WRIA 9 WATERSHED ECOSYSTEM FORUM

DRAFT SUMMARY

November 12, 2009
5:00 – 7:30 p.m.

Renton City Hall Council Chambers
ATTENDEES

	Name
	Affiliation

	Watershed Ecosystem Forum:
	

	Councilmember Dow Constantine, Co-Chair
	King County

	Al Barrie
	Mid Sound Fisheries Enhancement Group/ Trout Unlimited

	Jay Covington
	City of Renton

	Scott Jones
	City of Algona

	Kirk Lakey
	WA Department of Fish and Wildlife

	Mayor Shawn McEvoy
	City of Normandy Park

	Mayor Joan McGilton, Management Committee Chair
	City of Burien

	Paul Meyer
	Port of Seattle

	Councilmember Marlla Mhoon
	City of Covington

	Ken Miller
	City of Federal Way

	Max Prinsen
	Shadow Lake Bog

	Jessica Saavedra
	King Conservation District

	Susan Saffery
	City of Seattle

	Gordon Thomson
	Army Corps of Engineers

	Derrick Toba
	WA Department of Fish and Wildlife

	Heather Trim
	People for Puget Sound

	Brian Winslow
	The Boeing Company


	Alternates:
	

	Noel Gilbrough
	Mid Sound Fisheries Enhancement Group

	Sandy Kilroy
	King County

	Councilmember Marion Yoshino
	City of Normandy Park


	Other Attendees:
	

	Chris Andersen
	City of Auburn

	David Batker
	Earth Economics

	Sandy Barrie
	Citizen

	Lan Nguyen
	Army Corps of Engineers

	Kuei-Hsien Liao
	University of Washington

	Briana Lovell
	Earth Economics

	Mike Mactutis
	City of Kent

	Kathy Minsch
	City of Seattle

	Olton Swanson
	Army Corps of Engineers

	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

Joan McGilton, Management Committee Chair, opened the meeting on behalf of Co-Chairs Bill Peloza, who was out of town, and Dow Constantine, who was delayed. She invited attendees to introduce themselves.  

II. Public Comment

There was no public comment.  
III. Approval of Meeting Summary:

	The Watershed Ecosystem Forum unanimously approved the meeting summaries for the August 13 and October 1, 2009 meetings.


[Joan McGilton introduced Dow Constantine as the King County Executive-elect when he arrived, to applause from attendees. Executive-elect Constantine thanked the group, and said the campaign had been a long nine months.  He invited people to attend his swearing in on November 24 and said he will continue to advocate for WRIA 9’s shared interests.]
IV. 2009 Professional Assessment of Services Report
Doug Osterman, Watershed Coordinator, reported that the County hired a consultant, Jan Glick & Associates, to prepare the Professional Assessment of Services of the WRIA 9 Service Provider, a requirement of the WRIA 9 Interlocal Agreement among the cities and the county.  The Management Committee oversaw and directed the professional assessment with the consultant.  The assessment showed that very large percentages of respondents felt that WRIA 9 is effective and successful in its main business functions.

Joan McGilton went over the Executive Summary of the Professional Assessment.  She explained that the main result was that we as a group are operating well, but we continue to be hampered by the lack of funding.  Question 6 (which asked if jurisdictions feel their projects were being funded fairly) garnered the only Not Satisfied (2 respondents) and Not Satisfied at All (1 respondent) responses for WRIA 9.  Mayor McGilton said overall the results were very successful, and we can take the report back to our city councils to show how WRIA 9 is doing.

Discussion:

· Heather Trim asked why non-elected members of the Forum were not surveyed, and if they could be included the next time a survey is done.  She also suggested using Survey Monkey as a way to gather input.  Doug Osterman explained that per provisions of the ILA and as directed by the Management Committee, only member local governments were surveyed.  Joan McGilton added that there was a very limited amount of funding available for the project including to secure an outside party/consultant, but that a survey monkey approach is an excellent idea for ascertaining input of others.
· Jay Covington remarked that he thought it was a good idea to survey other members periodically, but the professional assessment is a very specific requirement of the ILA directed toward the cost-sharing partners.
· Sandy Kilroy of King County thanked the WRIA 9 team for arranging for the Professional Assessment, which she called a great exercise.  She said her goal as service provider is to have 100% satisfaction, and her door is open to everyone’s comments.

