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WRIA 9 WATERSHED ECOSYSTEM FORUM 
 

DRAFT SUMMARY 
 

November 8, 2012 
4:00 – 6:39 p.m. 
Renton City Hall 

ATTENDEES 
 

Name Affiliation 

Watershed Ecosystem Forum:  

Councilmember Bill Peloza, Meeting Chair  City of Auburn 

Councilmember Marlla Mhoon, Co-Chair City of Covington 

Al Barrie Mid Sound Fisheries Enhancement Group/Trout Unlimited 

Councilmember Richard Conlin City of Seattle  

Jay Covington City of Renton 

Councilmember Rick Forschler City of SeaTac 

Councilmember Linda Johnson Maple Valley 

Kirk Lakey WA Department of Fish and Wildlife 

Mike Mactutis City of Kent 

Councilmember Joan McGilton City of Burien 

Ken Miller City of Federal Way 

Aaron Nix City of Black Diamond 

Joan Nolan WA Department of Ecology 

James Rasmussen Green Duwamish Alliance 

Cindy Rathbone WA Department of Natural Resources 

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

Greg Volkhardt Tacoma Public Utilities 
 

Alternates:  

Chris Andersen City of Auburn 

Noel Gilbrough City of Kent 

Ron Straka City of Renton 
 

Other Attendees:  

Bill Brusseau EarthCorps 

Colonel Bruce Estok Corps 

Beth Ledoux King County 

Carol Lumb City of Tukwila 

Kathy Minsch City of Seattle 

Susan O’Neil Puget Sound Partnership (PSP) 

Steve Roemer City of Burien 

Tracy Stanton Earth Economics 

Jason Toft University of Washington 

Bruce Wulkan PSP 
 

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 
 

1. Public Comment 

Joan McGilton presented the 2011-2012 progress report for the Environmental Science Center at Seahurst 

Park. WRIA 9 has supported this program annually through the King Conservation District (KCD) and now 
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the Flood Control District (FCD) Cooperative Watershed Management (CWM) Grant Program.  The 

Environmental Science Center provides environmental education for students. 

 

Beth Ledoux, King County, provided an update on the WRIA 9 Stormwater Retrofit Planning Project. Data 

collection is complete, modeling is underway, and the first results are starting to come out, including 

assumptions and output.  Staff will be visiting jurisdictions, and the third stakeholder workshop is 

tentatively planned for February/March 2013. Beth encouraged participation, requesting people email her at 

beth.ledoux@kingcounty.gov if they are interested in getting on the email list. She also agreed to provide a 

meetings update to Linda Grob, Administrative Coordinator, for distribution to the Forum.   

 

Noel Gilbrough asked about the kinds of improvements King County is looking at.  Beth said rain gardens, 

green roofs, and cisterns. We are working now on a 200 acre catchment in Newaukum Creek. A report is 

due out in March 2013.  

2. Approval of Meeting Summary 
 

The Watershed Ecosystem Forum unanimously approved the meeting summary for the 
August 9, 2012 meeting. 

3. Flood Control District (FCD) WRIA Funding 

FCD Funding; 

Doug Osterman, Watershed Coordinator, provided a copy of the October 29 WRIA 9 comment letter 

submitted to the FCD Board of Supervisors supporting continued funding of WRIA projects. The FCD 

Board approved a resolution that day to continue the funding in 2013. Funding will be at the same level as 

2012 ($1.2 million for WRIA 9), and with the same 40-40-20 split among the three WRIAs. In addition 

$150,000 will go to the King County portion of the White River (WRIA 10). He said WRIA 9 has offered 

to help WRIA 10 on decisions on spending the $150,000 next year if they don’t have a construct to do that. 

 

Marlla Mhoon asked how the FCD funding is going to work. Doug Osterman explained that $10 collection 

per parcel was an “assessment” placed on most properties in the County, large and small, urban or rural.  $5 

of the $10 per parcel assessment were dedicated toward salmon recovery projects and programs throughout 

the area of the KCD.  In the case of the FCD, the funding mechanism is a property tax in which the amount 

paid by each landowner varies based on property value.  A new feature of the FCD program is the inclusion 

of a built-in inflation cost. 

