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PRESIDENT’S NOTES

Felix Kristanovich, WA-AWRA Section President

Welcome to the first 2010 issue of the WA-AWRA Newsletter.

You may have noticed this newsletter is a little later than normal. We wanted to
include an update on water related state legislation, but little did we know that
the 60-day session would approach 100 days. Our AWRA insiders from Ecology
tackled this legislative puzzle and investigated what happened with bills SB
6267, HB 3181, HB 2432, and SB 6289 in Legislative Wrap article. Check out
discussion on the House debate regarding the Morris fee proposal and the fol-
low-up debate in the State House of Representatives directly related to the way
water resources management is currently carried out in our state. To find out
about true success stories of local outreach programs, check out the article Pu-
get Sound’s local agencies empower communities and landowners to protect
vital watershed services. We can learn some lessons from case studies in Oakl-
and Harbor and the King County outreach effort with the Partnership for Rural
King County.

You may have been enjoying a long warm winter, but when summer comes a
drought may be facing us. Or maybe not? This depends where in the state you
live. Check out a 2010 Drought? Maybe..., an article by our own Kurt Unger
about the current drought status, or even better, please attend our special
AWRA lunch meeting on April 27™ where Kurt will discuss status of the 2010
Water Year, and will also overview water-related climate change efforts. For
more information on this meeting and to register online,
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please

check our website

http://earth.golder.com/WAAWRA/ASP/Events.asp. Our regular dinner meetings at Pyramid Alehouse in Seattle
will commence in May and June. To recommend speaker or topic of interest, contact Beth Peterson, our Dinner

Meeting Chair.

Please check our website for other activities, including volunteering for different committees. Our major effort
this year is the organization of the State Section Fall Conference. The theme of the Conference is Water
Rights: Investing in 21% Century Management in Washington State. The keynote speech will overview the his-
tory of water rights and problems. Technical sessions will be on Groundwater Exemptions, Instream Flows, and
Approaches for Future Water Acquisitions and Water Management. Technical papers will be presented in a
separate session. An announcement for paper submission will appear this summer. The reception after the
conference is being coordinated jointly with the Engineers Without Borders. The Conference will be held No-
vember 17" at Seattle University. Our Conference Committee is still enlisting volunteers.

Our Section has grown in the last twenty years. More than ever we have coordinated our activities with the Na-
tional AWRA, other AWRA State Sections and Canadian Water Resources Association from British Columbia.
Some of the more interesting professional events near Washington State are Sustainable Water Resources
Roundtable Meeting in Palo Alto, California April 27" and 28" and Canadian Water Resources Association
Conference in Vancouver, British Columbia June 15" through 18". For national events, check out Pennsylvania
AWRA State Section Conference in Williamsport, Pennsylvania April 15" and16 ™, and AWRA Summer Spe-
cialty Conference on Tropical Hydrology and Sustainable Water Resources in Changing Climate in Puerto Ri-

co, August 30" through September 1%,

As always, we look for your help. You and your activity is what make the Washington’s AWRA State Section
great. We ask you to renew your membership for 2010, get involved in our committees, attend our conference

and dinner meetings, and make this year another successful year.

A color version of the newsletter may be viewed at:

www.wa-awra.org



http://earth.golder.com/WAAWRA/ASP/Events.asp

Puget Sound's local agencies empower communities and

landowners to protect vital watershed services
John Konovsky, Greg Rabourn, Barbara Wood, Doug Peters, Stephen Stanley, Jennifer Wu, Lisa Chang

Figure 1. Collecting Oysters in Oakland Bay. (Picture courtesy
of Mason County Historical Museum, Shelton, WA)

Sunlight bathes the Olympic Mountains in the distance
and sparkles on the Puget Sound waters overlying the
treasures of Oakland Bay - thousands of clams and
oysters ready to be harvested. The Oakland Bay Wa-
tershed near Shelton, Washington at the southern-
most point of Puget Sound drains to a world-class
1500-acre shellfish resource area producing over 3
million pounds per year of manila clams — 40% of the
nation’s supply — and nearly 2 million high value oys-
ters per year. In addition to Squaxin Island Tribal
members who have harvested shellfish and salmon in
Oakland Bay tidelands for millennia, shellfish compa-
nies and nearby communities benefit from the rich
bounty of southern Puget Sound (Konovsky, 2008).

With development in the watershed, these resources
are threatened. In 2004, the Washington State De-
partment of Ecology added Oakland Bay to its 303(d)
list of polluted waters for fecal coliform, which under
the federal Clean Water Act requires a clean-up plan
for bacterial pollution. In 2006, the Washington State
Department of Health downgraded harvest of shellfish
to “restricted” on 55 acres at the head of the bay.

Oakland Bay is not alone in having its local environ-
mental, economic, cultural, and recreational values
threatened. Communities and watersheds across Pu-
get Sound face population growth and development
impacts, including increases in impervious cover and
stormwater pollution, decreases in native vegetation,
and alterations to landscapes and waterways. These
impacts all need to be weighed with keeping commun-
ities economically healthy and respecting private
property rights in managing watersheds and growth in
Puget Sound.

At the November 2009 national AWRA meeting in
Seattle, Washington, panelists from Squaxin Island
Tribe, King County, and Thurston County presented
innovative projects looking to shape patterns of devel-

opment to ensure long term protection of vital wa-
tershed processes and resources even as they gain
population. A panelist from the Growth Management
Services group at the Washington Department of
Commerce then placed these projects in the context
of other efforts and tools being used in the Puget
Sound region. The panel was moderated by the man-
ager of the Puget Sound Characterization Project at
Washington’s Department of Ecology Shorelines Pro-
gram. This article highlights the panelists’ case stu-
dies.