· Al Barrie inquired which cities are concerned with fair project funding, and if they could be identified.  Joan McGilton responded that we promised anonymity to all respondents, and that she will be working with the unsatisfied cities individually.

V. WRIA 9 2009/2010 King Conservation District /WRIA 9 Project Funding 
Karen Bergeron, Habitat Projects Coordinator, presented the 2010 King Conservation District (KCD) budget for 2009/2010 collections.  The budget included two different options because of uncertainty about the amount of the KCD assessment, which is in discussion now.  Option A is $1 million (the KCD-proposed amount) and Option B is $1.2 million (the status quo amount). 
Karen went over the different grant fund categories, which are:

· Small Grant Fund:  The WRIA 9 Team will work with Joan McGilton to prioritize projects in this fund. Both options are for $75,000. 
· Nearshore Landowner Assistance “Shared Endeavor” Fund:  This would help to provide match for nearshore landowner assistance to remove bulkheads, which is expensive. Both options are for $75,000.
· High Priority Project Implementation Fund:  Used primarily as match for large projects, like the Ecosystem Restoration Projects (ERP).  Option B is $2.137 million; Option A is $2.050 million, and includes reduced funding for Beaconsfield Nearshore Design and Mainland Nearshore projects, and does not include funds for the WDFW Nearshore General Investigation.
· Education/Stewardship Fund:  Karen Bergeron reported that we had to cut funding for education/stewardship in order to get projects in the ground per Forum direction.  Option B is $231,000; Option A is $111,000 and includes reduced funding for the Burien Environmental Science Center and the Beach Naturalist Program, and does not fund Stewardship Project/Support or the Reserve Fund. WRIA 9 Capital Projects Implementation (Karen’s 2010 salary) is funded under both options.

Doug Osterman reported that there were two possible approaches to funding the WRIA 9 capital projects in 2010 at approximately current levels (about $1.2 million annually for WRIA 9 habitat projects and programs).  Funding will either be raised either through the King Conservation District special assessment ($10 per parcel per year) as has been the source of funding over the past several years or through a  levy increase in the Flood Control District tax (adding $.0125 to the flood control tax).  He said the decisions affecting the WRIA funding was soon to be determined. 

Ken Miller inquired whether the Flood Control District can raise the $.10 fee.  Doug Osterman responded that they can legally.  David Batker mentioned that it can go up to $.50.  Dow Constantine explained that when the Flood Control District was created, there was concern that the amount should be less than the upper limit allowed.  The Flood Control property tax is based on assessed value, while the KCD assessment is a flat $10 per parcel.  For example, under the KCD assessment method a property such as the Columbia Tower in downtown Seattle pays the same amount ($10) as Joan McGilton pays for her property.  In the case of the Flood District method, the Columbia Tower owners would pay much more into the fund than individual residents.
	The full Watershed Ecosystem Forum approved by consensus the 2009/2010 KCD/WRIA 9 Project Funding options.  The parties to the ILA then unanimously approved the KCD/WRIA 9 Project Funding options, with the strong urging that the amount of funding raised is at the  $1.2 million level (Option B).  


VI. Seattle In-Kind Letter of Agreement
Joan McGilton briefly introduced the in-kind letter of agreement, which sets out the in-kind staff services that Seattle will provide to WRIA 9.  Seattle had committed to provide in-kind services in 2010 in lieu of the standard cash contribution under the terms of the WRIA 9 Interlocal Agreement.  Mayor McGilton described the letter of agreement as a very solid piece of work that includes deliverables, and she thanked Seattle and WRIA staff for working so hard to forge a detailed work plan. 
Heather Trim asked if we have started to discuss Seattle’s budget for 2011.  Doug Osterman responded that we have not done so yet.

VII. Funding Mechanisms
Dennis Clark, Outreach and Stewardship Coordinator, facilitated the funding mechanisms discussion at the meeting.  This discussion built on conversations that had occurred at the previous meetings of the Watershed Ecosystem Forum in 2009.  He reminded Forum members that they had reduced the original 11 decision criteria for evaluating alternative funding mechanisms down to the following seven at the August 13 meeting: 

1. Is the mechanism politically viable?
2. Does the mechanism make enough money, and have long enough life, to implement the Habitat Plan?
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 the mechanism reasonable and appropriate?

