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Region Overview 

Geography 

The Puget Sound Salmon Recovery Region is comprised of all or part of Clallam, Island, Jefferson, 
King, Kitsap, Mason, Pierce, San Juan, Snohomish, Thurston, Skagit, and Whatcom Counties. It also 
is comprised of all or parts of 19 WRIAs. The size of the Puget Sound Salmon Recovery Region is 
dictated by the Puget Sound Chinook Salmon Evolutionarily Significant Unit, identified by the 
National Marine Fisheries Service. 

Water Resource Inventory Areas (WRIA) 

All or parts of Nooksack (1), San Juan (2), Lower Skagit (3), Upper Skagit (4), Stillaguamish (5), Island 
(6), Snohomish (7), Cedar/Sammamish (8), Green/Duwamish (9), Puyallup/White (10), Nisqually (11), 
Chambers/Clover (12), Deschutes (13), Kennedy/Goldsborough (14), Kitsap (15), 
Skokomish/Dosewallips (16), Quilcene/Snow (17), Elwha/Dungeness (18), Lyre/Hoko (19) 

Federally Recognized Tribes 

Elwha Klallam Tribe, Jamestown S'Klallam Tribe, Lummi Nation, Makah Tribe, Muckleshoot Tribe, 
Nisqually Indian Tribe, Nooksack Indian Tribe, Port Gamble S'Klallam Tribe, Puyallup Tribe of 
Indians, Samish Indian Nation, Sauk-Suiattle Indian Tribe, Skokomish Indian Tribe, Snoqualmie 
Tribes, Squaxin Island Tribe, Stillaguamish Tribe of Indians, Suquamish Tribe, Swinomish Indian 
Tribe, Tulalip Tribes, and Upper Skagit Indian Tribe. 

Endangered Species Act Listings 

Table 1: Puget Sound Salmon Recovery Region Listed Species 

Species Listed Listed As Date Listed 
Puget Sound Chinook Salmon  Threatened March 24, 1999 
Puget Sound Steelhead Threatened May 11, 2007 

Salmon Recovery Plan 

Table 2. Puget Sound Salmon Recovery Region Recovery Plan 

Recovery Plan 
Regional Organization Puget Sound Partnership 
Plan Timeframe 50 years 
Actions Identified to 
Implement Plan 

More than 1,000 

Estimated Cost $1.42 billion for first 10 years 
Status The Recovery plan for Puget Sound Chinook salmon was adopted by the 

National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) in January 2007. 
Many of the Puget Sound watershed chapters were written as 10 year plans and 
several are undergoing updates. The region has completed a translation of 
watershed recovery chapters into a common framework and created a regional 



 

2020 SRFB Funding Report 4 

Recovery Plan 
monitoring and adaptive management system to document chapter updates. 
The region is currently seeking additional resources to bring all watershed 
chapters into an updated status. While most watersheds are making 
advancements in updating strategies, actions and/or monitoring plans, a few 
watersheds have undergone or are undergoing a comprehensive update: WRIA 8 
(funded by ALEA and PSAR),  and Skokomish ( funded by ALEA) completed their 
chapter updates; WRIA 9, Island, Nisqually, and WRIA 14 are currently updating 
their strategies. 
 
Recovery planning for Puget Sound steelhead is ongoing. Recovery plan chapters 
were completed in three watersheds (Nisqually, Skagit, and West Sound) and 
chapter development is underway in Hood Canal. NOAA completed a full 
recovery plan for Puget Sound steelhead in December 2019. Individual chapters 
for most watersheds will not be drafted in the first phase of work due to lack of 
resources. However, the Steelhead Recovery Team has developed resources 
supporting the development of watershed chapters that can aid in the 
identification of site specific actions at the watershed scale in a consistent 
format. Resources will need to be secured to support each watershed group to 
use the template and complete a chapter for the steelhead recovery plan. 
 
The Puget Sound region works in partnership with the Hood Canal Coordinating 
Council, which serves as the regional organization for the recovery of Hood 
Canal Summer Chum. A portion of both Puget Sound SRFB funding and PSAR 
funding goes toward Hood Canal recovery planning efforts. In June 2018, the 
SRC granted the HCCC’s request that all PSAR project development funding 
provided to implement Chinook salmon recovery in the Hood Canal area be 
redirected fully to support Summer Chum recovery efforts. This amount is in 
addition to the 5.25% PSAR funding received for Summer Chum capital projects 
(including 6% of that 5.25% specifically for project development). Detailed 
allocation tables for both SRFB and PSAR can be viewed here. 

Implementation Schedule 
Status 

In 2017, the Puget Sound adopted a new 4-year workplan format. These 4-year 
work plans (4YWP) for the Puget Sound Chinook Salmon Recovery Plan have 
been developed for each of the 15 watershed recovery chapter organizations (16 
watersheds). The 4YWPs include an adaptive management and monitoring 
narrative and a four year project implementation list: a comprehensive update to 
the project list is completed biannually with modifications made each year to the 
project list. These work plans are reviewed by the Partnership annually, and are 
the basis for project list consistency reviews as well as planning purposes for the 
lead entities. Watersheds also utilize the Phase 1 Monitoring & Adaptive 
Management (M&AM) frameworks for their watershed chapters that document 
strategies, goals, and other crucial elements of recovery planning and 
implementation in a common language and format. These adaptive frameworks 
are the basis for documenting changes in recovery plan strategies and assessing 
the status of recovery plan implementation. Within the 4YWP each listed project 
must be linked to a strategy outlined in their M&AM frameworks. As chapter 
updates are finalized, those will be reflected in the watershed 4YWPs. Starting in 
2020, 4YWPs are now on RCO’s Salmon Recovery Portal and have many of the 
same fields as those required for RCO’s 2-year Planned Project Forecast List. 
 
The 2018 Puget Sound Action Agenda, completed in December 2018, prioritized 

https://www.fisheries.noaa.gov/resource/document/esa-recovery-plan-puget-sound-steelhead-distinct-population-segment-oncorhynchus
https://pspwa.box.com/s/qz9bc8wzm055k9grs5ywsk3u6id99ut0
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Recovery Plan 
implementation of 4YWPs as a key action contributing to Puget Sound recovery, 
and includes priority actions needed to advance steelhead, Chinook salmon and 
other salmonid recovery in the next few years. The 2018 Action Agenda 
incorporates salmon as a priority vital sign, as one of the regional priorities, and 
continues to champion habitat as one of three “strategic initiatives.” The actions 
under the salmon recovery regional priority were developed by a working group 
made up of members from the Tribal Management Conference and the Salmon 
Recovery Council (and approved by the full Salmon Recovery Council and 
Leadership Council) and are the highest priority actions needed to achieve 
salmon recovery in Puget Sound in the next 2-5 years. 4YWP projects (salmon 
specific projects generated through the lead entity process) were not “adopted 
by reference” in the 2018 Action Agenda as they were in the 2016 Action 
Agenda.  In 2016, there were inconsistencies across the region with some 
projects being represented in the Action Agenda, while others were not. Future 
iterations of the Action Agenda are intended to better integrate with salmon 
recovery efforts within Puget Sound. 

Web Information Puget Sound Partnership Web site www.psp.wa.gov. 
Updated pages to Puget Sound Salmon Recovery:  
http://www.psp.wa.gov/salmon-recovery-overview.php  
 
Updated page to the Puget Sound Acquisition and Restoration Fund (PSAR): 
http://www.psp.wa.gov/PSAR.php  
 
Additionally, Puget Sound projects can be viewed using the Salmon Recovery 
Portal. 

 

 

Region and Lead Entities 

On January 1, 2008, the Puget Sound Partnership Act, Section 49(3), Revised Code of Washington 
77.85.090(3) designated the Puget Sound Partnership Leadership Council to serve as the regional 
salmon recovery organization for Puget Sound salmon species, except Hood Canal summer chum. 
The Puget Sound Partnership serves as the staffing agency for the Puget Sound Leadership Council. 
There are 15 lead entity organizations in the Puget Sound Region. 

Regional Area Summary Questions and Responses 

Internal funding allocations  

Describe the process and criteria used to develop allocations across lead entities or watersheds within 
the region. 

Puget Sound currently receives 38% of the statewide allocation of PCSRF/SRFB funding. 

The Puget Sound Salmon Recovery Council (PSSRC) affirmed at its May 2020 meeting the use of 
the same allocation methodology used in 2007-2019 SRFB grant cycles. This decision was 
recommended by the Puget Sound Salmon Science Advisory Group (SSAG), which serves as an 
advisory body to the SRC. For SRFB funds, Hood Canal summer chum funds are allocated directly 
to the Hood Canal Coordinating Council. Hood Canal receives a portion of the Puget Sound 

http://www.psp.wa.gov/
http://www.psp.wa.gov/salmon-recovery-overview.php
http://www.psp.wa.gov/PSAR.php
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allocation to support this work. This is described in more detail above, under “status.”  

The allocation formula is based on recovery criteria set by NOAA in its Federal ESA Recovery Plan 
for Puget Sound Chinook salmon: 

• All 22 Chinook salmon populations must improve. 

• Some populations must get to “low risk” status faster than others. 

Thus, based on a policy goal of delisting Puget Sound Chinook salmon: 

• All watersheds start with an equal base amount of funding because all populations must 
improve and delisting will not occur if some populations don’t improve (30%) 

• Watersheds that have a larger geographic area to cover get more funding (based on 
relative shoreline miles) (10%) 

• Those watersheds that have a population that needs to get to low-risk faster get an 
additional percentage (35%) 

• Watersheds that have more than one of the listed populations get more funding (15%) 

• Remaining funds (10% of the total amount) are distributed by allocation percent to all 
watersheds, excluding summer chum. 

• A separate, specially appropriated amount is dedicated to capacity (6%) 

• The remainder (5%) is applied to Hood Canal summer chum.1 

A detailed spreadsheet of the 2020 Puget Sound allocation formula can be viewed here. 

The table below provides the 2020 Puget Sound SRFB allocation ($6,840,000) by lead entity/WRIA 
(WRIA or watershed). Note that the allocation percentages have not changed since 2018. The 
PSSRC determined that endorsement of the allocation methodology would foster a collaborative 
spirit across lead entities in Puget Sound as well as support the ongoing implementation of the 
recovery plan and next steps in developing the best investments for salmon recovery across the 
region. The allocation formula is based on NOAA delisting criteria, including amount of available 
critical habitat and number of at-risk and total populations present. In 2018, the Salmon Science 
Advisory Group (SSAG) evaluated the allocation formula and recommended no change based on 
current status of recovery.  

The allocation percentages provide each lead entity with a target funding amount for development 
of their project lists. 

 

1Hood Canal Coordinating Council was granted use of Chinook salmon PSAR funding toward the recovery of 
Summer Chum for 2018. This includes the 5.25% capital funding and a 6% portion of that for project 
development. 

https://pspwa.box.com/s/qz9bc8wzm055k9grs5ywsk3u6id99ut0
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Table 3. 2020 Puget Sound Region SRFB Allocations* 

WRIA Recovery Units 

2020 
Allocation 
Percentage Total 2020 Amount 

1 Nooksack 9.40% $643,103 

2 San Juan Island 4.06% $277,742 

3/4 Skagit 16.38% $1,120,676 

5 Stillaguamish 7.30% $499,070 

6 Island 3.18% $217,645 

7 Snohomish 7.48% $511,397 

8 Lake Washington/Cedar/Sammamish 5.73% $391,711 

9 Green/Duwamish 4.33% $295,895 

10/12 Puyallup/White and Chambers/Clover 7.43% $508,007 

11 Nisqually 5.51% $376,749 

13 Thurston 2.57% $176,039 

14 Mason 3.08% $210,556 

15 West Sound Watersheds 3.89% $266,339 

15/16/17 Hood Canal 10.20% $697,961 

17/18/19 Elwha/Dungeness/Straits 9.46% $647,109 
 

*This table does not reflect any allocation transfers that may occur between watersheds. 

The Puget Sound Acquisition and Restoration program (PSAR) 

PSAR was created in 2007 to help implement the most important habitat protection and 
restoration priorities in Puget Sound, alongside SRFB funding. It is co-managed by the Puget 
Sound Partnership as the regional organization for Puget Sound, and by RCO as the grant 
administrator for SRFB funded projects. The PSSRC made a policy decision starting with funds for 
the 2013-15 biennium to apply the same allocation formula as is used for the SRFB funds for the 
first $30 million of the PSAR award for watersheds. This funding is available biennially and, 
alongside SRFB funding, supports the implementation of 4YWP project lists as well as adaptive 
management of the recovery chapters. 

