
SUMMARY OF COMMENTS ON DRAFT WRIA 8 PLAN UPDATE  

Comment 
Plan Section 
/ Appendix 

Page 
Reference How was comment addressed? 

 
The different size columns seem to emphasize sections that 
aren’t really supposed to be emphasized. general  Working to address this in the final draft. 

Seems like people will automatically want to know current 
status when looking at Table 1.  Is there a way to reference 
where they can find current status? 

Plan section 2. 
Table 1 P 11 

Insert a ‘Note’ below table to reference 
where to find current status information in 
document. 

Add “spawning” to the second to the last sentence in first 
column – “…and high temperatures early in the ‘spawning’ 
season.” Section 2.2 p.13 Added “spawning” as recommended. 

 
There needs to be a note that capacity for flood control and 
flows is limited because the dam on the Cedar isn’t that big. 

Plan. Section 
2.2 p.13 

Added a note indicating flow management 
can be limited. 

Why are toxic loading of phthalates and dialysis drugs called 
out?  Dialysis drugs in particular are typically wastewater 
issues, not ubiquitous stormwater issues.  I recommend just 
leaving the examples out. 

Plan. Section 
2.3 P 17 

Replaced examples with “…including toxic 
loading of various chemicals and 
contaminants.” 

 
Figure 4 – includes 2016, but the title says its 2004-2015. 

Plan section 
3.1.1 fig. 4 P 19 Title updated. 

Figure 5 – can 2016 be included here as well? 
Plan section 
3.1.1 fig. 4 P 19 2016 data added, title updated. 

Obvious question is why juvenile chinook abundance has 
significantly increased in recent years. I recommend adding 
statement that we don’t know why and that we can’t assume 
that our habitat improvements have caused this improvement. 

Plan section 
3.1.1 P 20 Recommendation noted.  

Table 4 – The numbers for the Kelsey basin are not the same as 
our survey data.  Since we did the surveys, these should be 
consistent with our results.  1999-76 redds; 2002-5; 2004-7; 
2005-14; 2006-93; 2008-10; 2009-5. 

Plan Section 
3.1.3 table 4 P 22 Updated table with Bellevue’s numbers. 

 
Shouldn’t it be within 100 ft of the shoreline for riparian 
condition, not 200ft? 

Plan. Section 
3.2.2 P 27 

Assessment was done with 200’ buffer 
similar to other assessments. 

 
What is the supporting data for saying that stormwater runoff 
will increase pollutant discharge? Are you just speaking of 
sediment should intensity of rainfall increase?  This should be 
reviewed and clarified. The fate and persistence of pollutants 
varies and some may not increase with changing rainfall 
patterns. Section 3.4.2 P 32 

Sharma AK, Vezzaro L, Birch H, Arnbjerg-
Nielsen K, Mikkelsen PS. Effect of climate 
change on stormwater runoff 
characteristics and treatment efficiencies 
of stormwater retention ponds: a case 
study from Denmark using TSS and Cu as 
indicator pollutants. SpringerPlus. 
2016;5(1):1984. doi:10.1186/s40064-016-
3103-7. 

What is purchasing called out for restoring shoreline 
properties?  It would be more consistent with the other 
strategies to say “protecting and restoring.”  Acquisition is one 
way of protecting, but there are others. 

Plan section 
3.4.3 P 33 Updated as suggested. 

“Monitoring” land use will not lead to minimized impacts on 
hydrology.  There needs to be an action. 

Plan section 
3.4.3 P 33 Revised language to emphasize action. 

 
Not sure I understand the 'egg to migrant survival' goal: looks 
like we go from 24% '06 - '15 to 13.8% as 2025 goal p.18, but 
p.21 indicates we've exceeded the '05 goal of 13.8% with actual 
rate of 22.2%  #18, #21 

Comment noted; no change to text 
warranted. 

p.22 counted 6 chinook and 3 redds in May Creek for 2016. 
What does NS (No Salmon?) mean as opposed to 0 in yrs '13 & 
'14?  p.22 

Official WDFW counts are cited. ‘NS’ means 
not surveyed. 

 
p.11 population goals, spatial distrib: "convert one satellite 
subarea to core (tier 1) status". What area/stream are you 
considering – on the Cedar, right? Stated again p.18 graph.   p.11, 18 

This goal was met by converting upper 
Cedar to Tier 1. 

p.16 How do you propose to quadruple wood volume in the 
Cedar by 2025? Just saw a TV news item that the Cedar "has 
been cleared of log jams" in Renton: how does this jibe?  p.16 Comment noted. 

p.23 May we assume that the # of parr outmigrants in figure 8 
from the Cedar were non-hatchery with the majority from 
Bear/Cottage Creek hatchery? Where were the B/C parr 
counted/sampled? At the mouths of those creeks? How the 
heck do hatchery chinook get to the Cedar (figure 9)? P.22 kind 
of explains that, but it's hard to imagine.  p.23 Comment noted.  

p.18 Could you elaborate some on the strategy for increasing in 
stream rearing from 8% to 40% from the 'Diversity' segment of  p.18 

Comment noted. WRIA 8 staff following up 
with the commenter. 



the graph? More side channels at places like Cavanaugh's 
trailer park?  

 
How might you re-design the sockeye weir to enhance chinook 
passage? Is it a significant obstacle? 4.9 p.37 

Comment noted. WRIA 8 staff following up 
with the commenter. 

Worked hard to protect the delta @ mouth of May Creek, & 
shoreline north, along Barbee Mill & Port Quendall 
developments. How might these areas be enhanced? 
Seems the large shallow water area at the mouth of the Cedar 
in the south end of Lk Wa could be good rearing habitat for 
juvenile salmon. Are juveniles utilizing it? Does the River 
continue depositing sediment in the south end, and does this 
enhance habitat/survivability as water depth decreases? Do the 
fish care (humorous comment)? 4.5 p.36 

Comment noted. WRIA 8 staff following up 
with the commenter. 

 
Any way to gauge the impact of restored near shore habitat like 
that of WRIA 9's Seahurst shoreline on WRIA 8 smolt survival?   

Comment noted. WRIA 8 staff following up 
with the commenter. 

How to access appendix I,"Education, Outreach Action 
Recommendations"? 5.3 p.45 

Comment noted. WRIA 8 staff following up 
with the commenter. 

This is an amazing compendium of data, extremely useful and 
informative. Hope my questions are not too obtuse, grateful for 
the opportunity to learn.   Comment noted. 

 
While the Sammamish River chinook group and needed habitat 
improvements is mentioned as a key goal of the report, there is 
no mention of the Sammamish APD nor any ways of working on 
water temperature or run-off. Since we ag folks are working 
very hard to preserve this APD from development pressures, it 
seems like this is a key place where we may be able to better 
collaborate to reduce impacts to salmon from development 
while preserving the APD for farming purposes. A deep focus 
on water quality and stormwater run-off would be welcome. It 
probably goes without saying that any reduction of farmland in 
the APD for habitat purposes would be deeply scrutinized as 
the majority of land is FPP. However, it sure seems like this is a 
great place to work together for salmon and farm 
improvements.   

Elevated temperatures in the Sammamish 
River discussed and highlighted in several 
places throughout Plan update – 
addressing temps in the Sammamish is a 
priority recovery strategy and goal: Habitat 
Goals (p.12) and Table 2 (p.16). 
 
