South Central Action Area Caucus Group Caucus Meeting
May 4, 2016
12:30 PM – 2:30 PM
Renton City Hall
1055 S Grady Way, Renton, WA 98057

AGENDA
Meeting Purposes:
 Approve LIO vision statement.
 Approve updated LIO profile.
 Approve goal statements for 4 vital signs.
 Approve human wellbeing vital signs next steps.
 Member updates.
Time
12:30 – 12:40

Topic
Welcome & Introductions

Lead/Action
Chair

12:40 – 12:45

Review Meeting Summary

12:45– 12:55
12:55 – 1:05

Status Update: King County Comments on Action Agenda
and EPA Email
Review Draft Vision Statement

1:05 – 1:10

Review Updated LIO Profile and LIO Accomplishments

1:10 – 1:50

Review Draft Goal Statements (4 vital signs)

1:50 – 2:00

Review Human Well‐being Vital Signs and Determine
Next Steps
Good of the Order
 ECB agenda items
 PSP updates
 Seed money updates
 Member updates
Wrap‐Up & Adjourn

Chair
Decision
Chair
Discussion
Chair
Decision
Chair
Decision
Chair
Decision
Chair
Decision
Chair, Bruce Wulkan,
Allan Warren, and
Caucus Members
Discussion and direction

2:00 – 2:25

2:25 – 2:30

Upcoming Meeting Dates:
1. June 1 Caucus Meeting (Renton City Hall)

Chair

South Central Action Area Caucus Meeting
March 2, 2016
12:30 –2:30 p.m.
Renton City Hall (Council Chambers)
Attendees:
Members and Alternates
Name
Bruce Wulkan
Tom Kantz
Fred Jarrett
Kathy Minsch
Mike Mactutis
Brandy Reed
Aaron Halverson
Heather Trim
Jason Mulvihill‐
Kuntz
Other Attendees
Name
Gretchen Muller
Lynn Knapp

Affiliation
Puget Sound Partnership
Pierce County/ WRIA 10/12
King County
City of Seattle
City of Kent / Sound Cities
Association
King Conservation District

Name
Blair Scott
Dave White
Doug Osterman
Lorna Mauren
Annette Frahm

Affiliation
King County Stormwater
King County
WRIA 9
City of Tacoma
King County ECO Net

Chrys Bertolotto

Lake Forest Park/ Sound
Cities Association
Futurewise
WRIA 8

Erika Harris

WSU Snohomish County
Extension
Puget Sound Regional
Council
King County

Jean White

Affiliation
Cascadia Consulting Group
Cascadia Consulting Group

Welcome and Introductions
Fred Jarrett welcomed everyone and reviewed the agenda, 2016 deliverables, and vision.
Review Meeting Summary
Fred asked for revisions. Public comments on the Action Agenda are not due on March 28, but rather
they will be released on March 28. Update under good of the order: Doug Osterman and Dennis
Robertson attended but not in place of Fred, as part of the committee. Kathy Minsch clarified that she
volunteered Susan Saffery. For Aaron Halverson’s affiliation, Lake Forest has one “R” not two. Dave
White moved to approve the revisions, Erika Harris seconded. All were in favor.
2016 Work Plan and 5‐year Ecosystem Recovery Plan Deliverables
Gretchen gave a review of the early elements to the 5‐year Ecosystem Recovery Plan submitted last
year. The Partnership is asking us to build upon that work that we already did, not to revisit it. Gretchen
pointed out changes on the 2016 Work Plan and upcoming PSP milestones.


Heather Trim wanted to clarify that we are not adding more meetings to the calendar. Gretchen
explained that some of the caucus meetings will be changed to workshops.





Doug asked about the lost Normandy Park street sweeping proposal from the NTA process.
Gretchen explained background on the issue. Bruce Wulkan explained that Jim Bolger and
Sheida Sahandy (PSP) decided that given the timeline, there was nothing that could be done.
Bruce reminded us that even though it wasn’t in this funding batch, it fits into our priorities so it
should be considered at a later time. Fred responded this is a new process and we need to learn
how to improve in the future.
Gretchen welcomed comments on the two documents from the caucus members.

Visioning Brainstorm
Gretchen requested a quick brainstorm for words that you think that can describe our LIO’s vision for
ecosystem recovery. Members gave feedback. She will take these ideas to the workshop in April and
finalize the vision in May.
Process for Prioritizing Local NTAs to Receive Local Funding Allocation from EPA
Gretchen pointed out there were concerns that we can’t make a plan right now for allocation of funding
since we do not know the amount of funding available. On Feb 29th the SITTs finished their rankings of
every submitted NTA. The ranking list will be released on March 11th or 14th. Gretchen posed a question
to the group: What do you think are the key elements to the NTA review process?







Chrys Bertolotto said she has heard conflicting information that funding will not come through
LIOs but directly from the SITTs.
Heather was on the stormwater SITT with Bruce and described the challenges with ranking the
128 stormwater NTAs. There was not full agreement on how to interpret the criteria, especially
with local versus regional NTAs. She suggested a better way would have been high, medium,
and low classifications instead of ranked list.
Doug suggested that we call a process foul on the EPA and list the 5‐6 major problems. Jason
Mulvihill‐Kuntz responded we should wait for EPAs funding process decision before we react to
process foul. Heather and Bruce further explained the criteria they used for ranking and why we
should not call a process foul.
Tom recommended the SRF Board process as a guideline for NTA review, not a definite process,
to include local governments.

Key Message Identification about NTA Process (feedback for EPA at March 15 meeting)
Gretchen reviewed the NTA process feedback from the Feb 10th LIO coordinator workshop and the
group added 11 more points to bring to EPA. Fred assured the group that he will relay the message to
the EPA that they need to make this process worthwhile for NTA submitters. The amount of money that
comes down to the LIO is less important than making sure there is some money so we can follow
through with the NTAs. He also stated we might change the next LIO workshop to a meeting after we
hear results from the EPA meeting. Fred requested any additional comments be sent to Gretchen by
March 9th.
Good of the Order
 ECB agenda items:
o Fred missed first financial strategy meeting. More updates next meeting.
 PSP updates (Bruce):

Many things happening at PSP including local salmon recovery within our WRIAs.
Development, land cover, and floodplains are working on getting implementation
strategies.
o Since we have 14 vital signs, PSP will probably be asked to prioritize the vital signs and
incorporate human health and wellness.
o Estuary and Green Infrastructure effectiveness monitoring is happening. The team will
do a gap analysis for a description to the science panel.
Seed money update:
o Allan was absent but Gretchen read an email from him that discussed meeting with
resource media this week and putting out an RFP for the Puget Sound Starts Here video.
Member updates:
o Jason shared that the WRIA 8’s 10‐year Implementation Progress Report is available.
Gretchen will send a link to the publication to the group.
o
o





Wrap‐up & Adjourn
Meeting adjourned at 2:19 pm.
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South Central LIO 5‐year Ecosystem Recovery Plan Process
The 5‐year Ecosystem Recovery Plan will be a strategic plan that guides the actions and priorities for Puget Sound
recovery at a local level and aligns with the goals and strategies of the Puget Sound Action Agenda. The goals are to:






Improve consistency in language and approaches
Document priority local ecosystem needs and how those local needs relate/contribute to the Action Agenda
and regional recovery
Identify goals (ecological and human wellbeing)
Understand the barriers to success and potential opportunities
Document how recovery is expected to proceed

Action
Update LIO profile

Deliverable
Updated profile with recent notable
accomplishments.