Beginning in 2013, the PSSRC agreed to apply any funding above $30 million towards funding 
large capital projects that were reviewed and submitted as high priorities by lead entities (current 
policy allows up to 3 projects per lead entity). These projects are reviewed, scored and regionally 
ranked by a team of subject matter experts and Partnership staff with expertise in particular review 
criteria. This ranked list is considered by the SRC Executive Committee, which has the opportunity 
to develop a modified ranked list based on criteria outlined in the PSAR large capital RFP. The 
original ranked list and any alternative ranked lists are recommended by the full PSSRC for 
approval by the Puget Sound Leadership Council, and for final approval and recommendation for 
funding by the SRFB. This process will be completed in September 2020, resulting in a regionally 
ranked list of 8 high priority large capital projects.  
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Explain if the project list(s) submitted in your region funds the highest priority projects. 

In 2020, Puget Sound lead entities submitted projects for SRFB and PSAR funding. All projects 
submitted by Puget Sound lead entities for SRFB and PSAR funding must align with the strategies 
listed in their local salmon recovery chapters, as well as be included on their 4YWP project list. Lead 
entities update their 4YWPs every year in order to reflect the most up-to-date strategies for 
implementing recovery plans, to ensure accuracy for project attributes, to remove or modify 
projects with changed circumstances (funded, inactive, etc.), and to ensure that the highest priority 
projects are being put forward for funding every year.  

Lead entities are responsible for ensuring 4YWPs meet the following criteria:  

1. Projects and activities are appropriately linked to strategies within the 2005 recovery plan 
and/or a tribal treaty rights population (projects benefiting species of tribal importance are 
permitted to apply for SRFB/PSAR funding even if they are not ESA listed). 

2. The watershed shows a clear sense of priorities among salmon populations, including listed 
populations and populations important for treaty rights. Strategies and actions chosen 
reflect those priorities. 

3. Strong scientific foundation for the strategies and actions in this chapter.   

4. Clear and specific goals for the populations and habitat in this chapter.  

If the highest priority projects were not funded, explain the barriers to implementing the highest 
priority projects in your region. 

In the Puget Sound region, the lead entities identify the highest priority projects in their watersheds 
for SRFB and PSAR funding, and those projects are implemented to the extent that funding is 
available. Oftentimes there is insufficient funding to fund and implement all of the high priority 
projects in Puget Sound. In addition, prioritization of PSAR Large Capital projects has been 
successful and the process widely accepted but the region has not received enough funding to 
fund our entire list. 

Do suballocations to lead entities limit your region from getting to the highest priority projects? 

No. The PSSRC determined that endorsement of the allocation methodology would foster a 
collaborative spirit across lead entities in Puget Sound as well as support the ongoing 
implementation of the recovery plan and next steps in developing the best investments for salmon 
recovery across the region. The allocation formula is based on NOAA delisting criteria, including 
amount of available critical habitat and number of at-risk and total populations present. In 2018, 
the Salmon Science Advisory Group (SSAG) evaluated the allocation formula and recommended no 
change based on current status of recovery. 

Regional technical review process 

The SRFB envisions regional technical review processes that address, at a minimum, the fit of lead 
entity projects to regional recovery plans, if available. Explain how the regional technical review was 
conducted. 
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The regional technical review process and criteria are applied to both SRFB and Puget Sound 
Acquisition and Restoration projects. The lead entity technical and citizens’ review processes 
consider whether proponent projects fit with the local plan strategy and priorities, and evaluates 
the certainty that the project will deliver desired results. Puget Sound Partnership staff and their 
partners understand that the SRFB Review Panel provides an independent review to ensure that 
individual projects submitted by the lead entities are technically feasible and have a high likelihood 
of achieving the stated objectives. The process described below details the Puget Sound region’s 
process for ensuring that the proposed lead entity projects support and are consistent with the 
local recovery plan strategies. 

Review of watersheds’ 2020 project lists was completed in August 2020. These reviews are essential 
for regional certification of all projects, including regional monitoring projects. These reviews can 
be found here and below.   

Reviews for 2020 included a request to lead entities to ensure that their 4YWP project lists 
accurately reflected their 2020 SRFB and PSAR project lists, that the projects are linked to one or 
more strategies in their salmon recovery chapter, and to make any additional updates to their 
4YWPs as needed. 

The Partnership worked with GSRO to better streamline the linkage between Habitat Work 
Schedule and the lead entities’ 4YWP project lists. Lead entities can now enter their 4YWP project 
lists directly into the Salmon Recovery Portal. 

Based on the reviews conducted by the Partnership’s paid reviewers, the Partnership fully supports 
the watersheds’ 2020 SRFB and PSAR project lists and is advancing all projects for final 
consideration by the SRFB in September 2020. 

What criteria were used for the regional technical review?  

Project Consistency Review Questions 

All projects eligible for SRFB and PSAR funding through Puget Sound must be reviewed and 
approved through the SRFB panel. Additionally, projects were reviewed by 3 contractors (the 
Partnership’s paid PSAR reviewers) on behalf of the region to ensure they are consistent with local 
recovery plans. The following criteria were used to evaluate SRFB and PSAR project lists submitted 
by lead entities:  

1. Is each project on the 2020 SRFB project list properly and clearly aligned with a strategy in 
the area’s recovery chapter?  

2. Do projects provide benefit to high priority stocks for the purpose of salmon recovery or 
sustainability? In addition to limiting factors analysis, Salmonid Stock Inventory, and Salmon 
and Steelhead Habitat Inventory and Assessment Program, provide stock assessment work 
completed to date to characterize the status of salmonid species in the region.  

3. Are projects cost-effective?  

4. Do projects preserve high quality habitat? 

https://pspwa.box.com/s/89e1aty1cnwgvmalso9ez0ftaehujz02
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Regional Monitoring Projects 

Lead entities can apply to use a portion of the regional SRFB funding (up to 10% total for the 
region) to support regionally significant monitoring projects. There are two projects being 
recommended for funding in 2020. The projects were evaluated by the PSEMP Salmonid Work 
Group against regional monitoring certification requirements using the following questions:  

For monitoring projects only:  

1. Explain how the project will address a high priority information need or data gap in your 
recovery plan and/or associated regional research, monitoring, and evaluation (RME) plan 
or lead entity strategy. 

2. Explain how the monitoring will complement, enhance, or leverage ongoing monitoring 
efforts. Describe communication you have had with other monitoring practitioners of 
ongoing monitoring efforts. 

3. Explain why SRFB project funds are being used rather than funds from other sources. 

Monitoring projects meeting the high bar of regional significance are certified by the region. 
Reviews for monitoring projects can be seen below.  

Lead entities update their 4YWPs every year in order to reflect the most up-to-date strategies for 
implementing recovery plans, to ensure accuracy for project attributes, and to remove or modify 
projects with changed circumstances (funded, inactive, etc.).  

Lead entities are responsible for ensuring 4YWPs meet the following criteria:  

1. Projects and activities are appropriately linked to strategies within the 2005 recovery plan, a 
tribal treaty rights population and/or 4YWP narrative (projects benefiting species of tribal 
importance are permitted to apply for SRFB funding even if they are not ESA listed). 

2. The watershed shows a clear sense of priorities among salmon populations, including listed 
populations and populations important for treaty rights. Strategies and actions chosen 
reflect those priorities. 

3. Strong scientific foundation for the strategies and actions in this chapter.   

4. Identified gaps in strategies or actions that the watershed will consider filling in future 
revisions (part of narrative summary), including areas of opportunity for regional assistance.  

5. Clear and specific goals for the populations and habitat in this chapter.  

6. Identified major technical gaps and challenges the watershed is/expects to experience in 
adaptive management of their recovery chapter. 

The 2020 4YWPs were reviewed for completeness and evaluated by Partnership staff and paid 
reviewers. 
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Who completed the review (name, affiliation, and expertise) and are they part of the 
regional organization or independent?  

Name Affiliation Expertise Review conducted 
Greg Blair ICF Fisheries science 2020 SRFB/PSAR 

project lists 
Sherrie Duncan Sky Environmental Fish biology, restoration 

ecology 
2020 SRFB/PSAR 
project lists 

Ken Currens Northwest Indian 
Fisheries Commission 

Conservation 
Manager/PSEMP Salmon 
Work Group Chair 

Monitoring 
projects 

Tish Conway-Cranos WDFW Estuary and Salmon 
Restoration 
Program/PSEMP Salmon 
Work Group member 

Monitoring 
projects 

David Price NOAA Biology/PSEMP Salmon 
Work Group member 

Monitoring 
projects 

Jason Toft University of Washington Nearshore restoration and 
science/PSEMP Salmon 
Work Group member 

Monitoring 
projects 

Mary Ramirez Puget Sound 
Partnership/University of 
Washington 

Monitoring/ PSEMP 
Salmon Work Group 
member 

Monitoring 
projects 

Jason Hall Cramer Fish Sciences Fisheries science/PSEMP 
Salmon Work Group 
member 

Monitoring 
projects; 2020 
SRFB/PSAR 
project lists 

Chris Ellings Nisqually Indian Tribe Salmon biology/ PSEMP 
Salmon Work Group 
member 

Monitoring 
projects 

Iris Kemp Long Live the Kings Fisheries science/PSEMP 
Salmon Work Group 
member 

Monitoring 
projects 

 

Were there any projects submitted to the SRFB that the regional implementation or Salmon Recovery 
Portal (formerly Habitat Work Schedule) did not specifically identify? If so, please provide justification 
for including these projects in the list of projects recommended to the SRFB for funding. If the projects 
were identified in the regional implementation plan or strategy but considered a low priority or in a 
low-priority area please provide justification. 

No projects were submitted that are not part of the regional implementation plan and that 
are not in the Salmon Recovery Portal. 
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Criteria for regional technical review 

How did the regional review consider whether a project met the following criteria: 

A. Provides benefit to high priority stocks for the purpose of salmon 
recovery or sustainability. In addition to limiting factors analysis, 
Salmonid Stock Inventory, and Salmon and Steelhead Habitat Inventory 
and Assessment Program, provide stock assessment work completed to 
date to characterize the status of salmonid species in the region. 

As noted above, the regional review process focused on reviewing the 2020 SRFB 
and PSAR project lists for consistency with the Puget Sound Salmon Recovery Plan 
(regional and local chapters) in addition to strategies for listed Puget Sound 
steelhead and non-listed species important to the exercise of Tribal treaty rights, the 
area’s Phase I Monitoring and Adaptive Management frameworks, and the 
watershed 2020 4YWPs. The focus on the recovery plan at both the regional and 
local scale emphasized the importance of high priority stocks per the recovery plan 
and local recovery strategies. Project consistency reviews for each salmon recovery 
lead entity’s project lists were conducted in August 2020 and summarized below. 

B. Addresses cost-effectiveness. 

As noted above, the region decided on an allocation per lead entity for SRFB and 
PSAR funds to ensure the most effective use of SRFB and PSAR funds for 
ecosystem restoration and species delisting. In many cases, local review criteria 
incorporate cost/benefit as part of the local scoring and ranking process 
(descriptions of each lead entities’ criteria and process can be seen below). Each 
lead entity/watershed runs a process to identify projects that meet their allocation. 
In cases where the full allocation was not met, strategic transfers were arranged to 
allow for areas with project lists greater than their allocation to coordinate a 
transfer of funds with another area. These transfers are arranged outside the 
authority of the Partnership and RCO, but are supported because they capitalize 
on the flexibility of the funding sources and the year to year needs of each areas. 
These transfers are documented as memos between lead entities. The region 
relies on the local project solicitation, review, and ranking process to produce 
projects that are ready to go and will provide the highest benefit to salmon within 
the limits of each watersheds’ specified allocation. 

C.  Preserves high quality habitat. Describe projects on the list that will preserve 
high quality habitat. 

Projects on the regional lists show the preservation of high quality habitat in the 
4YWP. 4YWPs can be seen here. 

https://pspwa.box.com/s/4rlrh7cg9segfh9eknfc5kokk4jr1knx
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Puget Sound Lead Entity project lists for the 2020 SRFB/PSAR grant round can be 
seen here. 

Local Review Processes 

All materials submitted to the Puget Sound Partnership by Puget Sound lead entities for Appendix 
H are available here. This satisfies questions 4 and 5 as part of the regional report. 

4-Year Work Plan Consistency Reviews 

WRIA 1 Nooksack 

Reviewer: Greg Blair, ICF 

1. Is each project on the 2020 SRFB and PSAR project lists properly and clearly aligned with a 
strategy in the area’s recovery chapter? 