Added language noting the Sammamish  
APD in Chinook Habitat Status section 
(p.25).  

Reference to “urbanized watershed” but the significant 
agricultural landscape (at least in the Sammamish River Valley) 
is not highlighted. Foreword 3 Comment noted. 

No mention of agricultural landscape and 
opportunities/challenges of working in that environment. Exec. Summary 4 

Comment noted. Opportunity and 
challenges  of working in agricultural 
landscape in the Sammamish APD 
discussed in Chinook Habitat Status section 
(p. 25) rather than in the Executive 
Summary. 

Table 1.  Although the data are presented later, it would be 
helpful to have a column with current estimated numbers. Recovery Goals 11 

Inserted note at bottom of table to 
reference current population status is 
discussed in Section 3. 

 
Stream rearing ( “g” is not bold like the rest of the subtitle).   13 Fixed. 

Table 2.  2025 goal of increasing riparian cover by 10%.  Would 
be more informative to put it into acres and provide some 
indication of location/configuration. Clearly, not all plantings 
are created equal. It would also be helpful to see some 
scientific basis for that 10% goal. Recovery Goals 16 

Including acreage in this table would 
require adding separate acreage numbers 
for 7 streams, which was deemed too busy 
for this table. 

Table 2.  2025 goal of adding two “thermal refugia” areas.  I did 
not see any explanation of just what that would look like/entail Recovery Goals 16 

Suggest that technical details are handled 
at the Technical Committee and not 
presented in this document. 

Table 2.  2055 goal of ensuring Sammamish River water is “cool 
enough” for chinook migration and survival but no supporting 
information about what would be required to get there…no 
numerical goals. Recovery Goals 16 

2055 goals are long-term and desired 
future condition, rather than goals with 
numerical targets, like the 2025 goals. 

Table 3.  2025 goal of 350 NOS.  Is that number considered 
viable (i.e., VSP)?  Are there any examples of salmonid 
populations increasing nearly 8-fold in 10 years? Current Status 18 

Number is short-term goal. VSP goal is 
long-term goal (reported elsewhere). When 
population numbers are this small, even a 
small change in survival may have large 
effects on numbers. 

The description of the Sammamish River provides a 
characterization of land cover inside and outside of UGAs.  It 
seems like this would be the appropriate section to highlight 
agriculture and the APD.  This section also identifies the 
Sammamish River as a Tier 1 restoration priority, but that Current Status 25 

Added reference to APD. Migratory area of 
Sammamish River designated Tier 1, but 
not area beyond 200’ buffer on the river. 



doesn’t seem to mirror what is illustrated on the map (Figure 
1). 

The statement “Promote livestock BMPs to protect ecological 
function” is vague.  Are there particular issues that enhanced 
implementation of BMPs would be especially helpful?  Do you 
mean “protect” or “restore?” 

Implementation 
Framework 43 

Comment noted. This is summary level, so 
details and specifics would be in land use 
recommendations appendix (Appendix H). 

There is no mention of riparian buffer restoration (only 
“protection”) in the outside UGA recommendations  

Implementation 
Framework 43 

Added “protect and restore” to reference 
of riparian buffers outside UGA. 

Table 5.  2020 triggers for Sammamish are < 20 acres net 
increase of riparian cover and no new thermal refugia.  How 
does that 20-acre goal compare with the minimum 10% 
increase by 2025% 

Adaptive 
Management 47 

As reported in Appendix D, a 10% increase 
would be 45 acres. Halfway point would be 
< 20 acres. 

Under title:  Protect Wetlands on Private Property: project 
number EC-R4-3-BB 
“Area is designated as farmed wetlands. Landowners mow 
wetlands in order to keep agricultural designation. Work with 
private property owners in reach to protect existing wetlands.” 
 
Not clear on specific property and can’t comment on use.  
However, and to avoid sounding too biased, perhaps this 
should be called a “grazed wet meadow” and not farmed 
wetlands – few folks farm “wetlands”.  Also, would be best to 
state work with landowners to “…protect existing wetlands and 
enhance where possible”  (something along these lines, if only 
to acknowledge existing uses) F 58 Comment noted and description updated. 

Enhance Tributary Confluence and Lower Reach of Gold Creek 
Project #SR-6.95-RB 
Most of this property is in the APD.  Although currently used as 
a practice range (golf driving range) for members, it could 
return to ag use.  Any restoration near the property’s pond 
(located near the south boundary, eastern third of parcel) 
should include considerations for farming – the outflow creek 
from the pond runs along the property’s western and then 
southern boundary.   F 148 Comment noted and description updated. 

Enhance and Reconnect Riparian Wetlands Near Gold Creek 
Same concerns as above F 149 Comment noted and description updated. 

Restore Full Meander in Reach 
Project SR-7.5-LB 
Not sure what this means, but most of the Sammamish APD 
land is protected by FPP Deed and Agreement, and that its 
almost fully armored, would make it difficult for full meander of 
the river F 158 

Comment noted. Intend to retain this 
recommendation as an aspirational target, 
while acknowledging that the 
implementation reality is likely quite low. 

Table D1.  10% riparian cover goal and “cool enough”…same 
issues as above. Appendix D D-2 See response to previous comments. 

Goal is to add at least 45 acres of riparian cover by 2025.  Is 
that the same as the minimum 10% increase? Appendix D D-4 Yes. 

Need more detailed map w/barriers and more visible tributary 
names or reference to interactive map  general 

Don’t intend to provide map of fish passage 
barriers in this update—there aren’t many 
Chinook barriers to begin with, and WDFW 
has extensive information on barriers in 
their online fish passage barrier interactive 
map. 

Consider including Puget Sound Chinook Harvest Mgmt Plan 
(PSIT & WDFW, 2010) in appendix  12 

There is a hyperlink to the document in the 
references section, which is deemed 
sufficient. 

“Predation on migrating adults…not consistently significant” - 
are sea lions no longer a problem? How resolved?  See 
https://www.eopugetsound.org/magazine/is/predators-
chinook  12 

The marine survival study indicates marine 
mammal predation on juvenile salmon is an 
issue, but does not indicate an issue with 
predation on adults.  

Insert citation after “current abundance levels”  13 done 

“Habitat quality/quantity limitations…unknown…” Is there a 
monitoring recommendation?  13 

Weight of research suggests these 
limitations exist, but short of a 
research/monitoring program for which 
there is no funding nor capacity, we have 
to rely on our assumptions. The Technical 
Committee has not discussed or developed 
a recommendation to date. 

“Stream rearing” - “g” should be bold  13 Fixed. 

https://www.eopugetsound.org/magazine/is/predators-chinook
https://www.eopugetsound.org/magazine/is/predators-chinook


“Bold” statement about habitat simplification needs citation or 
change “is…due to” to “is likely…due to.” The rest of the 
paragraph is good with respect to conditional statements. 

 13-14 

Sufficient information to conclude these 
factors are the key limiting factors without 
a specific citation 

It would be interesting to try to add a time component to the 
graph since outmigration is occurring, just in advance of 
returning adults.  13 Comment noted. 

Goals are “feasible and achievable” - are these words equal to 
the task at hand?  15 

Comment noted. Salmon Recovery Council 
discussed and approved. Goals are stretch 
goals, but also within the realm of possible. 
Preferred that over goals that are not likely 
to be achievable or purely aspirational. 

