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BACKGROUND:

In 1991, the federal government declared the first salmon in the Pacific Northwest,
Snake River sockeye, as endangered under the Endangered Species Act. In the next
few years, 16 more species of salmon were listed as either threatened or endangered.
By 1999, wild salmon had disappeared from about 40 percent of their historic breeding
ranges in Oregon, Washington, Idaho, and California.

In Washington, the numbers had dwindled so much that salmon and bull trout were
listed as threatened or endangered in nearly three-fourths of the state. These losses
can be attributed to human influences such as habitat degradation of habitat, pollution,



dams, overfishing, fluctuating marine conditions, climate change and increased
predation.

SUMMARY:

Washington has developed a unique structure for addressing salmon recovery across
the state. The development of salmon recovery plans that address habitat, hatcheries,
harvest, and hydropower (all-H approach) by individuals in communities who didn't wait
for the federal government to direct efforts, but organized themselves across the state
to address recovering ESA listed fish has proven a powerful and effective framework
and implementation tool for recovery. This bottom-up approach and scale of efforts is
unprecedented in the United States and has been dubbed “The Washington Way” by
those involved in salmon recovery.

The network of individuals dedicated to restoring salmon starts with people in
communities and includes watershed groups, regional organizations, state and federal
agencies, city and county governments, tribes, conservation districts, nonprofit groups,
as well as the legislature, Governor, and Congress.

The Washington Recreation and Conservation Office is a small state agency that
manages the grant programs that help increase salmon populations and enhance
habitat and supports regional organizations, lead entities, the Salmon Recovery
Funding Board and the Governor's Salmon Recovery Office. They work closely with
other state agencies in coordinating recovery across the state.

Regional Organizations develop regional recovery plans, coordinate implementation
and are made up of local, state, and federal agencies; tribes; citizens; and others
interested in salmon recovery. They coordinate the work of recovery planning and
implementation, and offer technical support to recovery projects. Seven regional
organizations developed recovery plans that have been accepted by the federal
government and are currently being implemented.

Lead Entities are watershed based organizations authorized by the Legislature in 1998
to develop habitat restoration and protection strategies, and look for projects to meet
and implement those strategies. They are community-based groups and are essential in
developing a strategic framework for how and where state and federal money should be
spent to prioritize projects that maximize the public’s investment. Lead entities are the
nexus for science based, citizen supported salmon habitat recovery efforts.

The Salmon Recovery Funding Board provides funding for elements necessary to
achieve overall salmon recovery, including habitat projects and other activities that
result in sustainable and measurable benefits for salmon and other fish species.

The Governor’s Salmon Recovery Office was established by the Legislature, through
the Salmon Recovery Planning Act, and charged with coordinating a statewide salmon
recovery strategy. The office helps develop and implement regional recovery plans,



secure funding for local, regional and state efforts, advise the Salmon Recovery
Funding Board and prepare the biennial State of the Salmon in Watersheds report to
the Legislature.

The Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife operates with a goal of more than
ESA delisting where “Extinction is not an option” and goal is “healthy, harvestable”
populations and “no net impact” by new and ongoing human activities. The agency
developed the 215t Century Salmon and Steelhead Initiative to meet its responsibilities
in recovering salmon and steelhead and provide sustainable fisheries. This integrated
science-based management framework works to restore federally listed populations
through six salmon recovery plans, creates and maintains sustainable fisheries, protects
and restores habitat, supports hatchery operations to support wild fish recovery and
furthers state-tribal co-management.

The agency contributes to the success of the science based all-H approach in that
management decisions on hatchery, harvest, habitat and hydro activities are
coordinated to restore salmon and steelhead populations and meet sustainable fishery
goals. They also administer the regulatory Hydraulic Project Approval (HPA) application
program that assures construction and projects meet state conservation standards to
protect fish life.

c:\users\farley\documents\packet memo_salmon recovery_july 2016.docx (Kendall Farley)
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WDFW'’s statutory mandates

Preserve, protect, perpetuate, and manage fish
and wildlife populations

Maintain fishing opportunity, promote orderly
fisheries, and enhance and improve recreational
and commercial fishing, consistent with
conservation goals

Maximize public recreational game fishing and
hunting opportunities of all citizens

Provide public opportunities to view wildlife and
support wildlife viewing tourism



Migration Routes of Pacific Salmon




Legal framework

Tribal co-management
— U.S. v. WA
— U.S. v. OR

Federal law (e.g., ESA)

International/national forums

— Pacific Salmon Treaty

— Pacific Fishery Management Council
— Columbia River Compact

State law

— Title 77 Fish & Wildlife

— Forest & Fish, Growth Management Act
— Shoreline Management Act

— Hydraulic Code



Extinction is not an option

 Washington’s goal is not merely delisting of
ESA-listed stocks, but “healthy, harvestable”
populations

 We are pursuing full mitigation for fish

populations impacted by dams and other
facilities




Following the Science

Hatchery Reform

Harvest co-
management

Habitat restoration

Reducing
nydropower impacts

Science — research,
monitoring, and
evaluation




Hatchery reform

e Hatchery Scientific
Review Group
principles

 Hatchery Genetic
Management Plans

e Wild steelhead
gene banks




Harvest management

¢

Set harvest levels and
seasons

Expand selective fisheries
to target hatchery fish

Develop, promote, and
implement tools to
reduce mortality to wild
fish

Strong record meeting
ESA limits on wild stocks




Habitat protection and restoration

e Salmon recovery boards and plans
* Floodplain and meadow restoration
* Fish passage improvements

e Comprehensive stakeholder-driven strategies
such as Yakima Basin Integrated Plan




Estuary restoration




Wildlife areas

Wenas Wildlife Area
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Asotin Creek Wildlife Area




Hydropower and water management

 Working to make the
Columbia Basin
resilient to climate COLUKER RIVER
Change BASIN

e Columbia Treaty NS 1
modernization canbe - (L0
a “win-win” = - o B
 Washington values Y
partnerships to EXRL,
Improve mainstem
survival
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Key Columbia River issues for

Washington

e Mid-Columbia steelhead are trending positively —
fixes in the Yakima and Walla Walla basins can help

 Upper Columbia spring chinook are still struggling

Hood Canal summer chum
Snake River fall Chinook

In some areas

of the state, fish
are approaching
recovery goals.
However, in most
areas of the state,
fish are below their
recovery goals.

INCREASING

Middle Columbia
River steelhead

Lake Ozette sockeye

Snake River spring

and summer
Chinook

Upper Columbia
River steelhead

CONSISTENTLY
Low

Lower Columbia
River fall Chinook

Lower Columbia
River spring
Chinook

Lower Columbia
River steelhead

Snake River
steelhead

DECREASING

Lower Columbia
River chum

Puget Sound
Chinook

Upper Columbia
River spring
Chinook

Puget Sound
steelhead

INSUFFICIENT
DATA

Lower Columbia
River coho
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Partners

* |Indispensable partners include:
— Tribes

— Other state agencies: Ecology, Conservation
Commission, DNR, Agriculture, RCO

— Watershed lead entities, salmon recovery boards, and
Regional Fishery Enhancement Groups

— Environmental NGOs
— Local governments including irrigation districts

— Federal fish and wildlife and land management
agencies



Parting thoughts
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Salmon Recovery in the Yakima Basin:
Putting Fish Back in the Rivers and
Protecting the Places they live

< David Fast, PhD
I

i) Yakama Senior Research Scientist
Yakama Nation
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Celilo Falls tribal fishing site




— Current Steelhead Distribution

Habitat above Storage Dams
Blocked Tributary Habitat

* Recently Unblocked Tributaries
- Yakama Indian Reservation
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Salmon Extinction in the Yakima
Basin

 “Not an Option!” or
 “The Preferred Alternative?”



