
South Central Action Area Caucus Group Caucus Meeting 
November 2, 2016  

12:30 PM – 2:30 PM 
Renton City Hall 

1055 S Grady Way, Renton, WA 98057 

AGENDA 

 
Meeting Purposes: 

 Approve ranked list of NTAs  

 Puget Sound Change Map v3 presentation  

 Continue discussion of potential LIO restructuring and identify next steps 

 Member updates 
 

Time Topic Lead/Action 

12:30 – 12:35 Welcome & Introductions Chair 
 

12:35 – 12:40 Review October Meeting Summary Chair 
Decision 

12:40– 1:00 Approve final ranked list of NTAs for $100K  
 

Ruth Bell, working group 
members 
Discussion and decision 

1:00 – 1:45 Puget Sound Change Map v3 presentation  Kenneth Pierce, Jr.  
WDFW 

1:45 – 2:10 LIO Restructuring Proposal 

 Feedback 

 Next steps 

Chair 
Discussion 

2:10 – 2:25 Good of the Order 

 Seed money project updates and film viewing 

 ECB agenda items 

 Finance Subcommittee update 

 PSP updates  

 Federal action update 

 Member updates 

Chair, Stacy Vynne, Allan 
Warren, and Caucus 
Members 
Discussion  

2:25 – 2:30 Wrap-Up & Adjourn Chair 
 

 
Upcoming Meeting Dates: 

1. December 7 Meeting (Renton City Hall) 



2016

Implementation

LIO road to implementation (and funding)
Updated 10-17-2016

3/2
FULL CAUCUS
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identify direct 
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process

2/29
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4/6
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5/4
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6/1
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makers

7/6
FULL CAUCUS
Approve local 
approaches, 

narrative, 
conceptual 

models

9/7
WORKING 
SESSION
Develop 

recommended 
list of NTAs

4/15 
LIO Strategic 

Recovery 
Plan: 5-Year 
Ecosystem 
Recovery 

Plan -
Milestone

DRAFT

7/15 
LIO Strategic 

Recovery 
Plan: 5-Year 
Ecosystem 
Recovery 

Plan -
Milestone

DRAFT

June 30 
Leadership Council 

adopt Action 
Agenda

FINAL

FINAL

12/31
LIO Strategic 

Recovery 
Plan: 5-Year 
Ecosystem 
Recovery 

Plan Finalized

9/30
Seed Money spent

2/3
FULL CAUCUS

To provide update 
on NTA 

submissions and 
discuss role of LIO 
moving forward

3/15
Meeting with 

EPA to 
discuss NTA 

process

3/28
Draft AA 

released for 
public 

comment

4/29
Public 

comment 
period ends 
for draft AA

8/3
FULL CAUCUS
Approve 5-

year 
Ecosystem 

Recovery Plan 
elements

9/30
LIO Strategic 

Recovery Plan: 5-
Year Ecosystem 
Recovery Plan -

Milestone

DRAFT

10/5
FULL CAUCUS
Review draft 
list of NTAs 

for $100,000 
in direct 
funding

11/2
FULL CAUCUS

Approve 
ranked list of 

NTAs and final 
5-year 

Ecosystem 
Recovery Plan

11/10
SI Leads release 

funding 
recommendations

11/29
FULL CAUCUS
Submit NTA 

for direct 
funding to SI 

Lead

12/7
FULL CAUCUS
Approve final 

5-year 
Ecosystem 

Recovery Plan
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South Central Action Area Caucus Meeting 

October 5, 2016 

12:30 –2:30 p.m. 

