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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Healthy salmon populations can only thrive in a healthy watershed. A healthy
watershed also provides a dé range of ecosystem goods and services

including not just salmorhut also flood and storm protection, clean drinking
water, recreation, and other benefits detailed in the Earth Economics 2009

NELRZ2NIS G2wL! ¢ CdzyRAYy3I aSOKdryAdY Ay

Ecosystem ServicgsThese goods and services assential to the health of
peopleandthe economy.

In the Green/Duwamish and Central Puget Sound Watershed these ecosyst
goods and services benefit over 700,000 resideftience and experientalls

us that when the health of a watershed declines, there is an associated decl|
in quality and quantity of ecosystem goods and services that the watershed
provides. hvestmentsare needed to restore natural capital to health, including
salmon populabns andto provide a higher quality of life to residents.

In 2005, Water Resource Inventory Area 9 (WRIA 9), the management entity
the Green/Duwamish and Central Puget Sound Watershedpted a
comprehensive plan for protecting and restoring thatershed and salmon
habitat with the adoption oMaking Our Watershed Fit For a King: Salmon
Habitat Plan for the Green/Duwamish and Centrag&® Sound Watershed (WRIA all the local governments
within the watershedThe Salmon Habitat Plan invesisatural capital through habitat restoration and

protection projects and programs. To put this plan into action WRIA 9 requires dedicated funding mechanisms
that will provide an average of $28D million each year over 10 years.

By implementing th&salman Habitat PlanWRIA 9 is preservingmproving,andcreatingnatural capitaklong
the Green/Duwamish Rivend the coastal areas of the Centraigeét Sound Vatershed Protectingand
restoring ratural system®rovides a vast array of benefits for a loveast than builtonly capital approaches.
This management strategy is far more efficient than replacingnsaiftaining natural systems with humdouilt
infrastructure that requires maintenance and must be replaced ever(B@ears. Natural systems are
unsurpassed in preserving natural and human healtheswhomic benefiat leastcost. The Puget Sound
region will benefit extensively from investing in now scarce ecosystem goods and services in the
Green/Duwamish and Central Puget Sound Watershed, lamdeturn on investment is significant. Not only
does investing in natural capital protect and restore habitat for threatened and endangered sjpeelasinary
estimates conclude that as much as $6.44 of benefit will be generated for every $1.00 invéstéds plan?

The WRIA 9 Salmon Habitat Plan mandates a $300 million investment in natural capital in the form of habitat
restoration and protection projects and programs that will require dedicated funding mechanisms to generate
revenue averaging $30 Hidn each year over 10 years.

! The 2009 WRIA 9 Fundingthanism Report can be found at
http://www.govlink.org/watersheds/9/pdf/WRIAGundingMechanismsApril-2009. pdf

’See Appendix B of the 2009 WRIA 9 Funding Mechanism Report.
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This report outlines proposed funding mechanisms for that plan based on principles of ecological economics to
manage the economic efficiency, social equity and environmental sustainability of the Green/Duwamish and
Central Rget Sound Watershed.

This Document

An addendum to the 2009 WRIA 9 Funding Mechanism Report, this document outbnestitts of the work
completedbetween March 2009 and May 2010 by the WRIA 9 Management Committee and the larger WRIA 9
Ecosystem Fora, and Earth Economics economists and analysts. This work consisted of methodical evaluation
proposed funding mechanisms described in the WRIA 9 Funding Mechanisms Report. Out of an initial 25
options, the WRIA 9 Management Committee identifgéght options worthy of further analysjisnd narrowed

that down to the three most viable options to secure continued and sustainable funding for the implementation
of the Salmon Habitat Plan. Each of these final three options is described inrd#talpapemwith a summary

table identifying the authority (RCW), the scale of action (geographic/political region), the decision(picgr
makers empowered tproceed forward), and the revenue (amount of money raised towards implementation of
the Salmon HabitatI&n).

Along with this document, Earth Economics has created a set of five policy briefs for decision makers. These
briefs provide a summary overview of the history (Brief 1), analysis of the funding need (Brief 2) and the 3
fundingoptions that are disgssed in detail in this paper (Brieb3. The policy briefs and download locations

are listed in Appendix A of this document

Recommenations
As a result of the study and our work with WRIA 9, Earth Economics recommends that WRIA 9:

1. Seeksupport for a $001 increase in th@011 Flood Control District levyihis increase could be approved
beforeNovember 2010 as a first step toward a larfjerding mechanism that more closely matches the
needed $30 million annual salmon restoration need.

2. Determine whethe to pursue an assessment or feetaxthrough a new taxing authority, a dime increase
in the Flood Control District levy, or with independent taxing authority on property tax for WRIA 9 at a
$0.20 levy which would raise between $20 million.

3. Seek legilation to allow an increase in thercentage of funds from flood controladricts (and other
Special Purpose Districts) that can be used for watershed projects, including salmon habitat projects.

4. Map, quantify, and evaluate ecosystem services for themptial benefits they provide across jurisdictions

to set the Watershed Investment District design

Develop necessary legislation for the Watershed Investment District

Work with Washington State legislators for passage of needed legislation and \tbeepgople, or for

county level Watershed Investment Districts

oo

Adopted Strategy

Athree-phasestrategy to provide dependable and sufficient funding for the WRIA 9 Salmon Habitat Plan was
proposedto the WRIA 9VNatershed Forum on May 12010. The Forumliscussed and adopted the strategy as
outlined below:

Phase 1: Approve an additional, initial funding mechanism for WRIA 9 in 2010. Approve a
Control Districlevy increaseoy November 2010, at a rate of $0.01 per $1,000 of
property value raising aestimated $1.68 million per yeailhe King County Flood
Control District could also prioritize existing revenue from its levy be used to inve

WRIA 9 Funding Mechanisms Report prepared by Earth Economics Page8 of 44



flood protection projects that have significant overlap with salmon habitat project:

Phase 2: Approve a additional funding mechanism to raise $20 million/year until phase 3 i
accomplished. Legislation would be required to allow the KCFCD legyinorbased
by an additional 4.0 and for these funds to be dedicated to WRIA 9. Another optic
is to apprave legislation providing WRIA 9 with tax authority. This could enable a
$10 per parcespecialassessment or feer tax generating an estimated $1.886illion
for WRIA 9With property tax authority, and $0.20 levy per $1,000 assessed value
appliedto property in WRIA 9 over $20 million could be raised annually.

Phase 3: Pursue creation of an intatepartmental and multjurisdictionalWatershed
Investment District,with a combined system of funding mechanisms that will prov
the most costeffective approach for integrated management of all ecosystem
services.

INTRODUCTION

Problem Statement

Degradation of salmon habitat has had a devastating effect on Chinook salmon populations in the Pacific
Northwest, where salmoand their habitat arevoven ino the veryfabric of Northwest culture and economy

To many native tribeghe cultural value of salmois beyond measureandmost citizens in the region believe

that the existence of salmois intrinsically valuable nifact, most people indicate thegrewilling to pay for this

value from salmon, even if they derive no directreational or other benefit(Olsen 1991). ddple and

communities located in and beyond ti@&een/Duwamish and Central Puget Sound Waterdieswefit both

from healthy salmonighopulations and the associated ecosystem goods and services, such as salmon, flood and
storm protection, clean drinking water, recreation, and other benefits, that a healthy watershed provides.