Due Date
May 30

Finalize LIO vision
statement
Select additional HWB Vital
Signs and components
(optional)
Develop SMART goals for 3
or more Vital Signs

“Know Where You Are Going” Worksheet #1,
completed.
Enter into Miradi file or complete in Worksheet
#2.

July 15

Enter into Miradi file or complete in Worksheet
#3.

July 15

Select additional stressors
and pressures (optional)

Enter into Miradi file or complete pressure
identification and pressure‐component linkage
Worksheet #4.
Develop left side of conceptual model with
contributing factors for each pressure to
develop context of recovery issues. Enter into
Miradi file.
Select and prioritize strategies to address
contributing factors. Update and adapt
prototype results chains to our LIO. Consider
initial performance measures.
TBD based on latest guidance from PSP
(Guidance doc pg. 48)

Sept 11

Complete conceptual
model for high priority
pressures
Describe & prioritize local
approaches/strategies

Map 2016 NTAs to results
chains

Summarize gaps, barriers,
needs for new Vital Signs
and components, update
existing material

Work session to complete Worksheet #5, or
part of narrative in Sept deliverable.

July 15

Sept 11

Sept 11

Sept 11

Sept 11

Caucus/Workshop
April work session,
approve at May Caucus
meeting
Approve at May Caucus
meeting
April work session,
approve at May Caucus
meeting
April work session,
approve at May Caucus
meeting
June workshop,
approve at July Caucus
meeting
Workshop #2 April 26.
June workshop,
approve at July Caucus
meeting
Workshop #2 April 26.
June workshop,
approve at July Caucus
meeting
Workshop #3 June 9.
June workshop,
approve at July Caucus
meeting
August workshop,
approve at Sept Caucus
meeting

1

Describe adaptive
management process

Create PowerPoint for PSP
2016‐2017 Workplan

Narrative addressing current process for
adaptive management, who makes decisions
about our LIO’s approaches and strategies,
what process we use to make decisions, who
acts on those decisions, how info is used to
learn and adapt, and where LIO is in the vetting
process? Workshop #3 June 9.
PowerPoint presentation similar to Oct 2015.
Worksheet #6, completed goal statements
toward targets for all Vital Signs, performance
measures, additional adaptive management
content, communication and outreach plan.

Sept 11

August workshop,
approve at Sept Caucus
meeting

After Sept
11
After Sept
11

Documents to support Plan preparation:














2012 & 2014 Action Agenda local profiles
2012 & 2014 Action Agenda NTAs
2015 Early Elements and all relevant resources
Chinook watersheds’ Miradi files and/or M&AM Phase I Framework Reports
Approval of LIO by the PSP Leadership Council
Other salmon recovery plans or strategies
Floodplain 10 Year Visions (get from FbD team)
Comprehensive Plans
Shoreline Master Plans
Monitoring plans and data for your LIO
PSEMP reports
Local ECO Net project or planning reports
Any other technical documents important to ecosystem recovery in your watershed
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King County
Department of
Natural Resources and Parks
Director's Office
King Street Center
201 S Jackson St, Suite 700
Seattle, WA 98104-3855

April 14, 2016

Sheida Sahandy
Puget Sound Partnership
ATTN: Kelly Adams
326 East D. Street

Tacoma, WA 98421
Dear Ms. Sahandy:
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the March 29, 2016, draft Action Agenda
Update. Given the urgent need to protect and restore Puget Sound, King County continues to

support the goals and the work of the Puget Sound Partnership (PSP). As a broad regional
government. King County has many responsibilities and programs that contribute to Puget
Sound recovery—including land use, stormwater, wastewater, salmon recovery, and many

others—and we remain committed to assisting in implementing actions and strategies
identified at a Puget Sound scale.
In general, we feel the draft Update improves upon previous versions. We appreciate that the
document is significantly shorter and thus more readable than past updates, yet reflective of the
work and decisions that have been made in the past. We also support the overall construct, of
dividing the document into a five-year "comprehensive plan" and a two-year "implementation
plan," with its focus on the Strategic Initiatives. We wish to recognize the extensive technical
work undertaken by Partnership staff and many regional partners in developing and then
reviewing the "near term actions" that constitute the "implementation plan," and the
transparent, inclusive process to develop the document.
Overall, we support Leadership Council approval of the draft Update and look forward to
assisting the Partnership and regional partners with its implementation. However, we offer
some comments below, for consideration in finalizing this Update, to assist the Partnership

(and Strategic Initiative Lead Organizations) in implementing it, and/or to help in further
revisions to the Action Agenda in future years.
Process efficiency: The various processes used to develop the Action Agenda are very time
consuming and could be streamlined in the future. For example, the Local Integrating
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Organizations prepared several planning documents and solicited local near term actions
(NTAs), and were advised to create separate "local" solicitations that were time consuming and
not always clear to NTA proposers. Many entities submitted NTAs but there was a great deal
of confusion about the process (guidelines), and the application process itself was very
burdensome. There were three "transition teams" formed to review NTAs in a short time
period - that had to provide technical review of the 364 actions, and the process was time
consuming but also felt to participants as "rushed." The level of process is excessive given that
there is limited funding available to implement the NTAs. While we support the need to be
transparent and inclusive, we encourage the Partnership to seek ways to streamline the
development process.

Prioritize action over research and planning in NTAs: The frequency of Action Agenda
Updates and various planning processes leads us to advocate for more "on the ground" action
rather than planning and research in the near term. We support the principle that science should
guide our actions and understand that need for targeted research, but suggest that the highly
prioritized research projects be those that seek to evaluate the effectiveness of actions—in an
adaptive management "plan-do-check-adjust" framework.

NTAs should be those most needed to achieve outcomes (vital signs): The draft Update does
not demonstrate that the included NTAs represent the actions that are most effective towards
achieving the vital sign targets. Given scarcity of resources it is critically important that the
Action Agenda prioritize near term actions based on effectiveness. We suggest that the
document briefly describe how future iterations of the Action Agenda will show how NTAs
will lead to vital sign outcomes, including how performance measures will be used to ensure
they are working.
Recognize existing work: In general, we believe the draft Update and NTAs under-emphasize
the amount of existing activity that is occurring to protect and restore Puget Sound. At the local
level. King County (and many other local jurisdictions) operate wastewater treatment facilities,
manage stormwater, regulate land use, and carry out a variety of other activities to protect and
restore water and land resources. Much activity occurs at the state, federal, tribal level as well,
in addition to efforts by nongovernmental organizations and the business community. Clearly,
much of the work to restore Puget Sound will require some adjustments to, or augmentation of,
these existing activities. Yet perhaps because of grant-oriented nature of the NTA solicitation,
the process favored the development of "new" projects. This was beneficial in attracting new
partners as well as potentially generating new innovative ideas. However, we suggest that
future updates to the Action Agenda more deliberately consider how to identify and includein near term actions—appropriate adjustments to or expansions of existing programs.
Further develop the funding strategy: King County has consistently advocated and participated
in the Partnership's efforts to develop a funding strategy, and appreciates the inclusion of this
chapter in the draft Action Agenda's Comprehensive Plan. However, we believe the chapter as
currently drafted could be revised to more accurately reflect the planned activity associated
with the ECB Finance Subcommittee this year—specifically, reviewing recommendations
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made by that Subcommittee in 2014 and advising on how they can be implemented—and