Species/Run

Estimates

Current Status

Spring Chinook

200,000-
500,000

Supplemented
Population

10,205

Fall Chinook

38,000-
100,000

Supplemented
Population

7,792

Summer
Chinook

7

Extirpated 1970°S
Began Reintroduction
2008

1,513

Coho

40,000
150,000

Extirpated 1980°S
Reintroduced 1997

24,420

Sockeye

100,000
200,000

Extirpated Early 1900's
Reintroduction 2009

2,676

Stealnead

30,000
100,000

Wild Population (ESA)
ielt Reconditioning

4,141

Total

408,000-
1,050,000

90,747

Bull Trout

7

Wild Population (ESA)

2500 to 3000

adults

Larnoray

7

Wild Population

0 to 87 adults
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Salmon Recovery Toolkit

Habitat Protection and Restoration
Nutrient Enhancement

Flow Restoration

Passage at Reservoir and Irrigation Diversion Dams
Reintroduction of Extinct Stocks
Outplanting Natural Origin Adults

Hatchery Supplementation and
Harvest Augmentation
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Cle Elum Spring Chinook
Supplementation and Research Facility

Goals

e maintain or increase:
eHarvest
enatural production
eecosystem function

* use research to: R S R

-

eimprove hatchery practices
eaddress critical uncertainties


Presenter
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Conceived in 1980s as mitigation (harvest) program.  In 1990s, goal was changed to supplementation to increase harvest and natural production and research to address critical hatchery uncertainties.  To secure funding and implementation YN agreed.
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Yakima Basin Spring Chinook
Total Returns, 1982 — 2014

1982 1986 1990 1994 1998 2002 2006 2010 2014
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		1982

		1983

		1984

		1985

		1986

		1987

		1988

		1989

		1990

		1991

		1992

		1993

		1994

		1995

		1996

		1997

		1998

		1999

		2000

		2001

		2002

		2003

		2004

		2005

		2006

		2007

		2008

		2009

		2010

		2011

		2012

		2013

		2014



Total

1822.3481375006

1441.2223017421

2658

4560

9439

4443

4246

4914

4372.1592920354

2906

4599

3919

1302

666

3179

3173

1903

2781

19101

23264.8

15099

6957

15289

8758

6313.5860113422

4303

8598

12119.9

13141.5

17959.6

10722

9054

11101
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		Year		Total		UY Nat		NA Wild		UY Supp

		1982		1,822		1,681		142

		1983		1,441		1,195		247

		1984		2,658		2,016		642

		1985		4,560		3,294		1,266

		1986		9,439		4,624		4,815

		1987		4,443		2,384		2,059

		1988		4,246		1,667		2,579

		1989		4,914		3,055		1,859

		1990		4,372		2,732		1,640

		1991		2,906		1,773		1,133

		1992		4,599		3,314		1,285

		1993		3,919		1,990		1,929

		1994		1,302		584		718

		1995		666		413		253

		1996		3,179		1,949		1,230

		1997		3,173		1,761		1,412

		1998		1,903		854		1,049

		1999		2,781		2,187		594

		2000		19,101		13,632		4,728		741

		2001		23,265		6,903		7,367		8,995

		2002		15,099		3,121		3,729		8,249

		2003		6,957		1,723		2,816		2,418

		2004		15,289		8,510		2,720		4,059

		2005		8,758		5,424		2,021		1,312

		2006		6,314		2,255		1,834		2,224

		2007		4,303		1,391		1,057		1,855

		2008		8,598		1,903		1,788		4,908

		2009		12,120		3,573		1,314		7,233

		2010		13,142		3,357		1,570		8,214

		2011		17,960		5,244		3,651		9,065

		2012		10,722

		2013		9,054

		2014		11,101






Upper Yakima vs Naches Redds, 1981-2011

4000
Upp. Yak. Naches

3500 Pre-Supp. 820 282
3000 Post-Supp. 1,994 443

2500 243% 157%
2000
1500
1000
<10]0
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1981 1985 1989 1993 1997 2001 2005 2009

B UpperYak [INaches
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BACI analysis of redd counts for supplemented versus control system.  Results are statistically significant – Supplementation has increased redd abundance in the Upper Yakima relative to the control system.  Redd abundance is an indicator of increased natural production.
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Why An Artificial Stream?

Confounding Factors FEER SEEE=
Cﬂ]l Be CO“tl‘OllEd ! .I-ll,' = |J,|1Ih||h||l. =

® Physical Environment (Gravel,
Water Velocity & Depth)

® Fish (No., Tvpe, Maturation,
Condition, Entrance Timing)

® DNA (AllAdults & Subsample Of
Fry)

® Behavior (Correlate Individual

Behavior with Fish Origin &
Breeding Success)




Behavior and Breeding Success of Wild and First-Generation
Hatchery Male Spring Chinook Salmon Spawning in an Artificial
Stream

S.L. Schroder, C.M. Knudsen, T.N. Pearsons, T.W. Kassler, S.F.
Young, E.P. Beall and D.E. Fast

Transactions of the American Fisheries Society, 139:989-1003

“Pedigree analyses based on DNA showed
that hatchery and wild males had

comparable breeding success values.”
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Presentation Notes
Spring Chinook salmon Oncorhynchus tshawytscha native to the upper Yakima River, Washington, were placed into an artificial stream to evaluate the effect of a single generation of hatchery culture on their spawning behavior and ability to produce offspring. From 2001 to 2005, seven independent test groups containing wild and hatchery fish were placed into the stream. The effects of body weight, spawning ground longevity, attack frequency, social dominance, courting frequency, and mate number on breeding success in hatchery and wild males were evaluated. Differences in male agonism due to male origin were found. Wild males exhibited higher attack rates and greater social dominance than did hatchery males. However, the observed inequalities in agonism and dominance appeared to be largely caused by differences in body weight between the two types of males: wild males were, on average, 9% heavier than hatchery males. Wild and hatchery males did not differ in the frequency of courting behaviors or in the number of mates. Pedigree analyses based on DNA showed that hatchery and wild males had comparable breeding success values. Consequently, a single generation of hatchery exposure appeared to have a low effect on spring Chinook salmon male breeding success in our experimental setting.