Project Name 
Project 
Number Project Description Project Type Consistency 

NF Nooksack 
(Xwqélém) 
Maple Reach 
Ph2 
Restoration 

20-
1150 

The Nooksack Indian Tribe will restore 
mainstem riverine and associated 
floodplain habitats in the North Fork 
Nooksack River, RM 50.1-50.5, near 
Maple Falls, Whatcom County, 
Washington (see Vicinity Map).  

Restoration Yes, consistent 
with N.F. 
Nooksack River 
restoration 
priorities 

South Fork 
Upper and 
Lower Fobes 
Ph 2 
Restoration 

20-
1156 

Lummi Nation will use this grant to 
restore instream and side channel 
habitat in the South Fork (SF) 
Nooksack River, north of State Route 
20, in Skagit County (RM 19.5-18.2).  

Restoration Yes, consistent 
with S.F. 
Nooksack River 
restoration 
priorities 

SF Nooksack 
(Nuxw7íyem) 
Homesteader 
Restoration 

20-
1155 

The Nooksack Indian Tribe will restore 
0.7 miles of mainstem riverine and 
associated floodplain habitats in the 
South Fork Nooksack River, RM 5.7-6.4, 
about two miles north of Acme, in 
Whatcom County, Washington.  

Restoration Yes, consistent 
with S.F. 
Nooksack River 
restoration 
priorities 

SF Nooksack 
Fish Camp 
(Ts’éq)-BNSF 
90% Design 

20-
1151 

The Nooksack Indian Tribe will 
complete 90% design for the preferred 
alternative to restore mainstem riverine 
and associated floodplain habitats in 
the South Fork Nooksack River BNSF 
reach (RM 7.3-8.6; see Vicinity Map) 
near Acme, Whatcom County, 
Washington.  

Restoration Yes, consistent 
with S.F. 
Nooksack River 
restoration 
priorities 

SF Nooksack 
Skookum 
Edfro Ph 3 
Design 

20-
1154 

Lummi Nation will use this grant to 
design an instream restoration project 
on the South Fork Nooksack River 

Restoration Yes, consistent 
with S.F. 
Nooksack River 

https://pspwa.box.com/s/89e1aty1cnwgvmalso9ez0ftaehujz02
https://pspwa.box.com/s/twhi2w71ldpe82crveidu6gdk42t378e
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Project Name 
Project 
Number Project Description Project Type Consistency 

southeast of Saxon, Washington in 
Whatcom County (RM 12.9 to 13.9).  

restoration 
priorities 

SF Nooksack 
Reach 
Acquisition Ph 
3-Todd Cr 

20-
1153 

The 60-acre Todd Creek Reach project 
contains 40 acres of forested riparian 
habitat & side channels along the 
South Fork Nooksack River.  

Restoration Yes, consistent 
with S.F. 
Nooksack River 
restoration 
priorities 

Nooksack 
River 
Mainstem 
Deming 
Acquisition 

20-
1153 

This 420-acre project includes 2 mi of 
Mainstem Nooksack shoreline, nearly 
1/3 of the South Bank of Upper Reach 
4, including 3,000 ft of side-channel 
habitat vital to fry and overwinter 
rearing chinook.  

Protection Yes, consistent 
with basin 
acquisition and 
protection 

 

Projects are aligned with watershed strategies. 

2. Does each project provide benefit to high priority stocks for the purpose of salmon recovery or 
sustainability? In addition to limiting factors analysis, Salmonid Stock Inventory, and Salmon 
and Steelhead Habitat Inventory and Assessment Program, provide stock assessment work 
completed to date to characterize the status of salmonid species in the region. Briefly describe. 

Yes – the proposed project list includes restoration activities in priority portions of the 
Nooksack watershed for Chinook salmon (NF Nooksack and SF Nooksack) and two 
acquisitions to protect and facilitate restoration in the SF Nooksack and mainstem 
Nooksack River. 

3. Do projects address cost-effectiveness? Provide a description of cost-effectiveness considered. 

We assume cost-effectiveness was considered in the ranking of the projects and do not see 
anything to suggest that cost-effectiveness was not considered in the final ranked list. 

4. Do projects preserve high quality habitat? Describe projects on the list that will preserve high 
quality habitat. 

Yes, see table above. 
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WRIA 2 San Juan Island 

Reviewers: Greg Blair, ICF 

1. Is each project on the 2020 SRFB and PSAR project lists properly and clearly aligned with a 
strategy in the area’s recovery chapter? 

Project Name 
Project 
Number Project Description 

Project 
Type Consistency 

Agate Beach 
County Park 
shoreline 
restoration 

20-1062 This restoration project will remove 
shoreline armor and restore beach 
habitat on 530 ft. of shoreline within 
Agate Beach County Park and the 
neighboring property to the south. 

Restoration Yes, consistent 
with nearshore 
and beach 
restoration 

Armor 
Removal at 
Shaw Island's 
Broken Point 
 

20-1562 Friends of the San Juans (FSJ) is seeking 
funding to permit and implement a 
beach restoration project at Broken 
Point on Shaw Island. The goal of the 
project is to remove toxic creosote and 
unbury upper intertidal and backshore 
habitat in support of salmon and 
salmon prey. 

Restoration Yes, consistent 
with nearshore 
and beach 
restoration 

Mackaye 
Harbor beach 
restoration 

20-1043 This nearshore restoration project is to 
implement the preferred alternative of 
Mackaye Harbor beach restoration 
design (#18-1771). We will remove 
shoreline bank armor, extensive armor 
scatted on the beach, a historic 
shoreline road, nourish the site with a 
sand-gravel mix and plant native marine 
riparian plants. 

Restoration Yes, consistent 
with nearshore 
and beach 
restoration 

Jackson Beach 
Restoration 
Design 

20-1040 Jackson Beach Restoration Project 
proposes to remove heavy armor from 
approximately 500 linear feet of 
shoreline and bank covering 
approximately one acre, and grade it to 
restore a natural profile to the beach, in 
order to restore habitat for Pacific sand 
lance and surf smelt, to support 
Chinook and other salmonid species. 

Restoration Yes, consistent 
with nearshore 
and beach 
restoration 

Cascade Creek 
Flow 
Restoration 

20-1506 Our objective is to purchase 
approximately 250 acre feet of flow to 
ensure that a minimum of one cubic 
foot per second of flow is available year 
round for the benefit of native 
salmonids.  To ensure that the 
purchased flow remains available for 
fish, we will install a flow gauge in order 
to monitor water withdrawals . This will 
help with enforcement over the long 
term. 

Restoration Unable to link this 
action to a 
strategy in the 
M&AM 
documents. This 
creek is identified 
as having salmon 
in the Watershed 
Recovery Chapter. 
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Project Name 
Project 
Number Project Description 

Project 
Type Consistency 

Judd Cove 
Shoreline 
Enhancement 
Project 

20-1505 If funded, this project would enhance 
the shoreline and nearshore areas by 
removing beach rock, shoreline armor 
rock and fill, and a large submerged 
concrete structure. 

Restoration Yes, consistent 
with nearshore 
and beach 
restoration 

Sand Lance 
Spawning 
Habitat 
Protection 

18-1746 Project sponsors will use recently 
updated state standard field and 
sample processing protocols, existing 
research results, established technical 
partnerships, and extensive community 
participation to conduct three seasons 
of exploratory surveys. Results of these 
targeted Sand Lance spawning surveys 
will directly expand restoration, 
conservation, and regulatory protection 
of Sand Lance spawning habitat. 

Plan Yes, consistent 
with nearshore 
and beach 
restoration 

Crescent 
Beach 
restoration 
feasibility 

19-1451 Proposed hydraulic study and design 
alternatives to improve tidal and 
salmonid access to a large backshore 
tidal saltmarsh north of Crescent Beach 
Road. 

Restoration 
Plan 

Yes, consistent 
with nearshore 
and beach 
restoration 

 

Yes – All but one project is aligned with watershed strategies. The proposed projects are 
restoration activities for nearshore and beach habitats to support forage fish for salmon. Project 
20-1506 does not have a strategy in the watershed M&AM document. However, this type of 
project is described in the watershed recovery plan and Cascade Creek is identified as stream with 
observed salmon. 

2. Does each project provide benefit to high priority stocks for the purpose of salmon recovery or 
sustainability? In addition to limiting factors analysis, Salmonid Stock Inventory, and Salmon 
and Steelhead Habitat Inventory and Assessment Program, provide stock assessment work 
completed to date to characterize the status of salmonid species in the region. Briefly describe. 

Yes – the proposed project list includes restoration activities to provide forage fish for listed 
salmon. Project 18-1746 will provide information to help guide future restoration and 
protection projects. 

3. Do projects address cost-effectiveness? Provide a description of cost-effectiveness considered. 

We assume cost-effectiveness was considered in the ranking of the projects and do not see 
anything to suggest that cost-effectiveness was not considered in the final ranked list. 

4. Do projects preserve high quality habitat? Describe projects on the list that will preserve high 
quality habitat. 

Yes, see table above. 
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WRIAs 3/4 Skagit 

Reviewers: Jason Hall, Cramer Fish Sciences  

1. Does each project provide benefit to high priority stocks for the purpose of salmon recovery or 
sustainability? In addition to limiting factors analysis, Salmonid Stock Inventory, and Salmon 
and Steelhead Habitat Inventory and Assessment Program, provide stock assessment work 
completed to date to characterize the status of salmonid species in the region. Briefly describe. 

The ranked project list for Skagit was reviewed for consistency with the 2005 Chinook 
Recovery Plan Chapter, except for the alternate projects listed. The recovery plan highlights 
that recovery goals for Skagit Chinook cannot be met with harvest management actions 
alone, and that restoration actions targeting specific life history strategies are needed to 
make progress towards recovery goals. The ranked project list includes projects that 
address habitat protection and restoration actions that will address limiting factors 
identified in the 2005 Chinook Recovery Plan chapter; including restoration of fish passage 
and connectivity to floodplain habitats, protection of priority habitats for Chinook and 
Steelhead, protection and restoration of riparian and floodplain forest, and restoration of 
connectivity to and between tidal marsh and off-channel habitats. This appears to be a 
good balance of projects focused on freshwater and tidal delta rearing habitat, and to a 
lesser degree spawning and nearshore rearing habitat, which are consistent with the 
recovery plan approach outlined in the Skagit chapter. Based on an analysis by PSP, recent 
abundance estimates (2013-2017) indicate that three of the six Skagit Chinook populations 
are exceeding low target recovery goals (Upper Skagit, Lower Sauk, and Suiattle) while 
Lower Skagit, Cascade, and Lower Sauk are below low targets. Compared to 1999-2003 
baseline periods, populations have significantly increased for the Upper Sauk and Suiattle 
populations. However, all populations are below high target recovery goals and the ranked 
project list is consistent with the recovery plan actions outlined for Skagit Chinook 
populations to address limiting factors needed to make progress towards recovery goals. In 
addition, the ranked projects are likely to benefit other anadromous salmon species (e.g., 
steelhead, coho, chum, pink, bull trout, cutthroat, and sockeye) supported by the Skagit, 
some of which are listed or under review for listing under the Endangered Species Act. 

2. Do projects address cost-effectiveness? Provide a description of cost-effectiveness considered. 

Cost-effectiveness is not specifically addressed in the project descriptions, but project 
elements address project effectiveness either through building on previous design, 
feasibility, or planning projects (e.g., IMW - South Fork Skagit Channel Construction, IMW-
Swinomish Channel Ph 3 Tidal Marsh Restoration, Skagit Watershed Habitat Acquisition IV, 
Barnaby Reach Phase 2 Design); developing prioritization of restoration actions (e.g., Skagit 
Fish Passage Phase 2 Prioritization, Skagit Watershed Habitat Acquisition IV); or improving 
on or informing future restoration actions (e.g., Skagit Basin Riparian Replant 2020). We 
assume cost-effectiveness was considered in the ranking of the projects and do not see 
anything to suggest that cost-effectiveness was not considered in the final ranked list. 

