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WRIA 9 WATERSHED ECOSYSTEM FORUM 
 

DRAFT SUMMARY 
 

February 9, 2012 
4:00 – 6:30 p.m. 
Renton City Hall 

ATTENDEES 
 

Name Affiliation 

Watershed Ecosystem Forum:  

Councilmember Marlla Mhoon, Co-Chair City of Covington 

Councilmember Bill Peloza, Co-Chair  City of Auburn 

Al Barrie 
Mid Sound Fisheries Enhancement Group (MSFEG) 

/Trout Unlimited 

Councilmember Richard Conlin City of Seattle 

Mikhaila Gonzales SHADOW 

Bill Knutsen King Conservation District (KCD) 

Kirk Lakey WA Department of Fish and Wildlife (WDFW) 

Mike Mactutis  City of Kent 

Councilmember Joe McDermott King County 

Councilmember Joan McGilton City of Burien 

Ken Miller City of Federal Way 

Aaron Nix City of Black Diamond 

Ron Straka City of Renton 

Gordon Thomson U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) 

Councilmember Marion Yoshino City of Normandy Park 
 

Alternates:  

Noel Gilbrough MSFEG  

Jessica Saavedra KCD 
 

Other Attendees:  

Mary Baxter Citizen 

Shannon Braddock King County 

Bill Brosseau EarthCorps 

Marion Ward Darragh Citizen 

Ed Gallant Citizen 

Kollin Higgins King County 

Matt Knox  City of Kent 

Kathy Minsch City of Seattle 

Susan O’Neil Puget Sound Partnership 

Steve Roemer City of Burien 
 

Karen Bergeron WRIA 9 Habitat Project Coordinator 

Linda Grob WRIA 9 Administrative  Coordinator 

Elissa Ostergaard  WRIA 9 Planning & Stewardship Coordinator 

Doug Osterman  WRIA 9 Watershed Coordinator 

Monica Walker WRIA 9 Project Assistant 
 

I. Welcome and Introductions 

Co-Chair Marlla Mhoon opened the meeting, inviting attendees to introduce themselves.   
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II. Public Comment 

Marion Darragh, resident of Lake Youngs near Kent, reported that the creek running through her property 

used to be salmon-bearing, and in 1975 it was absolutely packed with salmon in the fall.  She said it was a 

seasonal creek at the time, and the neighborhood used to have bucket brigades to haul the fish downstream 

to running water when the stream went dry in the summer.  Neighbors who’ve lived there since the 60’s 

said the creek used to run all the time. The culvert on 240th was raised, and in the early to mid-80’s they 

noticed fewer and fewer fish coming back each year, until there saw only a few returning every four to six 

years in the late 80’s.  Marion explained that we knew fish had come up because we would see fingerlings 

in the creek, but for the past few years we haven’t seen anything.  Neighbors are careful to keep trees and 

dogs out of the creek. We don’t get any fish from the hatchery, and even when the hatchery tanks 

overflowed due to floods, we didn’t get any fish.  She asked if there was any way to restore the creek.  She 

reported that her late husband would count 2,000-3,000 fish within a two-hour time-frame, and she said we 

would like to have salmon in our creek again.  

 

Marlla Mhoon said she noticed Marion connecting with our King Conservation District (KCD) 

representative, which is great.  Doug Osterman said it looks like you live in unincorporated King County. 

He reported that King County Councilmember Joe McDermott will be here shortly and I’m sure he’ll want 

to hear about your salmon-less creek.  Mike Mactutis said he could investigate if Kent has any information 

about the creek. 

 

Bill Knutsen announced that the KCD election will be an online one step process, running for two weeks, 

February 28 to March 16.  He reported we have once candidate for the open position.  

III. Approval of Meeting Summary 

The Watershed Ecosystem Forum unanimously approved the meeting summary for the 
December 15, 2011 meeting. 

IV. Ecosystem Restoration Project (ERP) Implementation Update 

Gordon Thomson reported that the Green-Duwamish ERP was authorized by WRDA in 2000 after the 

listing of Chinook, but the initial work started before hand in 1995. The ERP includes 45 site specific 

projects, with an estimated total cost of $115,879 million ($160 million in today’s dollars). ERP projects 

restore aquatic and terrestrial ecosystem continuity and connectivity, while using a multi-species approach. 