Renton City Hall (Council Chambers) 

Attendees: 

Members and Alternates 

Name Affiliation  Name Affiliation  

Fred Jarrett King County Dave White King County 

Tom Kantz Pierce County/ WRIA 10/12 Jason Mulvihill-Kuntz WRIA 8 

Allan Warren Pierce Conservation District Erika Harris Puget Sound Regional Council 

Mike Mactutis City of Kent / Sound Cities 
Association 

Aaron Halverson Lake Forest Park/Sound Cities 
Association 

Brandy Reed King Conservation District Dennis Robertson WRIA 9 

Annette Frahm King County ECO Net Blair Scott King County 

Heather Trim Futurewise Kathy Minsch City of Seattle 

Lorna Mauren City of Tacoma Stacy Vynne  Puget Sound Partnership 

Doug Osterman WRIA 9 Sherrie Duncan Citizens for Healthy Bay 

Sue Taoka PSP Leadership Council   

Other Attendees 

Name Affiliation  

Ruth Bell Cascadia Consulting Group 

Marie Novak Cascadia Consulting Group 

Lynn Knapp Cascadia Consulting Group 

Dan Wrye Pierce County 

Jeff Barney Pierce County 

Welcome and Introductions  

Fred Jarrett welcomed everyone to the meeting and reviewed the purpose of the meeting.  

Review August Meeting Summary 

Fred asked for revisions to the August meeting summary. Dennis moved to approve, Jason seconded. All 

were in favor. The August meeting summary was approved as written.  

NTA Selection Model  

Ruth reviewed the two models for recommending a local NTA for funding. The LIO will approve a ranked 

list of NTAs at the next meeting and select the first unfunded NTA after the Strategic Initiative Advisory 

Teams (SIATs) release their funding recommendations on Nov. 10. All were in agreement.   

Ranking & Approval of Recommended NTAs 

Ruth reviewed the process for developing criteria by which to rank NTAs and the recommended short 

list of NTAs. Ruth will send out the updated list with detailed instructions for ranking NTAs by Oct. 19. All 

are encouraged to participate in order to have a more robust and inclusive process.  
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Potential LIO Restructuring 

Fred discussed his memo detailing a proposal for potential LIO restructuring and integration with WRIAs 

and invited feedback. Fred also shared the memo with Sheida Sahandy, Laura Blackmore. PSP is 

supportive of these conversations and several LIOs have also begun to examine possible restructuring. 

PSP has submitted a budget request for $135,000 to further support the conversation about LIO/Lead 

Entity integration. Fred will share initial comments and memo at the Nov. 10 ECB meeting.  

There was discussion about the proposal, including the following questions, comments, and concerns: 

 There isn’t a one size fits all approach; the LIO might have to come up with a hybrid structure.  

 Integrated approach to water (salmon recovery, floodplain management, and stormwater 

management) is consistent with the watershed-based integrated resource management 

approach that King County is moving toward and is authorized by interlocal agreements, but 

would require conversations with WRIAs and other partners.  

 One main challenge will be to find additional funding for the additional tasks and capacity that 

would be required of WRIAs if they absorb the LIO functions.  

 An overarching goal should be to make sure that elected officials are engaged, since they make 

budget decisions, shoreline management decisions, zoning decisions, etc.  

 There should still be some formal communication channels between urbanized WRIAs; some 

functions could be moved to a local or watershed level, but there should be a structure for 

knowledge and idea sharing.  

 Where is the additional funding for this going to come from? Jurisdictions already contribute to 

WRIAs and flood control districts. In the pursuit of better integration, don’t inadvertently 

duplicate even more, especially when there is no identified additional funding.  

 Will this actually reduce process, or just mean that the WRIAs now have to go through three 

separate planning processes, in addition to the processes that are already required by PSP? 

 Since WRIAs already have full agendas, maybe there could be a subcommittee of technical staff 

dedicated to LIO-related functions that could meet in parallel with the WRIAs. Don’t dilute the 

functions of either entity by integrating.  

 Don’t disadvantage our region’s ability to effectively engage in the process with EPA and PSP, 

especially if our LIO is the only one to change structures.  

 The LIO includes members who are not integrated into the WRIA process; their concerns and 

priorities might be lost if the LIO is dissolved.  

 The benefit of the LIO is to come together to discuss what people are working on, and where 

can we find synergies. PSP should be the planning agency and then have the LIOs provide input 

on the process, but ultimately focus on implementation.  

 A main issue is that everyone is competing for NEP funds, but many of our NTAs aren’t 

considered priorities for that body of funding. Moving functions to WRIAs may help identify 

other funding mechanisms.  

