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Members Present Affiliation 
1.  Councilmember (CM) Marlla Mhoon, Meeting Chair  City of Covington 
2.  CM Bill Peloza City of Auburn 
3.  Al Barrie Mid-Sound Fisheries Enhancement Group (MSFEG) 
4.  Chris Searcy City of Enumclaw 
5.  Jay Covington City of Renton 
6.  DM Bob Edgar City of Burien 
7.  Tracy Stanton Green-Duwamish Urban Waters Partnership (GD-UWP) 
8.  Joe Miles WA Department of Natural Resources (WA DNR) 
9.  CM Dennis Robertson City of Tukwila 
10.  Brian Anderson The Boeing Company 
11.  James Rasmussen Green/Duwamish Watershed Alliance 
12.  Brandy Reed King Conservation District 
13.  CM Lisa Herbold City of Seattle 

 

Alternates Present Affiliation 
14.  Maiya Andrews City of Burien 
15.  Mike Mactutis City of Kent 
16.  Jessica Olmstead WA DNR 
17.  Kathy Minsch  City of Seattle 
18.  Theresa Thurlow City of Federal Way 
19.  Katy Buck King County 
20.  Greg Volkhardt Tacoma Public Utilities 
21.  Jeanette Dorner MSFEG 

 

Other Attendees Present Affiliation 
22.  Katie Beaver King County 
23.  Karen Bergeron WRIA 9 Habitat Project Coordinator 
24.  Ryan Larson City of Tukwila 
25.  Matt Goehring WRIA 9 Planning and Technical Coordinator 
26.  Kollin Higgins King County 
27.  Janne Kaje King County 
28.  Chris Gregersen King County 
29.  Tara Luckie Environmental Science Center (ESC) 
30.  Laura West WRIA 9 Administrative Coordinator 
31.  Joan Lee King County 
32.  Doug Osterman WRIA 9 Salmon Recovery Manager 
33.  Larry Reymann ESC 
34.  Elissa Ostergaard WRIA 7 
35.  Jenée Colton King County 
36.  Josh Baldi King County 
37.  Gino Lucchetti Consultant to WRIA 9 
38.  Ken Workman Duwamish Tribe 

I) Welcome and Introductions 
Meeting Chair Marlla Mhoon called the Watershed Ecosystem Forum (WEF) meeting to order at approximately 4:05pm. 

II) Public Comment  
Larry Reymann announced the Environmental Science Center is hosting a Seaside Soirée benefit on March 3rd in Normandy 
Park.  

III) Approval of Meeting Summary 

 

The Watershed Ecosystem Forum unanimously approved the meeting summary for the November 9, 2017 meeting.   



WRIA 9 WEF Meeting Summary 
February 8, 2018 

  

WRIA9WEFNotes2-8-18.docx   2  

IV) Technical Briefing #6: Contaminants and Salmon 
Matt Goehring, WRIA 9 Planning and Technical Coordinator, provided context for the white paper, titled “An Evaluation of 
Potential Impacts of Chemical Contaminants to Chinook Salmon in the Green-Duwamish Watershed.” Matt stated that the 
impact of contaminants on Chinook was identified as a gap in the 2005 Salmon Habitat Plan (SHP) and the forum approved the 
development of this paper in 2016 with the use of CWM funding, to serve as an addendum to the Strategic Assessment. Jenée 
Colton, Water Quality Planner at King County and author of the paper, presented the findings to the WEF. The paper contains 
background information on exposure pathways of Chinook to contaminants, information on toxic effects, summarizes how 
contaminants may be affecting Chinook in WRIA 9, and provides recommendations to the WRIA 9 WEF. Findings include 
reduced Chinook return rates to the Duwamish Estuary, documented immunosuppression, risk from PCBs, very little data on 
Chinook, and few thresholds of effect. Jenée highlighted that 60% of the juveniles leaving the Duwamish are fry, but the fry 
type aren’t returning as adults. A NOAA study looked at smolt to adult return rates over a 38 year period and they found a 45% 
lower adult return rate for Chinook from contaminated (including Duwamish) estuaries vs. uncontaminated estuaries. 
Recommendations outlined in the paper include collecting more Chinook tissue data in the Duwamish River, developing new 
PCB effect thresholds for Chinook, supporting studies that add other lines of evidence, and focusing on known contaminants.  
 