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

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

Also at that meeting, the Forum had applied the criteria to two of the seven funding mechanisms.
Dennis explained that at this meeting, we were going to apply the criteria to the remaining five mechanisms to evaluate them (the evaluation table contained staff-determined evaluations; the Forum could accept or revise the evaluation for each criterion).  
Susan Saffery inquired how much money is “enough money” (criterion 2).  Doug Osterman responded that it means enough to pay for the 10-year habitat plan, which is $300 million.  He said at the last meeting Jay Covington brought up the minimum to match the Army Corps’ cost, which is $80 million over ten years.  
Mechanism 1, Lid Lift on Flood Control Tax: 

· Mike Mactutis, Kent, said he thought there was a 10% limit on the flood control district tax, and he noted that an increase will bump into that in the Monday vote.  David Batker, Earth Economics, explained that the flood control district tax can have a$.50 limit. Sandy Kilroy added that it is a junior taxing district.

The proposed ranking for Mechanism 1 was accepted without changes.
Mechanism 3, Per Parcel Assessment Fee/Tax: 

· Jay Covington asked what the uncertainty is with criteria 7.  David Batker responded that the uncertainty is with the King Conservation District (KCD) and their assessment.  Doug Osterman asked if we would think about it differently if the KCD assessment is $1.60 instead of $10 per parcel.  Jay said he thought it was okay to say “may.”  Max Prinsen mentioned that there are other conservation district assessments being challenged around the state, which implies some uncertainty for this mechanism.

· Sandy Kilroy inquired if this is a new or established assessment.  Dennis Clark explained that it would be a new assessment fee.

The proposed ranking for Mechanism 3 was accepted without changes.

Mechanism 4, Marine Shoreline Armoring Tax or Fee: 

· Doug Osterman commented that this could be a funding mechanism that is targeted to our nearshore cities. 
· Paul Meyer remarked that the Port of Seattle would have a problem with a Marine Shoreline Armoring Tax being fair and equitable, since the Port probably has the longest single amount of armoring.  He asked if King County would consider the levees on the Green River as armoring.  He suggested changing the red “open donut” (“likely does not meet criteria”) for criterion 5 to solid red (“does not meet criteria”).  Doug Osterman responded that he thought the fee was necessarily targeting residential bulkheads.

· Susan Saffery noted that this mechanism would only generate $1 million annually, which is not enough funding.  She suggested changing criteria 2 to solid red, with an asterisk that says “combine with other funding mechanisms.”  David Batker agreed to make that change.

· Heather Trim mentioned that some bulkheads are quasi-hard and there is a wide range from “soft” to “hard” armoring.  We would have to draw a line and define what is meant by “bulkhead.” 

· Kathy Minsch asked if the idea with this mechanism was that it is a disincentive, which would go down over time. Max Prinsen responded that it could be managed through a fee that people would have to pay as a disincentive. 
· Susan Saffery said this mechanism is fair and equitable depending on how it is applied.  Sandy Kilroy explained that like a taxing district, this money would go back to remove nearshore armoring.  
· Brian Winslow commented that he thought this fee should be similar to the flood district tax and be applied regardless of where you live.  He said armoring sets apart a certain group – nearshore property owners -- and is specialized.  The mechanism is not as fair and equitable as some of the other funding mechanisms.  Marlla Mhoon commented that if she had an armored shoreline she did not believe someone else in Maple Valley should have to pay for its impacts/removal. 
· Jay Covington said he agrees with this mechanism if it is targeted to nearshore owners, but he asked why it has a solid green circle (“meets criteria”) if it doesn’t raise enough money to implement the plan.

· Sandy Kilroy said we don’t have commercial armoring in WRIA 9 outside of the Lower Duwamish.  She suggested combining it with an overall assessment fee.  There could be some additive for a base level of fee and a landowner could reduce the additive fee by removing a bulkhead.

· Heather Trim suggested making this mechanism’s nexus be that it is for nearshore projects.

· Jay Covington said this tax would be better than existing environmental impact fees if it would get bulkheads removed.  Briana Lovell, Earth Economics, noted that changes are happening from the other end where new bulkheads are being permitted. 
· Paul Meyer suggested limiting an armoring tax to freshwater and not the nearshore.  
The ranking for Mechanism 4 was accepted with the following changes: the green circle for criteria 2 became a white circle, and the green donut for criteria 4 became a white circle.

