South Central Action Area Caucus Group Caucus Meeting
April 5, 2017
12:30 PM – 3:30 PM
Renton City Hall
1055 S Grady Way, Renton, WA 98057

AGENDA
Meeting Purposes:
 Provide update on 2018 Action Agenda and role of LIOs
 Provide update on federal and state budget and identify effective messages/strategies to impact
state budget decisions
 Discuss LIO restructuring scenarios – pros and cons
 Deep dive – FutureWise: Lay of the Land Report
 Member updates
Time
12:30 – 12:35

Topic
Welcome & Introductions

Lead/Action
Chair

12:35 – 12:40

Review February Meeting Summary

12:40 – 12:55

2018 Action Agenda
 Update on decisions made about 2018 AA
priorities
 Discuss timeline and scope for LIO input
 Discuss timeline for NTA solicitation
Federal and State Budget Update

Chair
Decision
Stacy Vynne
Information and discussion

12:55 – 1:20
1:20 – 1:50
1:50 – 2:00
2:00 – 3:00

3:00 – 3:25

3:25 – 3:30

Restructuring Conversation
 Review potential options and discuss next steps
BREAK
Deep Dive: FutureWise: ** Lay of the Land Report and
Low Impact Development Social Marketing (link to report
found below)
Good of the Order
 ECB agenda items
 Finance Subcommittee update
 PSP updates
 Member updates
Wrap-Up & Adjourn

Chair and Stacy Vynne
Information and discussion
Chair and Janne Kaje
Information and discussion
Heather Trim (FutureWise)
Andy Rheaume (City of
Redmond)
Information and discussion
Chair, Stacy Vynne, and Caucus
Members
Discussion

Chair

Upcoming Meeting Dates:
1. June 7 Meeting (Renton City Hall)
2. September 6 (Renton City Hall)
** FutureWise Report - http://www.futurewise.org/projects/low-impact-development-social-marketing

South Central Action Area Caucus Meeting
February 1, 2017
12:30 –3:30 p.m.
Renton City Hall (Council Chambers)
Attendees:
Members and Alternates
Name
Fred Jarrett
Janne Kaje
Tom Kantz
Mike Mactutis
Aaron Halverson
Krystal Kyer
Heather Trim
Merita Trohimovich
Stacy Vynne
Other Attendees
Name
Gretchen Muller
Marie Novak

Affiliation
King County
King County
Pierce County/ WRIA 10/12
City of Kent / Sound Cities
Association
Lake Forest Park/Sound
Cities Association
Pierce County/ WRIA 10/12
Futurewise
City of Tacoma
Puget Sound Partnership

Name
Dave White
Jason Mulvihill-Kuntz
Dennis Robertson
Brandy Reed
Erika Harris
Blair Scott
Kathy Minsch
Doug Osterman

Affiliation
King County
WRIA 8
WRIA 9
King Conservation
District
Puget Sound Regional
Council
King County
City of Seattle
WRIA 9

Affiliation
Cascadia Consulting Group
Cascadia Consulting Group

Welcome and Introductions
Fred Jarrett welcomed everyone to the meeting and reviewed the purpose of the meeting.
Review November Meeting Summary
Fred asked for revisions to the November meeting summary. Tom Kantz had a correction to the LIO
Restructuring Proposal section, noting that he also attended the October Leadership Council meeting.
Erika Harris moved to approve, Jason Mulvihill-Kuntz seconded. All were in favor. The November
meeting summary was approved as amended.
2017 Work Plan and Schedule Review, PSP Deliverables and Timeline
Gretchen reviewed the proposed work plan and schedule, including the proposal to meet four times as a
full caucus between Feb. and Sept. with working sessions as needed. Everyone was in agreement.

Meeting structure



The restructuring conversation will be a consistent agenda item throughout the year.
The Caucus will continue deep dive discussions on topics and themes of interest. The list of
potential topics is included in the meeting packet.
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PSP deliverables







The LIO has been in a continuous planning cycle due to statute requiring Action Agenda updates
every two years. The 2018 Action Agenda is moving forward and will be a four year plan with
new regional priorities. PSP is working with boards to develop new regional priorities based on
LIO Ecosystem Recovery Plans and Implementation Strategies to better reflect local and regional
perspectives in the process. There might be a “light update” in 2020 to incorporate new
information. PSP Policy & Planning team is developing a timeline and outcomes of each phase.
PSP anticipates rolling out the next NTA solicitation in late summer/early fall. New NTAs must
align with new regional priorities. Any existing NTAs that still align will be rolled over into the
2018 Action Agenda, and NTAs that no longer align will have an opportunity to revise.
2016 NTAs will be considered for 2017 NEP funds, although there may be some gaps solicited.
Strategic Initiative Advisory Teams (SIATs) have offered to meet with LIOs. Fred requested that
this be part of the April meeting agenda.

Puget Sound Summit and Poster Session





Puget Sound Summit, Mar. 3 in Olympia, will bring together LIO representatives, Strategic
Initiative (SI) leads, state and federal partners, legislators, foundations and funders, and the
Management Conference to showcase LIOs Ecosystem Recovery Plans and initiate conversation
around regional priority setting.
Each LIO can bring 2-3 representatives. Tom Kantz, Kathy Minsch, Allan Warren, Brandy Reed,
and Dave White expressed interest in attending.
PSP provided a poster template for the poster session. The unformatted draft content poster is
included in the meeting packet. Members discussed edits and additions to the poster. Gretchen
requested feedback on the poster via email by Friday, Feb. 10. Kathy, Heather Trim, Dave White,
and Brandy (or other KCD staffer) volunteered for the review committee.

Restructuring Discussion
Fred reviewed summarized comments from reactions to the South Central LIO Restructuring Proposal
memo and invited members to share feedback they had received at WRIA meetings and other forums
where it was discussed.




Fred presented the proposal to WRIA groups; there was interest and skepticism about funding
availability and the requirements for more planning rather than project implementation.
Doug Osterman commented that the conversations had prompted soul searching on the part of
WRIA 9; they are internally reviewing their organizational purpose and function.
Tom recapped discussions between WRIA 10, Pierce County, City of Tacoma, Tacoma-Pierce
County Health Department, and Pierce Conservation District to discuss options for WRIA 10.
There is interest in splitting off from the South Central LIO to form their own watershed-based
LIO and asking the Puyallup River Watershed Council to take on that role. Pierce County drafted
a scope of work for LIO coordination; they already provide staff support to the Watershed
Council, so could transition to provide LIO support. They will present the proposal at the
Puyallup River Watershed Council retreat in February where they will potentially make a
decision. Tom will share documents from this meeting.
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Heather suggested an option to add a new LIO subcommittee to WRIA 9. Current interested LIO
members could still meet but wouldn’t be a part of the larger WRIA 9 group, and could report to
WRIA 9 periodically so as not to dilute function of the full WRIA group.
Jason reiterated that in WRIA 8 there was general agreement on the value of watershed-scale
integration, but concerns remain around operationalizing that without diluting WRIAs and
hindering implementation. How will PSP and EPA identify the critical functions and roles for the
LIO? More details and direction on what PSP and EPA will consider are necessary.
Dave said that as we advance this discussion, we should think about the real and valuable
functions of the LIO, what functions would add value to WRIAs if integrated, and then determine
where funding and capacity would come from.
The LIO must consider how to restructure in order to reduce complications between the LIO and
EPA as a funding source so that Lead Entity responsibilities don’t also have to be restructured.
Fred requested additional input be sent to him.

Deep Dive: Implementation Strategies (Shoreline Armoring)
Kari Stiles (PSP) and Jennifer Griffiths (WDFW) gave a presentation on implementation strategies, which
present a roadmap and adaptive management framework for progress toward the 2020 Vital Sign
recovery targets, focusing on the Shoreline Armoring Implementation Strategy. Implementation
Strategies are focused on Vital Sign targets, but the development process should identify where Vital
Sign improvement is needed beyond 2020. They should also provide information for revising targets if
necessary, tracking progress, and include full suite of activities (individual necessary projects and
programs as well as policy and planning actions) necessary to advance progress. The presentation is
available HERE. Members commented that this could be helpful in working with jurisdictions and elected
officials by showing them what is necessary to recovery Puget Sound.
Good of the Order
 PSP updates (Stacy Vynne):
o There are LIO restructuring conversations happening around the Sound. They will be
talking more with Lead Entity coordinators and LIO coordinators.
o JLARC Review – The second official required audit of PSP found that there was a lack of
integration of chinook chapters with the Action Agenda, and that they were falling short
on monitoring responsibilities. The Executive Management team accepts the findings,
and will be having more interactions with JLARC this spring.
o Marc Daily, interim Deputy Director, is leaving for Thurston County Regional Council.
PSP is considering structural changes with this departure to better align teams for better
partner coordination and communication. PSP will be hiring for his position, as well as
for a Policy & Planning Manager position.
o Legislative updates – PSP posts legislative summaries on their website, as well as
provides a weekly email blast and phone calls.
o Federal items – EPA contract and funding freeze was completed on Friday; there haven’t
had any other inquiries into NEP or PSP funding. PSP is moving forward with business as
usual, and submitted a budget proposal for work on implementation strategies, as well
as a proposal to EPA for a base contract which funds LIOs.
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Federal Action Plan was signed at the secretarial level on Jan 19 by most of the main
departments in Washington DC. Sheida Sahandy is committed to working with them
toward implementation. Puget Sound Day on the Hill date/schedule will be circulated
once available.
 Last year, the Salmon Recovery Funding (SRF) Board requested a review of how
funding is allocated across the state. There are currently negotiations between
Washington State Recreation and Conservation Office (RCO) staff, Lead Entities,
and others, looking at funding criteria. There might be a reduction in project
funding for the Puget Sound region. There is also uncertainty about the amount
of state funding and Pacific Coastal Salmon Recovery Fund funding available. A
recommendation could come out in March. The SRF Board is meeting Mar 2.
Doug requested the LIO make a statement about how these funding decisions
could impact the group.
ECB and Finance Subcommittee updates (Fred Jarret):
o Finance subcommittee – The committee will go to the ECB on Mar 2 to recommend
disbanding the existing committee to recreate it and ask all current members if they
want to continue to serve.
o ECB – Next meeting is Mar 2, will likely discuss EPA funding.
Member updates:
o Brandy commented that King Conservation District also submitted part of the scope of
work for their Urban Tree Canopy Toolkit NTA to the WA Dept. of Natural Resources in
order to leverage multiple sources of funding for the project. Funding hasn’t been
appropriated yet but looks promising.
o Erika shared that PSRC received a grant for regional open space planning; they are trying
to integrate with other conservation, recreation, and stormwater planning already
happening. She would like to eventually present to the LIO. Please see Erika if you have
more questions.