The next steps will be to present the proposal to the Leadership Council, WRIAs, and ECB. In order to 

move the conversation forward, Fred asked members to submit initial comments, limited to no more 

than one page, to include as an appendix to the memo.  
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Good of the Order 

 ECB and Finance Subcommittee updates (Fred Jarrett): 

o July ECB Meeting - Discussed integrating LIO recovery plans in the next Action Agenda 

update, as well as moving to a four year cycle instead of two.  

o Finance Subcommittee meeting - Marc Daly has been working on developing a matrix 

for recovery planning strategies and implementation work in order to develop 

additional funding strategies, ready at the end of the year.  

 PSP updates (Stacy Vynne): 

o Recovery Plan - Optional deadline extension to Dec. PSP is planning a summit in January 

2017 to discuss how local priorities should inform regional priorities and plans.  

o Budget packages are available on OFM website. PSP submitted requests for Chinook 

recovery support, Action Agenda development and implementation support, 

performance management, and tribal and federal liaison position.  

o Stacy will continue to be the South Central LIO’s Ecosystem Recovery Coordinator.    

 Seed money update (Allan Warren): 

o Seed money grant is closing out. Allan will send links to the videos when they are 

complete and the group will watch them at the next meeting.   

 Member updates: 

o ECO Net fundraising workshop was postponed due to instructor illness. Annette will 

send the updated announcement to Ruth.  

o King County ECO Net conference Nov. 29. Annette will send the announcement to Ruth.  

o Dave, Jason, and Ruth will be meeting with Leadership Council Oct. 6. Members are 

welcome to join or provide commentary to Dave to take to the meeting.  

o King County Water and Land Resources Division (WLRD) director position is open on the 

County’s website.  

o Rivers Restoration Northwest is having a film festival in Columbia City, Oct. 12 at 7 pm 

featuring 13 short films, one of which is WRIA 9’s Green the Green.  

o Mike announced that a 10 year salmon habitat project on the Green River between Kent 

and Auburn will have a ribbon cutting celebration Oct. 6.  

 Next Caucus meeting is Nov. 2 with a potential working session between to discuss ranked NTA 

list.  

 

Wrap-up & Adjourn 

Meeting adjourned at 2:25 pm.  



Criteria for NTA Selection 
 

1. Critically important for advancing ecosystem recovery by -  

o Helping us learn something new (programmatic) 

o Taking an ongoing effort to the next level 

o Resulting in future action(s) that wouldn’t have otherwise occurred 

o Filling a knowledge gap (research) 

Secondary criteria 

- Cross-jurisdictional or cross-watershed benefit 

- Likelihood of success of outputs and ecological outcomes 

- Multiple benefits/targets affected (e.g., some projects may offer benefits for stormwater, 

habitat, shellfish, etc.) 

- Impact for dollar spent (bang for the buck, but not necessarily size-dependent) 

- Geographic equity within the LIO (for future rounds of NTA selection) 

 



The Puget Sound Change Map: 
Mapping Puget Sound urbanization and forestry activities 
from 2006-2013 using high-resolution (1-m) imagery data 

Kenneth B. Pierce Jr.
WDFW Habitat Science Division

Nov 2, 2016

2006 2009



WA Dept. of Fish & Wildlife’s
High Resolution Change Detection Program

• Land cover change measured from 1m NAIP data

• Use aerial imagery as source and truth

• Focuses on mapping urbanization and forestry

• Completed time-periods

– 2006-2009 

– 2009-2011

– 2011-2013



Two views of the shore
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Landsat 30-m pixel
139-ft diagonal

NAIP 1-m pixel
4.6-ft diagonal



Policy Motivations

• Measuring effectiveness of land-use planning and forest 
practice regulations (UGAs, CAOs, Zoning, etc.)