Jay Covington asked about upward trends since 2005 and Jenée replied that we have to take year to year variation with a grain 
of salt. Jay followed with a question about normal rates of return for fry. Jenée explained that she included the Skagit River 
return data to show a typical rate of 36% fry return, as compared to the <1% fry return in the Green River. Kollin Higgins added 
that two watersheds further north with cleaner estuaries had more normal rates of fry return compared to WRIA 9. Bob Edgar 
asked if samples were collected along the stream length or in a concentrated area and if there was any indication of a source of 
the contaminants. Jenée replied that she didn’t collect any of these samples herself, rather she is summarizing the work of 
others. She stated that public data for Chinook tissue has been collected from a few areas in the Lower Duwamish, but it would 
be difficult to use fish to pinpoint sources. Jenée added that the Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife plans to take more 
samples in 2018. Dennis Robertson asked if there was any reason to suspect estuaries in the Tacoma area have the same 
problem. Jenée answered that there are data for Commencement Bay and they were part of the return study. Dennis asked if 
there is a chance fish coming from the Duwamish are damaging other runs with contamination. Jenée replied that the Duwamish 
would be one of many contributing sources of PCBs to Puget Sound, but we don’t know enough to know the extent of PCBs 
from the Duwamish that are spread to other areas of Puget Sound. The majority are probably staying in the local area. Bill 
Peloza asked about the next steps in fixing this problem. Jenée replied that we need to evaluate how much of a factor 
contaminants are in causing low return rates and if there are other factors working in combination. Step one is to collect more 
information and monitor how things change during and after the cleanup of PCBs in the Duwamish. Bill suggested an update on 
the Duwamish River superfund site for the WEF. Joe Miles asked if the fish are being affected as juveniles on their way out or 
as adults coming back up stream. Jenée said we don’t know where in the process they are being affected. Chris Searcy asked if 
in the last bullet in the executive summary of the paper, they were comparing native fish to hatchery fish. Kollin stated he was 
fairly certain this study was comparing wild fry to hatchery fry because the fry type are more reliant on the Duwamish estuary 
than the hatchery fish are. The hatchery fry are larger and spend less time in the estuary, reducing their exposure time to 
contaminants in that water. Al Barrie commented that an Army Corps of Engineers study found PCBs concentrate in sediment 
at the bottom of the river. Jenée confirmed that is correct, although a smaller fraction are still dissolved in the water column.  
 
James Rasmussen reviewed the white paper timeline and asked who had an opportunity to review and edit the paper. Matt 
Goehring said it went through two reviews of the Implementation Technical Committee (ITC) and was edited by others at King 
County in between. James also commented that in regards to the third paragraph under section 5.1 titled “Data Quantity,” 
stormwater runoff is becoming a larger issue and isn’t something WRIA 9 has historically focused on. He indicated that this 
paper didn’t capture the full extent of the problem and asked what changes were made to the draft specifically around the 
Superfund site and clean-up. Jenée said there are people on the ITC involved in Superfund clean-up and there was a discussion 
on wording and attributing causation. James emphasized that the white paper points to sub-lethal effects on salmon. Kollin 
Higgins replied that when the ITC was first created, contaminants weren’t thought of as a tier one priority, but the committee 
did move them into a tier one priority in 2017 as they realized there weren’t enough studies on contaminants, and approached 
the forum with this plan to study them more. Brian Anderson added that this paper is a summary of data from various published 
reports and the conclusion is that we need more information, including information on the pathways from PCBs to fish. Jay 
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Covington highlighted the sense of urgency in that less than 1% of adult fry are returning in the Green-Duwamish compared to 
36% in a robust watershed.      