Wrap-up & Adjourn
Meeting adjourned at 3:35 pm.
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Attachment 1

2018 Implementation Plan
Area of Focus

Solicitation

Review & Approve Area of Focus

Review & Endorse NTA Solicitation

Area of Focus
Vital Signs

Science
Panel
(2/16)

Ecosystem
Coordination
Board
(3/2)

Salmon
Recovery
Council
(3/23)

Salmon
Recovery
Council &
Ecosystem
Science Coordination
Panel Board
(5/18) (5/25)

Leadership
Council
Adopts
(3/29)

Tribal Engagement

Leadership
Council
Endorses
(6/21)

Release
Final
Solicitation
(by 7/25)

Tribal Engagement
3-week
Comment
Period

Feb

Mar

Apr

Staff & Technical Advisors
Prepare Regional Priorities
for Solicitation
LIO Plans
Implementation Strategies
Tribal Priorities
Science Work Plan process

Pressures
New Sub-strategies

May
LIOs
Add local context to
Regional Priorities

Jun

Jul
Review 2016 NTA
Alignment with
Regional Priorities

Regional Priorities
Approaches
Interim Outcomes
Action Ideas
2/28/2017

STATE OF WASHINGTON

Puget Sound Partnership
Salmon Recovery Council Management
Brief March 23, 2017 – Topic 7
TOPIC:

2018 Action Agenda Update – Area of Focus for the Solicitation of NTAs for the 2018-2022
Implementation Plan

MEMO STAFF CONTACT:

Peter Best, Planning Manager, 360-628-2369, peter.best@psp.wa.gov

PRESENTERS:

Staff: Peter Best

TYPE OF PRESENTATION:





Oral presentation for a decision
Oral presentation for discussion
Oral presentation for information only
Written briefing only

ISSUE/QUESTION:
The SRC is asked to provide feedback on the following aspects of the 2018 Implementation Plan
solicitation: (1) the number and selection of Vital Signs to be used to solicit Near Term Actions (NTAs)
and (2) any other guidance regarding the solicitation.

ALTERNATIVES:
As adopted in the Comprehensive Plan component of the Action Agenda, the 2018-2022
Implementation Plan will largely complete our transition to an Implementation Plan based on Vital Signspecific Implementation Strategies and the LIO 5-year Plans. The proposed approach (Table 1) includes
sequencing and prioritizing our recovery efforts by first selecting a subset of Vital Signs for which we
most want to accelerate recovery over the next 4 years - above and beyond the work of existing ongoing
programs. The subset of Vital Signs can be modified (increased or decreased) to frame a range of
alternatives. Your feedback will ultimately inform the proposal brought to the Leadership Council for
their approval.
The selection of a subset of Vital Signs requires a disciplined and principled approach, and some difficult
decisions, because NTAs not contributing to that subset of Vital Signs will be delayed to a future
Implementation Plan by definition. We refer to that subset of Vital Signs as the Area of Focus for the
solicitation of NTAs for the Implementation Plan. The three Strategic Initiatives (Stormwater, Habitat,
Shellfish) will remain important for communicating, organizing and administering the work of Puget
Sound recovery.
There will be additional technical work needed to identify and select the specific approaches, interim
outcomes, and action ideas that describe the most important work needed to improve the Vital Signs
Puget Sound Partnership|326 East D Street.Tacoma.WA.98421|360.464.1232|www.psp.wa.gov
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within the Area of Focus from the existing content of the Implementation Strategies and LIO 5-year
Plans as well as the Science Work Plan process. We refer to those specific approaches, interim
outcomes, and action ideas as the Regional Priorities for the solicitation of NTAs for the Implementation
Plan.
Vital Sign that are not selected for the Area of Focus for this 4-year period are still important to the longterm recovery of Puget Sound, will remain in the Comprehensive Plan component of the Action Agenda,
and would likely be included in the Area of Focus for the solicitation of NTAs for a future
Implementation Plan. In the near term, recovery work on the Vital Signs that are not selected for the
current Area of Focus will continue through multi-benefit NTAs that address common pressures and the
continued implementation of existing ongoing programs.
Staff Recommendation: A comparison of decision factors showed a strong alignment among
Implementation Strategies in development, the LIO 5-year Plans, our current understanding of Tribal
priorities, and most of the Vital Signs with declining indicators. Staff therefor suggests that the SRC start
with a consideration of the 10 Vital Signs shown in Table 3.

BACKGROUND AND KEY CONTEXT:
2016 Action Agenda
The most recent update to the Action Agenda for Puget Sound was adopted in June 2016 and was
designed to be the “transition” to:
• A new Action Agenda structure organized into two components - a long term Comprehensive
Plan and a near term Implementation Plan.
• A more focused and prioritized set of Near Term Actions limited to the scope of the three
Strategic Initiatives (Stormwater, Habitat, and Shellfish).
• A single solicitation period and technical review of Near Term Actions.
• The use of new Implementation Strategies that are specific to Vital Sign recovery targets
(Estuaries and Shellfish Beds were the existing pilot Implementation Strategies available).
• The use of new locally-developed LIO 5-year Ecosystem Recovery Plans (the early “First
Elements” of these plans were available about half way into the update since these were just
beginning to be developed).
Lessons Learned from 2016 Action Agenda Update
The 2016 Action Agenda Survey results showed that many improvements were realized in the 2016
Action Agenda update and also highlighted areas for further improvement. That learning is integrated
into this process as follows:
• Including more time in the schedule for each phase;
• Further standardizing, streamlining and simplifying the process;
• Using LIO 5-year Plans and Implementation Strategies as the main source material, including
sub-strategies revisions;
• Integrating the development of the Science Work Plan; and
• Addressing many of the other needed improvements identified in the survey.
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Phases for an Implementation Plan Update
The process for updating the Implementation Plan has been standardized into the following seven
phases, with this memo focusing on Phases 2 and 3. A timeline is provided in Attachment 1 and the
steps are described in Table 1.
Phase 1: Define Scope & Schedule
Phase 2: Area of Focus
Phase 3: Solicitation Development
Phase 4: NTA Development
Phase 5: NTA Review
Phase 6: Draft Action Agenda Review
Phase 7: Action Agenda Adoption
Table 1 – Steps for Developing 2018 NTA Solicitation
Step 1

The Management Conference selects a subset of Vital Signs that define the Area of Focus
for the NTAs that cover the next 4 years.

Step 2A

Staff from the Partnership (PSP Staff) and the Strategic Initiative Leads identify the key
pressures affecting those Vital Signs from the existing content in the Implementation
Strategies and LIO 5-year Plans.

Step 2B

PSP Staff and the Strategic Initiative Leads identify applicable sub-strategies that address
those key Vital Sign-pressure relationships from the existing content in any and all
applicable Implementation Strategies and LIO 5-year Plans, not just the plans targeting the
particular Vital Signs within the Area of Focus.

Step 2C

The Strategic Initiative Advisory Teams 1, with support from Partnership and
Strategic Initiative Lead staff, identify and select 2 Regional Priorities
for the draft solicitation for NTAs for the 2018-2022 Implementation Plan.

Step 3

LIOs contribute “local context” to customize the implementation of Regional Priorities to
their local recovery area, resulting in an integrated regional/local solicitation.

Step 4A

PSP Staff and the Strategic Initiative Leads work with the Strategic Initiative Advisory
Teams and LIOs to identify existing NTAs that align with the new Regional Priorities. NTAs
that do align will be carried forward into the Implementation Plan. (Note: This work
informally begins in Step 2C.)

Step 4B

The Management Conference reviews and endorses the solicitation for NTAs
for the 2018-2022 Implementation Plan.

Step 4C

The Partnership releases the solicitation for new NTAs to address the gaps that remain
unfilled by existing NTAs.