• Monitoring shoreline and riparian condition is 
critically important to adaptive management of natural 
resources for the greater Salish Sea ecosystem

• Riparian corridor regulations typically specify corridors 35-
100 ft. wide (thus the need for high resolution imagery)

• Shoreline policies regulate construction within 200-ft of 
the ordinary high-water line

4



Mostly Automated

Mostly Manual



Three views of the road
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2009 2011 2013



Mostly Automated

Mostly Manual



Accuracy Maximization

• Move beyond Accuracy Assessment for 
model to efficiently maximize accuracy after 
the model

• 0911 polygons 9.7 million (8.95 million acres)

• Gt25 polys 245k (145K acres), change 82k acres
– Gt50 polys 79k (72k acres), 68K change acres,3,744 dev

– Gt25only polys 165k (74kacres), 14K change, 2,161 dev

• Omission est: 4098



• 142,548 Change events

• 218,770 Change acres

• 57,834 Acres Canopy removal

• 155,656 Acres Timber harvest

• 12,500 Acres New Impervious

2006-2013 Puget Sound 
Change Map

Event size is 
exaggerated for 
visibility.

Scale: ~219,000 acres



Change Map Data

• Each mapped change location has up to six 
analyst assigned attributes:

– Change type/agent (4 primary classes)

• Change percentage (all in 25% increments)

• Decrease in tree cover

• Increase in impervious surface

• Increase in semi-pervious surface

– Starting land cover



Change Types/Agent

1. Development

2. Forestry

3. Tree Removal

4. Stream/hydrologic change
5. Redevelopment

6. Retention Pond

7. Other Natural

8. Other Non-natural



Change by Type 2006-2011
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Forest to Developed Example

Cover: Tree/shrub Change Type: Development

Tree decrease: 100%

Impervious increase: 50%

Semi-pervious increase: 25%

Changed area: 100%Area: 16.9 acres



Mixed to Developed Example

Cover: Mixed Non-built Change Type: Development

Tree decrease: 25%

Impervious increase: 25%

Semi-pervious increase: 25%

Changed area: 50%Area: 0.68 acres



200’ Shore Changes
• Change acres: 211

• Canopy loss: 142

• Imp increase: 54

• Semi increase: 21

• Events 1,830
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2006- 2011 Riparian change
on WDFW fish bearing streams 

in Puget Sound
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HRCD Outreach Project

• Matt Muller – Land Use Change Outreach 
Coordinator
– Office – (360) 902-2554

– Mobile – (360) 485-2979

• Demonstration projects using HRCD data

• Applications answering basic questions with 
local partners 



HRCD Utility:
Pierce County - WRIA 10 Canopy Loss

What Pierce County asked:

Land cover change in WRIA 
10?

Riparian change for major 
riverine systems?

Canopy loss in sub-basins and 
jurisdictions?

Where should restoration 
efforts be focused? 

Information the HRCD 
provided:
• Total change, including 

canopy loss and impervious 
surface gains in Pierce 
County

• Rates of canopy loss around 
4 major riverine systems

• Identifying where (by WCU 
and jurisdiction) canopy loss 
rates were highest



HRCD Utility:
Pierce County - WRIA 10 Canopy 

Loss
All Change Agents: Anthropogenic, non-

forestry:



HRCD Flexibility:
Whatcom County

What Whatcom asked:

County-wide  
Land Cover 

Change?

Riparian 
Change?

What’s going 
on with Lake 
Whatcom?

Information the HRCD 
provided:

• Initial application examined 
total land cover change

• This generated interest in 
riparian change by sub-basin

• Finally, more detailed 
analysis on the critical Lake 
Whatcom watershed



HRCD Standardized:
NWIFC

What NWIFC asked:

• How much impervious 
surface was added in 
Puget Sound watershed?
– For State of Our Watersheds 

Report (2015)

– Assess progress on 
enhancing salmon habitat 
in Western Washington 

– WRIAs 1 - 23

– Available Summer 2015

Information the HRCD 
provided:

• Quantifying cumulative 
impervious increase
– Puget Sound-wide

• Canopy loss in key 
habitats



HRCD SMP Monitoring

• Working with Thurston Co. to assess Shoreline Master Program 
monitoring 

• Dept. of Ecology on board to assess utility

• Results late 2015



3 Major Points

• HRCD (High Resolution Change Detection) 
builds on decades of LULCC science and remote 
sensing methods.

• In contrast to existing change products, HRCD 
provides “locally-relevant” data at broad extents.