Table 2 needs a “current status” column for comparison.  16 
Table 3 provides status information for 
comparison. 

Table 2 - why are goals only for areas south of I-90? (Ecology? 
ESJ?)  16 

Priority on Cedar River population as the 
‘wild’ stock. Noted elsewhere:  “Shoreline 
HABITAT, including stream mouths, much more 
important at southern ends of lakes when 
Chinook are smaller (January-April) and are 
oriented to shorelines. As they grow 
(~May/August) orientation moves offshore to 
deeper waters.” 

Table 3 - why is egg to migrant goal for 2025 lower than 10 yr 
average?  18 Because we are exceeding our goal. 

Table 3 - move “hatchery-origin spawners” to before first HOS 
(left column)  18 Fixed as recommended. 

Table 3 - why is Abundance 2025 goal lower than 10-yr 
average?  18 Because we are exceeding our goal.  

Table 3 - why is Productivity (egg-to-migrant) 2025 goal lower 
than 10-yr average?  18 Because we are exceeding our goal 

Figures 4 and 5 - for comparative purposes it would be easier if 
the scales (x-axis) of the two tables were aligned. Also, Cedar 
River figure caption should say 2004 - 2016. Also, text doesn’t 
match figures: “Average return for Cedar River population 
(2006-2015) was 1012 NOS (Figure 5)” - Figure 5 is Bear Creek.  19 Comment noted. Fixed as recommended. 

(Aside - Why is Landsburg still mentioned by some as a 
blockage?)  21 

WRIA 8 staff following up with commenter 
to better understand, and help answer, the 
question.  

Table 4 - why don’t we have 2016 data?  22 2016 data added. 

“Important locations lacking in recent data” = but not a priority 
in section 2.3/page 17  24 Noted in appendix A as priority need. 

The paragraph introducing moderate CMZ needs a cleaner 
transition and clearer explanation of why the author shifted to 
that concept.  24 Comment noted. 

Section 3.2.1 could be summarized in a table.  24-27 Comment noted. 

Pressures Assessment section is clearly written but very generic 
compared w/data of prior two sections. For example: how 
many miles of levee revetment? Where are they? How many 
TMDLs for temp? Where are worst reaches relative to habitat? 
What is the estimated impact of predation? What is the rate of 
land conversion? Are the UGA boundaries holding ( and for 
rec’d what difference might a land conservation initiative 
make?). Maps would help. What is the estimated impact of the 
locks on mortality? 3.3 28-29 

Assessment was a generic process that did 
not quantify the examples in the comment.  
While some of the questions are addressed 
elsewhere in the document, it was beyond 
the schedule and scope of the plan update 
process to quantify all the pressures 
included in the pressures assessment. 

Include a definition of resilience after the first paragraph: 
“Resilience is the capacity of a system to absorb disturbance, to 
undergo change and still retain essentially the same function, 
structure and feedbacks. In other words, it’s the capacity to 
undergo some change w/o crossing a threshold to a different 
system regime - a system with a different identity. A resilient 
socio-ecological system in a ‘desirable’ state…has a greater 
capacity to continue providing us with the goods and services 
that support our quality of life (even) while being subjected to a 3.4 30 Included recommended addition. 



variety of shocks” [from Resilience Thinking by Brian Walker 
and David Salt, Island Press, Wash DC, 2006. 

Paragraph 1: “lead to increased flooding”… and erosion??  31 Included recommended addition. 

Suggest reference to Marina Alberti’s scenario planning work 
on the Snohomish (or more recent). For example, if flooding 
increases the pressure for more and larger flood hazards, public 
works may overrun process restoration ideas (are we perhaps 
seeing this in the Green River system?).  31 Comment noted 

If you use a term like “atmospheric rivers” you need to give it 
more definition.  31 

Comment noted. Given context, additional 
definition deemed not warranted. 

Please use “are expected to” or “likely to” instead of “will” with 
climate change predictions.  33+ Adjusted language as recommended. 

Need rollup list of project by jurisdiction Appendix F  

We can generate lists of projects by 
jurisdiction from Habitat Work Schedule as 
requested—don’t need to include this in 
the plan because sponsors sometimes 
change (e.g., NGOs taking on projects w/in 
cities) 

Fish Passage barriers:  could include some of the potential 
approaches under development in KC such as developing 
explicit criteria for replacement, seizing opportunities for cost 
efficiencies as a part of major infrastructure work in the 
subbasin, etc.  33 Comment noted. 

I was expecting to see a sustained outreach/public engagement 
effort in the top 8 strategies not the very last on the list.  34 

Aside from the top 8, strategies are not 
prioritized. All strategies are important to 
implement. 

Is one of the land use recommendations related to 
development of a standard protocol for fish habitat 
classification akin to the national system for wetlands?   

Somewhat. Essentially, this is to develop a 
common definition of habitat elements to 
improve understanding and reporting. 

General:  I didn’t see any reference to ESJ and think it merits a 
section of its own or at least a reference in the main report that 
in the next ten years, the work will delve even more deeply into 
the relationship of this work to broader ESJ issues (beyond the 
fundamental underpinnings)   

ESJ is reflected through reference to 
meeting tribal treaty rights as part of WRIA 
8’s recovery goals, and that recovery is 
important from a cultural perspective.  ESJ 
will also be an important criteria/emphasis 
for implementation of education and 
outreach strategy and related actions. 

Text below Figure 4 is wonky. 3.1.1 19 Fixed. 

 
In the header “Downstream Migration”, the “n” is not bolded.  2.2 14 Fixed. 

 
I really like how you bolded the key concepts on this page – 
makes it very easy for audience to grasp what you want them 
to latch onto. 2.2 13-14 Comment noted. 

 
Is there a reason why the pages are formatted with two 
columns that are neither the same widths as each other nor 
justified to fill the column space? Makes it hard to navigate 
what I’m supposed to read next. I find myself automatically 
skipping the skinny column to go to the next page. All All Working to address in final draft. 

Recommend changing US Army Corps of Engineers acronym 
from USACOE to USACE.  They refer to themselves using the 
acronym “USACE.” All All Changed as recommended. 

I didn’t understand the goal and definition of total connected 
floodplain acres.  It needs to be defined and described.  Is this 
highly functioning habitat that is in excellent condition or 
habitat that has been restored? Does it account for the 
significant armor along the Cedar river unrelated to Flood 
District maintained levees/revetment?  Does this floodplain 
acreage include structures where the property owner is trying 
to have it not function as floodplain?  How is this total 
connected floodplain acres serving as a proxy for salmon 
recovery? 

Plan/Habitat 
Goals 16 

Comment noted. This is a difficult concept. 
WRIA team and Technical Committee 
should work with commenter and other 
project proponents to ensure 
understanding of the floodplain 
connectivity concept. 

A key constraint on Chinook salmon recovery in WRIA 8 is 
insufficient instream rearing and refuge habitat due to habitat 
implication, loss of floodplains and side channel/off-channel 
rearing and lack of large woody debris (page 13/14).  Using the 
moderate CMZ, as a proxy for its floodplain metric may be 
limiting your key constraint described above.  The 100 year 

Plan/Habitat 
Recovery Goals 13/14 

Comment noted. The Technical Committee 
acknowledges this is a simplifying 
assumption but thinks that this approach, 
with adaptive management, will result in 
the most immediate benefits.  



floodplain is much more inclusive than the moderate CMZ.  
Historically, much of the floodplain was wetlands containing 
beaver dams that could provide significant refuge habitat.  
Some of the floodplain could be restored for these conditions.  
The Plan appears to limit this restoration and thus limits a key 
constraint on the recovery.  Is the moderate CMZ an adequate 
proxy for the floodplain metric?  I question that even though I 
understand the habitat forming processes allowed under the 
CMZ. 