V) Habitat Indicators: Necessary Future Conditions & Implementation Targets 
Matt Goehring presented on habitat indicators and targets. The ITC looked at the 2005 Salmon Habitat Plan, 2006 
Implementation Guidance, 2014 Duwamish Blueprint, and 2016 Re-green the Green documents and created a 33 page master 
habitat target document in September 2017. They categorized these targets into “not tracked,” “monitor,” and “implementation 
targets,” and narrowed down priority targets by sub-watershed. Mike Mactutis commented that the large woody debris 10-year 
target seems high given that it is hard to hold on to what is currently in the river and expressed concern around having a likely 
unfeasible target. Marlla Mhoon suggested looking into King County Flood Control District (KCFCD) funding or support. 
Doug Osterman noted there was an opportunity to incorporate wood targets into the planning process of the integrated Lower 
Green River corridor, but agreed the 10-year target was optimistic. James Rasmussen pointed out that a lot has been done since 
the 2014 Duwamish Blueprint and it is important to celebrate the recent work. It was clarified that both the current conditions 
and 10-year targets are starting from 2014, so the projects that have been done since 2014 count towards the 10-year target.  
 

 
VI) Celebrating Jay Covington 
Marlla Mhoon thanked Jay Covington for his 17 years on the WRIA 9 Management Committee and 20 years on the Forum and 
Steering Committee. Marlla presented Jay with the WRIA 9 Chinookie award and a chocolate salmon from Gosanko’s 
Chocolate. The Forum wished him a joyful and well deserved retirement.   

 
VII) NOAA Fisheries Request for Comments/Draft WRIA 9 Comment Letter: Duwamish-Green Hatcheries Draft 

Environmental Impact Statement for 10 Salmon and Steelhead Hatchery Programs  
Doug Osterman, WRIA 9 Salmon Recovery Manager, presented background information on WRIA 9 and the Salmon Habitat 
Plan. Gino Lucchetti, fishery biologist and consultant to WRIA 9, followed with a summary of his review of NOAA’s Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for 10 Salmon and Steelhead Hatchery Programs in the  Duwamish-Green River 
Basin. Gino acknowledged this is a complex and contentious issue. Gino was asked to review the DEIS and the 10 Hatchery and 
Genetic Management Plans (HGMPs) and draft comments on behalf of the WRIA 9 Forum. Gino listed three reasons for 
commenting on a DEIS: 1) participate in technical discussion; 2) provide legal standing for when the final EIS is released; and 
3) communicate concerns that should be incorporated into final EIS. Gino specifically assessed whether the DEIS and HGMPs 
are: 

1. Accurate and if there were omissions 
2. Contextualized accurately in today’s world 

a. Gino found that the documents rely on high level assessments across Puget Sound and don’t incorporate many of 
the actions happening in the present or near term, resulting in a more negative view of the world than is accurate. 
WRIA 9’s draft comments are in part to point out that there is a positive impact from the work being done currently.   

3. Scientifically and rationally logical 
a. Gino is unsure if NOAA’s sampling program is sufficient and didn’t see a sensitivity analysis in the document. This 

raises questions such as: are the actions sufficiently precautionary in favor of the species? And with what confidence 
level? 

4. Consistent with the WRIA 9 Salmon Habitat Plan (SHP), in accordance with federal guidelines. Gino found that although 
the DEIS and HGMPs mention the WRIA 9 SHP, there isn’t a substantive assessment of how the hatcheries fit in with the 
SHP. 

a. In the SHP, there is a clear recommendation to reestablish the historic spring Chinook run above Howard Hanson 
Dam (HHD), but the DEIS or HGMPs rely on a hatchery approach for this, which would reduce the quality of that 
run. 

b. There is currently a bottleneck in the lower part of the river that all fish have to pass through. The DEIS and 
HGMPs acknowledge the concern of releasing a large amount of hatchery fish at the same time as when native fish 

The Watershed Ecosystem Forum unanimously approved adding the paper as an addendum to the Science Foundation 
informing the Salmon Habitat Plan update. 

