WRIA 9 FORUM

DRAFT SUMMARY

August 20, 2008
2:30- 5:00 p.m.

Tukwila Community Center
ATTENDEES

	Name
	Affiliation

	Forum:
	

	Mayor Joan McGilton, Chair
	City of Burien

	Glenn Akramoff
	City of Covington

	Councilmember Tim Clark
	City of Kent

	Scott Jones
	City of Algona

	Sandy Kilroy
	King County

	Mayor Shawn McEvoy
	City of Normandy Park

	Councilmember Bill Peloza
	City of Auburn

	Allen Quynn
	City of Renton

	Loren Reinhold
	City of Des Moines

	Councilmember Dennis Robertson
	City of Tukwila

	Susan Saffery
	City of Seattle

	Greg Volkhardt
	Tacoma Public Utilities


	Other Attendees:
	

	Terry Lavender
	Conservation Futures Citizens Committees

	Kelly McLain Aardal
	City of Auburn

	Jason Mulvihill-Kuntz
	Puget Sound Partnership

	Sarah Ogier
	King County

	Kelly Peterson
	City of Kent

	Joe Ryan
	Puget Sound Partnership

	Jessica Saavedra
	King Conservation District

	John Taylor
	Puget Sound Partnership


	Karen Bergeron
	WRIA 9 Habitat Projects Coordinator

	Linda Grob
	WRIA 9 Administrative Coordinator

	Doug Osterman 
	WRIA 9 Watershed Coordinator


I. Welcome and Introductions

Forum Chair Joan McGilton opened the meeting and invited attendees to introduce themselves.  

II. Public Comment

Terry Lavender, Chair, Conservation Futures Citizens Committee, explained that the committee makes annual recommendations to the King County Council and County Executive on project funding allocations for the Conservation Futures Tax (CFT) collections.  She provided a list of the committee’s 2009 recommended CFT projects, as well recommendations for the Parks Expansion Levy collections.  The committee reviews proposals and visits all sites prior to making funding recommendations, and for this round WRIA 9 projects were recommended for $3.6 million.  The project recommendations are now in the Executive’s proposed budget, and Terry reported that the county hasn’t made any changes to the CFT Committee’s recommendations in the last four years.  She reminded the Forum that each city has a small portion of Parks levy dollars, and should submit proposals.  King County cannot use this money for its general budget shortfall.

Joan McGilton inquired if the CFT Committee considers equity for South King County when projects are reviewed.  Terry Lavender replied that the committee does look at geographic equity, but part of the problem in the past for South King County was a lack of proposals.  She said the committee provided education, which resulted in WRIA 9 receiving double the $1.8 million for WRIA 8 projects.  One problem for small cities is that CFT requires 50% match. 

Susan Saffery asked if all the recommended projects have match.  Terry affirmed that they do.  She explained that if a project is good the CFT program does not require the match up front, but project sponsors must secure the match for final approvals.

III. Approval of Meeting Summary

	The Forum unanimously approved the summary for the June 26, 2008 meeting.


IV. WRIA 9 2009 Work Plan and Staff Plan
Combining Forum and Steering Committee:

Doug Osterman explained that the budget was adopted at the June 26 Forum meeting.  Also approved at the meeting were the cost shares for $380,814.  One of the major recommendations from the Management Committee was to combine the Steering Committee and Forum into one group that would meet four times per year, to be called the Watershed Ecosystem Forum.  The Steering Committee favorably discussed the combined group at their July meeting.  Combining the groups might involve processing an amendment in the Interlocal Agreement or the Memorandum of Understanding.  Doug said he would also have to reduce his participation and coordination in statewide and regional efforts, and be more discerning overall in what he participates in. 

