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WRIA 9 Implementation Technical Committee –Meeting Summary 

Tukwila Community Center 

February 24, 2016 

 

Attendees: Karen Bergeron, WRIA 9; Lance Campbell (phone), WDFW; David Casey, Maple Valley; 

Andrea Cummins, Tukwila; Annika Fain (phone), Fain Environmental; Larry Fisher, WDFW; Chris 

Gregersen, King County; Kollin Higgins, King County; Matt Knox, Kent; Amanda Leon, Normandy Park; 

Kathy Minsch, Seattle; Joan Nolan (phone), Ecology; Elissa Ostergaard, WRIA 9; Tyler Patterson, Tacoma 

Water; Jennifer Rice, King County; Dennis Robertson, Mike Perfetti, Tukwila; Ron Straka, Renton.  

Habitat plan update schedule revision 

Elissa shared that with less money for the habitat plan update than expected, we will need to continue 

to pare down the process and develop potential options for the necessary level of effort. There is not a 

deadline for the habitat plan, so rather than cut anything out, we propose to extend the schedule in 

order to update the topics where we have new information and complete the items required by Puget 

Sound Partnership (PSP). Related to meetings, this could result in less frequent or shorter, more 

condensed ITC meetings. Since the original schedule was to complete the habitat plan by Feb 2018 with 

consultants, the group agreed that at a medium level of effort should target finishing the habitat plan 

update by mid-2018. If a lower level of effort is required to stay within budget, then the group should 

target finishing the habitat plan update by the end of 2018. One possible way to mitigate for the loss of 

consultant time is to use in-house staff to help with facilitation and science topics.  

PSP is also offering 40 hours of assistance in coaching facilitation, and technical assistance. The deadline 

for our request to PSP regarding the timing and type of assistance is March 1st. The group expressed the 

need to take advantage of this time wisely to make the best use out of the 40 hours. Ideas included: 

 PSP could assist with habitat goals, facilitate at the Forum, work on new topics like climate 

change or upper watershed processes, conceptual models, and results chains.  

 Most of the people available are not well known, Susan O’Neil may be good because she 

knows the watershed well. Elissa will ask at PSP. 

 The best use of their time could potentially be to provide our team with guidance through 

PSP’s processes related to the habitat plan update.  

Elissa will take these suggestions into consideration, with other information she learns, and submit the 

request to PSP. 

Middle Green Habitat Productivity  

In considering next steps regarding Joe Anderson’s Middle Green productivity work, the group decided it 

is too early to consider policy changes, however, it would be a good idea to document in writing our 

current thoughts about the topic. These include: 

 If a goal is to increase parr productivity, what is the target for parr numbers produced in the Middle 

Green? and  
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 Can we quantify the historic reduction in side channels? And what is the upper limit? How much 

opportunity (and what should targets be) for creating more side channel and off channel rearing 

habitat in the Middle Green? Look for the best locations to remove levees.  

An important implication of this work is to guide changes to the MS1 policy.  The group discussed pros 

and cons of an update on where we are as far as the balance of funds spent on different habitat types 

and locations per the MS1 policy. The policy is difficult to implement for several reasons, such as money 

coming from outside sources that the WRIA has no control over, or projects that are not easily 

designated as spawning or rearing habitat projects. The group expressed a need to base projects on 

providing the greatest ecological lift, rather than looking at who is ready to do a project, though the 

current project prioritization has been very helpful for funding large projects, and it saves time and 

money collectively because there aren’t as many people writing grant applications that do not get 

funded. Policy MS-1 came about because the Forum does not want to send fish to their death by 

producing more in the Middle Green and having nowhere for them to rear in the Duwamish. 

Water Quality Conservation Hypothesis (Click here for all WRIA 9 Conservation Hypotheses) 

The ITC discussed whether the Water Quality Conservation Hypothesis (All-2) should remain at the tier 2 

level , based on current science. New temperature TMDLs for the Mainstem Green (Middle and Lower 

subwatersheds) and Soos and Newaukum Creeks, and work done by King County, show temperature is 

clearly a major issue for Chinook and needs to be a tier 1 conservation hypothesis. This was previously 

discussed at the ITC and Kollin thought we had a new conservation hypothesis called “All-7” about 

temperature approved by the Forum, but we cannot find any documentation. Also, Sandie O’Neill’s 

work showing lethal levels of contamination in juvenile salmonids from the Duwamish has shown that 

contamination should also be at the tier 1 level. Both of these issues are currently grouped in “All-1”  

with other water quality issues as a tier 2 hypothesis. The group discussed was whether to create a new, 

separate tier 1 conservation hypothesis for temperature and contamination, or move the entirety of the 

“All-1” hypothesis to tier 1. This discussion included: 

 There are still many unknowns for water quality, do we want leave these a tier 2 when in 

fact future work could reveal they should be a tier 1?  

 We need to work on temperature and contamination issues while also including other 

important issues for Chinook habitat; 

 How do we focus on Chinook-specific water quality issues, but recognize the importance of 

others (e.g., prespawn mortality for Coho)? 

