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Executive Summary

Interviews with delegates or alternates of all watershed ecosystem forum members indicate a high degree of satisfaction with the performance of WRIA 9 and its service provider, King County Department of Natural Resources and Parks.  Such satisfaction is however, contingent upon WRIA 9’s effectiveness in gaining adequate funding to implement the plan. Top-line summary results include:
· 88% of respondents feel that WRIA 9’s effectiveness is either very contingent or contingent upon gaining adequate funding to implement the plan.

· 72% to 82% of respondents feel that WRIA 9 has been either very successful or successful in achieving habitat restoration goals, including facilitating grant-funded project implementation, leveraging capital and operating funding from state, federal, and local programs, and providing a framework for cooperation and coordination among ILA Parties.
· 88% of respondents feel that WRIA 9 has been either very successful or successful in ensuring overall public outreach and participation. 

· Over 86% of respondents feel that the service provider, King County Department of Natural Resources and Parks, has been either very successful or successful in performing their fiscal management and other administrative tasks

· 74% of respondents feel that the current organizational structure is effective.  Three respondents, or 18%, feel that other structures should be considered.

Detailed responses and comments for all 14 survey questions are included herein.

Purpose of Evaluation
In 2000, the 17 municipalities that lie in the Green/Duwamish and Central Puget Sound Watershed joined forces to create the WRIA 9 Watershed Forum. The municipalities signed an Interlocal Agreement (ILA) to govern the entity’s operations. Section 4.6 of the ILA states:

“The WRIA 9 Watershed Forum shall review and evaluate the…performance of the Fiscal Agent and the Service Provider to this Agreement, and shall provide for whatever actions are necessary to ensure that quality services are efficiently, effectively and responsibly delivered in the performance of the purposes of this Agreement.  The performance of the Service Provider shall be assessed every three years.”

Based on this clause, and dialog among the management committee of the forum and the watershed coordinator, a 14 question survey was developed to administer to forum members to self-evaluate the following:

1. Framing the effectiveness of the Service Provider and the salmon recovery work of WRIA 9.  Cognizant of the fact that WRIA 9’s funding level is approximately 10% of what as been estimated as required to begin restoring salmon habitat across the watershed over the first ten years of the plan, an initial framing question is posed at the beginning of the survey.  This question places the remainder of the evaluation in a relevant context, in that while many elements of WRIA 9’s and the service provider’s performance can be evaluated and presumably improved, gaining adequate funding to restore salmon habitat must be considered, and perhaps both the Forum and the service provider need to keep their focus on big-picture strategies to raise the full funding level required.  This is one rationale for including two questions regarding possible alternative organizational structures.
2. WRIA 9’s Overall Effectiveness at achieving its goals. Questions pertaining to the effectiveness of the overall WRIA 9 operation are noted: WRIA 9 Question, and are divided among two categories; achieving habitat restoration goals, and public outreach and coordination.

3. Service Provider Evaluation:  The quality of services provided to the Watershed Forum by the service provider, King County Department of Natural Resources and Parks, is evaluated.  Questions pertaining to the performance of the service provider, King County Department of Natural Resources and Parks, are noted: Service Provider Question
Alternative Organizational Structures:  Whether there is any interest among Forum members in exploring alternative organizational structures to achieve its goals. Questions pertaining to organizational structure are noted:  WRIA 9 Forum Question
Section A)  Relative Contingency Upon Funding

1.  Do you believe WRIA 9’s effectiveness is contingent upon gaining adequate funding to implement the Plan?
	Very contingent
	Contingent
	Neutral or No Effect
	Not Contingent
	Not Contingent at all

	9 (53%)
	6 (35%)
	1 (6%)
	1 (6%)
	0


Summary:  88% of respondents feel that WRIA 9’s effectiveness is either very contingent or contingent upon gaining adequate funding to implement the plan.
Comments:  

· “Contingent but there are other issues that could be worked on such as land use and regulations.  Would like to measure it both ways.”  