 

Doug announced that the King County Council decides on the KCD budget next Tuesday, November 12. 

Kathy Minsch, Seattle, reported that the last she heard the assessment was $5.16-$5.32.  Noel Gilbrough 

said funding the WRIAs does not take additional money from the FCD, but is budgetary neutral. Doug 

added that the jurisdictional money has been put back into KCD.  

 
Watershed Investment District (WID): 

Doug reported that last evening he discussed the WID legislation at the Public Issues Committee (PIC) of 

the Sound Cities Association. Elected officials on the PIC are going to figure out how to take the draft 

legislation to the legislature as a study bill. Noel Gilbrough remarked that if that happens we have to plan 

how to aggressively spend the $20 million, and we aren’t there yet.  

 
Puget Sound Acquisition and Restoration (PSAR) Grant Program: 

Karen Bergeron, Habitat Project Coordinator, reported that contracts are now been written for the 

Cooperative Watershed Management (CWM) grants. Two projects went forward to the Salmon Recovery 

Funding Board (SRFB) for review at the December 8 meeting:  Fenster Levee Setback for all the available 

$327,353, with Big Spring Creek as the alternate.  

 

mailto:beth.ledoux@kingcounty.gov
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Karen explained that the 2013-2015 PSAR Grant Program is different from past biennia when the Puget 

Sound Partnership (PSP) successfully lobbied for funds that were combined with the SRFB grant round. 

This time there are two categories of funding packages proposed: Large Capital Projects ($50 million) and 

Representative List ($30 million, $1.19 million for WRIA 9). WRIA 9 projects, which were submitted in 

August, could not be on both lists.  

 

Susan O’Neil, PSP, explained that PSAR is one list, with two components. Funding will come from the 

Recreation Conservation Office (RCO). She said PSP requests funds but we don’t actually lobby.  

 

Karen said we formed a ranking subcommittee from members of the Implementation Technical Committee 

(ITC), as approved at the August 8 Forum meeting, and applied criteria (projects must be shovel ready, in 

the Three-Year Workplan, and over $1 million). WRIA 9 projects selected for the Large Capital Project 

List are: 

▫ Seahurst Park Shoreline Restoration ($4,420,000); 

▫ Mill Creek Confluence/Green River Restoration ($2,300,00); and 

▫ Duwamish Gardens Estuary Restoration ($2,500,000). 

 

The Puget Sound Salmon Recovery Council and the Recovery Implementation Technical Team (RITT) 

developed their own criteria and ranked thirty projects that were on the large list. Seahurst Park ended up 

ranked third, well within the $50 million mark. Money could trickle down to projects further down the list 

if projects go by the wayside.  

 

Karen said the WRIA 9 projects submitted to the Representative List are: 

▫ Big Spring Creek, Construction II ($400,000); 

▫ Myrtle Edward Park ($500,000); and  

▫ McSorley Creek ($214,843). 

 

Doug Osterman commented that legislators want to see the whole list of projects. He highlighted the 

legislative funding sheet, which includes talking points for Forum members to use when visiting their state 

and federal legislators. Susan O’Neil mentioned that PSP is creating materials around the $80 million list. 

She said it is important to know funding includes money for capacity, which includes salaries.  The Large 

Project List will be cut off at about 12 projects. 

4. Adaptive Management & Monitoring 

Implementation Technical Committee (ITC) Update: 

Elissa Ostergaard, Planning and Stewardship Coordinator, briefly mentioned the continuing efforts with the 

ITC to get into the details of the monitoring and adaptive management plan to help us fit it into PSP’s open 

standard process which must be completed in two years. PSP will be providing $15,000-$20,000 per year 

for the next two years to WRIA 9 to help fund the effort.  The Forum approved $60,000 for the Green River 

smolt trap starting this year, and she said we need a long-term funding strategy to continue running the 

smolt trap.  The whole cost is $116,000 per year, and we are working on a partnership for funding.  

