WRIA 9 FORUM

DRAFT SUMMARY

July 18, 2007

2:30- 5:00 p.m.

Tukwila Community Center
ATTENDEES

	Name
	Affiliation

	Forum:
	

	Mayor Steven Mullet, Chair
	City of Tukwila

	Julie Hall
	City of Seattle

	Mayor Laure Iddings
	City of Maple Valley

	Mike Mactutis
	City of Kent

	Linda McCrea
	Tacoma Public Utilities

	Mayor Joan McGilton
	City of Burien

	Councilmember Marlla Mhoon
	City of Covington

	Sarah Ogier
	King County

	Joyce Papke
	City of Normandy Park

	Councilmember Bill Peloza
	City of Auburn

	Ron Straka
	City of Renton


	Other Attendees:
	

	Glen Akramoff
	City of Covington

	Pat Cagney
	US Army Corps of Engineers (ACOE)

	Paul Hickey
	Tacoma Public Utilities

	Ryan Larson
	City of Tukwila

	Dr. Phil Levin
	Northwest Fisheries Science Center 

	Aaron Nix
	City of Auburn


	Karen Bergeron
	WRIA Habitat Project Coordinator

	Dennis Clark
	WRIA 9 Public Outreach/Stewardship Coordinator

	Linda Grob
	WRIA 9 Administrative Assistant

	Doug Osterman 
	WRIA 9 Watershed Coordinator

	Gordon Thomson
	WRIA 9 Plan Manager


I. Welcome and Introductions

Steve Mullet opened the meeting and invited attendees to introduce themselves.     

II. Public Comment

Dennis Clark announced that thanks to the efforts of State Representative Dave Upthegrove, $2.5 million in grants were secured for Seahurst Park and Duwamish Gardens.  In appreciation Dennis asked Forum members to sign the paper fish that he passed around, which will be added to a framed WRIA 9 poster for presentation to Representative Upthegrove.  Dennis also announced that he will begin sending out invitations to the Yellow Bus Tour on August 16, which is co-sponsored by Tacoma and the US Army Corps of Engineers.

III. Approval of Meeting Summary

	The Forum unanimously approved the summary for the January 31, 2007 meeting.


IV. The Condition of Puget Sound Today
Dr. Phil Levin, Northwest Fisheries Science Center, said Puget Sound is like any other urban watershed in the country in that it has lots of problems, most of which are related to urban growth.   However, two ways the Sound does differ are in its extreme depth and the fact people living here actually care it.  In comparison to Chesapeake Bay, Puget Sound is about the same size, but it is really deep, and goes from shallow to deep really fast.  It has fringes of habitats that support little fish, which can get hide from the big mouths that feed in deeper water.  Dr. Levin said we have less leeway in terms of damaging the Sound than in Chesapeake Bay, where people can destroy lots of eelgrass and have less impact than doing the same thing in Puget Sound.  A Sound is made up of a series of “bowls” so if you dump something into the Sound it tends to stay there.  On the plus side, this creates good habitat and fish production because it traps nutrients.
Dr. Levin explained that the Sound has connections between different habitats, and fresh water has a huge impact on what goes on in nearshore areas and on sediment input. We have sediments and beaches that will erode if unimpeded, with sediments transported along the shore and being deposited in eelgrass, which is a good forage area for herring and juvenile salmon.  Fish themselves become an amazing link between fresh and ocean water and land habitats, and there is a net transfer of nutrients from ocean to river when salmon go upstream.  The food web is also very complicated in Puget Sound, moving up from phytoplankton, algae and detritus (leaves, branches, etc., from the rivers), to crabs and shrimp, then on to fish and sea stars, and at the top, bottom fish like lingcod, sharks, and seabirds.  One of the most important predators in Puget Sound is the six-gill shark, which has only been studied here for the last several years even though it is extremely common in the Sound.  Six-gill sharks are the third largest predatory shark, can be up to 20 feet long (usually 12 feet in the Sound), and prefer Salty’s ea food to Ivars (based on where they hang out in Elliott Bay).  Forty six-gill Sharks are currently tagged in Elliott Bay.  They tend to hang out in the shallow margins, but also travel a half-mile up the Duwamish very early in the morning, usually around 4:00 a.m. 
Dr. Levin said ecosystem-based management is a reasonably good way to recover Puget Sound.  Eelgrass supports, directly or indirectly, juvenile salmon, crabs, herring, and orcas, so we get clear benefits from having eelgrass around.  Impacts to the eelgrass will eventually disrupt the orcas due to food web effects.  Bulkheads affect sediment transfer which in turn affects eelgrass.  A risk assessment model is looking at the combined economic and ecologic effects.  Fixing the ecological problem is easy (overfishing (quit fishing), but fixing it in a way that allows us to have economic benefits is hard.  He said only a concerted, immediate action will halt declines in ecosystem health in Puget Sound. 