Strategic Initiative Advisory Teams are interdisciplinary groups comprised of about a dozen or more technical and
policy experts with a variety of backgrounds, including federal, state, local, tribal, academic, NGO, and business.
There is one team for each of the three Strategic Initiatives (Stormwater, Habitat, Shellfish).
2
The process and criteria for doing this will be developed consistent with the principles articulated in this memo, as
modified by the Management Conference, and any additional guidance from the Management Conference in
response to question 2 in this memo.
1
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Principles for Developing the Area of Focus and Regional Priorities for the Implementation Plan
The following principles and prior decisions will guide the development of the Area of Focus and
Regional Priorities for the solicitation of NTAs for the Implementation Plan:
• Include work in each of the Strategic Initiatives (Stormwater, Habitat, Shellfish) and all nine LIOs.
• Be consistent with the Guiding Principles for Ecosystem Management (Attachment 3).
• Integrate and synchronize with the Science Work Plan (also extending to a 4-year planning cycle)
• As adopted in the 2016 Action Agenda Comprehensive Plan, the 2018 Implementation Plan will
be the transition to Vital Sign-specific Implementation Strategies and the LIO 5-year Plans. The
three Strategic Initiatives (Stormwater, Habitat, and Shellfish) will remain important for
communicating, organizing and administering the work of Puget Sound recovery.
• Use available Implementation Strategies (see Attachment 2).
• Use the LIO 5-year Ecosystem Recovery Plans.
• Draw Regional Priorities for the solicitation of NTAs from (1) existing content in Implementation
Strategies, LIO 5-year Plans, Tribal priorities, and the State of the Sound and (2) the
development of the 2018-2022 Science Work Plan.
• Additional human wellbeing Vital Signs (listed in Attachment 2) were adopted by the Leadership
Council in 2015 to be the overall measures for the quality of life and human health goals in
statute as well as considered in planning and implementation for identifying trade-offs,
unintended consequences, and multi-benefit opportunities. Therefore, they are not applicable
as Vital Signs for the Area of Focus. As intended by the Leadership Council, they have been
integrated into all LIO 5-year Plans and new Implementation Strategies developed since their
adoption and will be incorporated into the development and evaluation of new Near Term
Actions.
• The existing Implementation Strategies and LIO 5-year Plans have utilized and advanced upon
the work of the Puget Sound Pressures Assessment, allowing us to defer to those plans’
expressions of the relationships between pressures and Vital Signs.
• Carry forward only those existing 2016 NTAs which align (or can be revised to align) with the
new 2018 Regional Priorities and fill remaining gaps by solicitation for new 2018 NTAs.
• Create an integrated regional/local solicitation by utilizing the LIO 5-year Plans in the selection
of Regional Priorities and allowing LIOs to add local context to the Regional Priorities in the
solicitation.
Candidate Vital Signs for the Area of Focus
The identification of candidate Vital Signs for defining the Area of Focus was based on the principles
described above and the following four factors (explained in Attachment 2).
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Table 2: Factors used to identify candidate Vital Signs for the Area of Focus
Factor
Source of Information
Management
Vital Sign targets adopted by the Leadership Council for the development of
Conference near Implementation Strategies, including those adopted in October 2015 for the 2018
term priorities
Action Agenda update.
Local near term
LIO selection of ecosystem components (Vital Signs) in over 60% of the applicable
priorities
LIO 5-year Plans.
Tribal near term
Tribal Habitat Priorities, which are referenced in the 2016 Action Agenda, and the
priorities
7/1/2016 Tribal Management Conference Letter to the Partnership. 3
Declining
2015 State of the Sound
Indicator Status
A comparison of these factors (see Attachment 2) shows strong alignment between the Vital Signs
selected by the Management Conference for Implementation Strategy development, the leading Vital
Signs selected by LIOs for their 5-year Plans, our current understanding of Tribal priorities 4, and most of
the Vital Signs with indicators that are still declining. Of the 25 Vital Signs, only those 13 that aligned
with at least one of the factors in Table 2 were included for consideration (Table 3).
Area of Focus Options and Feedback
In late February, the Action Agenda Coordination Group 5 was presented with preliminary draft options
of Vital Signs for the Area of Focus. The majority of feedback from this group supported an option with
relatively more Vital Signs (8-10), but individual feedback included support for a subset with a small
number of Vital Signs (as few as 3). Based on this feedback, other feedback in recent years about
focusing the Action Agenda, and an updated synthesis of local near-term priority Vital Signs (as
described in Table 2), the Partnership presented two “bookend” options to the Ecosystem Coordination
Board (ECB) on March 2nd – one option with 13 Vital Signs (Option 1) and one with 3 (based on their
alignment with all four factors) (Option 2).
ECB feedback included the following:
• Limiting the work to only the top three Vital Signs would result in too little focus on the Shellfish
and Stormwater Strategic Initiatives.
• An approach based on relatively fewer Vital Signs is more likely to accelerate outcomes.
• An approach based on relatively more Vital Signs may provide access to a more diverse set of
partners.
• An approach based on relatively more Vital Signs at the regional scale could be complemented
by a deeper, more focused approach on fewer Vital Signs at the local scale.

3

Since neither of these sources of tribal priorities explicitly state they contain near term priorities (versus long
term priorities), the Tribal Management Conference has been asked to review this information and provide
clarification regarding which they would consider near term priorities within the context of long term recovery.
4
Ibid
5
The Action Agenda Coordination Group is convened by the Partnership to provide staff-level coordination
regarding the development and implementation of the Action Agenda. Membership includes representatives from
the Partnership, EPA, Tribal Management Conference, the three Strategic Initiative Leads (Stormwater, Habitat,
Shellfish), Hood Canal Coordinating Council (representing LIOs), and the Puget Sound Institute.
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•
•

We should allow the Implementation Strategies to be further developed before moving to a
more focused solicitation.
We need to be consistent in messaging with regard to our sustained focus on all three of the
Strategic Initiatives.

Based on the feedback received to date, the Partnership is presenting a new option (Option 3) in this
memo as a “middle ground” approach focused on the top 10 candidate Vital Signs (see Table 3) as the
starting point for SRC discussions.
Table 3: Candidate Vital Signs and Potential Area of Focus
Primary
# of
Candidate for
New
Vital Signs
Strategic
Factors A Area of Focus A
Option 3 A
(16 of 25)
Initiative
(13 of 16)
(10 of 16)
4
Chinook (& other salmon)


Habitat
4
Land Development & Cover
Habitat


4
Marine Water Quality


TBD
3
Shellfish Beds
Shellfish


3
Freshwater Quality
Stormwater


3
Shoreline Armoring


Habitat
3
Summer Stream Flows
TBD


3
Floodplains


Habitat
3
Estuaries (& pocket estuaries)
Habitat


2
Toxics in Fish
Stormwater


Eelgrass (& other aquatic veg.)
TBD
1

Pacific Herring (& other forage fish)
TBD
1

multi-benefits
Orcas
TBD
1
through

common
On-Site Sewage Systems
Shellfish
0
pressures B
Marine Sediment Quality
TBD
0
Birds
TBD
0
Table notes:
A
Subject to change due to possible clarification of Tribal Management Conference near term
priorities. See Attachment 2 for details.
B
NTAs that are primarily addressing the Vital Signs within the Area of Focus and their key pressures
are anticipated to also contribute, to some degree, to the recovery of other Vital Signs that share
those key pressures in common.

ANALYSIS:
Question 1 – Does the subset of Vital Signs presented in Option 3 represent the appropriate breadth
and content or should the list be modified (increased or decreased) and, if so, on what basis
(principles or criteria) should that change be made?
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The Management Conference may wish to modify the Area of Focus (by adding or removing Vital Signs)
based on a set of values expressed as principles or criteria that could be applied to all of the candidate
Vital Signs (as opposed to cherry picking individual Vital Signs). Potential principles and criteria could
include the following, or others generated by the Management Conference:
Minimum number of perspectives – The number of Vital Signs selected for each option could change
significantly based on the required number of the three factors reflecting Management Conference,
Tribal, and LIO perspectives. For example, the number of Vital Signs would be reduced (by 1) in
Option 3 if all three perspectives were required.
Each factor has a different level of importance – If the four factors should not be weighted equally, a
weighting derived from a quick poll of Management Conference members could be applied to each
of the factors. This would build upon the existing work to date and incorporate important
Management Conference values, but would still require the Management Conference to decide
where an appropriate selection threshold would fall.
Use of Implementation Strategies and LIO Plans – The principles described above state that we will
use the available content from Implementation Strategies at any level of development (i.e.
complete, draft, or in development) and that we will rely on LIO 5-year Plan content solely in the
absence of an applicable Implementation Strategy. The Management Conference may prefer the
Implementation Plan be based only on Implementation Strategies that have reached a certain level
of development. Attachment 2 summarizes the current status of Implementation Strategies.
Some of the implications and uncertainties associated with increasing or decreasing the Vital Signs in the
Area of Focus include the following:
Depth of Effort – The number of Regional Priorities contributing toward any particular Vital Sign in
the Area of Focus will decrease with the number of Vital Signs in the Area of Focus. Likewise,
Regional Priorities will focus more deeply on any particular Vital Sign in the Area of Focus when
there is a smaller number of Vital Signs in the Area of Focus. Since the level of detail and
development varies among Implementation Strategies and LIO 5-year Plans, there remains
uncertainty about the depth of effort that can be supported by those plans toward any one
particular Vital Sign until the identification and selection of key pressures and Regional Priorities.
Multi-benefit outcomes to other Vital Signs – As the number of Vital Sings in the Area of Focus
decreases, the uncertainty of achieving multi-benefit outcomes for other Vital Signs increases. A
preliminary analysis of the five existing draft Implementation Strategies and nine draft LIO 5-year
Plans indicates that nearly half of all pressure (stressors) are linked, to some degree, to at least twothirds of the Vital Signs listed in Table 3. This suggests that work focused on even a smaller number
of Vital Signs and their pressures could produce benefits to most, if not all, other Vital Signs to some
degree. However, a more detailed analysis is necessary to evaluate the likelihood of multi-benefit
effects the focus is narrowed to just the key pressures linked to the Vital Signs in the Area of Focus.
The extent of the multi-benefit linkages to other Vital Signs will not be known until the identification
and selection of key pressures and draft Regional Priorities.
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Distribution of Work – As the number of Vital Signs in the Area of Focus decreases, the uncertainty
of achieving the principle of ensuring there is work within all three Strategic Initiatives and all nine
LIOs increases. The preliminary analysis of the existing draft Implementation Strategies and draft
LIO 5-year Plans (noted in the paragraph above) suggests that even for a smaller number of Vital
Signs there could be potential work associated with these Vital Signs and their key pressures in all
three of the strategic Initiatives and all nine LIOs. The extent of that work will not be known until the
identification and selection of key pressures and draft Regional Priorities. Concerns have been
raised by the Strategic Initiative Leads and EPA that too much of a reduction in the number of Vital
Signs in the Area of Focus associated with the three Strategic Initiatives could be inconsistent with
the EPA funding model.
Administrative Needs – The EPA has expressed concerns that reducing the number of Vital Signs in
the Area of Focus too much would negatively affect the capability of EPA’s Puget Sound program to
meet interim targets established for EPA performance measures. Vital Signs associated with EPA
performance measures are summarized in Attachment 2.
Question 2 – Is there additional guidance to staff and the Strategic Initiative Advisory Teams for
prioritizing the types of work reflected in the Regional Priorities used for the solicitation of Near Term
Actions?
The Management Conference may choose to do one of the following:
1. Defer to any prioritization regarding types of work built into the sub-strategies of
Implementation Strategies and LIO 5-year Plans as well as the expertise of staff and the Strategic
Initiative Advisory Teams as they identify and select Regional Priorities. This choice may be
more appropriate for an Area of Focus with a larger number of Vital Signs, where staff and the
Strategic Initiative Advisory Teams will need to make harder choices to select relatively few
Regional Priorities contributing toward any particular Vital Sign in the Area of Focus.
2. Provide additional guidance to staff and the Strategic Initiative Advisory Teams for prioritizing
the types of work reflected in the Regional Priorities used for the solicitation of NTAs. Any
guidance provided now, prior to beginning the work of identifying and selecting Regional
Priorities, would be both helpful and more likely to produce the desired outcome since the
Management Conference would be able to fine tune any guidance when reviewing the draft
solicitation in May. This choice may be more appropriate for an Area of Focus with a smaller
number of Vital Signs, where Regional Priorities will focus more deeply on the smaller number of
Vital Signs.
Relative emphasis on “protection vs. restoration” is an issue that often comes up around this type of
question. Applicable guidance on this topic from the Management Conference could be something like
the following example – ensure that key activities needed to protect the near-term priority Vital Signs
from further degradation are addressed within the scope of the Regional Priorities before expanding the
scope to addressing key restoration activities. Attachment 4 provides a standardized list of activity types
used for the Action Agenda that may be helpful.
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For reference, the Management Conference expressed an interest in the following “cross-cutting” topics
in the 2016 Implementation Plan:
• Climate Change Impacts
• Riparian Corridor Management
• Regulation and Enforcement
• Science
• Monitoring
• Behavior Change
• Awareness and Education

FINANCIAL AND ADMINISTRATIVE IMPACTS:

The Partnership, SI Leads, and LIOs have existing funding to support the work proposed in this memo
and the attached timeline (Attachment 1).