 
Olympic Sculpture Park Monitoring: 

Jason Toft, University of Washington (UW) Aquatic Fisheries, listed the groups providing funding and 

support for the Olympic Sculpture Park (OSP) monitoring: Seattle Public Utilities, KCD, WRIA 9, 

WDFW, Estuary and Salmon Restoration Program (ESRP), Seattle Art Museum, and the UW Schools of 

Aquatic Fisheries and Oceanography. Monitoring began in 2005 prior to construction of the OSP, which 

lasted through 2006.  He said we now have years 1, 3, and 5 post-construction monitoring, and are hoping 

to get out again in year 10. The monitoring will help show if shoreline enhancements along the waterfront 

provide beneficial habitat for nearshore biota, and if physical structures like a pocket beach will remain 

intact without frequent beach nourishment or stabilization efforts. The year-5 monitoring report is available 

online at: https://sites.google.com/a/uw.edu/olympic-sculpture-park/home. 

https://sites.google.com/a/uw.edu/olympic-sculpture-park/home
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Jason said juvenile Chinook, coho, and smelt are important in the urban nearshore, which has been heavily 

degraded at OSP. Before 2005 there was riprap and seawall armoring at the site, which took away habitat 

and the connection with the terrestrial world.  Post-enhancement there was creation of the pocket beach and 

a habitat bench that extends out into the water, where a lot of kelp and algae have formed. The depth of the 

bench is a low tide, zero water level.  The School of Oceanography looked at the bench’s stability, 

comparing it to armoring that was there before and adjacent armoring. Fish were sampled via snorkel 

surveys and netting to see what they were feeding on and their feeding behavior. Gunnels are now found in 

the cobble showing that the aquatic habitat has been expanded.  Jason said they looked at terrestrial insects, 

aquatic algae, and vegetation and beach structure.  They found over 20 types of algae, with the numbers 

increasing every year since the OSP was put in.  Bull kelp grew that had not been planted, which shows if 

you provide the right habitat it will come in naturally.   

 

In 2007 the first post-restoration monitoring was done, and higher numbers of salmon were found in the 

pocket beach and habitat bench than in the riprap.  Surveys in 2009 did not see any significant differences 

between the sites, while the 2011 surveys found more density at the habitat bench than in the riprap. Jason 

said the 2011 surveys also found a significantly greater number of larval fish (mostly forage fish like smelt) 

at the pocket beach and habitat bench compared to the riprap.  Chinook were found feeding primarily on 

aphids and midges (insects that grow on riparian plants), and chum were feeding somewhat similarly, as 

well as on harpacticoid copepods. This shows the importance of having riparian vegetation, especially 

trees, to provide food for juvenile salmonids. 

 

Jason explained that there is more species diversity at the habitat bench and pocket beach than at the typical 

armored shoreline.  The habitat bench has high densities of harpacticoids, amphipods, and overall 

epibenthic invertebrates, and the pocket beach also had high densities of other copepods.  Harpacticoids 

and amphipods are crustaceans that are generally important prey for juvenile salmon and chum. The one 

type of amphipod that is the most abundant species on adjacent riprap isn’t being incorporated into the 

juvenile salmon diet.  He said we are finding more aphids and insects that are vegetation-oriented at the 

vegetated site.  We expected more midges, but those have not increased since the restoration.  He 

mentioned that we can’t expect the world to change with a site like this.   

 

Jason said vegetation has grown well at the site since 2006. The pocket beach vegetation is a little more 

diverse, with a lot of driftwood initially coming into it.  It is a very urban area without much room for 

vegetation to flow outwards.  The dune grass at the edges has expanded to areas that are protected by 

driftwood, but there is some trampling when people want to sit on the logs.  There is a natural mechanism 

in the urban environment to move material down from the pocket beach – people like to throw rocks into 

the water.  There is not a lot of variation at the site in physical structure.  In the January 2010 El Nino tide, 

the beach was overtopped with driftwood, which concerned us when it happened. Neighboring riprap is 

falling into the pocket beach and habitat bench. Monitoring data shows improved values of most 

measurements compared to armored shorelines.  The next step is a feedback mechanism.   

 

Jason went over the five main conclusions from the OSP monitoring that will guide future efforts:  

1. Nursery area for fish:  Enhancements along the armored shoreline led to more juvenile salmon and 

larval fish, and higher feeding activity.  

2. Foraging opportunities:  Aquatic invertebrates colonized and increased in number in new intertidal 

habitat after enhancements were done.  

3. Riparian value:  Some terrestrial insects increased in abundance where shoreline vegetation was 

planted; these insects are important food for juvenile Chinook. 

