WRIA 9 WATERSHED ECOSYSTEM FORUM

DRAFT SUMMARY

May 14, 2009
5:00 – 7:30 p.m.

Renton City Hall Council Chambers
ATTENDEES

	Name
	Affiliation

	Watershed Ecosystem Forum:
	

	Councilmember Bill Peloza, Steering Committee Co-Chair
	City of Auburn

	Sandy Kilroy
	King County

	Brooke Alford
	Green/Duwamish Watershed Alliance

	Al Barrie
	Mid-Sound Fisheries Enhancement Group

	Tom Dean
	Vashon-Maury Island Community Council

	Councilmember Tim Clark
	City of Kent

	Jay Covington
	City of Renton

	Dave Garland
	WA Department of Ecology

	Noel Gilbrough
	U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

	Mayor Jim Haggerton
	City of Tukwila

	Scott Jones
	City of Algona

	Charles Keller
	The Boeing Company

	Bill Knutsen
	King Conservation District

	Kirk Lakey
	WA Department of Fish and Wildlife

	Linda McCrea
	Tacoma Public Utilities

	Mayor Shawn McEvoy
	City of Normandy Park

	Mayor Joan McGilton, Management Committee Chair
	City of Burien

	Councilmember Marlla Mhoon
	City of Covington

	Ken Miller
	City of Federal Way

	Max Prinsen
	Shadow Lake Bog

	Susan Saffery
	City of Seattle

	Jeff Sloan
	Port of Seattle

	Derrick Toba
	WA Department of Natural Resources

	Councilmember Chris Wythe
	City of SeaTac


	Alternates:
	

	Kelly McLain-Aardal
	City of Auburn

	Gordon Thomson
	Army Corps of Engineers

	Brian Winslow
	The Boeing Company

	Councilmember Marion Yoshino
	City of Normandy Park


	Other Attendees:
	

	David Batker
	Earth Economics

	Matt Donahoe
	King Conservation District

	Peter Landry
	City of Normandy Park

	Lori Larkin
	King County

	Briana Lovell
	Earth Economics

	Mike Mactutis
	City of Kent

	Kathy Minsch
	City of Seattle

	Jason Mulvihill-Kuntz
	Puget Sound Partnership

	Jeffrey Possinger
	King Conservation District

	Steve Roemer
	City of Burien

	Ron Straka
	City of Renton

	Name
	Affiliation

	Joe Woods
	King County


	Karen Bergeron
	WRIA 9 Habitat Projects Coordinator

	Dennis Clark
	WRIA 9 Outreach & Stewardship Coordinator

	Linda Grob
	WRIA 9 Administrative Coordinator

	Doug Osterman 
	WRIA 9 Watershed Coordinator


I. Welcome and Introductions

Bill Peloza opened the meeting and invited attendees to introduce themselves.  

II. Public Comment

Dennis Clark, Outreach and Stewardship Coordinator announced that he will be circulating an invitation from James Rasmussen to the Duwamish Longhouse and Cultural Center grand opening.  James was a long-time member of the WRIA 9 Steering Committee before becoming the Longhouse Director in 2008. 
Max Prinsen, Shadow Lake Bog, inquired about the status of his application to join the Forum as a member. He was told his membership request would be discussed as part of the Operating Guidelines agenda item.
III. King Conservation District (KCD) Reauthorization of the Special District Assessment
Jeffrey Possinger, Executive Director, KCD, reported that directly after his presentation to the Forum he is rushing off to the first of six KCD open houses on the reauthorization of the KCD assessment.  The KCD Board of Supervisors is interested in a having a three-year assessment again, keeping the distribution roughly the same for the first year, and looking at different ways to be flexible in years two and three.  He said salmon is still a high priority for KCD and the board is interested in continuing to build strategic partnerships like with the WRIAs.  At the same time, the board is concerned about the economy and where KCD’s needs are.  Jeffrey said that KCD’s draft proposal will be out in the next couple of weeks after the final open house. 

Discussion:

· Joan McGilton asked if there were lessons learned for KCD from the last assessment go-round, which she called extremely contentious.  Jeffrey responded that there were lots of lessons learned.  He noted that the money is not those people’s money or that people’s money, but the money is KCD money, and grants are still very important.  Mayor McGilton reported that during the last assessment reauthorization, KCD proposed that a greater share of the money go to the cities and we at the cities were more interested in retaining the larger share for the WRIA salmon recovery projects.
· Jay Covington encouraged the KCD Board to look to the KCD Advisory Committee, which was added to the KCD ILA after the last round, to ensure that this reassessment round is less contentious.  Jim Haggerton reported that last night at the Suburban Cities meeting people discussed the KCD Advisory Committee and encouraged KCD to use their input. 