Breeding Success of Wild and First-Generation Hatchery Female
Spring Chinook Salmon Spawning in an Artificial Stream

S.L. Schroder, C.M. Knudsen, T.N. Pearsons, T.W. Kassler, S.F.
Young, C.A. Busack, and D.E. Fast

Transactions of the American Fisheries Society, 137:1475-1489

“No differences were detected in the egg
deposition rates of wild and hatchery females.
Pedigree assignments based on microsatellite
DNA, however, showed that the eggs deposited

by wild females survived to the fry stage at a
5.6% higher rate than those spawned by
hatchery females.”
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Presentation Notes
No differences were detected in the egg deposition rates of wild and hatchery females. Pedigree assignments based on microsatellite DNA, however, showed that the eggs deposited by wild females survived to the fry stage at a 5.6% higher rate than those spawned by hatchery females. Subtle differences between hatchery and wild females in redd abandonment, egg burial, and redd location choice may have been responsible for the difference observed. Body size did not affect the ability of females to spawn or the survival of their deposited eggs. How long a female lived was positively related to her breeding success but female origin did not affect longevity. The density of females spawning in portions of the stream affected both egg deposition and egg-to-fry survival. No difference, however, was found in the overall distribution patterns of the two types of females.
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Waters et al. 2015. Effectiveness of managed gene flow in reducing genetic divergence associated
with captive breeding. Evolutionary Applications. Discriminant analysis of principal components (DAPC).
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Density plot of individuals along the first discriminant function from the discriminant analysis of principal components (DAPC). 



Summary of CESRF Integrated Program

Spawner Abundance, Spatial Distribution, and Harvest
Increased (first sport harvest in over 50 years)

Natural —origin returns were maintained
Managed gene flow reduced genetic divergence

Ecological interactions were maintained within
guidelines

Habitat and water management factors limit natural
productivity

Results are consistent with Venditti et al. Idaho
Supplementation Studies Final Report



Yakima River Summer Run Steelhead

Yakima River steelhead status
- 1999 Mid Columbia DPS listed as threatened

Populations

Yakima River adult steelhead counts

upper Yakima R.

Gmean: 151 Enumeration 2002-2014
- Avg 3,965 (1,537-6796)
Naches R.
Gmean: 840 Prosser

Toppenish Cr.
Gmean: 599

Satus Cr.
Gmean: 660



6000 -

5000 A

4000 -~

3000 A

2000 A

1000 -~

Yakima River Steelhead Population Estimates:

1854

5255

2221

684
496

Satus Cr

Toppenish Cr Naches R Upper Yakima R Total Population
+MD + Wns Esc
Population Abundance

Satus Cr 1854

Toppenish Cr +MD 684

Naches R 2221

Upper Yakima R + Wns 496

Total Population Esc 5255

% of Total Spawners by

Population

m Satus Cr

m Naches R
Toppenish Cr +MD

Upper Yakima R + Wns

Cl (o =.10)
+/- 211
+/- 144
+/- 221
+/- 125

+/- 176



Yakima River Steelhead Kelt Reconditioning

« Capture steelhead returning
to ocean after completing first
spawning cycle

e Most (>90%) are females

* Held and fed for 6-8 months
e Released in mid-late October
(beginning of upstream

migration peak)

e Select own mates, where to
spawn, when to spawn



Presenter
Presentation Notes
Although we’re using the hatchery tool for a short time to boost the probability of survival for these fish, these are wild fish at collection and survivors are released back to the wild and select their own mates, spawn location, and spawn timing.


Existing Conditions










Steelhead Population Response: Abundance Trends

Prosser Adult Abundance

Roza Adult Abundance
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Note that this could be a response to a combined 10-15 years of both habitat restoration work in key steelhead tributaries (as discussed earlier) and kelt reconditioning.


Yakima River Summer Run Chinook
Reintroduction - Restoring Diversity

e Extirpated stock

e Started with Wells transfers

e Releasing both yearling and
subyearling fish

e Intend to move to local stock once
returns and infrastructure in place

e Adults returning now from three pistoric Ghineol Spawning
. 9 K : Spring Chinook
different age classes [\ 17 Summer/Fall Chinook

= Columbia River Dams

I:I Yakima Basin

l & Jof Cities and towns

 2012107101- 1934944

3-Ocean Adult Summer at Prosser,
7/1/2012

40 Miles
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Presentation Notes
Although the upper and lower Yakima watersheds have had spring and fall chinook returning to them for years, the middle portion of the river Basin (within black circle) has been relatively barren – this is where we expect the summer chinook to thrive.  The fish shown in the photo is hatchery-origin but its progeny will be wild Yakima River summer chinook.
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		Yakima River Returns by stock						(Adult and Jack, Hatchery and Wild, combined)

		FALL CHINOOK

																														Year		Redds

		Year		Counts																										1961		29

		1982																												1962		5

		1983		380																										1963		108

		1984		1,331																										1964		40

		1985		273																										1965		66

		1986		735																										1966		135

		1987		536																										1967		177

		1988		224																										1968		62

		1989		670																										1969		829

		1990		1,504																										1978		32

		1991		971																										1980		11

		1992		1,612																										1981		12

		1993		1,065																										1982		33

		1994		1,520																										1983		50

		1995		1,322																										1984		118

		1996		1,392																										1985		45

		1997		1,120																										1986		134

		1998		1,148																										1987		14

		1999		1,896																										1988		0

		2000		2,413																										1989		0

		2001		4,311																										1991		29

		2002		6,241																										1993		0

		2003		4,875																										2002		590

		2004		2,947																										2003		1271

		2005		1,942																										2004		550

				3,518				1999		1896																				2005		350

		10 yr average						2000		2413																				2006		357

		1983-93		846				2001		4311																				2007		321

		1993-2003		2,482				2002		6241																				2008		201

								2003		4875																				2009		218

		1985-95		948				2004																						2010		269

		1995-2005		2,692																										2011		331



Melinda Davis:
Adjusted count as reported by Mike Berger.

Melinda Davis:
Data produced by Bill Bosch.

Melinda Davis:
Adjusted count by Melinda Davis; changed from 4285

Melinda Davis:
Adjusted as reported by Melinda Davis

Melinda Davis:
Adjusted as reported by Joel Hubble and Melinda Davis

Melinda Davis:
From 2001+, Denil is included in these counts.

Melinda Davis:
reported by Joel Hubble; changed from 1768

Melinda Davis:
Adjusted count as reported by M.Berger.

Melinda Davis:
Adjusted count as reported by M.Berger
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Year

Number Observed

Yakima River Fall Chinook above Prosser Dam
(10-yr average:  1985-95=948 and 1995-2005=2,686)
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		Year		Returning Adults		Yakima		Naches

		2013		1800		24		61

		2014		1513		23		49

		2015		1823		98		16

		2016		1746
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		Yakima River Returns by stock						(Adult and Jack, Hatchery and Wild, combined)

		FALL CHINOOK

				abovePro		belowPro		above		below

		Year		Counts				Redds		Redds

		1982

		1983		380

		1984		1,331

		1985		273

		1986		735

		1987		536

		1988		224

		1989		670

		1990		1,504

		1991		971

		1992		1,612

		1993		1,065

		1994		1,520

		1995		1,322

		1996		1,392

		1997		1,120

		1998		1,148

		1999		1,896		2102

		2000		2,413		3774				689

		2001		4,311		1444				288

		2002		6,241		5155		590		1031

		2003		4,875		3947		1271		794

		2004		2,947		2371		550		449

		2005		1,942		498		350		60				3,084

		2006		1,528		373		357		43

		2007		1,132		220		321		41

		2008		2,821				201

		2009		2,972				218

		2010		2,888				269

		2011		2,718				331

		2012		4,493				261

		2013		7,526

		2014		7,791

		2015		6,479

				3,822

								1999		1896

		10 yr average						2000		2413

		1983-93		846				2001		4311

		1993-2003		2,482				2002		6241

								2003		4875

								2004



Melinda Davis:
Data produced by Bill Bosch.