4. Connectivity: With armoring removal came the opportunity for aquatic and terrestrial habitats to merge. 

5. Physical resilience: In heavily urbanized area, maintenance and nourishment may be required for 

sediment loss and structural impact.    
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He said we have installed test panels to see how we can improve seawall habitat when the Seattle seawall is 

replaced. There are more algae when there is more slope of the seawall. Based on the OSP monitoring we 

now know that the pocket beach, habitat bench, and shoreline vegetation planting all have benefits that 

should be incorporated into designs for the new seawall.  

 

Discussion: 

 Cindy Rathbone asked what monitoring is showing in predation on juvenile salmon. Jason Toft replied 

that we are seeing trout and ling cod, but we aren’t sure how much juvenile salmon they’re eating. We 

haven’t seen a lot of birds eating juveniles.  

 Cindy said there has been one round of creosote log removal, and she asked if more has come back. 

Jason explained that the landscaper has to remove logs every year.  

 Greg Volkhardt, referring to the stability of the pocket beach, said we could have a lot of loss of 

material when riprap is around it. There is no source of sediment except what is put there. Jason replied 

that so far, there were minimal changes in the physical profile.  Right now the surface sediment is 

slightly courser and mixed with the sediment immediately below it, but that has not affected it.  He 

explained that if we had made this a sandy beach, a lot of that sand would have washed away.  The site 

is pretty stable; it was initially formed by bluffs, but there is currently no source of sediment other than 

what was placed.  Greg said it is nice that in the first five years it hasn’t all washed away.  

 Richard Conlin reported that this monitoring study has helped with the seawall replacement, which was 

just approved by 77% of the voters. We have $290 million in bonds for the project, which is now going 

through the RFP process. Pier 58 to Pier 43 of the seawall will be replaced. 

5. Ecosystem Restoration Project (ERP) 2013 Project Funding Priorities 

Corps Overview: 

Colonel Bruce Estok, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps), called Puget Sound the Corps Seattle District 

center of gravity. The Corps has19 different sites across the Sound, and $50 million in projects.  He said the 

nearshore study is what we’ll see finished in the next few years. The levee vegetation policy requires 

jurisdictions to go through the variance process for vegetation, and the bottom line is the Corps is working with 

NOAA so it gets going at the Washington DC level.  The Corps is also working with Kent on a pilot project to 

do a levee variance. 

 

Col. Estok mentioned that Howard A. Hanson (HAH) Dam and other fish passage projects are his current 

area of focus. In today’s budget climate these discretionary projects have issues and will not necessarily get 

funding.  Critical habitat designations have changed and new species have been listed.  We’ve put a lot of 

money into HAH but will need additional authorization.  In the next couple of years we will be bringing it 

into a viable project.  We will need to have tough discussions with the sponsors and the Muckleshoot Tribe.  

 

Col. Estok said in March we put into place the first in-lieu fee mitigation program, with King County. The 

permit is about reasonable economic development. The mitigation in the past has been small scale and 

typically doesn’t get the best results in the long-term.  This program allows us to issue permits to high 

quality mitigation projects with stewardship in perpetuity.  This first in-lieu fee mitigation program will be 

an asset going forward. 

  

He explained that the Seahurst project is in the Puget Sound and Adjacent Waters (PSAW, Section 544), 

but that program is unbudgeted because when it was authorized, a complete feasibility study was never 

done.  The feasibility study sets you up to show the value for the federal dollar for OMB.  Last year, we had 

two big projects, Qwuloolt and Seahurst.  Normally, the Corps is given the money and allowed to make the 

decisions, but there was a lot of interest expressed in the state in getting the Qwuloolt project done, so it 

was awarded the full amount. The design is completed on Seahurst, and we need to make a strong case for 

funding in 2013.  Contributed funding would allow the non-federal sponsor to contribute more than the 

usual share. It will be March 2013 before the workplan is all set.  Supporters should continue to support the 

project, and we will have to go out for bids again.   
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Mike Mactutis asked about the levee management study. He said it was originally just going to be on levee 

vegetation, but he has now heard it is comprehensive.  Col. Estok responded that if the levees are 

structurally unsound, let’s look at more than just the vegetation.  The study brings together the levee 

sponsor, tribes, and federal agencies.  He said we would love to get into levee setbacks, and there are places 

where King County has those projects on the books. The system wide study is intended to be a long-term 

plan to reduce flood risk.  Would this allow some of the levees on the Green River to be eligible for levee 

repair if they have trees on them?  That will take engineering analysis to verify that the levee is sound.   