· “Contingent also upon effective prioritization, good management, strong collaboration and quality of plan – which is generally good.”
Section B)  Achieving Habitat Restoration Goals

2. WRIA 9 Question:  How successful/satisfied do you feel WRIA 9 has been to date in completing the Salmon Habitat Plan and staying focused to achieve its habitat restoration and salmon recovery goals/actions?
	Very Successful
	Successful
	Neutral or No Effect
	Not Successful
	Not Successful at all

	5 (31%)
	6.5 (41%)
	2.5 (16%)
	2 (12%)
	0


Summary:  72% of respondents feel that WRIA 9 is either very successful or successful in completing the Salmon Habitat Plan and staying focused to achieve its habitat restoration and salmon recovery goals.  
Significant explanatory comments for the other 28% of respondents include:

· “Creating plan – successful.  Staying focused - very successful. Implementing – unsuccessful due to lack of funding.  I have been impressed by galvanization of interest groups to do this.”
· “Very successful. Have maintained focus on salmon habitat very well.  Caveat, however: My concerns are about overall surface water management issues.  I have additional concerns – beyond salmon bearing creeks to feeder creeks – which do affect salmon bearing creeks.  We are very concerned about Puget Sound, but many surface waters move into our creeks.  NPDES is not doing as effective of a job - we have to look at our water system as a whole.  Rather than looking solely at creeks, woody debris, etc.  Look at municipalities as well to see what they are doing that affect salmon.”
· “Unsuccessful because of serious administrative budget cuts to WRIA 9 staff – keep being asked to do same or more work with less resources.”
· “Unsuccessful.  Have done pretty well with NPDES and some policy pieces.”
3. WRIA 9 Question:  Are you satisfied with the overall progress to date?
	Very Satisfied
	Satisfied
	Neutral or No Effect
	Not Satisfied
	Not satisfied at all

	2 (12%)
	7.5 (44%)
	1 (6%)
	6.5 (38%)
	0


· Summary:  Based on the response to question 1 regarding contingency upon funding, and individual comments below, this split response seems to reflect some stakeholders’ evaluating satisfaction based on the limited amount of funding available, while others are evaluating satisfaction despite the limited amount of funding available.
· 3.5 “not satisfied” respondents stated resource limitations as the reason for their dissatisfaction.  E.g. “Its frustrating”
· “Satisfied.  It would be nice to see better reporting on progress in terms of quantifying how we are doing in the plan and how far we’ve gotten – i.e. “we’re 20% there.”  Use performance measurement.”

4. WRIA 9 Question:  How successful do you feel WRIA 9 has been to date in Facilitating Salmon Recovery Funding Board, Puget Sound Acquisition and Restoration, King Conservation District and other grant-funded project implementation?
	Very Successful
	Successful
	Neutral, No Effect or No Response
	Not Successful
	Not Successful at all

	9 (53%)
	5 (29%)
	2 (12%)
	 1 (6%)
	0


Summary:  82% of respondents feel that WRIA 9 is either very successful or successful in facilitating Salmon Recovery Funding Board, Puget Sound Acquisition and Restoration, King Conservation District and other grant-funded project implementation.  Significant explanatory comments include:

· “Somewhat Unsuccessful. I don’t think it is lack of trying on behalf of staff. It is because of shifting priorities.  However, other WRIAs seem to be more successful.  So there seems to be something we are not doing.”  
· “Satisfied – when we see there are dollars available we have to do a good job going after it.  It would be great to have a little more transparency in the grant process especially around KCD grants.  Now it is somewhat handled at staff level – they rate top prospects.  But it sometimes isn’t transparent to other jurisdictions as to how it’s done.”
5. WRIA 9 Question:  How successful do you feel WRIA 9 has been to date in leveraging capital and operating funding from state, federal, and local programs?  
	Very Successful
	Successful
	Neutral or No Effect
	Not Successful
	Not Successful at all

	7 (41%)
	7 (41%)
	3 (18%)
	0
	0


Summary:  82% of respondents feel that WRIA 9 is either very successful or successful in leveraging capital and operating funding from state, federal, and local programs.
6. WRIA 9 Question:  Do you feel your jurisdiction is being fairly considered for project funding keeping in mind your location in the watershed? 
	Very Satisfied
	Satisfied
	Neutral, No Effect or No Response
	Not Satisfied
	Not Satisfied at all

	4 (24%)
	 8 (47%)
	2 (12%)
	2 (12%)
	1 (6%)


Summary:  71% of respondents are either satisfied or very satisfied that their jurisdiction is being fairly considered for project funding keeping in mind their location in the watershed.