“Protect Your Family:” Social Marketing in Oakland
Harbor

At first, things in Oakland Bay did not get off to a roar-
ing start. When staff from Squaxin Island Tribe’s envi-
ronmental program and other local governments went
into the community to urge people to “Save Oakland
Bay” by checking their septic tanks, it would draw
some interest from septic tank owners, but not in the
numbers the governments hoped for. It wasn’t that lo-
cal landowners didn’t care about Oakland Bay, but
somehow, the “Save Oakland Bay” message wasn’t
always translating into people changing their behavior.

So, in 2009, the Squaxin Island Tribe and its partners
studied this disconnect by hiring a firm to conduct
community outreach and identify key issues and ob-
stacles to behavior change among livestock and sep-
tic tank owners. This work indicated that rather than
talking about the health of Oakland Bay, the public in-
volvement and education messages should focus on
the benefits individuals will get from taking action to
reduce the spread of bacteria. In late 2009, the county
government sent mailers to the 1000 septic owners
who had not reported any maintenance activity in the
last five years. The mailer had a more personal mes-
sage about “Protecting Your Family’s Health” along
with a tangible reminder about septic tanks: “Check It,
Fix It, and Maintain It.”

At the end of January 2010, 200 out of the 1000 had
reported to the county that they had inspected and
maintained their septic systems. While no one knows
for sure if the recent downward trend in bacteria levels
in Oakland Bay is a result of the social marketing ef-
fort, changing state regulations, climatic variability, or
a combination of factors, the message change seems
to be working. The work in Oakland Bay represents
how social marketing can be adapted to reach private
landowners in a way that will benefit both the individu-
als and watershed health in Oakland Bay.
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Empowering the Landowner: King County Targeted
Stewardship

Red alder and Douglas fir trees tower over the ferns
lining the banks of the Snoqualmie River, home to wild
runs of coho, Chinook, pink and chum salmon, and
steelhead trout. Rapid population growth in the basin,
however, threatens the ecological integrity of the wa-
tershed which led American Rivers to designate the
Snoqualmie as one of America’s “ten most endan-
gered rivers” in 2001. It's not that watershed partners
in the Snoqualmie Basin haven’t been working for
years to increase stewardship on private lands — they
have. But the myriad of stewardship incentive pro-
grams spread over several agencies leads to a de-
mand-driven, first-come, first-served approach to
stewardship that may not most effectively protect the
watershed'’s critical services and resources.

So King County is trying something different — a fo-
cused outreach effort in two environmentally critical
subbasins in the Snoqualmie watershed (Creahan,
2008). In the summer of 2009, King County selected
Partnership for Rural King County (PRKC), a local
nonprofit group of volunteers in the Snoqualmie Basin,
to reach out to other community members and provide
individualized stewardship plans. PRKC identified key
areas in the subbasin, contacted individuals, provided
maps of critical areas and landowner plots, and
worked with landowners through neighborhood walka-
bouts, workshops, and “kitchen table” meetings (Fig-
ure 2). In addition, King County gave information to
landowners about cost share and property tax reduc-
tion programs for planting native vegetation, removing
invasive weeds, and managing pollution on their
lands. The project model is for stewardship to be lan-
downer-driven and for PRKC and King County to en-
gage and listen to landowners, then help them meet
their goals on how they manage their property that will
also protect or restore habitat — rather than making a
program available and waiting for interested partici-
pants to enroll.

Figure 2. Meeting with landowners in the Snoqualmie River Ba-
sin, King County Stewardship in Action, 2009

Since the project began in the fall of 2009, over 1300
people in the basin have been contacted. Twenty-

three parcels representing 127 acres have applied for
enrollment in a stewardship program by the end of
2009. A less tangible but equally important goal is
empowering community members to access programs
and resources that will provide them with the tools to
manage their lands in an environmentally sound way.

Characterizing Resources, Identifying Priorities:
Landscape Mapping in Thurston County

Sometimes a critical event, such as a 303(d) listing or
identification as one of the nation’s “most endangered
rivers” sounds an alarm prompting actions to protect
and restore a community’s resources. But how do
communities get ahead of such events, and manage
land use and planning to protect their natural re-
sources from degradation as they accommodate fu-
ture growth? For many communities, the key first step
is to characterize the state of ecological and biological
processes in their watersheds. Thurston County is
doing this and more — it is equipping itself, through an
innovative local planning analysis combining land use
functions with watershed health data, with information
to guide future decisions for prioritizing areas for
growth and for protection.

Thurston County covers the Deschutes, Kennedy-
Goldsborough, Upper Chehalis Basin and Nisqually
watersheds (Figure 3), three of which drain to Puget
Sound. The County includes rural areas with fish runs
of Chinook, chum, coho, and pink salmon, steelhead,
and other fish species, and urban growth areas such
as the state capital of Olympia. Several shellfish harv-
est areas are threatened, and the County is working
actively to reduce nonpoint pollution and manage ur-
ban and rural development.