Today, hese ecosystem gog@nd services can be identifiemapped and valued across theat®rshed. Tools

that would benefit a variety of institutions, federal to locabuld bedeveloped andpplied in the Vdtershed.
These tools open up opportunities for gains in efficiency across watershed jurisdictionassstohmwater
districts, public utilities, cities, the county and more. Once restored, a healthy watershed supplies these vast
benefitsover the long termreducing costs, government expenses and tax burdens. Figure 1 shows the
Green/Duwamish and CentrBluget Sound Watershed and subwatersheds in relation to other Puget Sound
Watersheds.

TheSalmon Habitat Plaprovides a strategy that specifies 75-thre-ground restoration projects; 57 habitat
protection projects, and 30 programs totaling $3000,0000ver 10 years56 of the 75 orthe-ground habitat
projectsare considered the highest priority because of their importance in addressing the decline of Chinook
salmon.

This addendum to the 2009 Funding Mechanism Report describes the process used [Bi1#8 Watershed
Ecosystem Forum to identify and evaledtinding mechanism® generate sufficient revenue for implementing

the Salmon Habitat Plan to improve the health of the Green/Duwamish and Central Puget Sound Watershed and
get its Chinook salmon pagation on the road to recovery
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Figurel: Green/Duwamish and Central Puget Sound Watershed and subwatersheds in relation to other Puget Sound Watersheds

CurrentFunding

Today, there are three primary funding sources to impanthe Salmon Habitat Plan:
1. Interlocal agreementamong the 16 cities of th&reen/Duwamish and Central Puget Sound
Watershedand King County provide annual operating support.
2. TheKing Conservation Distriatompetitive grant program provides operatingdacapital project
funding.
3. Grants from local, state and federal agencipsovide operating and capital projects funding.

While these sairces have brought us this fahe current funding mechanisms are clearly insufficient as sources
of revenue for acemplishing the Salmon Habitat Plan at t8eesen/Duwamish and Central Puget Sound
Watershedevel. The Salmon Recovery Funding Board (SRFB) grant funding to WRIA 9 has declined overall by
84% in ten years to less than $400,000 in 2(&E@ figure 2)GreerRiver Restoration Project (Army Corps of
Engineers) and several grant souroesy provide operating and project funding around $5 million in 2010,
including stimulus grants. However, future grant funding is highly unceK&iid Funding, though consistent,

has been a declining source and will provide only al$du2 million to WRIA 9 in 2010.

WRIA 9 Funding Mechanisms Report prepared by Earth Economics PagelOof 44



A funding mechanism providing $30 million/year o :?gggggg
for ten years would enable operating capacity = $1,600,000
and implementation of capital projects. It would & $1.400,000
provide matching fundfor grants.In addition to é $1.200,000
habitat restoration, hese funds would be spent %= 51,000,000
in WRIA 9 providing jobs and economic g $800,000
development. Staff time in grant writing and £ 5600000
uncertainty in funding and project <L 5400,000
implementation would be eliminated. Chinook $200,000
salmon could be i=ored for present and future -

generations. N~ S & o A & )
SEEFTFTTFSIE s
Year

Figure2: Salmon Recovery Board Grants received by WRIA 9

2009 Funding Mechanisms Report

At an Earth Economiegorkshop in August 20025 possible funding mechaniswere identified Earth

Economics evaluated each mechanism for its funding potential, feasibitiypotential as either a disincentive

for actions that damage salmon populations, or an incentive for benefiting salm@nt of the 25, eight were
further RS @St 21LISR YR RSAONAOSR Ay (KS a2wL! ¢ CdzyRAY 3
Ecosyst¥ { S NIARisAfia20ereport included a detailed analysis of these eight most viable funding
mechanisms. A summary of this analysis can be found in App€nfitkis document.

A complete project history can be found in Appendix B of this document.
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Tablel: List of eight fundingnechanismslescribed in the April 2009 Funding Mechanism Report.

Flood Control District Levy An increase of the Flood Control District levy to accomplish
Increase complementary objectives associated with both flood hazard
management and salmon haht restoration

Cruise Ship Passenger Fe A per passenger cruise ship impact fee

Per Parcel Assessment A per parcel assessment fee for all properties within the
Feel/Tax Green/Duwamish and Central Puget Sound Watershed

Marine Shoreline Armorin¢ A new district and tax on marine shoreline armoring impacts
Tax orFee

Additional Impervious An additional fee on impervious surface
Surface Fee

Mitigation Banking Market A mitigation banking market

Watershed Investment Research on opportunities toeate a Watershed Investment
District District

Puget Sound Partnership Pilot project in collaboration with the Puget Sound Partnership
Action Agenda

Toward Implementing the WRIA 9 Salmon Habitat Plan

Following the draft report, Earth Economics, WRIA 9 staff,the WRIA 9 Watershed Ecosystem Forum worked

to develop a set of criteria to carefully evaluate the practicality and feasibility of each funding mechanism. In the
spring and summer of 2009, the WRIA 9 Watershed Ecosystem Forum evaluated the mechargdnos itfzes

criteria. By using this analysis, Earth Economics refined the original eight proposed mechanisms to three final
recommendations. The final phase of research focused on these three most highly ranked funding mechanisms:

1. Flood Control Districtdvy Increase
2. Per Parcel AssessmeR#dTax
3. Watershed Investment District
LY !'LINAE wHamnI FAQGS LRfAOE ONASTFA 6SNB RS@OSt2LISR (2
three highly ranked funding mechanisms. This addendum outlinemfa@ynation and policy tools for
implementing the WRIA 9 Salmon Habitat Plan using one or more of therdremmmended funding
mechanisms. Hesepolicy briefs ardisted in the ApendixA of this document.
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IDENTIFYING AND SELENG FUNDING MECHB8MS

Types of Incentive and Funding Mechanisms

The rationale for a&omprehensivepproach to watershedcale integration of funding thatboth public and
private entities within theGreen/Duwamish and Central Puget Sound Waterskedive benefits fronthe
Watershed. Truy public goodslike flood control, storm protectiorgandbiodiversitycannot be privatized, and
are best provided through a public utility model

The following presents general definitions of types of funding mechanisms in an effodwadl@rationale for
the specific mechanisms described later in the report.

Tax Funding Mechanisms

Taxfunding mechanismprovide ameansto collect funds based on real estate property value or market value

of transactions (utility usage, services receiaalchases, etc.)Washington Stateisesproperty tax, retail sales

tax, business taxes, fuel tax and RTA tax (combines a vehicle tax and satefutakgovernment activities. In
addition to generating revenue, taxes can serve as an incentive t@gehaghavior, discouraging activities that
harm others. For example, taxes on cigarettes have been shown to reduce cigarette smoking and lung cancer
rates, which in turn reduces both private and public health costs.