Comments:

· "We are concerned that sometimes projects don't seem to be reviewed in terms of what will have the best possible impact - that because of higher project cost in Seattle, due to the built environment, very good projects aren't getting a fair review.  Seattle puts in a lot of money, but we worry that we are not getting the return on investment."
· “Because we don’t have a river, it is harder to fit into funding parameters.”
· “We are being fairly considered even if we haven’t gotten on the ground projects.  Best example is storm water management such as car washing kits.”
7. WRIA 9 Question:  How successful do you feel WRIA 9 has been to date in providing a framework for cooperation and coordination among ILA Parties and the other member agencies and entities of the Forum? 

	Very Successful
	Successful
	Neutral, No Effect or No Response
	Not Successful
	Not Successful at all

	9 (53%)
	5 (29%)
	 3 (18%)
	0
	0


Summary:  82% of respondents feel that WRIA 9 is either very successful or successful in providing a framework for cooperation and coordination among ILA Parties and the other member agencies and entities of the Forum.
Comments:

· “I don’t think there is enough outreach to the municipalities to fully inform local public works departments so they aren’t bringing those projects forward.”
Section C) Public Outreach and Coordination
8.
WRIA 9 Question:  How successful do you feel WRIA 9 has been to date in ensuring overall public outreach and participation (through a web site, newsletters, media press releases and communication, federal and state lobbying, field trips and recognition events)?
	Very Successful
	Successful
	Neutral or No Effect
	Not Successful
	Not Successful at all

	9 (53%)
	6 (35%)
	2 (12%)
	0
	0


Summary:  88% of respondents feel that WRIA 9 has been either very successful or successful in ensuring overall public outreach and participation. 

Comments:

· “From staff perspective – very successful.  From the community’s end – less so.”  

· “Based on staffing levels we have I think we have done a good job.  Suggest to build capacity in staffing – maybe individual City staff could get more engaged in this.”
9.
WRIA 9 Question:  How successful do you feel WRIA 9 has been to date in corresponding and communicating with other entities the WRIA 9 interests and positions on watershed, regional, state, and federal issues and proposals?
	Very Successful
	Successful
	Neutral, No Effect or No Response
	Not Successful
	Not Successful at all

	7 (41%)
	6 (35%)
	4 (24%)
	0
	0


Summary:  76% of respondents feel that WRIA 9 has been either very successful or successful in corresponding and communicating with other entities the WRIA 9 interests and positions on watershed, regional, state, and federal issues and proposals.

Comments:

· “Staff does a great job, and board certainly could do more.”
· “It is not lost on me that they are a major player on PSSRC.”
· “Very successful, but dilemma is we can’t make any inroads into WRIA 8 network.  But this is not an agency – it’s a WRIA.”
· “Very Successful.  At state level, WRIA 9 is defending their position very well.  WRIA 9 has done a very good job lobbying for itself.  They don’t miss opportunities to get their word out.”
· “Satisfied with room for improvement”
· “A good job with other WRIAs and other regulatory agencies.”
· “Very successful – lots of letters have been written, especially dealing with Puget Sound Partnership.”
Section D) Fiscal Management and other Administrative Tasks
10.
Service Provider Question:  How successful do you feel the Service Provider (King County Department of Natural Resources and Parks) has been in providing its fiscal, budget, and billing responsibilities?

	Very Successful
	Successful
	Neutral or No Effect
	Not Successful
	Not Successful at all

	5 (36%)
	7 (50%)
	1 (7%)
	1 (7%)
	0


Summary:  86% of respondents feel that the service provider has been either very successful or successful in providing its fiscal, budget, and billing responsibilities.
Comments:

· “I think they provide a lot of information.  As part of the management team, I see a lot more of it – I see drafts and I see questions asked.  I get it at least twice – so I can say this.”
· “They have been responsive.”

Notes: 

· King County’s representatives abstained from this question.  

· Two other forum members also declined to respond due to perceived insufficient data to respond.