potentially providing input to the implementation of the EPA funding model as recently
recommended by the ECB. We also suggest that in moving forward (as funding gaps and
priorities become more clear) that the Partnership seek ways to more strongly assert its role in
reviewing state agency budgetary decisions. This is an important statutory role for the
Partnership that can potentially have significant impacts.
Need to raise the alarm: We appreciate that the document is shorter and more readable for a
general audience (with an adequate level of technical detail). However, despite the great efforts
of the Partnership and its many partners, it is becoming increasingly apparent that the goal to
restore Puget Sound (attain the targets) by 2020 is unlikely. An ambitious yet more attainable
goal may be merely to change the trajectory toward recovery by 2020 while our population and
economy continue to grow in the face of climate change. While other documents (such as "The

State of the Sound") may address this point, it may be appropriate that the document highlight
this reality to generate more public and political attention and action.
Minor comment on formatting: King County submitted approximately thirty NTAs. In the
current document, King County is listed as the owner but occasionally with various footnotes
about the organizational unit that submitted them. Rather than many separate footnotes, we
would prefer just one footnote, at the outset, that indicates the actions King County submitted
for the Stormwater and Habitat Strategic Initiatives were submitted by the Water and Land
Resources Division within the Department of Natural Resources and Parks. For the NTA

submitted in the Shellfish Strategic Initiative, we suggest a different footnote, indicating that
this NTA was submitted by the Water and Land Resources Division jointly with Public
Health-Seattle & King County. This merely indicates the organizational level of review
provided to these proposals.
If you have any questions, please contact Dave White at dave.white/a.;kingcountv.gov, or at

206-477-4847.
Thank you again for the opportunity to comment on the Draft Action Agenda Update.
Sincerely,

Cbd-istieTrue
)irect6r

ec: Fred Jarrett, Deputy King County Executive
Mark Isaacson, Director, Water and Land Resources (WLR) Division
Dave White, Manager, WLR Division, Science and Technical Support Section
Joan Lee, Manager, WLR Division, Rural and Regional Services Section

Dear LIO Chairs and Vice Chairs,
Thank you for taking the time to meet on March 15th. I want to express my appreciation to you
and your LIO members and partners for your long standing commitment to our shared goal of
Puget Sound recovery and protection. I also want to highlight the importance of your robust
participation in the Action Agenda update process which will result in an implementation plan
with the most focused and technically vetted Near‐Term Actions ever included in an Action
Agenda. This is a major accomplishment that we should all celebrate.
Along with the issues that were raised at the meeting, we have also received separate letters
containing questions and concerns from a few of the LIOs. Attached are our responses to these
questions. If your questions are not answered, or our responses require clarification, please do
not hesitate to contact me.
Among the many issues raised was the question of “Direct Funding” for LIOs. At our meeting
on the 15th I asked for three weeks to communicate back to you on this issue. Today, April 5th is
that three week mark.
My staff and I have heard loud and clear how important it is for LIOs to have a reliable source of
funding for NTAs identified as local priorities. We also recognize that the use of the term
“Direct Funding” has been applied to different funding mechanisms leading to some
confusion. EPA defines “Direct Funding” as subawards that can be justifiably made without
competition. As we have explained, there is no mechanism through which EPA can make
awards directly to LIOs without a competitive process.
To address the importance that LIOs have a predictable level of funding awarded to support
local priorities that contribute to regional recovery, the Strategic Initiative Leads will coordinate
on a process that would give LIOs the opportunity to identify their priority NTAs for direct
funding. Strategic Initiative Leads will work with LIOs to refine the proposed NTAs and develop
a work plan, budget, and schedule. The proposed NTAs will have to meet the established
criteria for funding NTAs, including the technical standards necessary to establish identifiable
outputs and projected outcomes, and be allowable under CWA 320 and NEP funding
authorities. EPA anticipates that approximately $100k per LIO per year will be available via this
mechanism. Subsequent funding is dependent upon Puget Sound appropriation levels. If levels
hold to the amount of the FY16 appropriation or more over the next four years, this could allow
for each LIO approximately $500k toward their prioritized NTAs through FY2020.
We are working with each of the Strategic Initiative Leads in finalizing their work plans and
budgets so we can award their grants in May. As the specifics get worked out in that process
we will communicate that with you.
I also want to reiterate that we will continue to provide planning and capacity funding through
the Management Conference Lead Organization cooperative agreement for each of the LIOs
with a base of $75k per year per LIO (also depending on our annual appropriations).

In total over the next five years the expected funding for LIOs would total approximately $875k
for planning/capacity and projects. We also anticipate a many other LIO developed and/or
supported NTAs will get selected through the Strategic Initiative Lead funding decisions in that
time frame.
Again, thank you for your long standing commitment and work for Puget Sound recovery and
projection. We cannot succeed without your local leadership.
Thank you,
Peter

South Central Action Area Caucus Group Vision Statement
Innovative, measurable, sustainable, local approaches and partnerships to advance the recovery of a
resilient Puget Sound ecosystem.

South Central Puget Sound LIO Area
Description of the LIO Geography
The South Central Puget Sound LIO geography1 is home to
2.5 million residents living in three of Washington’s largest
cities—Seattle, Bellevue, and Tacoma—and in suburban and
rural communities across unincorporated King and Pierce
Counties and the southwestern corner of Snohomish
County. The LIO area is the most urbanized portion of Puget
Sound and includes a variety of industrial, commercial, and
residential infrastructure; large areas of pavement; a heavily
modified shoreline; and a large network of streets, roads,
and highways. Although portions of this area have been
intensively developed, approximately 77% of the area is not
considered urban, with vast tracts of agricultural lands in
rural King and Pierce Counties and forestland wilderness in
Mount Rainier National Park and the Mount Baker–
Snoqualmie National Forest, and the surrounding private
and tribal forestlands. There are also large parks and open
spaces throughout, including in the cities.

NOTABLE ACCOMPLISHMENTS


Please add LIO accomplishments.



See other LIO profiles for some
examples.