Typically, new taxes require signifitt legislation and/or public votes, and are subject to some limitations.

Fee Funding Mechanisms

Funding mechanismisased on the application of a fee aaa alternative to tabased mechanismskees are
charged to parties based on a particular benefii\pded, and ardevied, collected and allocated to fund
projectsor programsthat address a problernor alleviate negative impactg-or example, local stormwater
management fees are designed to provide funding for engineered stormwater management syblerses
engineered systemmitigate floodingimpacts in areawith ahigh concentration of impervious surface$he
fee amount is related to the cost of the stormwater management requit®ther fees in Washington State
include title and registration feefor land and vehicles, permitting feemdenvironmental impact fees

Development of fedbased mechanisms may in some cases require establishment of a new distiéct
legislative direction detaileth the Revised Code of Washington State

Watershed Investment District

The watershed investment district concept takemultijurisdictioral approach similar tothat of a public
utility. Here, the approach wouldclude management systems for a range of ecosystem services
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Payments for Ecosyste Services

The Salmon Habitat Plasmdesigned to haveleareconomic and ecological benefits to residents of the
Green/Duwamish and Central Puget Sound Watershédtese benefits begin with the basic existence value and
cultural importance of salmon, petess in monetary termsThe planned restoration projects will prowad
additional key ecosystem services including but not limited to:

9 flood protection b properties in the floodplain

1 carbon sequestration in the upp@and middle watershed regions
1 soil regilation

9 water provisioning and purification

Damage, Benefit, Work, and Pay

To determine who should pay for the projects outlined in Ba&mon Habitat Planwve began with a simple
analysis of what parties have a stake in the restoration effantdudingwhere damage has originated from,
who stands to gain from the doenefits of restoration, and who will be directly involved with the process
Figure 3shows the chain of actions that the Salmon Habitat Plan addresses

Past 100 years Current development Future development

WRIA 9 Landowners Third parties

Regional Identity General Benefits

Ecosystem service
benefits

Figure3: Salmon Restoration Process

For salmon restoration to be a sound investment, the sources of the damage must be controlled to prevent
further habitat destruction As the lifecycle of salmon has become better understood, the factors affecting thei
decline have been increasingly incorporated into local, state, and national polidiescritical importance of
feeder bluffs to salmon habitat, for example, has led some jurisdictions in the Puget Sound to adopt strict
regulations of marine shorelinmanagement (Johannessen & MacLennan, 2007).

The dayto-day lifestyles of all residents of WRIA 9 have impacts that contributeclining salmon populations
Driving, walking the dog, or maintaining the yarthany residents may not realizbey canhaveserious

WRIA 9 Funding Mechanisms Report prepared by Earth Economics Pagel4 of 44



consequences for the health of Puget Sound and species that depend@thér damageshat were done by
past generationstill need to be mitigated On the other end, it is important to educate the public on the value
of benefits they receiverdém restoration projects.

Equitable Distribution of Costs

To preserve economic efficiency, social equity and environmental sustainatigiscan bedistributed among
those individuals or entitiebenefittingfrom, or impairingecosystems that providealmon habitat Watershed
residents are the primary beneficiaries of salmon, flood protection and other benefits of a healthy watershed
ecosystem, and wouldenefit most from restoration efforts. As primary beneficiaries, they should invest in
implemeningthe Salmon Habitat Plan. wide variety of potential benefithlom salmon habitat restoratioare
outlined below in Figurd.

Ecosystem Service Benefits General Benefits to Residents

Flood and Storm Protection Recreational Benefits

Waste Absorption Avoided Restoration Costs (Future)
Water Provisioning & Purification Higher Property Values

Erosion Control Regional Identity

Biodiversity Preservation Healthier Shellfish, Orca, and other
Populations
Nutrient Regulation

Reduced Stormwater & Flood
Reduction of Pathogens and Pollutants Management Costs

Nursery and Refugia Services Carbon Sequestration

ET—
I —
ETT—T——
I
E—
I —
IEE————
T

Restored Salmon Populations in WRIA S

$1.7 - 6.3 Billion in Goods & Services Cascading Economic Development
Figure4: Benefits from WRIA 9 Salmon Habitat Plan
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SELECTION OF FUNDMELZHANISMS

The followirg funding mechanisms were designeccorrespondwith a specific beneficiaryr impairer ofthose
ecosystem services identified as being improved through salmon habitat restardtimse proposed

mechanisms also offer the advantage of aligning withcpdiS4t1 5 S @St 2 LIz 02y Ay dzS= SE LI
LINEPANF Y& (2 SyO2dzN} 3S LIaAGAGBS LISNE2YLFE FOGA2Y Ay R
This Policy includes programs to raise awareness about natural yard care, good car maintegjaticceystem
maintenance, minimizing paving, using toxic free products, salfriendly car washing, pet waste cleanup,

beach use etiquette, and o#in ecologically sound behavi@Breen/Duwamish and Central Puget Sound

Watershed WRIA 9 2005).

Evaluation @teria

Evaluation criteria were developed, adopted and applied by the WRIA 9 Watershed EcosystemiFiachm
ranked the mechanisms in the spring and summer of 2@08ure 5 shows how each of the seveachanisms
performed against the following criteria

Political Viability. Is the funding mechanism politically acceptable, acceptabthaqublic, or likely to
have $ate support?

SustainableDoes the mechanism make enough money, and have a long enough life, to implement the
Salmon Habitat Plan?

Ecobgically Basedts there a nexus to salmon recovery and ecological goods and services?

Fair:ls the mechanism fair and equitable? Is the burden evenly spread?

Low Implementation CostAre the costs to administer the mechanism reasonable and appropriate?
Revenue SufficiencyDoes the revenue generated match theyldar implementation needs?

Minimize External ImpactsDoes the mechanism avoid threatening other funding
sources/economic activities?
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(1 Meetscriteria

i iteri Le Marine
@ Likely meets criteria Y Cruise Ship | Per Parcel ) Additional | Mitigation | Watershed
(O) May meet criteria Increase on Shoreline } .
) . Passenger |Assessment ) Impervious Banking |Investment
Likely does not meet criteria Flood Armoring
Does not meet criteria Fee Fee/Tax Surface Fee Market District

Control Tax tax or fee

1 |Is the mechanism politically viable?

Is the funding mechanism acceptable
politically? Is the mechanism acceptable to
the public? Is the mechanism likely to have

2 |Does the mechanism make enough money, and
have long enough life, to implment the Habitat '-\".- y O
Plan?

Does the mechanism have long-range viability ?

™y

=
3 |Is there a nexus to salmon recovery and o
ecological goods and services? -

4 |Is the mechanism fair and equitable?
Does the mechanism demonstrate fairness? [ o e e o (fe] [
Is the burden evenly spread, with no single - -
group targeted?