Melinda Davis:
From 2001+, Denil is included in these counts.

Melinda Davis:
reported by Joel Hubble; changed from 1768

Melinda Davis:
Adjusted as reported by Joel Hubble and Melinda Davis

Melinda Davis:
Adjusted count by Melinda Davis; changed from 4285

Melinda Davis:
Adjusted as reported by Melinda Davis

Melinda Davis:
Adjusted count as reported by Mike Berger.

Melinda Davis:
Adjusted and reported by M.Berger.

Melinda Davis:
reported by M.Berger 2005

Melinda Davis:
reported by m.berger 2007

Melinda Davis:
2380A and 592J

m.davis:
3593adults 900jacks
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Number observed

Fall Chinook Adult Passage above Prosser Dam

6,479
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Yakima River Fall Chinook Escapement
1999-2006
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Adults

Redds



Sheet6

						Redds

				YakEscap		bPRO		aPRO

		1998		1815						0

		1999		3965						0

		2000		5418		689				689

		2001		5755		288				288

		2002		11280		1031		590		1621

		2003		8822		794		1271		2065

		2004		5401		449		550		999

		2005		2440		60		350		410

		2006		1901		43		357		400

		2007		1352		41		321		362

		2008		3017		42		201		243

		2009		3502		70		218		288

		2010						269		269

		2011						331		331

				Falls		Summers

		2010		2,888

		2011		2,718

		2012		4,493

		2013		7,526

		2014		7,791		1513

		2015
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		FALL CHINOOK

				abovePro		belowPro		above		below		YakimaRescapement										1998		1,743		106				1,849

		Year		Counts				Redds		Redds												1999		4,056		43				4,099

		1982																				2000		4,557		1,138				5,695

		1983		380																		2001		5,886		869				6,755

		1984		1,331																		2002		13,369		211				13,580

		1985		273																		2003		10,092		193				10,285

		1986		735																		2004		5,825		354				6,179

		1987		536																		2005		3,121		45				3,166

		1988		224																		2006		2,299		67				2,366

		1989		670																		2007		1,318		460				1,778

		1990		1,504																		2008		3,403		208				3,611

		1991		971																		2009		3,315		772				4,087

		1992		1,612

		1993		1,065

		1994		1,520																				bPR		aPR		Md								2001		35

		1995		1,322																		2000		689												2002		56

		1996		1,392																		2001		288				35								2003		86

		1997		1,120																		2002		1031		590		56		646						2004		100

		1998		1,148								1849										2003		794		1273		86		1359						2005		56

		1999		1,896		2102						4099										2004		449		889		100		989						2006		60

		2000		2,413		3774				689		5695										2005		60		350		56		406						2007		67

		2001		4,311		1444				288		6755										2006		43		357		60		417						2008		46

		2002		6,241		5155		590		1031		13580										2007		41		321		67		388						2009		70

		2003		4,875		3947		1271		794		10285										2008		42		201		46		247						2010		59

		2004		2,947		2371		550		449		6179										2009		70		473		70		543						2011		59

		2005		1,942		498		350		60		3166										2010				269		59		328						2012		54

		2006		1,528		373		357		43		2366										2011				331		59		390

		2007		1,132		220		321		41		1778										2012				261		54		315

		2008		2,821				201		42		3611										2013				465		74		539

		2009		2,972				218		70		4087										2014						75

		2010		2,888				269		59												2015						160

		2011		2,718				331		59

		2012		4,493				261		54																		70.4666666667

														Adult Returns		Redds

												2002		6,241		646												66.3076923077

												2003		4,875		1359												64.0714285714

		7yr avg		1999-2005		3,518						2004		2,947		989

		7yr avg		2006-2012		2,650						2005		1,942		406

												2006		1,528		417

												2007		1,132		388

												2008		2,821		247

												2009		2,972		543

												2010		2,888		328

												2011		2,718		390



Melinda Davis:
From 2001+, Denil is included in these counts.

Melinda Davis:
Adjusted as reported by Joel Hubble and Melinda Davis

Melinda Davis:
Adjusted count by Melinda Davis; changed from 4285

Melinda Davis:
Adjusted as reported by Melinda Davis

Melinda Davis:
Adjusted count as reported by Mike Berger.

Melinda Davis:
Adjusted and reported by M.Berger.

Melinda Davis:
reported by M.Berger 2005

Melinda Davis:
reported by m.berger 2007

Melinda Davis:
2380A and 592J

Melinda Davis:
Adjusted as reported by Melinda Davis

Melinda Davis:
Adjusted count as reported by Mike Berger.

Melinda Davis:
Adjusted and reported by M.Berger.

Melinda Davis:
reported by M.Berger 2005

Melinda Davis:
reported by m.berger 2007

Melinda Davis:
2380A and 592J
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Melinda Davis:
reported by Joel Hubble; changed from 1768
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				Adults		Redds

		2002		6,241		590

		2003		4,875		1271

		2004		2,947		550

		2005		1,942		350

		2006		1,528		357

		2007		1,132		321

		2008		2,821		201

		2009		2,972		218

		2010		2,888		269

		2011		2,718		331

		2012		4,493		261



Melinda Davis:
Adjusted as reported by Melinda Davis

Melinda Davis:
Adjusted count as reported by Mike Berger.

Melinda Davis:
Adjusted and reported by M.Berger.

Melinda Davis:
reported by M.Berger 2005

Melinda Davis:
reported by m.berger 2007

Melinda Davis:
2380A and 592J
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Sheet1

		Yakima River Returns by stock						(Adult and Jack, Hatchery and Wild, combined)

		FALL CHINOOK

																														Year		Redds

		Year		Counts																										1961		29

		1982																												1962		5

		1983		380																										1963		108

		1984		1,331																										1964		40

		1985		273																										1965		66

		1986		735																										1966		135

		1987		536																										1967		177

		1988		224																										1968		62

		1989		670																										1969		829

		1990		1,504																										1978		32

		1991		971																										1980		11

		1992		1,612																										1981		12

		1993		1,065																										1982		33

		1994		1,520																										1983		50

		1995		1,322																										1984		118

		1996		1,392																										1985		45

		1997		1,120																										1986		134

		1998		1,148																										1987		14

		1999		1,896																										1988		0

		2000		2,413																										1989		0

		2001		4,311																										1991		29

		2002		6,241																										1993		0

		2003		4,875																										2002		590

		2004		2,947																										2003		1271

		2005		1,942																										2004		550

				3,518				1999		1896																				2005		350

		10 yr average						2000		2413																				2006		357

		1983-93		846				2001		4311																				2007		321

		1993-2003		2,482				2002		6241																				2008		201

								2003		4875																				2009		218

		1985-95		948				2004																						2010		269

		1995-2005		2,692																										2011		331



Melinda Davis:
Adjusted count as reported by Mike Berger.

Melinda Davis:
Data produced by Bill Bosch.

Melinda Davis:
Adjusted count by Melinda Davis; changed from 4285

Melinda Davis:
Adjusted as reported by Melinda Davis

Melinda Davis:
Adjusted as reported by Joel Hubble and Melinda Davis

Melinda Davis:
From 2001+, Denil is included in these counts.