3. Do projects preserve high quality habitat? Describe projects on the list that will preserve high 
quality habitat. 

https://pspwa.box.com/s/sc7gwoc2bvirb2aeajp7mnk9tjwfxf7d
http://www.psp.wa.gov/downloads/SALMON_RECOVERY/VOL_2/SKAGIT.zip
http://www.psp.wa.gov/downloads/SALMON_RECOVERY/VOL_2/SKAGIT.zip
https://vitalsigns.pugetsoundinfo.wa.gov/VitalSignIndicator/Detail/4
https://secure.rco.wa.gov/prism/search/projectsnapshot.aspx?ProjectNumber=20-1369
https://secure.rco.wa.gov/prism/search/projectsnapshot.aspx?ProjectNumber=20-1386
https://secure.rco.wa.gov/prism/search/projectsnapshot.aspx?ProjectNumber=20-1386
https://secure.rco.wa.gov/prism/search/projectsnapshot.aspx?ProjectNumber=20-1326
https://secure.rco.wa.gov/prism/search/projectsnapshot.aspx?ProjectNumber=20-1382
https://secure.rco.wa.gov/prism/search/projectsnapshot.aspx?ProjectNumber=20-1378
https://secure.rco.wa.gov/prism/search/projectsnapshot.aspx?ProjectNumber=20-1378
https://secure.rco.wa.gov/prism/search/projectsnapshot.aspx?ProjectNumber=20-1326
https://secure.rco.wa.gov/prism/search/projectsnapshot.aspx?ProjectNumber=20-1380
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Two projects in the ranked project list specifically address protection of high quality habitat 
including the Skagit Watershed Habitat Acquisition IV (#2 ranked) and the Day Slough 
Acquisition & Restoration (#6 ranked). These projects include protection of high quality off-
channel, floodplain, tributary, mainstem, and riparian habitat that will benefit Chinook and 
steelhead salmon populations in the Skagit. The higher ranked Skagit Watershed Habitat 
Acquisition IV project will potentially have a broader impact on protection of high quality 
habitats, with Tier 1 and Tier 2 habitats identified in the Skagit Watershed Council's 2015 
Strategic Approach and Skagit Watershed's Council 2016 Interim Steelhead Strategy that 
could span multiple sub-basins and habitat types. 

  

https://secure.rco.wa.gov/prism/search/projectsnapshot.aspx?ProjectNumber=20-1326
https://secure.rco.wa.gov/prism/search/projectsnapshot.aspx?ProjectNumber=20-1394
https://secure.rco.wa.gov/prism/search/projectsnapshot.aspx?ProjectNumber=20-1394
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WRIA 5 Stillaguamish 

Reviewers: Sherrie Duncan, Sky Environmental 

The following review, of the 2020 ranked project list for the Stillaguamish Watershed, was 
conducted by Sherrie Duncan of Sky Environmental. Several background documents were 
referenced and reviewed to provide information and insight for the review. These documents 
included the 4YWP narrative and ranked project list; the Stillaguamish Phase I Monitoring and 
Adaptive Management (M&AM) Framework; the Stillaguamish 2005 recovery plan chapter; and the 
previous 4YWPs, 3YWPs and associated reviews conducted by NOAA and the Regional 
Implementation Technical Team (RITT).   

Summer and fall Chinook salmon are the priority salmon populations for the Stillaguamish River 
recovery plan. Steelhead recovery planning for the watershed is underway. The strategies and 
actions that are occurring or are in the planning stages for the Stillaguamish watershed will provide 
benefit to Chinook salmon and tribal treaty rights populations such as steelhead and coho.   

As shown on the 2020 ranked project list in the PRISM database, the Stillaguamish River Salmon 
Recovery Co-Lead Entity is submitting seven projects for funding consideration. The seven 
proposed projects include two acquisition projects, three planning projects, and two restoration 
projects. The seven proposed projects are intended to support recovery of Stillaguamish summer 
and fall Chinook populations and tribal treaty rights populations including steelhead and coho. 

Table 1. 2020 ranked proposed projects list 

Rank 
Project Number 
and Type Project Applicant and Name 

1 19-1365 
Acquisition Stillaguamish Tribe of Indians Stillaguamish Tidal Wetlands Acquisition 

2 
(Partial) 

19-1147 
Planning Snohomish County Public Works Chatham Acres Restoration and Design 

3 19-1151 
Restoration 

Snohomish County Public Works Knotweed Control and Restoration in 
the Stilly 

4 20-1091 
Planning Stillaguamish Tribe of Indians Trafton Floodplain Preliminary Design 

5 
(Partial) 

20-1138 
Planning Sound Salmon Solutions Grant Creek LWM Phase II Design 

6 
(Partial) 

20-1092 
Acquisition Stillaguamish Tribe of Indians Florence Island Tidal Wetland Acquisition 

7 20-1064 
Restoration The Nature Conservancy Port Susan Bay Restoration for Resiliency 

 
1. Is each project on the 2020 SRFB and PSAR project lists properly and clearly aligned with a 

strategy in the area’s recovery chapter? 

Yes, the Stillaguamish River Salmon Recovery Co-Lead Entity 2020 SRFB/PSAR project list is 
aligned with the strategies in their local salmon recovery chapter. 

2. Does each project provide benefit to high priority stocks for the purpose of salmon recovery or 
sustainability? In addition to limiting factors analysis, Salmonid Stock Inventory, and Salmon 
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and Steelhead Habitat Inventory and Assessment Program, provide stock assessment work 
completed to date to characterize the status of salmonid species in the region. Briefly describe. 

The seven proposed projects include acquisition, restoration and planning efforts in 
strategic areas of the watershed, that are all intended to provide benefit and support 
recovery and sustainability of Stillaguamish summer and fall Chinook populations and tribal 
treaty rights populations including steelhead and coho. The 2020 SRFB/PSAR project list 
does not include monitoring projects that would provide stock assessment work completed 
to date to characterize the status of salmonid species in the region. 

3. Do projects address cost-effectiveness? Provide a description of cost-effectiveness considered. 

Stillaguamish River Salmon Recovery Co-Lead Entity uses a cost/benefit ratio that also 
includes consideration of the cost appropriateness of each proposed project for the area. 

Both the PSAR Large Capital Program and Local Score Sheets have cost effectiveness as part 
of the Lead Entity’s project evaluation. Included in the evaluation is a key part of score 
sheets for programs that considers where matching funds for each project come from 
(Estuary and Salmon Restoration Program, Floodplains by Design, etc.). For example, this 
year the 20-1064 Port Susan Bay Restoration for Resiliency, put this concept to the test. This 
proposed project is for conducting adaptive management of the 2012 construction efforts 
that resulted in inundation of the site. Bringing construction equipment into an already 
wetted area was driving project costs up. These costs were not matching the proposed 
benefit. As a result of the poor cost/benefit ratio of the proposed approach, the project 
scored lower than it would have if it was new construction. The project proponent and their 
consultant are now exploring the use of blasting to open up new channels at considerably 
less cost. Reviewers evaluate benefit of acquisition projects by using a Lead Entity approved 
Acquisition Strategy for floodplains and estuary. Acquisition costs per acre are determined 
by appraised values of the properties in question. For restoration projects, numerous factors 
such as like accessibility and isolation, whether materials can be stored on site, and ease of 
construction oversight are considered. 

4. Do projects preserve high quality habitat? Describe projects on the list that will preserve high 
quality habitat. 

Identified projects on the ranked list that preserve and/or restore very high quality habitat 
include the following: 

• 19-1365 - Stillaguamish Tidal Wetlands-Acquisition 

• 20-1091 - Trafton Floodplain Feasibility and Design 

• 20-1092 - Florence Island Tidal Wetland Acquisition 
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WRIA 6 Island 

Reviewers: Greg Blair, ICF 

Project Name 
Project 
Number Project Description Project Type Consistency 

Hoypus Point 
Armor Removal 

20-1124 The project will provide designs 
(preliminary through final), cost 
estimates, and permitting for the 
removal of approximately 325 linear 
feet of riprap and fill from the north end 
of Cornet Bay Day Use Area of 
Deception Pass State Park, recovering 
0.33 acres of beach habitat area. 

Restoration 
Design 

Yes, consistent 
with nearshore 
and beach 
restoration 

Polnell Point 
Road Armor 
Removal 
Feasibility & Des 

20-1146 Conduct a feasibility study, final design, 
and permitting to remove up to 1,400 
linear feet of armor off the road that 
connects the tombolo to Polnell Point. 

Restoration 
Design 

Yes, consistent 
with nearshore 
and beach 
restoration 

Florence Island 
Tidal Wetland 
Acquisition 

20-1092 We propose to acquire roughly 537 
acres of former tidal wetlands between 
Hatt Slough and the Old Stillaguamish 
Mainstem. 

Acquisition Yes, consistent 
with estuary 
restoration 

WRIA 6 
Nearshore 
Protection Tool 
Implementation 

20-1134 The Whidbey Camano Land Trust is 
seeking funds to implement the 
recently completed Water Resource 
Inventory Area (WRIA) 6 Nearshore 
Acquisition Prioritization Framework 
and conserve nearshore habitat that 
supports the recovery of Puget Sound 
salmonids, including Endangered 
Species Act listed Puget Sound Chinook 
salmon and Puget Sound steelhead. The 
Land Trust will use this funding to 
protect priority shoreline property in 
WRIA 6 as identified in the Nearshore 
Framework through fee simple and/or 
conservation easement acquisition. This 
project builds on the previously funded 
RCO #17-1063 Nearshore Acquisition 
Strategy Development project. 

Restoration Yes, consistent 
with nearshore 
and beach 
restoration 

 

1. Is each project on the 2020 SRFB and PSAR project lists properly and clearly aligned with a 
strategy in the area’s recovery chapter? 

Yes – The proposed projects are restoration or acquisition activities for nearshore, beach, 
and estuarine habitats to support forage fish for salmon. 

2. Does each project provide benefit to high priority stocks for the purpose of salmon recovery or 
sustainability? In addition to limiting factors analysis, Salmonid Stock Inventory, and Salmon 
and Steelhead Habitat Inventory and Assessment Program, provide stock assessment work 
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completed to date to characterize the status of salmonid species in the region. Briefly describe. 

Not applicable 

3. Do projects address cost-effectiveness? Provide a description of cost-effectiveness considered. 

We assume cost-effectiveness was considered in the ranking of the projects and do not see 
anything to suggest that cost-effectiveness was not considered in the final ranked list. 

4. Do projects preserve high quality habitat? Describe projects on the list that will preserve high 
quality habitat. 

Yes, see table above. 
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WRIA 7 Snohomish 

Reviewer: Sherrie Duncan, Sky Environmental 

The following review, of the 2020 ranked project list for the Snohomish Basin, was conducted by 
Sherrie Duncan of Sky Environmental. Materials reviewed included the 2018 ranked project list and 
project information available in the PRISM database that was submitted by the Snohomish Basin 
Lead Entity for funding. The following materials were referenced to aid this review: the 4YWP 
narrative; the Snohomish Phase I Monitoring and Adaptive Management (M&AM) Framework; the 
Snohomish 2005 Recovery Plan chapter; the 2004 Snohomish River Basin Ecological Analysis for 
Salmonid Conservation; and prior consistency reviews conducted by NOAA and the Regional 
Implementation Technical Team (RITT). Project numbers listed in the 2017 ranked list were used to 
access and review Project Snapshots in PRISM.  

The Snohomish Basin recovery plan is a multi-species plan focused on Chinook salmon and bull 
trout as well as coho salmon. The strategies and actions have been chosen to support recovery 
efforts of these priority species. The strategies and actions that are occurring or are in the planning 
stages for the Snohomish basin will provide benefit to Chinook salmon, bull trout, and tribal treaty 
rights populations such as steelhead and coho.   

As shown on the 2020 ranked project list in the PRISM database, the Snohomish Basin Lead Entity 
is submitting 10 projects for funding consideration. The 10 proposed projects include two 
planning/acquisition projects; five planning projects; and three restoration projects. The ten 2020 
ranked proposed projects are intended to support recovery of Snohomish Basin Chinook 
populations, bull trout and tribal treaty rights populations including steelhead and coho. 