The Watershed Ecosystem Forum unanimously approved adding the Necessary Future Conditions and Implementation 
Targets for priority habitat indicators as part of the Salmon Habitat Plan Update, as long as WRIA 9 staff make the 
revisions that came up in the discussion tonight. 
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are passing through the bottleneck, but the juvenile release schedule in the DEIS would result in continued overlap 
of  hatchery-origin and native-origin fish in the bottleneck area.  

c. Gino also noted that we need to learn more about the long term impact of hatchery and native fish breeding on 
genetic diversity and productivity. Hatchery-origin fish aren’t performing as high as natural-origin fish, and the 
breeding of the two produces a lower quality fish. It is unclear if this effect is significant.  

 
Katy Buck invited Josh Baldi, King County Water and Land Resources Division Director, to the table to represent King County 
and to address questions and comments during the discussion.  
 
Jay Covington reminded the Forum that 20 years ago, the Forum decided to rely on science to make decisions. In this case, 
internal politics were introduced in a new way and there was a time crunch, as WRIA 9 wasn’t informed of the DEIS until a 
month into the comment period. Jay outlined the timeline of events surrounding WRIA 9’s DEIS review, highlighting that a few 
days before the Forum was going to submit comments, King County reached out to WEF members and asked them to 
reconsider sending the comments. To appease King County, a large member of the Forum, the Management Committee decided 
not to submit the comments, and instead send a letter to NOAA asking them to reopen the comment period. Jay finds it 
appalling that we have officially made no comment and the fact the decision was preempted because of a single party is 
unprecedented and offensive to both Jay and the City of Renton. Without submitting comments, the Forum has no legal 
standing for the final EIS.  
 
Josh Baldi announced that he is speaking on behalf of the Executive’s office, he has coordinated with Councilmember 
Upthegrove’s office, and the points he will make have been cleared by the Executive. Josh stated that typically the coordination 
between the Council and the Executive branch is not a challenge because most of what is done here is something they are fully 
in line with, so it’s not a problem. Josh stated King County needs to tighten up their internal processes and suggested that the 
Forum process could also improve. Josh said hatchery management issues are closely tied to tribal treaty rights and that King 
County saw a need for government-to-government conversation first at the county level. King County is supportive of the 
Forum taking this issue on and is supportive of this technical discussion and analysis, but the County would have preferred to 
have a conversation and lay out goals first. NOAA has a responsibility to rationalize the Hs and they owe it to recognize the 
good work the Forum has done over many years and determine how those Hs should work together. If NOAA is interested in 
convening a discussion, Josh thinks it should have been done first, before they put out a DEIS. Josh acknowledged that the lack 
of communication around the DEIS comment period from NOAA, resulting in a shorter window for WRIA 9 to comment, was 
unfair to WRIA 9. It was also bad timing with the holidays. 
 