· Sandy Kilroy asked for clarification on the Board’s preference for status quo in the first year, with flexibility in the next two years. Jeffrey Possinger explained that projects on the ground are very important to KCD and the types of changes we want to explore are things like the Shared Endeavor Fund. 

IV. Approval of Meeting Summary:

	The Watershed Ecosystem Forum unanimously approved the summary for the February 12, 2009 meeting.


V. Amendments to the Watershed Ecosystem Forum Operating Guides
Amendments to Operating Guides:

Doug Osterman, Watershed Coordinator, reported that he and Dennis Clark came up with some criteria for appointing non-governmental members to this committee at the request of the Watershed Ecosystem Forum.  These were conveyed in a handout that proposed amendments to the Operating Guides first discussed at the February 12, 2009 meeting.  The amendments also included clauses on written communication.
Discussion:

· Marlla Mhoon asked what constitutes a subwatershed.  Doug listed the Middle, Lower, and Upper Green, the nearshore, and the Duwamish as the WRIA 9 subwatersheds.

· Tim Clark described a problem he had with the criteria – if he owned property on the Green River, he might decide to do salmon farming, and then want to join the Watershed Ecosystem Forum to make money.  We are talking about adding people to this body and the door is so wide open that a commercial user of the river could become a member.  

· Susan Saffery asked if Councilmember Clark was looking for a statement that members agree with the mission of the WRIA.  Councilmember Clark agreed that he was looking for something like that as a start.  Doug Osterman noted that these are criteria for choosing membership, but at the end of day the Forum still votes “yes” or “no” on new members.  Al Barrie stated that he thought the 5th bullet (“Work cooperatively and in good faith with other members to implement the WRIA 9 Salmon Habitat Plan”) covered the need for shared intent. 

	The Watershed Ecosystem Forum unanimously approved the recommended amendments on membership and communication protocols to the Operating Guides.


Sandy Kilroy announced that she had a friendly amendment to the Operating Guides, and she asked that the Distribution paragraph under Correspondence be changed to “Copies of routine correspondence will be distributed to members of the Watershed Ecosystem Forum at the same time it will be sent to the recipient.”  Bill Peloza said the decision to approve the Operating Guides stands and the newly revised verbiage be brought to the next Forum meeting for distribution.

Membership of Shadow Lake Bog:

Bill Peloza asked if Shadow Lake Bog (Save Habitat and Diversity of Wetlands or SHADOW) qualifies under all the bullets for membership of non-governmental organizations.  Shadow Lake Bog is on the headwaters of Jenson Creek. The SHADOW non-profit secured grants of $1.8 million, purchased 95 acres adjacent to the bog, and does plantings and education with schools and kids. Max Prinsen also said he used to represent KCD on the WRIA 9 Steering Committee, attending around 85% of the meetings.  
Discussion:

· Sandy Kilroy noted that the first criterion talks about geographic area, and she asked about Shadow Lake Bog’s geographic area.  Max Prinsen explained that it is unincorporated King County. 
· Jay Covington asked WRIA 9 staff if they’d received something in writing from Shadow Lake Bog, and if they were satisfied with this membership request. Staff answered in the affirmative. 

	The Watershed Ecosystem Forum unanimously approved the membership of Shadow Lake Bog (Save Habitat and Diversity of Wetlands [SHADOW]) to the Forum.


VI. Revised ERP Project Funding Priorities and Reallocation of KCD Funds 
Revised FY 2009 ERP Project Funding Priorities: 

Doug Osterman reported that in 2008 the Forum approved $2.4 million of Ecosystem Restoration Project (ERP) funds for Lake Meridian Outlet and $2 million for North Wind’s Weir for a total of $4.4 million. Noel Gilbrough attended the May 5th Management Committee to seek revisions to the Fiscal Year 2009 ERP Project Funding Priorities so that four additional projects can be advanced to construction.  The new projects are Mill Creek ($50,000 in ERP funds), Riverview Park ($270,000), Upper Springbrook Creek ($50,000) and Upper Russell Road Levee Setback Design ($70,000).  Funding for these projects would result in $1.9 million for Lake Meridian Outlet and $2 million for North Wind’s Weir.
Noel Gilbrough explained that the Corps needs to put $9 million into on-the-ground-projects in one year or the Corps will lose the unspent money. The four projects will get stimulus funding for next year, and he said he is still confident we will get North Wind’s Weir constructed.  Doug Osterman noted that only jurisdictional parties to the ILA could vote on this question.  Noel added that he would like to hear from everyone at the table.