He emphasized that all project require cost share: for design the split is 25% non-federal sponsor, 75% 

Corps; for construction it’s 35% non-fed, 65% Corps. Project sponsors sit on a project development 

committee.  

 

Gordon explained that the Corps spent $9 million on the five projects completed to date, with local 

sponsors contributing $4 million.  The completed projects are: 

▫ Codiga Farms:  Completed in 2002, created 830 linear feet of side channel for juvenile fish and ½ acre 

estuarine marsh. 

▫ Meridian Valley Creek: Completed in 2005, removed concrete flume, provided more natural channel, put 

in lots of wood, planted native trees and shrubs, and installed an observation platform.  Noel Gilbrough 

commented that when the workmen saw their first coho in the creek they stopped working to watch.  

▫ North Wind’s Weir: Purchased in 2001, the two-acre restoration was completed in 2010.  

▫ Lake Meridian Outlet:  Phases 2 and 3 were completed in November 2011, including a new confluence 

with Big Spring Creek and wetland restoration.  

▫ Upper Springbrook Creek: Completed in November 2011, restored 900-foot stream and replaced a fish 

restrictive culvert with a large box culvert.  Gordon said as soon as the stream opened up we saw 

Chinook and coho spawning. Karen Bergeron added that no one expected this to be a salmon spawning 

creek.  

 

Gordon went over the ERP projects in the pipeline: 
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▫ Riverview Park: Awarded a $3 million construction contract in September 2011, construction will begin 

in April 2012 on an 800-foot side channel that will provide refuge for salmonids along the mainstem of 

the river. 

▫ Big Spring Creek:  King County completed about 70% design on the projects, which will restore the 

natural streambed, and includes two large fish friendly culverts.  The Corps is completing design on 

Phase 1, starting design on Phase 2, with the goal to complete design by June 2012, and go to 

construction in the summer of 2013.  Construction funding for Phase 1 is set up now, and the county will 

be able to access their Phase 2 dollars in 2013.  

▫ Mill Creek Wetland 5k: Currently at 35% design, construction is anticipated for summer 2013. Project 

goals are to meander the streambed, do riparian plantings to control invasive weeds, and install a fish 

friendly culvert. 

 

Gordon said possible future projects include Mill Creek Phases 2 and 3, Boeing Levee, Lower Russell 

Road, Russell Road Lowest, Porter Levee, and Lones Levee. 

 

Discussion: 

 Ron Straka inquired if the non-fed sponsor match includes the cost of the real estate.  Gordon Thomson 

said the match is the actual dollar amount, not the real estate.  Ron asked if the project sponsors buy the 

property.  Noel Gilbrough explained that local sponsors can provide the real estate as part of the 35% 

match. 

 Bill Peloza noted that two of the five completed projects are both Lake Meridian.  Gordon Thomson 

explained that Meridian Valley Creek is a separate creek that starts at a big wetland near Panther Creek.  

Both Meridian Valley Creek and Lake Meridian Outlet flow into Soos Creek but in separate locations.   

 Bill Peloza asked about the location of Big Spring Creek.  Gordon Thomson responded that it’s in 

unincorporated King County just north of Mahler Park on the Enumclaw Plateau.  Al Barrie explained 

that Big Spring Creek is the geographic center of the Enumclaw Plateau, and runs behind the cemetery 

hooking up with Newaukum Creek. 

 Noel Gilbrough noted that Newaukum Creek is the jewel of the restoration opportunities, and the Corp 

has the authority to restore almost the entire length of the stream.  It will take a lot of close negotiations 

with the farming community, and could be the crowning example of being good for the farmers and good 

for the fish. 

 Joan McGilton discussed the Seahurst Park North Shoreline project, which didn’t get funding. She said 

this is the largest shoreline armoring restoration project in Puget Sound.  Gordon Thomson responded 

that there is a lot of support for the project at the Corps from the commander and throughout Puget 

Sound.  