NEXT STEPS:

PSP staff will prepare a recommendation for consideration by the Leadership Council on 3/29/2017.
That recommendation will be guided by the feedback received from the Management Conference (the
ECB (2/2/17), Salmon Recovery Council (3/23/17), and Tribal Management Conference (date TBD)). See
Attachment 1.
Based on the adopted Area of Focus, Partnership Staff and Strategic Initiative Leads will work with the
three Strategic Initiative Advisory Teams to identify and select draft Regional Priorities from
Implementation Strategies, LIO 5-year Plans, and the Science Work Plan process. The draft solicitation,
including Regional Priorities, will be brought back to the Boards and Tribal Management Conference in
May for review and then approval by the Leadership Council on June 21st. During May, LIOs will add
local context to the Regional Priorities to create an integrated regional/local solicitation for NTAs. There
will also be a 3-week public review period in May.

ATTACHMENTS:

Attachment 1 – 2018 Action Agenda Update Timeline through July 2017
Attachment 2 – Evaluation of Near-Term Priority Vital Signs for the Area of Focus
Attachment 3 – Use of Guiding Principles for Ecosystem Management in 2018 Implementation Plan
Attachment 4 – Near Term Action Activity Type Classifications
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Attachment 1

2018 Implementation Plan
Area of Focus

Solicitation

Review & Approve Area of Focus

Review & Endorse NTA Solicitation

Area of Focus
Vital Signs

Science
Panel
(2/16)

Ecosystem
Coordination
Board
(3/2)

Salmon
Recovery
Council
(3/23)

Salmon
Recovery
Council &
Ecosystem
Science Coordination
Panel Board
(5/18) (5/25)

Leadership
Council
Adopts
(3/29)

Tribal Engagement

Leadership
Council
Endorses
(6/21)

Release
Final
Solicitation
(by 7/25)

Tribal Engagement
3-week
Comment
Period

Feb

Mar

Apr

Staff & Technical Advisors
Prepare Regional Priorities
for Solicitation
LIO Plans
Implementation Strategies
Tribal Priorities
Science Work Plan process

Pressures
New Sub-strategies

May
LIOs
Add local context to
Regional Priorities

Jun

Jul
Review 2016 NTA
Alignment with
Regional Priorities

Regional Priorities
Approaches
Interim Outcomes
Action Ideas
2/28/2017
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Attachment 2 – Evaluation of Near-Term Priority Vital Signs for the Area of Focus
We intended to use criteria derived from the Guiding Principles for Ecosystem Management (Attachment 3) to evaluate alternative Areas of
Focus for the 2018-2022 Implementation Plan. We found that the Guiding Principles for Ecosystem Management have already been
incorporated into the selection and development of Implementation Strategies as well as the development of LIO Plans (Attachment 3).
Therefore, we determined that we could use the LIO 5-year Plans as well as the Management Conference selection of Vital Signs for
Implementation Strategy development as factors for identifying candidate near-term priority Vital Signs without further evaluation. Current
Tribal priorities was another factor selected for identifying candidate near-term priority Vital Signs. In addition, we looked at the 2015 State of
the Sound report to identify any other Vital Signs with indicators continuing to get worse, which is consistent with the Guiding Principles.
The following table summarizes the evaluation of these factors relative to the criteria described in the notes below. Vital Signs in this table are
sorted in the following order:
• # of Factors
• # of Draft LIO 5-year Plans (by: Rating, #/#)
• Level of development for LC Approved Implementation Strategy Status (by: Draft, Currently in Development, Not Started)
• Indicator Status (by: Getting Worse)

Vital Signs

# of
Tribal
Factors Priority1

# of Draft
LIO 5-year
Plans2

LC Approved
Implementation
Strategy Status3

Indicator
Status4

Implementation
Strategy Lead

EPA Perf.
Measure5

Chinook (& other salmon)

4

?

Very High
(9/9)

Draft

Getting Worse

Partnership

n/a

Land Development & Cover

4

* ?

Very High
(8/9)

Draft

Getting Worse/
Getting Better/
No Data

Habitat SI

n/a

Marine Water Quality

4

?

Very High
(8/9)

Not Started

Getting Worse/
No Data

TBD

n/a

Shellfish Beds

3

?

Very High
(8/9)

Draft

Getting Better

Shellfish SI

Shellfish

?

Very High
(8/9)

Currently in
Development

Not Changing/
Mixed Results/
No Data

Stormwater SI

Future
Stormwater?

Freshwater Quality

3
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Vital Signs

# of
Tribal
Factors Priority1

# of Draft
LIO 5-year
Plans2

LC Approved
Implementation
Strategy Status3

Indicator
Status4

Implementation
Strategy Lead

EPA Perf.
Measure5

Shoreline Armoring

3

* ?

Very High
(8/9)

Currently in
Development

Getting Better/
No Data

Habitat SI

Habitat

Summer Stream Flows

3

* ?

Very High
(6/6)

Not Started

Getting Better

TBD

n/a

Floodplains

3

?

High
(6/9)

Draft

Getting Better/
No Data

Habitat SI

Habitat

Estuaries (& pocket estuaries)

3

?

High
(6/9)

Draft

Getting Better/
No Data

Habitat SI

Habitat

Toxics in Fish

2

?

Medium
(4/9)

Currently in
Development

Mixed Results/
No Data

Stormwater SI

Future
Stormwater?

Eelgrass (& other aquatic veg.)

1

n/a ?

High
(6/9)

n/a

Not Changing

n/a

n/a

Pacific Herring (& other forage
fish)

1

n/a ?

Medium
(5/9)

n/a

Getting Worse

n/a

n/a

Orcas

1

n/a ?

Very Low
(1/9)

n/a

Getting Worse

On-Site Sewage Systems

0

n/a ?

Medium
(4/9)

n/a

Getting Better/
No Data

Shellfish SI

n/a

Marine Sediment Quality

0

n/a ?

Low
(2/9)

n/a

Getting Better/
Not Changing/
Mixed Results

n/a

n/a

Birds

0

n/a ?

Low
(2/9)

n/a

Mixed Results/
No Data

n/a

n/a

n/a
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Table notes:
1. () Tribal priorities as identified in the Tribal Habitat Priorities, which are referenced in the 2016 Action Agenda, and the 7/1/2016 Tribal
Management Conference Letter to the Partnership. (?) Since neither of these sources of tribal priorities explicitly state they contain near
term priorities (versus long term priorities), the Tribal Management Conference has been asked to review this information and provide
clarification regarding which they would consider near term priorities within the context of long term recovery. (*) Vital Signs with Tribal
support for 2015 selection of Implementation Strategies for development.
2. Rated “very high” and “high.” Rated based on # of LIOs/# of Applicable LIOs as representative of distribution of priority and amount of
source content to work from. Numbers based on the 12/2017 draft LIO 5-year Plan narratives - these could change in the 6/2017 final LIO 5year Plans. Ratings: Very High (>80%), High (61-80%), Medium (41-60%), Low (21-40%), Very Low (0-20%).
3. Status of the Vital Signs approved by Leadership Council for the development of Implementation Strategies.
4. From 2015 State of the Sound report. Includes the progress on all indicators if there are multiple indicators for the Vital Sign. Limited to
existing data availability.
5. Performance measures reported by EPA Region 10 for the Puget Sound National Estuary Program. Included here at the request of EPA.

A note about human wellbeing Vital Signs

The following human wellbeing Vital Signs were adopted by the Leadership Council in 2015 to help measure the quality of life and human health
statutory goals as well as to be considered in planning and implementation for identifying trade-offs, unintended consequences, and multibenefit opportunities. Therefore, they are not applicable as near term priority Vital Signs for the Area of Focus for the Implementation Plan. As
intended by the Leadership Council, they have been integrated into all LIO 5-year Plans and new Implementation Strategies developed since
their adoption and will be incorporated into the development and evaluation of new Near Term Actions.
•
•
•

Air Quality
Cultural Wellbeing
Drinking Water

•
•
•

Economic Vitality
Good Governance
Local Foods

•
•
•

Outdoor Activity
Sense of Place
Sound Stewardship
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Attachment 3 – Use of Guiding Principles for Ecosystem Management in 2018 Implementation Plan
The Guiding Principles for Ecosystem Management, adopted by the Leadership Council, Science Panel, and Ecosystem Coordination Board in
2008, guide the Puget Sound Partnership in its approach to ecosystem recovery. This table describes how they will be used in developing the
2018-2022 Action Agenda Implementation Plan.
Guiding Principles for Ecosystem Management

Use in 2018 Implementation Plan

A. Address pressures and choose opportunities with the highest potential magnitude
of impact.

Already incorporated into Implementation
Strategies & LIO 5-year Plans

B. Address threats with the highest level of urgency. How imminent is the threat? Will
it result in an irreversible loss? How resilient are the resources that are affected?

