WRIA 9 WATERSHED ECOSYSTEM FORUM

DRAFT SUMMARY

August 13, 2009
5:00 – 7:30 p.m.

Renton City Hall Council Chambers
ATTENDEES
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	Affiliation

	Watershed Ecosystem Forum:
	

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

	Brooke Alford
	Green/Duwamish Watershed Alliance

	Al Barrie
	Mid Sound Fisheries Enhancement Group/Trout Unlimited

	Jay Covington
	City of Renton

	Dave Garland
	WA Department of Ecology

	Noel Gilbrough
	U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

	Tom Gut
	City of SeaTac

	Mayor Laure Iddings
	City of Maple Valley

	Scott Jones
	City of Algona

	Sandy Kilroy
	King County

	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

	Kathy Minsch
	City of Seattle

	Max Prinsen
	Shadow Lake Bog

	Councilmember Debbie Ranniger
	City of Kent


	Alternates:
	

	Kelly McLain-Aardal
	City of Auburn

	Gordon Thomson
	Army Corps of Engineers

	Greg Volkhardt
	Tacoma Public Utilities

	Jessica Saavedra
	King Conservation District

	Councilmember Marion Yoshino
	City of Normandy Park


	Other Attendees:
	

	David Batker
	Earth Economics

	Mattia Boscolo
	Mid Sound Fisheries Enhancement Group

	Jason Chambers
	King Conservation District

	Mara Hyman
	Citizen

	Briana Lovell
	Earth Economics

	Mike Mactutis
	City of Kent

	Ron Straka
	City of Renton


	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

All Barrie reported that he attended the Salmon Recovery Funding Board (SRFB) meeting about large wood and boater safety, which resulted in SRFB reiterating its commitment to installing large wood, and installing it in the water as opposed to out of water.  Doug Osterman explained that SRFB saw what King County was doing on the large wood issue and was set to adopt the new boater safety standards of the county.  Al said Sandy Kilroy gave a very effective presentation to the SRFB on placing large wood, and at the SRFB meeting he presented the Watershed Ecosystem Forum’s February letter to the County Council, which SRFB then adopted into the record.  Dave Garland inquired about the difference between installing “dry” and “wet” large wood.  Al explained that in order to be effective for fish wood must be in the water or “wet.” King County showed wood placed in such a way that it was safe for boaters but it was dry and not effective for habitat.  
III. Approval of Meeting Summary:

	The Watershed Ecosystem Forum unanimously approved the summary for the May 14, 2009 meeting.


IV. Funding Mechanisms Report
David Batker, Earth Economics, announced that the King Conservation District (KCD) Board approved the amendment to the funding mechanisms grant. He thanked the Management Committee, Bill Knutsen and the KCD Board, and Jay Covington, who spoke eloquently in support of the amendment at the board meeting.  

Narrowing the List of Decision Criteria
David presented the list of 11 decision criteria, and he said the Management Committee suggested dropping three criteria:

· #9 Is the mechanism consistent with the Puget Sound Action Agenda?

· #10 Does it require only minimal changes to state and local laws and regulations?

· #11 Is it synergistic with other initiatives?  
Doug Osterman said he would like to see the Forum choose four or five criteria to focus on so that he, David Batker and Briana Lovell (from Earth Economics), and others can do more analysis and move forward with refining the mechanisms for the November Forum meeting. 
Discussion:

· Gordon Thomson questioned the overlap between criteria #2 and #6.  David Batker explained that #2 is asking if the mechanism supports the long term viability of the watershed and #6 asks if the mechanism has long range viability. Gordon called that “splitting hairs.” 
· Bill Peloza asked if the Forum wanted to drop #6.  Kathy Minsch and Marlla Mhoon were in favor of keeping #6, whereas several other members were in favor of removing it.  David Batker said it may not be enough of a differentiating criterion because most of the mechanisms have long range viability.  
· Jay Covington suggested combining criteria #2, #3 and #6 to say “Does the mechanism make enough money, and have long enough life, to implement the plan?”  Joan McGilton remarked that she did not want to combine #3 with #2 and #6. 

· Greg Volkhardt asked if all the criteria are weighted equally.  Doug Osterman said that they might be weighted differently once we decide the final list of criteria, adding that it will require more research on some of the criteria.