	The full Watershed Ecosystem Forum approved by consensus the revised Fiscal Year 2009 ERP Project Funding Priorities.  The parties to the ILA then unanimously approved the revised Project Funding Priorities.


Reallocate $150,000 of KCD Funds from Duwamish Gardens to North Wind’s Weir: 

Karen Bergeron, Habitat Projects Coordinator, explained that King County found a lot more contamination to clean up than expected in Phase I of the North Wind’s Weir estuary restoration.  This depleted the project account.  The county is requesting a grant amendment to cover additional costs and provide funding for the local match for Phase II construction, which begins in July (later changed to August) 2009. The request is for $150,000 from KCD (from funds approved in the 2009 budget for Duwamish Gardens) and $95,000 from SRFB. The City of Tukwila has agreed to defer the Duwamish Gardens funding request until 2010.
	The full Watershed Ecosystem Forum approved by consensus reallocating $150,000 of KCD funds from Duwamish Gardens to North Wind’s Weir.  The parties to the ILA then unanimously approved the reallocation.


VII. SRFB/PSAR Project Ranking
Karen Bergeron went over the estimated amount of project funding for 2009: $300,000 (SRFB), $1.25 million (PSAR), $800,000 (KCD – 2009 collections), and $800,000 (KCD – 2010 collections), for a total of $3.15 million. Six projects were submitted this year.  With the SRFB Review Panel, the WRIA 9 Technical Advisory Group conducted field reviews and then scored and ranked the projects. 
Project sponsors gave five-minute presentations to the Forum on each project.  The projects were ranked by the Technical Advisory Group in the following order: 
	Rank
	Name
	Sponsor
	Phase
	Request
	Pts.

	1
	Fenster Levee Setback & Floodplain Restoration
	Auburn
	Construct
	$500,000
	59

	1
	Mill Creek Confluence
	Kent
	Design
	$300,000
	59

	3
	Piner Point Bulkhead Removal
	King County
	Construct
	$200,040
	58

	4
	Seahurst Park Shoreline Restoration Phase II
	Burien
	Construct
	$1,000,000
	58

	4
	Riverview Park ($1.9 million)
	Kent
	Construct
	$1,190,000
	57

	6
	Beaconsfield on the Sound ($150,000)
	Normandy Park
	Design
	$150,000
	47

	Total Requested
	$3,340,040
	


Karen Bergeron reported that the top five projects were very close in rankings.  The Technical Advisory Group rated the first three projects slightly higher because they restore ecological processes and require little long-term maintenance. The next two projects provide significant improvements in ecological conditions, but also include recreational uses.  Beaconsfield ranked lower because specific questions need to be answered first about the effects on partially removing the bulkhead. 

Karen said the goal is for the Forum to approve the ranking and spending plan, which has two options. Option 1 funds the projects in ranked order, reducing Riverview Park’s funding request from $1,190,000 to $1,119,000, and Beaconsfield on the Sound from $150,000 to $31,000.  Option 2’s emphasis is to fund construction projects.  Seahurst Park has to move forward in 2010 or stimulus money will be lost, and is looking for $2.5 million as match to the Corps.  The Option 2 recommendation is to put Mill Creek on hold for this year, which Kent supports, and make it a priority for 2010 funding.  Karen explained that under Option 2, Beaconsfield on the Sound would not get funding, but we are asking for WDFW technical assistance (estimated value $8,000 to $10,000) to move the project forward. 
Discussion:

· Sandy Kilroy asked for clarification of the money Seahurst Park is seeking in order to capture stimulus funding.  Noel Gilbrough explained that this is not Ecosystem Restoration Project funding, but other money through the Corps.  Kirk Lakey noted that in the funding chart we have to come up with $2.5 million to match the Corps, and he asked why we can’t use PSAR money as match.  Noel replied that we still need to match ⅓ and we have to make sure the money in match is from the state and not from federal sources.
· Sandy Kilroy asked if the additional money for Seahurst Park would complete the project.  Karen Bergeron explained that the project needs $2.5 million, and the additional money helps put that amount within reach.  
· Marion Yoshino asked if the Beaconsfield on the Sound project would remove all the armoring.  Karen Bergeron responded that some of the bulkhead, per the study done by Coastal Geological Services, would need to stay to protect one house high on the bluff.  Pete Landry said the homeowner owns one property that is armored.  A significant amount of the bulkhead is owned by other property owners.  There are no other homes on these properties that would be affected by bulkhead removal.  The Cascade Land Conservancy is actively working with willing-to-sell property owners.
· Jay Covington asked if the Technical Advisory Group recommends Option 2.  Karen Bergeron said they are fine with Option 2, adding that it is a reality that one of the projects would be delayed.  Jay inquired if Beaconsfield will get enough from the technical assistance to go forward.  Peter Landry responded that the technical assistance money will help us move forward, and he said the next time we will come back with a specific plan of work. 