Most LIOs focus on successfully
funded and implemented NTAs



Keep to 250 words (approx.) or
less



Three major river systems originate in the Cascades near Snoqualmie Pass, Cascade Pass, and Mount
Rainier, travel through forests and farms, and empty into Lake Washington and Puget Sound. Glacial
melt from Mount Rainier feeds the Puyallup/White River system, while the Green/Duwamish and
Cedar/Sammamish river systems are supplied by snow melt and rainfall. These river and watershed
systems are home to five populations of Chinook salmon, listed as threatened under the Endangered
Species Act, with federally approved watershed‐scale recovery plans guiding recovery actions. Lowland
areas average 40 inches of rainfall per year. In highly urbanized portions of the region, many streams or
stream segments have been placed in drainage pipes and storm sewers that carry runoff from storms
and flood events, creating significant stormwater management challenges. In some parts of these
watersheds the risk of flooding is high, potentially causing the loss of life and severe impacts on
infrastructure. Local jurisdictions are actively managing floodplains to provide multiple benefits and
functions, including reducing flood risk, and restoring habitat.
The two largest bays in the LIO area are Seattle’s Elliott Bay and Tacoma’s Commencement Bay. Vashon‐
Maury is the largest island south of the Admiralty Inlet. The major currents within the saltwater basin of
central Puget Sound generally flow northward along the west side of Vashon Island, and southward
through the East Passage. The marine waters of Puget Sound form warm layers at the surface during the
summer months due to river input and solar heating. These layers are mixed during winter months by
1

Water Resource Inventory Areas (WRIAs) 8, 9 and 10

seasonal winds and cool weather. An underwater sill by the Tacoma Narrows also alters the pattern of
marine water circulation.

SOUTH CENTRAL PUGET SOUND LIO GEOGRAPHY

South Central Puget Sound is the economic driver of the region, and largely of the State of Washington.
The region generates over $200 billion in annual economic activity, comprising approximately 62% of
the gross state product. Major commercial and industrial enterprises are concentrated here, including
technology, aerospace, finance, insurance, health care, business and professional services, commercial

fishing, recreation, and tourism. These industries are served by international port facilities in Seattle and
Tacoma, along with SeaTac International Airport, Boeing Field, and passenger and freight railroad
services. The region has 14,900 acres of designated manufacturing industrial centers in six locations:
Ballard Interbay, Duwamish, North Tukwila, Auburn/Kent, Overlake, and the Port of Tacoma. Water
supply for most of the population of the area is provided by the Cities of Seattle and Tacoma through
their operations on the Cedar and Green Rivers, respectively.
The varied ports and waterways of this LIO geography have made it an international shipping center for
regional and national industries, natural resource extraction (logging, fisheries, mining), and agricultural
products. The combined ports of Seattle and Tacoma are the second largest on the west coast. Urban
estuaries support many small marine, ship building/repair, and industrial enterprises. Public
transportation to Kitsap County and Vashon Island is provided by the Washington State Ferries system,
and other vessel traffic consists of passenger ferries, fishing boats, research vessels, small recreational
craft, and cruise ships. Recreation spots include Lakes Washington, Lake Sammamish, and Lake Tapps;
Puget Sound beaches such as Alki Beach in West Seattle, Seahurst in Burien, and Point. Defiance in
Tacoma; and along the Mountain to Sound Greenway along Interstate 90, the middle Green River, and
the White River above Enumclaw. The headwaters of the major rivers in this area are protected through
their status as parklands managed by the National Park Service, wilderness areas managed by the U.S.
Forest Service, and the headwater source areas of the water supplies of Seattle and Tacoma.
Following the adoption of the Growth Management Act in the 1990s, land use strategies have been
somewhat effective in containing sprawl., sinceSince 2000, 97% of the population growth in King County
has been concentrated inside the designated urban growth boundary. In Pierce County,’s 85%share of
the growth since 2000 has been within the urban growth boundarysince 2000 in the urban growth
boundary has been at 85%. The projected population change from 2000 to 2030 for King County is
25.58% and for Pierce County is 40.15%. Just over half (53%) of Pierce County's population lives in
incorporated areas, while the balance of the population lives in unincorporated areas. Significant tracts
of commercial forest and agriculture remain in the eastern and southeastern portions of the area. There
are many challenges in trying to retain habitat features and natural amenities while trying to
accommodate several hundred thousand projected new residents to this area in the next 20 to 25 years.
In general, the residents of the LIO area are remarkably informed and engaged citizens. There is a high
level of volunteerism and civic engagement with many agencies and local nongovernmental
organizations benefiting from the resources and knowledge base of the public for assistance with on‐
the‐ground projects and public process for furthering recovery.
The varied ports and waterways of this LIO geography have made it an international shipping center for
regional and national industries, natural resource extraction (logging, fisheries, mining), and agricultural
products. The combined ports of Seattle and Tacoma are the second largest on the west coast. Urban
estuaries support many small marine, ship building/repair, and industrial enterprises. Public
transportation to Kitsap County and Vashon Island is provided by the Washington State Ferries system,
and other vessel traffic consists of passenger ferries, fishing boats, research vessels, small recreational
craft, and cruise ships. Recreation spots include Lakes Washington, Sammamish, and Tapps; Puget
Sound beaches such as Alki Beach in West Seattle, Seahurst in Burien, and Pt. Defiance in Tacoma; and
along the Mountain to Sound Greenway along Interstate 90, the middle Green River, and the White

River above Enumclaw. The headwaters of the major rivers in this area are protected through their
status as parklands managed by the National Park Service, wilderness areas managed by the U.S. Forest
Service, and the headwater source areas of the water supplies of Seattle and Tacoma.

Unique Ecosystem Characteristics and Assets
The federal listing of Puget Sound Chinook as threatened was the first time a salmon species in such an
urban environment had been listed. The federal listing of Puget Sound Chinook represents the first time
a salmon species had been listed in such an urban environment. Despite the extensive urbanization of
the LIO area, Chinook salmon and other salmon species spawn in the major rivers and lakes. Unique
salmon populations include the spring run of White River Chinook, Issaquah Creek and Cedar River
summer and fall Chinook, Lake Sammamish Kokanee, and Lake Washington Sockeye. The Green River is
one of the top 10 steelhead rivers in Washington and supports substantial natural and hatchery
populations of salmon. Bull, rainbow, and coastal cutthroat trout, and as well as coho, chum, and pink
salmon are also present in some of the river systems. Strong community efforts and watershed
partnerships—, some through formal inter‐local agreements—, are focused on strategic, science‐based
salmon recovery efforts throughout the area, and habitat restoration programs depend on a
combination of local, regional, state, and federal funding. While other fish, wildlife, and bird
communities are abundant in undeveloped portions of the LIO geography, those species that coexist
well with humans are generally present in the urban sectors.
The LIO area has an extensive long track record of collaboration at the watershed level to recover
salmon, and a shared commitment to protect and recoverthe health of Puget Sound. Many parties are
making investments across Puget Sound, with much of the on‐the‐ground work being undertaken at the
local level. Local governments, community organizations, businesses, and citizens are working to align
limited resources with the Strategic Initiatives and 2020 recovery targets. The However, the cost of
actions in the Action Agenda far exceeds the available funding. Assessing the full cost of implementing
top priorities, and identifying and developing appropriate funding mechanisms, is paramount to
achieving restoration of the health of the Puget Sound. As a local integrating organization, the South
Central Caucus Group has made this effort a priority.