5 |Are the costs to administer the mechanism o
reasonable and appropriate? -

& |Does the revenue generated by the mechanism — = — . o~ - -
"] W [T [T W [T
match the 10-year implementation needs? - - - - - -

7 |Does the mechanism avoid threatening other - o O
funding sources/economic activities? = '

| e e S A
Figure5: Decision Criteridor Mechanisms

In February 2010, the Forum voted and selected three mechanisnfigrfber research including:

1. Flood control levy increase
2. Per parcel assessméfee/ tax
3. Creation of avatershedinvestmentdistrict
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PROPOSED FUNDING MANISMS

OPTION 1 Flood District Levy Increase

Overlap between the project objectives of the WRIA 9 Salmon Habitat R
and those of the Flood Hazard Management Plan represents approximis
$38.4.72.1 million in projects, a portion of the total $300 million of
projectsin the WRIA 9 Salmon Habitat Plan. Revenues from an increas:
the King County Flood Control District (KCFCD) levy could fund overlay.
projects and be leveraged aset local match for federal andate grants.

Background

Flooding in King County isigrficant concern to a wide variety of
stakeholders for salmon restoration as well as for businesses, resident:
and all parties tied to the local economyhe 100year floodplain spans
over 25,000 acres, with a total assessed valuation of $¥dillion (King
CountyOrdinance 15728)If flooding were to shut down economic activity
in this area for even one day, the County would lose over $46 million in
foregone economic output (ECONorthwest)

The threat of such losses is quite real, as King Courgydeelared a
federal flood disaster area eight times between 1990 and 200@006
King County experienced extremely heavy rains and some of the worst
flooding ever recordedSeveral main highway routgacluding Interstate
5 and Interstate 405wereshut down, nillions of dollars in damages
occurred and several lives were losRecently, in 2009, flooding occurrec
again at severe levels, particularly in the town of Patifitie 100Year
Floodplainfor WRIA 9 is shown in Figure 6

Flood Districting

Snapshot: Policy Brief 3

Authority: New state legislation
King County Flood Control
District (FCZD20603.2),Special
District Special Assessment (R
85.38.150)

Scale Levy increase applied to
taxable assessed property in K
County

Decision Maker King County Elod
Control District/King County
Council for $.01 increase,
Legislature for allowing more the
10% of flood ditrict funds for
watershed work

Revenue$1.68 million with a
$0.01 increase of the KCFCD I
$16.8 million with a $0.10
increase 6the KCFCD levy

In 2007 King County Council (KCC) passed Ordinance 15728 to form the KCFCD, an independent special purpose
district, to implement the Flood Hazard Management Plan which outlines over $334 million in priority repairs

over 10 years.The Flood Hazard Manement Plan is funded through a property tax assessmen@dftper

$1,000 of assessed valuatiorhe King County Flood Control District (KCFCD) is an independent special purpose
district of the State of Washington, authorized by Chapter 86.15 of the &®e@sde of Washington (RCW)
w/ 2 ycodmp FdzZiK2NAT S& GKS YAy3 [/ 2dzy i ethustited@Qsittie
governing body for the KCFCD

i2 oS
Under RCW 86.18pod controllevy revenues are primarily intended to support floatlsstormwater projects

RCW 86.15.03allows a 10%ortion of the revenudo be used to support cooperative watershed projects
approximately $3.2 millioper year providing there is approval from the Flood District Board of Supervisors

* Recent news reports indicatéat there is significant conceabout use and viability of danfer flood protection:

http://seattletimes.nwsource.com/html/localnews/2008627490 apwapacitiofiling.html

http://seattletimes.nwsource.com/html/localnews/2008650646 apwahowardhansondam.html

® For more information on the King County Flood Control Ristplease visit the following link:

http://www.kingcounty.gov/council/flood_district.aspx
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TheKing Countylood Control Districhdvisory Committe@inanimousy recommended disseminating this
revenue viaa Subregional Opportunity FundFurther specifications include the following:

1.

The 106Subregional Opportunity Fund should be allocated to jurisdictionspo-gated basis.
Jurisdictions should have flexibility to determine which types of activities they wish to finance
with these funds, so long as those activities are consistent with RCW 86.15.

Jurisdictions should have flexibility to determine where thseled projects should be located

(

o

WRIA 9 100 YEAR FLOODPLAIN

—-— King County Boundary
I 100 Year Floodplain

T

MILTON

NS
N Green Rivey - [ W
s o

™™ o o

WL o
o ;/
A %

Figure6: WRIA 9 and Floodplain Overlap

TheFloodQontrol District levy in 2008 was set at a regular rate 6fi®, with a maximum of 8.50 authorized
for each increment of $1,000 in assesgedcelvalue. This rate is subject limits constraining the levy from

exceedinghe following:

1. 1% of the market value of a property (Wastliomg State Constitution);
2. $5.90 per $1,000 of assessed parcel value in aggregate Withar levies (RCW 84.82.3);and

3. Amaximum of 101% of the highest regular levy since 1986 (RCW 84.55)

Habitat Funding

In the fall of 2008, the Flood District Board of Supervisors decided to narrowly define the allowable uses of the
flood district moneyto exclude habitat wik unless specifically connected to a flood projeSpecifications of

this resolution include the following:
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District funds may be expended for cooperative watershed management actions, including watershed
management partnerships and other intergovernnragreements, for the purposes of water supply, water
quality, and water resource and habitat protection and management, providedQpgabrtunity Funds
expended for salmon habitat protection shall be linked to the construction of a flood or stormwatesject,
and provided further that all such funds shall be used for the implementation of watershed management
plans

Collaboration on Similar Goals

Contemporary approaches to flood management, such as the projects included in the King County Flood Hazard
Management Plan, can provide flood protection, and benefit salmon habitat at the same time. These projects
contribute to improving habitat health and are critical to recangthe Green River Chinook salmon population.
Such projecténvolvechannel rehabitation, levee setbacksbank restoration, and upgrade to roads with

associated fish passagesriparianrestoration

At least fivemajor projects in theSalmon Habitat Plaare quite similain scope and locatioto projects

specified in théFlood Hazat Management Plan (see Appendor a detailed analysis of overlap between the
two plans). Several of the projects in these two plans may in fact produce identical outcomes depending on
negotiation between decision makers.

Opportunity

The KCFCD couldip2 NA G AT S 2@SNI F LA Y3 LINR2SOla o0SieSSy 2 wlL!
Management PlarSince there is an allowance irate law for 10% of KCFCD funds to be dedicated to wider
watershedactivitiesrelated to flood protection, a one penngcrease could be dedicated to WRIA 9 with KCFCD
andKingCourty Council approvalThe levy is applied at the county lewbus WRIA 8 and 7 would receive

additional revenue while implementing flood management goals. Two alternatives for increasingeeren

presented below, a $0.01 or a $0.10 levy increase per $1,000 of assessed value.

. 20K AYONBI &aSa O2dA# R 6S AYLX SYSYGSR GKNRdzZZK (GKS aly
maximum rate of $0.50 per $1,000 of assessed value, th€K 5 Q& . 2 NR 2F 5ANBOG2NA R
approval to increase the levy. The KCFCD would need to have the levy increase approved by the KCFCD Board of
Directors and then certified by the KCC. The KCC serves as the KCFCD Board of IDiced&rtoprovide

more than 10% of KCFCD digrfor watershed work, thetate legislature would need to changéase law.