Already incorporated into Implementation
Strategies & LIO 5-year Plans
Vital Sign indicators documented as “getting worse”
in the 2015 State of the Sound report were also
considered when selecting focal components for the
Area of Focus.

C. Use strategies that have a reasonable certainty of effectiveness and reflect a
balanced precautionary and adaptive approach.
• Actions should have a realistic expectation that they will be effective in
addressing the identified threat.
• Actions and decisions about the use of resources should err on the side of
caution to avoid irreversible ecological consequences.
• Actions should be designed so they can be measured, monitored, and adapted.

Already incorporated into Implementation
Strategies & LIO 5-year Plans.
Sub-bullet are related to actions and will be
incorporated into NTA development and review.

D. Use scientific input—about the importance, urgency, and reversibility of threats;
opportunities for management impact; effectiveness of actions; and monitoring and
adaptation—in designing, implementing, and evaluating strategies.

Already incorporated into Implementation
Strategies & LIO 5-year Plans.

E. Use strategies that are cost-effective in making efficient use of funding, personnel,
and resources with realistic expectations of achieving results.

Already incorporated into Implementation
Strategies & LIO 5-year Plans.
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F. Address the processes that form and sustain ecosystems and increase ecosystem
resiliency rather than focusing narrowly on fixing individual sites. Consider the Salish
Sea ecosystem perspective.

Already incorporated into Implementation
Strategies & LIO 5-year Plans.

G. Attempt to address threats at their origin instead of reacting after the damage has
been done. Anticipate and prevent problems before they occur, and plan for extreme
events. (With more people coming to the region and a changing climate, a proactive
strategy is increasingly important.)

Already incorporated into Implementation
Strategies & LIO 5-year Plans.

H. Consider the linkages and interactions among strategies.
• Address multiple threats and their interactions with strategies that work
together. We cannot afford to look at problems or develop solutions in
isolation.
• Watch out for unintended consequences. Evaluate strategies so actions to
address one problem do not cause harm to other ecosystem processes,
functions, and structure, as well as social and economic considerations.
• Integrate salmon recovery actions with ecosystem management actions.

Already incorporated into Implementation
Strategies & LIO 5-year Plans.

I. Account for the variations in ecosystem conditions and processes in different
geographic areas of Puget Sound. Some parts of Puget Sound are fairly intact while
others are severely degraded, and rebuilding strategies need flexibility to encompass
regional differences. Ensure that no region or economic sector bears the entire brunt
of the responsibility for implementing solutions.

Already incorporated into Implementation
Strategies & LIO 5-year Plans.

J. Account for human communities and values as fundamental, central elements of the
Puget Sound ecosystem (the Puget Sound social ecological system in other words).

Already incorporated into Implementation
Strategies & LIO 5-year Plans.

Ongoing work will continue to integrate Climate
Change into planning and NTA review.

Local context will also be incorporated into an
integrated regional/local solicitation for NTAs.

Will also be considered in NTA development &
review phases.
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Attachment 4 – Activity Type Classifications
1.1 Ecosystem
Management &
Restoration

1.2 Species
Management &
Recovery

2.1 Awareness
Raising
(Education)
2.2 Livelihood,
Economic &
Other Incentives
2.3 Law
Enforcement &
Compliance
3.1 Ecosystem
Protection

3.2 Recovery
Design and
Planning

3.3 Law, Policy,
Regulations

Activities directed at restoring sites, habitats, ecological processes and the wider
environment, reducing or removing a stress, and maintaining or improving intact
sites. This class contains all actions involved in directly managing the restoration
or stewardship of habitats, including on-the-ground projects and program
implementation. This does not include actions directly addressing species
populations (see Species Management & Recovery) or actions, projects or
programs focused on protecting intact habitats or processes (see Ecosystem
Protection).
Activities focused on managing or restoring species by directly addressing species
populations. This includes on-the-ground projects to recover populations (e.g.
species re-introductions) as well as harvest and hatchery programs. This does not
include actions or programs addressing habitat restoration (see Ecosystem
Restoration & Management) or protection (see Ecosystem Protection) that
species depend on. This also does not including development of species
management plans (see Species Management & Recovery).
Outreach and communication activities designed to make people aware of key
issues and best practices through informal education. This does not include
formal education or outreach, education and training targeted at professionals
(see Formal Education & Technical Capacity Building).
Activities focused on developing and providing livelihood, economic, social and
other incentives to help people overcome barriers (financial, technical, social, etc)
and ultimately change behaviors. These actions can target individuals, institutions
or groups. Does not include easements (see Ecosystem Protection)
Monitoring and enforcing compliance with laws, policies & regulations, and
standards & codes at all levels. This category is about implementing and enforcing
laws and regulations and increasing capacity to enforce compliance, not about
creating or revising laws and policies (see Law, Policy, Regulations).
Activities to identify, establish or expand legally protected areas and ecological
processes. This class includes all actions designed to directly protect the
ecosystem through parks, reserves, easements (on public lands or private
property), or other similar means. These are primarily on-the-ground, or capital
projects to protect sites and processes, including acquisition for the purpose of
protection. This does not include actions to directly restore sites, processes or
species or mitigate a stress (see Ecosystem Management & Restoration and
Species Management & Recovery). This includes site-by-site acquisition, but not a
regulatory approach to protection (see Law, Policy, Regulations).
Activities focused on development or revision of species, habitat, resource
management or pressure reduction plans. This includes feasibility studies, plan
design and development, and funding planning; it does not include plan
implementation. For restoration or management plan implementation, see
Ecosystem Restoration & Management or Species Management & Recovery; for
implementing site protection, see Ecosystem Protection.
Activities to develop, change, influence, and help implement formal legislation,
regulations, and voluntary standards. This class covers strategies and actions
aimed at using government powers at all levels to protect and manage species,
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3.4 Research

3.5 Monitoring &
Evaluation

3.6 Formal
Education &
Technical
Capacity Building
3.7 Institutional
Infrastructure &
Development

3.8 Recovery
Funding

habitats and natural resources. This class involves enacting or changing the
legislation, policy, or standard; promoting compliance or enforcement falls under
Law Enforcement & Compliance.
Activities focused on filling research needs. Includes pilot programs. These are
often one time efforts, not ongoing or repeated monitoring efforts (see
Monitoring). Includes development of recommendations or prioritization based
on research. Does not include application of research to tool development (see
Formal Education & Technical Capacity Building) or explicit application of
research to influence policy and regulations (see Law, Policy, Regulations).
Activities focused on development or implementation of monitoring and
evaluation efforts, including status and trends, effectiveness, and implementation
monitoring. Includes pilot monitoring programs. These are often ongoing or
repeated processes, as opposed to one-off research efforts (see Research). Does
not include compliance monitoring (see Law Enforcement & Compliance).
Enhancing knowledge and skills of specific individuals or groups in formal
education, informal professional education or a structured training program.
Does not include outreach to general public (see Awareness Raising (Education)).
Includes technical assistance and tool development.
Activities to build the infrastructure and institutional capacity to do better
conservation, restoration or protection. Includes activities to finance actions and
programs related to ecosystem recovery, but does not include funding planning
(see Recovery Design & Planning). Includes processes that facilitate decision
making, including coordination, organization, and communication among groups
and agencies. Also includes performance management and evaluation.
All activities to fund, plan funding, or prioritize funding for any element of
recovery. Please specify by tagging at least 1 activity type in addition to Funding
Recovery.