Totten and Eld Inlets

nd
Watershed Characterization

Study Area
Subwatersheds

Figure 3. Thurston County Drainage Area Map, 2009. (Picture
courtesy of Barbara Wood)

With a projected 150,000 additional people expected
in the next 25 years, Thurston County’s goal is to pro-
tect natural resources while accommodating antic-
ipated growth and efficiently addressing the many
state and federal regulatory requirements for preserv-
ing and protecting natural resources. But different
regulations often require different plans. Land use
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planners sometimes struggle to sort through all the
plans to find the right information on how best to man-
age natural resources. Thurston County decided to
take a holistic approach to land use planning by using
watershed characterizations to support sound future
land-use decisions that would also address core fed-
eral and state water quality regulations. The County
has launched an effort to complete a county-wide
landscape characterization assessing the ecological
and biological health of watersheds - at multiple spa-
tial scales that planners can use. These areas can
then be assessed and ranked for preservation and
restoration, stormwater retrofitting opportunities and
priority habitat sites (Wood, 2008).

Thurston County’s approach will give a comprehen-
sive picture that will inform local planners about areas
with capacity for development and ecologically critical
areas that need to be protected. This information can
in turn help the County and local governments update
land use regulations such as Critical Area Ordinances
(CAOs) and Comprehensive Plans to ensure impor-
tant ecological areas are protected. See
http://www.co.thurston.wa.us/stormwater/Characterizatio
n/Characterization _home.htm for more information.

The Department of Ecology and Puget Sound Part-
nership are developing characterizations of additional
Puget Sound watersheds (2009-2011) including a
broad scale assessment of ecological processes, in-
cluding the delivery, movement and loss of water and
nutrients and assessment of fish and wildlife habitat.
The results are designed to further assist local gov-
ernments in developing shoreline and comprehensive
plans within a watershed planning framework (Stanley
et al., 2010).

Watershed Protection Efforts Throughout the Sound

Other jurisdictions in the Puget Sound basin are local-
ly advancing additional planning tools that help com-

munities and agencies work through divergent goals
on envisioned use and stewardship of water and land
resources. For example, Skagit and Kitsap counties
are each conducting “Alternative Futures” processes
in which communities develop and define a range of
development options. Visions of potential futures are
then developed based on scientific models to convey
the impacts of these options, thereby helping inform
and shape opinions and decisions. The goal is to help
address the inherent uncertainty of future outcomes
from current choices on land use, and strategically
make better land use decisions. The Alternative Fu-
tures process has previously been applied in the Chi-
co Watershed in Kitsap County (Beale, 2003) and
elsewhere in the country.

The examples in this article show how local govern-
ments in the Puget Sound basin are taking steps to
protect their vital watershed processes and resources,
even as they grow and gain population. Whether they
are characterizing their watershed processes or ac-
tively implementing solutions to protect the resources
they have identified, these can all be seen as vital and
equally important iterative steps in a watershed plan-
ning framework (Figure 4).

State and federal agencies strongly support these lo-
cal efforts as vital to protecting Puget Sound. To sup-
port protection and restoration of watershed
processes, the U.S. EPA Region 10 has directed grant
funding to local governments and tribes in Puget
Sound and coastal watersheds to link land use deci-
sions with watershed management. In 2008, EPA an-
nounced $4.5 million awarded to eight such projects,
including the three highlighted in this article. In 2009,
EPA awarded several additional projects, and recently
conducted a third competition making an additional
$10 million in funding to assist local governments, Tri-
bes, and special purpose districts in the greater Puget
Sound basin integrate watershed protection and land

Inventoty, collect human activities

data, analyze
processes and
functions at
multiple scales

| | |

Step L Step 2: Prescribe
Characterize Solutions

Watershed: Identify

Analyze the regulatory and

processes that non-regulatory

influence solutions to

watershed. — A T N T —

Step 3: Take Step 4: Monitor
Actions Results
Implement Monitor the
solutions through effectiveness of
permits, solutions
incentives,

ordinances, —

restoration
activities, smart

growth, LID

1

Adaptive Management

Provide feedback to each step for continuous improvement

Figure 4. Watershed protection planning framework. Adapted from Figure 4-1, p. 4-3, Wetlands in Washington State, Volume 2 April

2005 (http://www.ecy.wa.gov/biblio/0506008.html).

WA-AWRA Section Newsletter, January-April 2010

Page 4


http://www.co.thurston.wa.us/stormwater/Characterization/Characterization_home.htm
http://www.co.thurston.wa.us/stormwater/Characterization/Characterization_home.htm
http://www.ecy.wa.gov/biblio/0506008.html

use decisions.

This work is challenging as it includes both educating
elected officials and the public, bringing together plan-
ning departments and watershed scientists and man-
agers, and using new tools like adaptive management
and conservation markets — tools still poorly unders-
tood. These tools require a long-term vision and
commitment to applying the best available science,
coupled with flexibility and smart incentives. It also re-
quires a fundamental shift in thinking to add regional
watershed considerations to inform development deci-
sions, as our site-based regulatory system is not well
equipped to handle watershed-based approaches. Ju-
risdictional limits are another hurdle to implementing
watershed-based protections, mitigations and innova-
tions like the transfer of development rights. Local
governments will have to increase their coordination
and partnerships, with interlocal agreements as a key
approach. These efforts are needed to produce mea-
surable improvements to both the environment and
the quality of life for citizens through improved storm-
water management, innovative zoning, updated shore-
line master programs and critical areas ordinances,
and setting restoration and protection priorities.