Local Integrating Organization Structure
The South Central Action Area Caucus Group (South Central Caucus Group) is the local integrating
organization (LIO) for the South Central Puget Sound Action Area. It was officially recognized by the
Puget Sound Partnership’s Leadership Council in June 2010.
The South Central Caucus Group includes representatives from the following entities.
o
o
o
o
o
o

King and Pierce Counties
Cities of Seattle, Tacoma, and Bellevue
Sound Cities Association
Pierce County Cities and Towns Association
Muckleshoot Indian Tribe
Puyallup Tribe of Indians

o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o

Puget Sound Regional Council of Government
Puget Sound Partnership
Seattle–King County Public Health
Tacoma–Pierce County Public Health Department
Ports of Seattle and Tacoma
Lake Washington/Cedar/Sammamish Watershed (WRIA 8)
Green/Duwamish and Central Puget Sound Watershed (WRIA 9)
Puyallup/White and Chambers/Clover Watershed (WRIA 10/12)
Pierce County Salmon Recovery Lead Entity (WRIA 10)
King Conservation District
Pierce Conservation District
Washington State University, King County Extension
ECO Nets
Forterra
Citizens for a Healthy Bay
Tacoma Chamber of Commerce
Boeing

The South Central Caucus Group has one committee, the working group committee, which was tasked
with identifying the highest priority actions and setting clear priorities to recommend to the Caucus
Group. The committee consists of participants and local government staff from across the LIO area
including the following entities.
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o

City of Seattle
King County
Pierce County
King Conservation District
Pierce Conservation District
Lake Washington/Cedar/Sammamish Watershed (WRIA 8)
Green/Duwamish Watershed (WRIA 9)
Pierce County Salmon Recovery Lead Entity (WRIA 10)
ECO Net

South Central LIO Accomplishments
June 10, 2015

Building Cities in the Rain
A South Central LIO NTA started this innovative project, which addresses challenges of ensuring compact
growth in urban areas while still managing stormwater needs. The Department of Commerce leads a
broad‐based committee developing recommendations for a stormwater control transfer program
designed to help restore priority basins while addressing stormwater. New draft guidance is planned for
release in summer 2015. (https://www.ezview.wa.gov/site/alias__1780/34828/default.aspx)

Implementation of Salmon Habitat Plans
The South Central LIO is home to three salmon recovery watersheds: WRIA 8, WRIA 9, and WRIA 10/12.
All three have been working hard with numerous stakeholders to implement their recovery plans.
WRIA 8 (http://www.govlink.org/watersheds/8/):
Since 2005, we have completed 49 projects from the plan and initiated an additional 51, resulting in:






2,625 acres protected through acquisition or easement
Over 450 acres of riparian area planted/treated
Nearly one mile of levees removed or set back
Over 73 acres of floodplain reconnected
Over 8,000 linear feet of lakeshore restored

WRIA 9 (http://www.govlink.org/watersheds/9/):
Since 1998 over 80 projects and 14 programs have been completed or are in progress, resulting in:






918 acres protected through acquisition or easement
Over 61 acres of riparian area planted
6,200 feet of levees removed or set back
Over 57 acres of floodplain reconnected
3,000 linear feet of marine shoreline restored

WRIA 10/12 (http://www.co.pierce.wa.us/index.aspx?nid=2873):
Since 1999, over 56 projects have been completed with 21 projects either underway or proposed for
2015, resulting in the following in the Puyallup Watershed:





Over 150 acres of riparian area planted
Over 584 acres of floodplain reconnected
Over 21,820 linear feet of levee setback or removed
over 1,257 acres of floodplain property acquired

Information for Improved Decision‐Making
South Central LIO partners have collected data and tested strategies to help improve recovery actions,
including completion of several large NEP‐funded research grants:














Estimating the costs of stormwater infrastructure needed to restore water quality and flow in
WRIA 9;
Enhancing and standardizing benthic macro‐invertebrate monitoring (BIBI);
Evaluating effectiveness of rural land use regulations in protecting water quality;
Identifying methods and metrics to monitor aquatic habitat in small wadeable streams, fostering
adaptive management;
Modeling toxic contamination reduction and source control needs to eliminate fish
consumption advisories in Lake Washington;
Assessing how human activities affect nitrogen loading and dissolved oxygen levels in
Quartermaster Harbor (a shallow marine estuary) so water quality can be improved;
Implementing a new approach to encouraging riparian stewardship among landowners along
16 miles of the lower Cedar River;
Creating a Green Shores for Homes rating system to encourage shore‐friendly development;
Developing and evaluating strategies for model flow control measures for creeks;
Advancing the Don’t Drip and Drive social marketing program so that it is ready to be a major
regional effort to improve vehicle owners’ awareness of leaks and motivate them to fix their
leaks;
Demonstrating significant improvements in water quality outfalls in Tacoma, including 89‐98%
reduction in three PAHs at all seven outfalls. Tacoma attributes this success to its aggressive
source control and enhanced maintenance programs.

Worksheet 3. Goals/Targets
Complete a hard copy of this worksheet if your LIO chooses not to work directly in Miradi.
Goals: Identify either quantitative or qualitative goals for a minimum of 3 components or describe how your LIO will contribute to
the Vital Sign and associated target (if applicable): Identify either quantitative or qualitative goals for a minimum of 3 components
or describe how your LIO will contribute to the Vital Sign and associated target (if applicable)
Vital Sign/Component Regional Goal (by 2020)
Contribution Towards Target/Goal Statement
Floodplains
Restore, or have projects underway to
By 2021:
restore, 15% of degraded Puget Sound
 Restore 434.3 acres of floodplain and 4.3 miles of
floodplain area.
levee setbacks
 Achieve no net loss of floodplain function
Have no net loss of floodplain function in
 Conduct assessments to identify future needs and
any watershed.
priorities
Land
Average annual loss of forested land cover
By 2021:
Cover/Development
to developed land‐cover in non‐federal
 Restore 31.05 miles of riparian habitat, including
lands does not exceed 1,000 acres per year.
marine shoreline riparian
 Maintain UGA line and ensure that ≥86.5% of
Loss of vegetation cover on indicator land
growth occurs within UGA
base over a 5‐year period does not exceed
 Achieve no net loss of forest cover
0.15% of the 2011 baseline land area.
 Increase public support for reduced land
conversion by XX%
268 miles of riparian vegetation are restored
or restoration projects are underway.
The proportion of basin‐wide growth
occurring within Urban Growth Areas is at
least 86.5% (equivalent to all counties
exceeding goal by 3%) and all counties show
an increase over their 2000‐2010
percentage.

Freshwater Quality

At least 50 percent of all monitoring stations
with suitable data have freshwater Water
Quality Index scores of 80 or higher.
100% of Puget Sound lowland stream
drainage areas monitored with baseline BIBI
Scores of 42‐46 or better retain these
“excellent” scores and mean B‐IBI scores of
30 Puget Sound lowland drainage areas
improve from “fair” to “good”.

Shoreline Armoring

Achieve a decrease in the number of
impaired waters (303(d) list) in Puget Sound
freshwaters.
From 2011 to 2020, the total amount of
armoring removed is greater than the total
amount of new armoring in Puget Sound.
Soft shore techniques are used for all new
and replacement armoring, unless it is
demonstrably infeasible.
Feeder bluffs receive strategic attention for
removal of existing armoring and avoidance
of new armoring.