Mid-Session Legislative Update
March 21, 2017

We have now passed the March 8 deadline for House bills to pass the House and Senate bills to pass the
Senate. The next major deadline is March 29th, when all policy bills must be passed out of the policy
committees. Policy bills must be out of fiscal committees by April 4th and passed by both houses by April
12th. The last day of the 105-day regular session is April 23rd.
Partnership’s agency request bill advances
HB 1121 was introduced by Puget Sound Partnership request to reduce the frequency of Action Agenda
and Science Work Plan updates from once every two years to once every four years. A slightly modified
substitute version of this bill (SHB 1121) was passed by the House of Representatives by a vote of 75-22.
After a public hearing, the Senate Environment and Telecommunications Committee passed the bill
(unanimously!) on to Senate Rules Committee, where it awaits scheduling for action on the Senate floor.
The budgets are coming and negotiations loom
Budget committees in both houses of the Legislature are developing their own versions of operating and
capital budgets. A key piece of information for budget development arrived on March 16th when the
State Revenue Forecast was released. The General Fund-State (GF-S) revenue forecast has been
increased by $247 million for the 2015-17 biennium and increased by $303 million for the 2017-19
biennium. Of course, this doesn’t solve all of the state’s revenue problems or meet the demands of the
McCleary decision, but it does improve the situation marginally.
The Senate Operating Budget proposal came out March 21st and the news isn’t good for Puget Sound.
The Governor’s Operating Budget (SB 5048/HB 1067) for the Partnership includes $907,000 to replace
federal funding that is no longer available to the Partnership for the following:
• Senior Planning Manager position and contract support to facilitate Action Agenda updates;
• Salmon Recovery Manager position
• Puget Sound Ecosystem Monitoring Program (PSEMP) Manager position
The Senate budget eliminates this requested funding and cuts an additional $458,000 or 3% from the
agency’s current budget level. This cut would be in addition to any cuts potentially coming from the
federal budget. We are still analyzing this budget proposal and will share our analysis as soon as it is
available. The House Operating Budget is expected early next week.
The Senate Capital Budget is also expected early next week. The Governor’s Capital Budget (SB
5086/HB 1075) includes the following funding priorities supported by the Partnership:
• $50 million for the Puget Sound Acquisition and Restoration (PSAR) program
• $10 million for the Estuary and Salmon Restoration Program (ESRP)
• $20.3 million for the Floodplains by Design (FbD)
• $80 million for the Salmon Recovery Funding Board (SRFB) grant program, including $30 million
in state funds and $50 million in expenditure authority for federal funding not yet appropriated
by Congress
• $19.7 million for the Fish Passage Barrier Removal Board (Related to this, the Governor’s
Transportation Budget includes $97 million for removal of fish passage barriers.)
• $50 million for the Stormwater Financial Assistance Program (SFAP), including $30.1 million to
restore 2016 budget cuts and $19.9 million in new funding. The Governor’s Capital Budget also
includes $38.9 million for delayed projects.
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Governor’s Revenue Package
The following bills have been introduced as the major components of the Governor’s revenue package
needed to support his budget requests. None have been passed by either house so far, but all such
budget-related bill s are exempt from the Legislature’s cutoff deadlines.
• HB 1550/SB 5113 – B&O tax/education
• HB 1555/SB 5127 – Carbon pollution tax
• HB 1730/SB 5111 – Capital gains tax
Bond capacity
One of the many problems facing budget writers this year is the school funding challenge. This year,
local school districts have passed school construction levies that require $365 million more matching
money from the state than is normal. This reduces the amount of money available for all other types of
capital projects, like salmon habitat restoration and protection projects.
To free up more bond capacity for non-school construction-related capital projects, SHB 1694 was
introduced to authorize $250 million in special revenue bonds backed by lottery revenues to address
public school construction, including but not limited to all-day kindergarten and K-3 class-size facility
needs; transfers $150 million from the Budget Stabilization Account attributable to extraordinary
revenue growth to the Education Construction Fund during the 2015-17 biennium; and transfers $140
million from the Budget Stabilization Account attributable to extraordinary revenue growth to the
Opportunity Pathways Account to offset the impacts of the lottery bond debt service on the operating
budget.
Fish habitat protection tool awaits action
The Department of Fish and Wildlife (DFW) is seeking to have the Legislature reauthorize the
Department’s collection of fees to cover the cost of processing of Hydraulic Project Approval (HPA)
permits. In its original form, the bill also eliminated an exemption for single family residences that allows
construction of bulkheads that are harmful to nearshore fish habitat.
The House version of this agency request legislation, HB 1428, was passed by the House Agriculture &
Natural Resources Committee and is awaiting action in the House Appropriations Committee.
Unfortunately, the elimination of the single-family residential exemption was removed from the bill
before being passed out of committee. The Senate companion to this bill, SB 5466, has not moved out of
the Senate Natural Resources & Parks Committee. Because of its budget implications, this legislation is
exempt from the cutoff deadlines.
Another bill, SB 5228, as introduced, would have limited the Department’s HPA jurisdiction to projects
at or below the normal high water mark. We expressed concern that this could exempt some high
impact projects like bulkheads and levees.
A substitute version of this bill – SSB 5228 – creates a joint legislative task force to review issues relating
to HPA jurisdiction including current law, current and historical practices by DFW, and alternative
approaches. The task force must summarize its work and provide any recommendations to the
Legislature by October 1, 2017.
The task force must consist of four members, one from each caucus of the Senate and House of
Representatives, as well as the Director of DFW or a designee. The legislative members must appoint
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additional members representing stakeholders including business, local government, agricultural, and
conservation interests. The members must also request representation from interested tribes.
This substitute version of the bill passed the Senate and is scheduled for a public hearing in the House
Agriculture and Natural Resources Committee on March 21st.
Water Resources legislation responds to Hirst decision
A series of court decisions over the past 20 years have reduced the flexibility of state and local
governments to balance competing needs of water users in Washington State. Most recently, in the
2016 Hirst decision (Hirst, Futurewise, et al v. Whatcom County), the State Supreme Court ruled that the
county had failed to comply with the requirements of the Growth Management Act to protect water
resources and must make an independent determination of water availability that ensures new permitexempt uses of water won’t impair instream flows. Because they lack the capacity to make these kinds
of independent determinations, several counties have instituted moratoria on new building permits for
properties otherwise dependent on a permit exempt well for their water availability.
A number of bills have been introduced this session to address the impacts of the Hirst decision and
other related court decisions. Some of these bills would reduce protections for instream flows, thereby
adversely impacting fish populations. Others attempt to achieve a balance among competing water
users. The following water resources bills are still under consideration. All are considered works in
progress” and all have elements of concern to the Department of Ecology, which is responsible for
management of the state’s water resources, including the establishment of minimum instream flow
levels.
• HB 1885, clarifying the roles of state and local governments in the regulation and mitigation of
water resources. This bill was passed out of the House Agriculture and Natural Resources
Committee and is now in the House Appropriations Committee.
• HB 1918, addressing treatment of groundwater under state water codes to support rural
development while protecting instream flows. This bill was passed out of the House Agriculture
and Natural Resources Committee and is now in the House Appropriations Committee.
• SB 5010, promoting water conservation by protecting certain water rights from relinquishment.
This bill was passed by the Senate 27-22 and is now in the House Agriculture and Natural
Resources Committee.
• E2SSB 5239, ensuring that water is available to support development. This bill was passed by the
Senate 28-21 and is now in the House Agriculture and Natural Resources Committee.
Oil Transportation Safety
The Department of Ecology has requested passage of legislation to increase the so-called barrel tax, a
tax on petroleum products that funds the agency’s Spill Prevention Program.
The House version of this legislation, HB 1210, passed out of the House Finance Committee and awaits
action in the House Rules Committee to schedule the bill for action on the House floor. The Senate
companion to this bill, SB 5425, failed to move out of the Senate Energy, Environment, and
Telecommunications Committee.
Two other bills are intended to strengthen the state’s ability to prevent oil spills in the marine
environment:
• SHB 1611, concerning oil transportation safety. The substitute version of this bill includes the
barrel tax increase as proposed in HB 1210 and SB 5425. This version of the bill passed out of the
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•

House Environment Committee and is scheduled for executive action in the House Finance
Committee on March 24th.
SB 5462, concerning oil transportation safety. This bill received a public hearing in the Senate
Energy, Environment, and Telecommunications Committee, but remains in that committee.

Model Toxics Control Act (MTCA) funding:

Last year, due to declining MTCA revenue, the Legislature cut over $30 million from previous
appropriations for the Stormwater Financial Assistance Program and other stormwater
programs. The Public Participation Grants Program was also defunded.
The Department of Ecology has requested passage of legislation to place a surcharge on the
Hazardous Substance Tax. This will provide the revenue needed to restore the 2016 cuts and
stabilize funding for high priority stormwater pollution prevention projects as well as important
hazardous waste cleanups and other pollution prevention programs.
The House version of this legislation, HB 1663, was passed by the House Finance Committee and is now
awaiting House Rules Committee action to schedule the bill for action on the House floor. The Senate
companion to this bill, SB 5501, failed to move out of the Senate Energy, Environment, and
Telecommunications Committee.
SSB 5170 exempts independent remedial actions from procedural requirements from certain permits
and local government permits or approvals. Ecology is not required to ensure that the substantive
permit requirements are met for independent remedial actions. Ecology opposed the original bill
because neither Ecology nor other state and local permitting agencies could ensure appropriate
regulatory oversight, public involvement, and environmental review.
Stormwater-related legislation
ESB 5212 amends the state’s building permit vesting statute to stipulate that a building permit must be
considered under the environmental and development regulations, as well as the building and zoning or
other land use control ordinances, in effect on the date of application, without respect to whether the
regulation or ordinance was enacted for the purpose of complying with state law.
The bill also amends the state’s subdivision vesting statute to add that a proposed division of land shall
be considered under the environmental and development regulations, as well as the subdivision or short
subdivision and zoning or other land use control ordinances, in effect on the land at the time a fully
completed application for preliminary plat approval of the subdivision, or short plat approval of the
short subdivision, has been submitted to the appropriate official, without respect to whether the
regulation or ordinance was enacted for the purpose of complying with state law.
According to Bruce Wishart, testifying in opposition to the bill on behalf of the Puget Soundkeeper
Alliance, this bill is “designed to overturn a recent Supreme Court decision, which made clear that
vesting laws do not apply to a federal Clean Water Act permit. (They) spent about eight years working
with many of the stakeholders before the permits at issue were adopted.”
We testified at a public hearing on this bill in the House Judiciary Committee, expressing concern about
the potential for this bill to reduce the state’s ability to prevent pollution from stormwater, which
contributes 75 percent of the pollution entering Puget Sound.
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Onsite Septic Systems:
Two years ago, the Partnership supported a Department of Health agency request bill that would have
established a fee to be paid be owners of on-site septic systems to pay for OSS management programs
of county public health departments. These programs were to provide for inspection of OSS and identify
those that needed repair or replacement. The fee was eliminated from the bill and the bill failed to pass.
This year several OSS bills are moving through the process:
ESHB 1503 specifies that the Growth Management Act (GMA) does not preclude counties from
authorizing OSS self-inspections by homeowners, their tenants, or their family members upon
completion of county certification requirements. The authority of counties to authorize OSS selfinspections does not eliminate the requirement that counties protect water quality consistent with the
obligations imposed by the land use and rural elements of the GMA. This bill passed the House 91-6 and
will receive a public hearing in the Senate Local Government Committee on March 21st.
SHB 1683 stipulates that counties, cities, and utilities that have adopted a capital facility plan or utilities
element to provide sewer service within an Urban Growth Area (UGA) during a 20-year planning period
are not obligated to install sanitary sewer systems to certain properties within the UGA before the end
of the planning period. The properties within a UGA that are not required to be served by sanitary sewer
systems must:
• Have no redevelopment capacity and have an existing, functioning, non-polluting onsite sewage
system (OSS) that receives periodic inspection by a public agency to verify proper functioning; or
• Not require sewer service as a result of development density limitations due to wetlands,
floodplains, habitats, or geological hazards.
This bill passed the House 97-0 and had a public hearing in the Senate Local Government Committee on
March 16th.
EHB 1476 requires the local health jurisdictions (LHJs) in the 12 counties bordering Puget Sound that
were required in 2007 to develop written on-site sewage system (OSS) program management plans to
submit updated versions of those plans for approval by the Department of Health at least once every
five years. Adds new requirements to the LHJ OSS programs and plans that must be developed in the 12
Puget Sound counties, including tracking the failure rate of septic designs and technologies, taking steps
to identify previously unknown OSS and to inspect known OSS, and the incorporation of elements to
prevent injury or death caused by unsafe OSS. This bill passed the House 72-25 and is now scheduled for
a public hearing in the Senate Local Government Committee on March 21st.
ESSB 5281 stipulates that rules adopted by the Board for small on-site sewage systems must not require
the following:
• A use permit that is conditioned with a requirement for a monitoring contract between a private
company and an individual;
• Dedicated easements for the inspection, maintenance, or potential future expansion of a
system; or
• Replacement of an existing system if a repair returns the system to its previously permitted or
original functioning state.
Local jurisdictions, officers, and employees who enforce rules adopted by the Board must comply with
the same rule limitations.
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The Washington State Department of Health expressed concerns about this bill: It may reduce local
health officers' abilities to ensure on-site sewage systems are appropriately operated and maintained.
Limiting oversight could lead to reduced water quality, especially by removing their ability to require
replacement of systems that, even if repaired to original functioning condition, may not adequately
protect ground water from contamination. On-site sewage technology has advanced in recent years.
Section D could allow an older systems to be repaired to an outdated, inadequate treatment technology.
This bill passed the Senate 29-20 and is assigned to the House Environment Committee.
Aquatic Reserves
The Senate Energy, Environment, and Telecommunications Committee had a hearing on a proposed
striking amendment to HB 1001, concerning utility easements on state-owned aquatic lands. The
original bill passed the House unanimously and did not concern the Partnership. However, the proposed
striking amendment did raise significant concerns. As proposed, the amendment requires specific
legislative approval before the Department of Natural Resources (DNR) may designate, establish, or
enlarge an Aquatic Reserve. It also directs the Commissioner of Public Lands to rescind a January 3,
2017, action expanding the Cherry Point Aquatic Reserve.
Aquatic Reserves are an important tool for Puget Sound restoration and protection. They prevent
incompatible uses of important state-owned aquatic habitat, such as the critical salmon habitat of the
Nisqually Reach, Puget Sound’s largest kelp bed, now protected as part of the Smith and Minor Islands
Aquatic Reserve, and the nearshore habitat of the Cherry Point Aquatic Reserve, once home to Puget
Sound’s largest herring population, which has now declined by more than 90 percent since the earliest
sampling date in 1973.
The bill awaits action in the Senate committee.
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Senate capital budget
Program
Washington Wildlife and
Recreation Program
Salmon Recovery (SRFBState)
Puget Sound Acquisition
and Restoration
Estuary and Salmon
Restoration
Family Forest and Fish
Passage Program
Fish Barrier Removal Board
Grants
Coastal Restoration Grants
Salmon Recovery - Federal
Floodplains by Design