 Bill Knutsen commented that the Enumclaw Plateau is the last opportune spot for dairy farming in King 

County. For the first time the county took a positive step and worked with farmers to have a bio-digester 

on the plateau.  He said getting together with the farm community has to be an ongoing process, and it 

takes lots of years and communication.  He said KCD would be pleased to participate in the conversation 

and help move it along. Salmon recovery and agriculture have to happen together.  

 Noel Gilbrough noted there is one more enormous Corps project called Fish Passage at Howard Hanson 

Dam, and it would be good to bring in the current and former project managers to get an update on the 

project.   

 Doug Osterman said that the colonel is scheduled for all our meetings this year, but unfortunately 

couldn’t make it tonight.  He needs to hear the conversation of all these partners. 

 

Karen Bergeron concluded by noting that while almost all ERP projects are included in the WRIA 9 

Salmon Habitat Plan, some are not.  For example, Upper Springbrook Creek is not in the Plan because we 

didn’t know at the time there were Chinook in the creek.  She explained that we may have an amendment to 

this year to reevaluate if Springbrook Creek has enough Chinook benefits to be added to the Plan. 
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V. Results of King Conservation District Grant Program Survey 

Jessica Saavedra reported that the KCD survey focused on the member jurisdiction grant program, and it 

was intended to be a catalyst for communication.  It was sent to 447 recipients, including councilmembers, 

grant applicants/project managers, and staff of the 35 member jurisdictions who had not applied for a grant, 

non-profit organizations familiar with KCD, and WRIA coordinators.  145 total responses were received, 

representing about a 32% response rate.  Most respondents were familiar with the grant program.  51% 

were grant applicants/project managers, 15% were elected officials, 15% represented nonprofit 

organizations, 8% were unfamiliar with the program, 3% were WRIA staff, and 11% were “other”. 

Responses came from 31 of the 35 jurisdictions, for an 89% response rate. The ones who didn’t respond 

were smaller jurisdictions or ones that KCD doesn’t have a lot of contact with.   

 

Respondents were asked to rate their levels of satisfaction with aspects of their grant program (funding 

criteria, application form, application review process, turnaround time, deadlines for submitting 

applications, grant closeout process, etc.), and overall they were satisfied with the program.  There was an 

insignificant (29) number of unsatisfied respondents and KCD will be examining the reasons for 

dissatisfaction.  Issues raised included qualified activities, and staff time to apply for a grant.  Reponses 

ranged from very positive to positive with criticism.  

 

Jurisdictions ranked their top priorities in this order: NPDES compliance, including education and 

demonstration projects; planting projects; capital improvement; habitat enhancement; and invasive weed 

removal. Another question asked about respondent’s level of agreement with different strategies in utilizing 

funds.  Jessica noted there are jurisdictions that have not taken advantage of the funding opportunities, and 

it is our responsibility to work with them to get the funds spent.  The strategy of creating a fast track 

application for projects under $10,000 received the most votes, followed by one-on-one meetings, which 

she reported we’re doing now with elected officials and city staff.  The third-ranked strategy was to provide 

grant application workshops, and the multi-jurisdictional fund option received the lowest number of votes.   

 

The final question rated respondent’s familiarity with KCD as a whole, including mission, strategic goals, 

landowner assistance cost share program, conservation project implementation services, native bare root 

plant sale, and resource planning, and technical assistance. Jessica read out the KCD mission statement:    

“Promoting Sustainable Use of Natural Resources Though Responsible Stewardship”. The next grant 

program steps are to work on defining their funding criteria, and improving and refining components.   

 

In regards to the native bare root plant sale, Jessica reported that the pre-order deadline is February 17.  

Credit card orders can be placed now on the KCD website, and jurisdictions can order native plants at a 

very low cost using their jurisdictional funds.  Bare root plants need to be kept moist through the spring and 

it is best to plant them in June.  Bill Peloza asked how many jurisdictions take advantage of the low prices. 

Jessica replied that the Cities of Kent and Bothell have been ordering plants, but the City of Auburn has not 

taken advantage of this program.   