Coupled with watershed science planning tools, regu-
lations, and incentives is the importance of ‘connect-
ing’ with individuals who live in, and affect their
watershed. Actions by private landowners and citizens
living in the watershed are what can make a difference
in community stewardship, and thereby, long-term
sustainable improvements in watershed health. Local
governments know the most about managing areas in
their jurisdiction, including where and how to both pro-
tect and develop. They are in the best position to
know how their watersheds function, what and where
pollution sources are, and how to reach out to people
in their communities to address those issues. Giving
people tools to deal with a problem and making it rele-
vant to their individual lives is important for motivating

action. Through a combination of the latest watershed
science, broad-scale planning, cooperation across ju-
risdictions, and connecting directly to landowners, lo-
cal governments are leading the way to improve the
health of Puget Sound.
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Legislative Wrap

Travis Burns and Kurt Ungerl, Washington State De-
partment of Ecology

At the time of writing this update, the legislature is still
grinding through the final desperate days of special
session. Nearly minutes before the regular deadline,
Governor Gregoire extended the session to allow
enough time for representatives to reconcile a budget
in order to bridge a $2.7 Billion shortfall. Although it's
already been a dynamic short session, the democrats
and the GOP aren’t through adding ideas to the table,
and so this article is so aptly titled the “Legislative
Wrap,” a far cry from a “Wrap-Up.”

In all fairness, there actually is a good deal of clarity in
regard to water resource policy for 2010, and the
news is pretty good. Both houses successfully passed

1The opinions in this article are the authors’ alone and do not reflect
those of the Department of Ecology.

a complicated bill that improves water right processing
(SB 62672) and the governor recently signed it into
law. Another bill that reduces toxics in our waterways
through the elimination of copper brake pads (SB
6557) was also signed by the governor. And other bills
remain alive as part of the budget debate, including a
bill that would fund stormwater management to a level
necessary to meet the state’s enormous task at hand
under the federal Clean Water Act (HB 3181).

The bills that made it to the finish line were originally
among a pool of roughly 30 water resource related
proposals at the start of session. January was a busy
month. Committees packed their hearings schedule to
address our seemingly endless list of state water is-
sues. The familiar issues came up and so did some
new ones. Members discussed and debated permit

2 The final session law language is available at:
http://apps.leg.wa.gov/billinfo/summary.aspx?bill=6267&year=2009.
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exempt well policy, land use law, possible drought,
metering, and water right relinquishment to name a
few.

Other bills appeared to be crafted to thwart the poten-
tial of litigation over some of our more strained ques-
tions of law, including a senate bill aimed at clarifying
the extent of the permit exemption for stockwater pur-
poses (SB 6803). The stockwater bill attempted to set-
tle a lawsuit in Pasco that challenges the claim of
large feedlot operations to use an unlimited supply of
groundwater without a permit. The bill made it far, but
not far enough for passage out of the Senate. The
judge in Pasco dropped the case in early April, but by
all accounts an appeal seems likely in the future.3
There were also similar proposals attempting to ad-
dress the water availability crisis in Kittitas County, but
at the end of the day many of these early efforts ran
out of time in a session that was both short on time
and demanding on the budgetary front.

SB 6267 - New Law to Help Manage the Water
Rights Application “Backlog”

The Senate version of a bill for water right processing
improvements begins to address some of the Depart-
ment of Ecology’s (Ecology) funding realities. The re-
cent passage of SB 6267 should prove to be a move
in the right direction towards getting the state’s water
right permitting function back in order. The newly
enacted law addresses Ecology’s staffing cuts that
over the years have contributed to longer waits for wa-
ter right applicants. The recent staffing cuts, along
with a noticeable decline in available water supply that
makes approval far more difficult, are to blame for the
state’s current backlog of nearly 7,000 pending appli-
cations.

The new law, sponsored by Senator Phil Rockefeller
(D-Bainbridge Island), provides a way for a group of
applicants to expedite the processing of water rights
within the same source. Under current law, an indi-
vidual can essentially pay their way to the top of the
line by picking up the bill of all applicants ahead of
them. The changes in law will now allow applicants to
share the cost of an independent consultant. The
programs are voluntary and the consultants are ans-
werable to the state.

In addition to the core provisions of the bill, there were
also some administrative changes aimed at providing
further efficiencies. One such provision would have
automatically allowed for the drilling of new wells with-
in a quarter mile of any existing well, when the old well
fails. Some of the state’s tribes voiced concern over
potential impacts these provisions would have on
streams and Governor Gregoire eventually vetoed this
portion of the bill in the final days of lawmaking.

3 Both plaintiff attorneys for Earthjustice and the Center of Environ-
mental Law and Policy are considering appeal. See “Franklin Coun-
ty judge tosses water rights case,” Seattle Times, April 2, 2010,
available at:
http://seattletimes.nwsource.com/html/localnews/2011510859 apwaf
eedlotfuror2ndldwritethru.html.

Unanswered Questions and More to Come

Perhaps some of the more telling stories for SB 6267
are behind the process itself. Although the final ses-
sion law came from the Senate, the hottest debate oc-
curred in the House. In the House, an amendment to
increase application fees to reflect actual agency cost
was being considered by members. The proposal,
originally offered up by Representative Jeff Morris
(40" Dist.), would have set an application fee sche-
dule capable of funding the water right processing of
the entire backlog within about five years.