Discussion:

· Pat Cagney asked what the inputs to the model are, and if the model will be used in a regulatory context.  Dr. Levin said the model was developed for the California coast and used in Melbourne, Australia, and we are transferring it to Puget Sound.  First, it is an oceanic model, then a habitat model on top of that, then a food web model, and finally a human impacts model (what’s going on with fisheries, etc.).  He said the parts we have done well go up through the food web, and the parts we have problems with are the sediment dynamics and non-source point pollution.  The model tells us what strategies will work, but it won’t tell us the quantity of different types of habitats that are needed. 
· Pat Cagney asked about a hypothetical scenario on Whidbey Island where somebody wants to put in a 100-foot bulkhead.  Dr. Levin said that wouldn’t work with this model, which doesn’t tell us the impact of one bulkhead, but rather helps us in terms of strategy as in the example of what happens if we double the number of bulkheads.  

· Laure Iddings said she was appalled that more bulkheads are even allowed in Puget Sound.  Doug Osterman suggested we work with Phil Levin on a WRIA-level, and use these analyses to look for the most important places to protect.  Gordon Thomson stated that the WRIA is going to craft a policy on bulkheads to provide information to jurisdictions, and we will work with nearshore cities on a shoreline management act on bulkheads. Bill Peloza commented that this is one element that the Puget Sound Partnership can tackle that will be really positive. 
· Pat Cagney suggested that Dr. Levin look at what the Puget Sound Nearshore Program has already built in, and add the regulatory and restoration component to the model.  Dr. Levin responded that we are just getting started and we will have eight full time staff dedicated to this project.  Right now the model is deliberately vague to help the Puget Sound Partnership, but we want to do it in a way that will be practical so we can then use it in other areas.  

Phil Levin concluded by saying he will be baiting sharks the mornings of August 27-31, and he asked people to contact him if they are interested in going out in the boat on those afternoons.  The boat goes out from 2:00 p.m. to 5:00 or 6:00 p.m. 

V. Proposed 2008 WRIA 9 Watershed Coordination Services Operational Budget
Doug Osterman presented the WRIA 9 Interlocal Agreement (ILA) budget for 2008.  
Laure Iddings asked for an explanation of the Miller/Walker Creek Basin Plan portion of the budget.  Doug explained that the 2007 budget only partially funded Dennis Clark through the ILA, with the rest provided by a KCD grant for stewardship services.  In 2008, half his funding will come from a Miller/Walker Creek Basin Plan Technical Services Agreement (TSA).  Miller and Walker Creeks are in the west side of SeaTac Airport.  Three cities (Normandy Park, Burien, and Seatac), King County, and the Port of Seattle came forward to say they’ve been working on the Miller/Walker Basin Plan, and they want a jump start to get stewardship and monitoring going.  These partners would pay for half of Dennis’ time.  This work will support Habitat Plan implementation by assisting the partners with stormwater management and ecological restoration in the second-largest stream basin in the Nearshore Subwatershed.  Doug reported that we are within days of implementing the program in 2007, and it will go on through the end of 2008.  The Management Committee debated whether to even show Miller/Walker Creek in the ILA budget, but decided to include it, and also show that it will be a case study for how to do this in other smaller drainage basins in the watershed.  
Joan McGilton explained that the Miller/Walker Basin Plan has been going on for eight years, with input from the cities, Port of Seattle, Department of Transportation, and King County.  The plan was written with the idea that there would be some stewardship.  She said it makes sense for Dennis to do this work based on his experience, and it is going to be a model for bringing the community and professionals to the table to share information back and forth.  The Port of Seattle wanted in so they could say yes or no to whatever was found. 
Doug reported that the Management Committee is proposing to fully fund the Habit Project Implementation function through a King Conservation District grant, because we need a certain percentage of the capital to run a multi-million dollar program.  He said Sarah Ogier and others are having the conversation right now with KCD about that funding.  Doug explained that with the KCD funding available, we will shift the Lead Entity Grant ($64,000) to partially back up the Plan Management position for the monitoring and reporting part of the plan, which is the way other watersheds use their Lead Entity grants. 
Bill Peloza noted that we haven’t seen any scope of work for the 2.52 staffing.  Doug replied that the Management Committee saw the same scope of work as this year’s. Ron Straka inquired if he was saying do the same amount of work as this year with less staff.  Doug said the shift is in stewardship. Dennis Clark explained that there will be a few things he wouldn’t be able to do next year, like spending as much time as on grant writing.  Laure Iddings asked why we are still paying the same amount, but getting fewer services.  Steve Mullet said it is due to the increased overhead for next year. 