KCFCD Levy Increase of $0.01

I LSyye AYyONBFrasS (2 (GKS Y/ C/5Qa&a Odz2NNBy il $pbeBamMion f Sge
in addtional revenue and could be applied under the 10% rule toward WRIA 9 (assuming that the KCFCD uses a
40%40%20% distribution of funds among WRIA 9, 8, and 7 and that the WRIA 9 projects were flood related).

ProsS:The additional $1.68 niibn could leveage funds from federal andate sources, such as the Green

River Ecosystem Restoration Project between WRIA 9 and the Army Corps of Engineers. By funding
overlapping projects, WRIA 9 staff may have more time available to work on grants and other salmon
habitat restoration projects. This is a relatively small increase in the levy and may be acceptable to property
owners.

CoNSs This funding source alone will not fully fund the gap in revenue edéalimplement the WRIA 9
Salmon Habitat Plan.
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KCFCD Levy Im@se of $0.10 and/or Prioritization of Overlap Projects

Prioritization of salmon/flood protection projects under current funding levels, or a $0.10 levy increase
(generating an estimatefi16.8 million) could fund several years of the Salmon Habitat Piae.levy increase
could not be placed into a WRIA 9 account as an independentrigmdechanism unless additionahte
legislation was passedhe legislature would need to change the law to allow more than 10% of flood control
district funds to be usetbr watershedprojects.

Pros:this can fund a significant portion of the Salmon Habitat Plan in the near term. Funds e aslelcb
to leverage federal andate funding for the overlapping projects.

CONSThe $0.10 levy increase may be difficult with otherding mechanisms moving forward.
Additionally, the $0.10 increase could put some districts close to the $5.90 aggregate rate limit. If the
aggregate rate in any district exceeds the $5.90 limit, then the KCFCD would be second in line to decrease its
lewy rate to ensure that this limit is not reached. Currently, some districts in King County are as close as
$0.18 from the $5.90 limit.

Recommended Next Steps

Earth Economics recommends that WRIA 9 se$8.01 levy increase for 2011hiFincrease couldebapproved

in November 2010 as a first step toward a larger and more secure funding mechituosaover, we

recommend thatK CFCD prioritize implementing the salmon and flood protection overlap projects under current
funding levels. WRIA 9 should work witie legislature to allow more than 10% of flood control funds to be

used for integrated watershed projects. We recommend that WRIA 9 immediately meet with KCFCD to gain
support for the pennyncrease in the existing levy.

OPTION 2: gsessmenfFee/Tax Snapshot: Policy Brief 4

Background i

Authority: New state law
One potential mechanism for funding Salmon Habitat Plan required to create WRIA tax
projects is the creation of a new tisng district for salmon authority

restoration. In this scenario, resideswould pay either amall )
per parcel assessmerfee or tax, or pay througha new propery ~ Scale King County
tax. Decision MakerKing County

One method of creating a new taxing distiigtnstituting an Council, WRIA 9
assessmenffee or taxon properties throughout WRIA 9. Revenue$1.86million to $21.2
Another method would be creating a salmon restorationirax million annually

district with the authority for an additional property tax levy.

Justification foran assessmenfée/tax is two-fold:

1. Developmemnand changing land use in theaférshed have contributed to the significant need to
restore habitat to recover salmon, and
2. Residents will gain economic benefits by restoring habitat and recayée salmon population.
To fund the WRIA 9 Salmon Habitat Plan, we recommend applying a new and additional $10 per parcel special
assessment fee to be levied dirscby WRIA 9. Applied to 185,7p8rcels in WRIA @xcludingtax-exempt
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properties (King County GIS Center 2008b), this funding mechanism is estimated to generate approximately
$1.86millionin direct revenue to WRIA®.

Opportunity

An assessmentee or taxcould be implemented by King County. Under Washington State Law, special
assessmeindistricts can be created if they provide a new service or increase service provisioning to a local area.
Water Resource Inventory Areas (WRIAS) could become authorized to levy a special assessment by an act of the
legislature. In this case, healthy salmpopulations would be the primary service provided through restoration,
though many other benefits would accrue to residents as well, such as better water quality, flood protection and
recreational opportunities.

A levyrate of $10 per parcel in the 8tershed wuld generate an estimated $1.86illion annually in direct
revenue for WRIA 9. The King County Council could approve such a levy rate for the duration of the salmon
habitat plan (1620 years). While this mechanism alone will not be sufficientltg fund the restoration plan, it
would provide a relatively simple and reliable source of funding.

The per pecel property assessmerfee or taxwould draw revenue from all landowners in the District, whether
rural or urban, regardless of property valaeparcel size. It provides consistent revenue, even with changing
macroeconomic conditions, unlike a tax on property value. The number of parcels does not change even if
property values do change.

As an alternate propas to the per parcel assessment/féax, a new increment of the property tax could
generate funding for implementing the Salmon Habitat Plan. A district dmubstablished at the WRIA level,
but the current legal precedent for property taxation does not extend to WRIA jurisdictions (exudgt a lid
lift from an existing tax district, Policy Brief #3).

To generate $21.2 million in funding for WRIA 9, it would be necessary to set a new property tax levy at the rate
of $.20 per $1,000 of property value applied to $106 billion in estimptegerty value within WRIA 9 (Earth
Economics, 2009). A property value tax has the potential to provide substantially more revenue than the per
parcel fee.

Note: The increase in thélood district levy is based onper parcel assessmerand this proposkfor taxing
authority for a property tax levy wouldabh require stateegislation.If a new tax districts pursued it would

also require statdegislation. These two options (as described in Policy Brief 3 and Policy Bsteful)l, be

pursued exclusely to avoid two legislative processes. WRIA 9 could be empowered with tax authority for both
a per pacel tax and a property tax lewnder a single bill. Either way, thetablishment of a targ authority for
WRIA Sould ke the first evolution towardh watershed investmentisitrict (Brief 5).

Pros:Both funding mechanisms would raise funds for WRIA 9 with existing collection systems that would
be efficient. The per parcel assessment is immune to economic booms and busts. The tax levy raises more
funds.

Cons The per parcehssessmerits not sufficient for funding the Salmon Habitat Plan. The new levy would
require legislation.

8 Taxexempt properties are defined in Chapter 84.39 of the Revised Code of Washington
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OPTION 3Watershed Investment District

Snapshot: Policy Brie f 5

Authority: New state legislation

Background

The Green/Duwamish and Central Puget Sound Watershed (WRIA 9 ; .

covers664 square miles of land and water where nearly 700,000 peo, needed, but consistent with RC

take up residence, and where many thousands more people work, 865.15.035 and 39.34.200

commute, and playWithin WRIA 9jobs, services and economic ScaleWRIA 9

developmer_lt are provided by thousands of busmesses_,_l_G cities, the Decision MakerWRIA 9

Port Authority, King County, federal agencies, water utilities and man .~~~ . .

other public institutions. All these people and institutions affect, and Junsdictions, State Legislature

affected by the watershed they share. RevenuefFlexible depending
upon design options, Efficient

This common Watershed provideatural capital goods and services to  [Ully meets restoration needsfo
all of these stakeholdersThese goods and services include salmon Salmon Habitat Plan and other
(such as threatened Chinook an&head) and other fish and wildlife =~ €cosystem goods and services
flood protection, water production, stormwater conveyance, carbon

sequestration, biodiversity and recreation. Yiiere is no institution

responsible for makingure, at the Vdtershed level, that these goods and services are being managed in a
coordinated way that reduces overall costs and increases overall benefits.