· Doug Osterman remarked that we are committing $1.6 million of KCD money for two years toward these project proposals to leverage SRFB funds.  An additional $800,000 will be allocated in the fall. 
· Max Prinsen commented that the KCD Board would rather not fund project studies, but does want to fund projects on the ground that are ready to go within three years. Doug Osterman said KCD would be very open to funding a feasibility study to get to the design stage. 

· Jay Covington asked this funding finishes any of the projects, or do they still need money.  Karen Bergeron replied that all four projects are construction projects, and they will be finished with this funding. 
· Joan McGilton noted that with Option 2, all we need for Seahurst is $500,000, whereas we will lose $1.8 million in economic stimulus funds if Option 2 does not move forward.  Karen Bergeron added that there will be $600,000-800,000 in KCD money for smaller projects.  
· Jay Covington commented that we need to give the Corps some sense that we have $1.8 million for Seahurst Park, and he wanted to make sure the Corps leaves here knowing we want their $4.01 million.

	The Watershed Ecosystem Forum unanimously approved Option 2 of the ranking and spending plans.


VIII. Funding Mechanisms Report

Confirm Selection/Prioritization Criteria:
Dennis Clark asked Forum members to select their top five funding mechanisms from the list of thirteen (circling them on the handout) and write down any other criteria they would like to see considered on lines 14 and 15.  These criteria would be used at a future meeting to select or prioritize the possible funding mechanisms.
Discussion/questions on the criteria:
· Gordon Thomson asked for the meaning of “synergistic with other initiatives” in criteria #7.   David Batker, Earth Economics, explained it means supporting other initiatives.

· Susan Saffery inquired about the phrase “long range viability” in criteria #6.  David Batker said it means the funding mechanism will be around for a long time

· Charlie Keller asked about “social equity” in criteria #9.  David Batker said it means it is fair.  Ken Miller suggested changing social equity to fairness.
· Ken Miller asked about criteria #3, “Are the costs to administer the mechanism reasonable and fair?” David Batker explained that some funding mechanisms taking longer to administer, like a new tax mechanism.

· Susan Saffery queried the scale of implementation of the funding mechanism:  within WRIA 9, Puget Sound-wide, across several WRIAs?  She noted that nothing here has ever defined that.  David Batker replied that the funding mechanism would be just WRIA 9, or King County-wide.

· Noel Gilbrough suggested a modification to criteria #1, dropping the word “organization” from “support the long-term viability of the watershed organization”.
· Max Prinsen proposed a criterion that reads “Does it detract from any other funding source?”  Dennis Clark asked that people consider it criterion 14 on the list and consider it as a possible option.

· Charlie Keller suggested adding “Does the burden spread across all populations with no group targeted?”  Ken Miller said there has to be some geographical fairness. 

After the discussion, members circled the top five criteria on their handouts.  Before collecting the handouts Dennis Clark asked people to put their names on the handouts so he could contact members not at the meeting.
Support Additional Funding to Retain Earth Economics:

Doug Osterman reported that the Management Committee is recommending the Forum retain Earth Economics to provide the technical assistance for the funding mechanisms.  David Batker explained that we produced a strong report on the funding mechanisms and we now want to move forward and focus in on one funding mechanism.  We will finalize this edition of the Funding Mechanism Report and prepare the educational materials and activities for the public and decision-makers.
Discussion:
· Jay Covington asked where the additional funding to retain Earth Economics is coming from.  Doug Osterman reported it is from the 2009 WRIA 9 KCD funding allocation.

· Tom Dean inquired if the final report will hone in on the one funding mechanism we choose, or all of the options.  Doug Osterman replied that it will evolve as we evolve.  Tom asked if by education we don’t mean marketing.  Doug responded in the affirmative. 

· Marlla Mhoon noted that on the handout the proposal only adds up to $40,000, and she asked about the other $10,000.  David Batker agreed that it should be $50,000, and admitted that something was left off.