Discussion:

· Tim Clark commented that he doesn’t have a clear idea of what the Puget Sound Partnership (PSP) is doing this year, and he asked if reducing regional participation would be a liability for WRIA 9. He added that the Association of Washington Cities (AWC) is also involved.  Doug Osterman explained that this was discussed by the Management Committee, and the conclusion was we will have to be more efficient.  He said Kathy Minsch, Seattle, also attends some of the Puget Sound Partnership meetings, so maybe we can tag team. 
· Tim Clark expressed concerns regarding when PSP gets involved in other parts of the cleanup, like water quality.  The implications are huge, but what PSP is doing is still murky.  Joan McGilton said that is also her concern.  PSP is going to make funding decisions on projects, and we will have to have Kathy Minsch and others alert us when we need to be at the table.  WRIA 9 has been a major player at the meetings, and we don’t what to lose that.  Susan Saffery noted that cities have staff attending PSP meetings, and she said most people are presumably on the email list.  Mayor McGilton responded that communications from AWC ask Burien as a city to comment, which is not as effective as having comments from this group representing many cities. 
· Sandy Kilroy praised Doug Osterman’s efforts in tracking and keeping the Forum informed on what is happening with PSP, which is also being tracked by other King County staff.  She said we are waiting to see where PSP is going in the future. 
· Tim Clark explained that when the topic of water is broadened, suddenly people start coming in talking about NPDES and flood control zones.  Whenever there is big money and it moves, it is gone forever, and the ability to sustain what we’ve been doing becomes more complex.  He asked if we should drive through Jeanne Burbage, Federal Way, the AWC representative on PSP, that all the major forums must be represented at the technical committee.  Joan McGilton replied that we can discuss this at the joint WRIA meeting coming up in September. 
· Shawn McEvoy, said he would like to revisit the reduced participation in regional groups, and he added that he is not comfortable being on the Steering Committee with less support for WRIA staff.  Doug Osterman explained that he will have to figure our how to be flexible, and use Linda Grob’s, Administrative Coordinator, time more efficiently to support his efforts to become more participatory.  He said he needs to be more discerning in how he participates, and coordinate more with people who are also going to the meetings.  We will also reduce responsiveness to jurisdictions and individual coordination with the reduced budget.  
· Sarah Ogier, King County, reported that the County will continue to track PSP, and the watershed forums are invited under the umbrella of other groups, such as Watershed Leads and the Lead Entity Advisory Group.  Joan McGilton remarked that we do have a voice, and that voice is through the groups sitting at the table.  She cautioned against losing any advocacy for WRIA 9 through WRIA 9. 
· Dennis Robertson commented that most members of the Steering Committee won’t want to sit through this type of discussion.  We will have to have the Management Committee do lots of this discussion before hand and present shorter agendas at the combined Forum/Steering Committee meetings. 
· Sandy Kilroy said she would like to see a list of all the committees, what we get out of our participation, and how much time we spend attending meetings, before we decide what stays and what goes. 
Reduction in Staff:

Doug Osterman reported that the Forum currently funds plan implementation at 1 FTE, which would be reduced to a .5 FTE in next year’s budget.  This means there would be reduced ability to support and contribute to a technical committee, which we would have to make up for by using available technical resources of the Steering Committee members and other city and county staff if the resources are available.  Another reduction, listed under “be selective about overall participation and coordination” in the work plan would mean we won’t be able to continue to track watershed-wide monitoring, nor have the staff to advise us on adaptive management and monitoring.  Doug explained that we will continue to monitor our own projects, but will not have the capacity for overall monitoring in the WRIA.
Discussion:

· Joan McGilton reported that those who attended the Habitat Work Schedule meeting yesterday at Alderbrook heard Bill Ruckelshaus say monitoring is a huge hole in the state.  A year ago we who sit on the Steering Committee said we need monitoring. 
· Dennis Robertson questioned how WRIA staff could not lead the Technical Committee.  He noted that this work plan is heavy on attending meetings, whereas our plan is very technical.  Doug Osterman commented that the Technical Committee is currently focusing its working on harvest and hatchery integration into our Salmon Habitat Plan.  Next year we may have different technical needs that might have to be provided by other participating jurisdictions that have technical resources.
· Sandy Kilroy commented that there is no actual staff-level committee meeting in WRIA 9, and she asked if there is an option to reduce the Technical Committee work, and not cut it out altogether.  Joan McGilton responded that the work reduction is following the staff reduction, and if we proceed with staff cuts, we can’t ask for a work increase.  We have talked about getting grants to put this money back into the 2009 budget.  Sandy noted that we do need to make choices on what gets reduced.  She agreed with reductions in adaptive management and monitoring that is bigger than WRIA 9 and extends beyond our boundaries. 
· Dennis Robertson inquired if we could have the cities take over and run the combined Forum/Steering Committee, and have staff continue to run the Technical Committee, since staff does all the real work.  Doug Osterman said we should be very explicit about our needs when looking for a grant program to fund staff, so if DOE/EPA comes forth again (like it did this year) with funding, we could request that this funding go toward staffing the Technical Committee.  Also, with the funding allocation from the Salmon Recovery Funding Board now being capped at small percentages for WRIA 9, we currently do not receive adequate capital funding for implementing projects for which we need the most technical support.
· Bill Peloza commented that we are missing the boat if staff doesn’t attend regional meetings.  Joan McGilton said that she heard Sandy Kilroy say staff should put together a regional list of groups and then see which ones we want to attend.  She noted that at the Management Committee we said other cities have to step up.  Councilmember Peloza said if we had a list from cities of who can attend meetings, then we can draw on this list, and get whoever can attend to provide a report.  There are probably members of the Steering Committee who would be willing to attend regional meetings.  
· Doug Osterman remarked that it takes a significant part of our time each year to revise the Habitat Plan, and roll up the 3-year capital improvement plan and Adaptive Management Plan to the PSP level.  We could shift plan revisions to every two or three years.  Jay Covington suggested the plan be revised every three years, and the comprehensive report and report of achievements change to every two to three years versus every year. 

· Doug Osterman explained the WRIA 9 is one of three watersheds test driving the PSP report card of how the watershed is doing, which they may ask watersheds to do on an annual basis.  Sandy Kilroy asked if the report card will be connected to funding.  Doug said that is unknown. One thing PSP is asking in the report card is if we have the capacity to do what we are supposed to be doing. 

	The Forum unanimously approved the 2009 Work Plan and Staff Plan, and combining the Forum and Steering Committee.


V. 2009 WRIA 9/King Conservation District Funding
Karen Bergeron, Habitat Projects Coordinator, reported that with the help of Jessica Saavedra, King Conservation District (KCD), we identified an additional $400,000 in KCD funds that are available to use in WRIA 9.  This is a result of eight to nine years of accumulation of small amounts, and is a one-time source of money.  She said by coincidence it turns out we were short $400,000 in our funding for our highest priority projects that are slated for 2009, so our recommendation is we make these projects whole, by allocating $150,000 to Pautske Levee Removal, and $250,000 to Pt. Heyer Drift Cell.  The Steering committee approved the ranking, in order, of Pautske, Downey Farmstead, and Pt. Heyer.  Jessica Saavedra added that this money will not go away.  

Allen Quynn asked if we could use the money for the operations shortfall.  Doug Osterman replied that KCD already supports Karen Bergeron’s position, and their preference is to support on-the-ground projects.

	The Forum unanimously approved the proposed allocation of the additional $400,000 in King Conservation District Funds, with $150,000 going to Fenster Levee Removal and $250,000 to Pt. Heyer Drift Cell.