VI. Adaptive Management & Monitoring Plan Development 

Kollin Higgins, Senior Ecologist, King County reported that he is here on behalf of the Implementation 

Technical Committee (ITC) to go over the main points in the Status and Trends Monitoring Report 2005-

2010, review recommendations, and discuss how to move forward. Copies of the Report were available at 

the meeting. The Report is divided into nine chapters, and within each chapter are metrics, data sources, 

results, implications, and recommendations.  Kollin said we focused on evaluating twelve Tier 1 

conservation hypotheses, but did not evaluate another seven. Among the seven hypotheses not evaluated 

was nearshore vegetated shallow habitat, which would be extremely expensive and unlikely to provide 

meaningful results. He noted that we did not address the two Tier 1 conservation hypothesis related to the 

Upper Green because the salmon have not yet been passed above Howard Hanson Dam.   
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Chapter 1 Report looks at how WRIA 9 has been funding various projects.  Kollin mentioned that Plan 

Policy MS1 says we should put 40% of our funding in the Duwamish, 30% towards spawning habitat, and 

30% in rearing habitat.   He said we broke it out into one graph showing the funding we have control over 

(SRFB, PSAR, and KCD) and all funding sources.  Rearing covers a large geographic area, including the 

Middle Green, Lower Green, Duwamish and nearshore.  Chapter 2 looks at the Viable Salmonid Population 

(VSP) criteria; primarily spatial structure, the lifestyle distribution.  He highlighted a graph showing the 

number of fish in WRIA 9 has had, with a green line indicating the Plan target for natural origin spawners 

(NOR), which ranges from 1,000-4,200 NOR.  In contrast in 2009, there were only 207 NOR .  He reported 

that generally we have a lot of hatchery fish spawning with the native fish, exceeding the Plan target.  

 

Kollin explained that in the Watershed Wide Indicators chapter (Chapter 3), we used the overall BIBI as 

the tracking mechanism for general watershed health.  One of the recommendations in the Report is to start 

collecting data above the dam because the Upper Green is in fairly good shape and would be useful for 

comparison.  A new part of the Report looks at forest cover and impervious surface, and how things have 

changed.  For forest cover, only two basins of the 31 basins saw an increase, Newaukum and Deep Creek, 

while the cities of Covington and Maple Valley saw the biggest decreases. For impervious areas, the 

increases were within the urban growth boundary.  He said we want to make sure there aren’t a whole lot of 

stormwater impacts at Soos Creek because of its hatchery.  

 

Kollin reported that the Factors of Decline chapter (Chapter 4) looks at freshwater and marine armoring, 

riparian areas, and flows.  WRIA 9 is actually removing armoring in the freshwater, but without the 

Seahurst project there would have been more new marine armoring coming in.  He said we need to be able 

to do field surveys. This analysis was done using aerial photos and permits, but sometimes we don’t notice 

changes by just using aerial photos.  We lost 30 acres of forested habitat in the Middle Green due to lateral 

channel migration, which is good for fish habitat, but there was a low level of human impact in removing 

trees in the riparian areas.  The losses were offset by gains made through restoration efforts.  Eighteen 

percent of the Soos Creek Basin does not have trees on its banks, while Newaukum Creek lacks riparian 

vegetation on 60% of its banks.  He said we’ve actually lost marine nearshore vegetation in a variety of 

places, primarily on Vashon-Maury Island.  Areas where we’ve focused restoration are the areas where 

we’ve gained ground, but areas in Soos Creek and the marine nearshore haven’t seen much revegetation.  

Kollin noted that a Report recommendation is to talk to riparian landowners.  Most areas have critical areas 

ordinances that prevent trees from being cut down, and removing trees is undoing our good deeds. For 

flow, the dam protects people but is not the best for fish, because it basically reduces the floodplain area 

that fish have access to, and it increases the scouring of redds.  