The Applicable Strategies Legend is an artsy method to show 
the applicable strategy in the Table.  I would find it useful to 
include the strategy name, in addition to keeping the graphic, 
in the Table (under Applicable Strategies).  I was interested in 
the applicable strategy and I had to keep referring to the 
legend since I was not familiar with the graphic legend.   Appendix F all 

Will build strategy names or keywords into 
project records, in addition to showing the 
strategy icons. May not have this 
functionality by September, but since the 
list is intended to be a living list, will update 
it as soon as possible. 

This Jan Road Levee Setback & Floodplain Restoration project is 
an example where the moderate CMZ and the 100 year 
floodplain occupy significantly different areas.  The Plan may be 
too limiting on this project.  Perhaps all the floodplain 
properties should be acquired and restored, creating a 
significant wetland and channel migration area.  Add 218th Ave 
SE to the list of roads that may be relocated. Appendix F 

Jan Road 
Levee 
Setback & 
Floodplain 
Restoration 

Added 218th Ave SE to project description. 
The moderate CMZ is used for establishing 
the floodplain connectivity goal in terms of 
identifying acres of unconnected 
floodplain, but floodplain restoration 
outside the moderate CMZ would also 
count towards achieving the floodplain 
connectivity goal.  

Generally, good job on systematically describing the projects, 
going upstream.  They provide significantly more detail than 
the existing Plan. Appendix F all 

Will continue to update descriptions and 
add more detail as information becomes 
available. The project list will be a living list 
and updated as needed. 

Doubling the pace of floodplain reconnection (depending on 
the definition) is very ambitious.  During the first 10 years and 
before, some of the larger parcels were acquired.  Further, 
WLRD’s acquisition process is becoming more complex, making 
it more difficult to acquire properties in a timely manner.  Also 
King County staff has a lack of capacity to develop and 
prepared projects for implementation (as described on page 3 
of the Plan).  Further, the current political situation is making 
funding more difficult.  A more realistic goal may be 80 acres in 
the next 10 years rather than the 130 described in the Plan. Appendix D 3 Comment noted. 

Habitat goals should be ambitious, and the plan says they are 
intended to be feasible and achievable.  The goal of 
quadrupling the average wood volume in the Cedar River over 
the current conditions by 2025 while taking into account boater 
safety does not appear to meet that criteria. Table 2 16 Comment noted. 

LU-SMP-5 – correct spelling of “encourage” 
Land Use 
Actions 27 Fixed. 

LU-SMP-9 – correct spelling of “anchoring” 
Land Use 
Actions 29 Fixed. 

LU-SMP-11 – correct spelling of “identify” 
Land Use 
Actions 30 Fixed. 

LU-WQ-1 – correct spelling of “Coordinate”  
Land Use 
Actions 30 Fixed. 

 
(Wria 8) should be (WRIA 8) *This is in the header for the table 
of contents*  2 Fixed. 

 
Page 9. Second paragraph is missing a period. “…stages in the 
watershed To prioritize implementation…” 1 9 Fixed. 

Recommend using the term pressures throughout and not 
stresses or stressors as most people will have a better 
understanding of what a pressure is. Plan 

Overall; 28, 
34 

Comment noted. Stressor is only used once 
in the document, which was changed to 
‘impact’. Stress is a generic term and 
appears appropriate, given that all 
'stresses' noted are not 'pressures' in the 
sense used in this document.  

 
Provide some reference to the state allocation that provided 
these funds (ALEA- aquatic lands enhancement account- and 
PSAR capacity funds- Puget Sound Acquisition and Restoration) overall  

The names of the funding sources that 
contributed to development of the Plan 
Update document are referenced in the 
acknowledgements page of the final draft. 

 
Describe what a conceptual model is in simple terms Plan Pg 4, para 5 Comment noted.  

Table 2 – would changes to goals be published through a future 
addendum or how would they be publicized and accessed Plan Table 2 

Comment noted. Changes would go 
through normal approval processes of 
Technical Committee and/or 
Implementation Committee review and 
recommendation for Salmon Recovery 



Council consideration (as described in 
Adaptive Management Process section) 

It would be interesting to know which research questions you 
think are WRIA 8 specific vs which may be answered through 
studies in another watershed or at the regional scale Plan e.g pg 17 Comment noted. 

Are the pressures described in order of priority? Plan Pg 28 No, they were not further prioritized. 

 
Footnote seems to repeat text in body- include definition of 
levees in one or another Plan Pg 29 

Footnote with technical definition was 
requested by another, earlier reviewer. 

 
Where discuss “Increased water temps” is Ballard Locks an 
example of a type of infrastructure? If so, say “e.g. Ballard 
Locks”. Currently reads like it is the only infrastructure issue Plan Pg 29 Revised as recommended. 

Odd Sentence, consider revising:  
The WRIA 8 contribution to the overall goal of increasing WRIA 
8 
natural origin Chinook salmon to sustainable and harvestable 
levels is 
to protect high-quality habitat, as well as to reduce existing 
pressures 
and restore additional habitat needed by salmon at specific life 
history 
stages in the watershed To prioritize implementation of 
restoration 
strategies, the watershed has been classified into functional 
“tiers” 
based on watershed condition and fish use (Figure 1).  Plan 

Pg 9, 2nd 
Paragraph Fixed. 

Was it the PSPA? plan 
Pg 10, para 
2 Removed acronym reference. 

Different paragraph widths make it challenging to read Plan Pg 12 Working to address this in the final draft. 

Spell out NLW Tribes on Sammamish Distribution Table Plan Pg 18 Tribs = tributaries, not tribes.  

Some of these stats could be good for a table Section 3.2  Comment noted. 

 
Overall, beautiful appearance. Good choice of pictures and 
graphics.    Comment noted. 

 
Capitalization needed on first page of document. “cedar” 
“Sammamish" Plan Update PDF page 1 Fixed. 

 
The spacing of the two column-style makes it hard to read and 
follow the text within the document. It looks attractive and 
artistic, but does not make for easy reading. Sometimes, as on 
PDF page 19 (section 3), the new section starts in the small 
column. Other times, as on PDF pages 32 and 36, it looks like 
the column is the caption for the photograph. These stylistic 
differences look visually confusing. If there are going to be two 
columns, they should be equally sized. However, I think that for 
simplicity, there should be only one big column, as seen in 
Appendix pages 1 and 2.  
 
Overall suggestion: eliminate the two differently sized 
columns. Make the format of the Plan Update identical in 
appearance to the Appendix.  

Plan Update, all 
sections 

Examples: 
PDF page 
19, 32, 36 
 
 Working to address in final draft. 

We suggest the WRIA take a look at some of the current water 
quality studies being carried out by Science staff for WTD in 
Union Bay and the Ship Canal. Dean Wilson would be a good 
contact. 

Lake Rearing 
and Migration 14 

Comment noted. King County water quality 
work has informed this section. 