	The Forum unanimously approved the 2008 WRIA 9 Watershed Coordination Services operational budget with the caveat that the scope of work is included.


VI. Geographic “Action Areas” of Puget Sound – Preparing the 2020 Puget Sound Partnership Action Agenda
Doug Osterman explained that state law says there will be one representative on the Puget Sound Partnership Ecosystem Coordination Board for each sub-regional “Action Area”.  Last week, the WRIA 9 Steering Committee supported keeping our existing watershed and structure as an Action Area, but there is a faction involved in Puget Sound recovery saying salmon aren’t everything in Puget Sound.  Ron Shultz, the acting director of the Puget Sound Partnership, has sent out six Action Areas maps for comment.  Most of the maps are conglomerations of the existing 14 Puget Sound watersheds.  Some of the options for Action Areas are: 
· 14 salmon watersheds; 
· seven sub-regions; 
· a Puget Sound Management Plan breakdown; 
· a breakdown by county; and 
· a breakdown that would lump WRIAs 8/9/10 and part of north Kitsap Peninsula. 
Discussion:

· Sarah Ogier clarified that the state said that Puget Sound should be divided up in no less than seven sub-regions.  
· Joan McGilton explained that the regional breakdown came about during the discussion of how many people you can effectively put on the Ecosystem Coordination Board, with 15 being the highest number, which in turn meant there was room for seven regions at the table.  Other representatives include members from the federal government (three), environmental interests (one), business community (two), cities (one), and counties (one).  Joan said that for a long time the Partnership wasn’t even looking at the cities and counties, which are the ones that will implement these plans, so we need the loudest voice we can muster. 
· Bill Peloza asked if we are going to have any influence on which action area our watershed ends up in. Doug said Puget Sound Partnership will continue to discuss this through the fall.  Steve Mullet explained that Jim Kramer of Shared Strategy is putting the push on us now because he wants to be proactive on the Action Areas so he can lobby for the part that watersheds will play in the Puget Sound Partnership. Sarah Ogier mentioned that she believes Ron Shultz said the Partnership would like direct input back from the watersheds by August 3. 
· Joan McGilton remarked that when she joined this group several years ago everyone said the Skagit Watershed was going to get all the money, but now WRIA 9 has shown that urban watersheds can contribute to salmon recovery.  Doug Osterman said that if we want to keep our alignment, influence, and the nearshore, we should stay with WRIA Action Areas. We have to start talking eco-centric and nearshore, not salmon-centric.  Aaron Nix noted that if we start going to an eco-centric approach, moving the direction from the WRIAs, we may lose the voice from the business community.  Pat Cagney said he disagreed – if you are doing good things for the ecosystem, you are providing benefits to many species. 
· Ron Straka said maintaining the WRIA makes a lot of sense.  It would be pretty disruptive to change the size and structure of the table, and we should maintain the structure we have.  Marlla Mhoon agreed that we need to maintain the WRIA structure because of the knowledge of the watershed.  