 

The Refugia chapter (Chapter 5), looks at pools and large wood density.  Kollin reported that since 2001 

we have seen an increase in large wood density in the Middle Green, but can’t do comparisons in other 

areas because we don’t have current data to compare to.  Soos Creek has 20% of the stream channel in 

public ownership, which is a lot more protection than Newaukum, which has 4% of its length in public 

ownership.  Chapter 6 concerns Temperature in the Major Tributaries. Soos Creek is violating state water 

quality standards much more than Newaukum Creek, and he said we should try to participate and work 

with the Department of Ecology (DOE) to determine why this is the case. Chris Coffin, DOE, came and 

gave a presentation on the TMDL on Newaukum Creek, and they are currently working on a TMDL for 

Soos.   

 

Kollin explained that for the Duwamish chapter (Chapter 7), we evaluated the river two ways: intertidal 

habitat and restoration.  He said we had hoped to have another ¾ mile and six acres of habitat restored, and 

our recommendation comes down to finding ways to get projects done on the ground.  In the Nearshore 

Sediment chapter (Chapter 8), we report that WRIA 9 has 52 different drift cells along the 90 miles of 

shoreline.  Sediment is extremely important on the marine shoreline, especially for smelt and surf sand to 

spawn, which are an important food source for Chinook.  He said our recommendations are to do field 

surveys and find way to create incentives for people to remove armoring.   
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Kollin asked if we are on the right track with these chapters.  The Salmon Habitat Plan sets out the six steps 

of an adaptive management process.  The components of monitoring per the Plan are effectiveness 

monitoring (project, status and trends), implementation monitoring (funding, projects, programs) validation 

monitoring (Green population condition, and the 2004 research framework).  This Report covers status and 

trends, although not completely, and there remains gaps in information.  There’s a lot of project 

information not included in the Report, and the ESU population discussion has to happen with NOAA at 

the table to figure out how to track it.  The Plan doesn’t talk about research questions, but the conservation 

hypotheses have a lot of assumptions.  He said we need to change some of the things we are doing in the 

Plan, and start adapting. Other next steps are: act on the findings/recommendations in this Report, evaluate 

the gaps in the Report, and create a larger monitoring framework and fund monitoring and research. TMDL 

modeled a lot of situations in the mainstem, and the actual data indicates there are lethal temperatures, 

including sub-lethal temperatures occurring every year during the summer period at the Whitney Bridge.   

 

Kollin detailed the Report’s recommendations/gaps: 

▫ We need WRIA-sponsored field monitoring, because it crosses jurisdictional boundaries and has to be 

implemented uniformly;   

▫ We need to start implementing the research framework; 

▫ We need to evaluate various jurisdictions to see how well they’re implementing programmatic and 

regulatory actions; and  

▫ We need to understand why we are still losing riparian vegetation across the whole area. 

 

Kollin reported that monitoring is shown in a graph as a single step, but monitoring should be going on 

throughout this whole process in a loop. We need to create a comprehensive framework.  For example, 

King County is monitoring the Pautzke Levee removal, and he asked if we should be monitoring the 

neighboring Porter and Lones Levees as well, or whether one project will be enough. WRIA 9 feedback 

from the Regional Implementation Technical Team (RITT), noted that, “Adaptive management cannot 

proceed without monitoring, and monitoring requires stable funding”.  He said WRIA 9 needs a dedicated 

source of funding for monitoring, and the final recommendation in the Status and Trends Report is that the 

Watershed Ecosystem Forum (WEF) allocates a percentage of the current funding to monitoring and 

research efforts. 

 

Discussion: 

 Richard Conlin commented that this is an incredible amount of of data and work being done. He 

mentioned a couple of concerns. . One concern is we have this big data point of 207 natural spawners 

returning, but we didn’t allocate funds in the way we thought would be most important, and we’re not 

going to be able to monitor because it’s too hard to figure it out.  He said he was troubled by the lack of 

progress of implementing projects in the Duwamish.  He suggested  monitoring the vegetation along the 

shallow nearshore.    Kollin Higgins responded that there is an elaborate plan by the state to monitor 

eelgrass, but it wouldn’t tell us much.  $500,000 won’t get us very far in the marine environment, and we 

don’t have the money to monitor shallow water habitat. The Seattle waterfront is quite deep, and we have 

all sorts of places where houses were built on the beach, with sediment backing up behind armoring.  