Table 1. 2020 ranked proposed project list  

Rank 
Project Number and 
Type Project Applicant and Name 

1 20-1139 
Planning/Acquisition 

Tulalip Tribe Snohomish Floodplain Acquisitions Phase 1  

2  
Partial 

20-1140 
Planning 

Tulalip Tribe Haskel Slough Connectivity 

3  20-1265 
Planning/Acquisition 

Tulalip Tribe Snohomish Confluence Planning & Acquisition II 

4  
Partial 

20-1306 
Planning 

Snohomish County PUD Sultan River Floodplain Activation 
Design  

5  
Partial 

20-1281 
Restoration 

Wild Fish Conservancy Cherry Valley Initiative (Cherry Creek 
Phase II) 

6  20-1284 
Restoration 

Snohomish County Public Works Middle Pilchuck Habitat 
Restoration at Russell Road 

7 20-1280 
Restoration 

Wild Fish Conservancy Beckler Confluence Alluvial Fan 
Restoration 

8 
Partial 

20-1135 
Planning 

Adopt A Stream Foundation Woods Creek Railroad Bridge 
Removal Final Design 

9 
Alternate 

20-1137 
Planning 

Sound Salmon Solutions Woods Creek LWM Pre-Design 

10 
Alternate 

20-1136 
Planning 

Sound Salmon Solutions Catherine Creek LWM Pre-Design 



 

2020 SRFB Funding Report 25 

1. Is each project on the 2020 SRFB and PSAR project lists properly and clearly aligned with a 
strategy in the area’s recovery chapter? 

Yes, the Snohomish Basin Lead Entity 2020 SRFB/PSAR project list is aligned with the 
strategies in their local salmon recovery chapter. 

2. Does each project provide benefit to high priority stocks for the purpose of salmon recovery or 
sustainability? In addition to limiting factors analysis, Salmonid Stock Inventory, and Salmon 
and Steelhead Habitat Inventory and Assessment Program, provide stock assessment work 
completed to date to characterize the status of salmonid species in the region. Briefly describe. 

The 2020 ranked project list includes projects that will benefit tribal treaty rights 
populations such as steelhead, coho, and chum. Bull trout will also benefit from many of the 
projects. The strategies and actions that are occurring, proposed, or are in the planning 
stages for the Snohomish Basin will support bull trout and steelhead trout. These types of 
projects will also support other tribal treaty rights populations such as coho, non-natal 
Chinook salmon and other salmonids such as chum salmon and coastal cutthroat trout. The 
2020 SRFB/PSAR project list does not include monitoring projects that would provide stock 
assessment work completed to date to characterize the status of salmonid species in the 
region. 

3. Do projects address cost-effectiveness? Provide a description of cost-effectiveness considered. 

Cost effectiveness is a formal category in the Snohomish Basin Lead Entity project 
evaluation criteria. The local project review committee members are asked to consider and 
provide a score for the cost category (on a scale of 1-5) for each project. The evaluation 
criteria ask the review committee members to consider the following for all projects:  

• Has a low cost relative to the predicted benefits for that project type in that location.  

o Costs seem reasonable for the project  

o Habitat benefits for the cost are specific  

o Budget has reasonable detail to ensure understanding of the elements of the 
project and what outputs result from the grant.  

The cost category is considered and feedback is provided to sponsors in the initial review of 
projects during the grant round. Once proposals are complete, the final cost score is 
combined with other categories to determine a “benefit to salmon” score. The benefit to 
salmon score is the main component in the determination of the lead entity ranked project 
list. 

4. Do projects preserve high quality habitat? Describe projects on the list that will preserve high 
quality habitat. 

The identified project on the 2020 ranked list that preserves very high quality habitat is 20-
1139 – Snohomish Floodplain Acquisitions – This project will 1) support the Snohomish 
Basin’s refinement of an Acquisition Strategy and 2) implement the strategy to protect high 
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priority parcels in the Pilchuck River watershed, a large tributary to the Snohomish River. 
The protection of the Pilchuck River properties will enable future restoration that improves 
rearing habitat for juvenile salmon. This is of particular interest given that the Tulalip Tribes 
are in the process of removing the Pilchuck River dam upstream of the parcel, opening up 
37 miles of habitat. Rearing habitat is identified as a limiting factor in the Pilchuck. 
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WRIA 8 Lake Washington/Cedar/Sammamish 

Reviewer: Greg Blair, ICF 

Project Name 
Project 
Number Project Description 

Project 
Type Consistency 

Issaquah 
Creek In-
stream 
Restoration 

20-1060 The Mountains to Sound Greenway 
Trust will complete final designs 
and permitting and construct Phase 
1 of a habitat restoration project 
along ~3,165 feet of Issaquah Creek 
in Lake Sammamish State Park. 

Restoration Yes – consistent with 
strategies to protect 
and restore functional 
riparian vegetation, and 
channel complexity 

Lower 
Rutledge-
Johnson 
Levee 
Removal 
Design 

20-1057 King County will prepare conceptual 
design documents for a floodplain 
reconnection and salmon habitat 
restoration project on the left bank 
lower Cedar River near the Mouth 
of Taylor Creek reach (RM 13.1-
13.5), where the county has current 
land ownership. 

 Yes – consistent with 
strategies to protect 
and restore floodplain 
connectivity, functional 
riparian vegetation, and 
channel complexity 

E Side Wayne 
Sammamish-
Waynita 
Restoration 
Design 

20-1061 The City of Bothell will assess 
salmon habitat restoration 
alternatives and complete 
conceptual designs to improve 
riparian and instream habitat on the 
east side of the former Wayne Golf 
Course along the Sammamish River.   

 Yes – consistent with 
strategies to protect 
and restore floodplain 
connectivity, functional 
riparian vegetation, and 
channel complexity 

Rutledge-
Johnson/Rho
de Levee 
Acquisitions 

20-1058 King County seeks to acquire 
additional properties to expand the 
restoration area for a future 
floodplain re-connection and 
salmon habitat restoration project 
on King County-owned land at the 
lower Rutledge Johnson levee (~RM 
13.1-13.5) of the Cedar River. 

Acquisition Yes – consistent with 
strategies to protect 
and restore floodplain 
connectivity, functional 
riparian vegetation, and 
channel complexity 

Lower 
Issaquah 
Creek Stream 
& Habitat 
Enhancement 

20-1059 The City of Issaquah will restore in-
stream and riparian habitat along 
approximately 1,200 feet of 
Issaquah Creek. The project 
proposes to increase the floodplain 
by incorporating side and 
backwater channels, remove 
existing bank armoring to increase 
channel habitat, place large woody 
debris in the main channel and 
backwater/side channels, remove 
invasive plant species and plant 
native trees and shrubs. 

Restoration Yes – consistent with 
strategies to protect 
and restore functional 
riparian vegetation, and 
channel complexity 
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1. Is each project on the 2020 SRFB and PSAR project lists properly and clearly aligned with a 
strategy in the area’s recovery chapter? 

Yes - Projects are aligned with watershed strategies. 

2. Does each project provide benefit to high priority stocks for the purpose of salmon recovery or 
sustainability? In addition to limiting factors analysis, Salmonid Stock Inventory, and Salmon 
and Steelhead Habitat Inventory and Assessment Program, provide stock assessment work 
completed to date to characterize the status of salmonid species in the region. Briefly describe. 

Yes – the proposed project list includes acquisition and restoration activities to benefit 
habitats used by high priority stocks. 

3. Do projects address cost-effectiveness? Provide a description of cost-effectiveness considered. 

We assume cost-effectiveness was considered in the ranking of the projects and do not see 
anything to suggest that cost-effectiveness was not considered in the final ranked list. 

4. Do projects preserve high quality habitat? Describe projects on the list that will preserve high 
quality habitat. 

Yes, see table above. 
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WRIA 9 Green/Duwamish 

Reviewer: Greg Blair, ICF 

Project 
Name 

Project 
Number 

Project Description Project 
Type 

Consistency 

Downey 
Farmstead 
Side Channel 
II 

20-167 City of Kent will construct a side channel, 
reconnect floodplain, and restore riparian 
habitat on the left bank of the Green River 
between river mile (RM) 21.5 and RM 22.3 
on property acquired by the city with SRFB 
funding in 2008. 

Restoration Yes – consistent 
with strategies 
to enhance 
habitats in the 
Green River 

Lones Levee 
Restoration- 
Construction 

19-1155 King County proposes to restore a dynamic 
mosaic of riverine and floodplain habitats 
along 0.3 mile of the Middle Green River 
(River Mile 38) off Green Valley Road about 
six miles east of the City of Auburn. 

Restoration Yes – consistent 
with strategies 
to enhance 
habitats in the 
Green River 

McSorley Cr. 
Shoreline & 
Estuary Rest. 
Design 

18-1731 King County proposes to complete a final 
design to improve the lower 450 feet of 
McSorley Creek and 1,000 feet of 
nearshore at Saltwater State Park in Des 
Moines, WA. Future restoration will include 
removing shoreline and streambank 
armoring that was placed in the 1950s. 

Restoration 
design 

Yes – consistent 
with strategies 
to restore 
nearshore and 
beach habitats 
in Puget Sound 

Pt. Heyer 
Drift Cell 
Preservation 
2020 

20-1023 King County Water and Land Resources 
will purchase two properties in the S reach 
of the Pt. Heyer Drift Cell (PHDC) shoreline 
on the E side of Vashon Island. Together 
the target parcels include approximately 
2,775 ft of high-quality shoreline, 990 ft of 
actively eroding bluff-backed beach, 24 
acres of intact habitat with the largest 
intact barrier lagoon in the county (5+ 
acres w/ salt marsh), 13 tideland acres, and 
3.8 riparian acres. 

Acquisition Yes – consistent 
with strategies 
to restore 
nearshore and 
beach habitats 
in Puget Sound 

Gilliam Creek 
Fish Passage 
Prelim 
Design 

20-1017 The City of Tukwila will complete 
preliminary design to restore fish passage 
to Gilliam Creek at the confluence with the 
Green River, just south of SR 405. A 1960s 
era 108" diameter flapgate at the outlet of 
a 207-foot long culvert beneath 66th Ave S 
blocks access for aquatic species. 

Fish 
passage 
design 

Yes – consistent 
with strategies 
to restore fish 
passage to 
tributaries. 

 

1. Is each project on the 2020 SRFB and PSAR project lists properly and clearly aligned with a 
strategy in the area’s recovery chapter? 

Yes - Projects are aligned with watershed strategies. 

2. Does each project provide benefit to high priority stocks for the purpose of salmon recovery or 
sustainability? In addition to limiting factors analysis, Salmonid Stock Inventory, and Salmon 
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and Steelhead Habitat Inventory and Assessment Program, provide stock assessment work 
completed to date to characterize the status of salmonid species in the region. Briefly describe. 

Yes – the proposed project list includes acquisition and restoration activities to benefit 
habitats used by high priority stocks. 

3. Do projects address cost-effectiveness? Provide a description of cost-effectiveness considered. 

We assume cost-effectiveness was considered in the ranking of the projects and do not see 
anything to suggest that cost-effectiveness was not considered in the final ranked list. 

4. Do projects preserve high quality habitat? Describe projects on the list that will preserve high 
quality habitat. 

Yes, see table above. 
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WRIA 10/12 Puyallup/White and Chambers/Clover 

Reviewer: Jason Hall, Cramer Fish Sciences 

1. Does each project provide benefit to high priority stocks for the purpose of salmon recovery or 
sustainability? In addition to limiting factors analysis, Salmonid Stock Inventory, and Salmon 
and Steelhead Habitat Inventory and Assessment Program, provide stock assessment work 
completed to date to characterize the status of salmonid species in the region. Briefly describe. 

We reviewed seven projects identified in the ranked project list for WRIA 10 and 12. The top 
ranked project (Puyallup River Juvenile Salmon Assessment FY 2020) provides critical 
monitoring data to evaluate progress towards recovery and the effectiveness of recovery 
actions in freshwater habitats for Chinook and Steelhead. The ranked project list also 
supports projects that will restore floodplain habitats, floodplain connectivity, riparian, and 
instream habitat quality and complexity (White River LB RM 2.5-4.2, South Prairie Creek RM 
4.0-4.5 Floodplain Planting); improve fish passage to rearing and spawning habitats 
(Chambers Creek Dam-Phase III); restore estuarine and nearshore rearing habitats 
(Chambers Creek Dam-Phase III, Sequalitchew Cr. Estuary Rest Design Alternatives); and 
identify and design habitat restoration and protection actions (South Prairie Creek 
Watershed Catalog, Pacific Pointbar - Acquisition #2). These projects are consistent with the 
restoration and protection actions identified in the watershed chapters for WRIA 10 and 12 
by addressing floodplain connectivity (Reconnect Mainstem River Channels to Their 
Floodplains), movement/access (Remove Physical Barriers to Fish Movement and Migration) 
and habitat quality/processes (Restore Habitat in Highly Productive Tributaries and 
Mainstem Areas; Protect Highly Productive Tributary and Mainstem Areas). Based on an 
analysis by PSP, recent abundance estimates (2013-2017) indicate that both Puyallup and 
White River Chinook abundance are lower than low recovery targets, with no significant 
change compared to a baseline period of 1999-2003. Collectively, the projects identified in 
the ranked project list will support recovery of priority Chinook and Steelhead stocks 
identified in the watershed chapters for WRIA 10 and 12, as well as bull trout, chum, coho, 
cutthroat, steelhead, pink, and orca as secondary and/or primary species that could benefit 
from the projects by addressing limiting habitats and priority actions. 