To say the Morris proposal stirred up lively discussion
would be a vast understatement. The fee increases
drew heated debate on the House floor that quickly
aligned members in two distinct camps. On one side,
was the view that new water right applicants should
not continue to be subsidized by the general public.4
One representative described the status quo as if we
are asking the public to pay for the watering of one
individual’'s calf at the expense of providing people
with health care and social services. On the other
side, was the claim that an applicant driven process
was far too harsh. Those against the fee increases
showed a fierce skepticism on whether or not addi-
tional funding would result in any change in the back-
log. Neither side won out and the fee increase
proposal was stripped from the bill. The Morris fee bill
died as well.

In place of a specific fee increase, the final law in-
cludes a placeholder provision to examine the ques-
tion of funding at a later date. Section two of the new
law requires Ecology to review current water re-
sources program functions and fee structures, and re-
port on ways to make the program more self-
sustaining and efficient. A report from Ecology to the
Legislature and Governor is due September 1, 2010.

If the House debates are any indication, the future
discussion over how the State funds its water re-
source management activities will be a tough row to
hoe. Nonetheless, like any essential public necessity
there is a severe price for inaction. One need not look
much further than our crippled transportation policy to
understand how that works. Underlying the House de-
bate is a fundamental frustration over the way water
resources management is currently carried out in our
state. One can blame the strictness of our prior ap-
propriation water laws, or blame the executing agency
as some have done. Regardless of where one stands
on this blame game, there are broader questions at
stake that must be addressed by the public if we are
to be successful.

Ecology’s September report is likely to prompt some
important conversations to be had by the public and
our representing leaders. What government services
for water management do we value? Who benefits
and who pays? How do you decide highest and best
use where there is competition? The enacted water
right processing law begins to answer some of these

4 Under current funding, Ecology’s water right processing program is
98 percent general funding. Only about 2 percent of the program
can be attributed to existing water right application fees.
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vital questions through retooling the permitting
process. However, a long-term and sustainable an-
swer requires a broader look. Relying solely on a
case-by-case permit review process is exhaustive and
inherently lends itself to inconsistent application. The
public deserves better. We deserve a choice and
chance to help future generations and the environ-
ment.

HB 3181: The Copper Break Pad Bill

HB 3181 passed and is now law. It bans the in-state
sale of brake pads containing copper and other sub-
stances are banned on a phased basis. Bans apply to
sale by manufacturers, wholesalers, retailers and dis-
tributors of pads and motor vehicles. The legislation is
significant because brake pads may contain copper
and other metals. Operation of brakes generates dust
containing these substances and such dust has been
identified as a significant source of copper in the envi-
ronment due in large part to stormwater runoff. High
copper levels are toxic to aquatic life, including sal-
mon.

Some Notable Deaths
HB 3181: The Clean Water Act of 2010

This was the environmental community’s big bill and it
was big all right. The bill, if passed, would have in-
creased the hazardous substance tax rate from 0.7%
to 2.0% to fund water pollution programs and general
state programs. The current tax generates about $120
million annually for stormwater cleanup. The tax hike
would have generated an estimated additional $225
million annually. Stormwater pollution is a major issue
in the state, notably in the Puget Sound region. While
$225 million sounds like, and is, a lot of money, it
represents just over a quarter of King and Pierce
County’s combined stormwater retrofit work estimated
at $850 million. The bill and its companion bill in the
Senate each failed to make it out of its respective

house of origin, but given the bill's revenue potential it
was still alive in Special Session. Most expect the
2011 session to again be about budget deficits so you
can bet something similar to this will be back in 2011
when the state, cities, and counties are again scram-
bling for money and stormwater issues have not gone
away.

HB 2432

HB 2432 would have amended Initiative 937 to cate-
gorically recognize hydropower as a renewable re-
source. In 2006 the voters approved the Energy
Independence Act (1-937). 1-937 requires certain elec-
tric utilities with 25,000 or more customers to meet re-
newable energy targets: 3% of its load by January 1,
2012; 9% of its load by January 1, 2016; 15% of its
load by January 1, 2020. Under 1-937, renewable
energy is defined to mean: water; wind; solar energy;
geothermal energy; landfill gas; wave, ocean, or tidal
power; gas from sewage treatment facilities; biodiesel
fuel that meets statutory motor fuel quality standards
and is not derived from crops raised on land cleared
from old growth or first-growth forests where the clear-
ing occurred after December 7, 2006; and certain
biomass energy.

Hydropower is, of course, not included because it
would make the initiative moot in most cases as many
utilities already have well above 15% hydropower.
Some hydropower does count for renewable energy
under 1-937: incremental electricity produced from effi-
ciency improvements at hydropower facilities owned
by qualifying utilities is also an eligible renewable re-
source, if the improvements were completed after
March 31, 1999 and the improvements do not result in
new water diversions or impoundments. HB 2432
didn’t have much luck this year — it didn’t even make it
out of committee, but that might not deter future at-
tempts to undue 1-937.

S.B. 6289

S.B. 6289 sought to limit the use of phosphorus in fer-
tilizer. The bill nearly passed — it made it through the
Senate and out of committee in the House but ulti-
mately died in the Rules Committee. According to
those in favor of the bill, many freshwater sources
have phosphorus problems, and because households
can still buy and apply fertilizer with phosphorus, re-
stricting phosphorus in fertilizers is an effective way to
reduce phosphorus in freshwater. Lawn fertilizer is a
significant source of phosphorus in freshwater, ac-
cording to several scientific reports. Some of those
opposed objected to Ecology regulating phosphorous
as the Department of Agriculture already has jurisdic-
tion. Others noted that commercial applicators should
be exempt. Given the problems that phosphorous can
cause to water resources, this bill will likely be back.