Melinda Davis:
reported by Joel Hubble; changed from 1768

Melinda Davis:
Adjusted count as reported by M.Berger.

Melinda Davis:
Adjusted count as reported by M.Berger
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Year

Number Observed

Yakima River Fall Chinook above Prosser Dam
(10-yr average:  1985-95=948 and 1995-2005=2,686)
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		Year		Returning Adults		Yakima		Naches

		2013		1800		24		61

		2014		1513		23		49

		2015		1823		98		16

		2016		1746
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Sheet4

		Yakima River Returns by stock						(Adult and Jack, Hatchery and Wild, combined)

		FALL CHINOOK

				abovePro		belowPro		above		below

		Year		Counts				Redds		Redds

		1982

		1983		380

		1984		1,331

		1985		273

		1986		735

		1987		536

		1988		224

		1989		670

		1990		1,504

		1991		971

		1992		1,612

		1993		1,065

		1994		1,520

		1995		1,322

		1996		1,392

		1997		1,120

		1998		1,148

		1999		1,896		2102

		2000		2,413		3774				689

		2001		4,311		1444				288

		2002		6,241		5155		590		1031

		2003		4,875		3947		1271		794

		2004		2,947		2371		550		449

		2005		1,942		498		350		60				3,084

		2006		1,528		373		357		43

		2007		1,132		220		321		41

		2008		2,821				201

		2009		2,972				218

		2010		2,888				269

		2011		2,718				331

		2012		4,493				261

		2013		7,526

		2014		7,791

		2015		6,479

				3,822

								1999		1896

		10 yr average						2000		2413

		1983-93		846				2001		4311

		1993-2003		2,482				2002		6241

								2003		4875

								2004



Melinda Davis:
Data produced by Bill Bosch.

Melinda Davis:
From 2001+, Denil is included in these counts.

Melinda Davis:
reported by Joel Hubble; changed from 1768

Melinda Davis:
Adjusted as reported by Joel Hubble and Melinda Davis

Melinda Davis:
Adjusted count by Melinda Davis; changed from 4285

Melinda Davis:
Adjusted as reported by Melinda Davis

Melinda Davis:
Adjusted count as reported by Mike Berger.

Melinda Davis:
Adjusted and reported by M.Berger.

Melinda Davis:
reported by M.Berger 2005

Melinda Davis:
reported by m.berger 2007

Melinda Davis:
2380A and 592J

m.davis:
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Number observed

Fall Chinook Adult Passage above Prosser Dam

6,479
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Yakima River Fall Chinook Escapement
1999-2006
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Adults

Redds



						Redds

				YakEscap		bPRO		aPRO

		1998		1815						0

		1999		3965						0

		2000		5418		689				689

		2001		5755		288				288

		2002		11280		1031		590		1621

		2003		8822		794		1271		2065

		2004		5401		449		550		999

		2005		2440		60		350		410

		2006		1901		43		357		400

		2007		1352		41		321		362

		2008		3017		42		201		243

		2009		3502		70		218		288

		2010						269		269

		2011						331		331

				Falls		Summers

		2010		2,888

		2011		2,718

		2012		4,493

		2013		7,526

		2014		7,791		1513

		2015
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		FALL CHINOOK

				abovePro		belowPro		above		below		YakimaRescapement										1998		1,743		106				1,849

		Year		Counts				Redds		Redds												1999		4,056		43				4,099

		1982																				2000		4,557		1,138				5,695

		1983		380																		2001		5,886		869				6,755

		1984		1,331																		2002		13,369		211				13,580

		1985		273																		2003		10,092		193				10,285

		1986		735																		2004		5,825		354				6,179

		1987		536																		2005		3,121		45				3,166

		1988		224																		2006		2,299		67				2,366

		1989		670																		2007		1,318		460				1,778

		1990		1,504																		2008		3,403		208				3,611

		1991		971																		2009		3,315		772				4,087

		1992		1,612

		1993		1,065

		1994		1,520																				bPR		aPR		Md								2001		35

		1995		1,322																		2000		689												2002		56

		1996		1,392																		2001		288				35								2003		86

		1997		1,120																		2002		1031		590		56		646						2004		100

		1998		1,148								1849										2003		794		1273		86		1359						2005		56

		1999		1,896		2102						4099										2004		449		889		100		989						2006		60

		2000		2,413		3774				689		5695										2005		60		350		56		406						2007		67

		2001		4,311		1444				288		6755										2006		43		357		60		417						2008		46

		2002		6,241		5155		590		1031		13580										2007		41		321		67		388						2009		70

		2003		4,875		3947		1271		794		10285										2008		42		201		46		247						2010		59

		2004		2,947		2371		550		449		6179										2009		70		473		70		543						2011		59

		2005		1,942		498		350		60		3166										2010				269		59		328						2012		54

		2006		1,528		373		357		43		2366										2011				331		59		390

		2007		1,132		220		321		41		1778										2012				261		54		315

		2008		2,821				201		42		3611										2013				465		74		539

		2009		2,972				218		70		4087										2014						75

		2010		2,888				269		59												2015						160

		2011		2,718				331		59

		2012		4,493				261		54																		70.4666666667

														Adult Returns		Redds

												2002		6,241		646												66.3076923077

												2003		4,875		1359												64.0714285714

		7yr avg		1999-2005		3,518						2004		2,947		989

		7yr avg		2006-2012		2,650						2005		1,942		406

												2006		1,528		417

												2007		1,132		388

												2008		2,821		247

												2009		2,972		543

												2010		2,888		328

												2011		2,718		390



Melinda Davis:
From 2001+, Denil is included in these counts.

Melinda Davis:
Adjusted as reported by Joel Hubble and Melinda Davis

Melinda Davis:
Adjusted count by Melinda Davis; changed from 4285

Melinda Davis:
Adjusted as reported by Melinda Davis

Melinda Davis:
Adjusted count as reported by Mike Berger.

Melinda Davis:
Adjusted and reported by M.Berger.

Melinda Davis:
reported by M.Berger 2005

Melinda Davis:
reported by m.berger 2007

Melinda Davis:
2380A and 592J

Melinda Davis:
Adjusted as reported by Melinda Davis

Melinda Davis:
Adjusted count as reported by Mike Berger.

Melinda Davis:
Adjusted and reported by M.Berger.

Melinda Davis:
reported by M.Berger 2005

Melinda Davis:
reported by m.berger 2007

Melinda Davis:
2380A and 592J

m.davis:
3593adults 900jacks

Melinda Davis:
reported by Joel Hubble; changed from 1768
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				Adults		Redds

		2002		6,241		590

		2003		4,875		1271

		2004		2,947		550

		2005		1,942		350

		2006		1,528		357

		2007		1,132		321

		2008		2,821		201

		2009		2,972		218

		2010		2,888		269

		2011		2,718		331

		2012		4,493		261



Melinda Davis:
Adjusted as reported by Melinda Davis

Melinda Davis:
Adjusted count as reported by Mike Berger.

Melinda Davis:
Adjusted and reported by M.Berger.

