Health will report on the
number of failing septic systems identified using PICtimelology, the number
repaired and associated improvements in water quality by December 2013.

Performance measur&lumber of failing septic systems identified using PIC
methodology, the number repaired and associated improvements in water quality by
Decenber 2013

Emerging Issues and Future Opportunities

Specific longeterm activities to address Puget Sound water quality impairments that were identified
during the Action Agenda update process include the following:

9 Microplastics There is increasing élence of plastic pollution in Puget Sound marine and
nearshore area® Plastics have the potentiabtstrangle marine wildlife. Bmmals, birds, and
fish also ingest small microplastics and the toxics they conthia.Strait ERN for the Strait
Action Aea has identified a priority action led by the Port Townsend Marine Science Center for
YAONRLIX FaGA0a o6l a LINLG 2F | ai 2 E AEbology2wmilkNDOS  NB R d.
work with the Port Townsend Marine Science Center and other partnersribnue to
assemble information on plastics pollution and microplastics, including any data specific to
Puget Sound, and will recommend actions to (1) better understand the threats to Puget Sound,
and then (2) address the highest priority problems.

Z since 2006, the Port Townsend ltar Science Center, with funding from a 2007 grant from Ecology, has led a Plastics Project examining
plastics contamination in the Puget Sound region; this has included a sampling effort at over 30 beaches in 12 coungigls lzoldsastudy.
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91 Incentives and Binding Mechanisms for Reducing Pollution from MNpamint SourcesEcology,
EPAAnNd local organizations widbnfer onpossible incentives and/dinding mechanisms for
ensuringthat non-point pollutant reductions strategies called for in TMDLs actually
implemented for high priority TMDLSs.

1 Dredged Materials ManagementThe Dredged Materials Management ProgrddNR, Ecology,
EPA Region 10, and U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Seattle Distigcoitimile to update
standards, sampling and agals protocols, and risk assessment procedures based on best
available science through the Sediment Management Annual Review MeeS8tajeholders
have identified the need for additional analysis of dioxins in disposed material

1 Interagency Coordination Ecology, DNRVDFW and other agencies will seek to remove
barriers and conflicts between programs with similar goafscluding the MTCA and NRDA
cleanup programs and the SMA and WRIA restoration effadgacilitate improved integration
of habitat resbration and cleanup activities in and near Puget Sound. This will include
examining whether NRDA credits can be more easily obtained for work completed under other
restorationprograms

9 Local FundingState & local agencies should collaborate to devalafficient, stable funding for
local governments to implement PIC programs, implement actions called for in TMDLs, and
undertake other efforts to improve water quality.

1 Cleanup Program Evaluation and ImprovementStakeholders have suggested (d)amal\sis
of how interim cleanups have been used in the past, including whether they have slowed or
sped up the pace of entire cleanup, and/or haveueficed the cleanup decision and (2)
evaluatinghow to better implement public participation and inclei@ll sgakeholdersin the early
stagesof clean ups

1 Viruses in Wastewater Discharge¥he Department of Health will evaluate the application of
male specific coliphage (MSC) for use in the management of shellfish harvest areas affected by
raw or partially utreated sewage discharges from wastewater treatment plants or community
sewage collection systemdhis supplements work by the US Food and Drug Administration to
develop a reliable viral risk indicator and to evaluate if virus uptake and persistendéfarent
in Puget Sound than other areas of the countihis research could help better evaluate when
to open shellfish harvest sites after a transient pollution event and to better delineate
Prohibited areas where there is chronic pollutidn.additon, this research could help better
understand the efficiency of various wastewater treatment systems to inactivate/remove
enteric viruses prior to discharge.

1 Predict Pathogens to Protect Public Healtfihe Department of Health will use their 2020213
Hershman Fellow to assist the University of Washington and NOAA's Northwest Fisheries
Science Center to identify environmental criteria to develop and implement a predictive model
for Vibrioparahaemolyticusa naturally occurring bacteria that can make plecgick from
eating raw oystersThe model would help us take action where problems occur and ultimately
prevent illnesses.