VI. 2009-2011 Special Capital Budget Appropriation for Puget Sound Salmon Recovery
Doug Osterman reported that through 2005, WRIA 9 leveraged an average of 7% of the total annual SRFB pot of money.  After the regional Salmon Recovery Plan was adopted, however, WRIA 9’s share was reduced to about 4% per an allocation methodology that was supposed to be an interim approach.  Under that allocation WRIA 9 took the biggest cut overall, becoming the watershed that has a major river system with a listed threatened salmon population allocated the least amount of funds in all of Puget Sound..  In 2007 when the state allotted additional money we were bolstered back up to the 7% level.  Each time the allocation methodology was approved, including by WRIA 9, it was with the agreement that it was temporary and for one-time purposes only, and that this temporary allocation methodology would be revisited.  Unfortunately, promises were not kept and the funding allocation has become institutionalized.
Doug explained that we have now learned it could be the permanent funding allocation, and there is considerable resistance to opening up the question of its fairness to all watersheds. He said we weren’t given the opportunity at recent Salmon Recovery Council meetings to put our issues on the table. There is also a tendency now to use this methodology for all funding, regardless of what the work program is, which speaks to the inflexibility of the system, and its consequences  to adaptive management.  Doug introduced Joe Ryan, Salmon Recovery Program Manager, PSP, who graciously offered to come to the Forum meeting today and discuss the allocation methodology.

Joe Ryan explained that he was on the SRFB when Steve Tharinger, County Commissioner from Clallum County, was appointed to look at how the money was allocated.  Both the Columbia River and the coast felt that Puget Sound was getting too much of the money.  The committee that was appointed to make recommendations of the funding allocation, therefore, recommended to the SRFB that they take a big bite out of the Puget Sound funding and re-directed the funds to other regional planning areas of the State, like the Upper and Lower Columbia, Snake River, and Coast.  The SRFB agreed and approved a statewide funding allocation that caps the amount of annual SRFB funding to Puget Sound far below previous allocations to Puget Sound watersheds when the allocation was competitive and largely based on technical merit of project proposals.  He acknowledged that Puget Sound is not getting enough to implement the Puget Sound Salmon Recovery Plan, so we had to further look at how we are going to allocate the overall Puget Sound allocation to each of the watersheds in Puget Sound, like WRIA 9.  He described it as sharing our money.  The Puget Sound Salmon Recovery Council capped the total annual funding allocation to WRIA 9 at about 4 %; the SRFB adopted this allocation methodology.
Joe reviewed the Puget Sound Acquisition and Restoration allocation handout that shows the percentage allocation to each of the watersheds, pointing out the criterion “no population left behind”.  He said we are not just looking at delisting Chinook salmon, we also want to try to get some money to every watershed, because all the stocks in Puget Sound need to improve.  The second column is the criterion of marine nearshore miles, because fish throughout the sound use nearshore habitat.  The third criterion emphasizes de-listing, with more money going to watersheds having one or more of the stocks that are to get to low risk of extinction.  He agreed that WRIA 9’s funding was diminished, but he claimed Kitsap was diminished even more.  There were some increases and decreases to watersheds incurred from the new allocation methodology.
Discussion:

· Bill Peloza asked why WRIAs 5 and 11 have increased allocations when their watersheds are smaller than WRIA 9.  Joe Ryan explained the idea was to get more money to every watershed.  He added that another WRIA with a reduced allocation was WRIA 6, which has no salmon streams. 

· Sandy Kilroy said WRIA 9’s concern is we agreed to go with the allocation for one year, but now it is becoming the final, adopted practice.  She asked if we could at least have the conversation about revisiting the allocation methodology.  A couple of criteria not used that should be considered are the capacity of the watersheds to move projects along (implement the projects) and the track record of the project sponsors and Lead Entities.  She would like to see these and other “certainty of success” criteria used to allocate Puget Sound funds.  Joe Ryan responded that he didn’t think the Recovery Council has discussed that issue, though he shares the concern. 