• Output data consists of mapped change locations 
with 4 additional attributes: 

– percent change, tree loss, impervious increase, change 
agent



HRCD in 2015

• Data availability (today)

• Phase 3 2011-2013 Analysis (Early 2016)

• Phase 4 2013-2015 waiting on PSEMP 
monitoring budget approval 

• Possible land-cover modeling



HRCD 2015 and Future

1. Data availability: 2006-2009 and 2009-2011 
(today)

2. 2011-2013 Analysis (Early 2016)

3. SMP monitoring project

4. Experiment with Land cover modeling

5. Next NAIP flight this summer 2015

6. Funding currently depends on final state 
budget approval.

7. 2013-2015: Early 2017 if approved.





Coarse vegetation
Medium vegetation
Fine vegetation
Dirt

Impervious/
Gravel
Water
Potential 
Wetland







Restoration/Easement tracking with 
GLAD

• Reviewing known 
locations is relatively 
automated

• Need locations to 
track



Thanks!

• Funding provided by:

– EPA Lead Organization Grants administered by 
Dept. of Ecology and Dept. of Commerce

– Recreation and Conservation Office

– Dept. of Ecology Wetlands Grant

– Salmon Recovery Funding Board



 
 
October 3, 2016 
 
 
TO: Membership, South Central Caucus Group Local Integrating Organization (LIO) 
 
FM: Fred Jarrett, Chair, South Central Caucus LIO 
 
RE: Future of the South Central Local Integrating Organization: A Proposal to Restructure 
  

Summary of Proposal 
The South Central Caucus Group LIO should be restructured so that it can accomplish its 
objectives more effectively.  Specifically, I propose that the LIO work with partners over the 
next year to pursue consolidating certain functions with existing watershed groups in the region – 
specifically, Water Resource Inventory Areas (WRIAs) 8, 9, and possibly 10 -- and dissolving 
the LIO as a separate body.  However, the restructuring must be accompanied by a change in the 
existing LIO scope of work.  The existing scope of work is dominated by planning and reporting 
requirements rather than implementation and merely shifting this scope to WRIAs or other 
groups will not be effective or desirable. 
 

Introduction 

This memorandum proposes that the South Central Caucus LIO change its structure and scope of 
work to address concerns about the effectiveness and redundancy of the LIO. It describes a 
specific restructuring proposal, although I anticipate the need for us to devote a significant 
amount of our 2017 work plan towards developing a workable approach with key partners. I 
emphasize that this proposal focuses on the South Central LIO, as it is likely that no single model 
will work everywhere in Puget Sound.  
 
Background1 
In 2007, the legislation that created the Puget Sound Partnership (PSP) established seven “Action 
Areas,” and in 2008 a state legislative task force recommended a process to facilitate integration 
of the efforts of all groups in each Action Area, coining the term “Local Integrating 
Organization.” The Task Force recognized that there were many local groups involved in salmon 
and Puget Sound recovery, and did not contemplate replacing those groups with LIOs. Rather, it 
emphasized the need to build on existing groups and promoted flexibility for each group to best 
meet the needs within a particular Action Area. The South Central LIO was one of nine LIOs 
created by PSP in 2009/2010 with the intention to bring together (“integrate”) local jurisdictions 
and interests to establish and implement local priorities for Puget Sound protection and recovery, 
and to advise and influence PSP on regional priorities and strategies.2  
 

                                                 
1 The 2014 Report “Review of Local Watershed and Salmon Recovery Groups in Puget Sound”, provides an 
excellent history of watershed based groups; this summary borrows heavily from that document. 
2 Note that the creation of nine LIOs deviated from the seven “Action Areas” described in the Partnership’s enabling 
legislation—providing a precedent for some flexibility in determining appropriate LIO geographic boundaries. 
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The South Central LIO lumped together a large area encompassing three WRIA watersheds: the 
Lake Washington/Cedar/Sammamish (WRIA 8), the Green/Duwamish (WRIA 9); and the 
Puyallup/White (WRIA 10). These areas are heavily populated and economically robust, with 
numerous jurisdictions (comprising portions of King, Snohomish, and Pierce counties). 
Moreover, WRIAs 8 and 9 have state-designated “Lead Entity” organizations for salmon 
recovery, leading implementation of the Recovery Plan for threatened Puget Sound Chinook 
Salmon under the auspices of NOAA Fisheries. These WRIA groups are guided by watershed-
based salmon habitat conservation plans, staffed and funded by interlocal agreements, with 
strong participation from elected officials, jurisdictional staff and stakeholders. They have 
existed for over ten years, and the recent 2015 renewal of the interlocal agreements and funding, 
attests to their strong partner support.  
 