2. Do projects address cost-effectiveness? Provide a description of cost-effectiveness considered. 

Cost-effectiveness is not specifically addressed in the project descriptions, but project 
elements address project effectiveness either through building on previous monitoring, 
design, feasibility, or planning projects (Chambers Creek Dam-Phase III, Puyallup River 
Juvenile Salmon Assessment FY 2020); developing prioritization of restoration actions 
(South Prairie Creek Watershed Catalog); or improving on or informing future restoration 
actions (South Prairie Creek Watershed Catalog, South Prairie Creek RM 4.0-4.5 Floodplain 
Planting). We assume cost-effectiveness was considered in the ranking of the projects and 
do not see anything to suggest that cost-effectiveness was not considered in the final 
ranked list. 

  

https://pspwa.box.com/s/fvjp2gmaxsu4m2tu5sdnk4m7m4asn7hl
https://secure.rco.wa.gov/prism/search/projectsnapshot.aspx?ProjectNumber=20-1181
https://secure.rco.wa.gov/prism/search/projectsnapshot.aspx?ProjectNumber=20-1102
https://secure.rco.wa.gov/prism/search/projectsnapshot.aspx?ProjectNumber=20-1095
https://secure.rco.wa.gov/prism/search/projectsnapshot.aspx?ProjectNumber=20-1095
https://secure.rco.wa.gov/prism/search/projectsnapshot.aspx?ProjectNumber=20-1101
https://secure.rco.wa.gov/prism/search/projectsnapshot.aspx?ProjectNumber=20-1101
https://secure.rco.wa.gov/prism/search/projectsnapshot.aspx?ProjectNumber=20-1096
https://secure.rco.wa.gov/prism/search/projectsnapshot.aspx?ProjectNumber=20-1074
https://secure.rco.wa.gov/prism/search/projectsnapshot.aspx?ProjectNumber=20-1074
https://secure.rco.wa.gov/prism/search/projectsnapshot.aspx?ProjectNumber=19-1116
https://pspwa.box.com/s/2h3vllc2i0k638frx5rcvw3g6hokoa7d
https://vitalsigns.pugetsoundinfo.wa.gov/VitalSignIndicator/Detail/4
https://vitalsigns.pugetsoundinfo.wa.gov/VitalSignIndicator/Detail/4
https://pspwa.box.com/s/2h3vllc2i0k638frx5rcvw3g6hokoa7d
https://secure.rco.wa.gov/prism/search/projectsnapshot.aspx?ProjectNumber=20-1101
https://secure.rco.wa.gov/prism/search/projectsnapshot.aspx?ProjectNumber=20-1181
https://secure.rco.wa.gov/prism/search/projectsnapshot.aspx?ProjectNumber=20-1181
https://secure.rco.wa.gov/prism/search/projectsnapshot.aspx?ProjectNumber=20-1074
https://secure.rco.wa.gov/prism/search/projectsnapshot.aspx?ProjectNumber=20-1074
https://secure.rco.wa.gov/prism/search/projectsnapshot.aspx?ProjectNumber=20-1095
https://secure.rco.wa.gov/prism/search/projectsnapshot.aspx?ProjectNumber=20-1095


 

2020 SRFB Funding Report 32 

3. Do projects preserve high quality habitat? Describe projects on the list that will preserve high 
quality habitat. 

Two projects in the ranked project list specifically address protection of high quality habitat 
(Pacific Pointbar - Acquisition #2, South Prairie Creek Watershed Catalog), with one 
additional design/planning project that may include protection elements included in the 
ranked project list (Sequalitchew Cr. Estuary Rest Design Alternatives). One project (South 
Prairie Creek Watershed Catalog) could have broader impact with respect to protection by 
identifying and designing protection actions in lower South Prairie Creek and Wilkeson 
Creek that will maintain “critical habitat functionality, thermal diversity, hydrologic stability, 
and geomorphic structure to support adult to juvenile out-migrant survival, and productivity 
for spawning, rearing, foraging, migrating, and overwintering life history stages in South 
Prairie Creek for fall Chinook, steelhead, coho, chum, pink, and cutthroat, and bull trout.” 
However, the Pacific Pointbar - Acquisition #2 also indirectly addresses protection of critical 
habitat in the Lower White River by acquiring property to prevent development of an area 
identified for future levee setback actions that would create juvenile rearing habitat that is 
very limited in the Lower White River. 

  

https://secure.rco.wa.gov/prism/search/projectsnapshot.aspx?ProjectNumber=19-1116
https://secure.rco.wa.gov/prism/search/projectsnapshot.aspx?ProjectNumber=20-1074
https://secure.rco.wa.gov/prism/search/projectsnapshot.aspx?ProjectNumber=20-1096
https://secure.rco.wa.gov/prism/search/projectsnapshot.aspx?ProjectNumber=20-1074
https://secure.rco.wa.gov/prism/search/projectsnapshot.aspx?ProjectNumber=20-1074
https://secure.rco.wa.gov/prism/search/projectsnapshot.aspx?ProjectNumber=19-1116


 

2020 SRFB Funding Report 33 

WRIA 11 Nisqually 

Reviewer: Sherrie Duncan, Sky Environmental 

The following review, of the 2020 ranked project list for the Nisqually Watershed, was conducted by 
Sherrie Duncan of Sky Environmental.  Materials reviewed included the 2020 ranked project list and 
project information available in the PRISM database that was submitted by the Nisqually River 
Salmon Recovery Lead Entity for funding. The following materials were referenced to aid this 
review: the 2018 4YWP narrative; the Nisqually River Chinook salmon Phase I Monitoring and 
Adaptive Management (M&AM) Framework; the Nisqually 2005 Recovery Plan chapter; 2014 
Nisqually River Steelhead Recovery Plan; the previous 4YWPs, 3YWPs and prior consistency reviews 
conducted by NOAA and the Regional Implementation Technical Team (RITT).  Project numbers 
listed in the 2020 ranked list were used to access and review Project Snapshots in PRISM.  

Nisqually fall Chinook salmon is the priority salmon population for the Nisqually Watershed 
recovery plan. Steelhead recovery planning for the watershed is underway with a draft recovery 
plan completed in 2014. The strategies and actions that are occurring or are in the planning stages 
for the Nisqually Watershed will provide benefit to Nisqually Chinook salmon and for other Puget 
Sound populations as well as tribal treaty rights populations such as steelhead and coho.   

As shown on the 2020 ranked project list in the PRISM database, the Nisqually River Salmon 
Recovery Lead Entity is submitting seven projects for funding consideration. The seven proposed 
projects include five acquisition projects; one restoration; and one planning project. The seven 2020 
ranked proposed projects are intended to support recovery of Nisqually River Chinook populations, 
bull trout and tribal treaty rights populations including steelhead, chum and coho. 

Table 1. 2020 ranked proposed projects list  

Rank 
Project Number 
and Type Project Applicant and Name 

1 20-1033 
Restoration 

Nisqually Land Trust Nisqually Watershed Riparian Stewardship 

2 20-1025 
Acquisition 

Nisqually Land Trust Mckenna Reach and Brighton Reach Protection 

3 20-1029 
Acquisition 

Nisqually Land Trust Middle Ohop Protection Phase 5 

4 
 

20-1030 
Acquisition 

Nisqually Land Trust Lower Ohop Protection 2020 

5 20-1038 
Planning 

South Puget Sound SEG Middle Ohop Valley Restoration Design 

6 
 

20-1027 
Acquisition 

Nisqually Land Trust Powell Creek Protection 

7 
Partial 

16-1450 
Acquisition 

Nisqually Land Trust Wilcox Reach – North Shoreline Protection 

 

1. Is each project on the 2020 SRFB and PSAR project lists properly and clearly aligned with a 
strategy in the area’s recovery chapter? 

Yes, the Nisqually River Salmon Recovery Lead Entity 2020 SRFB/PSAR project list is aligned 
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with the strategies in their local salmon recovery chapter. 

2. Does each project provide benefit to high priority stocks for the purpose of salmon recovery or 
sustainability? In addition to limiting factors analysis, Salmonid Stock Inventory, and Salmon 
and Steelhead Habitat Inventory and Assessment Program, provide stock assessment work 
completed to date to characterize the status of salmonid species in the region. Briefly describe. 

The seven proposed projects for the Nisqually Watershed are intended to support 
steelhead and other tribal treaty rights populations such as coho, chum salmon and coastal 
cutthroat trout. The 2020 SRFB/PSAR project list does not include monitoring projects that 
would provide stock assessment work completed to date to characterize the status of 
salmonid species in the region. 

3. Do projects address cost-effectiveness? Provide a description of cost-effectiveness considered. 

The Nisqually River Salmon Recovery Lead Entity considers cost effectiveness during their 
project ranking process, which is also considered by the SRFB Review Panel members 
throughout their process. During technical ranking, projects that are able to leverage 
funding from other sources, by bringing more than the required 15 percent match, receive 
additional points when scoring.   

Evaluation of cost effectiveness can result in the review panel requesting sponsors to re-
access a project.  This occurred this year on the following two project applications: 

• Lower Ohop Protection 2020 – This project is a costly, yet important one, due to 
purchasing high quality habitat in a location targeted for future restoration that has 
a structure on the property. This application was reworked so the sponsor will 
purchase the property and then will try to find a buyer for the structure instead of 
demolishing it.  

• McKenna Reach and Brighton Creek Protection – This project included a 
conservation easement on a large amount of forested uplands. Though protecting 
forests is important to Nisqually's recovery strategy, uplands are not necessarily 
considered as priority by the SRFB. The upland potion of the project was removed 
from the application. 

4. Do projects preserve high quality habitat? Describe projects on the list that will preserve high 
quality habitat. 

Each of the projects on the list aim to protect and restore high quality habitat throughout 
the watershed.  
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WRIA 13/14 Deschutes/Kennedy-Goldsborough (South Sound) 

Reviewer: Sherrie Duncan, Sky Environmental 

WRIA 13 

The following review, of the 2020 ranked project list for the WRIA 13 Deschutes Watershed was 
conducted by Sherrie Duncan of Sky Environmental. Materials reviewed for the WRIA 13 Deschutes 
Watershed included the 2018 ranked project list and project information available in the PRISM 
database that was submitted by the WRIA 13 Salmon Habitat Recovery Committee Lead Entity for 
funding. The following materials were referenced to aid this review: the 2018 4YWP narrative; the South 
Sound Chinook salmon Phase I Monitoring and Adaptive Management (M&AM) Framework; the WRIA 
13 Deschutes 2005 Recovery Plan chapter; the previous 4YWPs, 3YWPs and prior consistency reviews 
conducted by NOAA and the Regional Implementation Technical Team (RITT). Project numbers listed in 
the 2018 ranked list were used to access and review Project Snapshots in PRISM. 

The WRIA 13 Deschutes recovery plan is a multispecies plan focused on marine waters and small 
non-natal Chinook streams in the South Sound. The multispecies plan focuses on Puget Sound 
juvenile Chinook salmon and other salmonids including coho, chum, steelhead, bull trout, cutthroat 
trout as well as forage fish. The strategies and actions have been chosen to support recovery efforts 
of these priority species. The strategies and actions that are occurring or are in the planning stages 
for the WRIA 13 Deschutes Watershed will provide benefit to Chinook salmon, and tribal treaty 
rights populations such as coho, chum and steelhead.    

As shown on the 2020 ranked project list in the PRISM database, the WRIA 13 Salmon Habitat 
Recovery Committee Lead Entity is submitting six projects for funding consideration. The six 
proposed projects include one acquisition project, four planning projects and one restoration 
project. The six 2020 ranked proposed projects are intended to support recovery of Puget Sound 
Chinook populations and tribal treaty rights populations including steelhead, coho and chum. The 
WRIA 13 Deschutes Watershed list includes six projects being submitted for the South Sound area. 
Several of the projects are in estuarine and freshwater habitat complex areas expected to benefit 
Puget Sound Chinook. 