Melinda Davis:
reported by M.Berger 2005

Melinda Davis:
reported by m.berger 2007

Melinda Davis:
2380A and 592J
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Chinook Redd Observations in 2015
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2012 Yakima Basin
Coho Reintroduction




Yakima River Coho History

Program Goal Re-establish self-sustaining naturally
spawning population of coho salmon in Yakima River

Historical Abundance
- 44,000 to 150,000 (est. Mullan 1983 and other references)

Extinct in the early 1980’s

Yakama Nation began reintroduction of coho salmon
In 1985

1985 to 1997 Coho release for harvest purposes

1997 to present, monitoring strategies for full
reintroduction



Adult Coho counts at Rock Island
Yakama COhO and Prosser Dams, 1986- Present

Reintroduction
Programs

e Virtually extinct in the mid-1980s
e Started with out-of-basin transfers

e Demonstrated ability to reestablish a
naturalized population after as few as 3
to 5 generations of outplanting in the
wild

e Moving to local brood stocks

e Using combination of fry, smolt, and
adult release strategies

e Adult returns are combination of
natural- and hatchery-origin fish



Presenter
Presentation Notes
To the Columbia River treaty tribes, this is what progress towards recovery looks like.


Lake Cle Elum Fish Passage Project
Sockeye Reintroduction
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
Sockeye Salmon (O. Nerka) historically occupied the four natural lakes in the Yakima River basin (Keechelus, Kachess, Cle Elum, and Bumping Lakes) and their upstream tributaries, as did resident fish including Bull Trout (Salvelinus Confluentus). Cle Elum Lake has the most potential but is the most difficult to pass. If fish passage can be achieved at Cle Elum Dam than all the other reservoirs should fall in to place.
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L. Cle Elum Sockeye Reintroduction

Naturally Produced
Smolts are
monitored at Roza
and Prosser Dam
Juvenile Evaluation
Facilities

Wild smolt at Roza, 5/10/2011


Presenter
Presentation Notes
The lower photo is a wild Yakima River sockeye.  If good conditions persist and we were to achieve the ~7% smolt to adult survival that Canadian lakes appear to be getting in recent years, we could see as many as 5,000 adult sockeye return to the Yakima Basin next summer.  When fish return we will initially rely on trap and haul to get them back above Cle Elum Dam while we continue to work with the BOR on a more permanent adult passage solution.


Lake Cle Elum Sockeye Relntroductlon

Adults Percent
Transported Survival to
adult

1,000
2,500
4,500

10,000
3,996 Some of the first sockeye to spawn
+703 in the upper Cle Elum R. watershed

10,000 In over 100 years
+2676

10,000
+341



Presenter
Presentation Notes
Fish are collected at Priest Rapids Dam from the aggregate (predominately wild) upstream migration and transported in trucks about 90 miles to Lake Cle Elum for release.


Releasing Sockeye Adults at Cle Elum
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
And this work is certainly helping. This is probably more salmon returning to the Yakima Basin than anyone in this room has observed in their lifetimes. 


YAKIMA

RIVER BASIN
[INTEGRATED
WATER
RESOURCE
MANAGEMENT
PLAN

Structural & Operational Changes

1, Raise the Cle Elum Pool by three
feet to add 14,600 ac-ft In storage
capacity.

2. Modify Kittitas Reclamation District
canals to provide efficiency
savings.

3. Construct a pipeline from Lake
Keechelus to Lake Kachess to
reduce flows and Improve habitat
conditions during high flow
releases below Keechelus and
to provide more water storage
in Lake Kachess for downstream
needs.

4, Decrease power generation at
Roza Dam and Chandler power
plant to support outmigration of
juvenile fish,

5. Make efficiency improvements to
the Wapatox Canal.

o o Kittitas County

Yakima County

Reservoir Fish Passage

. Habitat/Watershed Protection &

1. Protect ~70,000 acres of land by

1. Implement an agricultural water
g = acquiring high elevation portions of

conservation program designed to
conserve uop tﬂrﬁg Uﬂ(]e:.cgre.feet of the watershed and forest and shrub
water in good water years, steppe habitat.
Create 2. Evaluate potential Wilderness,
; use eﬁ:?nncs %p;oﬂ,m uv:lar? Wild and Scenic River, and Natianal

Recreation Area designations to

voluntary, incentive-based
TY; protect streams and habitat.

programs. Focus on outdoor uses

as top priority. 3.Create a habitat enhancement
program {o address reach-level
floodplain restoration priorities and
restore access to key tributaries.

T —

Surface Water Storage

Benton County

: 1. Build a 162,500 ac-ft off-channel
Pr fish ] ! 2
SHC e passage o surface storage facility at Wymer
' 1. Clear Lake on Lmuma Creek.
%0 Bun 2. Access an additional 200,000
3. Bumping ac-ft of water by tapping into
4. Tieton (Rimrock) inactive storage at Lake Kachess,
5. Keechelus 3. Construct @ new dam at Bumping
6. Kachess Reservoir to increase capacity to
190,000 ac-ft.
\‘ 4, Begin appraisal of potential
projects to transfer water from
krw the Columbia River to the Yakima
Basin.

Market Reallocation

Employ a water market and/or a
water bank to improve water supply
in the Yakima River basin. Market
reallocation would be conducted in
fwo phases:

The near-term phase would con-
tinue existing water marketing and
banking programs in the basin, but
take additional steps to reduce bar-
riers to water transfers.

The long-term program would focus
on facilitating water transfers be-
tween irrigation districts. This would
allow an irrigation district to fallow
land within the district and lease
water rights for that land outside
the district.

Basin-Wide

Groundwater Storage

1. Construct pilot projects to
evaluate recharging shallow
aquifers via groundwater
infiltration. Full scale
implementation may follow.

2. Build an aquifer storage and
recovery facility allowing Yakima
City to withdraw water from the
Naches River during high flow
periods and store it underground
for use during low flow periods.
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Helix Tower
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A large portion of the Upper Yakima’s water is diverted to the Roza canal for irrigation and power generation.  Generally, and especially in drought years, water is spilled only in amounts necessary to meet minimum instream flow requirements.  Roller gates were great for conserving as much water as possible while meeting these requirements – but not so great for juvenile fish passage.





WHOQOSHH Fish Transport — Salmon Canon
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Knox Creek Wasteway
Corral Creek Wasteway

Legend

222-226C 23.0-232C
226-228C @ 232-234C
228-230C @ 234-236C




uportail Boat Launch to

Bateman Island
08/14/08

19.4-210C 234-242C
21.0-218C 242-250C
21.8-226C 250-258C
226-234C 258-274C




Bateman Island Causeway




Bateman Island Causeway Flow Blockage
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Supplementing Tributary Flow in Kittitas Valley Streams




Yakama Nation Lamprey Restoration

e Goal: restore throughout ceded lands

e Regional collaboration

e Habitat surveys — identify limiting factors,
key habitats for spawning and rearing

e Document presence and abundance

e Research and develop lamprey culture
techniques

Lamprey spawning at Prosser Hatchery,
4/25/2012






HABITAT ENHANCEMENT
IMPROVING CULVERT PASSAGE
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Access Reports and Documents

e Yakima/Klickitat Fisheries Project (YKFP) at:
YKFP.org

 Yakima Dams Fish Passage Study web page
located at:

http://www.usbr.gov/pn/programs/ucao mi
sc/fishpassage/index.html

e My email: FAST@YAKAMA.COM


http://www.usbr.gov/pn/programs/ucao_misc/fishpassage/index.html
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Presentation Notes
David
Thank you for inviting me here today.  I’m honored to be able to talk to you about the great work happening in Washington State.