We encourage the emphasis on tree planting in both stream 
riparian areas and lake shorelines. “ 16 Comment noted. 

We encourage the integration of key stormwater/CWA and 
salmon recovery issues for efficiencies and synergies. 
 
We also encourage integration and coordination of stormwater 
monitoring and other monitoring, e.g., habitat, B-IBI, etc. Research needs 17 Comment noted. 

We encourage planting additional trees rather than just 
replacement. Good to see strong emphasis on revegetation of 
riparian areas. Might encourage more widespread tree planting 
not only in riparian areas but throughout the watershed. Would 
provide many benefits from climate to decreased impervious 
surface and decreased runoff, etc. “ 33-34 

Comment noted – that is the intent of the 
listed action(s). 

We encourage studying and prioritizing areas in need of 
stormwater retrofits and linking those activities to salmon 
recovery priorities, e.g., Bear Creek restoration and the NPDES 
Basin Plan. “ “ 

Comment noted – that is the intent of the 
listed action(s). 



Perhaps there could be some additions\emphasis on the 
protection of groundwater recharge/discharge areas in the 
watershed, e.g., Cold Creek.  4.12 36 

Comment noted – there is a recovery 
strategy addressing protection of 
groundwater sources (address 
temperatures and increase thermal 
refuge), as well as a subset of 
groundwater-related land use 
recommendations in Appendix H. 

Would suggest adding the possible use of reclaimed water to 
help maintain water supplies and streamflow, e.g., the 
Sammamish River and watershed. 4.12 38 

This is included as a land use 
recommendation in Appendix H. 

Same as first line above. 
For water quality topics, we suggest you look at some of the 
current water quality studies being carried out by Science staff 
for WTD in Union Bay and the Ship Canal. Dean Wilson would 
be a good contact. 4.16 39 Comment noted.  

The plan operates under the assumption that the various 
regulations are protective. The different regulations do vary 
among jurisdictions. To verify those assumptions, we would 
encourage the WRIA to track regulations among the 
jurisdictions to insure regulations really are protective of 
salmon. Implementation also varies among jurisdictions and we 
encourage the evaluation of implementation of regulations like 
SMPs and CAOs. The regulations are not effective if they aren’t 
being implemented. 4.18 39 

Comment noted. Tracking and evaluating 
implementation of regulations is 
challenging, especially across 28+ 
jurisdictions. WRIA 8 performs periodic 
surveys of implementation and qualitative 
evaluation of regulations, which we include 
in status updates.  

We think there would be benefits and synergies to WRIA 8 
increasing coordination with regional Stormwater activities and 
Stormwater monitoring, e.g., Stormwater Work Group. 4.19 39 

Comment noted. This update is intended to 
increase the integration of salmon recovery 
with other resource management efforts, 
like stormwater management. 

 
We understand that this is not a multispecies plan but we know 
that many Chinook recovery activities benefit other fish 
species. We think there would be benefits to coordination with 
the Kokanee recovery efforts and the Kokanee Work Group 
(KWG) in the Sammamish watershed which is a significant part 
of WRIA 8. Fish recovery is expensive and efficiencies that can 
be gained would benefit the resource. Section 5 

Pages 40- 
44 

WRIA 8 does coordinate with the Kokanee 
Work Group, and has funded several 
Kokanee habitat restoration projects, 
where there is overlapping Chinook 
benefit. We will continue to look for ways 
to coordinate and leverage our collective 
efforts, especially in the realm of 
monitoring and outreach and education. 

Project managers are asked to provide their implementation 
and effectiveness monitoring results to WRIA 8. Is it assumed 
all jurisdictions will do this? Do they know which projects fall 
under this request? Are you assuming the jurisdictions will 
incorporate the cost of monitoring into their project budgets? It 
might be helpful to assist project proponents with their costs. 
This type of monitoring can vary widely in parameters and 
methodologies, plus costs. Will WRIA 8 provide guidance or a 
template in addition to the references cited? Also, much 
project monitoring depends on permit requirements. It might 
be useful to coordinate with regional WDFW fish bios on 
specific recovery project permit requirements.  Appendix A A-13 

Comment noted. In short, yes, it is 
assumed all jurisdictions and project 
partners will do this, with WRIA 8 nudging. 
We also intend to provide a reporting 
template at a future date (not part of the 
plan update).  

It is suggested that the WRIA 8 Tech Committee will provide a 
response if a particular project does not achieve its goals. 
We’ve found that it has been difficult for project managers to 
admit their projects have not succeeded and sometimes 
perceived punitive measures are not well received. Perhaps a 
“lessons learned” approach might be more effective? We can 
furnish some examples. Appendix A A-16 

 
The Technical Committee will apply this 
approach as appropriate, and the 
suggested focus on “lessons learned” is one 
good suggested approach. 

A WRIA 8 five year monitoring report is scheduled for 2020 and 
from past efforts, we know it is not a small task. Perhaps 
informing key participants early would be useful. Perhaps a 
monitoring subcommittee at the TC? I am thinking about King 
County staff who participated last time and who will probably 
do so in the future, e.g., WQI and B-IBI. Providing some funding 
assistance might be a good incentive. Appendix A  

Comment noted. The Technical Committee 
will work with the appropriate staff from 
King County and other partners. 

Typo – capitalize Cedar/Sammamish in title Cover  Cover page Fixed. 

 
Add names of Appendices  

Table of 
contents II Fixed. 

The water quality icon used throughout the document of a 
glass of water is misleading as it refers to drinking water.  A 
more relevant surface water quality icon would be of a storm 
drain with water pouring through into a body of water with a 
salmon swimming in it.  It’s probably too small to include a 
stenciled message.    

4.17, 
Appendices H 
and I etc 

p. 39, plus 
appendices 

Comment noted. We will stick with the 
icons we have for now and possibly revisit 
these at some future date. 

Applicable strategies legend - Why are the riparian vegetation 
and marine shoreline icons shown at night?  In fact all these 

Section 4, 
Appendices H 
and I 

pp. 35-40, 
plus 
appendices 

Comment noted. We will stick with the 
icons we have for now and possibly revisit 
these at some future date.  



icons could be reversed black and white.  It’s confusing this way 
and a bit jarring to look at.     

Applicable strategies legend – it is very hard to remember what 
all of these mean when looking at the actions for Land Use and 
Education and Outreach.  Can key words be inserted for each?   

Appendices H 
and I 

Whole 
appendices 

Added brief strategy names to the icons as 
a reminder.  

Suggest language be added to EO-10 on more general 
awareness building so people will understand why salmon 
recovery is important, so that they will support and understand 
the investments of funding and staff resources.  Appendix I I-6 Added language as suggested. 

Only Phase I permittees have a structural stormwater control 
requirement to retrofit existing development.  Currently this is 
not ‘part of the NPDES Municipal Permit’ for Phase 2 
permittees.   Is this an action for Ecology to include this action 
in the Phase 2 Permit?   LU‐NPDES‐5 H-19 

Language revised to make it clear this 
recommendation is for Phase I 
jurisdictions.  