Councilmember Conlin said  there may be other elements we can monitor, such as indicators for the 

Duwamish estuary and spawning habitat. He said we should think about how we could address the 

funding imbalance.  He also mentioned that Seattle is putting together an incentives program for tree 

protection that is an ecosystem approach to protect groves of trees.  Kollin said there could be common 

policy approaches that we could share, such as a regional tree canopy approach. He noted that WRIA 8 is 

also doing a forest cover analysis. 

 Marlla Mhoon said we need to figure out where to go next with monitoring, and she asked for a list of 

the three most important things we could do.  Kollin Higgins responded that he didn’t think he could do 

that, because we haven’t done monitoring in WRIA 9.  His first recommendation would be to put money 
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towards monitoring, but he didn’t know how much we need. Karen Bergeron explained that the ITC is 

going to go back and figure where best to monitor.  

 Gordon Thomson reported that the Green-Duwamish ERP authorizes monitoring, for instance at North 

Wind’s Weir.  We are currently doing monitoring at a $20,000 per year level, but we are authorized at 

$80,000 per year.  We need to have local project sponsor match of 35% to do post-construction 

monitoring. 

 Ken Miller asked how the monitoring required by NPDES works into the WRIA 9 monitoring.  Kollin 

Higgins replied that he was not completely familiar with NPDES. Ron Straka added that NPDES also 

calls for trends monitoring, which means we may be duplicating efforts. Ken said the NPDES monitoring 

is significant.  Elissa Ostergaard, Planning & Stewardship Coordinator, explained that the NPDES 

monitoring is geared towards stormwater and water quality.  

 Noel Gilbrough remarked that his big issue is impervious surface in the basin, and how to reduce it. 

Eventually when we get to a 5% impervious level we lose the ability to support fish. He said he would 

like to see some city or county work with a builder and give them credit to create a 10-house 

development that is invisible to a stream system. Instead of ending up with a water prison at each 

development, we should use the technology available though bioswales, pervious surface, and rain 

gardens to reduce stormwater runoff.  Joan McGilton responded that you need regulations to get the 

zoning code right, but cities aren’t doing that because it’s too hard.  Noel commented that if you spend 

millions of dollars on restoring Newaukum Creek and then put in four big box stores, you’re done. 

Imagine the effect on streams if Black Diamond allows 6,000 new homes.  Mayor McGilton explained 

that urban cities say you can’t make us do an unfunded mandate, and each individual city thinks they are 

independent and not part of a watershed.  Noel suggested that perhaps that is what the WEF could 

address. He said if we can’t get regulations in place, we shouldn’t be doing this. If the impervious surface 

number goes up, we’re done. 

 Al Barrie commented that the Refugia chapter calls for increased large wood density.  He noted that the 

King County Council passed a resolution addressing safety and large wood in the rivers, and he asked 

how that has affected placing large wood in WRIA 9. Kollin Higgins responded that he’s not the best 

person to speak on this issue. He said that while wood removal is not a common activity for the County, 

there are instances when wood repositioning or removal has been deemed necessary to address a threat to 

recreational river saftety.  Doug Osterman explained that one result of the resolution is that there are now 

a number of people involved in reviewing projects that include the placement of large wood, which has 

affected project sponsors’ ability to implement their projects by increasing costs and slowing them down.  

Al inquired how much extra this is costing us.  The river is moving water from high to low, at the same 

time there was a significant move to make safety the number one priority. 

 Joan McGilton reported that the WRIA 9 budget process starts next month, and if we want monitoring, 

we will have to look at ways to fund it. She said she thinks we will look to jurisdictions to increase the 

small amount for monitoring.  Ken Miller said he also thought we needed to look at monitoring as part of 

NPDES. If we know DOE is doing temperature, then we don’t have to duplicate their efforts and do 

temperature as well. Kollin Higgins explained that King County has been collecting and monitoring 

temperature data for many years, and he assumed that would continue. Ron Straka noted that stormwater 

monitoring under NPDES has status and trends monitoring and $4 million per year over a large area.  He 

said it would behoove us to look at what other agencies are doing with monitoring, before asking 

jurisdictions to pay for it. He inquired if we have tapped their database. Kollin responded that at the 

beginning the ITC tracked who was doing what with monitoring, and Josh Latterell, King County, has 

collected a lot of this information and looked at what we could use. We are talking about fixing habitat, 

which is not stormwater related. Councilmember McGilton added that NPDES monitoring and project 

effectiveness monitoring are different types of monitoring. 