Marlla Mhoon asked Josh what he and the Executive see as the next step forward in fixing this hatchery issue. Josh replied that 
if the Forum wants to take on the hatchery issue, King County would like to see a convened conversation with NOAA and the 
tribes to talk about the goals and look at how the hatchery programs can be run in a way that is consistent with the habitat and 
ESA work the WRIA is doing. Marlla asked how and when this would happen, as it is an urgent situation. Dennis Robertson 
stated he was one of three WRIA 9 leaders that made the decision not to submit the comments and instead ask for the reopening 
of the comment period, with the hope that NOAA would agree and the Forum would have time to meet before submitting 
comments. Dennis acknowledged that the WRIA 9 Leadership Team should have followed the 2002 Forum resolution to use 
science to make decisions. Dennis stated there wasn’t time for the Forum to have met before the comment deadline and the 
Management Committee did meet and review the comments. In response to Josh Baldi’s suggestion that the Forum process 
could use improving, Dennis countered that it was a timing issue, as opposed to a process issue. When the Management 
Committee met, they knew of no scientific reason not to submit these comments, only political concerns from King County. 
Dennis asked why King County is in between NOAA and the tribes if it is a nation to nation issue, as Josh stated. Dennis 
expressed concern that the County’s actions didn’t make sense, and as the Forum’s service provider, King County needs to 
maintain the Forum’s trust, and as a Forum member, make Forum decisions based on science. Dennis said he heard the 
County’s concern was that the comments might interfere with some type of negotiations between King County and the tribes. 
Someone in the Forum replied that wasn’t true. Dennis restated that there isn’t anything to counter the science in these 
comments. James Rasmussen asked if the County made its decision to not recommend the comments in consultation with the 
Tribe. Josh replied that no, the County wanted an audience with the Tribe before making a decision. The County believes they 
owe it to the Tribe to sit down and have a conversation prior to making a decision. Josh stated that entering into the hatcheries 
issue through a programmatic EIS is a very abrupt way to enter the conversation, as opposed to having a program and goals, but 
acknowledged if these 10 hatcheries do end up being approved, there is a lot of work to do. James restated Josh’s answer to 
confirm he understood, saying: “without consultation with the Tribe, King County decided to recommend not sending the 
letter.” Josh confirmed that the County did not meet with the tribe on this issue.  
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Doug Osterman added that King County, at the DNRP Department Director level, wanted to work with the Tribe and work with 
County’s Tribal Liaison on the communication with the Tribe. Comments were sent to the Tribe via Bob Peterson, the liaison, 
and a meeting with Glen St. Amant was set up for January 10th to discuss the comments. This was an integral part of what the 
WRIA 9 Leadership Team approved. This meeting was then canceled and Bob rescheduled it to January 17th. Between January 
10th and 17th, King County DNRP Director Christie True reached out to jurisdictions, expressing concern with the comments 
and suggesting they not send them. That round of draft comments never went to the rest of the Management Committee and the 
meeting with Glen St. Amant never happened. Marlla Mhoon stated that the comments were reviewed by the Muckleshoot 
Tribe through the tribal liaison. James said this is very concerning and he needed more of an explanation. James said it should 
come from the Executive on why that decision was made and that there seems to be manipulation in process as we go. James 
stated he also had questions for Gino on the content of the comments, but there wasn’t time to ask them. James continued that 
making this type of arbitrary decision undermined the continuation of a process. James asked Josh if King County understood 
that by saying not to send the letter, there could be no more comment by WRIA 9. Josh said no, the request from Christie to 
several forum members was, “have you fully reviewed the material? Do you understand the content?” Josh acknowledged a 
better process would have been to call Katy Buck and schedule an emergency meeting. Not doing so was a failure of 
understanding on King County’s part of how the WRIA 9 Forum works.  
 
Greg Volkhardt agreed this is a contentious issue. He said that within the fishery profession, it is difficult to get people to agree 
on a set of responses to this EIS. As a fisheries professional in his former career, Greg thought part of the draft comment 
responses seem to focus on the philosophy of salmon management. The Soos Creek Hatchery has been in existence for over 100 
years and started with Green River Chinook as the stock of choice. Greg stated that studies have shown there isn’t a statistical 
difference between wild and hatchery fish and it has been managed that way by design. Greg thought that when the comments 
went down the road of poking holes in the fish management, it went past solely commenting on the 10 HGMPs. Tacoma Water 
is a partner of the Muckleshoot Tribe and they are required to plant hatchery fish into the Upper Green River. Greg thought for 
the draft comments to poke holes in work that Tacoma Water is required to do, while being part of WRIA 9, put Tacoma Water 
in a bad place. Moving forward, Greg hopes the Forum can do a better job of vetting comments internally. Jay Covington 
replied that the Forum is a big group and will have different perspectives. The Forum has a mandate to restore native salmon to 
the watershed. From NOAA’s DEIS, it is unclear if there would be an impact on the native fish, but if there is, the Forum needs 
to address it.  
 