· Susan Saffery inquired why the decision was made to move allocation from a competitive process to a pre-determined, capped amount of funding.  Joe Ryan explained that from the SRFB view, and Bill Ruckelshaus agreed, the salmon recovery regions were in a better place to decide how to fund projects than local watersheds, so we said let’s do essentially a block grant.  The Salmon Recovery Council view is we ought to target what is best for the fish at the ESU-level as a whole and that they have determined that this is the allocation methodology that does the best for the fish in Puget Sound.  The question is should the money go to a population that is ready to blink out, or should it go to a healthy population. 

· Dennis Robertson said it appears from the spending level we are getting only 1/10 of what we need and as a result it appears that we are failing as a watershed.  He said we have spent most of the meeting leading up to this discussing how we were going to deal with a $30,000 cut in operational funding.  He asked whether other WRIAs are in similar position or are they more successful.  Joe Ryan replied that part of the Puget Sound Salmon Recovery Plan’s financing strategy is to redirect mitigation funding to implementing watershed and salmon recovery plans particularly in urban watersheds that have the greatest opportunity to raise funds this way.  It would be a huge amount of dollars available to urban watersheds if 1% of mitigation money from large road projects, for example, was spent on salmon recovery projects.  He said he is hoping the Department of Ecology and PSP will be signing an agreement at the end of year to redirect mitigation money this way which will benefit WRIA 9.  As far as other watersheds go, one currently has no staff, and another watershed has a staff of one who may be cut at the end of the year if they don’t get more money.  He said he thought it was too soon to tell if we are succeeding or failing. 

· Sarah Ogier asked if our scientists think this is the best methodology for recovering salmon and if the allocation method is being tracked to confirm that it is the most effective way of allocating funds for recovering the fish.  Joe Ryan said he thought if the Technical Recovery Team had gotten its way there would have been less money set aside under “no watershed left behind”.  
· Doug Osterman mentioned that the Technical Recovery Team (TRT), now the Regional Implementation Technical Team or RITT, was clipping right along in helping WRIA 9 understand what it would take to move the Green River Chinook salmon population toward recovery using the highly complex Viable Salmonid Population (VSP) criteria that NOAA Fisheries asked all watersheds of Puget Sound to use in identifying, evaluating, and prioritizing recovery actions.  That is exactly what WRIA 9 did—and it is all documented in the WRIA 9 Salmon Habitat Plan.  We are now being judged annually by NOAA on our progress toward implementing the actions we have identified as the most important to take to move the Green River population away from extinction to recovery.  When NOAA technical people come to us and ask where we are on x, y and z, we will have to say we only receive about $300,000 annually for projects from the SRFB, therefore, we are not very far along on x, y, and z.  In other words, the funding allocation is not in step with the prioritized actions of the recovery plan.  Moreover, in situations like we have in WRIA 9 where we are being asked to look at re-establishing a spring Chinook population within the South Central Action Area of Puget Sound, the current funding allocation does not consider this overall Puget Sound recovery action in WRIA 9.  While it is the RITT that determines if we are making progress toward recovery, they did not approve the current funding allocation methodology, which as one member of the RITT said could be a model for extinction.
· Dennis Robertson questioned whether pursuing this avenue was worth the staff time.  He said we need to find other sources of money, because working with other watersheds to divvy up a small pot is not worth the effort.  He suggested dropping the search for a resolution at this time, and writing a technical memo instead. 

· Susan Saffery asked Joe Ryan if the Partnership is looking at revisiting the allocation.  He responded that he did not agree that it was a temporary allocation.  He added that we are looking at a steelhead listing and plan in March 2009, and thinks there will be a lot of “oomph” for this.  In January 2008 we issued an invitation for other allocation ideas, and none came forward, albeit admitting that the invitation was not strongly made or encouraged.  Joan McGilton said the allocation may be revisited with a steelhead listing, but in WRIA 9 we have no resources to do a steelhead plan. 