A 2010 Drought? Maybe...Maybe Not: Current Conditions

and Ongoing Responses

By Kurt Unger, Washington Department of Ecology and Paul La Riviere, Washington Department of Fish and
Wildlife

Readers of this newsletter may recall that | (Kurt) wrote
about a possible 2010 drought in the July-September
quarterly newsletter of 2009 due to the fact that a weak
El Nifio developed over the summer and the National
Weather Service’s Climate Prediction Center was fore-
casting that it would likely strengthen to moderate to se-

vere El Nifio conditions through the northern hemis-
phere winter 2009-2010. In Washington, El Nifio winters
tend to be warmer and drier than average with below
normal snowpack and streamflow. Regrettably, that's
pretty much what happened, although precipitation
wasn’t that far below normal — the real culprit to the
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lower than normal snowpack was a warmer than normal
January-February-March. In response, the Department
of Ecology (Ecology) convened the Water Supply Avail-
ability Committee (WSAC) in mid February. This is the
first step of a possible drought declaration. The WSAC
is composed of the Ecology and the Department of
Health as well as a few federal agencies that monitor
snowpack and streamflows.

Conditions continued to deteriorate and on March 5",
Ecology convened a joint meeting of the WSAC and the
Executive Water Emergency Committee (EWEC), the
second step toward a possible drought declaration. The
EWEC reviews the current water supply outlook and de-
termines if a drought declaration should be recom-
mended. The EWEC must apply a two-part test before
recommending to the Governor that a drought declara-
tion should be made: 1) An area has to be experiencing,
or expected to experience, less than 75% of normal wa-
ter supplies; and 2) Water users within those areas will
likely incur undue hardships as a result of the shortage.
Most areas of the state had well below 75% of normal
(1971-2001 mean) snow water equivalent (SWE), but
given that it was still quite early in the season, no
drought declaration was made.

Another joint WSAC-EWEC meeting was convened on
March 18"™. At that time, things looked grim with the
lone exception being the Olympic Peninsula, which had
near 100% of normal SWE and over 140% of normal
precipitation for the water year (October 1-September
30). Other areas of the state were strikingly different.
The Spokane and Lower Snake basins had 51% and
58% of normal SWE respectively, Upper Yakima was at
66% and the Puget Sound basins ranged from a low of
51% (Central Puget Sound) to a high of 68% (North Pu-
get Sound). To make matters worse, NOAA’s Climate
Prediction Center was forecasting better chances of a
warmer and dryer than normal April and a much warmer
than normal April-May-June. It appeared that the die
had been cast for a near statewide drought. But given
that it was still relatively early, Ecology held out hope
and scheduled another drought meeting for April 7, the
day of the release of the Natural Resource Conserva-
tion Service’s (NRCS) April Water Supply Forecast.

But alas models are just models and as the saying
goes, “If you don't like the weather, wait five minutes.”
Turns out weather predictions are like blackjack. When
the dealer has a 6 there’s a good chance of him busting
but occasionally he’ll have a 5 underneath and will draw
a face card for 21. Similarly against the odds, the
weather turned cold and wet in a hurry. At the April 7
drought meeting SWE percentages had jumped dramat-
ically. And they continued to climb with a storm rolling
into the Cascades on the 8". As of this writing (April
20™), some of the more notable positive SWE improve-
ments are:

- Central Puget Sound basin up from 51% to 65% of
normal

- Upper Yakima up from 66% to 77% of normal

- Lower Yakima up from 83% to 103% of normal

- Olympic Peninsula up from 97% to 134% of normal

It should be noted, however, that the above percentag-
es of normal SWE only paint the picture for SNOTEL

(SNOw TELemetry) sites. Largely because of the El Ni-
no event, more precipitation has fallen as rain rather
than snow at the lower elevations. So while higher up
SNOTEL sites (that's where most of the sites are) are
recording below average to normal SWE, the situation
is actually worse when one considers the lack of snow
at lower elevations that SNOTEL sites don’t capture,
and the area that those lower elevations encompass.
Recent storms in late March and into the first half of
April have certainly helped the situation, but given
where we were in some basins this late in the season,
the hole is simply too big to dig out of even with a colder
and wetter than normal April. While SWE has re-
bounded in many areas of the state, it’s still down about
20% on average and is considerably down in the Lower
Snake basin (61% of normal as of April 20) and Spo-
kane basins (52% of normal as of April 20).

The good news is that for the first time, the Climate
Prediction Center’s (CPC) 1-month outlook calls for a
higher probability for colder than normal temperatures
and equal chances for above or below normal precipita-
tion across the state. The bad news is the 3-month out-
look continues to call for higher probability for higher
than normal temperatures with equal chances for above
or below normal precipitation across the state. If that 3-
month outlook reigns true, the still lower than normal
snowpack will melt off earlier and faster. Even with
normal conditions, many snowpack dependant areas of
the state will likely experience abnormally dry stream-
flow conditions in late summer and into the fall because
of the low SWE. Given that overall precipitation (not
snowpack) is near normal on the west side, utilities do
not foresee problems.