Mechanism 6, Mitigation Banking Market: 

· Brian Winslow reported that WRIA 9 identified quite a number of projects when we were one of a couple of watersheds that Shared Strategy looked at for mitigation banking.  This mechanism could supply a large amount of our funding, especially with several roads projects potentially getting funding (I-405 and Highway 169), which get close to projects on the Lower Green.  David Batker noted that right now the Department of Transportation is the biggest mitigation banker in the state.  
· Jay Covington explained that Renton co-owns a mitigation bank with WSDOT.  They took a class 3 wetland and improved it to become a class 2.  This mechanism might likely meet criteria 2, but he said he’s not sure it should be a solid green circle (“meets criteria”).  Paul Meyer also supported downgrading criteria 2 because it probably would not make enough money.

· Heather Trim reported that People For Puget Sound actively fights against mitigation banking, since we want to have good projects to begin with.  She said if Puget Sound Partnership (PSP) is already going to do mitigation banking then it should be a deal-killer for this mechanism.  Susan Saffery remarked that PSP has made mitigation banking a major initiative.  David Batker commented that he didn’t think there would be a conflict because this mitigation bank would be in WRIA 9 for impacts in WRIA 9.

The ranking for Mechanism 6 was accepted with the following changes: the green circle for criteria 2 became a green donut, and the red circle for criteria 7 became a solid red circle due to Puget Sound Partnership’s own mitigation banking efforts.
Mechanism 7, Watershed Investment District: 

· David Batker called Mechanism 7 his personal favorite, but the one least likely to occur by a long-shot.  There are fifteen cities in WRIA 9, and a Watershed Investment District probably would require state legislative action. It would affect flood, salmon, water quality, and stormwater.  It also would be the mechanism that is assessed and funded most equitably and efficiently, and he said it is time we start thinking “big picture.” 

· Max Prinsen commented that he liked this mechanism, but what he didn’t like was the idea of combining a lot of districts.  He said he thought it would be better if it was a Watershed Investment District to deal with the watershed, and not a big bucket of districts.  He suggested changing the white circle for criteria 5 to a green donut.

· Scott Jones asked if this mechanism would jeopardize other funding sources.  David Batker replied that he thought that’s why we have the uncertainty (white circle) with criteria 7.

· Sandy Kilroy inquired if there were any estimates of the money that would be raised. David Batker explained that it would be a new investment district, so it could make however much we needed.  Doug Osterman mentioned that we would look holistically at the whole watershed, such as decommissioning roads in the Upper Green River subwatershed.

The ranking for Mechanism 7 was accepted with the following changes: the white circle for criteria 5 became a green donut.
Dennis Clark explained that the point of the preceding discussion was to help the Watershed Ecosystem Forum decide on the top three or four funding mechanisms that Earth Economics and WRIA 9 staff can further develop for the February 2010 Forum meeting.  
Dennis asked the Forum members to participate in straw poll of the mechanisms to see if there were any obvious preferences.  The results of this straw poll put the mechanisms in the following order (with the preference totals in parenthesis):
1. Watershed Investment District (16 preferences)

2. Lift Lid on Flood Control Tax (15)
3. Per Parcel Assessment Fee/Tax (11)
4. Marine Shoreline Armoring Tax or Fee (5)
5. Additional Impervious Surface Fee (4)

6. Mitigation Banking Market (3) 
7. Cruise Ship Passenger Fee (2)
The mood of the group was that the straw poll results were an acceptable prioritization.  Dennis said WRIA 9 staff and Earth Economics would elaborate on the top three mechanisms and bring them back to Forum in February 2010 for further discussion.  Joan McGilton said she would like Earth Economics to look at tying Mechanism 4: Marine Shoreline Armoring Tax or Fee and Mechanism 6: Mitigation Banking Market to the top three mechanisms with an additional tax. 

Susan Saffery asked if Earth Economics will be looking at what scale and level of implementation makes sense, because the scale will really matter. David Batker responded that he thought the scale would be county-wide. 