Stormwater that discharges directly into a lake, stream, or river 
is NOT covered under the NPDES Municipal Permit.  The 
Municipal Permit only covers discharges into and from the MS4 
(Municipal Separated Storm Sewer System), not discharges 
directly to the receiving water bodies (lake, stream, river).  This 
is not something that Ecology could include in the Municipal 
Permit because, by definition, the discharge must come from a 
municipally-owned or operated MS4.   LU‐NPDES‐6 H-19 Changed language as proposed. 

Page numbering for appendices—while stylish, it took me a 
while to find the page numbers and because they alternate 
sides of the document is a little consuming.   Comment noted. 

Why the “wadeable vs non-wadeable” breakdown? D D1 

This is standard terminology for Common 
Standards approach to monitoring 
(regional guidance from the Puget Sound 
Partnership) 

Table D1 – I would consistently use the same language in 
Appendix E1 –  “Cedar River from Landsburg Diversion Dam to 
Lake WA” . This helps to maintain focus on Cedar   Comment noted. 

 
Missing space in first sentence 2nd paragraph Tier 1 and 2areas.  
Do you want to make “tier 1 and 2 areas” a hyperlink to the 
definition? E E2 Fixed. Will consider hyperlink. 

Lakes Habitat Goals—I assume it means either shore (west or 
east) but may want to be more explicitly or identify if either 
more important   Comment noted. 

Appendix F—If this will be web-based document need to have 
rotated. I could not get my browser to rotate so not useful 
without printing. F All 

When in the PDF, right-click and click on 
“rotate clockwise” to get proper 
orientation. 

Appendix F – because this is such a long list, I would suggest a 
summary table up front, so you can see all the projects at a 
glance. The table could be bookmarked to the more detailed 
description. 
I would also suggest including a map. F   

Project map will be web-based and is 
forthcoming (requires updating all Habitat 
Work Schedule records first, which is in 
process). A summary list of projects, 
including projects by sponsor, can be easily 
extracted from Habitat Work Schedule. 
WRIA 8 staff can do this for any partner 
upon request. The way the project list is 
created and since we intend to update the 
list as much as annually, creating a 
summary table that links to individual 
projects would require lots of code-writing 
that could be avoided using HWS.  

 
Appendix F – I like the idea of trying to use visuals to represent 
strategies, but given how many there are it may be hard for 
people to remember them all.  I would suggest including the 
name of the strategy beneath the icon on each of the project 
pages- there is plenty of room F F1 

Added brief strategy names to the icons as 
a reminder. 

 
Appendix G -  Can you add diagram or flow chart showing 
progression of projects on/off list and mechanisms for getting 
added? Or at least some bullet points that say, there are 
several ways to get into the workplan through the annual open 
call: 
1) pull from project list; 2) monitoring; 3) propose new.  Also, 

it seems odd not to have a link to the existing 4-year work 
plan in this section.  G G1 

Updated text to have bulleted list as 
suggested. Added reference to location of 
Four-Year Work Plan on WRIA 8 website 
(cannot link because with each update the 
link changes with the name change). 

Consider a couple sentences upfront on why the plan 
exclusively focuses on Chinook not other salmon and what 
overlap exists between chinook priorities/needs and those of 
other salmonids.   

Added language to the first paragraph of 
the Introduction. 



Tier 3 area definition—suggest adding the phrase “other 
salmon and resident fish” to the 3rd sentence along with “water 
quality, flow management and overall watershed health”.  It 
would also be helpful to point out that while these streams are 
not the highest priority for chinook recover, their recovery is 
important for supporting Tribal Treaty rights as well as overall 
food and nutrient cycles. Plan Update 9 Added suggested text. 

 
A number of random typos or formatting needs— a good edit 
post comments would be good. ALL  Comment noted. 

Figure 3 – could you add “fry and parr” here as monitoring 
section talks about fry, parr, redds etc and those less familiar 
with terms may not follow.  Can you somehow use this graphic 
again to frame monitoring – what stages in this life cycle are 
you monitoring.  You could have graphic with monitoring 
results adjacent to stage that you then click on to get larger 
version? Plan Update 13 

Comment noted. We considered adding fry 
and parr, but since both life stages may 
have fry and parr components, the result 
would be confusing. 

Include mention somewhere of the various innovative 
techniques being tested and what others might be needed (e.g. 
constructed hyporheic? Innoculation w/benthic invertebrates?  
Are they working? worth considering elsewhere? Lessons 
learned?   Plan Update 17 

Research and data needs section was 
vetted by Technical Committee; further 
additions at this point would need 
additional vetting, which schedule does not 
allow. The Technical Committee will track 
new, innovative techniques as they emerge 
and prove themselves. 

Table 4 WRIA 8 Chinook red survey—consider graphic instead 
for small creek. (Cedar on different scale). Is this monitoring 
being continued? Plan Update 22 Comment noted. 

3.4.3   
Consider citing WDFW’s recent paper: “Incorporating Climate 
Change into the Design of  
Water Crossing Structures” – offers fairly explicit 
recommendations for fish passage considering future 
conditions. Plan update 33 Comment noted. 

There doesn’t appear to be any information here on 
anticipated future conditions (build-out) and how that may 
affect habitat loss.  How do we know if we are even keeping up 
with current habitat loss? Future?  How do we know we will 
have net improvement over time? Plan Update  

Comment noted. A way to track habitat 
loss does not currently exist, but would be 
a very useful tool.  

Include that if mitigation on site or on adjacent property is not 
feasible that the mitigation occurs in identified degraded 
critical areas. Appendix H H-4 

Comment noted. The intent of the 
recommended action drives mitigation to 
areas prioritized for restoration. 

Include Green Shores for Homes as an example of an existing 
incentive program that should be promoted. The purpose of 
Green Shores for Homes is to help residential home owners 
remove bulkheads and improve the ecological function of their 
shoreline property 

Appendix H, LU-
FM-3 H-6 

This land use recommendation refers to 
floodplain management, so Green Shores 
for Homes would not be an appropriate 
program to reference here. 

Include that when rezoning occurs where property is up-zoned 
to allow more development critical areas should be identified 
and not included in the up-zoned areas.  

Appendix H, LU-
GMA-5, LU-
GMA-6 H-11 

Comment noted. This is the intent of the 
existing recommended action (i.e., cluster 
development to protect contiguous habitat 
and protect areas that provide important 
ecological services. 

Include “Regularly” assess and evaluate effectiveness of land 
use and environmental regulations. 

Appendix H, LU-
GMA-9 H-13 Added suggested language. 

Add bold text in parentheses - Reduce pesticide and herbicide 
use through stormwater “and critical areas” regulations, best 
management practices, education, and incentives. 

Appendix H, LU-
NPDES-6 H-19 

Comment noted. This recommended action 
is specific to NPDES, so is not appropriate 
to include here. Added suggested language 
to Appendix H, LU-CAO-6, since that deals 
with CAOs. 

Add bold text in parentheses - Reduce pesticide and herbicide 
use through stormwater “and critical areas” regulations, best 
management practices, education, and incentives. 

Appendix H, LU-
NPDES-9 H-21 

Comment noted. This recommended action 
is specific to NPDES, so is not appropriate 
to include here. Added suggested language 
to Appendix H, LU-CAO-6, since that deals 
with CAOs. 

Add bold text in parentheses - Support development of 
federal/state/local specifications and streamlined permitting 
for salmon friendly shoreline restoration that meet appropriate 
standards. (e.g.,”Green Shores for Homes, an EPA funded 
project that promotes the removal of bulkheads and 
ecological improvement at residential shoreline property 
Allow more restoration activities as shoreline exemptions to 
make permitting faster and less costly.)(struck this language 
because it is included in “streamlined permitting in the first 
statement.) 