· Susan Saffery asked if education means facilitating with other partners.  David Batker said the focus will be on WRIA 9, but also outside of WRIA 9.  Susan said one of her concerns with this whole effort is the appropriate application of the effort.  David explained that the lid lift would have to be implemented at the county level, so we would also be bringing in WRIA 8.  He said we want to bring information into Puget Sound Partnership as well.
· Marlla Mhoon inquired if we have any idea about how PSP is going to fund their efforts.  Jason Mulvihill-Kuntz, PSP, reported that we are still working on funding, but 2009 wasn’t a good year politically to pursue it.  David Batker added that we are going to propose a few things to PSP that are outside this list.
	The Watershed Ecosystem Forum approved by consensus supporting up to $50,000 in additional funding to retain Earth Economics.


IX. 2010 WRIA 9 Budget and Organizational Challenges
Joan McGilton reported that as the Management Committee was preparing to discuss the proposed 2010 WRIA 9 budget in April, Seattle announced that it was not going to fund the ILA in 2010 and – possibly -- 2011, calling it an up to two-year hiatus.  Seattle’s 2010 cost share is about $93,000, which is 25% of the overall WRIA 9 budget.  This is too much for the other cities to make up.  Seattle will continue to fund the WRIA 8 ILA, where the money comes out of a different source fund, and WRIA partners are asking the city to step up as well in WRIA 9.  The Management Committee next looked at what happens if other cities withdraw due to Seattle pulling out, and finally, what happens if we don’t have a ILA-funded WRIA and just become a Lead Entity to only do grants.  Seattle has since offered to bring services in-kind for their $93,000.  Joan said the Management Committee discussed what we could do to bring them to the table, and there have been outside conversations with Puget Sound Partnership, Seattle Deputy Mayor Tim Ceis, and Councilmember Richard Conlin.

Doug Osterman explained that we’ve been talking to the King County budget folks to look at what happens if we lose $93,000, and it looks like the WRIA 9 staff can function next year but only because of what we anticipate in outside grants from PSAR and EPA. The downside to using those grants is we were going to apply those funds to consulting and technical support to get more projects designed and constructed.  Joan McGilton said by working that way in 2010 we stay reactive and not proactive, and in 2011 we are back in the same boat and looking at whether we can be viable as a WRIA.  Bill Peloza added that we are having ongoing discussions with Seattle and he said people who have connections to Seattle council members should give them a call.
Discussion:

· Susan Saffery explained that Seattle’s funding source for WRIA 9 is wastewater, and Seattle Public Utilities have had to make $10 million cuts in its budget.  Projects not underway have been cut or reduced.  In contrast in WRIA 8, Seattle uses its water fund to pay its cost share because there is a nexus with the city’s drinking water from the Cedar River.  She said SPU is very interested in some in-kind donation of scientists for our cost share.  Making calls to our electeds is fine, but we haven’t had any other feedback from Seattle about the cut. 
· Kirk Lakey commented that the last time we did the budget, WRIA 9 lost Gordon Thomson and the Technical Committee.  It would be nice if we could get in-kind resources to restart the Technical Committee.  Doug Osterman responded that he spoke to Seattle staff about that, but what we are really losing in the budget is funding for the project engineer and ecologist who do project implementation.  That person may have the same amount of skills to keep a Technical Committee going.  The Recovery Implementation Technical Team (RITT) and PSP are looking at monitoring, but there is no overall guidance at this time.
· Joan McGilton reported that she is concerned about the administrative support that keeps WRIA 9 functioning and 17 cities at the table.

· Tom Dean proposed that if there is any in-kind support from Seattle, it be used for technical support to keep projects going. 

· Max Prinsen asked if we are pretty confident the other jurisdictions are still at the table.  Joan McGilton replied that if Seattle goes others might also go.  Max suggested it might be fine for the cities as a group to go to the KCD Board and ask that Seattle be able to use its KCD money for its WRIA 9 cost share.  However, the cities have to go as a coalition and other cities can’t ask to use their KCD funds that way.  
· Noel Gilbrough said he thought it was really sad that the city was considering pulling out in WRIA 9 for the sake of $93,000.

X. Wrap-Up/Next Steps
Doug Osterman said the WRIA 9 2010 budget and work plan, as well as funding mechanism selection, using the criteria that was ranked this evening, will be on the agenda for the August meeting.  That meeting is Thursday, August 13, 2009, 5:00 to 7:30 p.m., Renton City Hall Council Chambers.
The meeting was adjourned at 7:45 p.m.  
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