I wear 2 hats today 
Chair of the Salmon Recovery Funding Board
Director of the Nisqually Tribal Natural Resources Department

I will talk about salmon recovery from both perspectives
Personal story about how you got involved in this issue

Why recovering salmon is important in Washington?
It’s the law: Meeting our obligation under federal Endangered Species Act, but more importantly because of what salmon mean to us here.
Economy: Salmon fishing is big business in Washington, contributing hundreds of millions of dollars to Washington’s economy every year and creating 16,000 jobs. Our partners at WDFW tell me that almost a half-million people buy Washington fishing licenses every year, and many of them for salmon in Puget Sound, on the Columbia River, and in the Pacific Ocean.
Restoring salmon habitat mean jobs too – You are probably familiar with the University of Oregon study that found restoration projects create 1.57 jobs for every $100,000 invested. That means more than 5,000 jobs have been created since 1999.
Money stays local: 80% of grant money stays locally, benefiting local contractors, hotels, restaurants, other services
Salmon are important culturally – to how we identify as Washingtonians and to the tribes, who are co-managers in this salmon recovery effort
Salmon are important to the well-being of other animals (orcas)
What if we lose salmon?
It’s really not an option.




How We Got Here

» Endangered Species Act
Listing
» 17 species of salmon,
steelhead, and bull trout

listed in Washington
State

» Affects % of Washington
State
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David
Historical Context
Endangered Species Act  - You are well aware of the listing of salmon under the Endangered Species Act.
In 1991, federal government declared the first salmon in the Pacific Northwest (Snake River sockeye) as endangered under the Endangered Species Act.
Since then, 16 more stocks of salmon were listed in Washington.
By the end of the decade, wild salmon had disappeared from about 40  percent of their historic breeding ranges across Washington, Oregon, Idaho, and California..  
The population of Washington is 7.17 million people and growing and many of them want to live in and around the habitat necessary for survival of these listed species.
We all Know What Caused the Listings?
As Washington grew and cities developed, we decimated many of the areas that salmon need to survive.
We dammed the rivers.
We built roads through streams.
We turned riverbanks into farmland.
We built condos on the waterfront. 
We dumped storm water and sewage into rivers. 
We over fished.
But Washington also did something different.


Washington is Invested
INn Salmon Recovery
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Why is recovering habitat so important?
We’ve been at salmon recovery for more than a decade now and while we’ve definitely seen some progress, we still have a long way to go.
That’s why it’s so important that our commitment not waiver.
It’s challenging to keep asking Congress and others for money. It’s challenging to combat media headlines that talk of record salmon returns. But we must continue to educate people about the complexity and true status of our salmon.
A new report by the Northwest Indian Fisheries Commission did just that.
It showed that “Despite massive cuts in harvest, careful use of hatcheries, and a huge financial investment in restoration during the past four decades, salmon, along with their habitat, continue to decline. 
This trend shows no signs of improvement. As the salmon disappear, so do our tribal cultures and treaty rights.
The tribes started the Treaty Rights at Risk initiative in 2011 with a white paper outlining the issues and offering solutions for the protection of tribal treaty rights and recovery of salmon habitat. Then we took our concerns to Washington, D.C. and met with the White House.
As sovereign nations, the 20 treaty Indian tribes in western Washington signed treaties with the United States in 1855-56, giving up most of the land that is now western Washington, but reserving our rights to harvest salmon and other natural resources. 
For those rights to have meaning there must be salmon to harvest. If salmon are to survive, and if our treaty rights are to be honored, there must be real gains in habitat protection and restoration. This is key to ensuring that salmon will be there for future generations.


How Washington’s
Organized for Success

» Salmon Recovery Act (1998)

» Created “The Washington Way” — a bottom-up
approach to recovery

» Manages the “Habitat” of the 4 Hs
» State Strategy — Extinction is Not an Option

» Governor’s Salmon Recovery Office

» Coordinates state strategy to recover salmon

» Salmon Recovery Funding Board
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Kaleen – Introduce Self – Explain role of RCO in Salmon Recovery

How Washington Responded to the Listings
Washington chose to tackle salmon recovery in way that was fairly unique in the nation at the time.
The Legislature decided the state should manage its natural resources rather than abdicate those responsibilities to the federal government. 
We didn't want to wait for the federal government to write the recovery plans and dictate what we had to do, as traditionally had been done when species were listed under the federal Endangered Species Act.
In 1998, the Legislature adopted the Salmon Recovery Act, which created the organization structure that we know as “The Washington Way” – which is a bottom-up, community-driven approach to salmon recovery. 
The Act also directed the state to coordinate the development of regional salmon recovery plans.
This work is focused on habitat restoration or the “Habitat” of the 4 Hs
GSRO
As the salmon were being listed, the Governor convened his joint natural resources cabinet to help develop the state’s strategy for addressing the listing of salmon. This document, known as “Extinction is not an Option” was published in 1999. 
The Governor’s Office created a policy section, known as “The Governor’s Salmon Recovery Office” to coordinate the state’s approach to the listings. That is now embedded in statute and housed in the Recreation and Conservation Office. 
The Governor’s Salmon Recovery Office is responsible for:
Coordinating and maintaining state strategy to recover salmon
Assisting with the implementation of regional salmon recovery plans
Working with federal agencies to implement their commitments in the recovery plans.
Advising the Legislature to further salmon recovery
Monitoring efforts to make sure our projects are cost-effective and will produce more salmon
Reporting to legislators, the governor, and the public about the status of salmon recovery in Washington



The Washington Way

» Bottom-up approach

» 8 geographical
recovery regions

» 7 regional recovery

organizations wrote
recovery plans

Lower =  Columbia
Columbia l River
River :
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The Washington Way
Washington’s bottom-up approach and scale of their efforts was unprecedented in the United States at the time and was dubbed “The Washington Way” by those involved in salmon recovery.
Characterized by a strong emphasis on local control/building local support for recovery projects.
Much of the work to recover salmon is in the hands of regional and local agencies and community groups.
8 salmon recovery regions (noted in the map by the different colors)
Washington State established 8 geographical salmon recovery regions to respond to the federal listings.
7 regional organizations
All 7 regional organizations have written recovery plans, which have been adopted by the federal government.
In the 8th region, in NE Washington, recovery efforts are coordinated among state and federal governments and the Kalispel Tribe of Indians through the bull trout recovery team.
Role of Regional Organizations
Write and implement recovery plans
Negotiate with state and federal agencies to gain legal assurances
Bring resources together, build commitments for plan implementation
Develop financing plans
Coordinate monitoring and reporting of accomplishments.
Work with watershed and community groups to set fish population goals; develop strategies for addressing harvest, habitat, and hatcheries issues; and build commitment to achieve results.
Not One Size Fits All
The variety of partnerships and the complexity of issues that regional recovery organizations face vary across the state. They deal with different species of listed salmon, different geography and weather, different political perspectives, different funding levels, and different organizational approaches to fostering and maintaining their regional and local partnerships.