Yakima

Last month the Bureau of Reclamation estimated that
junior water right holders in the Yakima Basin will be
prorated at 77%. The forecast is based on flow data,
current snowpack and this year's precipitation data. The
Bureau updates this estimate every month and on April
9" the Bureau released its new estimate for proration-
ing: 71%. Junior water right holders will be prorationed
even more because of the rather dismal March precipi-
tation, with the only exception being the end of the
month. It deserves mentioning that the forecast is re-
leased on the 9" but that it only takes into account data
through the end of March, thus the early April storms
are not included. Because of this, the Bureau noted that
it expects the May forecast to increase because as of
April 9", they had already received 66% of the month’s
average precipitation at the reservoir sites. According to
the Bureau, the only reservoir that will likely fill is Bump-
ing Lake; Rim Rock is given a 50:50 chance of filling
and the other three (Kachess, Cle Elum and Keechelus)
are not likely to fill. Despite this, irrigation districts are
not panicking (as of this writing April 20™).

The Department of Commerce reports that there will be
no brownout issues with hydropower production, but
those utilities that rely on selling surplus power to Cali-
fornia will take a financial hit. Because of this, utilities
such as Seattle have already raised their rates to ac-
count for this projected lack of revenue.
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The Department of Health reports no current calls of
undue hardship but expects such situations to likely de-
velop in isolated areas of the state in the later part of
the summer into the fall. The situation will, of course, be
worse if the fall rains don’t come “on schedule.” Ecology
and Fish and Wildlife expect fish specific drought re-
lated issues to develop in many snowpack dependant
parts of the state in the later part of the summer into the
fall and later regional drought declarations may be
needed to provide funding for fish related assistance.
The Walla Walla basin appears to present the only area
of the state where a drought declaration could probably
be beneficial. As of this writing, no declaration has
been made.

Walla Walla

In the Walla Walla River and its tributaries, flows con-
tinue to be much lower than average, and are nearing
critical levels for fish migration. The stream reach that is
currently limiting salmon movement occurs from the
Burlingame point-of-diversion to the Touchet River con-
fluence (15.1 miles). Without immediate flow supple-
mentation in the Walla Walla River, important juvenile
fish stocks, sub-adult bull trout, and adult spring Chi-
nook and ESA-listed steelhead, are likely to experience
high mortality during their migration through the Walla
Walla. Juvenile smolt out migration for steelhead and
spring Chinook are of the gravest concern. Hatchery
and natural production juveniles are rapidly approaching
either a scheduled release or a period of peak down-
stream movement.

Both juvenile and adult salmon avoid warm water, and
will hold above or below the warm-water blockage, thus
interrupting their migration. Juvenile outmigrants expe-
rience stress because flows are too low to flush them
downstream, and because low flows expose the small
fish to predation by other fish and birds. Of migrants
that make it to the ocean, those returning as adults
might not return to the correct stream because they did
not successfully imprint on Walla Walla water. Hatchery
releases of juvenile salmon occur throughout April.

Adult migration can be blocked physically because wa-
ter is too low for them to move upstream, or blocked
thermally because water temperatures are too high for
them to venture through warm water. Steelhead adults
are attempting to swim upstream to spawn in the ba-

sin’s upper tributaries during April and May. Spring Chi-
nook adults will start to arrive in Late April and May,
hoping to reach the headwaters soon thereafter, and
then hold throughout the summer before spawning in
August and early September. Steelhead are already
spawning in lower river reaches because they are una-
ble to reach headwaters.

“Pulse Flows” are episodes of increased stream flow
brought about by sequential reductions in irrigation wa-
ter withdrawal. A pulse can last from several hours to
several days, and serve to flush outmigrants or encour-
age upstream migrants to move through the low-flow
stream reach. The idea is to simulate spring freshet, so
the effect is enhanced if pulse flows occur during a rain
event or increasing snow melt. WDFW, Ecology, The
Walla Walla Partnership, the local Conservation District,
Umatilla Tribes, Oregon Department of Fish and Wild-
life, and others are attempting to partner with Washing-
ton Water Trust and Freshwater Trust (Oregon) to
design a pulse flow program tailored to spring 2010
conditions. Washington Water Trust and Freshwater
Trust have been contacting irrigators in Washington and
Oregon, respectively, to gain their assistance in execut-
ing the pulse flows.

Biologists are asking for a minimum pulse flow of 100
cubic feet per second for a period of five days in mid-to-
late-April. The quantity of available supplementation wa-
ter is completely dependent on cooperating water right
holders. Irrigation districts own the larger shares of wa-
ter and thus are the key stakeholders in developing and
implementing a pulse flow project. Ecology is offering
funding to compensate irrigators for the inconvenience
brought about by implementing the pulses. Umatilla Tri-
bal staff and WDFW staff are monitoring fish presence
and activity in the river, and will also be recording fish
response to the pulses.

The next joint WSAC-EWEC meeting will be held on
April 20™. A decision on whether to declare drought in
Walla Walla may come after that. Although most Wa-
shingtonians not familiar with the current situation would
probably not agree with me, I’'m hoping for a wet and
cold April — after that, a nice mellow, warm late spring
/summer that doesn’t make my non-AC house heat up
over 85 F — probably get a lot of agreement there. Oh
yeah, and a little more precipitation than normal, but on-
ly at night, of course.

Call for Student Mentors

AWRA, Washington section is always looking for pro-
fessionals and others to mentor graduate students in
the AWRA student chapter.

Students are busy too, so the commitment may con-
sist of nothing more than a coffee or lunch once a
month or once a quarter. Providing a little perspective
on studies and career choices can go a long way for
students.