Governor

Senate

$100,000,000

$80,000,000

$30,000,000

$20,000,000

$50,000,000

$30,000,000

$10,000,000

$10,000,000

$5,000,000

$5,000,000

$19,747,000

$19,747,000

$12,500,000
$50,000,000
$20,300,000

$12,500,000
$50,000,000
$20,300,000

House

Final Budget

http://www.psp.wa.gov/2017-day-on-the-hill.php

Puget Sound Summit – Summary
The Heritage Room, 604 Water St, Olympia, WA
Friday, March 3, 2017 – 9:30 a.m. to 3:00 p.m.

Welcome and Overview
On March 3, 2017, more than 110 local and regional partners working on Puget Sound
recovery efforts met in Olympia to consider opportunities to work across boundaries
towards common goals. Topics included:






Lead Integrating Organization (LIO) contributions to Puget Sound Recovery
LIO recovery plan synthesis overview
LIO information sharing
Barriers and synergies
2018 Action Agenda overview

Meeting materials can be found here: [https://pspwa.box.com/v/SummitFinalMaterials]
Sarah Brandt (EnviroIssues) welcomed the group and provided an overview of the agenda.
She noted the unique opportunity, with all LIOs present along with many additional partners,
to learn and share information from around the Puget Sound.
Sheida Sahandy (Puget Sound Partnership Executive Director) thanked everyone for
attending the summit. She acknowledged the Squaxin Island Tribe for their important role in
contributing to and inspiring the Partnership’s work. She noted the exciting opportunity the
summit presented to share and discuss ongoing and upcoming work and encouraged
attendees to use the day to work across agencies and jurisdictional boundaries.
Sheida described the progress LIOs have made to date their role in supporting local and
regional recovery work. She concluded by noting that discussions during the summit would
address common challenges, support strategy development, and further the progress made
so far towards Puget Sound recovery.
Sarah walked the group through the agenda and summarized the goals for the day.
LIO Contributions to Puget Sound Recovery
Laura Blackmore (Puget Sound Partnership) provided an overview of the LIOs’ work-to-date,
history and goals. She noted the importance of coordination between local, subregional, and
regional jurisdictions, highlighting the role of supporting agencies and partners. Laura noted
that every LIO had sent representatives to the summit and highlighted the wealth of
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experience in Puget Sound recovery in the room. She thanked LIOs for their recent efforts to
complete Ecosystem Recovery Plans, which will support the following:



Increase decision-maker confidence in Puget Sound recovery
Inform adaptive management of Puget Sound protection and restoration at the
regional scale

In closing, Laura explained that summit results would be presented to the Partnership’s
Boards (Leadership Council, Ecosystem Coordination Board, Science Panel, and Salmon
Recovery Council) for consideration and integration into the 2018 Action Agenda.
LIO Synthesis Overview
Erin Ryan-Peñuela (Puget Sound Partnership) provided a presentation about the LIO
Ecosystem Recovery Plan synthesis, an effort to review all plans and identify commonalities
to help with strategy prioritization. She acknowledged the time taken to develop the
synthesis and highlighted the many workgroups and committees that have been involved in
the process.
Erin summarized the following components and how the synthesis framework was used to
determine priority strategies:





Focal components
Vital signs
Source and stressor
Actions and near term actions

Erin provided an overview of the tools used to describe and develop strategies thus far,
including Miradi and results chains. The following questions were used to guide
development of the synthesis:





What are the common focal components or Vital Signs that LIOs have prioritized?
Do LIOs experience similar pressure sources?
If LIOs are prioritizing the same Vital Signs, what are the common pressure sources
and stressors to that Vital Sign?
Which strategies are LIOs using to address stressors and pressures and improve Vital
Signs?

Erin described several key components of the synthesis, including its role as an informative
descriptor that will be modified based on internal and external input. She summarized the
focal component and Vital Sign data that has been compiled and analyzed. Key topics
included:

Puget Sound Summit – Summary
March 3, 2017

2









Total number of Vital Signs per LIO from narrative and Miradi reports
Number of identified pressure sources per LIO
Common pressure sources and Vital Signs between LIOs
Strategies LIOs are using to address sources and stressors and improve Vital Signs
Gaps and barriers
o Physical and technical
o Community and institutional
o Legal, regulatory and policy
o Financial
Solutions

Questions and discussion
Participants asked the following questions:
Q: How has the taxonomy been received thus far?
 Erin emphasized the importance of balancing local and regional goals and priorities.
She added that the group would have an opportunity to further discuss the taxonomy
later in the day.
Q: Have there been any surprising results during the development of the synthesis?
 Erin highlighted the Partnership’s limited time with the data and noted that results
to-date have lined up with what was expected (i.e., high priority placed on local
components).
Q: Will the results of the synthesis be released in a publicly-available report?
 Following additional internal review, the report will be available as early as the week
of March 7.
Q: Was input from Skagit County incorporated into the synthesis?
 No. Erin noted that the synthesis relies mostly on Ecosystem Recovery Plans prepared
by LIOs.
Q: Was the composition of the LIOs analyzed in the synthesis, as their differences may have
led to different priorities? Were non-governmental organizations and tribes involved?
 Erin noted that an LIO’s composition is described in each Ecosystem Recover Plan,
but was not included or considered as part of the synthesis.
In closing, Erin noted that the development of the synthesis is ongoing and highlighted the
need to understand why components are chosen and how strategies are developed and
implemented.
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Conversations with LIOs
To prepare for the summit, each LIO developed an informational poster to guide discussions.
For the remainder of the morning, participants visited with LIO representatives to learn more
about their respective opportunities, challenges, data, and pressures. A simple discussion
guide and “passport” was offered as a way to encourage participants to engage with each
LIO.
Overcoming Barriers and Identifying Synergies
Based on the results of the LIO synthesis and a review of Vital Sign Implementation
Strategies developed to date, Partnership staff developed a list of twelve common barriers
or themes:
1.
2.
3.
4.

Lack of baseline / historical data
Lack of data on species and ecosystems (salmonids, herring, wetlands, pollutants)
Too much planning and not enough time for implementation
Lack of coordination between local and regional entities (e.g., between Strategic
Initiative Leads and Near Term Action owners)
5. Challenges in prioritizing components, pressures, strategies, projects
6. Deficiencies in enforcement and compliance
7. Regulatory inconsistencies and lag between old and new regulation and adoption
8. Lack of consistent funding from state and federal sources
9. Lack of community engagement and public support
10. Insufficient integrated floodplain planning for building local agreements
11. Oil spill and response coordination
12. State/Regional guidance related to floodplain management outdated
Attendees were invited to select the topic of most interest, and separated into small groups
to discuss overcoming barriers and identify synergies. Table facilitators used the following
questions to guide the discussion:





What is the status of this barrier or gap from each participant’s perspective?
What are the current resources available to address it?
What potential actions could address or remove barriers?
Which actions are most impactful or ready to implement?