Problem

Washington State has established a gneamber of different independent tax districts, from ports and school

districts to park districts and cities. King County alone has over 100 tax districts. This is largely a product of the
{GF0SQa LRLMzZ Aal KAad2NE ® tizehsydid dokvEant Sriy didglé goteBimeii > 2 | & K
agency to have too much control or too large a jurisdiction. Thus, from ports to parks, separate tax districts

were established.

Washington State has previously created new tax districts to fund and managiliradiecosystem services. In
nearly all of these cases, the boundaries of these districts have not corresponded to the geographic area in
which the ecosystem services were generated or benefits received. For example, shellfish districts have not
included the areas where water quality is degraded, causing damage to shellfish. Also, flood districts have
traditionally been at the base of the watershed, when most of the flood protection is provided further up the
watershed.

It is inefficient for managem# of flooding, stormwater, water quality, biodiversity (including both salmon
habitat restoration and shellfish protection) anther ecosystem services to lrdividually districted

Moreover, there is unnecessary complexity and potential for confli@mthese services are funded through
separate jurisdictions, witeeparate legal precedents and jurisdictiangrlappingn mission and geography, in
some cases competirfgr limited funding This complex piecemeal structure contains potentially redumida
administrative functions Amore efficient solution would be to integrate all into one comprehensive system for
funding, planning and manageme@oordinated, these investments could be less costly, more effective, and
longer lasting. The overall taxiwien would be reduced with greater service provided.

Scale of Management

A watershed is a productive unit providing a variety of benefits. The watershed level provides the best rationale
for efficiently allocating resources by investing inthe watersbéd y I G dzNJ f FaasSdaz FyR (K
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they provide. Because watersheds provide a variety of closely connected benefits, the existing system of
providing these benefits through a variety of single purpose tax districts is more complicated aiuikinetiian
necessaryThe current system increases the likelihood that jurisdictions work at uncoordinated, competing, and
Cross purposes, instead of being organized in a way that facilitates collaboration to foster the suite of ecosystem
services as a vdte.

Ecosystem services provided in a watershed tend to conform to natural boundaries such as those of a water
drainage basin. It makes sense to respect those boundaries rather than establish ecologically arbitrary
jurisdictions. A tax district estabitied at this level is the most appropriate means for integrating planning,

funding and management of services such as flood control, stormwater management, carbon sequestration and
others. This integrated approach is consistent ViRIBW 39.34.19¢pecificaions for spending flood control

district funding on watershed management plans. It is also consistent with RCW 39.34.200, which establishes a
general precedent for watershed management partnerships.

Ecosystem services such as salmon habitat and fioattol are physically inseparable; thus managing these
services requires an integrated approach. Inherently, the funding mechanisms for the various ecosystem
services overlap, since the payments for services are designed to correspond with benefiteageddo the
same underlying processes and functions.

Opportunity

The WRIA QVatershed EcosysteforumbringsWatershed stakeholders to a common table, resulting in
reduced conflict, increased collaboration, secured sustainability and improved effica@redy participants.
Natural evolution of WRIA 9 would involweorking with these stakeholders on salmiastoration and
improvements iradditional ecosystem servicés ensurethat Watershed investments are mutually beneficial,
and not at odds with eacbther. Conflict would be reduced, collaboration increased, resulting in savings of
hundreds of millions of dollars, and more effective provisionifigjoods and services.

This, the final recommendation, and the most important lgagn vision resultingrbm this WRIA 9 funding
mechanisms projects to develop arnntegrated watersheescale investment district and management structure
that facilitates coordination and collaboration among existing distrantsl can include services such as salmon
restoration, which have no tax authority institution to ensure efficient provisioning. Because ecosystem services
provide large social benefits, each ecosystem service siedok covered by at least onestitution. The

creation of a watershed investmentsatrict is based on a conceptual shift that existing tax districts relating to
natural capital should be coordinated at the scale of Green/Duwamish and Central Puget Sound Watershed.
Over time, if a merger of some districts, such as neighboring storm distwiasssupported by the relevant
jurisdictions and proved sustainable and efficient, this might be underte&ech an approach would require
statelegislative action to establish WRIA 9 as an independent taxing diamgtto expand the jurisdictional
mandae beyond salmon restoration.

Awatershed investmentigtrict would be responsible for the health of the Green/Duwamish and Central Puget
Sound Watershed, provisioning and distributing a suite of ecosystem services based on detailed mapping of
areas in vinich each service is generated and areas where beneficiaries are located. Examples include the
following:

1 Salmonare provided byspawning and riparian areas, as well as transition zone, estuarinmande
systems. Local watershestale management woulde aligned with Puget Sound goals and institutions
and help lead the way for sustainable, sufficient and well governed solutions.
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9 Flood protectionis provided by upper watershed forests and also by structures such as dams, wetland
and levees. The beneifigies of flood protection are in thiewer flood prone areas of the atershed.

9 Carbon sequestratioris primarily provided by forests of the upper watershed and in deltas of the lower
watershed, while the beneficiaries are global: everyone benefits nibemahere carbon is
sequestered. Local watershestale management would be aligned with global goals.

Additional ecosystem services to be coordinated wadershed investment distridhclude salmon habitat
functions, biodiversity conservation, carboeggiestration, flood protection, and stormwater conveyance.

This vision of an integrated Green/Duwamish and Central Puget Sound Watershed investment mechanism helps
to justify a more rational, fair and efficient system to the existing districts. Althduglkuires legikation, an

integrated watersheescale approach to managing ecosystem services ultimately presents the most

economically efficient, socially equitable and environmentally sustainable proposal as a WRIA 9 funding
mechanism. It would incree the efficiency and effectiveness of existing tax districts,impdovecoordination

and collaboration amonthem.

WRIA 9 as a jurisdiction is not currently authorized to levy a tax of any kind under the current legislation. In
order for WRIA 9 to dectly levy a property tax, it would first be necessary to establish the legislative precedent
for WRIA 9 as a taxing distri®tate legislative action would be required to establish Watershed Resource
Inventory Areas (WRIA) as independent taxing distidéetd expand the jurisdictional mandate beyond protecting
and restoring salmon habitat. This integrated approach is consistent with RCW 865.15.035, which provides
specifications for flood control districts and cooperative watershed management actionsldbiconsistent

with RCW 39.34.200, which establishes a general precedent ferstetd management partnerships.

Watershed Investment DistricOptions

There are two design options for a watershed investmeistrict. Each would implement salmoestoraton,
help facilitate communicationsnd coordinate investment.