If you are interested in mentoring, email Megan Kogut
at mbkogut@gmail.com with questions or a short bio-
graphy for posting on the AWRA website.

For more information about mentoring, see
http://earth.golder.com/waawra/ASP/Students.asp#me

ntoring.
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Call for Nominations for Outstanding 2010 AWRA-WA BOARD MEMBERS

L] L L ’ . . . . .
Contribution to Washington’s Water Re- President; Felbx Kristanovich
sources fkristanovich@anchorgea.com
The AWRA, Washington Section plans to honor an individual at the State AWRA Vice President: Beth Peterson
Conference which will be held in Seattle this year. This award will be presented (425) 450-6286
at the conferenceds Award Luncheon fo o BEtlRetar herigc.c ntfibuti
resources profession in the State of Washington. Current State Chapter mem- Treasurer: Scott Kindred
bers are encouraged to send in a nominating letter for themselves or another (206) 660-5417
candidate. In addition to identifying a nominee, the letter must contain an expla- scottkindred@comcast.net

nation of how the candidate specifically meets the criteria listed below. An indi-
vidual need not satisfy all of the criteria to win the award, and other appropriate
factors brought up in the nomination letter WILL be considered.

Secretary: Dustin Atchison
(425) 453-0730
dustin.atchison@ch2m.com

e Outstanding contribution or achievement in the water resources field
(broadly defined) in the State of Washington.

e Leadership, so that others are enabled, inspired or organized to advance
the understanding, management or wise use of water resources.
Degree of innovation. Editor: Kurt Unger

Interdisciplinary or bridge-building qualities. (360) 292-2116
unger_kurt@yahoo.com

Secretary: Darcy Nonemacher
(206) 213-0330 ext 16
dnonemacher@americanrivers.org

Any person may be nominated for this award, but only current State Chapter Past President: Jamie Morin

members may submit a nomination. The nomination letter or e-mail must be (206) 838-7654

received by July 15, 2010. The winner will be awarded a handsome plaque morin@mentorlaw.com

commemorating the honor. In addition, the AWRA Board will make a donation Di )
toawaterr el ated, nonprofit organization |of the PSP vi dual s cho
submit your nomination to: Director: Steven Hughes

(206) 438-2159
steven _hughes@urscorp.com

Peter Sturtevant

Awards Committee Director: Scott Kindred

c/o CH2M HILL _ (206) 827-7701

PO Box 91500 skindred@aesgeo.com

Bellevue, WA 98009-2050 Director: Jacqueline Klug

psturtev@ch2m.com (206) 329-0141
There are lots of people out there working hard to protect and enhance Wash- isklug@gmail.com
ington’s water resources. This is your chance to bring some much-deserved Director: Megan Kogut
recognition to one of them. (206) 650-2148

mbkogut@gmail.com

Director: Stan Miller

Should the Newsletter Go Online Only? (509) 477-6024
There are a lot of good reasons why the newsletter should go online only: sav- samillerh2o@comcast.net
ing energy, saving trees and saving money. That being said, there’s also bene- Director: Tom Ring
fits to a paper copy — particularly people can read them when they have time (509) 865-4946

and they’re still on their desk. If online only, one might forget about the newslet- ringt@yakama.com

ter link after receiving the email reminder and never get back to the newsletter
website. Furthermore, paper copies often get passed around organizations and
can generate some good face to face discussions.

Director: Cleve Steward
(360) 862-1255
csteward@stewardandassociates.com

What are your thoughts? Online only? Online only at member request, or keep
the status quo: send out paper copies with online availability. Let us know, we
want to hear. We'll listen and then decide — this paper newsletter may be the
last. Please email Kurt Unger at unger_kurt@yahoo.com no later than May 15,
2010 with online newsletter survey in the subject box and let us know what you Director: Steve Swope
think. Thanks! (206) 329-0141
steve@pgwg.com

UW Student Rep: Erin Donley
edonley6@gmail.com

Director: Pete Sturtevant
(425) 453-5000
psturtev@ch2m.com

The Board of AWRA WA seeks to provide through this newsletter a full rang
of views on water swurce issue®pinions expressed in this newsletter do not
necessarily reflect the views of individual Board members, the section UW Faculty Advisor: Bob Edmonds
membership, or their employers. bobe@u.washington.edu

1]
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2009 Membership / Change of Address Form

(¢ please circle, as appropriate C )

Annual membership in the state chapter costs $25.

Name Position Affiliation
Street Address City State Zip
Phone( ) Fax( ) E-mail @

C Please indicate if you prefer to receive your newsletter electronically.

C Check if you would like to be actively involved on a committee:
You will be contacted by a board member.

2010 Membership Dues: $35.00. Checks only. Please make payable to AWRA Washington Section.

Mail to: American Water Resources Assoc. WA. Section
P.O. Box 2102
Seattle, WA 98111-2102

The American Water Resources Association is a scientific and educational non-profit organization established to encourage and
foster interdisciplinary communication among persons of diverse backgrounds working on any aspect of water resources disciplines.
Individuals interested in water resources are encouraged to participate in the activities of the Washington Section.

Special Thank t o Golder Associates for word processing and graphics support on this newsletter

American Water Resources Association, Washington Section Non Profit

P.O. Box 2102 U.S. Postage PAID

Seattle, WA 98111-2102 Seatt[e, WA
Permit #1399

(Change service requested.)

A Membership Benefit http:// www.wa -awra.org / Please Post & Circulate
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