Following 45 minutes of group discussions, each barrier group summarized the key points
from their conversations for the whole group. Key points are summarized below:
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1. Lack of baseline and historical data
 There are many involved perspectives and stakeholders
 Data collection happens at various scales
 Determine what questions need to be answered and what data can answer them
 Key points:
o Data systems must follow and inform intention
o Relevant data collection for social marketing should be established
o Collectively establish efficient and available housing for data
 Solutions
o Establish a defined role for data; determine questions to be answered prior to
data collection
o Prioritize effectiveness monitoring
o Establish common data needs between LIOs
o Create a comprehensive data sharing system
2. Lack of data on species and ecosystems
 There are multiple metrics specific to regions
 There is a need for common reporting on successful recovery efforts
o It is important to determine useful metrics
o Establish common indicators between recovery efforts
 Actions
o Improve information sharing on data, gaps, progress on strategies and actions
o Report on economic impacts of successful projects
o Establish contractual obligations for LIOs to share reports on data collection
and information about projects
3. Too much planning and not enough time for implementation
 Utilize existing plans to their full potential
 Simplify overly-complicated processes
 Determine measurable metrics for completeness of planning documents and
associated efforts
 Integrate existing plans more effectively into new planning processes
 Increase effectiveness of programmatic leadership
 Some areas require sophisticated and complex planning; focus planning resources on
those projects while moving simpler projects more quickly into implementation
 Provide a vision of how planning documents will be utilized once developed
4. Lack of coordination between local and regional entities
 Establish appropriate scales for recovery efforts
o Actor
o Activity
o Planning
 Define key coordination techniques and best practices
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Improve communication with public
Increase level of federal, state and local communication
Coordinate NTAs early in their development (i.e. 2016 – 2018)
Time regional and local solicitations to align with regional projects and priorities
Facilitate regular conversations between projects and project owners
Assess the effectiveness of NTAs
Utilize neutral facilitation
Improve transparency of processes
Place issues in a local context

5. Challenges in prioritizing components, pressures, strategies, projects
 Increase focus on sequencing and process to maintain interest
o Incorporate human values and wellbeing metrics into prioritization
o Involve and empower local partners in the periodization process
 Update mandates
 Prioritize regional recovery strategies using input from local partners
 Establish actionable authorities
 Improve long-term prioritization
 Define resources and responsibilities
 Eliminate regional prioritization over the top of local jurisdictional prioritization
 Dedicate funding for data collection
 Improve data sharing system
6. Deficiencies in enforcement and compliance
 Barriers
o Lack of funding and political will for consistent enforcement
o Inconsistent Shoreline Management Act and stormwater regulations
o Varied enforcement capacity between areas, topic and geography
o Negative public perception of regulations and regulators
 Solutions
o Provide technical assistance to improve public perception: Utilize third-party
enforcement
o Withhold funding and/or add funding use requirements for local jurisdictions
which lack proper enforcement and/or public processes
o Provide resources or defer to alternative enforcement strategies to provide
adequate funding for compliance requirements; increase fees to support local
management programs
o Provide incentives for encouraging voluntary compliance based on
assessment of target audience
o Support full spectrum of behavioral change
o Support public/private partnerships; including out-of-the-box ideas like bridge
funding
o Pursue third-party legal suits
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7. Regulatory inconsistencies and lag between old and new regulation and adoption
 Jurisdictional and permitting inconsistencies are challenging
 Provide adequate regulation monitoring and necessary staff
 Determine and establish consistent definitions
 Replicate effective restoration techniques and projects
 Establish multi-agency permitting teams
 Report on successful examples of compliance and enforcement
o Need to determine existing regulator effectiveness vs need for new regulation
o Need to understand if enforcement is variable by project type
o Need to improve state capacity to serve as an enforcement backstop when
local compliance efforts are unsuccessful
 Pursue pilot coordination efforts to build successful models
8. Lack of consistent funding from state and federal sources
 Uncertainties about future federal funding will impact current and future work
 Pursue additional funding resources; explore possibilities for local taxing districts
 Improve benefit communication
 Recruit business interests to support recovery efforts
 Articulate risk of complete loss beyond ecosystem services
9. Lack of community engagement and public support
 Priority approaches vary by region and organization, often related to sociocultural
factors
 Analyze how incentives might influence decision makers
 Identify and understand power dynamics and their influence on the decision-making
process
 Use co-ownership to identify challenges, develop solutions and define responsibilities
 Use the local food system as a framework to establish context for constructive
dialogue
Groups 10 and 12 combined to address floodplain management topics.
10. Insufficient integrated floodplain planning for building local agreements / 12.
State/regional guidance related to floodplain management outdated
 There are competing funding and land use priorities for floodplains recovery
 Connect values and programs
 Consider environmental justice issues in floodplains
 Pursue external funding sources
 Build community support using place
 Maximize LIO structure for holistic success
 Link food safety and environment when competing for funding
 Use maps to support management and recovery
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Improve and update guidance documents
Generate and reward local willingness for required fixes
Balance priorities between single-benefit interests and multi-benefit plans

11. Oil spill and response coordination
Note: There were not enough participants interested in this topic to sustain a small group.
Looking Forward: 2018 Action Agenda
Laura Blackmore (Puget Sound Partnership) presented an update on the process to develop
the 2018 Action Agenda. She highlighted the importance of regional and local coordination
and noted the continued focus on both protection and restoration in recovery efforts. Laura
described the following steps anticipated in developing the 2018 Action Agenda:





Step 1: Define Area of Focus (March)
Step 2: Develop Regional Priorities (March / April)
Step 3: Add Local Context (May)
Step 4: Identify and Fill Gaps (May / June)

On June 21, following completion of those steps, the Leadership Council will decide whether
to adopt the solicitation. The final solicitation is expected to be released in July.
Throughout her presentation, Laura stressed that the Action Agenda and NTA development
are not a funding allocation process or competition. She noted that the process is aimed at
creating a near-term recovery plan and identifying priority actions that inform and guide
funding decisions.
Questions
Q: What steps will be taken to lessen the focus on funding allocation during the 2018 Action
Agenda development?
 Laura explained that this process will rely on ongoing work (like the LIO synthesis) to
help determine the importance of pressures and strategies early in the decision-making
process. Peter Best (Puget Sound Partnership) added that regional priorities will be
integrated into NTA development and highlighted the Action Agenda’s goal of guiding,
rather than assigning, funding.
Q: How will input from the LIOs be incorporated into the solicitation?
 Laura explained that NTAs will ideally focus on local priorities that also support regional
priorities.
An attendee noted that regional prioritization can be problematic and proposed basing the
structure of the solicitation on the information in the synthesis. Laura responded that the
synthesis provided the groundwork for the solicitation. Peter reiterated that local input and
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priorities are being incorporated on the front end of the process. Laura added that NTAs and
local priorities will be incorporated into regional work and support regional recovery targets.
Q: What is an example of a regional priority that is supported by local actions and strategies.
 As an example, Peter noted the work that has been done on floodplain recovery. He
highlighted the LIOs’ ability to support and advance regional floodplain goals with
aligned NTAs in their watersheds.
Next Steps and Thank You
Sarah requested that participants complete a simple survey to provide feedback about the
structure of future workshops. She thanked the group for their participation. Laura
reiterated the next steps for developing the solicitation and how discussions during the
summit would be packaged and advanced to appropriate Partnership Boards for
consideration. Erin gave special thanks to LIO coordinators for attending, participating,
preparing posters, and developing Ecosystem Recover Plans that informed the summit’s
conversations.
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South Central Action Area Caucus Group Ecosystem Recovery Plan
Advance the recovery of a resilient Puget Sound ecosystem through local approaches and partnerships
that are innovative, measurable, sustainable, and effective
WHO WE ARE

MOVING THE NEEDLE

Local Goals to Meet Vital Sign Targets by 2021

• 3.5 million residents and Washington State’s three largest
cities – Seattle, Bellevue, Tacoma
• Puyallup/White River, Green/Duwamish,
and Cedar/Sammamish watersheds

Puget Sound
Local Integrating Organizations

• ESA-listed populations of Chinook salmon, steelhead
and bull trout

Floodplains
• Restore 430 acres of floodplain, four miles of
levee setbacks
• Floodplain landowner engagement programs in
each watershed

• Significant stormwater management challenges
and opportunities

Freshwater Quality
• Routinely sweep arterial streets

LOCAL INTEGRATING ORGANIZATION (LIO) PARTNERS

• Green Stormwater Infrastructure outreach to 100
contractors and 1,000 landowners
• Transition Puget Sound Starts Here to conduct
targeted outreach that results in measurable
behavior change
0

N
Miles

WHAT WE NEED TO REACH OUR GOALS
EcoNets

Funding
• Salmon recovery

• Stormwater retrofits/GSI/O&M infrastructure
• Outreach to residents and businesses

FUNDED LIO NEAR TERM ACTIONS

Research
• Increase understanding of quality of riparian habitat

• Roadside ditch assessment

• Program effectiveness monitoring and evaluation

• Permeable pavement standards and development

• Green and gray stormwater infrastructure costs
and effectiveness

• Replicable model for depave and LID retrofits
• Forbes Creek/North Rose Hill Basin retrofit planning
• Enhanced stormwater system maintenance
• Phthalates research for source control
• Next phase protection and restoration plans for
B-IBI basins
• South Prairie Creek Floodplain Phase One
• Urban tree and forest canopy cover toolkit

• Location, status, and extent of on-site septic system
problems
Organization
• Address jurisdictional and agency/programmatic silos
• Improve alignment and integration of planning efforts
and regulations

OUR 2017 WORK PLAN

• Deep dive discussions on priority topics
• LIO restructuring discussion: Integrate LIO roles with
WRIA groups
• Ecosystem Recovery Plan implementation

This project has been funded wholly or in part by the United State Environmental Protection Agency under assistance agreement PC-J90301-3 to the Puget Sound Partnership.
The contents of this document do not necessarily reﬂect the views and policies of the
Environmental Protection Agency, nor does the EPA endorse trade names or recommend the use of commercial products mentioned in this document.

• 2018 NTA review
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• Survey local governments to identify active/completed
projects & plans to restore creek reaches
• Further develop the Stream Benthos Database (B-IBI)
Land Cover/Development
• Restore 31 net miles of riparian habitat
• Ensure that ≥87% of growth occurs within the
Urban Growth Area
• Achieve no net loss of forest cover
• Engage six landowners/year to retain 120 forested
acres through technical assistance & incentives
Shoreline Armoring
• Remove more shoreline armoring than new
armoring added
• Restore 10,700 feet of marine shoreline and
seven pocket estuaries, and protect four miles
of marine shoreline
• Improve implementation, compliance, and
enforcement of updated Shoreline Master Plans
Onsite Sewage Systems
• Expand Vashon Marine Recovery Area and create
a Poverty Bay Recovery Area
• Expand septic system management in priority
Total Maximum Daily Load areas
1702_8228m_SouthCentral-LIO-Poster.ai