11.
Service Provider Question:  How successful do you feel the Service Provider has been in providing other administrative tasks, such as staff recruitment and retention, preparing for and supporting meetings, and addressing concerns of WRIA ILA parties and other participants?
	Very Successful
	Successful
	Neutral or No Effect
	Not Successful
	Not Successful at all

	7 (47%)
	6 (40%)
	2 (13%)
	0
	0


Summary:  87% of respondents feel that the service provider is either very successful or successful in providing other administrative tasks, such as staff recruitment and retention, preparing for and supporting meetings, and addressing concerns of WRIA ILA parties and other participants?

Comments:

· “Very successful. They really work hard at that.”  

· “Neutral.  More limited, King County has started to cover their butts.”
· “Very successful”
· “Mixed feelings, some things are being done well, sometimes the meetings feel less than well prepared for.  Part of this is that he agenda gets squished at the last minute, sometimes not well facilitated.  Mixed.  Sometimes materials don’t go out at the best time.”
· “Very successful.  County staff has been stable which adds to everything – they have relationships with participants – agencies and staff etc.”
Notes: 

· King County’s representatives abstained from this question.  

· One other forum member also declined to respond due to perceived insufficient data to respond.

Section E)  Organizational Structure

12.
WRIA 9 Forum Question:  How successful do you feel WRIA 9 was in combining the Steering Committee and Forum of Local Governments to form the Watershed Ecosystem Forum in 2008?  How well do you think the new organizational structure is working?

	Very Successful
	Successful
	Neutral or No Effect
	Not Successful
	Not Successful at all

	6 (43%)
	3 (21%)
	5 (36%)
	0
	0


Summary:  64% of respondents feel that WRIA 9 is either very successful or successful in combining the Steering Committee and Forum of Local Governments to form the Watershed Ecosystem Forum in 2008, and that it is working well.  
Comments:

· “Neutral.  A pretty good job, but I think a better job could have been done in some respects.  I think there needs to be a little bit better preparation for meetings involving the municipalities.”
· “Very successful.  People participate…. governments have gained a lot by more interaction with the group.”
· “Successful – it is better”
· “Working well.  They have always been open.  New membership has been permitted provided that everyone else buys in.  They are willing to take advantage of people that care and get them plugged in.”
· “Have done a good job as to combination – it was the right time to make a change to implement, to streamline.  First couple of meetings has gone pretty well with combined group.  It’s taken a few meetings to work the kinks out with 3 chairs, but is going fine.  They are getting good coverage.”
· “Neutral.  Unfortunately the forums fall on our council dates. Des Moines hasn’t been represented since the new structure was created.”

· “Very successful – a really good move.”
· “Very successful, working fine, and really did cut overhead.”
· “It works better than expected”…  “awkwardness and growing pains for elected officials to have to deal with budget issues in a wide open forum.”

Notes: 

· Three forum members declined to respond 

13.  WRIA 9 Forum Question:  What do you believe is the best governance structure to implement the WRIA 9 plan? Is the current WRIA 9 structure effective or are there other alternatives that should be considered?  Yes, no and why or why not?
Summary:  13 of 17 respondents, or 74%, feel that the current structure is effective.  Three respondents, or 18%, feel that other structures should be considered.

Comments:

· “It’s a pretty good model.  Don’t think there is anything they need to change a lot of. Good governance.”
· “I think the structure has the right people at the table.  But at some point, there has to be more regional acceptance of leadership.  Within our watershed, I think this is the right mix of government, interest groups, and agencies and businesses.”
· “We should consider other alternatives – nothing specific – but in looking for more funding – we should continually look for the best organization.  Pretty much staff driven at this point, we should look for alternatives.”
· “I don’t have a better answer. The feds have certain requirements and the one thing we have working for us is a working strategy with active participation, a fairly concentrated focus and agreed upon plan.  That is critical.”
· “It’s OK – I can’t offer up any other alternatives.”
· “Very effective.  My concerns are about overall surface water management issues.  PSP & DOE – both are supposed to be enforcing pollution discharge and elimination. But I don’t know if we are measuring the effectiveness or success of those efforts.  (Although it is easier to measure success of salmon restoration – but that is only a part of the picture)”
· “With Seattle pulling back a bit, it might be a good time to review what structures are working elsewhere.  But it has worked pretty well to date.  In 2006, WRIAs  did an analysis of cost of service provision with WRIAs being served by a nonprofit.  What are any alternatives?  I would like to know.”
· “I like the current structure.  I liked the previous structure better; It was more responsive to the needs of local government – because now it is merged with the steering committee members who don’t know reality and where the funding is coming from.”
· “I don’t think this is an either or answer.  I think the structure is successful.  But I also think we should consider other models as well.  The staff sharing is an example of the sort of innovation that we should be looking for.  I think there will be continued evolution as we think about what happens next.”
· “The current structure is effective, but pretty complex with different parties voting at different times.  It can be somewhat confusing.”
· “Other alternatives should be considered.  What we’ve done so far has not yielded any funding so we are kind of on a treadmill right now.”
· “The strength of the current model is that jurisdictions work together across jurisdictional boundaries.  The problem doesn’t obey jurisdictional boundaries so the solution must cross them as well.  If we stick with cross jurisdictional structure, we’ll get better funding results.”
Section F)  Additional Comments