OPTION 1: Watershed Investment District without taxing authorihaving a forum structure, like WRIA 9,
where existing jurisdictions meet to coordinate investments, specifically for salnsbora¢ion. Thiglesign

could be approved at the county level or with an interlocal agreement. A stable funding mechanism based
on Briefs 3 or 4 could be utilized to fund the Salmtabitat Plan and other actiorie improve the health of

the watershed.

OPTON 2: Watershed Investmeristrictempowered as a taxing authoritymplementing salmon
restoration projects by providing funding support and matching fuadsl, hosting data management tools
for use by aljurisdictions within the Viltershed. Thislesignwould require action by the Washingt@tate
Legislature to create a watershed investmergtdct as a separate tax districthe creation of such a district
could also require a vote of approval by people within WRIA 9. A tax authority funding meclecanishbe
structured as described in th&nalysissection below.

Further dialogue and development are needed to see which option would be best for WRIA 9. A target date for
legislation could be early 2012.

TheWatershed Investment Distii would improveefficiency byaligningthe management scalof a watershed

with watershedscale natural and built capitdtor example, better, less costly flood control could be established
by using funding to helpities throughout the Vdtershed and King Countgdesignstorm water systems to
recharge groundwater. Thistegrated management approaahould attenuate peak flows, resulting in reduced
flooding and greater groundwater resources for salmon and drinking water.
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Analysis

A watershed investmentistrict with taxauthority could be funded more fairly than an addition to property

taxes. The provisioning, beneficiaries and impairments of ecosystem services can be mapped at the watershed
scale. Each ecosystem service has a different provisioning map (landscapéigteanavides the benefit),
beneficiary map (who gains from the service) and impairment map (what damages the service). For example,
salmon are provisioned by spawning areas, riparian habitat, the transition zone, estuarine and marine areas. The
beneficiaies are those who enjoy, eat or sell salmbnpairment is caused by pollution, impermeable surfaces
loss of habitat, competition, overfishirand other interferences witlsalmon. Actions on salmon restoration

overlap with food protection,suchasdrinking water, carbon sequestration and recreaticzan be mapped

across the land and seascapé&ollaboration withand amongexisting institutions like public water utilities and
flood districts can be more effective. With the provisioning, impairment asmeficiary mapsfunding

mechanismshat are sustainable, fair and efficieaan be generated. In addition, the overlap of benefits from
potential projects can be revealed, providingfomancing opportunities, such as flood protection, stormwater,
aquiferrecharge and salmon restoration. The District could bill beneficiaries and those causing impairments
and pay provisioners. This would likely increase rural incomes where ecosystem services are provided and
provide benefits to urban areas.

Pros:A wateshed investment istrict is an economically efficient systaffering incentives to thoseho
provide benefits, and charging fees to thasho receive benefits or cause impairments.

ConsA watershed investmentisirict is a new structure requiring legititan and a significant amount of
planning and development time.

Recommended Next Steps

9 Set salmon restoration need®one!

1 Map, quantify, and evaluate ecosystem services for the potential benefits they provide across
jurisdictions to set the Watehged Investment District design

Develop necessary legislation for the Watershed Investment District

Work with Washington State legislators for passage of needed legislation and vote of the, pedpte
county-levelwatershed investment distrist

)l
)l

CONCLUSION ANRECOMMENDATIONS

Healthy watersheds and the salmon populations they support are essential to the health of our economy.
Investments in healthy ecosystems as natural capital assets within the Green/Duwamish and Central Puget
Sound Watershed will provideemendous value in the form of beneficial ecosystem services.

The WRIA 9 Salmon Habitat Plan mandates a $300 million investment in natural capital in the form of habitat
restoration and protection projects and programs that will require dedicated funaiaghanisms to generate
revenue averaging $30 million each year over 10 years.

This report outlines proposed funding mechanisms for that plan based on principles of ecological economics to
manage the economic efficiency, social equity and environmenshsability of the Green/Duwamish and
Central Puget Sound Watershed.

Table 2 summarizes thiaree-tier strategyto provide dependable and sufficient funding for the WRIA 9 Salmon
Habitat Plarthat wasproposed, discusseaind adoptedby the WRIA 9 Watshed Forunon May 13, 2010
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Table2: ThreePhased Strategy Approved by the Watershed Forum

SEEENER  Approve an additional, initial funding mechanism for WRIA 9 in 2010. Approve a Flood Control [

levy increaseby November 20Q, at a rate of $0.01 per $1,000 of property value raising an estima
$1.68 million per year. This mechanism would provide a stable funding source for supporting th
salmon recovery program and capital projects construction ovérygars while other fading
mechanisms are pursued that raise funds closer to the $30 million per year to implement the Sa
Habitat Plan. The King County Flood Control District could also prioritize existing revenue from
be used to invest in flood protection projscthat have significant overlap with salmon habitat
projects.

HIEEE2E  Approve an additional funding mechanism to raise-8B0million/year until phase 3 is accomplished

Legislation would be required to allow the KCFCD levetindreased by an addtinal $10 and for
these funds to be dedicated to WRIA 9. Another option is to approve legislation providing WRIA
tax authority. This could enable a new $10 per paspelcialassessmentfee or tax generating an
estimated $1.86million for WRIA 9With property tax authority, and $0.20 levy per $1,000 assess
value tax applied to property in WRIA 9 over $20 million could be raised annually.

SWEEEREE  Pursue creation of an intedepartmental and multjurisdictionalWatershed Investment Districtwith

a combined system of funding mechanisms that will provide the mosteffettive approach for
integrated management of all ecosystem services.

Recommendtions

As a result of the study and our work with WRIA 9, Earth Economics recommends that WRIA 9:

1.

Seek support for a $0.01 increase for 2011 Flood Control District Taig/increase could be approved
beforeNovember 2010 as a first step toward a larfjerding mechanism that more closely matches the
needed $30 million annual salmon restoration need

Determine whether to pursue an assessment orde¢axthrough a new taxing authority, a dime increase
in the Flood Control District levy, or with independent taxing authority on property tax for WRIA 9 at a
$0.20 levy which would raise between $20million.

Seek legislation to allow an increase in gegcentage of funds from flood controladricts (and other
Special Purpose Districts) thatrcbe used for \&tershed projects, including salmon habitat projects.

Map, quantify, and evaluate ecosgm services for the potential benefits they provide across jurisdictions
to set the Watershed Investment District design

Develop necessary legislation for the Watershed Investment District

Work with Washington State legislators for passage of nedelgidlation and vie of the people, or for
county-level watershed investmentistricts.
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APPENDIX A: LISTWRIA 9 POLICY BRIERE-FUNDING MECHANISMS
FOR SALMON

Brief Title Link
1 Project History WRIA 9 (Green/Duwamish River Watershed) Policy Brief 4
2 Current Funding WRIA 9 (Green/Duwamish River Watershed) Policy Brief 4
3 Flood Control District Levy Increas WRIA 9 (Green/Duwamish River Watershed) Policy Brief ¢
4 Assessment/Fed ax WRIA 9 (Green/Duwamish River Watershed) Policy Brief 4
5 Watershed Investment District WRIA 9 (Green/Duwamish River Watershed) Policy Brief 4
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APPENDIX B: PROJBEHTITORY UPDATE

Prior to 2009 Report

At the request of thaVRIA 9 ForurMlanagement Committee and Steering Comest, representing the 17 local
government members of WRIA 9, as well as other public and private members, and by a majority vote of the
King Conservation District, the District approved a grant in June 2008 to Earth Economics to examine new
mechanisms tound implementation of the WRIA 9 Salmon Habitat Plan.