During the initial years of the South Central LIO (2009/10), there was significant local 
engagement given the excitement and political visibility of the newly established PSP, along 
with the expectation that LIOs would have a role in allocating funding for local actions. South 
Central LIO meetings were initially well attended by elected officials and senior jurisdictional 
staff, and PSP, through Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) funding, provided a high level 
of staff support.  However, for the most part no significant LIO role in allocating funding has 
materialized, and there has been increasing confusion about the role and efficacy of LIOs.3 While 
the 2015 revision of the EPA Puget Sound funding model indicated a limited LIO role in 
allocating federal National Estuary Program (NEP) funding, work over the past two years has 
been devoted to meeting PSP-directed planning requirements. Specifically, this included 
elements of a 5-year “Ecosystem Recovery Plan,” a 2-year “Implementation Plan,” and the 
solicitation of “near term actions” (NTAs) for inclusion in the 2016 Action Agenda. These 
processes elicited substantial feedback to PSP and EPA that they were confusing, overly 
burdensome and lacked a meaningful connection to implementation.  
 
Current Situation 

There are currently several drivers for change: 

 Process and planning fatigue: While South Central LIO members continue to participate in 
meetings, there is growing frustration with too much process, planning products and 
reporting.  

 Lack of perceived effectiveness: Many feel that the LIO has not realized its intended purpose 
to integrate local actions nor catalyze local implementation of the Action Agenda.  

 Frustration at lack of funding for implementation: There has been EPA funding for planning 
and process, but to date only minimal funding for project implementation.  

 Less elected official participation: Participation by elected and senior level officials has 
declined. By contrast, there is more such participation on other efforts such as WRIA forums, 
the Floodplains by Design initiative, and “the Green-Duwamish Watershed Strategy.” 

                                                 
3 A 2014 State Supplemental Budget proviso report described this situation and provided recommendations for 
improved alignment and strengthening of LIOs. 
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 Increasing external pressure to reduce process costs: PSP has cut staff and reduced capacity 

to support LIOs and other groups. There is also reduced federal funding from NOAA 
Fisheries to Washington State for salmon recovery Lead Entity capacity.  

 
Based on these concerns, in recent meetings several South Central LIO members have 
questioned whether continuing to convene the LIO is worth the effort. The group has taken steps 
to address this by devoting more meeting time to sharing details of implementation approaches 
rather than planning deliverables, but the question remains. 
 
Local engagement is still critically important 

Despite the stated concerns, I believe collaborative local engagement is critical for Puget Sound 
recovery.  Local support is needed to:  
 Foster local buy-in for successful implementation: Most of the on-the-ground actions needed 

to implement recovery occur at the local level–stormwater and wastewater management, land 
use controls, transportation decisions, habitat protection and restoration, and floodplain 
management activities. It is important to ensure that local activities contribute to the regional 
goals and targets set by PSP, and to garner local resident and business support for them.  

 Support development and implementation of funding strategies: Beyond having a role in 
allocating funding, local entities will need to be heavily involved in the development and 
implementation of overall funding strategies. Federal or state funding may never materialize 
at the level sufficient to make a difference, and funding may ultimately need to come from 
various local sources–jurisdictions, residents and businesses. Because funds are scarce, local 
entities will be motivated to ensure actions are cost-effective and aligned with other local 
priorities, ranging from transportation, education, and police and fire safety, etc.  