14. Do you have any suggestions for changes or additional comments regarding the WRIA service provision?”

· “If it were possible, the officers would be a little more involved with County staff – but that may not be possible.  In other organizations, where elected officials have more time to work with staff, it can work better.
· “They have been professional in their approach.  I appreciate that.  The lack of solidified funding that keeps us all without an answer.”
· “We get regular briefings and information from WRIA 9, and we need to find a way to connect WRIA 9 more directly with Councils such as semi-annual reports, newsletters include in Council packages, etc – we need to get support from County and state and feds, but also more and more from local municipalities – by informing them and lobbying them harder – which I don’t think has been done very effectively.”
· “We should make sure we are tracking performance (i.e. using performance management) to ascertain what percentage of completion we are at, and how are we doing?  There is a difference in staffing between City of Seattle and KC on one hand, and suburban cities on the other. Seattle and King County ask more of their staff than smaller jurisdictions do.  I sometimes sense that the staff gets upset with that, but these donors do in fact provide more funding to the effort.  I want to pull Seattle back into the fold.  Are they counted as a service provider or nonprofit?  All our success and restorations to date and acquisitions could be at risk due to Howard Hanson Dam – yet this is a threat we didn’t know about.”
· “I think they have done a great job.
· “My biggest frustration is their bandwagon looking at other funding sources that would impact other WRIAs and other jurisdictions.”
· “There are so many good projects planned, we just need the funding.” 
· “Just have to find more ways to get more money to continue to the salmon recovery effort.”
Appendix A:  List of Respondents (Watershed Ecosystem Forum Members)
	Government
	Respondent, Role (Designated Delegate or Alternate), and Title

	City of Algona
	Mayor David Hill, Delegate

	City of Auburn
	Councilmember Bill Peloza, Delegate, Forum Co-Chair

	City of Black Diamond 
	Aaron Nix, Natural Resources Director, Alternate

	City of Burien
	Mayor Joan McGilton, Forum Management Committee Chair, Delegate

	City of Covington
	Councilmember Marlla Mhoon, Delegate 

	City of Des Moines
	Loren Reinhold, Assistant Public Works Director, Alternate

	City of Enumclaw
	Mayor John Wise, Delegate

	City of Federal Way
	Ken Miller, Assistant Public Works Director, Alternate

	City of Kent
	Councilmember Tim Clark, Delegate 

	King County
	Sandy Kilroy, Rural and Regional Services Manager, Alternate, and Sharon Nelson, substituting for Dow Constantine, King County Council, Forum Co-Chair

	City of Maple Valley
	Mayor Laure Iddings, Delegate

	City of Normandy Park
	Councilmember Marion Yoshino, Alternate

	City of Renton
	Jay Covington, Chief Administrative Officer, Delegate

	City of SeaTac
	Councilmember Chris Wythe, Delegate

	City of Seattle
	Councilmember Richard Conlin, Delegate, and 
Kathy Minsch, Regional Liaison and Grants Manager

	City of Tacoma
	Greg Volkhardt, Senior Ecologist, Alternate

	City of Tukwila
	Mayor Jim Haggerton, Delegate


Note:  Service Provider staff also responded to the survey.  Their responses, while not included in the response tables, are very consistent with the responses of the Forum delegates and alternates.  A few staff comments are included in comment sections.
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