Table 1. 2020 ranked proposed projects list for WRIA 13 Deschutes Watershed 

Rank 
Project Number 
and Type Project Applicant and Name 

1 
Partial 

20-1194 
Acquisition 

Capitol Land Trust Lower Henderson Inlet Habitat Protection Phase 2 

2 20-1196 
Restoration 

City of Tumwater Percival Creek Fish Passage Barrier Replacement 

3 20-1198 
Planning 

South Puget Sound SEG WRIA 13 Passage Inventory & Prioritization 

4 20-1192 
Planning 

Wild Fish Conservancy Deschutes Tributary Restoration Planning 

5 20-1189 
Planning 

South Puget Sound SEG The Evergreen State College Bulkhead Removal 

6 20-1197 
Planning 

South Puget Sound SEG Deschutes River Watershed Restoration Catalog 
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WRIA 14 

The following review, of the 2020 ranked project list for the WRIA 14 Kennedy-Goldsborough 
Watershed, was conducted by Sherrie Duncan of Sky Environmental. Materials reviewed for the 
WRIA 14 Kennedy-Goldsborough Watershed included the 2020 ranked project list and project 
information available in the PRISM database that was submitted by the WRIA 14 Salmon Habitat 
Recovery Committee Lead Entity for funding. The following materials were referenced to aid this 
review: the 2018 4YWP narrative; the South Sound Chinook salmon Phase I Monitoring and 
Adaptive Management (M&AM) Framework; the WRIA 14 Kennedy-Goldsborough 2004 Recovery 
Plan chapter; and the previous 4YWPs, 3YWPs and prior consistency reviews conducted by NOAA 
and the Regional Implementation Technical Team (RITT). Project numbers listed in the 2020 
ranked list were used to access and review Project Snapshots in PRISM.  

The WRIA 14 Kennedy-Goldsborough recovery plan is a multispecies plan focused on marine 
waters and small non-natal Chinook streams in the South Sound. The multispecies plan focuses on 
juvenile Chinook salmon and other salmonids including coho, chum, steelhead, bull trout, 
cutthroat trout and forage fish. The strategies and actions have been chosen to support recovery 
efforts of these priority species. The strategies and actions that are occurring or are in the 
planning stages for the WRIA 14 Kennedy-Goldsborough Watershed will provide benefit to 
Chinook salmon, and tribal treaty rights populations such as coho, chum and steelhead.    

As shown on the 2020 ranked project list in the PRISM database, the WRIA 14 Salmon Habitat 
Recovery Committee Lead Entity is submitting six projects (one would be an alternate) for funding 
consideration. The six proposed projects include two acquisition projects, one planning project, 
one planning/restoration project and three restoration projects. The six 2020 ranked proposed 
projects are intended to support recovery of and tribal treaty rights populations including 
steelhead, coho and chum.   

The WRIA 14 Kennedy-Goldsborough watershed list includes six projects (one alternate) being 
submitted for the South Sound area. Several of the projects are in estuarine and freshwater 
habitat complex areas expected to benefit Puget Sound Chinook. 

Table 1. 2020 ranked proposed projects list for WRIA 14 Kennedy-Goldsborough Watershed 

Rank 
Project Number and 
Type Project Applicant and Name 

1 
 

20-1087 
Acquisition 

Forterra Little Skookum Inlet Forest & Shore Protection Phase 2 

2 20-1086 
Restoration 

Squaxin Island Tribe West Oakland Bay Restoration 2020, 2C 

3 20-1084 
Planning/Restoration 

Mason Conservation District Goldsborough and Mill Creek Riparian 
Restoration 

4 20-1090 
Restoration 

South Puget Sound SEG Skookum Creek RM 6.5 Restoration 

5 
Partial 

20-1089 
Planning 

South Puget Sound SEG Skookum Creek RM 0.9 Design 

6 
Alternate 

20-1133 
Restoration 

Capitol Land Trust Twin Rivers Ranch Restoration 2020 



 

2020 SRFB Funding Report 37 

Rank 
Project Number and 
Type Project Applicant and Name 

6 
Alternate 

20-1088 
Acquisition 

Squaxin Island Tribe SEG Skookum Creek Valley Phase 2 
Conservation 

 

1. Is each project on the 2020 SRFB and PSAR project lists properly and clearly aligned with a 
strategy in the area’s recovery chapter? 

Yes, the Deschutes Watershed and Kennedy-Goldsborough Watershed Lead Entities 2020 
SRFB/PSAR project lists are aligned with the strategies in their local salmon recovery 
chapter. 

2. Does each project provide benefit to high priority stocks for the purpose of salmon recovery or 
sustainability? In addition to limiting factors analysis, Salmonid Stock Inventory, and Salmon 
and Steelhead Habitat Inventory and Assessment Program, provide stock assessment work 
completed to date to characterize the status of salmonid species in the region. Briefly describe. 

For WRIA 13 Deschutes Watershed, the six proposed projects are intended to support and 
benefit tribal treaty rights populations such as steelhead, coho, and chum. The strategies 
and actions that are occurring, proposed, or are in the planning stages for both watersheds 
will also support tribal treaty rights populations such as chum, coho, cutthroat and 
steelhead in freshwater systems and chum, coho, cutthroat, steelhead and Chinook salmon 
in marine waters. Forage fish will also benefit from strategies and actions in marine waters. 
The 2020 SRFB/PSAR project lists do not include monitoring projects that would provide 
stock assessment work completed to date to characterize the status of salmonid species in 
the region. 

For the WRIA 14 Kennedy-Goldsborough Watershed, the six proposed projects are 
intended to support and benefit tribal treaty rights populations such as steelhead, coho, 
and chum. The strategies and actions that are occurring, proposed, or are in the planning 
stages for the watershed will also support tribal treaty rights populations such as chum, 
coho, cutthroat and steelhead in freshwater systems and chum, coho, cutthroat, steelhead 
and Chinook salmon in marine waters. Forage fish will also benefit from strategies and 
actions in marine waters. The 2020 SRFB/PSAR project lists do not include monitoring 
projects that would provide stock assessment work completed to date to characterize the 
status of salmonid species in the region. 

3. Do projects address cost-effectiveness? Provide a description of cost-effectiveness considered. 

The WRIA 13 Salmon Habitat Recovery Committee Lead Entity considers cost effectiveness 
using ranking criteria for all project types that include the following questions on cost 
effectiveness:  

• Are the overall costs reasonable for the project type and location?   

• Does the project represent a sound investment of public funds? As an example, 
when answering this question, match amount and source is considered. 
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The WRIA 14 Salmon Habitat Recovery Committee Lead Entity considers cost effectiveness 
using the following two-part evaluation: 

• The Citizens’ Advisory Committee, has a guidance document for the committee to 
consider as criteria when evaluating projects that includes the following general 
prompting questions for cost-effectiveness:  

o Is the project cost justified? Are the cost estimates reasonable? 

o What opportunities have been gained or lost if this project is funded over 
others? 

o Is this project appropriate for SRFB or PSP Salmon Funds? 

• The Technical Advisory Committee has a score sheet, where “cost” is worth 11 
percent of the total ranking points. The following questions related to cost-
effectiveness are considered by the Technical Advisory Committee: 

o Does the project represent a sound investment of public funds? 

o Is the project cost reasonable relative to the predicted benefits? 

o Is the cost reasonable when compared to other similar projects? If not, has 
appropriate justification been given to explain those cost differences? 

4. Do projects preserve high quality habitat? Describe projects on the list that will preserve high 
quality habitat. 

The identified project on the 2020 ranked list that preserves very high quality habitat is the 
Lower Henderson Inlet Habitat Protection Phase 2 Project. This conservation project 
protects over 94 acres of estuary and nearshore habitat, with mature forest, wetlands, an 
agricultural field and a community shellfish farm. The property will be owned by 
Washington State University and will also be used for graduate research. This project was 
ranked as the number one project for the WRIA 13 Deschutes Watershed 2020 project list.   

While each of the projects on the list aim to protect and restore high quality habitat 
throughout the watershed, identified projects on the ranked list that preserve and/or 
restore very high quality habitat in WRIA 14 include the following: 

• 20-1087 - Little Skookum Inlet Forest & Shore Protect. Ph. 2 

• 20-1088 - Skookum Creek Valley Phase 2 Conservation 
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WRIA 15 West Sound 

Reviewer: Greg Blair, ICF  

Project 
Name 

Project 
Number Project Description 

Project 
Type Consistency 

Rocky 
Creek 
Estuary and 
Riparian 
Protection 

20-1007 The Rocky Creek Estuary and Riparian 
Protection Project will acquire and 
permanently protect approximately 163 
acres on the Key Peninsula in Pierce 
County that contains over 1.3 miles of 
salmon streams, 0.34 miles of non-salmon 
streams, as well as estuarine habitat 
where Rocky Creek flows into Rocky Bay. 

Acquisition Yes – non-natal 
estuary protection 

Finn Creek 
Design and 
Permit 

20-1018 Restoration of the Finn Cr. estuary is a Tier 
1 project (West Sound Nearshore Int. and 
Synthesis, 2016). Building on Wild Fish 
Conservancy's (WFC) SRFB-funded 
Preliminary Design (16-1596), WFC and 
partners Kitsap County Parks, Blue Coast 
Engineering, and Great Peninsula 
Conservancy (GPC) will implement the 
next phase of an acquisition+ restoration 
project to recover the Finn Creek estuary 
in Hansville's Norwegian Point County 
Park. 

Restoration Yes – non-natal 
estuary restoration 

Lower 
Grovers 
Creek 
Habitat 
Protection 
2020 

20-1020 Great Peninsula Conservancy (GPC) will 
permanently protect 10.7 acres of riparian 
and wetland habitat along lower Grovers 
Creek and Miller Bay in north Kitsap 
County through fee-simple acquisition. 

Acquisition Yes – freshwater 
and shoreline 
habitat protection 

Minter 
Creek 
Conservati
on 
Easement 

20-1008 Great Peninsula Conservancy will use this 
grant to acquire a permanent 
conservation easement on approximately 
21 acres of wetland and riparian habitat 
along the lower reaches of Minter Creek. 

Conservati
on 
easement 

Yes – freshwater 
habitat protection 

Rose Point 
Nearshore 
& Estuary 
Restoration 
Design 

20-1016 The Mid Sound Fisheries Enhancement 
Group in partnership with the Kitsap 
Conservation District and two private 
landowners will complete preliminary and 
then final designs to restore a historic 
barrier embayment estuary connected to 
a small perennial stream at Rose Point 
near Eglon in North Kitsap County on the 
Puget Sound shoreline. 

Restoration 
design 

Yes – non-natal 
estuary restoration 

Cramer 
McCracken 
Acquisition 
(Minter 
Creek) 

20-1009 Key Peninsula Metro Park District 
proposes to acquire 40 acres of 
undeveloped property along Minter Creek 
in Pierce County in order to preserve and 

 Yes – freshwater 
habitat protection 
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Project 
Name 

Project 
Number Project Description 

Project 
Type Consistency 

protect its high quality, existing habitat 
conditions in perpetuity. 

Springbroo
k Creek 
Preserve 
Protection 
Restoration 

20-1015 The Bainbridge Island Land Trust 
proposes to acquire 22.85 acres of 
undeveloped forested wetland, stream 
and associated riparian habitat in the 
Springbrook Creek Watershed, Bainbridge 
Island, WA. In addition, the Land Trust 
proposes to restore fish passage to 0.22 
miles of excellent rearing habitat in 
Springbrook Creek by replacing a non-
passable culvert with a pedestrian bridge 
(as part of carefully planned public 
access), remove invasive plant species on 
the property, and replant some areas with 
native plants. 

Acquisition, 
restoration, 
and fish 
passage 

Yes – freshwater 
habitat protection 
with restoration 
and fish passage 

KGI Fish 
Passage 
and Flood 
Resilience 
Inventory 

20-1005 The project addresses fish passage and 
flood resilience concerns at select barrier 
locations. This funding will fill in gaps and 
compliment the ongoing culvert inventory 
being compiled by Pierce County. 

Inventory/L
imiting 
Factor 

Yes – support 
prioritization of 
fish passage 
projects 

Lower 
Strawberry 
Creek 
Restoration 

20-1012 This phase of the project would be to 
prepare a preliminary design. Steps 
contributing to the preliminary design will 
include geotechnical investigations, 
hydrodynamic modeling, survey, 
structural and civil preliminary 
engineering design, and continued 
outreach to landowners, the Suquamish 
Tribe, other stakeholders, and the 
community. 

Restoration 
design 

Yes – freshwater 
habitat restoration 

 

1. Is each project on the 2020 SRFB and PSAR project lists properly and clearly aligned with a 
strategy in the area’s recovery chapter? 

Yes - Projects are aligned with watershed strategies. 