	The Watershed Ecosystem Forum unanimously approved combining decision criteria 2 (Does the mechanism support the long-range viability of the watershed?) and 6 (Does it have long-range viability?); dropping criteria 9, 10 and 11; and accepting the remaining six:

1. Is the mechanism politically viable?

3. Is there a nexus to salmon recovery and ecological goods and services?
4. Is the mechanism fair and equitable?

5. Are the costs to administer it reasonable and appropriate?

7. Does the revenue generated by the mechanism match the 10-year implementation needs?

8. Does it detract from or threaten other funding sources? 


Applying Criteria to the Funding Mechanisms
Prior to the meeting, the decision criteria were applied by Doug Osterman and Brian Lovell to each of the seven funding mechanisms and given scores ranging from: meets criteria (solid green circle), likely meets criteria (green donut), may meet criteria (open clear circle), likely does not meet criteria (blue donut) and does not meet criteria (solid blue circle).  The “straw proposal” was done to both test the application criteria and to provide the Forum with a first draft evaluation of the funding mechanisms.
Max Prinsen asked if the state has looked at any of the mechanisms, and if we can move forward at the same time they do in selecting a funding method.  He said it makes sense to align ourselves with the direction the state is going.  Joan McGilton noted that WRIA 9 is way out ahead with seeking funding, because the Puget Sound Partnership (PSP) has decided they aren’t ready to go this route yet. Laure Iddings commented that we want to make sure we aren’t in conflict with what the Partnership is doing or it won’t have been worth it.  Doug Osterman said PSP is well aware of the work of WRIA 9 to investigate funding options for our plan.  The funding strategy of the Puget Sound Salmon Recovery Plan includes provision for urban watersheds to raise their own funding to implement habitat projects.
Doug noted that we have caps on SRFB money, because their construct is to collect money in the urban watersheds and send it to the rural watersheds.  Noel Gilbrough said next year the federal piece is going to be $12 million and he thought we had adequate local match.  We hope to get $10 million/year, but we will need $5 million in match from local partners. 
Jay Covington, in response to Noel, said that of the $400 million we need to fund our plan, maybe our mechanism just needs to be the local match to federal grants.  Doug Osterman suggested that as we apply criteria we should keep in the back of our minds how we can fund the local match.  Noel Gilbrough said if WRIA 9 comes up with $3 to $5 million per year, the feds will come up with their match. 
Mechanism 5, Additional Impervious Surface Fee: 

· Laure Iddings asked if the additional impervious surface fee would apply only in unincorporated King County.  David Batker said it would, but we are going to change that.  Mayor Iddings remarked that she much prefers it applying in the unincorporated county, because every jurisdiction has different regulations and is not going to agree to the additional fee. 
· Jay Covington inquired if the additional impervious surface fee would be applied county-wide.  Laure Iddings commented that it is somewhat presumptuous to do this for the whole county without first presenting it to WRIA 7 and 8.  David Batker responded that WRIA 9 is leading the effort to find a funding mechanism for salmon. Mayor Iddings asked if cities that drop out of the WRIA 9 interlocal agreement will still be assessed a fee.  David said these are the types of concerns we will have to address by February, and we need to be forward thinking.  Kathy Minsch remarked that a fee is not going to work politically if it is not county-wide. 

· Jay Covington commented that he wasn’t jumping up and down over any of the mechanisms, but he noted that the additional impervious surface fee, which is not going to be politically easy, will generate a lot of money.  He said he did not want to leap ahead and eliminate any mechanism now, because we can do that in February.  Jay suggested evaluating all the mechanisms and further winnowing down the criteria. 

· Doug Osterman explained the criteria assessment -- the blue and green donut holes -- for mechanism 5.  Referring to #4 “fair and equitable” criterion, Ron Straka noted that new construction has to meet stricter requirements and that municipalities now are spending a lot of money on stormwater, so it may not be equitable to charge new developments the same fee as older developments.  As a result of this point, the #4 criterion, “fair and equitable” was changed to a blue donut hole – “likely does not meet criteria” -- from a green one. 
· Noel Gilbrough said he thought the regulations imposed on new development solve part of the impervious surface problem, but the other issue is diminishing aquifer recharge due to increased impervious surfaces.  He called impervious surface possibly the number one issue in the watershed. 
· In regards to the “detract from or threaten other funding sources” criterion, Sandy Kilroy mentioned that it was one of the only mechanisms looking at supplementing an existing funding system, which would be easier than setting up a fee or tax from scratch.  Laure Iddings disagreed, saying there will be no support outside her jurisdiction to enforce it and she didn’t even want to go down that path. 

· Linda McCrea questioned how WRIA 9 would access these funds.  Doug Osterman responded that jurisdictions are all dealing with NPDES permitting now, so it could be that another tax next year may not be politically viable.  As a result of this discussion, the #8 criterion, “detracts from or threatens other funding sources” was changed to solid blue – “does not meet criteria.” 