VIII. Recap of Special Forum Meeting on Green River
Doug Osterman said he thought efforts discussed in the special Forum meeting on flood issues on October 1 will move forward.  He presented a draft proposal for a grant that just became available from the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), “Protecting Watersheds, Water Quality, and Aquatic Resources from the Impacts of Growth.” Doug called the grant a wonderful opportunity for WRIA 9, and the Management Committee supports submitting an application.  Now is the time to get funding to do an analysis in the Green River Watershed (economic, ecological, land use and political research) to demonstrate what we can do and what it would cost to do the “belt and suspenders” approach to flood protection and reconnect the floodplain to the river for habitat purposes.  He reported that we have submitted a WRIA 9 draft proposal for a grant application to King County (only governments can apply).  When we ask for money for repairing Howard Hanson Dam, we also should ask for money for downstream flood/fish projects.  Dennis Clark is the project manager pulling the grant together, which is due January 5, 2010 [subsequently changed to January 26].  Doug said the staff will also talk to Tacoma Public Utilities, the Valley cities, King County’s agriculture and science staff, and the Muckleshoot Indian Tribe in developing the grant application. 

IX. Reconvene as ERP Executive Committee
Doug Osterman explained that Joan McGilton (as acting Forum Co-Chair) and Olton Swanson, Army Corps of Engineers (ACOE), are Co-Chairs of this ERP Executive Committee meeting.  The Executive Committee convenes at least yearly to approve the Duwamish-Green Ecosystem Restoration Project (ERP) funding proposal.  ERP projects proposed for funding in 2010 total $19,364,000.  The projects are (sponsors and funding amount in parentheses):

· Mill Creek Phase I – Wetland 5K (Auburn, $250,000);
· Riverview Park (Kent, $2.75 million);
· Upper Russell Road (Kent, $8.4 million);

· Lake Meridian Outlet (Kent,$2.4 million);

· Upper Springbrook Creek (Renton, $1.1 million);

· Big Spring Creek – Phase I (King County, $1.65 million);

· Big Spring Creek – Phase II (King County, $100,000); and 

· Seahurst Park (Burien, $2,714,000 – a federal ACOE project, but not in the ERP).

Sandy Kilroy remarked that at the last Forum meeting, we had agreed to bring the Big Spring Creek project up to $2 million, and the proposed list has it at $1.6 million.  Karen Bergeron explained that there has been a lot of variation on request amounts for this project.  The ERP Project Management Committee meets on a quarterly basis, and Karen reported that she and Doug Osterman made the decision to put it back to the original level.  She said what we are trying to approve right now is the project list.  Noel Gilbrough commented that, before he retired from the Corps earlier in the year, we agreed to $1.65 million for Big Spring Creek. 

Jay Covington said we can approve the list of projects, with the assumption that the funding numbers will change.  Olton Swanson agreed that the amounts will change. Gordon Thomson added that we can’t come up with solid numbers until we are going for construction.  Karen Bergeron said we can put in a check in February and will come back to the Forum if the amounts change. 

	The ERP Executive Committee unanimously approved the 2010 ERP Project and Funding Schedule. 


ACOE is looking for $100,000 to support general administration in 2011, instead of having staff charge their time to various projects.  Doug Osterman announced that this money would come from Congress.  Noel Gilbrough added that without this funding, Gordon Thomson would have to charge his time to cost-shared projects, such as North Wind’s Weir.

	The ERP Executive Committee supported requesting $100,000 for general administration of the ERP in 2011. 


X. Public Comment
Max Prinsen announced that the work being proposed for the EPA grant is very similar to a grant SHADOW is applying for.  SHADOW is also applying for a DOE grant to start looking at our rural area.  Max said his organization does have one problem, which is we are looking for an entity to sponsor the grant.  Joan McGilton suggested Max talk to Doug Osterman about it outside of the meeting.
Dennis Clark reported that the week of Thanksgiving he will be sending out an email announcing when the North Winds Weir project will dig out the final connection to the Duwamish.  He said the breakthrough will be the first week of December.
Joan McGilton recognized departing Forum member Noel Gilbrough, who has retired from ACOE.  Elected officials who are leaving office and the Forum (and who were unable to attend the meeting) are Councilmember Tim Clark (Kent), Councilmember Chris Wythe (SeaTac), Mayor Howard Botts (Black Diamond), and Mayor John Wise (Enumclaw).  Al Barrie announced that Noel Gilbrough is now part of the Mid-Sound Fisheries Enhancement Group, and he requested that Noel share his membership position on the Watershed Ecosystem Forum.

XI. Wrap-Up/Next Steps
Doug Osterman said that the Forum may need to consider different meeting days or times to accommodate the ability of Des Moines representatives to attend.  The Thursday meetings overlap with the Des Moines Council meetings.
The meeting was adjourned at 7:30 p.m.
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