 
Proposal 

Therefore, I propose to negotiate a 2017 South Central LIO scope of work that:  

 Reduces planning requirements: instead of further refining separate local plans, the scope 
would focus on determining how the LIO can best contribute to the PSP’s Action 
Agenda. The Action Agenda reflects scientifically robust and elaborate planning work 
(defined targets, logical results chains and conceptual models, etc.). It is more appropriate 
that our local effort focus on prioritizing actions we can take to support the Action 
Agenda within our purview, to strengthen and not re-do PSP’s intensive planning work. 

 Provides opportunities for meaningful watershed based program integration4 and 

information sharing (in particular, focusing on how to integrate salmon recovery and 
water quality/quantity efforts). Salmon recovery and stormwater experts see a need for 
greater integration through an established framework or venue.  

                                                 
4 We note that the term “integrating” in the acronym LIO may appears to have been used to emphasize that need to 
integrate many jurisdictions within a local geographic area; there may be an equal need to “integrate” different types 
of programs/projects over a logical ecosystem-defined area, such as a watershed. 
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 Maximizes LIO influence in allocating funding. We appreciate EPA and PSP’s efforts to 
ensure a role for LIOs in allocating federal funding. It is a positive development and 
responsive to frustration LIOs have expressed. We would also want to maximize 
opportunities for “seed funding” for project implementation. 

 Streamlines reporting requirements: Reporting requirements should be streamlined to the 
degree possible given state statutory requirements, while maintaining a rigorous reporting 
process for Near Term Actions that are funded and implemented (given the need for 
accountability and an adaptive “plan-do-check-adjust” framework).  
 

 Includes time to develop and implement restructuring of the LIO, either the proposal 
described below or an alternative reform plan. 
 

As a starting point, I propose the LIO work with WRIAs 8 and 9 on establishing a new structure 
whereby the LIO would dissolve, but these WRIA groups would, with additional capacity, take 
on additional functions that both enhance the WRIA’s effectiveness and advance the regional 
effort to protect and restore Puget Sound. 5  (Appendix A provides an initial list of functions for 
consideration).  I believe this proposal would: 
 

 Improve cross-program integration (by having a more ecologically linked geographic 

boundary):  Because they are hydrologically linked, actions to address water quality, 
salmon recovery, and flood protection are best managed at the watershed scale.  Focusing 
attention separately on the Lake Washington/Cedar/Sammamish, Green/Duwamish, and 
Puyallup/White watersheds is appropriate as these different watersheds have different 
physical characteristics, pressures, and ecological restoration priorities.  
 

 Make political integration easier (a smaller scale would be more workable):  The South 
Central Action Area is highly populated and includes so many jurisdictions that 
narrowing the focus to WRIA basins would reduce the number of interested and affected 
parties, thus facilitating good communication and coordination.  
 

 Reduce redundancy.  LIO functions would be more effectively achieved by using existing 
bodies that are watershed based and have political buy-in and engagement at the local 
level and a proven track record, as is the case in the WRIAs 8 and 9. Fewer groups makes 
it more likely that elected officials and community and business leaders would 
participate, and save time and resources overall.  

 
 Reinforce existing trends.  WRIAs have already expanded their scope to incorporate 

climate change and stormwater as it relates to salmon.  A watershed based approach is 
also consistent with the inclusion of basin planning in the current Stormwater NPDES 
permit, and the trend toward multi-benefit approaches such as “Floodplains by Design.” 
 

                                                 
5 The LIO coverage for WRIA 10, currently part of the South Central Caucus, would need to be determined.   
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 Help foster development of an overall funding strategy.  This approach is consistent with 
the recommendation of the Finance Subcommittee of PSP’s Ecosystem Coordination 
Board to move away from silos toward an integrated funding approach.  WRIA groups 
are experienced at articulating funding needs, and consolidating efforts may help advance 
the funding discussion, perhaps even towards locally-driven funding initiatives.  

 
I recognize that there are several challenges to bringing this about.  PSP and EPA would need to 
be assured that the new structure more effectively supports the Action Agenda and would need to 
reduce burdensome LIO planning and reporting requirements.  WRIA groups would need to have 
additional capacity for this role, and would need to be convinced that it is in their best interest to 
take on these additional responsibilities—that an increasing role will benefit their core mission of 
salmon recovery, improve their effectiveness, and increase their relevance given emerging 
environmental problems (such as stormwater and climate change). 
 