2. Does each project provide benefit to high priority stocks for the purpose of salmon recovery or 
sustainability? In addition to limiting factors analysis, Salmonid Stock Inventory, and Salmon 
and Steelhead Habitat Inventory and Assessment Program, provide stock assessment work 
completed to date to characterize the status of salmonid species in the region. Briefly describe. 

Yes – the proposed project list includes acquisition and restoration activities to benefit 
habitats used by high priority stocks. Project 20-1005 will provide information to help 
identify barrier culverts and prioritize future projects. 

3. Do projects address cost-effectiveness? Provide a description of cost-effectiveness considered. 
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We assume cost-effectiveness was considered in the ranking of the projects and do not see 
anything to suggest that cost-effectiveness was not considered in the final ranked list. 

4. Do projects preserve high quality habitat? Describe projects on the list that will preserve high 
quality habitat. 

Yes, see table above. 
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WRIA 15/16/17 Skokomish/Hood Canal 

Reviewer: Sherrie Duncan, Sky Environmental 

The following review, of the 2020 ranked project lists for the Hood Canal Watershed and 
Skokomish Watershed, was conducted by Sherrie Duncan of Sky Environmental. Several 
background documents were referenced and reviewed to provide information and insight for the 
review. For Hood Canal, these documents included the 4YWP narrative and ranked project list; the 
Mid-Hood Canal Chinook Phase I Monitoring and Adaptive Management (M&AM) Framework; and 
the previous 4YWPs, 3YWPs and associated reviews conducted by NOAA and the Regional 
Implementation Technical Team (RITT).   

Dosewallips, Duckabush and Hamma Hamma Watersheds Chinook salmon are the priority salmon 
populations for the Mid-Hood Canal. Summer chum are a top priority in the area as well. The 
multiple strategies and actions that are occurring or are in the planning stages for the Hood Canal 
will provide benefit to Chinook salmon and other tribal treaty rights populations such as chum, 
coho, and steelhead.   

For the Skokomish Watershed, several background documents were referenced and reviewed to 
provide information and insight for the review. These documents included the 2018 4YWP narrative 
and ranked project list; the Skokomish Chinook Phase I Monitoring and Adaptive Management 
(M&AM) Framework; the 2017 Skokomish recovery plan update; and the previous 4YWPs, 3YWPs 
and associated reviews conducted by NOAA and the Regional Implementation Technical Team 
(RITT).   

Spring and summer/early fall Chinook salmon are the priority salmon populations for the 
Skokomish River recovery plan. The 2010 Skokomish recovery plan chapter was updated in 2017 to 
include new actions aimed at further improving the potential for recovering a late-timed Chinook 
population component and incorporating the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers General Investigation 
projects. The multiple strategies and actions that are occurring or are in the planning stages for the 
Skokomish watershed will provide benefit to Chinook salmon and other tribal treaty rights 
populations such as coho, chum and steelhead.   

As shown on the 2020 ranked project list in the PRISM database, the Hood Canal Coordinating 
Council Lead Entity is submitting 16 projects for funding consideration (13 for Hood Canal 
Watershed and 3 for Skokomish Watershed). The 16 proposed projects include one monitoring 
project, three acquisition projects, one acquisition/restoration project, one planning/acquisition 
project, 4 planning projects and six restoration projects. The 16 2020 ranked proposed projects are 
intended to support recovery of Hood Canal Chinook populations and tribal treaty rights 
populations including chum, coho and steelhead and Skokomish Chinook populations and tribal 
treaty rights populations including chum, coho and steelhead. 
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Table 1. 2020 ranked proposed projects list  

Rank 
Project Number and 
Type Project Applicant and Name 

1 20-1113 
Acquisition 

Hood Canal SEG Lower Big Quilcene River Acquisition 

2 20-1105 
Acquisition/Restoration 

Mason Conservation District Skokomish RM 6.5 Acquisition and 
Restoration (Skokomish Watershed) 

3 20-1163 
Monitoring 

Hood Canal SEG Union River Fish In Fish Out Program  

4 20-1115 
Acquisition 

Great Peninsula Conservancy Misery Pint Habitat Acquisition SRFB 

5 20-1111 
Acquisition 

Hood Canal SEG 2020 Lower Big Beef Creek Acquisitions  

6 20-1119 
Restoration 

North Olympic Salmon Coalition Snow Creek Uncas Preserve 
Restoration 

7 20-1106 
Restoration  

Mason Conservation District Southern Hood Canal Riparian 
Enhancement – Phase 4 (Skokomish Watershed) 

8 20-1110 
Restoration  

Hood Canal SEG Hood Canal Summer Chum Riparian Stewardship 

9 20-1118 
Planning 

North Olympic Salmon Coalition Lower Snow Creek Restoration 
Alternatives Analysis 

10 20-1107 
Planning/Acquisition 

Jefferson Land Trust Snow Creek Forest Acquisition and Design 

11 20-1104 
Restoration 

Mason Conservation District Skokomish Floodplain Reconnection and 
Road Improvement (Skokomish Watershed) 

12 20-1112 
Planning 

Hood Canal SEG Duckabush Oxbow Final Design 

13 20-1121 
Planning 

Wild Fish Conservancy Duckabush Floodplain Restoration – Collins 
Reach 

14 20-1108 
Restoration 

Hood Canal SEG Union River Estuary Levee Removal 

15 20-1114 
Restoration 

Hood Canal SEG Lower Big Quilcene Moon Valley Reach Final Design 

16 20-1116 
Restoration 

Great Peninsula Conservancy Klingel Wetlands & Beards Cove 
Stewardship 

 

1. Is each project on the 2020 SRFB and PSAR project lists properly and clearly aligned with a 
strategy in the area’s recovery chapter? 

Yes, the Hood Canal Coordinating Council Lead Entity 2020 SRFB/PSAR project list is 
aligned with the strategies in their local salmon recovery chapters. 

2. Does each project provide benefit to high priority stocks for the purpose of salmon recovery or 
sustainability? In addition to limiting factors analysis, Salmonid Stock Inventory, and Salmon 
and Steelhead Habitat Inventory and Assessment Program, provide stock assessment work 
completed to date to characterize the status of salmonid species in the region. Briefly describe. 

The 13 proposed projects for the Hood Canal Watershed are intended to support recovery 
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of Dosewallips, Duckabush and Hamma Hamma Watersheds Chinook and summer chum, 
the priority salmon populations for the Mid-Hood Canal. The multiple strategies and actions 
that are occurring or are in the planning stages for the Hood Canal will also benefit tribal 
treaty rights populations such as coho and steelhead. The 3 proposed projects for the 
Skokomish Watershed are intended to support steelhead and other tribal treaty rights 
populations such as coho, chum salmon and coastal cutthroat trout. The 2020 SRFB/PSAR 
project list includes one monitoring project for the Hood Canal Watershed. This project will 
inform stock assessment work completed to date to characterize the status of salmonid 
species in the region. 

3. Do projects address cost-effectiveness? Provide a description of cost-effectiveness considered. 

The Technical Advisory Group (TAG) scoring process allows TAG members to evaluate the 
projects individually according to the criteria as each member understood the project 
merits. Prior to the 2020 TAG scoring meeting, the 2020 raw scores, normalized scores, 
statistical analysis of the scores, and the cost/benefit narrative results are distributed to the 
group. The TAG discussion and further project evaluation during the TAG scoring meeting 
clarifies points that members have concerns around and the group collectively evaluates the 
projects across the list versus individually. The TAG meeting is also when projects are 
compared, and discussions are around sequencing of projects, relative certainty of success, 
and benefit to salmon are considered along with comparison of risk and cost/benefits. 
Technical Advisory Group members discussed technical merits of projects including: high 
regional importance with benefits to priority salmonid species and stocks; high certainty of 
success; cost effectiveness for project type and location; and summarized cost/benefit 
qualitative narratives. 

4. Do projects preserve high quality habitat? Describe projects on the list that will preserve high 
quality habitat. 

While each of the projects on the list aim to protect and restore high quality habitat 
throughout the watershed, identified projects on the ranked list that preserve and/or 
restore very high quality habitat include the following: 

• 20-1115 – Misery Point Habitat Acquisition 

• 20-1111 – 2020 Lower Big Beef Creek Acquisitions 

• 20-1107 – snow Creek Forest Acquisition 
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WRIA 18 North Olympic 

Reviewer: Greg Blair, ICF 

Project 
Name 

Project 
Number Project Description Project Type Consistency 

Dungeness 
Floodplain 
Restoration- 
Rivers Edge 

20-1148 This is the Rivers Edge Phase, river mile 
(RM) 1.75 to RM 2.70, of the USACE dike 
setback project. Dike setbacks and 
floodplain restorations are crucial elements 
of restoring Dungeness River salmon 
habitat. By setting back nearly a mile of 
dike, the project will restore, permanently 
conserve, and reconnect 65 acres of 
historic floodplain to the Dungeness River. 

Restoration Yes – restoration 
floodplain habitats 
in the Dungeness 

Twins 
Nearshore 
and West 
Twin River 
Acquisition 

20-1143 The Twins Nearshore and West Twin River 
acquisition project seeks the permanent 
conservation of coastal shoreline, riparian, 
wetland, and forested upland habitat 
within the Hoko-Lyre River Watershed. 
Acquisition of this property by the 
Washington Department of Fish and 
Wildlife is an opportunity to protect and 
enhance the natural processes, conditions, 
functions, and biological responses of 216 
acres of significant habitat in one of the 
remaining functional ecosystems in 
western Washington. 

Acquisition Yes – Hoko-Lyre 
protection and 
restoration 

Hoko River 
Watershed 
Conservatio
n Phase I 

20-1145 This project aims to conserve 229 acres of 
land in the Hoko River watershed that is 
identified as a high priority in The Western 
Strait of Juan de Fuca Salmonid Habitat 
Conservation Plan, through acquisition of 
land fee-simple and conservation 
easement. 

Acquisition Yes – habitat 
protection 

Lower Hoko 
Wetland 
Complex 
Restoration 

20-1129 The project will progress to final design 
and complete construction to restore a 
tributary of the Hoko River and improve 
salmonid access to the 40-acre Lower Hoko 
Wetland Complex. 

Restoration 
design 

Yes – freshwater 
habitat restoration 
in Hoko River 

Upper 
Cowan 
Ranch LWD 
Project 

20-1128 The project will complete preliminary 
design for the construction of 
approximately 25-30 engineered log jams 
(ELJs) between Hoko RM 4.0 and 5.2. The 
project will reconnect ~46 acres of Hoko 
River floodplain. 

Restoration 
design 

Yes – freshwater 
habitat restoration 
in Hoko River 

McDonald 
Creek Fish 
Passage 
Restoration 

20-1142 The McDonald Creek Fish Passage project 
will rectify a long-known fish passage 
barrier and remove sources of fish 
mortality associated with operation of an 
irrigation diversion. The project will also 

Fish passage Yes – fish passage 
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Project 
Name 

Project 
Number Project Description Project Type Consistency 

improve habitat conditions, sediment, and 
wood transport in the creek. A small 
reinforced-concrete irrigation diversion 
dam with a Denil fishway is located at RM 
3.2. 

 

1. Is each project on the 2020 SRFB and PSAR project lists properly and clearly aligned with a 
strategy in the area’s recovery chapter? 

Yes - Projects are aligned with watershed strategies. 

2. Does each project provide benefit to high priority stocks for the purpose of salmon recovery or 
sustainability? In addition to limiting factors analysis, Salmonid Stock Inventory, and Salmon 
and Steelhead Habitat Inventory and Assessment Program, provide stock assessment work 
completed to date to characterize the status of salmonid species in the region. Briefly describe. 

Yes – the proposed project list includes acquisition and restoration activities to benefit 
habitats used by high priority stocks. 

3. Do projects address cost-effectiveness? Provide a description of cost-effectiveness considered. 

We assume cost-effectiveness was considered in the ranking of the projects and do not see 
anything to suggest that cost-effectiveness was not considered in the final ranked list. 

4. Do projects preserve high quality habitat? Describe projects on the list that will preserve high 
quality habitat. 

Yes, see table above. 
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Regional Organization Monitoring Project Certifications 

Project numbers 20-1181 (Puyallup Juvenile Assessment Monitoring) and 20-1381 (Skagit Status 
and Trends of Marsh Vegetation) received regional certification for monitoring. The applications 
and regional review can be found here. 

https://pspwa.box.com/s/8u370gcfcrmfxe1brx5qpi26nu07jjnm
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