By 2021:
 Reduce toxics loading by XX acres treated through
retrofits, and increase source control actions that
result in XX lbs of predicted toxics loading
reduction
 Improve flashiness and low flows in small streams
through implementation of infiltration techniques
 Demonstrate improvement in B‐IBI scores for at
least 1 (or 2?) stream or river reach(es) as part of
habitat restoration, salmon recovery, stormwater
management, and/or other projects expected to
improve stream health

By 2021:
 Remove a greater amount of shoreline armoring
than new armoring added in the LIO’s marine
nearshore and Lake Washington and Lake
Sammamish
 Restore 10,700 feet of marine shoreline and 7
pocket estuaries, and protect 4 miles of marine
shoreline.
 Improve implementation, compliance, and
enforcement of updated Shoreline Master Plans
 Protect and restore exceptional feeder bluffs as
defined by PSNERP

NEW PUGET SOUND VITAL SIGNS
FOR HUMAN HEALTH AND QUALITY OF LIFE
HOW ARE HUMAN HEALTH AND QUALITY OF LIFE
LINKED TO PUGET SOUND RECOVERY?
The Puget Sound Vital Signs are shared measures for tracking the
health of Puget Sound. The Washington State Legislature recognized
the strong link between human wellbeing and ecosystem health when
they established two of the six statutory goals for the Puget Sound
Partnership (Partnership):

play in Puget Sound health. The balanced design of the model gives
equal importance to the conditions of human wellbeing and ecosystems,
showing that we can’t have one without the other. The model also
articulates how people’s diverse engagement with the ecosystem—as
beneficiaries of ecosystem services, as pressures on natural systems, and
as implementers of recovery efforts—can affect achievement of Puget
Sound recovery goals.
HOW WERE LOCAL PERSPECTIVES ON HUMAN
WELLBEING TAKEN INTO ACCOUNT?

A healthy human population supported by a healthy Puget
Sound that is not threatened by changes in the ecosystem.
A quality of human life that is sustained by a functioning
Puget Sound ecosystem.1
In July 2015, the Partnership adopted nine new and revised Vital Signs
with associated indicators for Human Health and Quality of Life to
track these goals. These Vital Signs will support the integration of
human wellbeing throughout the planning and evaluation stages of
Puget Sound recovery.
WHAT IS HUMAN WELLBEING?
Human wellbeing is an interdisciplinary perspective on what
allows humans to thrive. It includes familiar topics such as physical
and psychological health, as well as governance, social, cultural, and
economic wellbeing. We are particularly interested in human wellbeing
as it relates to people’s engagement with the natural environment of
Puget Sound, and these interests are reflected in the Partnership’s goals
related to human health and quality of life.
Indicators, or measures, of human wellbeing offer an innovative tool to
better inform discussions around Puget Sound ecosystem recovery. They
are particularly important for identifying multi-benefit approaches. By
examining the tradeoffs of proposed strategies, we can more completely
inform our decision making around sustaining healthy ecosystems while
promoting strong communities and economies and supporting diverse
cultural practices and livelihoods.

Working directly with three local area partners—Hood Canal
Coordinating Council, the Puyallup Watershed Initiative, and Whatcom
County—and learning from a parallel effort with Coast Salish tribes2
to identify indicators of indigenous health, we developed candidate
indicators for human wellbeing in the Puget Sound region. Further
review and revision by regional partners, social scientists, and the
Partnership’s Science Panel and Social Science Advisory Committee
led to the selection of nine Vital Signs and associated indicators across
six domains of human wellbeing, all of which are affected by the status
or management of the natural environment: Cultural, Economic,
Governance, Physical, Psychological, and Social.3 The new Vital Signs
capture aspects of human wellbeing that are both regionally relevant and
locally important.
HOW WILL HUMAN WELLBEING BE TRACKED AND
MEASURED?
Most of the new Vital Sign indicators will rely on data collected in
a biennial survey administered by the Partnership; pilot projects are
already underway. Data and reporting for most other indicators will
be derived from existing datasets in collaboration with partners. One
new Vital Sign, Drinking Water, was adopted as a placeholder until an
appropriate indicator is determined. We anticipate reporting on many of
the new Vital Signs in the 2017 State of the Sound.

1

Washington State RCW 90.71.300, Section 107.

The effort to address human wellbeing within the context of our Puget
Sound recovery goals falls within a broader attempt to better understand
the full spectrum of roles that people play in ecosystem recovery.
Understanding the human dimensions of Puget Sound recovery helps
to ensure a more complete, holistic, and ultimately more successful
approach to achieving ecosystem goals.

3
Biedenweg, K., K. Stiles and K. Wellman. In Press. A holistic framework for identifying
human wellbeing indicators for marine policy. Marine Policy.

An Integrated Conceptual Model for Ecosystem Recovery4
provides a framework for understanding the diverse roles that people

Harguth, H., K. Stiles, K. Biedenweg, S. Redman and S. O’Neill. 2015. Integrated
Conceptual Model for Ecosystem Recovery. Puget Sound Partnership technical memorandum.

2
Personal Communication (Pers. Comm.) Donatuto, J., T.A. Satterfield, and R. Gregory.
2011. Poisoning the body to nourish the soul: Prioritizing health risks and impacts in a
Native American community. Health Risk and Society 13(2): 103-127.

4

The Vital Signs are updated regularly as new data become available: www.psp.wa.gov/vitalsigns.
For questions, contact:
KARI STILES |

kari.stiles@psp.wa.gov

GOAL: HUMAN HEALTH
VITAL SIGN

INDICATOR

SHELLFISH BEDS

Acres of harvestable classified shellfish beds*

ONSITE SEWAGE
SYSTEMS

Onsite sewage inspection and repair*
Extent of Marine Recovery Areas program*

OUTDOOR ACTIVITY

Swimming beaches*
Nature-based recreation: Average number of hours per week spent outdoors recreating
Nature-based work: Average number of hours per week spent working in natural environment

AIR QUALITY

Air quality: Specific indicator not yet identified

LOCAL FOODS

Locally harvestable foods: Percent of residents able to harvest local food species
Recreational shellfish beds: Specific indicator not yet identified

DRINKING WATER

Placeholder for future development

GOAL: HUMAN QUALITY OF LIFE
VITAL SIGN

INDICATOR

ECONOMIC VITALITY

Natural resource industry output (GDP)**: GDP for natural resource industries per year
Percent GDP in natural resource industries to state total GDP**: Percent natural resource GDP in Puget
Sound to total GDP in Puget Sound
Employment in natural resource industries: Number of jobs in natural resource industries

CULTURAL WELLBEING

Participation in cultural practices: Percent of residents who feel they are able to maintain cultural practices
associated with the natural environment