· Tim Clark remarked that the statewide competitive process formerly used by the SRFB rewarded watersheds that had the resources to identify, tee-up, and move projects to successful implementation, whereas the current “block grant” methodology literally changes the mission of the WRIAs without increasing the pie.  We are trying to go forward with the mission of identifying, prioritizing, and implementing habitat projects to recover salmon without enough money no matter all the work, including the science, we have put into this effort.  Joe Ryan replied that he thought the additional $40 million allocation for Puget Sound in 2007 did increase the pie.  In terms of changing the mission, initially the WRIAs were doing planning, and now they are doing implementation. 

· Doug Osterman commented that when we competed state-wide, the Puget Sound watersheds received 67%, year in and year out, of the overall available funding, which made the Lower Columbia and other regions of the state unhappy.  The first big hit came when the Puget Sound region, represented by Shared Strategy, agreed to cap the annual allocation of SRFB funding to Puget Sound at 43% of the total funds available statewide.  Then began the conversation about how to carve up the 43% to the Puget Sound watersheds.  Abundance of the fish, not productivity of the population was largely used as the criterion for the allocation.  Therefore, in WRIA 9’s case where our entire plan is targeted toward bolstering the population’s productivity, not its abundance, the funding allocation totally misses the mark.  Conversation about continuing to refine the funding allocation to better match recovery priorities of each listed population ended because it takes time and effort to develop a fair and targeted funding program.  He said it is very well documented that the current funding allocation in Puget Sound was agreed to be interim and each time it was approved would be the last time it would be used.  Doug added that he is concerned that WRIA 9 may not be in a position to wholeheartedly support funding requests of the governor and legislature if the total amount available to WRIA 9 is 4% of the funding.

· Joan McGilton remarked that Dennis Robertson has proposed that we leave the methodology as is, and look for other funding.  Dennis Robertson commented that this is a situation similar to his city council—once it goes through the ugly budget process, getting them to revisit the process is impossible.  This isn’t a whole lot different.  No matter how valid our argument, if we elevate it and are not successful at getting the $70 million or whatever the amount, we have done a disservice to all of the watersheds.  He said don’t do something that has no chance of success. 

· Greg Volkhardt agreed, but said Doug Osterman brought up very good points.  We can’t do this alone, and need to spend time to work on a proposal, look at the level of success and create a partnership with other folks.  Doug asked if that is our approach, that we do a technical memo as Dennis Robertson suggested that documents our concerns including technical issues with the current allocation methodology, and demands that the gaps and holes of the methodology be addressed in the future.  Greg said we need to drop it for this year and get going on the partnership that will maximize the total funding for Puget Sound.  Joan McGilton clarified that the current allocation method is for distributing the funding that is budgeted to the SRFB over the next two years.
· Tim Clark said if the expectation of NOAA is that we are going to be judged on how we are moving the Green River population toward recovery at the rate our plan lays out, the resources allocated toward our planned actions must be congruent with what we said we are going to do.  Doug Osterman agreed, and said maybe this matches really well for some watersheds, but for us it is a huge gap.  Tim Clark said there are never perfect criteria for allocating money, but we can and should improve the current method.  Councilmember Clark said we should not drop our issues with the allocation methodology.  Joan McGilton asked if the Forum agreed, and there were head nods around the table.
Joan McGilton thanked Joe Ryan for coming and having this discussion.  
VII. Public Comment

There was no public comment.

VIII. Wrap Up/Next Steps

Doug Osterman announced that the annual Yellow Bus Tour is set for September 8.  Interested Forum members should contact Dennis Clark, Public Outreach and Stewardship Coordinator, for tour information.  The Puget Sound Partnership Action Area meeting is scheduled for September 18, 1:30 to 3:15 p.m., preceding the Joint Forums Legislative Agenda Workshop (the follow up to the Multiple Watershed Assembly held in December 2007) from 3:15 to 5:00 p.m.  The final Forum meeting of the year is November 19.  All of these meetings are at the Tukwila Community Center.
WRIA9ForumNotes8-20-08
                 
                                                                  Page 1 of 7
                                                               