 Kirk Lakey reported that he could work with WDFW Fisheries Division to do see if they can address 

recommendation #4, which he didn’t think would add a lot of cost to what WDFW is currently doing. 

 

Marlla Mhoon suggested that Doug Osterman and Kollin Higgins get together at work to figure out what 

WRIA 9’s monitoring needs, and come back with a direct proposal. Doug said we want the ITC to take this 
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information, look into other monitoring out there and what else is going on, and figure out how we can tie 

this together.  

VII. Puget Sound Partnership Action Agenda Update: WRIA 9 Comments 

Joan McGilton remarked that for the past two years Puget Sound Partnership has been identifying near- and 

long-term actions.  Over 200 near-term actions for a two-year time frame have been identified by the 

Partnership, which is a good attempt to bring together Puget Sound actions to find solutions.  She said the 

problem she and Doug are having at the regional level is that salmon recovery plans are not included in 

Puget Sound near-term action plans, because the Partnership is not including anything identified on the 

“local” level.  We’ve been trying to tell the Partnership that we’ve identified, prioritized, costed out, and 

made our three-year list; the only thing we haven’t done is get the funding. We tell the Partnership until we 

find a local funding mechanism nothing is going to happen, and the whole conversation has to be about 

funding and only funding until we can figure out how to move forward. She said we just want to get the 

work done and now we have this whole other group coming forward and piling other stuff on top of it. 

There next step is to develop a list of criteria. Councilmember McGilton commented that Deputy County 

Executive Fred Jarrett said give me three-five projects that meet the criteria, but don’t give me 200. 

VIII. Funding Mechanisms Update 

Doug Osterman reported that he, Joan McGilton and Bill Peloza went to Olympia to brief the House of 

Representatives Committee on the Environment, chaired by Dave Upthegrove, on the WRIA 9 funding 

mechanism work. We talked about the watershed investment district policy conversation initiated by WRIA 

9, and coordinated across the neighboring WRIAs to develop draft legislation. He said there is a huge 

amount of interest in what we’re doing, but he doesn’t think folks understand how local implementation 

can be helped at the state level.  Puget Sound Partnership will be meeting on Monday to discuss an overall 

funding strategy to present to the legislature for the 2013 session.  That could lead to helping us have the 

funding for a monitoring program, as well as funding to do our projects. Marlla Mhoon added that Dave 

Upthegrove had positive comments posted on Facebook the night we presented. 

IX. Public Comment 

Steve Roemer, Burien, gave an update on Seahurst Park.  The project, which goes back ten years, had a 

master plan to take out a seawall and restore the natural beaches.  Citizens made a conscious decision to 

take out some recreation amenities and existing walkways to do this.  In 2005 Burien partnered with the 

Corps to take out the south seawall, and we have been monitoring sediment and critters to show that what 

we’ve done is successful.  The next step is to work with the Corps to remove the north concrete seawall.  

The local sponsor has to put the funding together, work with the contractors for design, and work with the 

Corps on construction. We are currently at 95% design and hope to be at 100% design in April 2012.  He 

said the only thing we are waiting for to move forward is for the Corps federal pot of money to come 

forward.  If we don’t get the full $3.5 million in funding, we will phase in the work with partial funding.  

$2 million has been identified to share in the Puget Sound and Adjacent Waters Fund.  Steve said it makes 

it tough when federal funding is on hold because the public bought into this project a long time ago.  

X. Wrap Up/Next Steps 

Doug Osterman reported that the next meeting on May 10 will focus on two topics:  specific 

recommendations for how to move forward with monitoring, and adoption of the 2013 ILA cost-sharing 

budget and work program. The meeting was adjourned at 6:37 pm. 

  

 