Jeanette Dorner spoke, not on behalf of Mid-Sound Fisheries Enhancement Group, but rather based on her previous work (lead 
staff for Nisqually watershed salmon recovery plan, Nisqually Indian Tribe, and PSP), and suggested the Forum view this as a 
symptom of a much larger issue in Puget Sound salmon recovery. Jeanette said an integrated plan will be most successful- one 
that looks at how harvest, hatcheries, and habitat all interact with each other. There hasn’t been a process in place to have these 
integrated discussions. In some places it has been successful, but it hasn’t been here. Instead of focusing on this EIS, Jeanette 
suggested the Forum use this as an opportunity to look at how to start a new conversation. We need trust between the H’s. How 
can we reach out and bring together the representatives from the different H’s to have a conversation?  
 
Lisa Herbold stated that this group depends on the assistance of staff to honor the participation. Referencing the timeline, Lisa 
asked if there was a reason why the first draft comments couldn’t have been circulated on December 18, aside from a technical 
reason. Doug replied that the first draft comments were more just concepts and a readable draft version wasn’t ready until 
January 3rd. However, Doug was told that January 3rd version couldn’t be circulated until the Tribe and King County saw it. 
Comments from those groups were incorporated by January 12th. Bill Peloza stated that the WRIA 9 Leadership Team was 
contacted by King County upper chain leadership, asking them to hold off on the comments, and the WRIA 9 Leadership Team 
respected that request. Bill said the WRIA 9 Leadership Team did not want to do harm to anyone and didn’t know full picture 
of what was going on behind the scenes with King County and their plans. Doug added that one of the issues going forward is 
how to let agencies know that WRIA 9 should be notified of comment periods such as this one, as the Forum has a 
responsibility to implement this federal salmon recovery plan. Bill suggested addressing it with senators. Marlla Mhoon added 
there are two branches of NOAA (hatchery and habitat) that don’t see eye to eye on this issue, which was part of the issue. 
Tracy Stanton stated that part of her job is to help bring federal work to the local level in a more collaborative way. Going 
forward, as a representative of federal agencies, aiming to get them to work more collaboratively at a local level, Tracy would 
like to help work on this. Dennis Roberson read the WRIA 9 purpose statement aloud and suggested that the Forum extend this 
partnership beyond this room and include NOAA and the Muckleshoot Tribe in discussions.  
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Marlla Mhoon laid out three choices for the Forum to move forward. 1) Send a new letter to NOAA under the WRIA 9 cover, 
changing the purpose of the letter from the response to the draft EIS to just statements of concern. This would not include the 
detailed technical comments and would focus on hatchery management and how it can support salmon habitat restoration and 
getting a spring run above HHD. 2) Different organizations at this table could respond individually. The Forum could draft 
talking points to share, but each organization would write their own letters. 3) Send a letter to both the habitat and hatchery 
branches of NOAA asking them to convene a meeting between WRIA 9 members, local government, and tribal government to 
sit down and make a plan going forward. The Forum can decide on one, two, or all three of the above. 

 
Doug Osterman clarified that he did include feedback from Bob Peterson after the third draft, and Bob talked to the Tribe. Doug 
didn’t hear anything directly from Tribe. Josh said he wasn’t sure Bob’s feedback reflected the Tribal input.  
 
Upon polling the WEF members, about 10 members said they could live with option one. One said they could live with option 
two. And 16 said they could live with option three. After more discussion, Marlla polled for a combination of options one and 
three.  

 
VIII) Wrap up/Next Steps 
James Rasmussen asked for a discussion on being part of the round table on remedial design on the Duwamish River to be on 
the next agenda. Dennis Robertson replied that he would talk to James before the next Management Committee meeting.  
 
Marlla Mhoon announced good news she heard on KUOW that the Senate passed a ban on net pens in Puget Sound.  
 
The meeting adjourned at 7:05 pm.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
     

The Watershed Ecosystem Forum unanimously agreed the Forum would write a new letter laying out the concerns with the 
DEIS and HGMPs, and send it to NOAA, asking them to convene a meeting with WRIA 9 WEF members, local government, 
and tribal government. 