Appendix H, LU-
SMP-1 H-25 Added suggested example. 



“Adopt and enforce regulations to protect existing riparian 
buffers.” A requirement of the GMA is to protect riparian 
buffers through critical areas regulations and to enforce these 
regulations.  
Suggest rewording as follows: “Provide greater protection of 
existing riparian buffers through larger buffers, not the 
minimum laid out in some best available science, and prohibit 
all additional development in existing riparian buffers” 

Appendix H, LU-
SMP-2 H-25 Comment noted.  

Add “Green Shores for Homes is an example of this”. 
Appendix H, LU-
SMP-4 H-26 

Comment noted. Difficult to call out one 
example without calling out multiple other 
example programs. GSH program included 
as an example in LU-SMP-1. 

First item – “Limit or restrict barge anchroing (misspelled) at 
creek mouths as a condition of shoreline permits.” The SMP 
regulates the installation of mooring buoys. I believe that it’s 
the Coast Guard or DNR that regulates where vessels/barges 
can anchor.  Therefore need to correct this so that it’s clear 
what is meant. 

Appendix H, LU-
SMP-9 H-29 

Misspelling fixed.  
 
The recommendation is intended to cover 
all anchored/moored overwater barges. 
This action is not intended to only cover 
what’s regulated by the SMP, but more 
what is related to shoreline land use 
generally. 

Add to Appendix H – “Work to identify and map wildlife habitat 
and wildlife corridors so that these areas are protected through 
Critical Areas and Shoreline Master Program regulations.   

Comment noted. This Plan is focused on 
Chinook salmon and the critical migratory 
areas are prioritized. Protecting critical 
areas that support Chinook habitat are also 
emphasized in the recommended 
CAO/SMP actions. Adding important 
migratory areas for terrestrial wildlife goes 
beyond the scope of the Plan. 

The draft is very well-written, clear and concise.  Your team did 
an excellent job.  It is clear that a big part of plan 
implementation will be land acquisition/easements and site-
specific restoration projects.  Since most of the newly acquired 
land and easements would come into King County Parks 
inventory, it seems important that Parks management has a 
clear understanding about that and that there is a commitment 
to accept/maintain the lands.  Also, where restoration projects 
are planned on or adjacent to Parks properties we want to 
make sure there is good communication between our two 
divisions so those projects can be implemented smoothly.  An 
example of this is on the Sammamish River where your plan 
aims to increase riparian cover and plant trees to have a 
positive impact on water temperatures.   Parks staff maintains 
the regional trail corridor along the Sammamish River and there 
are specific requirements for sight lines and clearing. General  

WRIA 8 staff will follow-up to discuss with 
King County Parks. 

Aren’t we getting away from using the term woody debris? I 
see it in multiple places 

Research and 
Data Needs 17 

Term is still generally used. Plan update 
also uses “large wood” as appropriate.  

Type “Enhabce” F F-5 Fixed. 

 
Riverbend: add acquisition partially funded by King County 
Mitigation Reserves Program F F-33 Added. 

Overall, this is very well written, well organized, and 
interesting. Nice job! Through out  Comment noted. 

Recommend general proof-reading for typos, uniform 
formatting, consistent editorial style, etc. Through out  Comment noted. 

Isn’t this a 12-year update? Cover  Also II, etc. 

This is a 10-year update that was initiated 
at the end of 2015 and is being completed 
in 2017. The date on the front cover is 
intended to document the date of the Plan 
update. 

Could Figure 1, the tiers map, be moved so it doesn’t fall in 
between two pages? It’s an important map that will be referred 
to often. Introduction 6 Comment noted.  

Does the Snoqualmie Tribe have a U&A. I think they are still 
under the Tulalips as far as being a fish treaty tribe. Introduction 6 

Comment noted. Snoqualmie Tribe does 
not have a U&A. Both tribes are recognized 
tribes, but only Tulalips are co-managers 
with harvest rights.  

You may want to add the severe shortening of the Sammamish 
Slough (a.k.a. River) as that was a significant habitat loss; also 
the loss of the natural estuary has a significant impact on going 
from fresh to salt water. Introduction 7 Added language to Introduction. 

You may want to retitle Figure 2; it looks more like a historic 
timeline on the decline of Chinook salmon rather than a 
recovery timeline. Figure 2 8 Comment noted. 



Does the WRIA 8 Salmon Recovery Council have the power and 
authority to adopt? The 2005 Plan was 
recommended/approved by the Steering Committee (multi-
stakeholder/multi-jurisdictional) and ratified by the Forum 
(body of elected officials from different jurisdictions).  Introduction 9 

The term “adopted” is not intended to 
imply any formal decision, but rather the 
Council accepted the shift in focus to two 
populations for implementation post-2010. 

Under “Other important priorities”, we recommend you 
substitute “How do we retrofit development that predates 
current regulations and treatment?” for the one that says “Are 
current stormwater regulations and treatment standards 
adequate?” About two-thirds of King County was developed 
before stormwater regs and treatments were required, and 
that is a far bigger challenge that addressing new development. 

Research & 
Data Needs 17 Revised as proposed. 

Add a modifier to water quality such as “poor” or “impaired”; 
water quality unmodified is not necessarily a problem. 

Habitat 
Recovery Goals 14 Revised as proposed.  

An estuary is where there is an exchange of fresh and salt 
water, so it doesn’t seem logical that Lake Washington could 
function as an estuary for Chinook. In fact, part of the survival 
problem for Chinook is that they don’t have a true estuary in 
WRIA 8, thus the need for the mixing zone near the Locks. You 
may want to rephrase or otherwise explain the statement on 
this in the 3rd paragraph. It’s the paragraph that  starts with 
“Lake rearing and migration” in bold. 

Habitat 
Recovery Goals 14 

Comment noted. Lake WA does serve many 
of the functions of an estuary for WRIA 8 
Chinook.  

If possible, can we approximate the number of miles opened up 
by the fish-passage facilities installed at Landsburg Division 
Dam and at the Issaquah hatchery? It’s impressive and 
highlights two big accomplishments. 

Chinook 
Salmon Habitat 
Status 24-25 

Added. Over 17 miles in the Cedar and 11 
miles in Issaquah Creek. 

Rerouting the Cedar River outlet from the Black River to Lake 
Washington was a separate action from building the Ballard 
Locks and the Ship Canal. The Cedar was rerouted in 1912 after 
the City of Renton was flooded. The Ballard Locks and Ship 
Canal were completed in 1917 (not 1916). You should probably 
edit the section titled “Impacts to fish passage and survival at 
the Chittenden (Ballard) Locks” accordingly. Here is some 
suggested language in bold:  “Construction of the Ship Canal 
and the Ballard Locks in 1917, along with the rerouting of the 
outlet of the Cedar River from the Black River to Lake 
Washington in 1912, forever changed the hydrology and 
function of the watershed . . . ” 

Pressures 
Assessment 30 

Comment noted. No change warranted. 
Although channel constructed to connect 
Cedar to Lake WA in 1912, the Cedar still 
flowed to the Black and Duwamish until the 
Lake level was dropped by the Locks/Ship 
Canal construction. Existing language is 
consistent with this series of events. 