· Briana Lovell brought up something else to think about, which is the unlikelihood that one funding mechanism will generate enough money for salmon over the whole length of the Habitat Plan.  Each mechanism will probably fund for a certain length of time so we may want to think about more than one. (#7 criterion, “generated revenue matches the 10-year implementation needs” was changed to solid blue from open circle for Mechanism 4, Marine Shoreline Armoring Tax or Fee.) 
Mechanism 2, Cruise Ship Passenger Fee: 

· Briana Lovell reported that a fee on cruise ship passengers is not likely to have a big impact on salmon and it is the lowest ranked funding mechanism in her and Doug Osterman’s initial analysis.  WRIA 9 wouldn’t get all of the money generated from this mechanism because it would have to be distributed county-wide. (#2 criterion, “supports the long-term viability of the watershed” was changed to an open circle from a green donut hole.) 

· Jay Covington noted that the fee could generate $20 million, or $25,000 to $50,000 per cruise ship. David Batker said it is also a new mechanism and would take more effort to implement.  Jay said $20 million may not seem like much, but it could be the local match needed to implement Corps projects. (#7 criterion, “generated revenue matches the 10-year implementation needs” was changed to a green donut hole from an open circle.) 

· Doug Osterman said one million people per year who take cruise ships fly into SeaTac Airport, which is also in WRIA 9.  He questioned is this was another funding opportunity associated with the cruise fee.  Max Prinsen said there is always a lot of competition between ports for the cruise ship business.  It’s true about cruise ship passengers flying into SeaTac, but cruise ships could go to the Port of Tacoma instead. 

· Greg Volkhardt commented that he does not want to eliminate this funding mechanism if it will truly take more than one to fund the plan. (#8 criterion, “detracts from or threatens other funding sources the 10-year implementation needs” was changed to a green donut hole from an open circle.) 

· Marlla Mhoon asked if any other city or state has done a cruise ship passenger fee, and if so, what did the money go to.  Briana Lovell explained that Alaska did a state-wide cruise ship passenger fee, Most of that money goes to the port, with about 9% going to the cities. 
·  Laure Iddings said it is kind of arbitrary where reviewers put the green, blue and clear circles, because they seem to have been assigned “by guess, by golly”.  She said she worried about how subjective the reviewers have been. 
V. Issues Impacting Implementation of the Salmon Habitat Plan 
Doug Osterman reported that there are a lot of things happening this year that could slow down or stop projects, such as:
· The leak in Howard Hansen Dam, which could lead to significant flooding in the Green River Valley.  Response efforts have required attention from city partners, reducing the time they can devote to implementing the Salmon Habitat Plan, and has led to proposals, such as removing wood from the river, which goes counter to Habitat Plan recommendations.
· Continued and significant pressure from some boater safety groups to placing wood in the river. 

· Corps’ pressure on the County and cities to cut down trees and vegetation along the Green River. 

· Significant concern about drainage and agriculture land in the Lower Green, and a growing conflict between the agriculture production district (APD) and habitat project implementers.
· The cap on SRFB funding, which means WRIA 9 is only getting at the most $300,000 per year.

Doug said he would like to get a sense from Forum members if they want to start influencing these items somehow, and have a special meeting to decide the direction we want to take.  We could bring in experts on some of these subjects. 

· Jay Covington said there is no question these are legitimate issues, but he wasn’t sure what the Forum could do other than educate ourselves, and then work on the lead entity issue.

· Laure Iddings remarked that we have a big problem with the dam and need to discuss it now.  

· Bill Peloza announced that one of the biggest log jams on the Green River is below where he lives, and if the dam has to let go of a lot of water this winter, it could take out the log jam and a lot of houses.  He said we need to educate ourselves on issues like that. 
· Doug Osterman mentioned that if the log jam came out of the river it would set us back to the level of never recovering salmon.  The issue on funding may be premature if we are going backwards on wood. 

	The Watershed Ecosystem Forum approved by consensus holding a special WRIA 9 meeting to discuss issues impacting Salmon Habitat Plan implementation, such as the leak at the Howard Hanson Dam abutment and flood responses.


VI. Seattle In-Kind Services to WRIA 9
Doug Osterman reported that the Management Committee recommends that the Forum approve Seattle’s request to provide in-kind services in lieu of the city being a cost share partner to the ILA during 2010.  Seattle’s cost share is about $93,000.  The Forum also will need to authorize King County to accept Seattle’s in-kind services.  He said staff prepared a staffing plan and scope of work for Seattle’s in-kind services in the same format we’ve used for the last nine years for the WRIA 9 staff plan and scope of work.  Bill Peloza said we will use a letter of agreement from Seattle to WRIA 9 to formalize the in-kind services, and we will let the Forum know how Seattle staff hours are spent.  He noted that all other partners to the ILA are continuing their direct cash contribution to the partnership.
Greg Volkhardt asked how what we are losing in an FTE compares with what we are getting from Seattle in in-kind services.  Doug Osterman explained that we are not going to be able to support Gordon Thomson’s old half time position, decreasing our technical support and doing less reporting. To make up for some of that loss, we will take our National Estuary Program (NEP) grant and Puget Sound Acquisition and Restoration (PSAR) grant and put them toward technical assistance to purchase the equivalent of 30% of King County Science staff.  
Doug said he worked with Kathy Minsch, Seattle Public Utilities, to figure out how to restart the WRIA 9 Technical Committee, which has not met since Gordon Thomson resigned, and bring the technical work back up to speed.  Kathy has been able to figure out what Seattle staff positions and in what portion, could do the work.  Seattle will provide about 0.7 FTE for the $93,000, including portions of a Senior Planner, Senior Fisheries Biologist, Strategic Advisor, Senior Economist, and Engineer.  Doug explained that out of all the ILA partners, only Seattle, King County, and probably Tacoma could provide this expertise.  Karen Bergeron, Habitat Projects Coordinator, also could use technical expertise to help move projects on the 3- and 10-Year Lists to design and feasibility.  
Discussion:

· Joan McGilton commented that she appreciated that we’ve reached a compromise, which seems to be 1,200 hours of donated work.  She said she would like to see list of objectives and deliverables so we know we are getting $93,000 worth of services.  Doug Osterman responded that the dicey part is managing people from a different agency working in a different building.  He said he is going to ask Kathy Minsch to convene the Technical Committee and assemble the technical folks, and he will be managing her in pulling that together.  Doug and WRIA 9 staff will get together and look at what work needs to be done.  Mayor McGilton remarked that she can agree to that.  The City of Burien, for example, knows what its contribution is, and she said she just wanted to make sure we have the accountability in the services so in a year we can come back and see what we got for the $93,000.

· Laure Iddings reported that when she first heard that Seattle was pulling out of the ILA she thought it was the end of the WRIA.  She commended the group for coming up with this option, which she said will enhance what we can do.  Doug Osterman mentioned that Ken Miller of Federal Way said at the Management Committee we need to keep Seattle at the table. 
· Bill Peloza noted that we haven’t negotiated all the terms of the letter of agreement yet.  Doug said it would be helpful when the Forum approves the request we set up conditions.
· Kathy Minsch remarked that Seattle really appreciates that the partners were willing to work this out and that Seattle can continue to be a partner at the table.  She said due to the 32% ILA limit on overhead, Seattle is going to eat its additional overhead percent.  She asked for a level of trust as we work this out. 

· Kirk Lakey reported that he was glad we will be getting the Technical Committee back in operation, and he said he was looking forward to working again with Keith Kurko, who is one of the Seattle staffers who will provide in-kind service.  He said his hope is that Seattle doesn’t come back in the middle of the year to say they’ve exceeded the $93,000.

· Tom Dean said it sounds like the in-kind commitment is hours-based and he wanted to make sure it is also deliverables-based.  He would like to see the outcome expected and he said his group would be more assured if we knew what that outcome would be.

	The Watershed Ecosystem Forum unanimously approved accepting Seattle’s in-kind scope of work in lieu of their $93,000 cost share in the form of a letter of agreement.


VII. WRIA 9 2010 ILA Budget and Staff and Work Plans
Doug Osterman reported that without the Seattle cost-share, the 2010 WRIA 9 budget amount is $287,900, which funds watershed coordination, 0.5 outreach and education, and administrative support.  We are also getting a KCD grant for habitat project coordination, NEP/PSAR grants for projects implementation and consulting, a Lead Entity grant for 0.5 administrative assistance, and an ILA for 0.5 Miller/Walker Creek basin implementation.  The total budget is $655,678. 

	The Watershed Ecosystem Forum unanimously approved the WRIA 9 2010 ILA Budget and Staff and Work Plans. 


VIII. Wrap-Up/Next Steps
Doug Osterman said we will plan the special meeting of the Forum for early October.  The regular Forum meeting is November 12, when the major agenda item will be advancing funding mechanisms.

Kirk Lakey announced that the Lead Entity grant moved from WDFW to the Recreational Conservation Office (RCO).  He said WDFW took a lot of budget cuts, and added to his list of duties is providing technical assistance to jurisdictions doing shoreline master plan updates.  This is a substantial amount of work, and he is trying to work out how much time he will have.  Kirk remarked that money for projects is drying up, so regulation is the next line of defense. 

Bill Knutsen announced that on October 12 there will be hearing in Olympia on Mason County’s challenge to the conservation district assessment, calling it an illegal tax and saying they don’t get the money.  He said the case spells out pretty clearly all the issues we’ve been working on.  The decision would affect Mason and Pierce Counties but not King County.  Bill noted that an individual lawsuit would have to be brought by each county.  Max Prinsen explained that the Mason County Conservation District operates differently than KCD, allocating a certain number of dollars without tracking them and just giving the money to the shellfish beds.

The meeting was adjourned at 7:29 p.m.  
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