The group decided that we should create a tier 1 conservation hypothesis that focuses on temperature 

and contamination, while leaving the other water quality issues as a tier 2. Elissa will change the 

wording and send both around to the group for review. Staff will bring this to the Forum for 

recommendation during the May meeting, and once approved, write up the recommended actions.  

Monitoring Proposals for CWM funds 

The Forum will consider ITC proposals on May 12th on how to spend the $120,000 allocated for 

monitoring in 2017. The monitoring projects discussed included the following:  

http://www.govlink.org/watersheds/9/pdf/tieredCH.pdf
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 Middle Green smolt trap (WDFW). On-going - $40,000 

 Otolith sampling (WDFW). New proposal -  $54,000 (scalable) 

o This would examine returning adult Chinook otoliths (ear bones) for strontium levels throughout 

each fish’s life. Strontium is deposited within the otolith throughout the fish’s life, though at 

very different levels depending on whether the fish is in fresh or salt water. This would allow us 

to see how much time returning adults spent in freshwater rearing as juveniles (differentiate fry 

vs. parr outmigrants), and assess the survival rate to adulthood of fry, parr, and yearling 

outmigrants. This information would help drive decision making for rearing habitat, and 

potentially help us look at the rare yearling life history and how much they are returning as 

adults (if we collect enough samples).  Currently, it is not known how these life history groups 

contribute to the adult population. This route would give us more certainty about life history 

strategies, but not answer all the questions.  

o In addition to adult otolith examination, and to inform the analysis, juvenile Chinook otoliths 

could be examined from fish taken in the estuary. This would allow back-calculation of 

strontium levels to see residence time in the estuary for Juveniles (whether they migrated there 

as fry or parr). The benefit of this is to see what marks are being made on otoliths with different 

estuary residence times, since examining adult otoliths cannot differentiate between estuary vs. 

ocean strontium levels since fish cannot absorb more than 5 to 8 ppt of strontium in seawater. 

However, there is a previous study by Eric Volk and Greg Ruggerone that did this, and so this 

work may not need to be redone. Kollin also has otoliths from juveniles caught in 2005 that 

need to be analyzed. 

o Sampling otoliths over multiple years is important to allow us to see differences in multiple 

brood years and how each life history strategy fared given the environmental conditions they 

faced. One year of sampling would represent a portion of several brood years, since Chinook are 

returning at 3, 4, and 5 years of age, and several years of sampling are necessary to get all the 

returns from any one brood year.  

o Lance said that the level of effort is scalable, it depends on what questions the group wants to 

answer. He said we need to sample 50-100 adults/year at minimum, unless we want to capture 

rare life history types (such as yearlings). Aaron Bosworth may have scale data from adults that 

shows whether any outmigrated as yearlings. The ITC recommended at least 2 years of sampling 

with 100 samples per year, and removing the juvenile portion of the sampling if possible. Also, 

we could add additional funding in future years if desired. WRIA 9, King County, and WDFW will 

have additional discussion to decide which parts of the proposal to include.  

 Report and analysis for UW Duwamish juvenile salmon sampling. New proposal $30,000 (estimate) 

o Jeff Cordell and Jason Toft are funded this year to sample fish to evaluate project effectiveness 

in the Duwamish, investigating where juvenile Chinook are rearing. This proposal gives them 

additional funding, which would allow them to use their current funding to sample as many sites 

possible, then use this funding for analysis and write up. The additional $30,000 is an estimate, 

the amount depends on whether we would like them to include other datasets. If we choose not 

to fund them separately for the analysis, they will have to reduce the number of sites sampled 

to still finish the analysis. They are going to be sampling the week of March 14, 2016. 
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 USGS gages. (new proposal). ~$10,000 to $15,000.  

o This proposal assists USGS with a major funding gap for operating two flow, temperature, 

turbidity gages in the Duwamish. These gages were installed at the request of Ecology for the 

Pollution Loading Assessment, and are more expensive than traditional gages since they use 

Acoustic Doppler Velocity Meter (ADVM) technology that takes into account tidal influence and 

flow reversal. Aside from river discharge, this technology could also help model temperature 

and sedimentation rates on project sites within the Duwamish. USGS currently has funding for 

the rest of the year, but they are looking for ~$85,000 for next year to cover budget cuts from 

Ecology. It is hoped that the WRIA could contribute $10,000 to $15,000 the next year. Other 

partners that have offered to help fund include Tukwila and the Corps, and the Lower Duwamish 

Waterway Group is meeting with USGS about this also. It is unknown if funding will again be 

available from Ecology in future years.  

 

Other possible monitoring ideas to include, perhaps in future years, include an additional smolt trap at 

River Mile 18, so we can see how much time juveniles are spending in the Lower Green, and funding 

Sandie O’Neill and/or King County WLR to do additional sampling of contaminants in juveniles from 

along the Green/Duwamish to see where their contamination originates. 

 

The ITC will discuss monitoring again at the next meeting and finalize the recommendation to the 

Forum. Cooperative Watershed Management grant applications by these project sponsors will be due 

June 10, 2016. 

 

Final Note: Members please send temperature data and metadata to Kollin or Chris, including how it 

was collected! 