GOOD GOVERNANCE

Good Governance Index
• Opportunity to influence decisions: Percent of residents who feel they have the opportunity to
influence natural resource decisions if they want to
• Freedom to make decisions: Percent of residents who feel they have the rights and freedom to make
decisions about how resources are managed
• Trust in government: Percent of residents who trust local and regional government to make the right
decisions related to protecting and recovering Puget Sound
• Representation in community and government leaders: Percent of residents who feel represented by
community and government leaders
• Access to information: Percent of residents who obtain information about natural resource issues from
pre-defined sources

SENSE OF PLACE

Sense of Place Index
• Positive connections: Percent of residents who express a positive connection to the region
• Sense of stewardship: Percent of residents who feel strong sense of stewardship for the watershed
• Pride of place: Percent of residents who express a sense of pride about being from Puget Sound
Psychological Wellbeing Index
• Inspiration: Percent of residents who experience inspiration from being in nature
• Stress reduction: Percent of residents experiencing reduced stress from being in nature
Overall life satisfaction (baseline for most other human wellbeing indicators)

SOUND STEWARDSHIP

Sound Behavior Index*
Engagement in stewardship activities: Percent of residents engaging in environmental stewardship

Existing indicators prior to July 2015
GDP = Gross Domestic Product, a measure of the size of an economy. In this case, industries measured include commercial fisheries, commercial shellfish, agriculture, timber, non-timber
products, mining, and tourism.
*

**

The Vital Signs are updated regularly as new data become available: www.psp.wa.gov/vitalsigns.
For questions, contact:
KARI STILES |

kari.stiles@psp.wa.gov

Puget Sound Human Wellbeing Vital Signs
Draft Mar. 23, 2016
Vital Sign

Description

Scope

Indicators

Specific Metric

2020 Recovery
Target

Includes: All classified
shellfish beds (commercial)

Acres of
harvestable
shellfish beds
(existing
indicator)

Acres of upgraded
and downgraded
shellfish beds in
Puget Sound
equating to total
acres of harvestable
beds. Acres that are
upgraded from
either the restricted
or prohibited class
result in gains
toward the target.

A net increase of
10,800 harvestable
shellfish acres,
including 7,000 acres
where harvest had
been prohibited,
between 2007 to
2020.

(1) On-site
sewage
inspection and
repair; (existing
indicator)

(1) Metrics include:
Percentage of
inspection levels,
percentage of
systems inventoried
and documented,
percentage of
failures repaired

(1) Inventory all onsite sewage systems
in Marine Recovery
Areas and other
specially designated
areas; be current
with inspections at
95%; and fix all
failures;

(2) Extent of
Marine Recovery
Areas program.
(existing
indicator)

(2) Metric is the
percentage of
coverage of MRAs
in unsewered
shorelines.

(2) Phase in an
expansion of Marine
Recovery Areas and
other specially
designated areas to
cover 90% of Puget
Sound's unsewered
marine shorelines.

GOAL: HEALTHY HUMAN POPULATION
Shellfish
Beds

On-site
Sewage
Systems

Restoring water quality at designated shellfish growing
areas is an important contribution to sustaining the
provisioning services of the Puget Sound ecosystem.
This Vital Sign tells us about the status of harvestable
shellfish beds. The closure or reopening of a shellfish
bed depends on water quality. The Puget Sound
nearshore is home to an amazing abundance of oysters,
clams, mussels, and other shellfish that provide
opportunities for recreational shellfish harvest and form
the basis for a multi-million dollar industry that
supports thousands of jobs. However, shoreline
pollution sources, including wastewater treatment
plants, individual on-site sewage systems, marinas,
farms, and other activities can negatively impact the
shellfish areas and lead to human health risks.
A functioning, resilient Puget Sound ecosystem is
defined to include management of wastewater in a
manner that protects aquatic resources and human
health. This Vital Sign helps us track progress on
management of on-site sewage systems (OSS) and the
protection measures put in place to protect nearshore
areas. OSS, commonly known as septic systems, are
widely used around Puget Sound to treat sewage from
properties not served by sewers. Leakage of sewage
from OSS into Puget Sound water, both freshwater and
marine, causes poor water quality and can lead to
public health risks.

Does not include: Any nonclassified shellfish beds. See
related Vital signs for
coverage of other shellfish
beds and related pressures:
On-site Sewage Systems,
Outdoor Activities, Local
Foods, Cultural Practices

Includes: All on-site sewage
systems (large and small) and
all areas potentially covered
by Marine Recovery Areas.
May also include
management of wastewater
discharged to sewer systems.
Does not include: On-site
septics in areas outside of
Marine Recovery Areas
Sources of pathogen and
other pollution from sources
other than domestic and
commercial wastewater.

1

Vital Sign

Description

Scope

Indicators

Specific Metric

2020 Recovery
Target

Outdoor
Activity

The Outdoor Activity Vital Sign tracks Puget Sound
residents’ participation in nature-based recreation or
work activities. There are inherent physical,
psychological and social health benefits to spending
time outdoors in nature, whether recreating or at work.
Recreational activities include wildlife-watching, naturewalking, fishing, clamming, hiking, bicycling, canoeing,
kayaking, camping, art in the natural environment, etc.
The original Swimming Beaches Vital Sign is now
included as one of three indicators under the Outdoor
Activity Vital Sign. Occupations that depend on outdoor
activities include logging, fishing, aquaculture,
agriculture, trail maintenance and nature-based
tourism. Whether for recreational or occupational
purposes, participation in nature-based outdoor
activities is beneficial in multiple ways; physical
movement, breathing fresher air, absorbing vitamin D,
and clearing one’s thoughts all contribute to improved
human wellbeing. Nature-based outdoor activities
often include spending time with others as well and
research has shown that positive social interactions are
one of the greatest contributors to human wellbeing.
The Air Quality Vital Sign addresses the status of air
quality across Puget Sound. A foundation of human
wellbeing is breathing fresh air. In the Puget Sound,
sources of air quality degradation include diesel
exhaust, industrial emissions, and burning wood and
debris. Air quality status varies by physical location and
across an urban-rural gradient due to weather patterns,
topography and pollution sources. Degraded air
disproportionately affects young children and elderly as
well as those who have respiratory diseases and
asthma. Further, vulnerable communities are often
disproportionately exposed to degraded air quality. An
estimated 1,100 people die annually in the Puget Sound
due to outdoor air pollution.

Includes: All nature-based
recreation and nature-based
work activities

(1) Swimming
beaches
Indicator (existing
indicator)

(1) Percent of
swimming beaches
meeting fecal
bacteria standards

(1) To have all
monitored beaches
in Puget Sound meet
EPA standards for
what is called
enterococcus, a type
of fecal bacteria.

(2) Nature-based
recreation
(Survey Based)

(2), (3) Survey
questions

(2), (3): TBD1

Specific metric TBD

TBD

Air Quality

1

(3) Nature-based
work (Survey
based)

Includes: Air quality across all
of Puget Sound, urban to
rural. Specific air quality
parameters TBD

For many Human Wellbeing Vital Signs it may not be appropriate to set targets.