While the exact restructuring would emerge from discussions over the next year, I believe it 
should adhere to certain principles.  These include greater consolidation, a focus on integrating 
activities on a watershed scale, and revising the local effort in Puget Sound recovery away from 
planning toward implementation.  I also believe this restructuring will simultaneously strengthen 
PSP, emphasizing its primacy as the entity responsible for regional planning.    
 
Next steps 

I look forward to discussing this proposal with you at the October LIO meeting.  Assuming 
general concurrence with the need to restructure, King County will look to renegotiate the 2017 
contract with PSP to allow for exploration of this restructuring process.6  We will then need to 
engage with WRIA groups and other partners to discuss, develop, and implement a change.  It 
will take some effort to bring this about, but from our discussions to date, it is clear that change 
is needed.  Residents, local governments, and community organizations throughout the South 
Central region are very supportive of protecting Puget Sound, as demonstrated by your 
perseverance these past few years. I am concerned that the current perception of a process-heavy, 
ineffective LIO process risks wasting this enthusiasm, diminishing the potential political will that 
is needed for making the difficult decisions, and raising the funds needed, to achieve real 
progress towards our restoration goals.  
 
Enclosure 
 

                                                 
6 King County would likely not continue in a leadership role past 2017, assuming that independent WRIA or other 
groups would absorb the LIO’s functions, and if not, then the LIO would dissolve.   
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APPENDIX A 
 

Potential LIO Roles for WRIAs 
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 Continue Lead Entity and salmon recovery role. Keep Interlocal Agreements for salmon 
recovery in WRIAs 8 and 9.  

 Keep salmon recovery grant programs and roles: Salmon Recovery Funding Board, Puget 
Sound Acquisition and Restoration and Cooperative Watershed Management grants. Having 
funding decisions keeps partners at the table and progress inspires more implementation. 

 Add selected LIO functions to WRIAs 8 and 9, negotiate to have Environmental Protection 
Agency (EPA) funding go to them instead of King County, but have the scope of work be 
renegotiated to be more meaningful and less burdensome (less planning requirements). 
Work could potentially still be done with consultant help or by adding part-time staff to 
each WRIA team or the WRIA teams could share staffing.  

 Examine WRIA membership to consider including groups that currently participate in LIO. 

 WRIA leaders/members would need to ascertain which of the LIO planning functions would 
be appropriate and worthwhile to pursue, and negotiate these with PSP and EPA who 
currently are requiring these functions.  

 
Enhanced Roles that Might Be Considered for adding LIO roles to WRIAs  

 Examine other models such as those summarized in Appendix A and consider add Non-
Profit status to increase ability to fundraise and attract private sector funding.  

 Expand WRIA roles and responsibilities to include other salmon species (e.g. WRIA 7 already 
considers Chinook, Bull Trout, Steelhead and Coho). 

 Expand WRIA role in integrating salmon recovery/stormwater planning (as has been done in 
the case of Miller-Walker Creek retrofits, Green-Duwamish Stormwater Planning, Bear 
Creek Basin stormwater and habitat planning). 

 Expand WRIA role in identifying and recommending Floodplains by Design projects. 

 Some WRIAs could do more integrated floodplain planning (King County has Flood Control 
District now, but Regional Needs Assessment called for Fish, Water Quality and Flooding to 
be done at watershed/regional scale).  

 Expand WRIA role in climate preparedness especially related to salmon recovery (will 
already be happening at some level as part of WRIA salmon plan updates). 

 Expand role in direct implementation of riparian plantings and stewardship programs, for 
example by coordinating stewardship programs. 
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 Expand role in engaging business community and private sector in funding and taking 
actions to improve Puget Sound health (e.g. Salmon Safe program and climate change 
offsets). 

 Consider role for WRIAs in areas with significant shellfish bed closures, to recommend water 
quality improvements. 

 

 In more urban areas, WRIAs could be more involved in improving livability and sustainability 
of cities and reducing sprawl (i.e., promote low impact development and rain gardens, 
shoreline best management practices and landowner-driven restoration projects). 
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