1 Future sea level rise should be considered in the prioritization, design, angmystt
maintenance of cleanp sites near theshoreline.
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Target View.Swimming Beaches

The 2020 target for swimming beaches is that all monitored beaches meet standards for a type of fecal
bacteria called enterococcus. Fecal bacteria are found in human and animal waste. These contaminants
can enterthe water through a variety of means, including leaky or inadequate septic systems,

wastewater treatment overflows, boat and vessel discharges, and stormwater contaminated by pet and
animal waste. Controlling these sources of pollution is the key todwipg water quality at swimming
beaches.

Luckily, many of Puget . o ) i
{(2dy RQ& A6AYY Percent of Monitored Swimming Beaches Meeting Water Quality Standards
beaches already meet high Amual, 2004-2020

standards for clean water - 100%4,
C almost half of rOUtin6|y ?T'Z'-‘-B\lilff«'-enne =33% T.urrl;
monitored beaches - o
consistently met the

standards between 2004

and 2010; another third

met the standard except

for one or two years. At

the same time, there is

room for improvement. In
any given year from 2004
2010, 7 to 15 beaches

failed to meet standards, 2004 2006 2008 2010 0z 2014 2016 2018 2020
resulting in the issuance of Sources Otfice of Shellfish and Water Protection, Washington State Department of Health

health advisories to the

Percent of Puget Sound marine swimming beaches imgetater quality standards for

public healthy human use, allowing for one exception per swimming season. In general,
samples are collected weekly. The basic measure is for enterococcus, but fecal coli
Many strategies and bacteria and E. coli are also sampled if warranted.

actions will work together

to better control pollution and thereby improve water quality at swimming beaches. The basic chain of
events is to identify sources and potential sources of pollution to swimming beaches, assess these
sources and improve the consisigy and efficacy of pollution controls which will, in turn, improve water
quality. Key strategies and actions related to this work include:

The 2012013 Action Agenda for Puget Sound Reduce and Control the Sources of Pollution to Puget SoRad)e278



Address and clean up cumulative water pollution impacts in Puget Sound (C9.1, C9.3, C9.4)
Increase access to akdowledge of publicly owned Puget Sound shorelines and the marine
ecosystem (B4.2)

Prevent problems from new development (C2.4)

Prevent, reduce, and contralgricultural runoff (C3.2, C3.1)

Prevent, reduce and/or eliminate pollution from decentralized veasiter treatment systems
(C5.2,C5.3,C5.1)

1 Prevent, reduce and/or eliminate pollution from centralized wastewater treatment systems
(C6.2,C6.4, C6.3,C6.1)

Effectively prevent, plan for and respond to oil spills (C8.1, C8.2, C8.3)

Prevent, reduce, and otrol the sources of contaminants entering Puget Sound (C1.6, C1.5)
Support local governments to adopt and implement plans, regulations, and policies that protect
the marine nearshore and estuaries, and incorporate climate change forecasts (B1.2)

1 Improve vater quality to prevent downgrade and achieve upgrades of important current tribal,
commercial and recreational shellfish harvesting areas (C7.1)

= =

= =4 =

= =4 =4

The results chain, or logic model, below illustrates how strategiesahndtrategies lead to water
gualityimprovements at swimming beaches. The yellow polygons identify strategiesubistrategies

from the Action Agenda that we believe will contribute significantly towards meeting the swimming

beach target. Arrows to the blue boxes describe the intermediasults the strategies and actions are
expected to achieve. The purple boxes show the reduced pressure on the ecosystem that is expected to
occur, the green ovals show the areas of the ecosystem where the change will be observed, and the
dark green squa shows the recovery target.
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Puget Sound Recovery -- Swimming Beach Target View

V. June 29, 2012

) PRESSURE REDUCTION | ECOSYSTEM COMPONENT & 2020 RECOVERY TARGET
ESULTS

Swimming Beaches
By 2020, all monitored Puget Sound
beaches meet enterococcus standard

Nearshore
Systems

Freshwater
Systems

Marine
Systems
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c3 C3.1 Voluntary & ., e radiced
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runoff programs to help reduced (e
working farms || technical assistance e BMPs release of | | agricultural —|
contribute to Puget facilitates adoption reduce use pollutants practices
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_che;'mcals @y permit fimil
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chemical and wastewater and - ofich e | pollutant
pollution other sources of improved cs)ntro o dls'(harges rom discharges
policy and pollution from commercial & recreational vessels | fromt
programs boats and vessels RS
[ Additional key strategies for achieving the target for swimming beaches are not shown in this diagram:

Increase access to and knowledge of publicly owned shorelines and the marine ecosystem (B4.2)

Control sources of stormwater and wastewater pollutants (C2.4, C6.1)
Effectively prevent, plan for and respond to oil spills (C8.1, C8.2, C8.3)
Increase compliance with and enforcement of environmental laws, regulations, and permits (C1.
Local plans, regulations, policies that protect the marine nearshore and estuaries (B1.2)

6)
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Target ViewFresh Water Quality

Clean water is vital to people and key to healthy fish and wildlife populations. But when our rivers and
streams pick up pollutants, toxic contaminants, or excessive sediments and nutiiardsonly affects

the health of our watersheds, but impacts our marine waters, swimming beaches, and shellfish beds as
well. Our fresh waters should be safe for drinking and swimming, able to support farms, fish, and
wildlife, and not harm our beacheshellfish beds, or marine waters

Walk along a small stream or creek in the region, and on the rocks and sediments of the streambed you
may find a lively community of aquatic insect larvae, snails, and other small invertebrates. These small
creatures hrive in clean, cool waters and form a critical part of the aquatic food chain. But this unique
biological community is sensitive to many things, including pollution and runoff from agricultural and
developed lands, reduced water levels and high tempeesun the summer, and the clearing of trees

and vegetation along streambanks. Scientists often measure the condition of the aquatic community as
an indicator of overall water quality and stream health.

Three 2020 recovery targets were established fortiremter quality

1 Atleast half of all monitored streams should score 80 or above on the fresh water quality index

f wSRdzOS (GKS ydzYoSNJ 2F GAYLI ANBRE g+ GSNA

T tNRPGSOG O0APSPd fft2¢ y2 RSAINIRFIGAZY 2F0 Fye &avl
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Scientists who monitor our streams and rivers have developed an index of fresh water quality. A score of
80 or higher (out of 100) indicates thaater quality is generally meeting our goals for sediments,

nutrients, temperature, dissolved oxygen, fecal coliform bacteria, and other conventional pollutants (the
index does not address toxic contaminants for a number of technical reasons). In gaashalyéter

guality index scores for the major rivers in Puget Sound have slowly improved since the index was first
established in 1995 and now average in the ifits range. Scores in small urban streams are lower.
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Water Quality Index
Annual, 2000-2010
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The Water Quality Index (WQ)I) is aygeegation of monthly measurements of typical water pollutants reported on a scale of 1
to 100. A higher number indicates better quality. An index score of 80 or above indicates that water quality is gendiradly mee
our goals; between 70 and 80 is cosiNB R & F I A NE  ZZ70lib failing toliReBtN\htdr yudlidy Hoals and less than 40 is
“poor”.

Stations meeting water quality goals are all in the relatively undeveloped Olympic Peninsula (except for the Snohomish River)
Stations not meeting wateguality goals tend to be in watersheds with more people and more agricultural development.

The Action Agenda strategies most related to the fresh water quality target are:

1 Prevent, reduce, and contragricultural runoff (C3.2, C3.1)

1 Prevent, reduce, ahcontrolsurface runoff from forest lands (C4.2, C4.1)

1 Prevent, reduce and/or eliminate pollution from centralized wastewater treatment systems
(C6.1,C6.2,C6.4, CE(H.H

Address and clean up cumulative water pollution impacts in Puget Sourgj ¢&4)

Use a comprehensive approach to manage urban stormwater runoff at the site and landscape
scales (C2.5, C2.4, C2.1, C2.3, C2.2)

1 Prevent, reduce, and control the sources of contaminants entering Puget Sound (C2).1, C1.

)l
1

The results chain, or logic mddeelow illustrates how strategies and satrategies lead to fresh water
guality improvements. The yellow polygons identify strategies anestnalbegies from the Action

Agenda that we believe will contribute significantly towards meeting the freshntatget. Arrows to

the blue boxes describe the intermediate results the strategies and actions are expected to achieve. The
purple boxes show the reduced pressure on the ecosystem that is expected to occur, the green ovals
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show the areas of the ecosystewhere the change will be observed, and the dark green square shows
the recovery target.
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