2

Air quality
indicator TBD

Vital Sign
Local foods

Description

The Local Foods Vital Sign broadly addresses the quality
and availability of Puget Sound food resources for
traditional, sustenance, and recreational uses. Eating
local foods provides a suite of human wellbeing
benefits. High quality local foods often contain fewer or
no chemical fertilizers and pesticides and tend to be
higher in nutrition, thus contributing to physical health.
The act of collecting, preparing and sharing such foods
maintains cultural knowledge and practices and often
builds social relationships. Additionally, the greater
access to local foods may decrease emissions and
prevent economic loss associated with importing foods
from outside the region. The Puget Sound region
provides an abundance of locally harvestable foods,
including finfish and shellfish, animals and birds, and
plant-based greens, roots, nuts and fruits.
Drinking
This Vital Sign would address the quality of all drinking
Water
water systems, including large and small public and
private drinking water systems. Access to safe drinking
water is a critical determinant of human wellbeing. In
urban areas, cities provide treated drinking water to
Puget Sound residents. In more rural areas, small public
water systems and wells are harder to track, but can be
threatened by ground and surface water infiltration; the
use of pesticides, herbicides and fertilizers; and issues
with water storage and distribution systems.
HUMAN QUALITY OF LIFE

Scope

Indicators

Specific Metric

2020 Recovery
Target

Includes: All local marine,
freshwater and terrestrial
plants, fungus, and animals
harvested as food for
traditional, sustenance, and
recreation use. Includes fish,
shellfish, wild game/fowl and
plants/mushrooms

(1) Locally
harvestable foods
(Survey Based)

(1) Survey questions

TBD

(2) Recreational
shellfish beds
(Existing data)

(2) Specific metric
to be developed

TBD

Specific metric TBD

Does not include: All farmed
species and crops

TBD. Hopefully to include all
drinking water systems
including large and small
public systems and private
wells

3

TBD

Vital Sign

Description

Scope

Indicators

Specific Metric

2020 Recovery
Target

Economic
Vitality

This Vital Sign will tell us how well natural resourcebased industries are doing economically over time as
compared to non-natural resource-based industries. As
indicated in the Legislative Statute, the Partnership is
intended to manage for functioning ecosystems that
support not only natural systems but social and cultural
wellbeing and economic vitality as well. While some
aspects of economic vitality may not be sensitive to
Puget Sound recovery efforts, it is important to be
aware of annual perturbations in industries that may be
affected. These natural resource-based industries have
a long-standing history in the region and their existence
is important to residents of the area as they provide
jobs, income, a sense of identity, cultural heritage and
sense of place.

Includes: Natural resourcebased industries including
fisheries (salmon, shrimp,
crab, shellfish), shellfish
aquaculture, timber, nontimber products, agriculture,
mining, and tourism.

(1) Natural
resource industry
output (GDP)
(Likely from
existing data)

TBD, highly
dependent on data
availability

TBD

The Cultural Wellbeing Vital Sign addresses the extent
to which people feel able to maintain their cultural
traditions. The Puget Sound region is home to human
populations from diverse cultures, some with long-held
connections to place and others who have more
recently arrived. Cultural practices and knowledge
systems are shaped by ecosystems and are critical to
human wellbeing because they provide a sense of
belonging, create the foundation for moral
development, and define rules for social interaction.
There is no question that many of the cultural traditions
held by Puget Sound residents are dependent on the
health of Puget Sound ecosystems.

Includes: All cultural practices
and traditions related to
people’s engagement with
the natural environment for
recreational or livelihood
purposes.

Survey questions

TBD

Cultural
Wellbeing

Does not include: Industries
that do not directly depend
on the health of the Puget
Sound ecosystem. (although
they are used as the
comparison for the second
indicator)
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(2) Percent of
GDP in natural
resource-based
industries to total
GDP (likely from
existing data)
(3) Employment
in natural
resource
industries (likely
existing data)
Participation in
cultural practices

Vital Sign

Description

Scope

Indicators

Specific Metric

2020 Recovery
Target

Good
Governance

The Good Governance Vital Sign provides information
on the health of our management process and the
degree to which we are effectively engaging the Puget
Sound community in the recovery effort. Measures of
governance go beyond the basic functions of
government to inform us about the broader formal and
informal mechanisms for decision-making and policy
implementation. These measures are the adjectives
describing the decision-making process. According to
the United Nations, “good governance has eight major
characteristics. It is participatory, consensus oriented,
accountable, transparent, responsive, effective and
efficient, equitable, and inclusive and follows the rule of
law. It assures that corruption is minimized, accounts
for the views of minorities and assures that the voices
of the most vulnerable in society are heard in decisionmaking. It is also responsive to the present and future
needs of society.” Engagement with local residents
through the pilot projects revealed that some of the
primary sources of individual stress revolve around not
feeling empowered to access and make decisions about
natural resources, particularly for those in rural areas.

Includes: Governance
structure and process related
to natural resource
protection, restoration and
management

Index: Good
Governance
Index

Survey Questions

TBD

Does not include:

Measures of
government structure or
governance related to
non-environmental
decision making

(1) Opportunity
to influence
decisions
(2) Freedom to
make decisions
(3) Trust in
government
(4)
Representation in
community and
government
leaders
(5) Access to
information
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Vital Sign

Description

Scope

Indicators

Specific Metric

2020 Recovery
Target

Sense of
Place

Sense of place is defined as the extent to which people
identify with and feel positively attached to a specific
place. Several studies have demonstrated that not only
does a strong sense of place contribute to human
wellbeing, but that it can also contribute to a desire to
protect the natural environment. Sense of place is
clearly linked to other human wellbeing measures,
particularly cultural and psychological measures, and is
thus an informative, all-encompassing measure of
wellbeing.

Includes: Sense of place as it
relates to the natural
environment of Puget Sound

Index 1: Sense of
place
1a. Positive
connections to
the region

(1) (2) Survey
questions

TBD

Does not include: Sense of
place related to any other
aspects of Puget Sound

1b. Sense of
stewardship
1c. Pride of place
Index 2:
Psychological
wellbeing
2a. Inspiration
2b. Stress
reduction
3. Overall life
satisfaction
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(3) Existing national
survey data

Vital Sign

Description

Scope

Indicators

Specific Metric

2020 Recovery
Target

Sound
Stewardship

The Sound Stewardship Vital Sign tells us about the
effectiveness of our management actions related to
outreach, education and social marketing and the
degree to which engagement in stewardship
contributes to people’s wellbeing. The myriad problems
Puget Sound faces all have one common denominator:
human practices and behaviors. Many common day-today household behaviors seem benign on their own, but
when multiplied by 4.5 million residents their
cumulative effect can significantly harm environmental
health. Small behavioral changes, on the part of
individuals, can negate those impacts. Likewise, when
people participate collectively in actions to improve
environmental health, their actions can be equally
significant. Although people pose the greatest threats
to the natural environment of Puget Sound,
engagement of citizens in protection and restoration
efforts offers the greatest opportunities for recovering
Puget Sound.

Includes: Activities and
behaviors that positively and
negatively affect the quality
or extent of the Puget Sound
natural environment

(1) Sound
Behavior Index

(1) The Sound
Behavior Index
Value (existing
indicator)

(1) No target
adopted

(2) Engagement
in Stewardship
Activities

(2) Survey question

(2) TBD
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