You have a good start of listing other strategies that also 
address improving water quality (strategy 4.17). There are at 
least two more that can be added to that list: protect and 
restore functional riparian vegetation AND protect and restore 
forest cover and headwater areas. 

Strategies to 
Achieve Our 
Goals 39 Added proposed language. 

In keeping with Christie True’s direction that King County “up 
our game in stormwater”, we suggest adding the following 
language in bold to item 2 on “Incentive-based and voluntary 
programs” in the Stormwater subsection: “Local government 
partners and community organizations concerned about water 
quality can go beyond NPDES requirements by increasing and 
promoting  . . . ” 

Implementation 
Framework 44 Changed as proposed. 

The language regarding the NPDES permits should reflect 
differences in Phase I and Phase II permit requirements. 
 
References to the NPDES permit detail Western Washington 
Phase I Municipal requirements.  Most of the ILA member are 
Phase II NPDES permittees and so currently do not have, for 
example, source control or control structure requirements.  It 
unclear if or how the new Phase II re-issued permit slated for 
August 2019 will include source control.  There has not been 
discussion at this point regarding a Phase II control structure 
requirement in the next Phase II permit. Appendix H  

Pages H 17 
– H 21 

Added language to clarify, while keeping 
recommended actions broad enough to 
address all NPDES permittees 
appropriately. 

Consider language acknowledging 4’d “straight to 
implementation” list as alternative means of addressing water 
quality issues instead of TMDL designations. 
 
TMDL are one method to address specific water quality issues 
listed on the 303’d lists.  The TMDL process is very structured 
and elaborate.  The 4’d “straight to implementation” list may 
be more appropriate in some circumstances and may provide 
greater flexibility, cost savings, and fast implementation.   Appendix H  

Pages H 22- 
H 32 

Added reference to ‘straight to 
implementation’ approach. 

The habitat conditions along the Sammamish River should 
acknowledge the habitat structures used by juvenile Chinook. 
 

3.2 Chinook 
Salmon Habitat 
Status Page 25 

This topic will be discussed by the Technical 
Committee and addressed in a future 
update.  



Appropriate levels of cwd in the Sammamish River would 
benefit adult salmon returning upstream. The Sammamish 
River habitat discussion does not address research detailing 
how juvenile salmonid use the river. Studies indicate that out-
migrating juveniles in the Sammamish River prefer the low 
bank bench areas with emergents, over wood structures that 
have been placed in the river.  

The term “natural lake edge” appears multiple times in the 
plan. This term is unclear. There does not appear to be a 
definition or diagram detailing what is meant by this term. 

Table 2: Habitat 
Goals Page 16 

“Natural lake edge” is defined by the WRIA 
8 Technical Committee as without 
bulkhead, with slope and substrate 
matching historic lakeshore contours for 
the area under consideration. Note added 
to table. 

To some degree Chinook appear to rear in Lake Washington.  
Given this, is there a need to acknowledge the possible habitat 
effects created by temperature gradients in the lake--i.e., the 
“thermal squeeze” and the possible impacts on forging and 
predation of juvenile salmon?  We are not aware of this an 
identified issues. However, given the experience with Lake 
Sammamish Kokanee, it seems a plausible concern. It may be 
worth mentioning. 

3.4.2 
Northwest 
Climate 
Projects and 
Effects on WRIA 
8 Chinook 
Salmon Page 31 

Only very small numbers of juvenile 
Chinook remain (i.e., ‘rear’) in Lake WA 
throughout the summer, so thermal 
squeeze issue is not significant for Chinook. 

WDNR has no significant comments regarding the draft update 
to WRIA 8’s Chinook Salmon Conservation Plan at this time. The 
draft update maintains the overall goals of the 2005 plan while 
providing mechanisms for measuring success and triggering 
adaptive management measures. The goals are ambitious, but 
compatible with other regional salmon recovery efforts and 
realistic with proper funding and partnering  General  Comment noted. 

Table 1, Population Goals. Cedar River 2025 Abundance Goal = 
1,680 naturally spawning adults (natural origin spawners). The 
parenthetical phrase appears to be in error as the spawning 
population (i.e., naturally spawning adults), includes both NOR 
and HOR fish. 

2.1, Chinook 
Salmon 
Recovery Goals  

According to WDFW, the abundance goal 
does not include HOR fish. WRIA 8 is 
operating under the mandate that habitat 
be improved sufficiently to support a 
natural-origin abundance of 1,680 by 2025. 

Table 2. Given the severe water temperature impairment in the 
Ship Canal and Locks, we recommend that the Ship Canal be 
added to the 5 key habitat components listed for which goals 
are outlined. 

2.2, Habitat 
Recovery Goals  

While habitat goals related to temperature 
would be welcome, the short time frame of 
this plan update prevented a thorough 
discussion and vetting of any realistic near-
term goals. 

First Tier priorities, Ballard Locks and Ship Canal operations: 
Instead of asking the question, “What are the effects of high 
temperature, low dissolved oxygen, and concomitant 
decreased resistance if salmonids to disease/parasites?”, we 
believe that the focus should be on identifying feasible 
solutions to water temperature and dissolved oxygen 
impairment in this critical migration corridor. Chinook 
migration delay is observed at the Locks and in the Ship Canal, 
and water temperature and dissolved oxygen levels are well 
within the range of those documented to promote disease and 
other lethal or sub-lethal effects in salmonids. 

2.3, Research 
and data needs p.17 Comment noted. Revised as proposed. 

Regarding “Lake survival – What are the effects of artificial light 
and predation in Lake Washington, Lake Sammamish, and the 
Ship Canal?”, the effects of light pollution on juvenile fish 
survival in WRIA 8 are generally well understood. Rather than 
focusing solely on research, we encourage much greater efforts 
to implement lighting minimization at publically and privately 
owned shorelines. We also suggest consideration of a model 
“dark sky” ordinance, to be tailored to WRIA 8 for potential 
adoption by WRIA 8 entities. Other communities, including 
Multnomah County, have adopted dark sky ordinances that 
preserve necessary outdoor lighting while limiting adverse 
effects of light pollution on fish, wildlife, and humans. 

2.3, Research 
and data needs p.17 

We agree that enough is known about the 
detrimental effects of artificial night-time 
light to warrant efforts to change policies 
on the use of lighting around salmon-
bearing water bodies. However, many of 
the effects of artificial light on Chinook 
salmon survival are not well understood. 
There has been little research into the 
behavior of Pacific salmon under different 
types of artificial light.  

Other limiting factors with potentially large impacts – Genetic 
introgression or other issues related to hatchery operations – 
What are the effects of hatcheries on the genetic fitness of 
natural origin salmon?”. Hatchery operations are the 
responsibility of the Co-Managers and not local government. 
Little or no genetic differentiation has been detected among 
WRIA 8’s local Green River-derived populations including Cedar 
River Chinook. We believe that the need for and benefits of 
hatchery fish in the urban central and south Puget Sound 

2.3, Research 
and data needs p.17 

Comment noted. The goal of self-sustaining 
naturally-produced Chinook populations is 
extremely challenging, but it is our 
mandate. 



ecosystem far outweigh any potential genetic or other risks, 
and that the goal of self-sustaining and harvestable NORs is not 
likely feasible or achievable in WRIA 8. 

    

    
 