The Washington Way

» Bottom-up approach

» 25 |ead entities recruit
projects

» 100s of project
sponsors implement
projects on-the-ground

» Salmon Recovery
Funding Board
distributes state and
federal money
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25 Lead Entities
Legislature empowered watershed groups (called lead entities) to work on improving conditions for salmon. 
These are the groups implementing salmon recovery plans and recruiting projects, which then sometimes come to you for funding
The regions used the original lead entity strategies to inform the recovery plans.
Role of Lead Entities
Recruit and prioritize habitat projects that fit with recovery plans
Work with a scientists; local, state, tribal, and federal governments; and agriculture, timber, fisheries, business, and conservation interests to identify and implement local solutions that meet the needs of people and salmon.
Have 2 committees: 
Technical committee to ensure the projects will be effective
Citizen committee to ensure it will be acceptable and is a high priority within that community
Project Sponsors
These are a wide range of groups, including nonprofits, tribes, cities, counties, and state agencies
They do the on-the-ground projects.



Salmon Recovery
Funding Board

» Recover salmon and their habitat
1. Priorities
2. Funding
3. Capacity
4. Monitoring

5. Adaptive Management
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Salmon Recovery Funding Board 
Last but not least is the Salmon Recovery Funding Board, which like you, is a funder of salmon recovery projects, studies, and monitoring efforts.
Formed to distributes state and federal funds
Provides the funding not only for projects, but for the human capacity to bring about salmon recovery - the regions and lead entities.
Manages the state’s technical review panel, which evaluates each project before funding to ensure it is:
Technically feasible
Properly designed,
Cost-effective
Will benefit salmon
Board is more than funder, it has 5 major activities
Setting priorities
Funding Projects
Capacity Funding
Monitoring results
Adaptively managing to improve recovery efforts


Funding Projects

Types of Grants Awarded
1999-2015

Restoration
42%

Planning/Assessme
nt

16% Other

2%
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Funding Projects
How is salmon recovery paid for?
Salmon recovery comes from three main sources
The Washington State Legislature from taxpayer funds and the sale of bonds (capital and operating budgets)
Federal funds, known as the Pacific Coastal Salmon Recovery Fund, also know as PCSRF, administered by NOAA
Local matching funds (15-25%) from all grant recipients

 What We Do
RCO administers the various state and federal funds focused on salmon recovery.
We also administer another half dozen grant programs that support salmon recovery.
Estuary and Salmon Restoration Program
Puget Sound Acquisition and Restoration Program
Family Forest Fish Passage Program
Washington Wildlife and Recreation Program – riparian protection, critical habitat, natural areas
Chehalis Basin Flood Program
Coastal Restoration Initiative
Since 1999, RCO has distributed nearly $884 million in grants that benefit salmon


Monitoring
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Monitoring
We are trying to answer the fundamental questions:
Are salmon increasing or declining?
Is water quality and habitat improving?
Where and what are the most important problems?
What are the most effective actions to address those problems?
Is the money invested in salmon recovery well spent?
Fund 3 main types of monitoring we invest in:
Effectiveness monitoring addresses whether habitat restoration projects are achieving their goals effectively.
Intensively Monitored Watersheds program asks the question: Is restoration working to increase salmon numbers? Intensively Monitored Watersheds compares the number of salmon from streams where habitat restoration was done to similar streams nearby without such actions. This shows if changes in fish survival and productivity are due to restoration efforts or to other factors not related to stream restoration.
Implementation monitoring, which tracks whether or not actions were implemented as planned. It answers questions about whether 
And we are transparent about the monitoring so people can see the progress
Habitat Work Schedule – through this online database, lead entities show the projects in their areas, not only funded by us but by you. It also shows projects that are in the works so those doing salmon recovery can keep track of all the activity and better plan.
State of Salmon in Watersheds report and Web site – through the State of Salmon web site, we have report to the legislature and public about the progress being made in salmon recovery. We have live fish data so you can see how fish are doing in your neighborhood rivers. 


Are Salmon Recovering?
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Hood Canal
Summer Chum

Snake River Fall
Chinook

*

Adult Fish Abundance

Below Recovery Goal

Increasing

Middle Columbia
River Steelhead

Lake Ozette
Sockeye

Snake River Spring
Chinook

Snake River
Summer Chinook

Upper Columbia
River Steelhead

L

Consistently
Low

Lower Columbia
River Fall
Chinook

Lower Columbia
River Spring
Chinook

Lower Columbia
River Steelhead

Snake River
Steelhead

Insufficient

Decreasing Data

Lower
Columbia
River Coho

Lower
Columbia
River Chum

Puget Sound
Chinook

Upper
Columbia
River Spring
Chinook

Puget Sound
Steelhead

$4 O



Presenter
Presentation Notes
Kaleen
So Is this approach work?

Are Salmon Recovering?
While the “Washington Way” is not perfect, we are seeing progress.
In many areas of the state, fish populations are increasing or staying the same, while in a few areas, fish are continuing to decrease
Federal funding has helped conserve more than 34,000 acres of crucial salmon habitat. But much more left to do.
It has taken us more than 100 years to get to the brink of extinction; it will take us more than 13 years to recover the species
Need to maintain our commitment to recovery

David
Use Nisqually Example
Puget Sound Example
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What are the big challenges?
Competition for dollars with school funding, other states, other listed species
Lack of capacity funding
We’ve tackled a lot of the easy problems and what’s left are really big and expensive 
Some of the changes require us to think differently (hatcheries)
Data gaps – we still don’t know a lot
David
Climate change
Population growth – Washington’s population is expected to increase by 25% by 2040 to 8.8 million people
Treaty Rights-at-Risk 
Culvert lawsuit
David
How is SRFB/RCO Meeting these Challenges?
Examining our structure to see if we can operate more efficiently
Gathered all the partners together to improve our communication efforts so we speak with one voice and can better educate people about why this work is so important
Invested in computer programs and other methods to better coordinate funding so we ensure we use each dollar the most strategically



We Still Have Hope -



Presenter
Presentation Notes
David
We still have hope and most importantly, Washington has a solid, proven infrastructure in place, from the ground-up, to take on these large challenges.
Bring it home – Need to keep investing in salmon recovery for the long haul.

Thank Council
For efforts on salmon recovery 
We look forward to working with you to address these big challenges and rebuilding the salmon populations in Washington

* give a thank you to Phil Rockefeller for his strong leadership on salmon recovery – First as a Legislator and a member of the Northwest Power Planning Council and Salmon Recovery Funding Board.   He showed extraordinary leadership in pushing to explore the reintroduction of salmon above Chief Joseph and Grand Coulee Dams.  Thank you!




Questions?

» Recreation and Conservation Office
Kaleen Cottingham
(360) 902-3003
Kaleen.Cottingham@rco.wa.gov

» Salmon Recovery Conference

» April 26-27, 2017
Wenatchee Conference Center



mailto:Kaleen.Cottingham@rco.wa.gov

	The Washington Recreation and Conservation Office is a small state agency that manages the grant programs that help increase salmon populations and enhance habitat and supports regional organizations, lead entities, the Salmon Recovery Funding Board a...
	Regional Organizations develop regional recovery plans, coordinate implementation and are made up of local, state, and federal agencies; tribes; citizens; and others interested in salmon recovery. They coordinate the work of recovery planning and impl...
	Lead Entities are watershed based organizations authorized by the Legislature in 1998 to develop habitat restoration and protection strategies, and look for projects to meet and implement those strategies. They are community-based groups and are essen...
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