As part of this grantzarth Economics hosted a workshapAugust 2008hat included initial brainstorming of
potential funding mechanismsParticipants at this event included representatives frorRW 9, King County
Department of Natural Resources and Parks, Pierce County Planning Depavianienis cities and public
utilities, representatives frontocal nonprofit organizations and consulting firms as well as members of the
general public.

In Octdoer 2008 research on potential funding mechanisms was presented to the WRIA 9 Ad Hoc Funding
Committee Facilitated discussion in this meeting focused on advantages and disadvantages of each funding
mechanism and general impressions of feasibilityearly November 2008 revised table of funding
mechanisms was presented to the WRIA 9 Steering Committee for additional input and disclis$imvember
2008, Earth Economics presented preliminary research for this report td/lREA 9~orum of Locia

Gowrnments includng elected officials or staff representatives @ tbcal governments that have jurisdiction in
WRIA 9as well as King Courdnd Tacoma Water Utility.

Earth Economics hameviously completed workn valuation of ecosystem services WRIA 9, providing the
economic justification for salmamabitat restoration, including a $5 million project the North Wind®@ Weir
Additionally, Earth Economidsafted Chapter 6, the Ecological Economics Foundation of the WB&n®n

Habitat Restordon Plan(specifically highlighted in the 2020 Award givertite Salmon Habitat Plaas a

whole), and most recentlyhey worked with KCDstaff on an analysis justifying an increase in the assessment for
the King Conservation District.

Scoping and Selean of Funding Mechanisms

Earth Economics convened a ed&y meeting in 2008 to identify potential fundraising mechanisms for WRIA 9.
The meeting brought together local experts from WRIA 9 staff, cities, and King County as well as ecosystem
service expertsacademics specializing in ecosystem functions and experts from private firms. Half of the
meeting provided the setting including reviewing ecological economics principles for setting funding
mechanisms, actions outlined in the WRIA 9 Salmon Habitat Rthbath the economics and ecology of WRIA

9. The second half of the meeting was devoted to brainstorming potential funding mechanisms. There were no
criteria or requirements except that the potential mechanism could raise partial or complete fundingefor th
Salmon Habitat Plan. After review by Earth Economics staff for feasibilisy,of 21 potential funding

mechanisms waprepared for the WRIA 9 Ecosystem Watershed Forum.
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Ecosystem Watershed Forum Meeting Outcome

On May 13, 2010, the WRIA 9 EcosysWatershed Forum met to discuss the three funding mechanisms they
had previously selected with the subsequent research developed by Earth Economics. With five briefs and three
general funding mechanisms the group discussedibteons;a notion was offeed and approved to

1) Pursue the $0.01 cent increase in the flood levy
2) Increase the levy by0.10;and
3) Qeate a watersheeased authority.

The motion provides for a threphased approach to securing sufficient funding to implement the WRIA 9
Salmon Halat Plan. The first action is to pursue a exent increase in the King County Flood Control District
providing 10% of the total KCFCD funding to the three WRIAs in King County and dividing the funding in a
40/40/20 split between WRIAs 9, 8 and 7. The segohase would provide for a larger funding mechanism

either through prioritization of the KCFCD projects overlapping with the WRIA 9, or setting out taxing authority
for WRIA 9 for an increase in KCFCD dedicated to WRIA 9, or development of a WRi#h®tiax empowered

to tax property value. The third phase will take place after further refinement and the development of
legislation to create a Watershed Investment Distridie Forum will next work on defining what the watershed
basedauthority means ad how it would be structured.

These decisions are historic. One hundred years ago, there were few roads, generally dirt tracks in WRIA 9.
Because tax authorities were created to lay down roads, progress was made for the entire economy. Our natural
capitalhas been severely degraded in WRIA 9, and so a new funding mechanism for conserving, maintaining and
restoring salmon habitat is needed. WARD has taken the bold step wbrking collaboratively with stakeholders

and institutions to generate the kind @fatershed planning that will bring sustainable, sufficient, fair, efficient

and well governed funding mechanismo implement the WRIA 9 Salmon Habitat Plan and restore wild fish to
viable populations.
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APPENDIX:G(MECHANISMS NOT S§ETED (INCLUDED (N2REPORT)

FUNDING FROM MARINE SHORELINE ARMOWMGTS

Marine shoreline armoring presents one of the most significant impacts ofdaadlevelopment affecting

natural shoreline protectionThere are already 805 miles of armoripgimarily through bikhead
development,along the Puget Sound and Northern Straits, covering 34% of the cog3timennessen &
MacLennan 2007). Well over half the marine shorelines in WRIA 9 have some form of armoring on them. In
1972, Washington State established ledistaprotections for natural marine shorelines by passing the
Shoreline Management AGRCW 90.58).

This precedent setting law was established tc
dprevent the inherent harm in an
uncoordinated and piecemeal development o
0KS &adl GS dasedamcehdiBdnsh y
0KIFG &akK2 NBE fakeyafang theT
most valuable and fragile of its natural
resource® €

This legislation contains three broad policies:

1. to encourage watedependent uses,
2. protect shoreline natural resources,
3. and to promote publi@ccess.

Despitethis imperative for limitingthe impact

from bulkheads and other forms of marine Bulkead impacts on halat.
shoreline armoring, there idtle to no

indication that the current regulatorgpproach

actually protects nearshore ecosystems.

Effects on Natural Processes

TheGreen/Duwamish and Central Puget Sound Watersteeslexperienced ecological impacts from

development that are much more concentrated and significant timadmostany other watershed in thet&e.
Nearshore ecosysmns in particular have been altered by the addition of seawalls, bulkheads, and other forms of
marine shoreline armoring intended to protect the adjacent properties from natural erodkw@n on

Vashon/Maury Island, which is considered relatively undeyedoand is outside the Urban Growth Area, 50% of
the shoreline is armored.

Thehealthof Chinook salmon and other salmdrspecies depends amearshorenatural ecosystem processes
and functions that include erosion and deposition along marine shoreliBatkheads and other armoring
devices degrade the nearshore habitats that providéitat for manysalmon prey speciegjcluding surf smelt,
sand lance, and herring-or salmon, shoreline armoring causes habitat sHiftss of shoreline vegetation,
wetland vegetationandlargewood, and changes in food resources (Department of Ecology 200&)dition,
salmon neecdhearshore habitawvith healthy eelgrass beds for food and shelter from predators along their
migratory path
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