· Joan McGilton said our message is clear – we are the implementers, we know our areas, we got the group together.  She said she liked that at the WRIA-level we all have an equal seat at the table. If it gets to a larger group, Seattle and King County will dominate. 
· Sarah Ogier remarked that King County is putting together a letter supporting the watershed boundaries.  She commented that the recommendation that WRIA 9 become an Action Area implies that the Forum will take on Puget Sound actions like the orcas.  Ron Straka responded that for those things that we have control over and that drain into the Sound, we have demonstrated actions we can do.  Aaron Nix said there may be specific actions we can do, but do we want to make sure that we spend resources on things that benefit Puget Sound. 
· Laure Idding noted that our actions are very specific to our WRIA.  She said the state could take over the responsibility of the waters of Puget Sound, because we are the nearshore.   Sarah Ogier responded that she hadn’t seen anything that says the marine waters will be a separate action area.  Steve Mullet commented that if northern Kitsap is included with WRIA 9, it would mean we are responsible for marine waters.  Pat Cagney said we deal with red tide and other issues, but there may be other issues that we haven’t had to deal with. 
· Steve Mullet noted that pushing our interest forward is very important – we think WRIA 9 is important and needs good representation.  Joyce Papke said today’s decision is preliminary, but she asked if there will still be an opportunity for this group to talk about it more.  Doug Osterman explained that the discussion would go to the Management Committee, and we could get back to the rest of the Forum through e-mail. 
	The Forum supported the Steering Committee’s recommendation to maintain the WRIA/ 

Watershed boundaries as Puget Sound Partnership Action Areas.


VII. Capital Habitat Project Implementation – Status and Steps for Allocating King Conservation District/WRIA 9 Forum Funds for 2008
Doug Osterman announced that the Forum has not approved how to spend the $1.8 million for projects.  The Management Committee thought we should delay that decision until the November Forum meeting, and the King Conservation District (KCD) participated in the discussion.  He said this summer we will let the Salmon Recovery Funding Board and Puget Sound Partnership grant programs make their decisions.  After we see how that shakes out, we will look at all project funding in the fall, including coming up with the budget for KCD capital funds in November.  KCD likes this process because right now they are inundated with WRIA grant applications.  WRIA 9 can come back in February for grant applications.

VIII. Public Comment
Gordon Thomson announced that he recently sent out a survey to city planning departments asking for the status of city land use regulations and the programs in the Habitat Plan that cities thought they could be implementing.  He said we want to establish a baseline for the end of the year, and he requested that Forum members encourage their city’s planning staff to fill out and return the survey.  Gordon also reported that he and Dennis Clark have been meeting with city planning and public works departments directly.

Gordon reported that he is organizing a two-day workshop in early 2008 for city staff and shoreline property owners.  He said he and Doug Osterman recently walked the two-mile shoreline of Normandy Park with planning staff, and they could really see the difference between sediment-starved and healthy beaches.  Unarmored stretches had lots of wood, eelgrass, and sandy beaches.  Doug added that Normandy Park staff was very proactive in contacting the WRIA team.  He requested that Pat Cagney check on the Des Moines Sewer District’s new outfall at the Des Moines marina that is affecting Normandy Park.  Pat responded that he couldn’t believe in this day and age they didn’t get a permit, and under repair and rehabilitation, development must remain in the original footprint.  
Bill Peloza suggested that a positive thing for WRIA 9 to do would be to document our thoughts about shoreline armoring.  He said we should write a letter to Bill Ruckelshaus for his committee to consider some legislation about the issue.  Steve Mullet responded that we could draft a letter and let you all see it.  Ron Straka commented that armoring is just one element affecting the nearshore, and he said he gets concerned when we focus on one item.  Pat Cagney remarked that there are enough local, state, and federal regulations to stop armoring, but tax revenue is involved.  We do not have the political will to enforce existing regulations.  Joyce Papke noted that the issue is a no-brainer for a city without a shoreline, but for a city like Normandy Park, the council will have to consider it and make a decision.  Bill Peloza commented that we are not going to eliminate armoring, because there are going to be variances, but there needs to be a commonsense approach. Doug explained that there is huge amount of misinformation on the Shoreline Management Act, and the culture of the state is to read the single family exemption for a substantial development permit as an exemption from all other land use regulations.  Joyce said we need to provide education on armoring because there is an consulting/contracting industry out there supporting bulkheads.

X. Wrap Up/Next Steps

The meeting adjourned at 4:50 p.m.  The next Forum meeting is November 14, 2007, 2:30 to 5:00 p.m.
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