 

Kirk Lakey asked if there is any more information on the PL 84-99 Levee Vegetation Management.  Col. 

Estok said he Corps is trying to get an understanding at the headquarter level and looking at ESA 

consultation.   

 
Proposed 2013 ERP Project Funding Priorities: 

Gordon Thomson briefly went over the 2013 ERP project priorities/amounts: 

▫ Lake Meridian Outlet: Project is complete /$20,000 for monitoring; 

▫ Riverview Park Monitoring: Project is almost done, the channel is open, and water and fish are in 

it/$20,000 for monitoring; 

▫ Upper Springbrook Creek: Coho have been seen for the second year in a row, and plantings are 

establishing well /$20,000 for monitoring; 

▫ Mill Creek – Wetland: Looking to award phase 1 construction project no later than August 2013, for 

completion mostly in 2014/$2.5 million for construction; 

▫ Big Spring Creek: Completing phase 2 design/$2 million for construction; and 

▫ Porter Levee Setback: Entered into an in-kind with King County, will execute design agreement with 

the county, with levee setback in 2015/$200,000 for design.  

 

Gordon mentioned that Boeing Levee, a stop on the most recent Yellow Bus Tour, was set back by King 

County about 12 years ago. Noel Gilbrough said there is 100 feet from the levee to the river bank. Gordon 

reported that the design should be complete this year, and we will be seeking construction funding as early 

as 2014. He said the Green/Duwamish has been fortunate to be in the president’s budget the last four to five 

years, and able to go through the design and construction cycle.  

 

Doug Osterman asked if the fiscal year 13 $2.55 million amount in the federal priorities lobbying document 

is still relevant, or if there is anything we need to adjust.  Gordon said it should remain the same as it is in 

the document. 

 

The Watershed Ecosystem Forum unanimously approved the Ecosystem Restoration Project 2013 
project funding priorities. 

6. Urban Waters Federal Partnership 

Tracy Stanton, Earth Economics, explained that since the briefing in August, we are partnering with the 

U.S. Forest Service to link the restoration with the local Green/Duwamish communities. The Urban Waters 

application was submitted October 15, and the Forest Service is expecting to hear if it was successful by 

Thanksgiving. No funding comes with the designation. At a meeting in September, they heard about a 

number of opportunities to re-direct resources.  She noted that resources have to be used between now and 

the end of December.  Doug Osterman has reached out to a number of groups to potentially work on the 

Duwamish blueprint.   

 

James Rasmussen mentioned the undue injustice and burden of contaminates on the communities of color.  

The Urban Waters Partnership tries to look at those issues, and where we can promote clean water as well 

as something that’s an overall benefit.  Several sites are important to the community, like the Pumphouse 

site, which is the only access people in Georgetown have to the Duwamish.  Habitat work is being done to 
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enhance access to the river at T117, the port site just south of the South Park Bridge, and across the river at 

the future Boeing Plant 2.  James said he’s trying to bring in the right types of partnerships, like most of the 

superfund partners (EPA, tribes, and others focused on sites), to avoid missteps moving forward. The 

Washington DC meeting showed a lot of the partnerships, what they were doing, and the wide range of 

projects being put forward. He explained that what we’re looking for here is a very strong package, and as 

we move forward that everyone is at the table. There are other opportunities, like planting of trees in urban 

environments.  It’s not going to be a big pocket of money, but we could use it to leverage a lot of things.  It 

ties superfund, river restoration and environmental justice.   

 

Jay Covington noted that the Corps isn’t listed as one of the partners. Colonel Estok said it’s something we 

are very interested in getting involved in. Jay reiterated that it’s a complicated process and getting everyone 

on board will get momentum.   

7. Wrap Up/Next Steps 

The next meeting is February 7, 2013, 4:00 to 6:30 p.m., Renton City Hall. 

 


